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ABSTRACT 

This thesis reviews the case of Plan 6 cost-

sharing to explore the nature of policy reform and the 

political factors which can hinder or coax change. Plan 6 

comprises regulatory storage components of the Central 

Arizona Project and dam safety components of the Salt River 

Project in Arizona. Arizona entities respond to the Federal 

cost-sharing reform movement by developing an agreement 

reflecting increased and "up-front" local contributions to 

this Bureau of Reclamation project. The Plan 6 case is 

analyzed by linking observed political responses to proposed 

reform with operative policy arenas. Shifts within or 

between arenas indicate a degree of policy incrementalism of 

innovation, respectively. The analysis found a coincidence 

of moderate levels of innovation and strong incrementalism. 

The strength of a traditional water development network and 

the absence of direct input from reformers at critical 

points in agreement development were primary factors 

hindering full reform. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Plan 6 is a water resources infrastructure project 

approved by the Department of the Interior in 1984. The 

Plan is a component of the Central Arizona Project (CAP) and 

Salt River Project (SRP). The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

(USBR) developed the Plan through extensive public input and 

technical review as an alternative to a controversial water 

storage feature of the CAP known as Orme Dam. Official 

benefits of Plan 6 include flood control, recreation, and 

regulatory water storage. The Plan also provides for dam 

safety improvements for existing dams of the SRP. Appendix 

A contains USBR Fact Sheets on the components of the CAP and 

Plan 6. Figure 1-1 shows a 1983 schematic map of Plan 6. 

Structural features of Plan 6 are scheduled for 

completion by 1994 and include the construction of New 

Wadell Dam on the Agua Fria River northwest of Phoenix and 

the modification of Stewart Mountain and Roosevelt Dams on 

the Salt River northeast of Phoenix. Cliff Dam on the Verde 

River, an original feature of Plan 6, was deleted in 1987. 

Water supply alternatives recommended to replace the Cliff 
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Dam source are scheduled for implementation by 1998. 

costs about $1.1 billion in addition to the estimated 

billion for remaining CAP features. The CAP'S system 

conduits, pumps, tunnels and reservoirs is the most 

expensive in USBR history (Reisner, 1986). 

1.1 Federal Cost-Sharing Reform and Plan 6 

Reclamation law requires that certain Arizona 

entities repay a predetermined portion of Plan 6 and CAP 

costs identified through a Federal process known as cost-

sharing. Cost-sharing is the aspect of multipurpose water 

development that allocates project costs among its 

functions, and, subsequently, among Federal and non-Federal 

participants. Repayment contracts specify the terms and 

conditions for retiring state and local debt established 

through a cost-sharing agreement. Financing refers to state 

and local efforts to build funds to substitute or repay 

Federal dollars expended for project construction, operation 

and maintenance. 

Original Plan 6 repayment arrangements outlined by 

USBR planning documents involved 67% of reimbursable project 

construction costs at 3.342% interest. Regulatory storage 

costs were linked to the CAP and the financing methods 

13 

Plan 6 

$ 2 . 6  
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established for that project. Principally, these methods 

involved the creation of a water management district 

(Central Arizona Water Conservation District, CAWCD) to sell 

project water, levy ad valorem property taxes and sell 

excess energy from the Navajo Power plant in Page, Arizona. 

These repayment arrangements reflect historic USBR 

cost-sharing and repayment policies that responded favorably 

to the interests of Western water development. Cost 

allocation formulas varied by factors like region and type 

of project1. Certain costs, like recreation and flood 

control benefits, were paid entirely by the Federal 

government. Repayment typically occurred over a 50-year 

period at a subsidized interest rate following substantial 

completion of project features. Observers note that these 

Federal policies facilitated inconsistent rules and 

supported large projects with limited regional or national 

benefits (Cortner and Auberg, 1988; Reisner, 1986; Eisel and 

Wheeler, 1979; Rucker and Fishbeck, 1983). These policies 

resulted in part from a Federal desire to foster water 

resources development, maintain flexibility and prevent 

hardship to project beneficiaries (Hibbard, 1965; Maxey and 

Inconsistent cost-sharing rules were characteristic of 
other Federal resource development agencies like the Soil 
Conservation Service and the Army Corps of Engineers, however, the 
USBR is featured in this thesis. 
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Starler, 1987). Nevertheless, it is widely recognized that 

the policies were perpetuated largely by strong political 

networks that hindered attempts at cost-sharing reform 

(Cortner and Auberg, 1988; Micale, 1987). 

Despite the USBR's plans for Plan 6, traditional 

cost-sharing policy was not expected to prevail. This 

project was conceived and selected in the midst of the most 

recent Federal efforts to alter its approach to cost-

sharing. The efforts, lead by President Carter and 

implemented by President Reagan, sought to increase and 

accelerate the timing of local contributions to USBR and 

Army Corps of Engineers projects. Under President Carter, 

corollary reform goals included improved water resources 

planning, increased environmental sensitivity, and efficient 

project management. President Reagan hoped to reduce 

Federal direction over and participation in projects that 

benefitted specific regions. Federal budget concerns during 

the Reagan years underscored this philosopy. Limited 

Federal appropriations were to be awarded to those projects 

with an adequate level of non-Federal contributions. Unlike 

previous attempts at cost-sharing reform, this movement 

conspicuously challenged water resources networks. It 

promised to alter traditional cost allocations as well as to 

restructure repayment scenarios and local financing 
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strategies. 

Supporters of Plan 6 acknowledged the difficulties 

of obtaining appropriations for Plan 6 and the CAP as cost-

sharing reform gained momentum in the 1980s. Representatives 

of Arizona and the Federal government had a massive 

investment in the CAP. Arizona needed the CAP to fulfill 

its water resources plans and promote economic growth. The 

Department of Interior needed to complete the project and 

carry the banner of cost-sharing reform so that Reclamation 

dollars could be directed to new project starts. In order 

for this project and others to emerge from the reform 

movement intact, new cost-sharing arrangements had to be 

developed for Plan 6 that met or exceeded Federal 

requirements. 

To achieve their broader agenda, the Arizona 

representatives agreed to an increase in local financing to 

convince Congress to complete the CAP and build Plan 6. The 

Department of the Interior and the USBR supported Arizona's 

efforts. These entities also participated in the 

development of a carefully arranged Federal-local financing 

agreement that featured the use of local money prior to 

construction. Almost one year after the agreement was 

signed, it was challanged by environmentalists who opposed 

certain structural features of Plan 6. In an unexpected 
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response, the Arizona Congressional delegation submitted to 

environmentalist's demands rather than face a lawsuit, total 

dissolution of the cost-sharing agreement and loss of Plan 6 

benefits far into the future. 

1.2 Purpose and Organization of Thesis 

From this general perspective, one could reasonably 

state that the implementation of Plan 6 was significantly 

affected by the push for cost-sharing reform. Indeed, the 

Plan 6 case reflects many of the goals of the cost-sharing 

reform movement, such as the advance and increase of local 

funding and the submission of a powerful water development 

network. Policy theory suggests, however, that reform is 

not one-sided. The effects of resistance to reform are not 

precluded by the broad brush of reform. Rather, tension 

exists between the forces pressing for innovation of cost-

sharing policy and the local interests pressing for a 

gradual policy change based on conventional means of 

operating. The case of Plan 6 cost-sharing exemplifies 

these dynamics within a reform movement. 

The dynamics within reform is presented in this 

thesis as policy innovation versus incrementalism. Next, 
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three characteristic responses to change are defined to 

foster the specific analytical objectives of this thesis. 

The first objective is to develop and utilize a framework 

that illuminates the dynamics of policy change. The second 

is to identify the degree and type of policy change occuring 

in this case and to describe the middle ground between no 

policy change and full reform. When applied to major issues 

of the Plan 6 case, this framework facilitates an assessment 

of the effectiveness of reform and helps to identify the 

political factors that contribute to or obstruct change. 

The thesis consists of four additional chapters. 

Chapter 2 discusses the meaning and nature of policy change 

and presents the theoretical framework that drives the 

analysis of Plan 6 cost-sharing. Chapter 3 provides an 

historical overview of Plan 6 development and defines the 

terms of the cost-sharing agreement. Chapter 4 analyzes the 

dynamics of policy change, or the elements of innovation and 

incrementalism, evident in the cost-sharing for Plan 6. The 

analysis is performed primarily from the perspective of the 

Arizona representatives who are viewed as affected by the 

cost-sharing reform movement. Chapter 5 provides 

conclusions about the level of reform achieved in the Plan 6 

case and how the framework may be used to anticipate these 

dynamics in movements to reform longstanding policies. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE DYNAMICS OF POLICY CHANGE 

The purposes of this chapter are to explore the 

nature of policy change and to provide a theoretical 

foundation for analysis of Plan 6 cost-sharing policy. The 

chapter will be divided into three main sections. The first 

section reviews scholarly thought on two basic types of 

policy change, innovation and incrementalism. The second 

section presents the concept of policy arenas as a means to 

evaluate the level of innovation and incrementalism within a 

reform movement. The third section introduces three 

political responses to reform and a framework used to study 

the Plan 6 case. 

2.1 Innovation and Incrementalism Defined 

Public policy change can be generally described as 

an attempt to alter an existing governmental approach to an 

issue or a means of operating. Policy scientists have 

characterized two basic kinds of policy change, innovative 
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and incremental, associated with divergent sets of 

expectations, perceived impacts and reactions to reform. 

These scientists suggest that, given a movement to alter 

existing public policies, different rates and types of 

change can occur under certain conditions. 

2.1.1 Innovation or Reform 

The first basic kind of change, innovation, is 

equated with reform. Reform is the practical and symbolic 

renovation of public policy within a short time period 

(Ingram et al, 1975). Proponents of policy reform perceive 

that it offers a lasting and comprehensive improvement over 

existing goals, and ways of operating and thinking 

(Lindblom, 1979; Mohr, 1969). Ideally, an agency or program 

that embraces reform operates with a sense of mission and 

actively adopts measures that make progress toward 

achievement of that mission (Nienaber-Clarke & McCool, 

1985). Some policy scholars note, however, that innovation 

may also increase conflict surrounding a policy issue due to 

the rapid and sweeping changes expected (Ingram, et al, 

1975). At the same time that positive effects are expected 

by some, other groups will perceive adverse impacts from 
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reform. Indeed, many of the consequences of innovation are 

unknown or may be perceived by some as expensive (Braybrooke 

and Lindblom, 1970). From this regressive perspective, 

change may be considered as extreme rather than innovative. 

As a result of conflicting perspectives, one policy 

scientist wrote that innovators must "coerce cooperation" in 

order to implement the full effects of reform (Wildavsky, 

1979) . 

2.1.2 Incrementalism 

Incrementalism, on the other hand, is equated with 

marginal change that occurs in serial steps. Unlike 

innovation, incremental change tends to remedy a recognized 

problem rather than move towards a new goal (Wildavsky, 

1979; Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1970; and Lindblom, 1959). 

This type of change usually involves the continuation of 

accepted patterns of thought and ways of operating 

(Lindblom, 1959). Part of the rationale for incremental 

change is that such policy adjustments are often possible 

when innovation, which may require an extended level of 

analysis, resources and political support, is not feasible 

(Lindblom, 1979; Mohr, 1969; and Ingram and Ullery, 1973). 
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For this reason, incremental change occurs more often than 

full reform (Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1970; Ingram and 

Ullery, 1973; and Salisbury, 1968). 

Policy scholars note that incrementalism reduces 

conflict and promotes cooperation among decision makers, 

administrators and constituents. Instead of coercion, 

change occurs through "partisan mutual adjustment" 

(Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1970) or, similarly, "mutual 

accommodation" (Ingram, 1985) where players adjust their 

decisions that mutually affect one another. Most of the 

consequences of incrementalism are perceived as known and 

directly beneficial. Adverse impacts are considered to be 

indirect, if perceived at all. Proponents of incrementalism 

consider that their interests are reasonably well-served by 

modest changes in the status quo and typically perceive 

policy reform as unnecessary or threatening. 

2.2 Policy Arenas and Change 

Policy scientists have advanced a useful means of 

analyzing innovation and incrementalism through the concept 

of policy arenas. Theodore J. Lowi was the first to 

formally develop a model explaining the concept (Lowi, 1964 
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and 1972). He wrote that public policies can be organized 

into arenas, each having a distinct set of benefits and 

costs for society. Consequently, characteristic political 

responses correspond to each set (Ibid). 

Lowi suggested that one means to distinguish change 

is to look for a shift between policy arenas for evidence of 

reform and within policy arenas for evidence of 

incrementalism (Lowi, 1972). This line of thought proposes 

that a change in policy from one arena to another signals 

reform. Reform significantly alters sets of public impacts 

and strategies of political interaction. Conversely, a 

policy change within an existing structure or arena is 

incremental because it continues to generate familiar sets 

of costs and benefits. The scope of the policy issue may 

change but perceived impacts and corresponding kinds of 

interaction between decision makers, administrators and 

constituents would not. 

The primarily policy arenas defined by Lowi are 

distributive, regulatory and redistributive. Characteristic 

impacts of these arenas are shown in Table 2-1. The table 

implies that policy makers in the distributive arena 

dispense a set of direct benefits to interest groups in the 

form of grants, loans, or public works. These groups 

perceive few direct costs from the policy. Congress, with 
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TABLE 2-1 
CHARACTERISTIC IMPACTS OF LOUI'S POLICY ARENAS1 

POLICY IMPACT2 POLICY ARENA 

Distributive Reoulatorv Redistributive 

1. Direct Benefits to specific 
constituent groups. 

Costs imposed on inter
est groups or along sectors 
of economy: standards, 
monetary fees, prescribing 
or limiting activities. 

"Economic, social or political 
shares received by identifi
able segments of society 
change." Direct costs and 
benefits are perceived by 
distinct groups. 

2. Indirect Costs spread over 
broad national or 
regional base. 

Indirect costs may also be 
perceived. Benefits spread 
over a broad national base. 

Repercussions evident. 

3. Structural High access to 
Congressmen and 
agencies adminis
tering policies. 

Agency becomes an important 
focus of this arena in 
development and 
implementation of rules 
and regulations. 

Heavy government involvement 
in policy development, usually 
at Presidential or Cabinet 
level. New agencies may be 
created to implement policies; 
closing access for some, 
opening for others. 

4. Symbolic Lack of conflict or 
sense that much good 
is being undertaken 
for many. 

Certain values are promoted 
at the expense of other 
values. 

Ideological conflicts occur 
along lines of the "haves" & 
"have nots." "Fundamental 
challenge" to accepted ways of 
operating, pattern of benefits 
and costs. 

Self-regulatory arena is not included in Lowi's typology but combines elements of the 
distributive and regulatory arenas. Affected interest group takes a lead in regulatory policy 

development to enhance benefits and reduce costs. 

2 Termed "dimensions" in Ingram, et. al., 1975, pp. 15-27. 
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its constituent interests, is often the focal point of 

interest groups within this policy arena. By contrast, 

policies developed within the regulatory arena impose direct 

costs rather than benefits to interest groups, such as fees, 

standards and restrictions. Regulatory agencies may take 

precedence in this arena as benefits are perceived along a 

broad national base. Policies developed in the 

redistributive arena, however, are expected to pull direct 

benefits from one group and distribute them to another in 

its place. The redistribution may have national impact if 

implemented at the Federal level. Lowi explains that reform 

implemented within this arena involves debate at the highest 

levels of authority. 

2.2.1 Between and Within Policy Arenas 

Examples of innovative shifts occur in the last 25 

years of environmental policy, reflecting the trend from 

distributive to regulatory policy. To some extent, the 

passage of environmental laws and adoption of regulations 

represents a movement away from unregulated activities or 

fragmented policies with widely spread costs and narrow 

benefits. These laws moved towards direct prescription that 
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constrains the activities of some groups. Such changes, 

according to Lowi's model, are innovative. 

Environmental laws which initiated regulatory 

programs included the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended; 

the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969; and 

the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, 

as amended. Under the Clean Water Act, facilities which 

discharge pollutants to surface waters are subject to a 

strict permitting program that defines acceptable discharges 

and pollution control measures for each facility (Ingram, et 

al, 1975; Arbuckle, et al, 1983). NEPA imposes procedural 

requirements on public entities seeking to undertake major 

development, primarily through the disclosure of short and 

long-term environmental impacts (Ingram and Ullery, 1973; 

Arbuckle, et al, 1983). RCRA prescribes operating 

standards, accumulation limits and planning and reporting 

requirements for facilities that generate hazardous wastes. 

Facilities that store, treat, and dispose of hazardous 

wastes are also subject to rigorous permitting requirements 

(Arbuckle, et al, 1983; 40 Code of Federal Regulations 260 

through 280). In each case, the regulated community 

experiences direct monetary costs as a result of imposed 

operating changes. Indeed, these regulatory programs carry 

civil and criminal penalties for non-compliance. 



27 

Innovative adjustments also occur for a shift to 

redistributive policy. This shift, however, involves 

symbolic rather than prescriptive changes for society as a 

whole. Redistributive policy is often characterized as a 

class struggle between the "haves" and "have nots" (Ingram 

et al, 1975). The advent of New Deal legislation in the 

1930s exemplifies a policy change from the distributive to 

the redistributive arena. In this case, policies which 

disbursed specific benefits to select groups were altered to 

encompass thousands of Americans impoverished by the Great 

Depression (Lowi, 1964), including Social Security and the 

Works Project Administration. 

As noted earlier, incremental change is exemplified 

by policy adjustments within an existing structure. Federal 

policy to promote Western settlement in the 19th century 

provides a good example of this type of change in the 

distributive arena. From this perspective, public land laws 

passed by Congress enabled constituents to gain a share of 

the American frontier, while elected officials who supported 

these policies won favor of colleagues and constituents 

alike (Hibbard, 1965; Rucker and Fishbeck, 1983). Agencies 

administering public land policies were assured a reasonable 

future of service and continued appropriations to carry out 

the law. When policies showed signs of failure, the 
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distributive network stepped in to assist. 

For example, Congress provided a reclamation 

solution intended to "pay for itself" and benefit many 

fledgling farms and towns when settlers could not endure the 

physical hardships of the West (Rucker and Fishbeck, 1983; 

Stegner, 1954; and Reisner, 1986). This example reflects 

distributive policies adjusting in response to some 

interests, but retaining a relatively non-conflictual 

approach to public needs. Such changes, according to Lowi 

and others, are incremental. 

2.2.2 The Coincidence of Innovation and Incrementalism 

Although the theory of "between and within" arenas 

helps to distinguish types of change, policy scientists 

agree that it fails to explain certain dynamics within a 

given movement for change. Policy change corresponding to 

issues like water development or hazardous waste management 

often exhibit elements of innovation and incrementalism. 

Proposals rarely advance innovative ideas to the exclusion 

of slower kinds of change. To this end, Ingram et al (1975) 

wrote of "degrees of innovation" in their work on 

institutional fragmentation and policy innovation. Table 2-
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2 shows this view of incrementalism applied to changes 

between policy arenas. 

In A Strategy of Decision. David Braybrooke and 

Charles Lindblom observed that policies which appear non-

incremental can be explained in a series of small steps 

(Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1970). Wildavsky reasoned that 

the increments of change increase so change indeed occurs, 

but policy makers attempt to control the extent or time 

frame of the change (1979). Indeed, Ingram and Ullery 

suggested that incrementalism and reform may be symbiotic in 

some instances (Ingram and Ullery, 1980). 

Robert H. Salisbury supplemented these hypotheses 

when he added the self-regulatory arena to Lowi's typology 

(Salisbury, 1968). This arena represents a transitional 

world between the distributive and regulatory arenas. A 

group's activities are constrained in some ways but their 

direct benefits may also increase as a result of this policy 

change. By characterizing the self-regulatory arena, 

Salisbury strongly implied that incremental and innovative 

change can occur simultaneously. 



TABLE 2-2 
DEGREES OF IMNOVATIOH 

CHANGE 

Highly Innovative 

r1 POLICY SHIFT' 

o Distributive to redistributive arena. 

30 

Moderatively Innovative o Regulatory to redistributive arena, 

o Distributive to regulatory arena, 

o Distributive to self-regulatory arena. 

Incremental o Change within the same arena. 

After Ingram, et. al., 1975, p. 25; shifts may also occur in reverse order, 
as redistributive to regulatory, etc. 

Shifts in this category of change are listed from most to least innovative. 
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2.2.3 Political Response and the Dynamics of Change 

The dynamics observed in a movement to alter public 

policy stem from Lowi's postulate that policies determine 

politics (Lowi, 1972). As the basis for separating policies 

into arenas, this maxim conveys the idea that political 

players respond to perceived impacts of a policy in 

characteristic ways (Lindblom, 1965,* Rourke, 1984; 

Salisbury, 1968; Dahl and Lindblom, 1953; Ingram et al, 

1975). Some of these characteristic responses have been 

implied by the foregoing discussion on innovation and 

incrementalism. 

Salisbury developed the self-regulatory model, for 

example, based on certain interest groups which respond to 

government coercion by attempting to shape regulatory 

requirements and cut their own losses. He cited 

professional licensing laws that "delegate control over 

entry into the profession to members of the profession" 

(Salisbury, 1968, p. 167) . 

Ingram and Ullery also observed the attempt by 

political actors to make innovative change feasible by 

lessening its perceived adverse effects. In their study on 

NEPA, these scientists reported a regressive agency response 

to the innovative and potentially conflictual effects of 
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that law. Subsequently, findings of NEPA impact statements 

are easier to implement if they "somehow justify an agency 

decision-making process" and are capable of producing 

"politically viable solutions" (Ingram and Ullery, 1973) . 

In another study, Ingram and Ullery concluded that the 

development of innovative Federal water quality legislation 

in 1972 was possible, in part, because members of Congress 

could also disburse benefits to their own districts in the 

form of grants and technical assistance (Ingram and Ullery, 

1980). 

In Environmental Policy in the 1980s. Cohen 

commented on variation in group response to changes in 

Superfund (CERCLA) and hazardous waste regulations (RCRA) 

based on a difference in perceived impacts. On one hand, 

the Chemical Manufacturers Association opposed efforts by 

the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to regulate their 

industry under RCRA and target them for taxation under the 

Superfund system where the "polluter pays" (Cohen, 1983, p. 

282). This group maintained that the problem was overstated 

and the singling out of their industry unfair. On the other 

hand, when EPA tried to use its regulatory discretion to 

"relax RCRA rules" under pressure, environmentalists and the 

Hazardous Waste Treatment Council, a new trade association 

formed as a result of RCRA, fought to reinstate 
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requirements. 

In sum, players confronting change, whether 

legislators, agencies or interest groups, adopt strategies 

designed to further the cause they represent (Ingram and 

Ullery, 1980; Truman, 1955; Rourke, 1984). The strategies 

adopted are directly affected by the scope of proposed 

change and the characteristics of the arenas in which the 

change occurs. Further, different actors may simultaneously 

pursue an approach that corresponds to their progressive or 

regressive position on the policy issue. This activity 

reflects the dynamics of policy change. 

2.3 a Framework for Evaluating the Plan 6 Case 

This section outlines a framework that will be used 

in Chapter 4 to analyze the nature and extent of reform 

evident in the Plan 6 case. The framework explores the 

dynamics of policy change by linking the kinds of change 

occurring with three political responses or approaches to 

that change. Because policy impacts are linked in theory to 

policy arenas, political responses to perceived impacts are 

indicators of various types and degrees of change. 
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2.3.1 Proposed Political Responses to Change 

Three political responses or approaches to perceived 

benefits and costs of a policy used in this thesis are: 

• mutual accommodation 

• internal entrepreneurship? and 

• external enforcement. 

These terms represent a range of political responses that 

correspond to a preference for incremental or innovative 

policy change. They may apply to decision-makers, 

administrators or constituents effecting or affected by a 

policy. 

The three responses may also be thought of as 

approaches because players who exhibit them may be 

anticipating change and find it necessary to act in advance 

of actual change. For the purposes of this thesis the term 

"response" will incorporate the concept of approach as 

anticipation of change. Therefore a player may be 

considered to proact as well as react to proposed policy 

change. 

2.3.1.1 Mutual Accommodation. Mutual accommodation 

refers to the response used by players who are cautious and 

concerned about unknown and potentially adverse effects of 
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reform (Ingram, 1985). As suggested above, these players or 

"accommodators" include legislators and agency 

representatives as well as constituents potentially affected 

by a policy shift. Accommodators perceive that an 

incremental policy shift will be of most benefit to them 

because they tend to have strong ties to the status quo. A 

reform movement, as defined earlier in this chapter, brings 

unease to accommodators because it means that the status quo 

may be substantially and adversely altered. In the process, 

the focus and structure of existing policies may change; 

unfamiliar players may enter the scene; benefits may be 

shifted away from traditional players; and costs may be 

directed towards accommodators. 

Accommodators press for incremental change by taking 

a regressive approach to reform. These players operate in 

well-established, yet broad, networks and typically employ 

bargaining and negotiation strategies by which all parties 

within the networks can gain some benefit. Benefits 

dispensed throughout networks of mutual accommodation need 

not be directly related to the policy change at issue. 

Indeed, accommodators are willing to bargain simultaneously 

along multiple fronts to enhance the strength of the network 

on a particular issue. 
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2.3.1.2 Internal Entrepreneurship. As used in this 

thesis, internal entrepreneurship refers to the approach 

used by players who will be adversely affected by the goals 

of reform movements. Nevertheless, these players ally 

themselves in many ways with external enforcers. "Internal 

entrepreneurs" differ from external players because they 

initially operate from within the mutual accommodation 

network. They prefer the status quo but recognize that they 

can cut their losses and perhaps reap some gains by being at 

the forefront of reform. These players tell the external 

enforcers how to achieve their goals. 

As a result of their role in reform, internal 

entrepreneurs are not typically engaged in embattled 

relationships with external enforcers. Instead, 

confrontation between internal entrepreneurs and 

accommodators may develop to such an extent that the former 

may be expelled from the network for a period of time until 

policies and perceptions adjust to change. 

2.3.1.3 External Enforcement. External enforcement 

refers to the approach used by players who believe that 

goals of reform should be implemented. Proponents of such 

change operate in camps outside traditional mutual 

accommodation networks. Their agendas, unlike those of the 

accommodators, may only be loosely related. These players 
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can include "external" members of Congress, agencies which 

perceive the need to develop new programs and clientele 

groups who are searching for an ear in government. External 

enforcers, therefore, may not be be the founders of the 

reform movement or directly affected by reform. They may, 

however, represent new groups who win as a result of reform. 

Because external enforcers push for reform, they 

must engage in direct confrontation with mutual 

accommodation networks which are seeking to maintain the 

status quo. Consequently, their strategies are viewed as 

coercive. There are clear winners and losers who emerge 

from this kind of confrontation. 

2.3.2 The Framework and Plan 6 

The analytical framework developed for this thesis 

is shown in Table 2-3, Policy Shifts and Responses to 

Change. The table employs as indicators of change the three 

political responses to reform: external enforcement, 

internal entrepreneurship and mutual accommodation. Next 

the table identifies proposed relationships between the 

responses and shifts in policy arenas (Table 2-1) in terms 

of: 
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• emerging political relationships among players 

likely to exhibit a certain response and act 

within the associated arena; 

the political strategies commonly used by 

these players; and 

goals of these players as exemplified by the 

extent and nature of change to be expected 

when a group operates within and between 

arenas. 

The framework assumes that if certain political 

relationships and strategies are evident in a developing 

response to reform, the corresponding shift in arenas and, 

the extent and nature of change will also be observed. The 

factors which contribute to or obstruct change are explained 

by the relationships forged and strategies used by the 

players exhibiting each of the three responses. 

Table 2-3 emphasizes movement from incremental to 

highly innovative change, although this thesis recognizes 

that change can occur in both directions. Essentially, the 

framework begins with mutual accommodation responses as the 

least innovative because they represent the status quo at 

the onset of cost-sharing reform in this case. The table 

uses mutual accommodation to indicate incrementalism because 

it corresponds to policy change occurring within the 
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TABLE 2-3 

POLICY SHIFTS AMP RESPONSES TO CHANGE 

RESPONSES 
TO CHANGE POLICY SHIFTS 

1. Type 

2. Associated 
Political 
Relationship 

3. Associated 
Strategies 

Correspond
ing Extent 
of Change 

Distributive to 
Distributive 

MUTUAL 
ACCOMMODATION 

Strong alliances 
between agency, 
members of Con
gress and specific 
interests; also 
called the "pork 
barrel." 

Resistance to ex
ternal pressure or 
interference; bar
gaining is employ

ed to ensure con

tinued gain for as 
many interests as 
possible. 

Incremental or 
minor change; 

• winners expand 
and losers are 
hard to 
identify. 

• size of the pie 
changes. 

Distributive to 
Self-regulatory 

INTERNAL ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP 

Affected interests 
form coalitions or 
may act indepen
dently. Relation
ships between Con
gress, agency and 
coalition (or in
terest) is initi
ally weak as in 
shift to regula
tory policy. 
Eventually becomes 
more stable if 
strategies are 
successful. 

Attempt to protect 
interests inasmuch 
as possible by ad
vancing a position 

which meets goals 

of reform, at 
least symbolically 
but maintains some 

benefits for that 
interest. Bar
gaining focuses on 
convincing would-
be regulators to 
accept this 
position. 

Marginally inno
vative change; 

• some goals of 
reform are 
achieved. 

• some winners, 
losers identi
fied. 

• many old winners 
intact. 

• size and divi
sion of winnings 
pie alters. 

Distributive to 
Regulatory 

EXTERNAL ENFORCEMENT 

Affected interests 
form coalitions; mem
bership changes with 
issues. Relation
ships between Con
gress, agency and 
coalition is less 
stable than in dis
tributive network. 

Coercion and pre
emption are employed 
to enforce change. 

Bargaining position 

of affected interests 

not as successful as 

in two shifts. 

Innovative; major 
change is accomp-
plished: 

• nearly full reform. 

• new winners and 
losers, most well-
defined. 

• division of win
nings pie changes. 

Distributive to 
Redistributive 

EXTERNAL 
ENFORCEMENT 

Lowi's "peak asso
ciations" or the 
"elite of the 
elite" fight out 
policy redistribu
tions; for 
example, the Gov
ernor, Agency 
heads, influential 
members of Con
gress and powerful 
citizens. 

Highly charged 
debate between in
terests and 

sources of change; 

high symbolism and 
coercion often 
evident in ex
changes. 

Innovative; major 
change is accom
plished: 

• nearly full re

form. 
• new winners and 

losers, most 

well-defined. 
• division of win

nings pie 
changes. 

Sources: Lowi, 1964; Ingram, et. al., 1975; Salisbury, 1968. 
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distributive arena. Internal entrepreneurship may indicate 

a moderate degree of innovation because it corresponds to a 

shift from the distributive to the self-regulatory arena. 

Finally, external enforcement may indicate a greater degree 

of innovation because it corresponds to a shift from the 

distributive or self-regulatory arenas to the regulatory and 

redistributive arenas. 

The framework suggests a number of outcomes. First, 

reforms will become less effective as the impact of mutual 

accommodation increases. Second, internal entrepreneurship 

may allow a certain level of innovation, to be designed by 

the players impacted by reform. The reform may be realized 

on a nominal level, but the spirit of the reform may be 

undermined by the buffers and conditions instituted by the 

entrepreneurs. Third, the greater the evidence and impact 

of external enforcement, the more likely that the reform 

movement will be implemented as envisioned by its founders. 

The table essentially provides a tool by which observed 

political responses may be tallied qualitatively to define 

the nature and extent of reform between the two extremes, 

incrementalism and innovation. 
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CHAPTER 3; OVERVIEW OF THE PLAN 6 CASE 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide background 

on Plan 6 and to describe the Plan's cost-sharing agreement 

and its broad political context. Cost-sharing reform 

reflects a change in thinking about who should pay for a 

Federal water development project. It was defined in 

Chapter 1 as attempts at the Presidential and Administrative 

levels over the last 11 years to alter the ratio of Federal-

local contributions to such projects. The objectives of 

reform varied with Presidential policies, however, they 

include reduction of Federal domestic spending, improved 

water resources planning and increased local responsibility 

for costs related to Reclamation projects. 

Plan 6 was targetted in the reform movement for at 

least two reasons. First, the CAP had already come under 

fire as the nation's largest and most expensive water 

project; Plan 6 was just the latest stream of features to be 

built under the authorization of the Colorado River Basin 

Storage Projects Act. Second, Plan 6 was selected and 

approved at a time when Presidential directives for cost-
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sharing reform were most visible. USBR and Arizona 

interests had originally intended that Plan 6 would be 

repaid along traditional lines - 67% of project construction 

costs in 50 years from time of substantial completion at 

3.342% interest. Although no specific standards had been 

set for existing USBR projects, cost-sharing reforms would 

increase the local share and interest payment and speed up 

the time frame of repayment. Congress threatened to withold 

appropriations for projects which failed to reflect adequate 

local funding. This threat was a persuasive tool of the 

reform movement. 

Chapter 3 is divided into four major sections. The 

first section introduces the players in the Plan 6 case, 

broadly summarizes their agendas and identifies them 

generally in terms of the three political responses noted in 

Chapter 2. The second section defines the relationship 

between Plan 6 and the CAP, discusses the Plan's components 

and how they were selected. The next section presents 

Arizona's efforts to compose an acceptable cost-sharing 

agreement in the context of the reform movement. In the 

fourth section terms of the 1986 cost-sharing Agreement are 

identified, followed by tests of this agreement and their 

impacts. 
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3.1 Introducing the Players in the Flan 6 Case 

A number of players are identified in this chapter 

which influence the outcome of cost-sharing in the Plan 6 

case. Some of the players are highlighted in the analytical 

chapter and warrant a brief introduction here in terms of 

the political responses to reform noted in Chapter 2. Their 

roles are further analyzed in Chapter 4, following this 

historical overview. 

External enforcers of the cost-sharing reform 

movement appear to operate most effectively at the Federal 

level, although some groups pressure the Arizona interests 

at the local level as well. Local players which fight Plan 

6 include the Maricopa Audobon Society (MAS) and Citizens 

Against the Project (Citizens). Players at the Federal 

level include the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), the 

National Coalition to Stop Cliff Dam, Senator Howard 

Metzenbaum of Ohio and Representative George Miller of 

California. 

As suggested by the definition of external enforcers 

in Chapter 2, the agendas of these players were less unified 

than those of the accommodators or internal entrepreneurs. 

For example, at the local level, the MAS appeared to oppose 
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Plan 6 due to its potential impacts on critical wildlife 

habitat at Cliff Dam. Citizens were more concerned about 

the added tax burden created by Plan 6. At the Federal 

level, OMB assisted Prfesident Reagan in implementing new 

cost-sharing requirements identified during his term. The 

two Congressional players appeared to be involved in 

oversight activities as well in light of Gramm-Rudman. As 

the reform movement progressed and the Plan 6 case unfolded, 

the environmental concerns of the MAS gained strength 

through the inception of the National Coalition to Stop 

Cliff Dam. Finally, Senator Metzenbaum and Representative 

Miller linked with the national coalition to challenge the 

continued use of Federal dollars for a project which may not 

following the rules of the game. From the perspective of 

these players, continued funding for Plan 6 and the CAP 

along the lines requested by Arizona interests would 

potentially reduce dollars available for other worthwhile 

Interior projects around the country, violate Gramm-Rudman 

required cuts, and degrade the habitat of a protected 

species. 

Two players, in particular, appear to act as 

internal entrepreneurs, Governor Bruce Babbit of Arizona and 

the Secretary of Interior, Donald Hodel. Both players 

supported continued and extensive funding for Plan 6 and the 
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CAP to complete the project in a timely manner. From 

Interior's perspective, the CAP was its largest project. 

The Department hoped to recoup costs from this project in a 

timely manner to help ensure additional funding for other 

USBR projects in the West. In addition, the Secretary was a 

Cabinet-level official responsible for implementing 

Presidential goals for cost-sharing reform. The Department 

of the Interior tried to achieve both ends by offering 

friendship and compromise to the strong block of traditional 

Arizona water interests while requiring the nominal 

implementation of cost-sharing reform goals. 

The Governor, by contrast, was trying to firm up 

water supplies for a state whose growth was heavily 

dependent upon diminishing ground-water reserves. To meet 

this goal, he successfully rallied most of the local Arizona 

players, including some with the potential to forestall 

their interests, like the Arizona Power Authority (APA). 

Governor Babbitt convinced these interests that near-term 

CAP and Plan 6 completion would be acomplished only by a 

substantial level of local cost-sharing and, ultimately, up

front local funding of Plan 6. 

Accommodators among the Plan 6 players also favored 

the prompt completion of the CAP and Plan 6 features. They 

included the CAWCD, charged with repayment of the CAP; the 
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SRP, interested in dam safety construction; cities in 

central Arizona who have incorporated CAP water supplies 

into ground-water management strategies aimed at meeting 

state requirements; and a flood control district in the 

Phoenix area seeking to increase protection for facilities, 

businesses and homes threatened by floods on the Salt River, 

not the least of which is the Sky Harbor Airport. The 

proponents of the CAP were aided by the Irrigation and 

Electrical Districts of Arizona (IEDA), the Arizona 

Congressional delegation in Washington and state lawmakers. 

The IEDA supported cost-sharing provisions that would 

increase their chances of obtaining firm water supplies for 

agriculture. State and Federal lawmakers supported the 

goals of their consituents. While each player may have 

become involved in Plan 6 cost-sharing as a result of its 

own special interests, the agenda of the accommodators as a 

group was unified. 

3.2 Selecting Plan 6 

The CAP is a 330-mile long conveyance system that 

will bring an estimated 1.2 million acre-feet of Colorado 

River water per year from Lake Havasu in western Arizona to 
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the southern boundary of the San Xavier Indian reservation 

near Tucson. Basic features of the CAP include three 

primary aqueduct systems and their associated network of 

syphons, tunnels, distribution systems, and pumping plants, 

(see Figure 3-1). The cost of these basic features, 

excluding Plan 6, is estimated to be $2.6 billion. Water 

treatment plants necessary to remove salts, silt and other 

contaminants are not included in this cost. CAP water has 

been allocated by the Secretary of the Interior through the 

Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) to cities, 

Indian tribes and farms. Water service is currently 

provided to Pinal County; service to Tucson is expected by 

1992. 

The 1968 Colorado River Basin Projects Act, which 

authorized funding for the CAP, also provided for regulatory 

storage to increase the project's flexibility. Regulatory 

storage allows a maximum draw from the Colorado during the 

summer months, when flows are relatively high, for use in 

the winter. The Act provided that "Orme Dame or a suitable 

alternative" would meet this need (P.L. 90-537). Orme Dam 

was to be constructed at the confluence of the Salt and 

Verde Rivers a few miles from Phoenix (Brown, 1984). The 

dam would provide 1,130,000 acre-feet of storage at an 

estimated $166 million in 1987 dollars (GAO, 1987). Orme 
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would also provide flood control benefits for the Phoenix 

metropolitan area and was the favored alternative among 

state and local politicians. 

The 1976 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

prepared by USBR for Orme Dame indicated a number of adverse 

impacts, including flooding of the Ft. McDowell Indian 

Reservation, the loss of significant riparian habitat and 

potential impacts on Arizona's bald eagle population (USBR, 

1984b). Subsequent to these findings, environmental and 

Indian groups formed a coalition that led to the public 

rejection of the dam. 

The USBR responded in 1978 by initiating the 

Central Arizona Water Conservation Study (CAWCS) to find a 

politically acceptable alternative to Orme Dam. The USBR 

and the ACOE entered into a memorandum of understanding for 

assistance with flood control and analysis (USBR, 1984b). 

In addition, the USBR was required by the Safety of Dams 

(SOD) Act of 1978 to evaluate the safety of six dams on the 

Salt and Verde Rivers. Solutions to SOD problems were 

closely related or identical to those under study through 

CAWCS (Ibid). Dam safety issues were added to the study as 

a plan objective. 

The CAWCS used a three-stage process for development 

and selection of alternatives. The approach was reportedly 
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unique for the agency (USBR, 1984b) because it emphasized a 

public involvement program to reduce polarization between 

groups within Arizona, while facilitating a timely solution. 

A Governor's Advisory Committee and Technical Agency Group 

were also formed to help direct the study. 

In 1979 the CAWCS sought and received input from a 

wide range of groups to explore study goals and potential 

components of alternative plans (USBR, 1982). These efforts 

helped technical experts combine the "best" components into 

distinct plans that featured structural and non-structural 

alternatives (Curtis, 1984). In 1980 and 1981, the CAWCS 

held public workshops and meetings to present draft plans 

and develop evaluation factors based on significant public 

objectives and values (USBR, 1982) . Of nearly 100 initial 

alternatives, eight candidate plans were eventually chosen 

to represent certain public objectives. The plans employed 

variations on the use of components such as New Waddell Dam 

on the Agua Fria, Orme and Cliff Dams on the Verde, 

Confluence Dam at the juncture of the Salt and Verde Rivers 

and modifications to existing Stewart Mountain and Roosevelt 

Dams. The Technical Agency Group ranked the plans by their 

success in meeting objectives on the basis of weighted 

values established through public interaction. The ranking 

resulted in clusters of plans around objectives like flood 
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control, water development and environmental concerns. 

Three plans which included Orme Dam ranked fairly low, 

primarily due to social and environmental impacts. The 

findings of one observer suggests that the CAWCS legitimized 

alternatives that rejected Orme Dam by intensive public 

review and subsequent analysis (Brown, 1984). 

Plan 6 scored consistently high on nearly all study 

objectives. The Plan had four primary components (see 

Appendix A): 

• New Waddell Dam 

New/Modified Roosevelt 

• Cliff Dam 

• New/Modified Stewart Mountain Dam 

The primary relationship between the CAP and Plan 6 is the 

provision of regulatory storage through the construction of 

New Waddell Dam. Cliff Dam was to be constructed between 

existing Bartlett and Horsehoe dams primarily for flood 

control, but would also include water conservation storage. 

Two existing dams, Stewart Mountain and Roosevelt, would be 

modified or reconstructed under the Plan. Construction at 

Stewart Mountain would be primarily for safety purposes, 

while work at Roosevelt would serve multiple purposes, 

including dam safety, reduction of flood flows, additional 

hydropower and recreation. 
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In September 1981, the CAWCS presented the study 

findings to those groups which helped to select third stage 

evaluation factors. A newsletter was mailed to all study 

participants. On October 2, 1981, the Governor's Advisory 

Committee recommended Plan 6 and in November the Secretary 

of Interior selected Plan 6 as USBR's proposed alternative. 

In April of 1984, the Plan was approved as one of six 

studied further in the final environmental impact statement 

(FEIS). 

A USBR report entitled the 1984 Stage III Addendum 

provides revised details on Plan 6. New Waddell, a rockfill 

structure, would hold almost 730,000 acre-feet of water for 

regulatory storage purposes. A 4.7 mile long reversible 

canal would connect the dam and the CAP aqueduct. The canal 

would act as a conduit between the two components and allow 

pump back of project water to users. Conservation storage 

for the earthen Cliff Dam was estimated at 200,000 acre-

feet. Stewart Mountain and Roosevelt dams, both concrete, 

would be modified rather than replaced. 

Some questions remained although Plan 6 was 

conceived through the CAWCS as a compromise to Orme Dam 

woes. For example, some study participants stated that when 

they chose public objectives and evaluation factors, they 

did not necessarily choose Plan 6 to implement them (Henley, 
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1986a and b). Another important issue was the discovery of 

an active eagle's nest in the proposed Cliff Dam reservoir 

area subsequent to the selection of the Plan (USBR, 1986c). 

Perhaps most critical to the outcome of Plan 6 was the 

concern that cost-sharing reforms fostered by two 

Administrations would impact the implementation of the Plan 

6 and completion of the CAP. 

3.3 Cost-Sharing Reform and Plan 6 

This section discusses cost-sharing reform goals on 

and their impacts on the implementation of Plan 6. The 

section also provides an overview of Arizona's efforts to 

develop a cost-sharing policy which would be acceptable to 

both the Federal government and local groups faced with 

financing over $1 billion in construction costs. 

3.3.1 The Cost-Sharing Reform Movement 

Cost-sharing history in Federal water projects has 

been characterized by mutual accommodation with a network of 

beneficiaries. (Cortner and Aiberg, 1988, Micale 1987; 
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Rucker and Fishbeck, 1983; Hibbard, 1965). The USBR's 

network traditionally focused on Western water development. 

The purpose of this agency's network, arguably, was to 

maintain a status quo of development perceived as beneficial 

to specific dispersed, interests (Reisner, 1986; High 

Country News, 1987). 

The strong political networks had clear policy 

effects. Inconsistent and highly specific cost-sharing 

rules between regions and projects were common (Eisel and 

Wheeler, 1979; Loughlin, 1974). Long repayment periods at 

minimal interest rates provided enormous subsidies for 

projects (Reisner, 1986; High Country News, 1987). 

Expensive projects with limited benefits were readily 

approved by Congress. Most historic attempts at reform 

scarcely altered existing cost-sharing policies (Micale, 

1987; Cortner, 1987). 

For decades Federal rationale for these policies was 

to permit flexibility to recoup investments, prevent harship 

to water users and promote national interests (Micale, 1987; 

Maxey and Starley, 1987; Cortner, 1987). By the mid-1970s, 

however, it was becoming evident that the national interest 

was not entirely served by the existing program of Federal 

water development. Western debt was the highest in the 

nation, in no small part due to reclamation policies which 
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facilitated marginal development in that region (Smith, 

1984). In response to this problem, cost-sharing reform 

became an important item on the agendas of two U.S. 

Presidents, Carter and Reagan. The basic aims of reform, 

however, shifted with their policy goals and views of 

Federal responsibility. 

President Carter is perhaps best known for his 

initial controversial response to inconsistent cost-sharing 

policies and marginal Federal water projects - the 1977 

"hit list" targetting 19 projects, including the CAP, for 

termination (Reisner, 1986; Cortner, 1987; ICWP, 1984). 

Despite his rough start, this President was determined to 

improve water development planning, increase environmental 

sensitivity and enhance Federal and state cooperation 

through cost-sharing reform (ICWP, 1984). President Carter 

initiated studies by the Water Resources Council and the 

Government Accounting Office (GAO) on the potential for 

efficient management of water resources programs which 

emphasized greater local participation. He included cost-

sharing policy reform in presidential addresses, one of 

which became known as the Federal Water Policy Initiatives 

of June 1978 (ICWP, 1984). His subsequent directives 

included involving the states in water project decision

making and state cash contributions of 15% on certain 
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project costs, on top of existing cost-sharing requirements. 

Finally, Carter's Administration drafted the Federal Water 

Projects Financing Act of 1979. Nevertheless, President 

Carter was unable to build sufficient support for reform 

among members of Congress to pass the Act or any of his 

major reforms into law (Reisner, 1986). 

President Reagan approached cost-sharing reform from 

a different perspective. The prevailing attitude of his 

Administration was that the Federal government should move 

out of natural resources development and allocation. Non-

Federal entities who value project benefits should pay for 

projects in light of increasing budget deficits and reduced 

Federal involvement. Regardless of the approach, this issue 

was receiving continued attention in studies by the GAO and 

the Congressional Research Service. The number of 

legislative proposals to incorporate water development cost-

sharing in general public infrastructure bills increased in 

the early 1980s (ICWP, 1984). Reagan's cost-sharing policy 

culminated in the "Laxalt letter" of January 1984, which 

outlined basic policy goals in response to the Nevada 

Senator's request for clarification on the future of Federal 

water projects. The text of the Laxalt letter appears as 

Appendix B. 
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The goals encompassed by the policy include: 

• seeking a "new partnership" with non-Federal 

entities in water development; 

• giving weight to prior commitments in 

negotiations; 

• applying consistent cost-sharing ratios for 

project purposes; 

increasing the contributions by non-Federal 

project beneficiaries; 

promptly correcting dam safety problems but 

allocating costs of additional benefits among 

beneficiaries; 

• sharing planning costs, although arrangements 

may differ between agencies; and 

requiring review of cost-sharing and repayment 

agreements by OMB and submittal to Congress 

for "ultimate disposition". 

A number of political entities assisted these 

Presidents in their reform efforts. The OMB cast an 

increasingly watchful eye upon project appropriations. 

Certain members of Congress outside of the direct stream of 

CAP benefits wanted to increase local funding to help reduce 

the Federal debt and make projects more justifiable. 

Environmentalists were also outside of the stream of direct 
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beneficiaries. These players hoped that reform would compel 

marketplace selection of projects by local entities (Cortner 

and Auberg, 1988) and encourage serious consideration of 

non-structural solutions less disruptive to the environment. 

The USBR had a slighlty different initial response 

to reform. Despite the President's directives for 

consistency, the USBR continued to treat cost-sharing 

reforms on a case-by-case basis during the Reagan years. 

The Bureau dealt more gingerly with traditional clients and 

channels of access. One week after Reagan's 1984 policy 

statement, the USBR hosted an alternative financing seminar 

attended by agency personnel, members of the financial 

community and users associations (USBR, 1984a). The tone of 

the report generated from the seminar is one of extending a 

working hand to partners rather than prescribing broad 

repayment formulas. In the cost-sharing and financing, 

sections, for example, the USBR offers ways in which the 

Federal government could make increased and up-front local 

participation less burdensome. The options discussed 

included subordination of the Federal repayment debt to non-

Federal obligations and making non-Federal debt instruments 

more marketable through some form of Federal credit 

insurance. Little was written about strict cost-sharing 

requirements; in fact, a table was inserted to demonstrate 
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the agency's flexibility in these argeements. In sum, the 

USBR was initially deferring to the distributive network, a 

stance which has hurt the agency and may have led to a 

distinct change of mission in 1987. 

3.3.2 Arizona's Response to cost-Sharing Reform 

By 1984, several years of attempted cost-sharing 

reform of Federal water projects at the Presidential level 

began to impact Arizona's approach to obtaining 

appropriations for the CAP and Plan 6. The Arizona 

interests slowly acknowledged that they must overcome the 

"hit list" stigma of the CAP. Under Carter, Arizonans faced 

discontinued appropriations unless CAP water allocations 

incorporated Indian water rights claims and the state 

demonstrated the ability to manage ground-water resources 

(Reisner, 1986). Cost-sharing studies and legislative 

proposals early in Reagan's first term indicated that this 

issue must be addressed. The original CAP repayment 

contract, signed in 1972, gave Arizonans 50 years from time 

of substantial project completion to pay about 70% of 

project costs at 3.342% interest. Components of the 

contract, shown in Table 3-1, reflect traditional 
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reclamation repayment and cost-sharing terms. In addition 

to outdated repayment terms, the cost ceiling and repayment 

obligation specified by the contract was considerably less 

than the multi-billion dollar construction costs being 

estimated in the early 1980s. Thus, the policies of both 

Administrations brought continued funding and completion of 

CAP into question under the existing repayment contract. 

While Plan 6 and other alternatives were studied 

through the EIS process, Governor Bruce Babbitt led Arizona 

interests towards reevaluating the state's water development 

agenda and the existing mechanism to pay for the CAP. 

Arizona1s agenda reflected its historic focus on completing 

the CAP as quickly as possible (Udall, S., 1985). Certain 

state interests were meshed with the completion of all 

project features: Arizona farmers and Tucson residents 

would theoretically reduce their reliance on groundwater 

when CAP supplies became available; the Phoenix metropolitan 

area would have increased water supplies to meet growing 

demands; concerns about flood control and dam safety would 

be alleviated. Arizona interests tied to this agenda 

ultimately responded to questions raised about making CAP 

appropriations by formulating a Plan 6 funding agreement. 
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ELEMENT 

TRADITIONAL USBR1 
ARIZONA'S 1972 _ 
REPAYMENT CONTRACT 

ARIZONA'S,. 1989 
CONTRACT5'6 

. Total Obligation 
— 

$ 1.2 Billion ceiling $ 2.5 Billion 

. Power Investments S 54.0 Million $ 449 Million 

a. Cost-sharing • Reimbursable • Same as traditional • Same as tradi
tional 

b. Interest' • 3-1/4 to 3-1/2 percent • 3.342 percent • Same as 1972 

c. Tera 

d. Repayment source 

• 50 years from feature 
completion 

• Power revenues 

• 

0 

Same as traditional 

water revenues, power 
revenues and property 
taxes. 

• 50 years by con
struction stage 

• Same as 1972 

. Municipal & Industrial 
Uater Construction 

- - $610.3 Million $905 Million 

a. Cost-sharing • Reimbursable • Same as traditional • Same as tradi

tional 

b. Interest' • 3-1/4 to 3-1/2 percent • 3.342 percent • Same as 1972 

c. Tera 

d. Repayment Source 

• 50 years from feature 
completion 

• Uater revenues 

• 

• 

Same as traditional 

Water revenues, pro
perty taxes, power 
revenues 

• 50 years by con
struction stage 

• Same as 1972, 
plus Plan 6 

Agreement 

contributions 

. Irrigation , 

Construction 
- - $747.8 Million $1,017 Million 

a. Cost-sharing • Reimbursable • Same as traditional • Same as tradi
tional 

b. Interest • Hone • Same as traditional • Same as tradi

tional 

c. Tera 

d. Repayment Source 

• Uithin economic ability 
to pay 

• Irrigation revenues 

• 

• 

50 years from feature 

conpletion uithin 

economic ability 

Same, plus water and 
power revenues after 
those features re
paid 

• 50 years by con

struction stage 

within economic 

ability 
• Same as 1972, 

plus Plan 6 

Agreement 

contributions 

i. Recreation, Fish and 
Wildlife Benefit* 

• Joint or non-reimburs
able 

• Reimbursable portion 
to be repaid by other 

beneficiaries. 

• Same as 1972 
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued) 

CAUCP'S COST-SHARING AMD REPAYMENT OBLIGATIONS 

Sources: USDOI-BR, 1972a; Ibid, 1972b; Ibid, 1984b; Ibid, 1988. 

y Basic elements of repayment contracts; contract terms vary on a case-by-case basis. 
1972 contract shows repayment before Plan 6, 1983 estimates based on element costs from USDOI-BR, 
1984b. Sources: USDOI-BR, 1972a; Ibid, 1972b; Ibid, 1984b; Ibid, 1989. 

7 Interest noted for each element also accrued during construction; simple annual interest. 
Repayment of costs allocated to Indian irrigation is covered by provisions of the Colorado River 
Basin Storage Projects Act, rather than the Reclamation Act; costs are deferred. 

Oam Safety costs under Plan 6 are not part of this contract. About $50 million will be prepaid up 
front by Salt River Project. 
Dollar estimates for each element and total obligation are based on USDOI-BR, 1988, Exhibits A 
& 8. Repayment estimates are revised by USBR at each construction stage; prepayments by Plan 6 
contributors are to be subtracted or credited. 
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3.3.2.1 The Local Committee Approach. Governor 

Babbitt convened at least two local committees to evaluate 

Plan 6 cost-sharing issues. The membership of both 

committees constituted members of a traditional water 

development network in Arizona. The use of the network to 

consider these issues, presumably to maintain some benefits 

for each participant, is indicative of mutual accommodation 

within a distributive arena. Babbitt's actions to 

facilitate the committees, is indicative of internal 

entrepreneurship in the self-regulatory arena defined in 

Chapter 2. 

As early as 1982, Governor Babbitt appointed a "rump 

group" and a Plan 6 Task Force to consider significant 

issues, including cost-sharing (ADWR, 1982a). Task Force 

meetings were public, rump group meetings were not. The 

Task Force was headed by a prominent Phoenix developer, and 

included representatives of Arizona's mines, cities, 

agriculture, and utilities (Ibid). 

At the same time, ADWR was asked to prepare a 

series of cost-sharing options for CAP. ADWR did so, using 

50-year bonds at 9 and 10% interest. In November 1982, ADWR 

submitted a memorandum to the Task Force showing five 

scenarios with cost-sharing for eight features of the CAP 

and Plan 6. Reportedly, the scenarios were based on 
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guidance and policy options explored by the Task Force 

(Jenkins, 1986a and b) . The memorandum discusses 

assumptions for financing, availability of Federal money and 

servicing of bond payments to repay Federal debt. In 

addition, the memorandum lists priorities for completion of 

project features. Completion of the aqueduct heads the 

list, followed by distribution systems and New Waddell Dam. 

The five scenarios appear in Appendix C, Plan 6 Funding 

Options. The results of the Task Force meetings are not 

clear. According to one ADWR participant, the group was 

inactive for about one year while CAP water allocations and 

development of the Southern Arizona Water Rights Settlement 

Act took center stage in the water network (Jenkins, 1986a 

and b). 

By 1984, paying for the CAP was again high on the 

state's agenda with the publication of the Laxalt letter and 

Interior's approval of Plan 6. ADWR returned to evaluating 

options to fund the Plan. Substantial interest was 

generated in the merits of local project financing during 

construction, called "up-front" funding. In addition to 

ensuring completion of the CAP and reducing overall local 

expenditures, ADWR noted that such funding might keep the 

CAP within its authorized cost ceiling. The evaluation of 

such innovation options is consistent with internal 
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entrepreneurship occurring within a self-regulatory arena. 

In January 1985, ADWR submitted a report with six 

options having various levels of up-front, local funding for 

distinct purposes (Appendix C). The report concluded that 

the benefits from advancing funds appeared to outweigh all 

costs. Three options were noted, in which local forward 

funding ranged from $130 million to $755 million (ADWR, 

1985b). This report also appeared to kick-off the second 

phase of agreement formulation as the Governor established 

his Executive Committee on CAP Financing. The following 

political entities or groups were represented on the 

Executive Committee: the Cities of Phoenix and Tucson, the 

CAWCD, the ADWR, the Arizona Congressional delegation and 

certain state legislators (Executive Committee, 1985 a-g). 

Representatives of the CAWCD were involved as the 

entity established by state law in 1971 to repay the CAP. 

Of the features of Plan 6, the CAWCD was presumably most 

committed to completion of New Waddell Dam. As noted 

earlier, New Waddell was the regulatory storage component of 

the CAP. The Mayor of Phoenix was interested in new water 

and flood control. The Mayor of Tucson wanted to see the CAP 

completed to Tucson and construction of terminal storage. 

State senators represented the Governor's link to the 

Legislature, Arizona Congressional aides represented the 
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Governor's link to Congress. Personnel from ADWR served as 

technical staff for the Committee. Finally, representatives 

of SRP were interested in hydropower, dam safety and, like 

all members, a continuing say in Arizona water development. 

Eventually, membership was expanded to include 

representatives from the Arizona Power Authority (APA) and 

the Maricopa County Flood Control District (MCFCD). The 

inclusion of a wide range of groups with some common 

interests into the water development network and the use of 

an Executive Committee to as a means to prepare a cost-

sharing "benefits" package is indicative of accommodators 

operating within the distributive arena. 

Some groups were invited to speak but not to join 

the Committee. For example, representatives of USBR were 

treated as partners and valued for their insight into 

changes in reclamation policies. The MAS and Citizens 

joined forces to oppose Plan 6 on environmental and economic 

grounds. These groups aired their views early in the 

process. Local irrigation districts and Indian tribes were 

also invited to cast their ballot for or against up-front 

funding for Plan 6. 

3.3.2.2 Critical Issues. The Committee met about 

every two weeks for six months beginning in the spring of 

1985. Minutes of the early meetings indicate that the 
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Committee was assessing local support for up-front funding. 

A variety of basic issues which affected the Plan and its 

funding were raised and explored. For example, the need for 

flood control on the Salt was discussed to identify other 

beneficiaries with a stake in project completion and to 

evaluate the benefits and costs of local funding for flood 

control. The unity of the Arizona delegation was cited 

repeatedly as a means to prevent efforts to stop the Plan. 

Robert Broadbent, a USBR representative at the time, stated 

that Arizona's unity has won coups at the Federal level in 

past controversies. He recommended that the representatives 

of state interests come to agreement on its funding position 

by September 1985. The escalating cost of the CAP provided 

another basic issue for Committee evaluation. CAP's 

authorizing legislation placed a ceiling of $832 million on 

the project; costs were now estimated at about $3.6 billion. 

Committee members were warned repeatedly to avoid any 

Congressional reauthorization of features, which were sure 

to fail amid the cries for reform. Other critical issues to 

the success of any Arizona cost-sharing agreement were the 

sale of electrical power, tax exempt bonding authority and 

the Cliff Dam controversy. 

The marketing of electric power and bonding 

authority were at the heart of up-front funding feasibility 
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for the Committee as a whole and for the CAWCD. Both issues 

were tied directly to the CAWCD's repayment obligation. 

Both issues had the potential effect of dismantling a 

locally developed cost-sharing agreement designed to meet 

Arizona's agenda of CAP as soon as possible. First, meeting 

minutes suggest that the Committee believed existing 

taxation powers would be insufficient to generate CAWCD*s 

up-front contribution and that tax-exempt bonds would have 

be issued to raise large sums in a timely manner. The CAWCD 

was not yet authorized to issue tax-exempt bonds and there 

was some concern that Federal tax reform would rule out this 

option. Next, several Committee members recognized that 

bonds could be retired through the sale of coal-fired Navajo 

power. The sale of electricity from the Navajo Generating 

Station was an authorized repayment mechanism in the 1972 

Contract with USBR. To sell this power, CAWCD would need to 

obtain an allocation of inexpensive surplus Hoover B power 

for operating CAP pumps and motors. In addition, a marketing 

plan had to be approved at the both the local and Federal 

levels. 

The electric power issue provides an example of the 

way local politics worked to help reduce the obstacles to 

Arizona's agenda. There are four groups of primary players 

at the local level in this issue: the existing electrical 
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power network represented by APA, SRP and Arizona Public 

Service (APS); the Governor as facilitator; the CAWCD as the 

player in need of electrical power; and the IEDA, which was 

willing to contribute their Hoover allocation. Players at 

the Federal level include the local group identified above, 

the OMB, the Western Area Power Authority (WAPA) and the 

Secretaries of Energy and the Interior. 

The primary strategy used by CAWCD, as apparent 

through Committee meeting minutes, was to firm up political 

relationships with other members by convincing them of the 

need for additional, inexpensive power (Executive Committee, 

1985a-g). The APA, however, was not interested in providing 

marketing authority to a "third utility", counting SRP and 

Arizona Public Service (APS), in a state of 3 million people 

(Ibid). Through much of 1985, the APA was successful in 

avoiding the allocation of Hoover power to CAWCD. Their 

rationale was that CAWCD never demonstrated a need for the 

power. It became evident in Committee meeting minutes that 

this rationale was a smokescreen. The contributing members 

of the Committee, including SRP, openly recognized the value 

of the Hoover resource to the CAWCD and most promised to 

"stand behind the District on this issue" (Ibid). 

Governor Babbit, who guided the formulation of the 

funding package and presumably wanted an allocation for 
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CAWCD, tried to persuade the APA into a more agreable 

stance. First, he invited the Authority's Chairman to be a 

member of the Executive Committee, as a full participant in 

the process if not a contributor. Next, he affirmed APA's 

resource allocation role and allowed the witholding of a 

Hoover allocation absent a formal presentation from CAWCD. 

He then urged CAWCD to come forward quickly on their power 

needs. The CAWCD obliged in distributive fashion, citing 

the benefit to all Arizonans that would accrue from a lower 

cost CAP (Executive Committee, 1985a-g). 

In the meantime, the IEDA expressed a willingness to 

exchange their 7% allocation of recapturable Hoover power if 

the up-front funds were used to build New Waddell Dam. The 

dam has particular benefits for Arizona's agricultural 

community, which gets a residual percentage of CAP water 

after everyone else gets their share. While the CAWCD was 

not convinced that all up-front funds should be dedicated to 

the New Waddell element of the Plan, it needed a Hoover 

power allocation. The District eventually conceded that 

part of the funds would be credited toward repayment of the 

non-interest bearing or agricultural obligation under the 

Master Repayment Contract. By June of 1985, CAWCD its 

allocation, but the power marketing issue was unresolved. 

Committee members were already looking to the Arizona 
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Legislature for some assistance with this issue. 

Cliff Dam's potential impact on eagle nesting areas 

was another critical issue raised in the Committee meetings. 

Primary players at the time the issue was introduced at the 

local level to those evaluating Plan 6 funding included: the 

Governor's Executive Committee, USBR, Arizona's 

Congressional delegation, Citizens and the MAS. In general, 

the first three groups were politically linked as mutual 

accommodators in support of full implementation of Plan 6. 

These players believed that Cliff Dam could be built and 

operated based on the recommendations of the USFWS to avoid 

eagle nesting and foraging areas during critical seasons. 

The MAS disagreed with this position. Citizens opposed Plan 

6 and CAP as unnecessary water development which would 

merely increase the tax burden of each Arizonan. This group 

also charged that Cliff Dam was necessary only to facilitate 

a local development scheme contained wholly within the Salt 

River floodplain, known as Rio Salado (Welsh, 1987). 

Eventually, MAS and Citizens joined political forces to 

protest the Plan and the dam. As such, these groups attempt 

to act as external enforcers of reform, as defined in 

Chapter 2, however, they do not have enough strength at this 

point to move the development of the agreement from the 

distributive/self-regulatory arenas to the regulatory arena. 
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Despite the united front of the delegation as a 

whole, there was internal dissension over Cliff Dam. An 

influential member of the Committee, Stewart Udall, foresaw 

the political difficulties posed by the dam and attempted to 

move the Committee's position from the distributive "all-or-

nothing" approach to the self-regulatory arena on this 

issue. In his 1985 presentation to the Committee entitled 

"Arizona - Build - Now", he recommended that concerns about 

Cliff were significant enough to defer the dam until a 

consensus could be reached with the environmental community. 

In his view, the remainder of Plan 6 should not be 

jeopardized as a result of a commitment to Cliff Dam by 

giving Congress an opportunity to reauthorize the entire 

package (Udall, S.,1985). 

At this early stage of the process, members of the 

CAWCD Board may have considered an alternative to Cliff Dam, 

although they would not oppose the dam (Cortner, 1989). A 

lawsuit brought by the MAS against Secretary Hodel was 

repeatedly an agenda item for the Executive Session of the 

CAWCD's Board. As noted previously, the CAWCD and the CAP 

were more closely tied to the regulatory storage benefits 

accruing from New Waddell Dam than from Cliff Dam (Clark, 

1985). Nevertheless, if Mr. Udall's concern about Cliff 

were seriously considered by the Governor's Committee, 
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meeting minutes at the time do not reflect this 

consideration. In addition, Executive Committee minutes 

indicate the Mr. Udall may have dropped out of the 

formulation process (Executive Committee, 1985a-g). 

Apparently, the Governor may have believed that an 

all-or-nothing approach to Plan 6 was fundamental to 

building up-front contributions by entities other than the 

CAWCD and SRP. In particular, the cities who would own new 

water stored behind Cliff as a result of up-front 

contributions, held firm in their support of the dam 

throughout the controversy. Rather than shelving the dam, 

the Governor responded to opposition by assigning a 

subcommittee to evaluate the Cliff dam issue and work out a 

solution. According to minutes of the Executive Committee, 

this group did not appear to include members of MAS or 

Citizens. The outcome of the deliberations by the Executive 

Committee was to propose a Verde River Protection Fund 

comprised of $2 million in state contributions. The fund 

was apparently designed as a show of good faith to the 

opposition and to demonstrate the Committee's sensitivity to 

the environmental issues at Cliff Dam. Both the 1986 state 

enabling legislation and the 1986 Agreement signed by the 

Secretary of the Interior contained this provision. 
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Despite the fund, the opposition groups took their 

concerns to the national level in an attempt to move the 

issue of the Plan 6 cost-sharing into the regulatory arena. 

First, the MAS filed a lawsuit against Secretary Hodel for 

allegedly circumventing NEPA proceedures in selecting Plan 6 

with Cliff Dam. The lawsuit stated that the inclusion of 

Plan 9, essentially Plan 6 minus Cliff, in the FEIS did not 

allow adequate time for complete evaluation. Second, they 

expanded the arena to include a broader range of players 

outside the tight Arizona-Interior network. They formed a 

coalition of 18 environmental groups, called the National 

Coalition to Stop Cliff Dam. This coalition included the 

National Wildlife Federation (NWF), previously vocal on 

cost-sharing issues. In addition, their concerns met with 

empathy among influential members of Congress already leery 

about continued Federal spending on the CAP. These 

individuals included Senator Howard Metzenbaum of Ohio and 

Representative George Miller of California. It appears that 

these Congressional interests became important external 

enforcers as the controversy escalated after the Agreement 

was signed (Associated Press, 1986a, Comptroller General, 

1987). 

The foregoing comments indicate that a few obstacles 

to Arizona unity were apparent through committee meetings in 
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1985. The Governor hoped to meet the challenge of each 

issue and obstacle by developing a formal position statement 

for the approval of strategic entities including the Arizona 

Legislature, WAPA and, eventually, the Department of 

Interior. By mid-April the Committee was studying details 

like the format of a such a statement and what Arizona 

interests should ask in return for their up-front offers. 

Certain Arizona interests agreed to commit up-front funding, 

including the CAWCD, the SRP, the MCFCD, and various cities 

in the Phoenix area. 

ADWR prepared a series of funding option papers 

during the summer of 1985, some of which are contained in 

Appendix C. Some of the changes in funding options involved 

adjusting the dollar figures committed, changing priorities 

for Plan construction and involving more Arizona cities in 

the funding package. By August 1985, the Governor forwarded 

a package to the State Legislature called a "Position 

Statement", with the "tacit approval" of Committee members 

(Svejcara, 1985b). Although some critical issues like power 

marketing, tax-exempt bonding and environmental concerns 

were still unresolved, the Arizona delegation was prepared 

to bring its position to Federal and State negotiating 

tables. 
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3.4 The Plan 6 Cost-Sharing Agreement 

This section continues the historic overview by 

describing the Plan 6 agreement, negotiations at the Federal 

level, and tests of the agreement. The 1986 Funding 

Agreement and the 1987 Supplemental Agreement provided a 

clear policy statement that identifies priorities of certain 

players in response to pressures for reform. 

3.4.1 Agreement Proposals 

The funding package submitted to the Arizona 

Legislature in 1985 totalled $327 million and essentially 

credited the CAWCD's repayment obligation in all areas 

except the dam safety repayment obligation of SRP. The 

package included (Appendix C): 

$175 million from CAWCD for New Waddell 

beginning in 1978; 

• up to $60 million from the MCFCD against flood 

control costs at Cliff and Roosevelt Dams; 

• up to $50 million not to exceed the repayment 

obligation of SRP for dam safety work at 
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Roosevelt and Stewart Mountain Dams; 

• up to $25 million for Cliff and about $17 

million for Roosevelt from the cities of 

Phoenix, Chandler, Mesa, Tempe and Scottsdale 

The Agreement reflected several elements of mutual 

accommodation and internal entrepreneurship described in 

Chapter 2, as the Arizona interests outlined the commitments 

they expected in return for participation. CAWCD and the 

cities wanted their contributions to be credited against 

interest-bearing reimbursable costs to increase the value of 

their funds (see Table 3-1). The cities wanted exclusive 

rights to use the "new water" stored at Cliff and Roosevelt. 

The CAWCD also wanted tax-exempt bonding authority, the use 

of surplus Hoover power and the authority to sell Navajo 

power. 

In exchange for their contributions, the players 

wanted certain guarantees from the Department of Interior.2 

First, they expected an annual Federal commitment of $210 

million in appropriations from 1987-1989 and at least $180 

million per year thereafter to complete all CAP features. 

In the event that sufficient Federal funds are not 

available, "allocation ...will be made in a manner to 

2 These guarantees are later referred to as the "bilateral 
penalties" or "bilateral incentives" contained in the Plan 6 
Agreement. 



78 

provide for optimum completion of all facilities..." 

(Executive Committee, 1985h). In all cases, construction 

should proceed in accordance with a prioritized schedule 

included in the position paper. All features should be 

completed by 1998. Local contributions should not be 

included in the authorized cost ceiling for the CAP. The 

funding package, like Plan 6, was an all-or-nothing 

proposition for contributing and non-contributing members of 

the Arizona delegation. 

During the fall of 1985, members of the Executive 

Committee and legal counsel refined the terms of the package 

to increase benefits accruing to Arizona interests. By the 

end of December the package, ready for formal submittal to 

the Secretary, was called "Funding Agreement" and it: 

• spread out the timing of advances made by 

Arizona players; 

• allowed direct payment of interest to CAWCD on 

its contribution; 

• increased the amount of contributions to be 

credited to the CAWCD's interest-bearing 

repayment obligation (not clearly stated in 

original position paper); 

• required the accumulation of "prepayment 

credits" towards Arizona's repayment burden if 
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substantial construction delays occur within 

the control of the Federal government; 

• established a $2 million Verde River 

Protection Fund to preserve river habitat; and 

• stated that CAWCD's obligations under the 

Agreement are subject to granting of state 

legislative authority to implement them. 

The minutes of the CAWCD board meeting minutes of 

January 2, 1986, indicate that representatives from the 

state, including CAWCD's general counsel, met informally 

with Interior personnel to clarify the intent of the 

proposed Plan 6 Funding Agreement (CAWCD, 1986; Maxey and 

Starler, 1987). The Arizona players may be considered one 

group at this point, despite divergence in some of the 

priorities within this group during the formulation of the 

Agreement. Participants included the Congressional 

delegation, Governor Babbitt, and representatives of 

contributers. Their common goal was a demonstration of 

unity in an effort to get the Agreement signed. This group 

formed a strong link to the USBR and Secretary Hodel, who 

had a similar interest in bringinb the Agreement to 

fruition. In a similar fashion, the Arizona Congressional 

delegation nutured its link to the Congressional committees 

who hold Federal purse strings or might oppose the CAP on 
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economic or environmental grounds. Reportedly, the state 

group returned with few changes to the latest December 

draft. 

In the meantime, representatives of the signing 

entities were meeting to develop state legislation and other 

formal mechanisms to implement some of the Agreement's 

provisions (CAWCD 1986; Maxey and Starler, 1987) . Two 

critical mechanisms, Arizona House Bill (HB) 2510 and the 

Interim Navajo Power Marketing Plan, were passed within one 

month of Agreement approval by the Federal government. 

Arizona House Bill 2510 enabled the provisions of the Plan 6 

Funding Agreement, provided bonding authority to raise funds 

for Plan 6, and supported the use of power revenues to 

retire those bonds. Work also continued on development of 

an Interim Navajo Power Marketing Plan to strike agreement 

between APA, CAWCD another parties on this issue (Gindhart, 

1986a and d;USBR, 1986c) and allows marketing of surplus 

power before New Waddell is built. HB 2510 passed into law 

in March 1986 as the state's formal commitment to the 

locally devised Agreement and its implementing mechanisms. 

The interim power marketing plan was signed by the 

Commissioner of Reclamation on March 17, 1989. The 

Committee apparently understood that Federal approval of the 

Agreement could be jeopardized without a formal commitment 
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from the state and the Western Area Power Association to 

support the basic mechanisms of Arizona cost-sharing. 

Consensus on the power issue was also critical as 

the single greatest revenue builder for repayment of up

front funds. By February 1986 the APA stated publically 

that it would not oppose HB 2510 despite its power 

provisions which would allow CAWCD to market power 

(Gindhart, 1986b). The Interim Plan was approved with no 

reference to the CAWCD or the APA. Instead, the WAPA was to 

market Navajo power to raise revenues for debt repayment. 

Presumably, this compromise was necessary because local 

politics over the appropriate marketing agent had not yet 

been resolved, although both groups agreed on the use of 

Navajo power. Consensus was also necessary because both 

Interior and the Arizona proponents wanted a signed cost-

sharing (funding) Agreement by the time that 1987 

appropriations were made for the CAP. As recognized earlier 

by the Committee, Federal approval of the Agreement could be 

threatened by discord among Arizona players. 
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Formal negotiations on the Agreement proceeded from 

January through mid-April between Interior, contributors and 

non-contributing Arizona parties who had substantial 

interest in project development (Maxey and Starler, 1987). 

Reportedly, most of the negotiations were open to the public 

and held in Arizona. 

It is evident that these players used a number of 

strategies to convince Interior players to support their 

Agreement. One strategy used by the Arizona players was to 

exceed basic contribution goals of the Federal government. 

A second strategy was the use of provisions which compelled 

Interior to change some of its traditional approaches to 

Federal water development. Requirements like the adoption 

of a suitable Navajo Power Marking Plan and city ownership 

of new project water were indicative of a more progressive 

approach. The third strategy involved a show a of unity and 

the perception that some provisions like the use of power 

revenues, tax exempt bonding and prepayment credits were 

"deal-busters" (Maxey and .Starler, 1987). The Arizona 

players presented their well-organized, cost-sharing 

position to the Interior Department through an Agreement 

which they developed, not one written for them by the 
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Department. A mix of non-Federal participants brought their 

support; the Agreement represented more Arizona objectives 

than repayment by the CAWCD and SRP. 

As noted above, groups operating outside this 

distributive political network sought an Agreement developed 

and implemented within the regulatory arena which faithfully 

represented the goals and objectives of reform. As external 

enforcers, the effect of these groups was to bring some 

pressure to bear on the Arizonans and Interior. Primary 

issues of concern to both sides of the Agreement included 

the incentives to ensure timely completion of Plan 6 

(prepayment credits), use of Navajo power to generate 

revenues, and tax-exempt bonding status. From the Federal 

point of view, incentives and a prioritized construction 

schedule were well beyond the bounds of previous Federal 

commitments made to local water development interests. 

The Administration's objections raised on the issue included 

the use of Federal dollars to repay local bonds. The 

Federal subsidy question was also raised with respect to 

tax-exempt bonding. Yet Interior agreed to support both 

points due to a perception that they were "deal busters" 

(Maxey, 1986? Maxey and Starler, 1987) and a desire to 

complete a Departmental agenda of completing the CAP. 

Further, on the Navajo power issue, Interior supported the 



84 

use of Navajo revenues to repay bonds because it was clearly 

provided for in the 1984 Hoover Power Plant Act. Given this 

belief, revenues from the sale of power could be used to 

prepay, as well as repay, the CAP. 

The Department had previous experience with the 

"unity" of the Ariona delegation through the passage of the 

Ground Water Managment Act of 1980 (Executive Committe, 

1985a-g). The Secretary undoubtedly expected a similar show 

of strength should any of the bilateral incentives be 

seriously questioned. A quarrel with the Arizona delegation 

over the nation's largest project might send unfavorable 

messages to the Administration that cost-sharing was not 

proceeding well at Interior. Whatever the motivation, 

Interior supported USBR's recommendation to go forward with 

Arizona's agreement and made some deals with 0MB for the 

priviledge (USBR, 1986d). 

Although OMB had been apprised periodically of 

progress of the negotiations, this agency became a 

conspicuous player just before the Agreement was signed. 

OMB reviewed the Agreement and took objection to certain 

elements of the Agreement, including severe penalty 

provisions in light of a delayed construction schedule, 

power marketing to retire bonds and Federal payment of 

liquidated damages. OMB allowed the Interior to approve the 
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Agreement on the condition that no other cost-sharing 

agreement would contain some of these elements (Miller, J., 

1986; Maxey and Starler, 1987). Further, the issue of tax-

exempt bonding had yet to be fought out in Congress' tax 

reform bill of 1986 and by the Treasury Department 

(Sullivan, 1986b; CAPA, I986a-c). OMB also seemed to be 

swayed by the strength the Arizonans when it wrote in a 

brief not to Secretary Hodel that "given the circumstances" 

it would not oppose the Agreement (Miller,J., 1986). In 

this way, however, OMB was able to exert muscle and provide 

direction on implementing Administration's goals without 

jeopardizing the Plan 6 Agreement. 

On April 15, 1986 the Secretary of the Interior 

signed the Plan 6 Funding Agreement and accepted 

recommendations to protect bald eagles at the Cliff site 

(Sullivan, 1986b; USBR, 1986c). In a press conference, 

Governor Babbitt called the signing "history in the making" 

(Sullivan, 1986b). He also stated that Hodel's 

"friendship", Morris Udall's work in Washington and the 

"unity" of the Arizona delegation were important factors in 

the success of the agreement. 

Despite the passage of the Agreement, the players 

opposing Cliff Dam and/or Plan 6 eventually sought a chink 

in the armor of the Arizona-Interior network by presenting a 
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united front and using the goals of cost-sharing reform as a 

means to their ends. Early in 1986 the NWF argued that the 

terms of the draft Agreement helped Arizona to avoid Gramm-

Ruddman budget cuts by requiring a certain level of yearly 

authorization and penalties for schedule delays (Sullivan, 

1986a). At the time the Agreement was signed, the NWF and 

the coalition urged that Interior withold dollars until 

environmental questions were answered (Sullivan, 1986b). 

The NWF turned its attention to the cost-sharing provisions 

anticipated for the Army Corps so-called "precedent-setting" 

Water Resources Development Act of 1986. An influential NWF 

lobbyist, Edward Osann, watched these deliberations, lent 

his support to the bill, and presumably carried the 

principals of the bill to the fight against Cliff Dam (NWF, 

1987a). Once the Army Corps bill was passed, the opposition 

began to gel. 

3.4.3 Tests of the Agreement 

The "unity" of the Arizona delegation and the 

support of Interior was quickly put to the test. In early 

May the Senate Budget Committee voted to freeze Reclamation 

funding at a level which could delay the CAP by at least one 
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year and trigger penalty provisions. A few days later, a 

GAO report was released on the use of SOD monies to build 

Cliff Dam. Senator George Miller of California and 

environmentalists from the National Coalition to Stop Cliff 

Dam calculated that locals would have to contribute at least 

$100 million more to build Cliff Dam and stay within the CAP 

ceiling (Associated Press, 1986a). In July Senator 

Metzenbaum of Ohio requested a GAO opinion regarding cost 

overruns due to Plan 6 funding which may require 

reauthorization. Groups concerned about Cliff and costs 

joined forces to fight the CAP. 

The only good news for the delegation that summer 

was that the Senate Appropriations Committee approved a 

record $202.7 million for CAP in fiscal years 1986-1987 

(Associated Press, 1986c). At about the same time, Senator 

DeConcini of Arizona introduced a bill to use $3.1 million 

in CAP funds for dam safety (Ibid). The bill appeared to be 

written in response to the GAO report on use of dam safety 

money. 

By 1987, pressure was mounting to delete Cliff Dam 

from Plan 6. The National Wildlife Federation filed a 

lawsuit against Plan 6 on cost grounds and Cliff Dam on 

environmental grounds (NWF, 1987a). The GAO's report on 

Plan 6 financing was released in February (Griffin, 1987; 
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Wagner, 1987; Comptroller General, 1987). This report found 

that Congress may have needed to reauthorize funds for the 

CAP and that Federal funds to make existing dams safer 

cannot be used to build new ones (i.e., Cliff on the Verde; 

Ibid). The report's blow was softened, however, by the 

finding that local funds and power revenues need not be 

counted in CAP's ceiling. At roughly the same time 

Secretary Hodel asked the USBR to reevaluate its mission as 

a water and power development agency (USBR, 1987a-b). The 

question on many minds was whether the terms of the Plan 6 

Funding Agreement would disintegrate with the loss of Cliff 

Dam and growing opposition to the project in general. 

The Arizona Congressional delegation was attempting 

to quell the opposition at the Federal level once the 

Agreement was signed. Reportedly, this group had used up 

most of its political capital in obtaining provisions in the 

Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984 which facilitated the use of 

revenues from Navajo power to repay the CAP (Cortner, 1989). 

The Arizona cities still demanded Cliff, but the 

Congressional delegation could not prevail against the 

opposition without great political cost, potential 

reauthorization hearings, and the possibility that CAP 

benefits would be delayed significantly during the fight for 

Cliff. Representative Morris Udall, in particular, appealed 
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to the NWF for recommendations to end the controversy. By 

June 1987, it was apparent that the Arizona delegation could 

not prevail in the distributive arena. Opting for self-

regulation, Udall pressed for a settlement from the 

coalition and got it (Udall, M, 1987b-c; NWF, 1987b). 

On June 24, 1987, Morris Udall made a statement to 

the U.S. House in support of the 1988 Appropriations bill 

that deleted Cliff Dam (Udall, M. 1987b-c). At the same 

time, he carefully noted the new problems which arise from 

the loss of Cliff. The settlement between the National 

Coalition and the Interior Department called for: 

• immediate discontinuance of appropriations for 

Cliff Dam; 

• coalition to drop lawsuit and opposition to 

remaining CPA features; 

• a fish and wildlife mitigation plan to be 

pursued by all parties; and 

alternative flood control and water supply 

measures. 

The contributors to the Agreement protested this position 

(Udall, M, 1987a). The stability of the Agreement developed 

by mutual accommodators was in question now that one of the 

primary benefits tied to up-ftfont funding had been 

eliminated. 
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According to both sides, the controvery climaxed 

rapidly. The reason for this climax was not clear. Some 

commentators noted that the Arizona delegation decided to 

let Cliff go when Rio Salado Development District announced 

that it could accomplish its aims with existing flood 

control. Rio Salado Development is an alleged beneficiary 

of but not a specified contributer to Cliff Dam under the 

Agreement (Welsh, 1987; Maricopa Audobon Society, 1987). 

Congressman Udall explained that when faced with an 

appropriations bill for the CAP the vote count did not 

achieve the goals of the Agreement signators (Udall, M., 

1987a). The Arizona Congressional delegation rapidly 

decided to lose the battle to save the war without gaining 

the approval of the contributing cities. He also stated 

that they were quite angered and concerned about their share 

of the Agreement with the loss of Cliff Dam (Ibid). 

The loss of Cliff did not disintegrate the Agreement 

as originally anticipated. Instead, the Arizona delegation 

and the Secretary of Interior signed a Supplemental Cost-

Sharing Agreement in October 1987 to reallocate Cliff Dam 

money to the study of alternative water sources and flood 

control measures (Carson, 1987; CAWCD 1987a). The 

Supplemental Agreement includes a provision for the cities 

to retrieve their contributions if suitable alternatives are 
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not found (Ibid). Reportedly, the National Wildlife 

Federation and the National Audbon Society initially opposed 

the Supplemental Agreement because the 1988 Appropriations 

bill had not yet been signed into law (Carson, 1987). 

Since 1987, the CAWCD reports that local payments 

have been made in accordance with the Agreements and that 

construction of CAP has proceeded fairly well on schedule. 

USBR's new mission was announced and the agency plans to 

move forward in ground-water resources management and 

cleanup of toxic chemical wastes. A new Master Repayment 

Contract was signed between Interior and the CAWCD in 1989 

(Table 3-1; USBR, 1988). Power marketing and tax-exempt 

bonding have proceeded and, although not completely settled, 

are expected to provide a revenue stream that enables the 

largest contributor to meet its up-front obligation. USBR 

provided its water supply alternatives to the cities in 

September 1989 (Walsh, 1989). 

In light of the reform movement, the Governor lead 

diverse Arizona interests to pool individual objectives of 

water storage, flood control and dam safety. His Executive 

Committee addressed issues ranging from identification of 

up-front contributors to crediting these funds to 

appropriate CAP repayment obligations. A cost-

sharing/ funding agreement advanced the goals of continued 
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appropriations for the CAP and timely construction of 

project features. The Agreement was supported by Interior 

and has remained intact when faced with critical opposition 

and Plan modification. 
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CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS OF THE PLAN 6 CASE 

The last chapter provided an overview of events 

related to Plan 6 and its cost-sharing agreement. In 

particular, the chapter focused on Arizona's response to the 

reform movement. Original CAP repayment mechanisms were 

adjusted significantly to meet or exceed nominal 

requirements of cost-sharing reform through increased local 

participation and up-front, local funding of Plan 6 

features. The Agreement was hailed as historic and 

precedent setting by some members of water development 

circles. 

Nonetheless, reason and history tell us that policy 

reforms like those proposed for Federal water development 

projects are not simply announced by a governing authority, 

then fully implemented by affected parties and agents of 

that authority. Instead, three maxims arise from the public 

policy theory discussed in Chapter 2 to challenge the 

perception that Plan 6 cost-sharing met the objectives of 

Federal cost-sharing reform: 
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• Innovation in public policy is resisted by those 

players which seem well-served by the status quo. 

Incremental solutions are advanced by players who 

prefer the status quo. 

Degrees of incrementalism and innovation can occur 

simultaneously as players effecting or affected by 

proposed policy change interact. 

These maxims clearly indicate that implementation of reform 

does not preclude the effects of resistance to reform. 

The Plan 6 case provides supporting evidence of such 

resistance in instances like USBR's inital response to cost-

sharing reform, Arizona's approach to development of an 

agreement, and Interior's defense of the Agreement to OMB. 

USBR's 1984 national conference to introduce new cost-

sharing requirements seemed more concerned with minimizing 

the impact of requirements on the agency's clientele than 

explaining increased local obligations. Arizona players 

developed the basic 1986 Agreement through incremental 

tactics like spreading costs and developing subsidized 

Federal funds to meet cost-sharing obligations, such as the 

sale of inexpensive power and the use of tax-exempt bonding. 

Ironically, limits on tax-exempt bonding were the targets of 

another Federal reform movement. Arizona Congressional 

leaders avoided a negative impact of tax reform on Plan 6 
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cost-sharing by sponsoring a provision which allowed tax-

exempt status for bonds issued to substitute Federal 

dollars. Finally, Interior nearly admitted that field-level 

approval of implementing mechanisms within the Agreement 

defied the objectives of reform. The Secretary promised OMB 

in writing that certain elements would not reappear in 

subsequent agreements, while retaining provisions like 

bilateral incentives, power marketing and tax exempt bonding 

in Plan 6 cost-sharing. 

Given evidence of tension between innovation and 

incrementalism in the Plan 6 case, this chapter turns to the 

primary analytical objectives of this thesis: identifying 

and evaluating the evidence of policy innovation and 

incrementalism in the Plan 6 case. The analysis is based on 

the political responses proposed in Chapter 2 and contained 

in Table 2-3: external enforcement, internal 

entrepreneurship and mutual accommodation. Findings of 

the analysis of incrementalism and innovation observed in 

the Plan 6 case will lead to Chapter 5 discussion on where 

the Plan 6 case falls along the compendium from 

incrementalism to reform and what political factors 

contribute to or obstruct policy change. 

In the context of this analysis, "local" refers to 

activities and relationships primarily occurring within 
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Arizona while the provisions of the Agreement were hammered 

out. "Federal" refers primarily to activities and 

relationships which occurred after the Agreement was brought 

to Washington, D.C. for approval in late 1985. 

4.1 Innovation and the Plan 6 Case 

The analysis begins with evidence of innovation in 

the Plan 6 case because player responses are triggered by 

the Administration's goals for cost-sharing reform. On the 

basis of the Table 2-3 framework, this section identifies 

examples external enforcement and internal entrepreneurship. 

Players espousing "full reform" are considered external 

enforcers who press for policies implemented within the 

redistributive or regulatory arenas. Players who perceive 

some adverse impact seek to buffer reform by acting as 

internal entrepreneurs bargaining for policies implemented 

within a self-regulatory arena. 

4.1.1 Evidence of External Enforcement 

External enforcement appears indirectly early in the 

case and becomes stronger following the approval of the 
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Agreement at the Federal level. Evidence supporting the 

finding that enforcement was indirect during the development 

of the Agreement includes Arizona's perception that cost-

sharing was a salient issue on the Federal agenda; the lack 

of specific guidance from the Interior Department on 

implementing cost-sharing, and opposition that focused on 

environmental issues. Direct external enfocement is most 

apparent through the activities of the two members of 

Congress and the national environmental coalition. 

Given Arizona's determined response to the cost-

sharing reform movement one must assume that forces of 

external enforcement were convincing, if not visible at the 

local level. Momentum in cost-sharing reform had been 

growing for over a decade in Congress, the Presidency and 

among Administration officials. These entities appeared to 

prefer a cost-sharing policy that combined elements of 

regulatory and redistributive arenas. The movement 

supported requirements aimed at specific interests and 

enforced by an agency which would effectively shift 

appreciable costs for a "public project" from a national to 

a local base. Influential Arizona players like Governor 

Babbitt perceived an imminent loss of Plan 6 and CAP 

benefits in the absence of up-front funding and increased 

local contributions. 
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Nevertheless, external enforcers in the cost-sharing 

reform movement did not appear to interact directly with 

Arizona players as the Agreement was being developed. The 

Administration appeared to rely on the Department of 

Interior to implement cost-sharing reform. Although the 

nominal requirements of reform were clear, Interior 

reportedly did not provide guidance to USBR field staff in 

Arizona on executing reform (Maxey and Starler, 1987). To 

Arizona players, the USBR field staff were apparently 

welcome partners in the early negotiations. Consideration of 

certain controversial counter-reform provisions, such as 

tax-exempt bonding to raise local funds, were not precluded 

by USBR at this stage. Instead, they became critical 

elements in the Agreement. 

An example of opposition without external 

enforcement occurred when the MAS or Citizens Against the 

Project protested Plan 6 early in the Agreement development 

process. Their opposition was not focused on cost-sharing 

reform. These groups either opposed Cliff Dam on 

environmental grounds or the CAP as an economic boondoggle. 

Agreement proponents adjusted their position somewhat as a 

result of pressure from these groups, for example, in the 

creation of the Verde River Protection Fund. Although 

improved environmental planning was an initial objective of 
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cost-sharing reform under President Carter, opposition from 

the two groups did not have the effect of external 

enforcement, or movement to the regulatory arena, at this 

point in the Plan 6 case. 

Direct confrontation with external enforcers was 

more apparent 1986 and 1987 during and after the Agreement 

apporoval process. OMB presented the first confrontation 

with an external enforcers. This player was charged with 

review of all cost-sharing agreements prior to Interior 

approval to ensure that they reflected reform goals. OMB 

did not become directly involved in the process until the 

Arizona delegation had cemented their cost-sharing position 

through comprehensive negotiations at the local and Federal 

levels. The Agreement met acceptable cost-sharing levels 

but also included bilateral penalties, financial incentives 

and Federal subsidies. In the OMB's view, the not-so-hidden 

costs of the Agreement set dangerous precedents for future 

cost-sharing agreements. Yet OMB's protests did not result 

in elimination of the offending provisions, as described in 

the section on incrementalism in the Plan 6 case. 

The second confrontation came with opposition from 

the national environmental coalition, Senator Metzenbaum and 

Representative Miller. These players best exhibited 

external enforcement, but their impact on Plan 6 cost-
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sharing was ultimately nominal. Their political 

relationship formed as the 1986 Agreement was signed and 

appeared to operate entirely outside of the Federal-local 

network aimed at cementing the Plan 6 Agreement. 

Collectively they opposed a high level of spending for CAP, 

certain components of Plan 6 and the cost-sharing agreement 

developed by the Arizona players. Although skeptical of the 

Agreement's premises, these enforcers had little say in the 

Agreement approval process at the Federal level. For 

example, these players could not compel the Secretary of 

Interior to confront issues like the Solicitor's opinion on 

the CAP cost ceiling just prior to his approval of Plan 6 

cost-sharing in 1986. The external enforcers enjoyed more 

success in 1987 when Congress was faced with upholding cost-

sharing reform by appropriating Federal dollars for water 

projects in 1988. Through pending litigation and a series 

of well-publicized government reports, the Agreement's 

opponents convinced a significant group within Congress to 

question Federal expenditures for the CAP, local funding 

notwithstanding. As a result of these efforts, the external 

enforcers gained their principal concession from the Arizona 

players - the defeat of Cliff Dam. 

The defeat resulted in a restructuring of applicable 

portions of the Agreement through the 1987 Supplemental 
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Agreement. As such, the success of the external enforcers 

on the Cliff issue was narrow in substance, although 

significant political capital may be been earned through the 

episode to challenge the network along other fronts. Most 

cost-sharing provisions within the 1986 Agreement remained 

unchanged, including the various subsidies and bilateral 

penalties. In fact, cities which contributed funds in 

return for a guaranteed water supply from Cliff were 

guaranteed they would be served through other alternatives 

or get their money back. 

4.1.2 Evidence of Internal Entrepreneurship 

According to Table 2-3, internal entrepreneurs 

spring from within the distributive network. Internal 

entrepreneurs in the Plan 6 case, like the Governor and the 

Secretary of the Interior, formulated an Agreement that 

would ensure CAP completion and meet basic cost-sharing 

requirements. The strength of political relationships at 

the Federal level were called into question as external 

enforcers attacked Cliff Dam and won. As noted above, most 

Plan 6 cost-sharing provisions remained intact, including 

those which softent the blow of cost-sharing reform. 
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4.1.2.1 The Governor a3 Internal Entrepreneur. 

Governor Babbitt rose above the distributive water network 

to act as an internal entrepreneur at the local and Federal 

levels. The Governor realized soon after Plan 6 was 

selected that innovative measures were the only way to 

ensure the completion of the CAP and buffer the impacts of 

cost-sharing reform. In addition, he apparently believed 

that Arizona players within an historically strong water 

network had to decide how cost-sharing reform would be 

achieved. The Governor formed the Executive Committee on 

CAP Financing as a distributive vehicle to achieve internal 

entrepreneurship and shift reform goals into the preferred 

self-regulatory arena. 

Governor Babbitt was the facilitator for the 

Executive Committee as it moved toward self-regulation. He 

established a rationale for contributions similar to that 

used by USBR in traditional repayment - matching Plan 

benefits with affected resource management entities. Once 

the Committee could agree on Plan beneficiaries, they could 

identify players which might be willing to contribute up

front funds. Thus, the Arizona network, used to spreading 

benefits, was encouraged by the Governor to choose which 

costs to accept and how to allocate them. 
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Further, the membership of the network expanded to 

enhance a position of internal entrepreneurship, presumably 

at the hand of the Governor. Players typically outside the 

water network, like local Indian tribes and county flood 

control districts, were offered an opportunity to join to 

address reform issues or contribute sources of up-front 

funding. As new players were added, the network tried to 

forestall political weakness by assimilating goals and 

smoothing out differences inherent in new relationships. 

Although expansion and accommodation is associated with 

incrementalism, a primary goal of the network was to form an 

acceptable funding position reflective of internal 

entrepreneurship in cost-sharing. 

For example, the APA was an unlikely member of the 

water development network in the Plan 6 case. Despite its 

place on the Executive Committee, the APA appeared to be 

part of a potentially rival network, the local and regional 

electrical power structure. The APA controlled electrical 

power resources critical to local Plan 6 contributions. 

Unlike unlike other Committee members, it was neither 

directly impacted by cost-sharing reform nor responding to 

the potential loss of Plan 6 benefits like other Committee 

members. The APA's participation in the water development 

network appeared to be strongly influenced by Governor 
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Babbitt and the need to innovate in a way that provided some 

benefit to the network. Although initially reluctant to 

cooperate at the local level, the APA eventually acquiesced 

to the self-regulation provisions by the time the Agreement 

was forwarded to Washington, D.C. for approval. 

4.1.2.2 Innovative Provisions of the Agreement. 

Internal entrepreneurship strategies used by the Arizona 

players focused on exceeding basic contribution goals of the 

Federal government. The Executive Committee explored a 

range of "competitive" contributions while drafting the 

Agreement to ultimately convince the Administration and 

reluctant members of Congress that Arizona was committed to 

the project and would more than meet cost-sharing goals to 

obtain it. For example, some contributions of the cities 

and the MCFCD went towards flood control benefits, a non

reimbursable function of the project. Up-front 

contributions towards dam safety comprised SRP's entire 

repayment obligation. The CAWCD's contribution exceeded 20% 

of the regulatory storage benefits of New Waddell Dam, the 

standard cost-sharing criterion for that function at the 

time. 

Arizona's show of willingness to innovate was 

matched by its determi.. *-ion to obtain Federal commitments 

and approval of certain incremental conditions in return. 
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They include the requirement for prepayment credits on 

construction delays, a prioritized construction schedule and 

enhanced value of local contributions by specifying how they 

are credited against repayment obligations. These 

conditions represented a buffer for perceived adverse 

impacts of reform. As such, they are explained further in 

the following section on incrementalism in the Plan 6 case. 

They are noted here because they also demonstrate the 

protective aspect of internal entrepreneurship that operates 

in a self-regulatory arena. From the self-regulatory 

perspective, it is clear that Arizona proponents valued 

perceived CAP benefits, but not at unlimited cost. 

4.1.2.3 The Secretary as Internal Entrepreneur. 

Chapter 3 clearly suggests that the Secretary Hodel did not 

act as an external enforcer although he was a member of the 

Reagan Administration. Instead, the Secretary played a dual 

role in the Plan 6 case. On one hand he cooperated with the 

Arizona delegation as an accommodator in a strong 

distributive network. On the other hand he was required by 

the Administration to carry out the directives on cost-

sharing reform. 

The Secretary had a number of expectations of the 

Arizona proponents in order to serve the network and approve 

the Agreement. First, he expected Arizonans to show unity 
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in support of Plan 6 and the CAP. Next, Arizona's Agreement 

had to involve serious dollar contributions that would be 

acceptable to 0MB. The Agreement had to be financially 

sound and the payment mechanisms feasible. The 

contributions should result in reduced Federal expenditures 

consistent with Gramm-Rudman budget cuts. USBR was able to 

convince the Secretary prior to approval that the Plan 6 

Agreement developed by Arizonans substantially met his 

conditions, pending some unresolved issues noted under 

incrementalism. 

The Secretary's required interaction with external 

enforcer OMB during the approval process exemplified both 

accommodation and internal entrepreneurship. His service to 

the distributive water network in upholding the Agreement 

was accomodation, while his promise to OMB that these 

provisions would not reoccur in future cost-sharing 

agreements may be seen as internal entrepreneurship. As a 

result, this association was not entirely prescriptive for 

the Plan 6 case, as might be expected when an external 

enforcer like OMB has the power to impose reform goals. 

Essentially, the Secretary gave up his discretion on reform 

goals in future cost-sharing to OMB in exchange for the 

distributive and self-regulatory provisions of the Plan 6 

Agreement. OMB approved the Agreement on Interior's self-
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regulatory promise "never to do it again". 

4.1.2.4 cliff Daw and internal Entrepreneurship. 

The defeat of Cliff Dam primarily represents external 

enforcement. Nevertheless, the decision made by the Arizona 

Congressional delegation to acquiesce to pressure of the 

enforcers also reflects internal entrepreneurship. The 

delegation relinquished a portion of the Plan to enforcers 

in order to hold on to the larger prize. This example of 

innovation differs from that exhibited through the 

development of the Agreement. In the latter form of 

internal entrepreneurship, Arizona players had greater 

latitude to choose a self-regulatory course of action. Few 

members of the distributive network were alienated by this 

process, as discussed in the section on incrementalism. By 

contrast, action taken by Arizona Congressmen to quell the 

Cliff Dam dispute placed them temporarily at odds with the 

network. Local members of the network could not perceive 

that, given the banner of self-regulation expressed through 

the Agreement, traditional political responses to reform in 

Congress, i.e., the use of mutual accommodation, would not 

serve their interests in Cliff Dam. Shortly after the 

Cliff Dam episode, the protective aspect of internal 

entrepreneurship prevailed again among Arizona proponents 

when they signed a Supplemental Agreement and essentially 



reaffirmed the self-regulatory provisions approved by 

Interior in 1986. 
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4.2 Incrementalism and the Plan 6 Case 

Chapter 2 explains that incrementalism is equated 

with a shift within the operative policy arena. In the Plan 

6 case, the initial arena was distributive. Indeed, Arizona 

proponents preferred that Federal water development policies 

remained intact despite calls for cost-sharing reform. 

Their response to reform reflected internal 

entrepreneurship, but Arizona's position was developed, 

approved and would ultimately be implemented using 

strategies and relationships typical of accommodators within 

the distributive arena. The water development network 

included internal entrepreneurs like the Governor and the 

Secretary, but on the basis of the Table 2-3 framework it 

could not be considered wholly self-regulatory or 

innovative. Incrementalism was most clear at the local 

level, but was also evident in the overall activities of the 

Arizona Congressional delegation and the Secretary's 

handling of the Agreement with OMB. 
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4.2.1 Evidence of Mutual Accommodation within the Network 

The water development network exemplified the 

distributive "pork barrel" and included affected local 

interests, influential members of Congress and high-level 

agency personnel. The network supported a Plan 6 Agreement 

which was developed at the local level, ensured a stream of 

CAP benefits and provided a tool for local decisions about 

how costs and benefits were allocated. Initial local 

players representing this network included Governor Babbitt, 

representatives of major Arizona cities, the CAWCD, and 

targetted members of the State Legislature (the Executive 

Committee). Some familiar Federal players participated in 

the network at the local level, including USBR field level 

personnel and, through local aides, the Arizona 

Congressional delegation. As noted in the section on 

internal innovation, the membership of the traditional 

network expanded at this level to involve peripheral groups 

and to gain critical flexibility on enabling issues like the 

sale of power resources and bonding authority. Network 

members at the Federal level included the Arizona 

Congressional delegation and the Secretary of the Interior. 

The strength and breadth of the network was one factor which 

allowed proponents to formulate a self-regulatory cost-
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sharing position without substantial coercion from external 

enforcers prior to negotiating in Washington. 

Except for the examples of internal entrepreneurship 

noted above, most members of the network accommodated mutual 

interests despite the call for reform. For example, 

Arizona's Congressional delegation was part of the network 

at the Federal level that rarely relinquished their 

accommodation response. These players nutured their link to 

Congressional Committees in support of the CAP 

appropriations, the Agreement, bonding authority, power 

marketing and other issues with the potential to come before 

the Congress. Although they held the banner of cost-sharing 

reform through a written cost-sharing proposal, they did not 

act as internal entrepreneurs until the Cliff Dam 

controversy when external players like the National 

Coalition to Stop Cliff Dam and Senator Metzenbaum swayed 

the intent of Congress. 

Similarly, USBR's initial reponse to reform was to 

remain part of the distributive network. New cost-sharing 

agreements were necessary, but in keeping with the old 

partnership between client and agency, agreements would be 

reviewed on an incremental, case-by-case basis. The Plan 6 

Agreement was discussed with field level personnel and to a 

limited extent with Interior officials during the local 
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formulation process to establish parameters of the 

Agreement. They made deals with Arizona parties that the 

Secretary of the Interior, another network member, later 

felt obligated to honor. 

Mutual accommodation was evident in the distributive 

gains allowed to Arizona players who contributed funds, 

influence or resources to the Plan 6 cause. The Agreement 

specified benefits and safeguards accruing to local funding 

contributors, including appropriative water rights for 

cities and credit on interest-bearing repayment obligations. 

Players who brought influence and unity like the City of 

Tucson were rewarded with a place on the required CAP 

"consultation committee" built into the Agreement. For its 

donation of recapturable power, the IEDA was given some 

assurances that construction of New Waddell Dam would have a 

high priority. The network accommodated the interests of 

the APA through compromises in the Interim Navajo marketing 

plan and state legislation on authority to issue bonds or 

market power. One might presume that electoral support was 

provided by colleagues within the network in return for 

continued assistance by the Arizona Congressional delegation 

and attending State Legislators. The participation of each 

of these players was critical to the success of the 

distributive network in upholding the appearance of internal 
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innovation at both local and Federal levels. 

When conflicts arose from the need to grant benefits 

to network participants, the network resorted to the 

distributive tactic of leaving implementation of certain 

controversial issues unresolved. Many commitments noted 

above were based on broad assumptions contingent upon the 

approval of third parties not directly involved in the 

Agreement. Some unresolved provisions were potentially 

divisive to proponents of the Agreement. Non-resolution was 

an alternative when the strength of the network was expected 

eventually to prevail. 

Unresolved provisions included the ability of 

contributors to issue tax exempt bonds in light of tax 

reform, ability to market power, support for Cliff Dam, and 

continued appropriations by Congress. For example, the 

Secretary's commitment on stated levels of annual Federal 

appropriations was subject to Congressional approval. The 

CAWCD's tax-exempt bonding authority was initially subject 

to state Legislative approval and, later, to the inclusion 

of a provision in the 1986 Tax Reform Code allowing tax-

exemptions for bonds meant to substitute for Federal funds. 

Federal power resources from Hoover Dam and Navajo 

Generating Station were to be used to repay these bonds 

although use of the power was first subject to local and 



113 

Federal approval through a marketing plan and other 

channels. The players expected that Cliff Dam would be 

built despite a pending lawsuit aimed at removing this 

feature from Plan 6. Although the contingencies were noted 

in the Agreement, failure to meet these commitments 

triggered bilateral penalties or potentially subjected the 

Agreement to renegotiation and termination. It is clear 

that the network knew what it wanted from the Federal 

government, stated this in the Agreement, and moved forward 

on several distributive fronts to achieve their ends. 

For example, on the power issue, the Navajo 

marketing plan brought compromise only one month before the 

Agreement was signed. Arizona Congressmen successfully 

removed the threat from a reformed tax code after the 

Agreement was signed by pushing for a provision which 

allowed tax exempt status for bonds used to repay dollars 

substituted for Federal funds. Arizona Congressmen also 

worked successfully to obtain the level of annual 

appropriations required in the Agreement; fiscal year *87 

and '88 were banner years for the CAP. Funding levels were 

approved by President Reagan as well. Cliff Dam was the one 

notable failure in the distributive strategy of "agree on 

the provisions now, resolve the implementation later". 

Given this strategy, signing the Agreement was not 
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an end, but a hurdle and a political tool to get the real 

implementing elements pushed foward by the accommodators at 

the Federal level. Proponents essentially used distributive 

channels to overcome difficulties posed by uncertain 

political outcomes and potential opposition. To ensure that 

accommodations made during the development of the Agreement 

would be legitimized at the most basic level, among Arizona 

players, members of the network drafted state legislation 

enabling the Agreement and helped to gain its passage with 

distributive provisions intact. 

4.2.2 Reaching Beyond the Network 

Through the Agreement, local entities stated in 

distributive fashion that they would innovate along cost-

sharing lines if Interior would innovate along Arizona's 

self-regulatory lines. The distributive components of the 

Arizona's position suggest that these players wished to 

entreat the Secretary of Interior, as their partner, to make 

it easier for Arizona to meet the requirements of cost-

sharing reform. Further, the Arizona proponents essentially 

placed the Secretary in the position of supporting 

unresolved and controversial provisions during the OMB 
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review period. The Secretary was able to maintain 

incremental elements of the Agreement in the "trade" made at 

the expense of future cost-sharing. 

Cliff Dam was another instance when members had to 

reach beyond the network to protect their interests. At the 

local level, Cliff Dam did not invite distributive 

compromise as readily as issues like power resources or 

bonding authority. Benefits available through an Agreement 

did not appear to be of particular interest to opposing 

players like the MAS or the Citizens. Nonetheless, the 

Governor provided a forum for these groups to air their 

views and established a subcommittee to investigate 

solutions to the Cliff Dam standoff. The Arizona delegation 

as a whole supported a $2 million fund for the preservation 

of Verde River habitat. Beyond the fund, the distributive 

network made little headway. It is possible that the 

delegation did not believe that the opposition really 

presented a barrier to their success. The opposition did 

not hold a necessary resource which would have spurred the 

network to accommodation, rather, these players had to prove 

their case to succeed. The primary strength of the 

opponents may have been their potential to disrupt the unity 

of the Arizona delegation. Consequently, the proponents 

tried to address and compromise, maintain local unity, and 
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moved ahead with the development of the Agreement. Once at 

the Federal level, however, the distributive network failed 

entirely. This time the network was compelled to concede 

Cliff admidst cries of financial mismanagement of the CAP, 

the threat of reauthorization, and a lawsuit which could 

negate the usefulness of the Agreement as a political tool 

to other distributive ends like tax exempt bonding. 

4 . 3  Summary of Findings 

The purpose of this chapter was to analyze instances of 

innovation and incrementalism observed in the Plan 6 case 

using the three political responses outlined in the Table 2 -

3 framework. The analysis essentially identifies which 

players exhibit mutual accommodation, internal 

entrepreneurship or external enforcement in the case. The 

analysis also indicates when their responses appear to be 

successful in furthering the interests of the players which 

oppose or support Plan 6 and its cost-sharing agreement. A 

central finding of the analysis was that innovation was most 

evident in the content of the Agreements's provisions, while 

incrementalism occurred most often in the strategies used to 

obtain or implement those provisions. 
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The analysis found that mutual accommodators tend to 

be members of the water development network at local and 

Federal levels in support of the Agreement: the CAWCD, 

Arizona cities, the SRP, the APA, the IEDA, Arizona 

lawmakers, the Arizona Congressional delegation. Governor 

Babbitt and Secretary Hodel are the principal internal 

entrepreneurs who facilitate innovation in the Agreement 

developed by the accommodators; these players are also part 

of the mutual accomodation network. Morris Udall and other 

members of the Arizona Congressional delegation act as 

internal entrepreneurs when they acquiesce Cliff Dam to 

enforcers. Finally, OMB, the national environmental 

coalition, MAS, Citizens and external members of Congress 

represent the external enforcers in the Plan 6 case. 

Innovation was evidenced by external enforcement and 

to a lesser degree by internal entrepreneurship. Evidence 

of external enforcement is weak and indirect early in the 

case. Enforcers are not well-organized, nor do they appear 

to focus on cost-sharing reform. Few limits are placed on 

the accomodators as they develop the basic premises of the 

Plan 6 cost-sharing Agreement. Evidence of external 

enforcement increases substantially with the defeat of Cliff 

Dam through the concerted efforts of the national coalition 

and external members of Congress. Evidence of internal 
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entrepreneurship occurs as the Governor and the Secretary 

press for competitive contributions in the Plan 6 Agreement. 

Nevertheless, the effects of reform were buffered when these 

entrepreneurs supported an Agreement which clearly defined 

what accomodators wanted in return for contributions. 

Incrementalism appeared in a number of actions. 

First, Arizona's position was developed, approved and 

implemented using mutual accomodation strategies. 

Controversial provisions were accepted by a unified water 

development network which included Federal players like the 

USBR and the Secretary of the Interior. Benefits were 

granted to players which contributed funds, resources or 

influence, such as appropriative water rights, a place on 

the USBR consultation committee, priority for New Waddell 

dam, or electoral support. The accomodators relied on non-

resolution of potential conflicts over who markets power or 

issues bonds in order to obtain agreement on provisions to 

be included in the funding package. Finally, incremental 

elements of the Agreement were maintained through the 

Secretary's trade on future cost-sharing agreements. 
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CHAPTER 5: THE NATURE AMD EXTENT OF REFORM 

Having identified the incidence of innovation and 

incrementalism in the Plan 6 case, Chapter 5 turns to an 

assessment of the the degree of reform achieved and the 

political factors that may impact the implementation of 

reform. The Plan 6 case simultaneously exhibits moderately 

innovative and incremental policy change, on the basis of 

the Table 2-3 framework, the following discussion, and the 

degrees of innovation listed in Table 2-2. The chapter also 

provides discusson on the potential for the Table 2-3 

framework to predict as well as define the effectiveness of 

reform movements through an understanding of the dynamics of 

policy change. 

5.1 Policy Change and the Plan 6 Case 

Chapter 2 established full reform as the practical 

and symbolic renovation of policy in a short time period. 
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Beneficiaries of existing policies would find themselves in 

the unusual position of bearing direct costs as a result of 

reform. Using the Table 2-3 framework as a yardstick, full 

reform in the Plan 6 case would be the implementation of 

explicit Departmental policy directives through a cost-

sharing Agreement which provided for accelerated local 

contributions and reduced Federal expenditures. The "full-

reform" Agreement would minimize or eliminate the use of 

Federal subsidies and reauthorization of the CAP may be 

required. Bilateral penalties and required Federal 

expenditures would most likely be absent. The instrument of 

the "full-reform" Agreement would probably be the USBR, as 

in the case of Master Repayment contracts. OMB and the 

Secretary of Interior would act effectively as authors and 

enforcers of Federal cost-sharing policy applicable to the 

USBR. In accordance with the Table 2-3 framework, the 

policy arenas operating in this scenario would be regulatory 

or redistributive. 

By contrast, "no-reform" or incrementalism was 

defined as marginal change in serial steps where status quo 

beneficiaries continued to be served. The "no-reform" 

Agreement would be developed by beneficiaries on the basis 

of traditional operating strategies without effective 

interference. Neither OMB nor the Department of Interior 
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would provide explicit cost-sharing policy directives prior 

to the development of the Agreement. Up-front funding would 

not be required and local contributions would increase 

slightly from historic arrangements. The power of external 

enforcers would be overshadowed by the strength of 

accomodators to accomplish their goals. Requirements for 

Federal expenditures and bilateral penalties may not be 

specified in the Agreement because the accomodators would 

not compelled to contribute in the same fashion as in the 

"full-reform" scenario. There would be less need to 

safeguard costly contributions through such provisions. The 

Table 2-3 framework indicates that the primary policy arena 

operating in this scenario would be distributive. 

Neither of the two extremes completely explains the 

level of policy change which occurred in the Plan 6 case. 

Instead, both incrementalism and a moderate level of 

innovation were observed, pointing to some middle ground on 

the compendium from no reform to full reform on the Table 2-

3 framework. The Agreement was authored by Arizona 

interests who acknowledged the push for reform, but who 

developed the Agreement without explicit directives from 

Interior. Although the Agreement reduces some Federal 

expenditures through up-front, local contributions, it also 

includes the use of bilateral penalties and is implemented 
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through Federal subsidies. The mutual accomodation network 

behind the Agreement was strong, but succumbed to external 

enforcers on one issue after the Agreement was approved. 

Nonetheless, two principal factors hindered full reform in 

the Plan 6 case: the absence of direct input from external 

enforcers early in the Agreement development process, and 

the strength and flexibility of the traditional water 

development network. As a result of these factors, several 

controversial provisions representative of self-regulation 

or more incremental change survived political opposition and 

amendment of the Agreement in 1987. 

The findings of the analysis indicate that three 

policy arenas operated at certain points in the Plan 6 case: 

distributive, self-regulatory, and regulatory. The 

operative policy arena was distributive when Arizona 

interests were allowed to decide who would pay for Plan 6 

and how benefits from participation in the Agreement process 

would be allocated. Most of these decisions were made at 

the local level, where the network still believed that the 

potential stream of CAP benefits outweighed the costs 

incurred. Further, the distributive network appeared to 

believe that a show of local unity could compel Federal 

entities to accept their terms, as it had in previous water 

development battles at the Federal level. The arena shifted 
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into self-regulatory policy in at least three instances. 

First, the arena was clearly self-regulatory when Arizona 

players focused on individual contributions of resources or 

influence at the local level. Second, this arena operated 

when Arizona players considered how implementing mechanisms 

built into the Agreement could ease the burdens associated 

with contributions. The last major example of self-

regulation operated at the Federal level, when Arizona 

demonstrated its resolve to increase local funding in order 

to obtain continued Federal dollars. The Plan 6 case 

shifted briefly into the regulatory arena when the enforcers 

defeated Cliff Dam. Although the Cliff Dam issue was 

primarily environmental, the real impact of the defeat was 

political and reached beyond the Plan 6 case. The Congress 

and the national coalition indicated through their actions 

that traditional water development networks like the one in 

Arizona could no longer operate with impunity at the Federal 

level. 

As noted in the summary of Chapter 4, the case also 

shows that innovation was most often reflected in provisions 

of the Agreement, while incrementalism prevailed in the 

political strategies used to develop the Agreement and push 

it through the Federal approval process. Up-front cash 

contributions were indeed innovative and at least symbolized 
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a level of policy change. Nevertheless, the new cost-

sharing "partnership" as applied to the Plan 6 case appeared 

to add more cement to distributive relationships and nearly 

mitigated the impacts of innovation until the Cliff Dam 

issue climaxed. Strict conditions required of the Federal 

government ensured that Arizona's agenda would be 

accomplished, while compromises on other fronts like power 

marketing and bonding helped to minimize the perceived 

impacts of reform. The distributive water network broadened 

to encompass the goals of players perceived to enhance 

Arizona's ability to reflect innovation in cost-sharing. 

Although the Cliff Dam test damaged the network somewhat, it 

did not change the distribution of local costs, players or 

the majority of bilateral requirements found in the 

Agreement authored by Arizonans. 

An external enforcer reviewing the Agreement would 

admit that large sums of money were offered in local 

contributions. They would probably conclude, however, that 

many of the goals and objectives of the cost-sharing reform 

movement were unfulfilled. With continued heavy 

appropriations for the CAP and Plan 6, external innovators 

could still allege poor water resources planning, limited 

environmental sensitivity and use of Federal subsidies in 

the form of tax-exempt bonds and power revenues to form the 
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principal share of local contributions. In addition, the 

enforcers would probably make a distinction between who 

contributes to and who pays for Plan 6. Arizona 

contributers are essentially the signatories to the 1986 

Agreement and those who helped to gain its approval at the 

Federal level, such as the Arizona Congressional delegation. 

Those who pay for Plan 6 up-front funding include nationwide 

individuals who purchase bonds issued by the CAWCD, and 

Arizona water users, power consumers and property taxpayers. 

Thus, the Agreement facilitates the distributive effect of 

widely spreading costs, despite innovative, organized 

contributions that represent these costs.3 

Given the foregoing discussion, the nature of policy 

change in the Plan 6 case is predominantly distributive and 

self-regulatory. The Cliff Dam issue represents the sole 

example of regulatory policy. The impact of the regulatory 

arena was limited because the Arizona Congressional 

delegation opted prudently and promptly for self-regulation 

when they realized that a distributive approach was expected 

to fail. On the basis of Tables 2-2 and 2-3, therefore, the 

To the credit of the proponents, requiring safeguards in 
return for cash contributions may have been a way to protect 
Arizonans at large as well as entities who manage certain resource 
benefits. Stewardship notwithstanding, the safeguards like 
bilateral penalties for schedule delays represent some of the key 
incremental features of the Agreement. 
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extent of policy change in the Plan 6 case is incremental 

and moderately innovative, respectively. 

5.2 Using the Frameworic to Anticipate Responses to Reform 

What does the Plan 6 Agreement, as analyzed through 

the Table 2-3 framework, reveal about reform? The analysis 

confirms that goals and objectives of cost-sharing reform 

were incompletely served by the Arizona network and the 

Agreement due primarily to the strength and nature of 

political responses exhibited by network players. Future 

agreements are expected to reflect this concept, unless the 

goals of cost-sharing reform are clearly understood and 

diligently enforced. Absent these conditions, the framework 

suggests that mutual accommodation and entrepreneurial 

responses to rules imposed from outside a distributive 

network are realities that must be considered by the 

proponents of cost-sharing reform. 

With some modification, the Table 2-3 framework 

presented in this thesis could be used as a tool by those 

planning reform. The framework outlines the dynamics of 

policy change by indicating the players who are likely to 

oppose or support a Federal reform movement, given the 
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nature of the proposed reform and the perceived impacts of 

reform. As such, the framework may allow reformers to 

anticipate areas of resistance and develop provisions to 

guard the integrity of the reform movement. For example, 

Reagan Administration reformers in the Plan 6 case hoped 

that the threat of reduced Federal appropriations would spur 

compliance with the goals of reform. These reformers 

apparently did not consider the strength and flexibility of 

the Arizona network to meet the movement's contribution 

requirements, while effectively circumventing the same 

requirements through the Agreements implementing provisions. 

Had the reformers anticipated the political responses of the 

network, they might have predicted that substantial level of 

reform would require Departmental rule development and clear 

delegation of enforcement authority throughout the process. 

As suggested by these comments, the framework's 

principal usefulness is in characterizing political 

responses and policy arenas. The framework helps to 

describe the middle ground between incrementalism and 

innovation, but it does not provide a quantitative measure 

of the distance between these two points. For example, a 

reformer may use the framework to predict a response to 

proposed change but may not be able to predict, with a high 

degree of confidence, the magnitude of its impact on the 
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reform movement. Further, the framework does not readily 

allow for consideration of multiple simultaneous responses 

to reform beyond a qualitative exercise. At this point, the 

framework suggests obvious relationships between responses 

and reform. For example, if accomodation strategies 

predominate, the lower the chances for full reform. The 

more that internal entrepreneurship prevails, the more 

likely that nominal reform requirements will be met but the 

spirit of the reform may not be implemented. Similarly, the 

greater the strength of the enforcers, the more likely that 

full reform will be implemented. 

Despite these criticisms, the premises of the Table 

2-3 framework appear to hold true and were confirmed by the 

case of Plan 6 cost-sharing. The case shows that the 

effectiveness of a movement to restructure public policy is 

directly related to the dynamic pattern of political 

responses to that movement. 
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UNITED STATE8 DEPAETMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

B U R E A U  O F  R E C L A M A T I O N  

L O W E R  C O L O R A D O  2 E G I O N  

A R I Z O N A  P R O J E C T 8  O F F I C E  

Fact Sheet Central Arizona Project April 1989 

The Central Arizona Project (CAP) is a 
water resource development and management 
project under construction by the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the State of Arizona. 
Authorized in September 1968, the project will 
bring, on average, 1.5 million acre-feet (MAF) 
of Colorado River water into central and 
southern Arizona each year. The CAP is a sup
plemental water supply. It will help Arizona 
reduce its two million acre-foot per year 
groundwater overdraft, and also allow it to use 
its full 2.8 MAF allocation of Colorado River 
water. Prior to the CAP, the state used only 
about one million acre-feet of Colorado River 
water annually, all in areas adjacent to the river. 

Other water-short areas of Arizona also may 
benefit from the project through water exchan
ges, as may a portion of western New Mexico. 
Development of an 18,000 acre-foot water supp
ly in New Mexico is authorized as part of the 
CAP, but a study on how to provide this supply 
was halted in 1988 because there is not an im
mediate need for the water. The study may be 
reactivated at a later time. 

Also authorized for construction as pan of 
the project was a dam or suitable alternative 
that would provide flood control for the 
Phoenix area and regulatory storage for CAP 
water, and construction of water distribution sys
tems for delivering the water to Indian and non-
Indian lands. (See "Regulatory Storage Division" 
and"Distribution Systems" fact sheets.) 

CAP water is allocated to three categories of 
water users: municipal and industrial (M&I); In
dian; and non-Indian agriculture. Eighty-five 
M&I entities have been allocated 640,000 acre-
feet of water per year, and 12 Indian com

munities have been allocated 309,828 acre-feet 
per year. Water remaining after these commit
ments have been met is allocated to 23 non-Jn-
dian agricultural entities, as is any unused 
portion of the M&I or Indian allocation. Each 
non-Indian agriculture entity receives a 
specified percentage of this remaining water 
supply. 

To date, 79 percent of the M&I allocation 
and 70 percent of the non-Indian agriculture al
location has been contracted for. Eleven of the 
12 Indian communities also have signed water 
service contracts. Water allocated but not con
tracted for will be reallocated by the Secretary 
of the Interior, based on recommendations of 
the Arizona Department of Water Resources. 

The Physical System 

A 335-mile-long water conveyance system of 
concrete-lined canal, inverted siphons, tunnels, 
pumping plants and pipelines will carry the 
water from Lake Havasu near Parker, Ariz., to 
the southern boundary of the San Xavier Indian 
Reservauon southwest of Tucson. Ariz. Water 
flow through the system is controlled by radial-
gated check structures located about every 
seven miles. Water is delivered to users through 
gated turnouts at specific points on the system. 

The water will ultimately be lifted more than 
2.900 feel in elevation between Lake Havasu 
and the aqueduct terminus hv 13 pumping 
plants. A fourteenth pumping plant will lift 
water from the aqueduct to the City of Tucson. 
The lift from Lake Havasu to the Phoenix 
metropolitan area is about 1,250 feet, and be
tween Phoenix and the terminus it is about 
1,684 feet. (over) 
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Electricity for operating the pumping plants, 
check structures, and turnouts is supplied by the 
Navajo Generating Station located near Page, 
Ariz. The federal government owns 24.3 per
cent of this plant's output for this purpose. New 
and existing power lines, switchyards, and sub
stations carry the power to the CAP facilities. 

The check structures, turnouts, and pumping 
plants are remotely operated and controlled 
from the project headquarters in north Phoenix 
with the aid of a computer. 

Cost and Repayment 

In 1989 dollars, the estimated federal cost of 
constructing the CAP, if all authorized features 
are built, is S3.44 billion. (Non-federal entities 
will contribute an additional $389.7 million.) 
Federal expenditures are expected to exceed 
$2.2 billion by October 1,1989. About 70 per
cent of the federal expenditures will be repaid 
(expenditures for recreational facilities, flood 
control facilities, archaeologic studies, and In
dian facilities are non-reimbursable). The 
Central Arizona Water Conservation District, 
established by the State of Arizona as the 
project operation, maintenance and repayment 
(OM&R) entity, will collect revenues from the 
sale of water and power and from an ad valorem 
tax to repay the reimbursable federal costs. 

Non-Indian agricultural water users will pay 
S2/acre-foot for CAP water, plus a per-acre-foot 
OM&R fee that will be established annually. 
M&I users will initially pay 55/acre-foot for the 
water, with that cost rising to S40/acre-foot by 
the year 2024. M&l users also will pay the per-
acre-foot OM&R fee. Indian communities will 
pay for water used for M&I purposes, but not 

for agricultural water; payment tor agriculturui 
water is deferred under the Leavitt Act. Unless 
exempted by legislation, the Indian com
munities also will pay the OM&R fee. The 
federal government will pay OM&R costs for 
those Indian communities that have been ex
empted fron: these charges by Congress. These 
payments also may be deferred under the 
Leavitt Act. 

Project Status 

Construction of the CAP conveyance system 
began in May 1973. The canal is now operation
al from the Colorado River to the Twin Peaks 
Pumping Plant, a distance of about 297 miles. 
Construction of the remaining system features 
continues on schedule to ensure delivery of 
water to Tucson in 1991, and completion of the 
aqueduct in 1992. Regulatory storage division 
features will be complete in late 1994. Non-In
dian distribution systems will be complete in 
1990, and Indian distribution systems are 
scheduled for completion by approximately 
2005. 

Since the first project water was delivered on 
May 22,1985, the CAP has delivered more than 
925,000 acre-feet of water. Since the M&I en
tities and Indian communities are still construct
ing their delivery systems, most of the water has 
gone to non-Indian agricultural customers. For 
1989, estimates are that the project will deliver 
between 465,000 acre-feet and 650,000 acre-
feet of water, depending on customer demand. 
Delivery of the full 1J MAF annual average 
will probably not begin until after the project's 
New Waddell Dam is completed and the Tuc
son Aqueduct is fully operational. 

For additional information, contact: Bureau of Reclamation 
Attn: APO-140 
P.O. Box 9980 
Phoenix, AZ 85068 
(602)870-2104 

j 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

B U R E A U  O F  R E C L A M A T I O N  

L O W E R  C O L O R A D O  R E G I O N  

A R I Z O N A  P R O J E C T S  O F F I C E  

Fact Sheet Regulatory Storage Division (Plan 6) April 1989 

Construction of "Orme Dam or suitable alter
native" was authorized as part of the CAP. The 
dam, situated at the Salt and Verde River junc
tion east of Phoenix, would have provided flood 
control for the Phoenix area and stored 
Colorado River water imported into central 
Arizona by the CAP. 

Public response to a draft Environmental Im
pact Statement filed on the dam in 1976 indi
cated substantial concerns regarding inundation 
of riparian habitat and a major portion of Fort 
McDowell Indian Reservation, and impacts on 
endangered bald eagle and other species' 
habitat. As a result of these and other concerns, 
Reclamation reassessed Orme Dam, and, in 
1978, initiated the Central Arizona Water Con
trol Study (CAWCS) to examine alternatives 
that could achieve the dam's authorized pur
poses. 

During CAWCS, Congress passed the Safety 
of Dams Act, and Reclamation began evaluat
ing the safety of the six federally-owned dams 
on the Salt and Verde Rivers. The evaluation 
revealed that the dams did not meet current 
design standards for spillway capacity, and that 
some modification was necessary to allow them 
to safely withstand a major earthquake. As solu
tions were developed to the dam safety 
problems, it became apparent that they were in
terrelated with and in some cases identical to 
the solutions being developed by the CAWCS. 
Consequently, the two studies were combined 
to develop the most cost-effective solution for 
the CAWCS and the dam safety problems and 
to streamline the decision-making process. 

Of the more than 100 alternative plans -
developed during the CAWCS, eight met the 

study requirements (a ninth plan was developed 
following public comments on the draft En
vironmental Impact Statement). Plan 6 was 
selected because of its strong local support, be
cause it met project objectives, and because it 
did not have severe social or environmental im
pacts. Plan 6 was approved by the Secretary of 
the Interior on April 3,1984. 

Plan 6 

As approved in 1984, Plan 6 consisted of: con
struction of New Waddell Dam on the Agua 
Fria River as the CAP regulatory storage 
facility; construction of Cliff Dam on the Verde 
River for flood control, water conservation, and 
dam safety; modification of Theodore 
Roosevelt Dam on the Salt River to solve dam 
safety problems and provide flood control and 
water conservation; and modification of Stewart 
Mountain Dam on the Salt River to ensure its 
safety. 

To accelerate construction of Plan 6 features 
and pay for associated safety of dams work, the 
federal government and six project beneficiaries 
negotiated a cost-sharing agreement under 
which the entities would contribute up to S371 
million of Plan 6*s estimated Sl.l billion cost. 
The agreement was signed on April 15.1986. 

Plan Is Modified 

After Plan 6 was approved, an active eagle's 
nest was discovered in the proposed Cliff Dam's 
reservoir area. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser
vice determined that construction of Cliff Dam : 
would not jeopardize the Arizona bald eagle j 
population if recommendations addressing con- | 
struction management, reservoir operation, and I 
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habitat ami foraging pattern studies were imple
mented. But in September 1985 a coalition of 
environmental organizations filed suit against 
Plan 6. In June 1987, the Arizona Congressional 
delegation reached an Agreement in Principle 
with this coalition to seek no further funding for 
Cliff Dam in exchange for the coalition 
withdrawing its suit. This agreement effectively 
deleted Cliff Dam from Plan 6. 

Following this action, Reclamation was 
directed to seek a water supply of up to 30,000 
acre-feet to replace the water that would have 
been developed by Cliff Dam, and to identify 
potential measures for replacing the flood con
trol that Cliff Dam would have provided. 
Reclamation had already identified possible 
solutions for correcting safety problems at 
Horseshoe and Bartlett Dams that would have 
been resolved by construction of Cliff Dam. 

The Plan 6 cost-sharing agreement also was 
modified. The entities that would have received 
water supply or dam safety benefits from Cliff 
Dam continue to contribute to Plan 6, and the 
money is placed in escrow. The funds will be 
returned, with interest, if a suitable replace
ment water supply is not found. But the 
beneficiaries of any safety work performed at 
Horseshoe or Bartlett Dams must still pay at 
least 15 percent of the cost of that work. And 
beneficiaries of any flood control work per
formed to replace the flood control that would 
have been provided by Cliff Dam also will con
tribute to the costs of that work. 

Status 

Construction of New Waddell Dam began in 
late 1987, and safety repairs to Stewart Moun
tain Dam began in mid-1988. Except for the 

For additional information, contact: 

itnstallation of steel cables through the dam to 
tie it into its foundation, Stewart Mountain 
Dam modifications will be completed in late 
1990. New Waddell Dam is scheduled to be 
fully operational by early 1994. Modification of 
Roosevelt Dam will begin in mid 1990; some 
preparatory work already is underway. (See 
New Waddell Dam, Stewart Mountain Dam, and 
Roosevelt Dam Modification fact sheets.) 

Four water sources that, singly or in combina
tion, could be leased, purchased, or exchanged 
to replace the 30,000 acre-foot water supply 
Cliff Dam would have provided have been iden
tified. Reclamation is tentatively scheduled to 
recommend an alternative for implementation 
in September 1989. The recommendation will 
be reviewed by the six Phoenix-area cities that 
would receive the water and by other entities as 
well. If the recommendation is accepted, it is 
scheduled to be in place by December 31,1997. 
If it is not accepted, the money in the escrow ac
count will be returned to the cities. 

As a result of Cliff Dam's elimination from 
Plan 6, Reclamation has prepared a preliminary 
draft amendment to the 1984 Safety of Dams 
Modification Report for the Salt River Project 
dams. The report recommends modifying 
Horseshoe and Bartlett Dams to acommodate 
the probable maximum flood and to ensure 
their stability under a maximum credible 
earthquake. The final modification report is 
scheduled to be completed within the next two 
years. 

The study of the need for flood control 
storage on the Verde River is continuing. A 
report is scheduled to be completed by early 
summer. 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Attn: APO-HO 
P.O. Box 9980 
Phoenix, AZ 85068 
(602)870-2104 
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New Waddell Dam Fact Sheet 

New Waddell Dam is being constructed on the Agua 
Fria River about 35 miles northwest of Phoenix, Arizona, 
as part or the Central Arizona Project (CAP). New Wad
dell Dam will store Colorado River water for CAP use and 
provide incidental flood protection by controlling flood 
Hows from the upper Agua Fria River. 11 will also store 
about 157,600 acrc-fcct of Agua Fria River water that is 
now stored by the existing Waddell Dam, which was built 
by Maricopa Water District. Maricopa Water District uses 
the Agua Fria River water for irrigation. 

A KEY FEATURE 

New Waddell Dam will be a key feature of Ihc CAP, 
providing many benefits lo Arizona. 

• Mort Colorado River wuter. With New Waddell Dam, 
the CAP will be able to deliver more Colorado River water 
into Arizona when (he water is available, and stored for 
later use. Without the dam, the project could only be 
operated in response to water demand. 

• Greater reliability of water deliveries. The canal seg
ment between (he Colorado River and the dam may oc
casionally be ou( of servicc for maintenance or because of 
damage. During (hese periods, CAP water deliveries could 
s(ill be made from New Waddell Dam (o customers be
tween the Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas, which 
is the highest demand area for the water. 

MM'* rendering. New Waddel Oam. Colorado Av*r water wtt 
b« delivered to and from ttorage via Waddell Canal (foreground) 
and Waddell pumping-generating plant Burled tlphon wM carry 
water from canal under river to the plant 

* Project repayment revenues. Colorado River water is 
pumped uphill Tram Lake Havasu to CAP customers. The 
federal government owns 243 pcrcent of the output of the 
Navajo Generating Station, located near Page, Arizona, to 
run the CAP pumping plants. All of this power will normal
ly be needed in the winter, when as much water as possible 
will be pumped from the river to meet customer demand 
and to fill the expanded Lake Pleasant. During the sum
mer, when water is released from New Waddell Dam lo 
help meet project demands, pumping operations on the 
first segment of Ihc system can be significantly reduced. 
The power available but not needed for pumping can be 
sold, and the revenue used to help repay the CAP's con
struction costs. 

* Increased water-based recreation. Lake Pleasant is 
the ccntcr of the 14,000-acre Lake Pleasant Regional Park, 
a major water-based recreation area that includes 3,000 
acres of water surface. New Waddell Dam will add 7,000 
acres of water surface to the existing lake, greatly increas
ing its recreational value. To help meet an anticipated 
visitor increase, Reclamation will replace existing recrea
tion facilities, and expects to jointly develop new facilities 
with Maricopa County, which manages the existing park. 
Reclamation will purchase all lands needed for the ex
panded lake and for recreation development, plus a mini
mum 300-foot buffer above the maximum high water 
elevation. 

Recreational facilities will be concentrated on the 
reservoir's western shore. An outdoor education center 
will be located on (he reservoir's eas(crn shore, but the 
remaining eastern shore, and part of the northern shore, 
will be closed lo development. 

Planned facilities include 3 multi-lane boat launching 
ramps, 450 picnic sites, 225 campsites, 14 group use areas. 

• 4 overlooks, a full-service marina, and 7 miles of trail Ap
proximately 6 miles of new park road will be constructed, 
and support facilities such as restrooms, fish cleaning sta-

! lions, a ranger station, concession facilities, and recreatiun-
! al vehicle sanitary dump facilities are also planned. 

Because the reservoir water level may fluctuate as much 
' as 125 feet during a typical year's operation, Ihc recreation
al facilities have been sited so access lo Ihcm, and to the 
water, will be available during both high and low water 
periods. 
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OPERATING NEW WADDELL DAM 

Colorado River walcr will be delivered lo New Wuddcll 
Dam through Ihe Waddell Canal. This canal connects wilh 
the main CAP canal just cast of the Agua Fria River and 
runs about 5 miles north to Ihc dam. The water will be 
lifted from the canal into Lake Pleasant by a pumping-
gcneraling plant. Waler will be released back through Ihe 
plant and the Waddell Canal to the main CAP canal for 
delivery to users. As the water is released, it will generate a 
small amount of hydroelectric power. 

During a normal operating year, the reservoir will be 
Filled front October lo April by pumping waler into it from 
the Colorado River. From April lo September, walcr will 
be released from the reservoir to mccl CAP and Maricopa 
Water District needs. 

Floodwalers will generally be released from the dam 
through ihe river outlet works. Flows that exceed Ihc 
reservoir's flood storage capacity will pass over an un
gated, free-overflow spillway located about 7,500 feet west 
of the dam. The floodwaicrs would flow through ;i wash 
and hack to the Agua Fria River at a point about one mile 
below New Waddell Dam. 

EXTENSIVE CONSTRUCTION EFFORT 

New Waddell Dam construction activities began in 
1985, and will continue until early 1994. Completed work 
includes damsite clearing, construction of new access 
roads to the regional park surrounding the existing lake, 
and construction of a concrete cutoff wall in two buried al
luvial channels that cross the dam's foundation. 

Two major construction contracts are now underway. 

One contract is for preparation of Ihe dam's foundation 
and construction of Ihe river outlet and diversion works. 
Work on ihe dam's lefl (eiisl) abutment has been com
pleted, and work on Ihc right (wcsl) abutment is continu
ing. Two lunnels thai will carry Colorado River water into 
and out of storage behind the dam have been excavated, 
and will be lined under a separate contract. The river out
let works tunnel is being lined with concrete, and construc
tion of ihe concrete stilling basin continues. Also lo be 
built under this contract, which is scheduled for comple
tion in Oclobcr 19X9. is a pipeline that will carry waler 
from the existing dam to the new river outlet works tunnel, 
and Ihc river outlet works intake structure. 

Construction of the river outfit works stilling basin. The rivtr 
outlet works tunnel, visible at upper right, will deliver water from New 
Waddell Oam to the Maricopa Water District, and also allow flood 
water to be discharged from the reservoir. 

Contractor employees work on siphon bench across Agua Fria 
River Just downstream of diversion dam. CaJt-kvpUce sections of 
21-foot diameter pipe are being placed at wast end of trench. 

The second ongoing contract is for construction of the 
dam's pumping-generating plant and a connecting siphon 
and canal section between the Waddell Canal and pump-
ing-gencraling plant. Excavation of Ihc pumping-generat
ing plant site is complete, and structural concrete 
placement is underway. The siphon trench across the Agua 
Fria River just downstream of the diversion dam has been 
completed, as has the excavation of the canal reach, and 
construction of the cast-in-place siphon pipe and Ihc canal 
scction can now be completed. 

Work under this contract is scheduled for completion 
by June 1991. 

Construction of Ihc dam embankment is scheduled lo 
begin this fall, and installation of the pumping-gcneraling 
plant units is scheduled lo begin in early 1990. The dam 
embankment b scheduled to be completed in laic 19V2, 
and, wilh Ihe pumping-generating plant, fully operational 
in early 1994. 

Several other activities • such as relocating existing 
facilities, constructing new recreational facilities, and reser
voir clearing • also will be completed concurrently wilh the 
dam's construction. The existing dam will bcbreached 
when (be new dam's embankment is complete. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION A HIGH 

PRIORITY 

Protecting the natural environment around Lake 
Pleasant from negative effects of construction and opera-
tion of New Waddell Dam, or mitigating specific impacts, 
is a high Reclamation priority. 

Accordingly, Reclamation has committed to: 
* fencing lands acquired for the enlarged reservoir to 

restrict grazing and ofT-road vehicle acceis; 
* construct wildlife water catchments on the west and 

north sides of the lake to help reduce animal/vehicle col
lisions and improve wildlife distribution; 

* do minimal reservoir clearing so vegetation will be 
available for fish habitat; 

* maintain a minimum water pool to provide carry-over 
habitat for fish in times when the reservoir would normally 
be dry, 

* develop the Agua Fria River lloodplain between New 
Waddell Dam and Highway 74 as a riparian habitat; 

* close the area around a bald eagle nest to boaters, 
vehicles, and hikers during the breeding season; 

* erect a barrier on a tributary in the upper lake to 
protect a population of endangered native Gila lopminnow 
from non-native fish that might move upstream from the 
reservoir during high water flows; and 

* fund a study to determine what effect, if any, the intro
duction of fish species from the Colorado River into the 
reservoir would have, determine what effect the reservoir's 
operation will have on the fishery and the resident bald 
eagles, and conduct a post-construction study when condi
tions normalize to determine reservoir's impact. 

ESTIMATED COST 

The estimated cost of constructing New Waddell Dam 
and accomplishing the associated work Is more than $50(1 
million. The Central Arizona Water Conservation District, 
which will operate and maintain the CAP and repay the 
project's construction costs to the federal government, will 
provide $175 million to the dam's construction cost, and 
the federal government will pay the rest. 

PHYSICAL DATA 

NEW WADDELL DAM 

Type: rockfill embankment 
Height: 440 feet (300 feet above slrcambcd) 
Crest elevation: 1,730 feet 
Crest length: 4,700 feel 

SPILLWAY 

Type: Ungated, free-overflow 
Crest Length: 1,000 feet 
Crest elevation: 17U6.5 feet 

RESERVOIR 

Maximum storage capacity (including flood space): 
902,100 acre-feel 

Elevation at maximum storage capacity: 1,706.5 feet 
Surface acres at maximum storage capacity: 10,340 
Conservation storage capacity: 816,000 acre-feet 

CAP water: 658,400 acre-feet 
MWD replacement: 157,600 acre-feet 

Minimum Pool: 40,500 acre-feet 
Elevation at maximum conservation storage: 1,702 feel 
Surfacc acres at maximum conservation storage: 9,970 

PUMPING-GENERATING PLANT 

No. of units: 8 
Pump capacity: 3,000 cubic feet per second 
Power generation (maximum): 45 megawatts 
Maximum lift: 192 feel 

WADDELL CANAL 

Length.- 4.9 miles 
Typical cross section: 24 foot bottom width, 8Z5 to 88.5 

feel wide at top of lining, lining height of 19.5 to 
2L5fecl 

Lining thickness: 4 inches 
Capacity: 3,000 cfs 

EXISTING WADDELL DAM 

Type: concrctc multiple arch 
Height: 176 feci 
Cresl Length: 2,160 feet 
Maximum storage capacity: 157,600 acre-feel 
Surfacc acres at maximum storage capacity: 3,760 

1/89 
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Fact Sheet - Roosevelt Dam Modification 
United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Lower Colorado Region 
Arizona Projects Office February 1989 

Theodore Roosevelt Dam, on the Salt River 80 
miles east of Phoenix, will be modified by the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation. Built by Reclamation be
tween 1903 and 1911, the dam is operated and 
maintained by the Salt River Project, and SRP will 
continue operating and maintaining the dam after 
it is modified. 

Why Is The Dam Being Modified? 

The modification is primarily for providing 
flood control and resolving dam safety problems 
on the Salt River. Some additional water conser
vation capability also will result from the 
modification; this water will be used by several 
Phoenix-area cities. 

The modification is necessary because en
gineers have determined that the largest flood 
("probable maximum flood") that could flow into 
Roosevelt Dam is far greater than was thought 
possible when the dam was designed and con
structed. Because the dam could not safely 
release this large volume of water, it would be 
overtopped, destroying the spillways and making 
the river outlets inoperative. The dam would not 
breach, but it technically would have failed be
cause it would be unable to control water 
releases. 

In addition, the modified dam is being 
designed to safely withstand an event called a 
"maximum credible earthquake." 

Modifying Roosevelt to provide flood control 
will also prevent failure of the three dams 
downstream of it. If Roosevelt failed, the result
ing flood would inundate a large area of 
metropolitan Phoenix, causing millions of dollars 
in damage and possibly loss of life. 

How Will The Modification 
Resolve These Problems? 

Modification will stabilize the rock materials 
in the dam's foundation, and add flood storage 
space in the reservoir. With the added storage 
space, which is not available in the existing 
Roosevelt Lake, floodflows can be absorbed safe
ly in the reservoir and released at a level that 
does not exceed the capacity of the dams 
downstream. 

How Will The Dam Be Modified? 

The most visible modification will be a 77-foot 
increase in the dam's height. In addition, 
drainage tunnels have been constructed in the 
dam's foundation to collect water seeping 

Activities Schedule** 

Roosevelt Lake Bridge 12/87 to 2/90 

Apache Tral Relocation 2/89 to 3/90 

Highway 68 Relocation 3/89 to 12/90 

Highway 88 & 188 Paving 2/90 to 7/90 
Design Roosevett Lake Estates Relocation 

4/90 to 11/90 

Lake Tap-River Outlet Works 7/89 to 6/91 

Construe! New Roosevelt Lakes Estate Subdivision 

5/91 to 5/92 
Modify Roosevelt Dam 9/90 to 7/94 

Construct Visitor Center/Museum (USFS) 

- 7/91 to 7/92 
Recreation Faciities (USFS) 1/89 to 1/95 

"Subject To Revision 
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Roosevelt Dam Modification - Questions & Answers 

Page2 

through it. The collected water is carried into the 
river below the dam. Draining the foundation sta 
bilizes it.. 

A new concrete-and-steel-Iined tunnel called 
a lake tap-river outlet works also will be con-
structed in the dam's left abutment to release 
water from the reservoir, and to carry water to 
the dam's hydroelectric powerplant. 

How Will Modification Affect The 
Reservoir Level? 

Modification of Roosevelt Dam will not ap
preciably increase the sue of Roosevelt Lake, 
since most of the new space behind the raised 
dam will be left vacant to provide flood storage. 

The reservoir's current maximum elevation is 
2136. During modification, the reservoir surface 
will not be allowed to exceed elevation 2114, ex
cept in the event of flood inflows. Since 1980, the 
end-of-month reservoir water surface has varied 
from elevation 2136 to elevation 2089.3, with an 
average elevation of 2121.8. 

After the modification is complete, the top of 
active conservation could reach elevation 2151, 
or 15 feet higher than the present maximum 
water surface elevation, in years of water surplus 
in the Salt River drainage basin. In these instan
ces, the surface area of the reservoir would in
crease from its 17,337 acres at elevation 2136 to 
19,199 acres at elevation 2151. 

What Can Residents And Visitors 
Expect During The Modification? 

Reclamation recognizes that area residents 
and visitors will experience inconveniences 
during the modification, but also believes there 
will be benefits. 

One inconvenience will be the periodic road 
•closures that will affect travel in the dam's 
vicinity. The road closures are required so exist
ing roads can be upgraded and new roads built, 
or because the contractors will be hauling 
materials to and from the work sites. Above all, 
the closures are necessary to protect the safety of 
the public during heavy construction periods. 
The closures will be scheduled to have as little 
impact as possible on travelers and residents. 

An anticipated short-term benefit will be the 
creation of construction jobs for local workers. 
Reclamation also anticipates that contractors in
volved in the modification will obtain housing 
and supplies in the local area. 

Will Any Area Residents Be 
Required To Move? 

Yes. Reclamation will acquire all private 
property around the lake up to elevation 2175, 
and relocate residents from this property. 
Several other facilities around the lake - such as 
the Sheriff's substation. Forest Service ranger sta
tion, and existing marina - also will be relocated 
above elevation 2175. Engineers have deter
mined that elevation 2218 is the highest the lake 
could reach, but the chances of this are very 
remote. If the lake level ever did exceed eleva
tion 2175, individuals or businesses could file 
damage claims against the federal government. 

Reclamation estimates that about 80 private 
residences, all in Roosevelt Lake Estates at the 
east end of the lake, will need to be purchased 
and the residents relocated. Reclamation is work
ing with the U.S. Forest Service to provide u re
placement subdivision site just west of the 
Estates, and is also working with those Estates 
residents who will be affected to determine 
whether they want to move to the new sub-
division or relocate elsewhere. 

Should additional private property need to be 
acquired, the owners will be contacted by 
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Reclamation well in advance of the time neces
sary to acquire their properties and provide 
relocation assistance services. 

How Will The Modification Affect 
Recreation At Roosevelt Lake? 

Modification of Roosevelt Dam will vastly in
crease Roosevelt Lake's recreation potential, in 
addition to providing flood control and dam 
safety. New, upgraded roads will make it easier 
for visitors to reach the lake, and planned im
provements to the recreation facilities should at
tract more visitors to the area. 

During modification, recreational use of the 
lake is expected to be affected only minimally. 
Except for a small area near the dam. the reser
voir will remain available for recreation during 
construction. Weekday visitors will encounter pe
riodic traffic delays in reaching the lake, but 
there will be no road work on weekends or 
holidays. Recreationists are expected to continue 
to follow the shoreline of the lake as the water 
surface fluctuates, just as they have always done. 
And studies indicate that fishing at the lake will 
not be affected adversely during or after the 
modification. 

As part of the modification, all existing recrea
tion facilities at the lake will be replaced, and ad
ditional facilities will be constructed. The 
planned development will increase the recrea
tion facilities at the lake by more than 100 per
cent. 

Ten separate sites at the lake have been iden
tified for recreational development. Full develop
ment of these sites would provide 2,390 
individual campsites, 80 picnic sites, a nine-site 
group campground, an auto/trailer campground, 
nine boat launch areas, and six fish cleaning sta
tions. It is possible that not all ten sites will he 
developed, or that the sites may not be fully 
developed. A new marina/concession, sheriffs 
aid station, and visitor center/museum also are 
planned. Approximately S23 million of Reclama
tion funds will be used by the U.S. Forest Service 
to design and construct these facilities; initial 
design work already is underway. 

How Long Will The Modification 
Take? 

Because of the many activities associated with 
the modification, it will not be completed until 
1994 (see schedule). 

What Will The Modification Cost? 

The estimated cost of all activities associated 
with modification of Roosevelt Dam is $300 mil
lion. Funding will come from the federal Bureau 
of Reclamation and Federal Highway Ad
ministration, the Salt River Project, the Arizona 
Department of Transportation, the Maricopa 
County Flood Control District, and a coalition of 
six Phoenix-area cities. 

for additional information, contact: 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
P.O. BOX 9980 
PHOENIX AZ 85068 
1-800-847-2303 (TOLL-FREE IN ARIZONA ONLY) 
(602) 870-2104 
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Fact Sheet Stewart Mountain Dam March 1989 

Stewart Mountain Dam, on the Salt River 41 
miles northeast of Phoenix, is being modified by 
the federal Bureau of Reclamation. Title to the 
58-year old dam, which was constructed and is 
operated by the Salt River Project (SRP), was 
vested with the United States in 1935. 

Stewart Mountain Dam is one of six Salt 
River Project dams that provide water and, in 
some cases, hydroelectric power to municipal 
and agricultural users in a 2,900 square-mile ser
vice area near metropolitan Phoenix. The dam 
is being modified because it is "unsafe" by 
today's engineering standards. 

Why Is The Dam "Unsafe"? 

Stewart Mountain Dam's structural integrity 
has been monitored closely since 1938, when 
routine inspections revealed that there was 
some cracking in the concrete structure, and 
that it had moved slightly upstream. 

The dam still is considered safe to operate 
under normal conditions, but it would likely fail 
if it were subjected to what Reclamation calls a 
"probable maximum flood" or "maximum 
credible earthquake." These events are defined 
broadly as the worst flood or earthquake that 
could occur at a given location. Although the 
likelihood of either event occurring is extremely 
low, federally-owned dams are required to safe
ly withstand them if they do. 

A probable maximum flood would cause the 
dam to fail by overtopping it. A flood this great 
would overtop the dam by about 14 feet be
cause the dam does not have enough spillway or 

outlet capacity to release such a large volume of 
water. The dam was built to safely withstand the 
probable maximum flood engineers thought 
could occur at the time of its construction (1928 
to 1930), but studies conducted in the early 
1980's showed that the probable maximum 
flood that could occur is far greater than was 
thought possible 60 years ago. 

A maximum credible earthquake could 
destroy the dam's foundation and cause the con
struction joints in the dam to disbond, resulting 
in its failure. 

How Will The Dam Be Made Safe? 

Several steps are being taken to ensure the 
dam's safety in the event of a probable maxi
mum flood or maximum credible earthquake. 

Concrete placement is underway In new spOway 
excavation. 
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Concrete surface of dam's left abutment Is cleaned so 
new concrete can be placed on top of It. Slx-foot-thlck 
concrete "overlays" wtl be placed at selected locations 
on the dam to help stabilize It. The steel rods will bind 
the new concrete to the existing concrete. 

* A new spillway is being built on the dam's 
west abutment to increase the water release 
capacity. Also, the existing river outlet works 
will be entirely replaced, and realigned to better 
match the orientation of the river channel. 

* Steel tendons will be installed through the 
dam and into its foundation at selected loca
tions to increase its stability. 

* Drain holes have been drilled in the dam's 
foundation at selected locations to remove 
water from the foundation so hydraulic uplift 
pressures on the dam will be reduced. 

* A mixture of water and cement, called 
grout, will be forced into the dam's foundation 
at selected locations. The grout will fill voids be
tween the foundation materials, forming under
ground "walls" that will greatly reduce seepage 
under the dam. 

* A new layer of concrete will be placed over 
the existing concrete at selected locations on 
the dam to add stability to the structure. 

* A portion of the existing spillway wall will 
be modified so the adjacent radial gate will 
operate without binding. 

* Doors and other openings in the 
powerplant on the downstream side of the dam 
will be "waterproofed" so water can't enter the 
plant when the river is at its maximum level. 

Other work will be performed to improve the 
dam's operation and to make maintenance 
easier. 

Construction Impacts Will Be 
Minimal 

Reclamation has worked closely with the 
Salt River Project, U.S. Forest Service, and 
others, to ensure its construction activities will 
have minimum effect on the environment, on 
Saguaro Lake and Salt River recreation ac
tivities, on water users, on existing land uses, 
and on public safety. 

Environmental safeguards. Blasting is 
prohibited from December 1 through March 31 
each year so bald eagle pre-nesting, egg-laying, 
and incubation is not disturbed. Power line con
ductors will be spaced 60 inches apart so birds 
attempting to perch will not be electrocuted. 
Peregrine falcons, wild burros, and Yuma clap
per rails in the area are being monitored to see 
if the construction activities have any affect on 
them; steps will be taken to mitigate any ad-

New spRtway on dam's right abutment begins to take 
shape. Area In front of dam has been dewatered to allow 
work on powerplant penstock and river outlet works. 
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verse affects. Construction activities are in com
pliance with all applicable guidelines regarding 
water quality impacts. 

River recreation. The Salt River has been 
closed to recreationists for one mile below 
Stewart Mountain Dam to protect the public 
during the dam's modification. SRP will release 
sufficient water from Stewart Mountain Dam 
from May through September so tubing and 
other recreational activities can be continued 
below the closed area. 

Saguaro Lake recreation. Two short-term 
drawdowns of Saguaro Lake and the movement 
of excavated material from the new spillway site 
to the "Keyhole" area of the Saguaro Del Norte 
recreation site will affect recreation on the 
reservoir. Saguaro Lake and the Saguaro Lake 
Marina facilities - restaurant, tour boat, and 
boat rental and storage - will remain open 
throughout the modification. 

The drawdowns have been scheduled so the 
reservoir will be at its normal level during the 
primary recreation season of May 1 to Septem
ber 30. 

The first drawdown v/as from October 1, 
1988, to February 15,1989. The lake was 
lowered about 25 feet, then returned to its nor
mal level. The drawdown did not affect the 
Bagley Flats campground or Butcher Jones pic
nic area, although the swimming beach at 
Butcher Jones was closed until the lake 
returned to its normal level. The Saguaro Del 
Norte and Saguaro Lake Marina facilities also 
remained usable. A temporary boat ramp was 
placed at the Saguaro Del None launch area, 
and the Saguaro Lake Marina boat slips were 
relocated farther out into the reservoir. 

i 
The reservoir will be lowered a second time 

in October 1989. This drawdown, of 40 to 45 
feet, will last until mid-March 1990. This draw
down also will close the Butcher Jones swim
ming beach and the Bagley Flats Campground. 
The Saguaro Dei Norte boat ramps will be com
pletely out of the water. The Saguaro Del Norte 

recreation area will be closed from October to 
mid-December while excavated material from 
the spillway site is hauled into the "Keyhole" 
area. The material will be used for extending 
the Saguaro Del Norte shoreline, enlarging the 
area for additional parking spaces or for use as 
an additional fishing access/boat launching site. 
The Forest Service may decide to construct ad
ditional recreational facilities at the area. 

After the excavated material has been 
hauled to the site, Reclamation will extend one 
of the Saguaro Del Norte boat ramps to the 
water, or construct a temporary boat ramp, if 
the topography permits and if it can be done 
without endangering public safety. The Saguaro 
Lake Marina and Maricopa County Sheriffs 
substation docks and hoat slips will also have to 
be moved out into the lake during this draw
down to protect them from damage and make 
them usable. 

When Will The Modification Be 
Complete? 

Most of the work, which began in June 1988, 
will be completed by July 1990. The steel ten
dons, which cannot be installed until the other 
modification work is completed, will be in
stalled between July 1990 and January 1991. 

What Will The Modification Cost? 

Making Stewart Mountain Dam a safer struc
ture will cost approximately $38 million. The 
federal government will pay 85 percent of this 
cost, and SRP will pay 15 percent. SRP also will 
pay Reclamation about $1.7 million to do work 
not related to the safety modification. 

Additional Information 

On construction: Bureau of Reclamation, 1-
800-847-2303 (only within Arizona) 

On reservoir operations: Salt River Project, 
(602)236-5900 

On recreation: U.S. Forest Service, (602) 225-
5200 
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23636 NORTH 7TH STREET 
PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85024 
(602) 870-2333 

What Is the relationship between the Central Arizona Project (CAP) and the Central 
Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD)? 

In 1968, Congress enacted the Colorado River Basin Project Act which authorized 
construction of the Central Arizona Project (CAP). The CAP is a 335 mile long, man-
made water conveyance system that is designed to deliver Colorado River water into 
central and southern Arizona. It 1s a system of open concrete-lined canals, pumping 
plants, inverted siphons, and tunnels that carry the water from Lake Havasu to 
Phoenix, and eventually Tucson. The system's distinguishing element is that it lifts 
water uphill. 

The Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD) is authorized to operate 
and maintain the CAP, to repay the reimbursable construction costs of building the 
project to the federal treasury, to collect charges for water delivered, and to levy 
an annual ad valorem tax within the District. 

Why was the CAWCD created? 

Pursuant to the 1968 Act, the Secretary of Interior requested that the Arizona 
State Legislature create a single entity with which to contract for the repayment of 
constuction costs of the CAP. Accordingly, state legislation was adopted in 1971 
that formed the CAWCD. 

What powers are granted to the CAWCD? 

In 1971, legislation granted the following powers: 

(A) To contract with the Secretary of the Interior to repay all 
construction costs and operations, maintenance, and replacements costs 
of the CAP. 

(8) To subcontract with potential water users for water delivery at rates 
established in the subcontracts. 

(C) To establish and collect water charges consistent with federal 
reclamation law and contracts entered into between the CAWCD and the 
Secretary of Interior. 

(D) To levy a property tax, not to exceed ten (10) cents per $100 of 
assessed valuation on all taxable property within Maricopa, Pima, and 
Pinal Counties. 

In 1982, additional legislation further empowered CAWCD: 

(A) To contract with the United States to be the operative agent of the CAP 
and to maintain completed portions of the CAP. 

(8) To lawfully acquire real and personal property and electricity or other 
forms of energy necessary for the operation of the CAP. 

How 1s the CAWCD administered? 

The CAWCD 1s administered by a 15 member board of directors popularly elected from 
the three county area (Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal Counties). The number of board 
members from each county Is determined on a population basis. Board members are 
elected for six year terms. 
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The following are current board members: 

Board Member County Represented Term Ends 

George Barr (President) 
A1 Brooks 
Becky Buehl (Secretary) 
Hanna Cortner 
Tom Fannin 
Sam Goddard 
Dick Mahoney 
Rod McMulHn 
Mary Ann Nlccoll 
Dee O'Neill 
Marilyn Ronstadt 
David King Udall 
Jack Williams 
Russell Williams 
Howard Wuertz (Vice President) 

Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Pinal 

Pima 

Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Maricopa 
P1ma 

Maricopa 
Maricopa 
P1ma 

Pima 1990 
1994 
1992 
1990 
1994 
1992 
1994 
1992 
1994 
1990 
1990 
1994 
1992 
1992 
1990 

The General Manager for CAWCD is Thomas C. Clark. 

What activities have been undertaken by the CAHCD? 

During the period of 1971-1982, much of the activities involved the development 
and execution of the Master Repayment Contract and the finalization of a standard 
form Water Service Subcontract to be utilized by CAP subcontactors. The Master Re
payment Contract details repayment of CAP construction costs to the federal treasury. 
The* Water Service Subcontract provides for the sale of CAP water to agricultural, 
municipal, and industrial users. 

Since 1982, the scope of activities have expanded to include the operation and 
maintenance functions of the CAP. These functions involve maintenance of the 
existing aqueduct, pumping plant and microwave systems and operations of delivering 
CAP water, collecting payments and remitting funds to the United States. 

With respect to the Master Repayment Contract, how will reimbursable costs of the CAP 
be repaid? 

Three main sources will repay the costs of the CAP: 

(A) The sale of project water to non-Indian irrigators and municipal and 
industrial users. 

(B) Power Revenues made available for the project as a result of the 1968 
Colorado River Basin Project Act. 

(C) The taxes levied by the CAWCD on all taxable property in Maricopa, 
Pima, and Pinal counties. 

What kind of growth Is expected for the CAWCD? 

The CAWCD currently employs 300 full-time employees. Since the District has 
undertaken the responsibility of operating and maintaining the CAP, the organiza
tion's staff will increase to approximately 350 employees in the next few years. 

(Revised 5/25/89) 
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TVfuIfcb -£>iafco fc 
V./.' • N .U'( OC. . MO 

April 27, 1983 

jv ar Kr. President: 

Your Cabinet Council on Natural Resources will, in 
vhe near future, be sending to you for consideration a new 
urlicy for cost-sharing on Western water projects. The pur
pose of this letter is to urge you to carefully consider the 
political as well as fiscal ramifications of such a policy be
fore deciding whether or not it should be adopted. 

As you know, the concept of cost-sharing for Western 
water projects is nothing new. For the past 81 years the 
Interior Department's Bureau of Reclamation has been seeking 
and receiving repayment of the money spent up-front to construct 
water projects. The issue currently under discussion is how 
much money States and other beneficiaries of these projects 
must come up with on the front end. 

Frankly, Mr. Fresident, we are deeply concerned about 
some of the policies currently under consideration that would 
r.andate States to pay a fixed percentage of a water project's 

"cost before construction could begin. Such a policy would auto
matically preclude future water development in States with a 
low tax base and would be widely viewed to be just as anti-West 
as the infamous Carter "Hit List." 

Ke believe that the decisions regarding up-front fi
nancing of water projects should be made on a case-by-case basis 
by the Congress and the Administration. States and other bene
ficiaries should be encouraged to come forward with up-front 
financing proposals and allow Congress and the Administration 
to study them and make a decision. Inflexible formulas should • 
be absolutely avoided. 

As Republican Senators representing Western States, 
we are deeply concerned that your Administration is going to be 
painted as "anti-water" in the 1984 election campaign. The per
ception exists, fueled by Democratic Western Governors, that the 
Reagan Administration has been long on talk and short on substance 
when it comes to water development. Ke have yet to initiate con
struction on any new Western projects in the past 2 years, and we 

,  are now contemplating an up-front financing scheme even more 
Draconian than that proposed by Jimmy Carter. Furthermore, the 
Administration's currdnt policy of requiring cost-sharing on dam 



147 

Two 
i  1 27, 19E3 

safety modifications is proving to be a big political minus. 

In conclusion, Mr. Fresident, we would urge you to 
address up-front cost-sharing on case-by-case basis, reevaluate 
the Administration's position on dam safety, and move expeditiously 
to initiate construction on new Western water projects. The 
bottom line here is that we have nothing to gain politically or 
fiscally from moving on the issue of cost-sharing at this time, 
v.'e urge you to carefully consider these thoughts before putting 
forth a policy that will be harmful to your Administration and 
your base of support in the West. 

Sincerely, 

'<• <.<? 

) •  C/L 

^* J -v. 

Î aroi—> 

I 
'J 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 24, 1984 

Dear Paul: 

Some time ago, you and 14 of your colleagues wrote to me 
expressing your concerns regarding water project develop
ment. I appreciated receiving this valuable counsel which 
has helped crystalize the extensive discussions within the 
Administration on this vital subject. 

We all agree on the goals. These goals are to revitalise tha 
magnificent water development programs launched early in 
our Nation's history. The Federal-State partnership has 
succeeded even beyond the dreams of those who developed 
the concept so many decades ago. This partnership has 
helped create abundant year-round water, electric and food 
supplies; reduced flooding, and provided low-cost inland, 
coastal and oceanic waterborne transportation. In addition, 
millions of Americans have enjoyed vast new opportunities for 
water-related recreation. 

Providing enough high quality water promptly to those who 
need it is a task that has confronted Americans since the 
earliest days of our national experience. In the first 
summer at Plymouth, the Pilgrims experienced a summer 
drought that nearly ruined their crops. More than 350 
years later, Americans had to contend with flooding on the 
Mississippi and the Colorado, and drought throughout most 
of the rest of the Nation. The lesson of these events is 
clear. Providing enough high quality water where and when 
it is needed is a never-ending process. 
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Thin Administration Is committed to working with the States, 
local entitles and those private sector interests'concerned 
with water development all across America. We are 
rebuilding the Federal-State partnership so that we can 
resume water development efforts to avert water crises in 
the coming decades. We have accomplished the following: 

Re-established the policy of State primacy in water 
rights resulting in less interference from the 
Federal government in water resources 
management. 

— Reinforced State primacy by the repeal of a 
Federal non-reserved water rights opinion. 

— Established and successfully implemented a 
process for negotiated settlements of Indian 
water rights disputes. 

— Offered States the option of having Federal 
• reserved water rights within their boundaries 

expeditiously inventoried and quantified to 
enhance their management capability. 

Implemented the Reclamation Reform Act of 1982 to 
recognize advances in agricultural technology and 
the market economy based on the family farm, 
giving these farmers an opportunity to build 
commercial operations without unrealistic limitations 
on their access to land and irrigation water. 

Established new Principles and Guidelines for water 
project planning to remove cumbersome regulations 
and promote flexibility in planning, thereby 
encouraging water resources development. 

Elevated water resources decisionm iking to the 
level of the Cabinet Council on Natural Resources 
and the Environment, whose Chairman Pro Tempore 
is the Secretary of the Interior. 

Presented to Congress new project construction 
proposals incorporating increased non-Federal 
financing based on the tangible economic returns 
produced by the projects. 
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All of these actions have helped to rebuild and strengthen 
the foundations of the Federal-State partnership so we can 
move forward to develop much needed, environmentally sound 
and economically prudent water resources projects. We have 
made numerous studies and conducted extensive discussions 
within the Administration in quest of ways that the 
Administration, the Congress, the States, and the American 
people can develop true partnership arrangements that 
recognize the realities of today's economics and tomorrow's 
environment. We are gratified that Congress is now 
addressing the key issues related to water project cost 
sharing and financing. 

Water development needs, geography, climate, economy, 
i fiscal capacity, and Federal interests all vary from State to 

State, and from region to region. Furthermore, the Federal 
government has made prior commitments to individual States 
with regard to water development within their borders. 
During the 'past months, I have fully considered the views 
expressed by you, your colleagues, the Cabinet Council on 
Natural Resources and the Environment, and many of the 
Governors regarding hCVf" Federal government might parti
cipate in water project development and project financing 
under these conditions. Traditionally, many Federal water 
project beneficiaries have repaid the construction costs of 
their projects, but we all agree new partnership arrange
ments will be necessary to finance any additional projects in 
the future. 

It is time to conclude the discussion and to establish a 
national water project financing policy so that we can get on 
with the job of completing projects where commitments already 
have been made and undertaking new construction starts to 
meet the country's future needs. 

Indeed, the construction of storage reservoirs has not kept 
pace with the increasing demand for water. As a result, 
our water supply is less reliable and more vulnerable to 
drought than it was a decade ago. We must develop even 
better ways to work together effectively. We will have to 
make the best use of the water we have if we are to avoid 
serious future problems. I am convinced that by working 
with State and local governments we can solve the problems 
of flood, drought, and quality. 



The water project financing and coat-sharing policy of thia 
Administration is: 

All Federal water development agencies will 
continue to seek out new partnership 
arrangements with the States and other 

•< non-Federal interests in the financing and 
cost 3haring of all proposed projects. 
Each such agency will negotiate reasonable 
financing arrangements for every project 
within its respective area of responsibility. 

Prior commitments to individual States with> 
regard to water development within their 
borders must be considered and shall be a 
factor in negotiations leading up to project, 
construction. 

Consistency in cost sharing for individual 
project purposes, with attendant equity, ^ 
will be sought. 

Project beneficiaries, not necessarily 
governmental entitles, should ultimately 
bear a substantial part of the cost of all 
project development. 

Safety problems at Federal dams should be 
corrected as expeditiously as possible. 
The cost of safety work should be borne 
by the Federal government. However, if 
additional economic benefit results from the 
modification, appropriate cost sharing 
among the beneficiaries shall be allocated 
by the appropriate Secretary. Criteria to 
determine dam safety designation shall be 
developed by an interagency technical team 
in consultation with non-Federal parties. 

The costs incurred by the Federal 
government in project planning generally 
will be shared with project sponsors. 

^ Specific arrangements will differ among 
agencies because of their differing 
planning, authorizing, and funding 
procedures. 



152 

Once financing, cost sharing, and cost recovery 
arrangements have been agreed to, they will be 
reviewed by the Office of Management and Budget 
and submitted to the Congress for ultimate 
disposition. 

This process will result in arrangements that are workable, 
fair, just, and practical. It will put into place the final 
building blocks in an improved program to meet America's 
current and impending water needs while recognizing Federal 
budgetary realities. 

I sincerely appreciate your cooperation on this subject. 
Working together, we can move ahead into a new era of water 
project development for the benefit of the Nation and all 
Americans. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable Paul Laxalt 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
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APPENDIX C 

Early Plan 6 Funding Options 
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FIGURE 6 

SUMMARY OF FUNDING OPTIONS 

OPTION 1 

(BASE CASE) 

100 PERCENT FEDERALLY FUNDED 

NON-FEDERAL FINANCING = 0 

OPTION 2 UP-FRONT FUNDING AS NECESSARY TO COMPLETE 

PROJECT BY 1996 

NON-FEDERAL FINANCING = $755 MILLION 

OPTION 3 UP-FRONT FUNDING AS NECESSARY TO AVOID RAISING 

COST CEILING 

NON-FEDERAL FINANCING = $250 MILLION 

OPTION 4 UP-FRONT FUNDING OF 15 PERCENT OF SOD 

AND PLAN 6 REIMBURSABLE COSTS 

NON-FEDERAL FINANCING = $130 MILLION 

OPTION 5 100 PERCENT FEDERALLY FUNDED WITHOUT CLIFF DAM 

NON-FEDERAL FINANCING = 0 

OPTION 6 INTERMEDIATE LEVEL OF UP-FRONT FUNDING 

NON-FEDERAL FINANCING = $500 MILLION 



FIGURE 7 

ASSUMPTIONS 

COSTS ARE INFLATED BY 6 PERCENT PER YEAR THROUGHOUT 

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD. 

FEDERAL FUNDING ,OF $170M IS AVAILABLE EACH YEAR FOR 

PROJECTS IN ORDER OF PRIORITY. FUNDING IS NOT 

INDEXED FOR INFLATION. 

CONSTRUCTION START PRIORITIES: 

FEATURE PRIORITY NO. 

AQUEDUCT 1 

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 2 

NEW WADDELL DAM 3 

ROOSEVELT DAM 4 

CLIFF DAM (EXCLUDED FROM OPTION 5) 5 

NON-FEDERAL FUNDING CONTRIBUTIONS WILL NOT COUNT 

AGAINST THE AUTHORIZED COST CEILING. 

COST FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER 

RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT (PAPAGO BILL) WILL BE PROVIDED 

AS NEEDED BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION TO UP-FRONT FINANCING 

APPLICABLE ONLY TO FEATURES OF PLAN 6. 
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CAP FEDERAL-LOCAL FUNDING SCHEDULE 

SUMMARY OF SCENARIOS 

PERCENT FEDERAL/LOCAL FUNDING 

SCENARIO NUMBER!/ 

ITEM I  II III IV V 

Aqueduct 100/0 100 100/0 100/0 100/0 

Non-Indian 
Distribution System 80/20 80/20 80/20 80/20 . 80/21 

Indian Distribution 
System 100/0 100/0 100/0 100/0 100/0 

Waddell Dam 100/0 0/100 100/0 100/0 0/100 

Cliff Dam 100/0 0/100 0/100 1/ 2/ 

Roosevelt Dam 100/0 0/100 100/0 1/ 2/ 

Buttes Dam 100/0 100/0 100/0 100/0 100/0 

Upper Gila Dam 100/0 100/0 100/0 100/0 100/0 

Water Supply = 100/0 
Flood Control = 65/35 
Safety of Dams = 0/100 

y Water Supply = 0/100 
Flood Control = 100/0 
Safety of Dams = 100/0 \  

3/ 
— All scenarios were evaluated under two Federal appropriations 

conditions: (A) Assumes constant Federal appropriation of 
$170 million per year; (B) Assumes Federal appropriation of 
$170 million initial funding' in 1983 indexed by 6 percent 
throughout period. 



SCENARIO II-A 

ASSUMPTIONS 

COSTS ARE INFLATED BY 6 PERCENT PER YEAR THROUGHOUT 
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD. 

FEDERAL FUNDING OF $150 MILLION PER YEAR FOR AQUEDUCT, 
$10 MILLION PER YEAR RESPECTIVELY FOR NON-INDIAN AND 
INDIAN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS UNTIL COMPLETION OF 
AQUEDUCT, THEREAFTER, $170 MILLION PER YEAR FOR 
REMAINING FEATURES. FUNDING IS NOT INDEXED FOR INFLATION. 
SAWRSA FUNDING ASSUMED AVAILABLE WHEN NEEDED AND IN 
ADDITION TO THE $170 MILLION. 

NON-INDIAN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FEDERAL/LOCAL COST 
SHARE OF 80/20 PERCENT. 

100 PERCENT LOCAL FUNDING FOR WADDELL, CLIFF AND 
ROOSEVELT. 

PLAN 6 START DATES AS FOLLOWS: 

WADDELL — 1986 

CLIFF - 1987 

ROOSEVELT — 1988 

FOLLOWS CONSTRUCTION START PRIORITIES IDENTIFIED ON 
PAGE 2 OF 12. 
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SCENARIO IV-A 

ASSUMPTIONS 

1. COSTS ARE INFLATED BY 6 PERCENT PER YEAR THROUGHOUT 
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, 

2. FEDERAL FUNDING OF $150 MILLION PER YEAR FOR AQUEDUCT, 
$10 MILLION PER YEAR RESPECTIVELY FOR NON-INDIAN AND 
INDIAN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS UNTIL COMPLETION OF 
AQUEDUCT, THEREAFTER, $170 MILLION PER YEAR FOR REMAINING 
FEATURES. FUNDING IS NOT INDEXED FOR INFLATION. SAWRSA 
FUNDING ASSUMED AVAILABLE WHEN NEEDED AND IN ADDITION TO 
THE $170 MILLION. 

3. NON-INDIAN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FEDERAL/LOCAL COST SHARE 
OF 80/20 PERCENT. 

4. 100 PERCENT FEDERAL FUNDING FOR WADDELL. 100 PERCENT 
FEDERAL FUNDING FOR WATER SUPPLY PORTION OF CLIFF AND 
ROOSEVELT. 65 PERCENT FEDERAL FUNDING FOR FLOOD CONTROL 
PORTION OF CLIFF AND ROOSEVELT. 

5. 35 PERCENT LOCAL FUNDING FOR FLOOD CONTROL PORTION AND 
100 PERCENT LOCAL FUNDING FOR SAFETY OF DAMS PORTION OF 
CLIFF AND ROOSEVELT. 

6. FOLLOWS CONSTRUCTION START PRIORITIES IDENTIFIED ON 
PAGE 2 OF 12. V 
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SCENARIO IV-B 

ASSUMPTIONS 

1. COSTS ARE INFLATED BY 6 PERCENT PER YEAR THROUGHOUT 
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, 

2. FEDERAL FUNDING OF $150 MILLION PER YEAR FOR AQUEDUCT, 
$10 MILLION PER YEAR RESPECTIVELY FOR NON-INDIAN AND 
INDIAN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS UNTIL COMPLETION OF 
AQUEDUCT, THEREAFTER, $170 MILLION PER YEAR FOR 
REMAINING FEATURES. FEDERAL FUNDING INDEXED FOR 
6 PERCENT INFLATION. SAWRSA FUNDING ASSUMED AVAILABLE 
WHEN NEEDED AND IN ADDITION TO INDEXED FEDERAL FUNDING, 

3. NON-INDIAN DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM FEDERAL/LOCAL COST 
SHARE OF 80/20 PERCENT. 

4. 100 PERCENT FEDERAL FUNDING FOR WADDELL. 100 PERCENT 
FEDERAL FUNDING FOR WATER SUPPLY PORTION OF CLIFF AND 
ROOSEVELT. 65 PERCENT FEDERAL FUNDING FOR FLOOD CONTROL 
PORTION OF CLIFF AND ROOSEVELT, 

5. 35 PERCENT LOCAL FUNDING FOR FLOOD CONTROL PORTION AND 
100 PERCENT LOCAL FUNDING FOR SAFETY OF DAMS PORTION 
OF CLIFF AND ROOSEVELT, 

6, FOLLOWS CONSTRUCTION START PRIORITIES IDENTIFIED ON 
PAGE 2 OF 12. 
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DRAFT 
POSITION PAPER 

PROPOSED OFFER TO UP-FRONT FUND 

A PORTION OF THE CAP CONSTRUCTION COST 

With appropriate assurances that construction of Plan 6 

features of the Central Arizona Project (CAP) will be accel

erated, entities in Arizona will contribute, in addition to the 

funds contributed for the construction of the Non-Indian Dis

tribution Systems, approximately $327 million to the Lower 

Colorado River Basin Development Fund to assist in the financ

ing of construction of Plan 6 features. Contributions will be 

made to supplement federal funds only to the extent that 

federal funds are not sufficient in any year to support con

struction as scheduled and set forth in the proposed schedule 

shown on Figure 1. 

Contribution will be made in the following manner: 

1. The Central Arizona Water Conservation District, 

(CAWCD) beginning in 1987 will contribute $175 million dollars 

towards the construction of New Waddell Dam. 

2. The Flood Control District of Maricopa County will 

contribute up to $60 million dollars towards the costs of pro

viding flood control storage in Cliff and modified Roosevelt 

Dams. If annual federal expenditures for the construction of 

Cliff and Roosevelt Dams equal or exceed the scheduled amounts 

in the proposed state schedule, the Flood Control District 

contribution shall be credited against the costs of Cliff and 

Roosevelt Dams allocated to the flood control function. How

ever, should annual federal expenditures for the construction 

of Cliff and Roosevelt Dams fall behind schedule, tne entire 

F:-jod \or»r< > district contnfa-ion made up to that tine shall 

s a payment tows i Arizona's interest o f ~ :  q 
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DRAFT 
3. To acquire the exclusive right to use the new water 

developed by the construction of Cliff Dam and Modified 

Roosevelt Dam, the Cities of Chandler, Glendale, Mesa, Phoenix, 

Scottdale and Tempe will contribute approximately $25 million 

towards the construction of Cliff Dam and approximately $17 

million towards the construction of Modified Roosevelt Dam. The 

actual amount contributed shall be equal to the costs allocated 

to water conservation in Cliff Dam and in modified Roosevelt 

Dam. The amount contributed shall be credited against CAWCD's 

payment of the interest bearing obligation in the year in which 

the contribution is made, or, if there is not an obligation in 

that year, then against the payment in the first subsequent 

years in which such obligation exists. Because the supply is 

not firm, water from Cliff Dam and Modified Roosevelt Dam used 

by the Cities of Chandler, Glendale, Mesa, Phoenix, Scottsdale 

and Tempe shall not be considered M4I water for the purpose of 

determining the interest bearing portion of the water supply 

allocation under the CAWCD Master Repayment Contract. 

4. Salt River Project (SRP) will contribute up to $50 

million towards the construction of Cliff Dam and Modified 

Roosevelt Dam, provided that, the contribution to either dam 

will not exceed the SRP's obligation under the Safety of Dams 

Act amendments of 1984 (PL 98-404) for that dam. This contri

bution shall be credited against any repayment obligation 

incurred under the Reclamation Safety of Dams Act amendments of 

1984 (PL 98-404), and shall not exceed such obligation. The SRP 

contributions shall be distributed by year as set forth in the 

proposed schedule. 

5. All contributions made by the CAWCD and the Cities 

shall be towards interest bearing reimbursable costs. 

The above contributions are conditioned on the following 

federal commitments: 



DRAFT A" 
1. The Federal government shall make available spendable 

funding!/ in the amount of $210 million dollars in Fiscal 

Years 1987, 1988, and 1989. Thereafter, at least $180 million 

dollars of federal funding shall be available annually to 

complete all features of the CAP on the agreed upon schedule. 

Any funds required for the construction of the authorized 

"Hooker Dam and Reservoir or suitable alternative" shall be in 

addition to the above amounts. 

2. A commitment from the Secretary of the Interior that 

he will adopt a Navajo power marketing plan that includes: 

a. Contracting for Schedule B Hoover capacity and energy 

by the CAWCD, and 

b. Utilization and assignment of revenues from the sale 

and exchange of Navajo Surplus power and energy as authorized 

by the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984, at least sufficient to 

make repayment and establish reserves for repayment of 

$175,000,000 (or more) of funds advanced by CAWCD for construc

tion of authorized features of the Central Arizona Project. 

3. The target completion dates for each feature are as 

shown on Figure 1. 

4. In the event that appropriations are insufficient to 

provide for construction of facilities as scheduled, the CAWCD, 

to the extent that reimbursables are involved, may make up the 

deficiency from advalorem taxes. In return the Secretary of 

Interior shall take those actions necessary to enable him to 

defer the repayment of CAP interest bearing capital costs and 

forego interest thereon for that period of time necessary to 

recover the monies advanced. 

5. Contributions will not be included in calculations of 

the autorized cost ceiling for the CAP. 

—^Federal funds available after appropriations have been reduced 
through "underfinancing". 



4 

DRAFT 

163 

8-23-85 

Use of Federal Appropriations - Priorities 

1. The first priority for available federal CAP funds 

shall be for the construction on the agreed upon schedule of 

the aqueduct facilities through Tucson Phase B exclusive of 

terminal storage. 

2. Terminal storage shall be constructed after com

pletion of the Tucson Phase B aqueduct but shall be phased 

with construction of Plan 6 features as set forth in the 

proposed state schedule. 

3. The second priority use of federal funds shall be for 

construction of Indian and non-Indian distribution systems. 

4. Third priority shall be given to the construction of 

the Plan 6 Dams. 

5. A construction contract for New Waddell Dam shall be 

awarded no later than 1988, for the modification of Roosevelt 

Dam no later than 1991, and for Cliff Dam Stage 1 no later than 

1993. 

6. The construction of Buttes Dam shall commence not 

later than as shown on the attached schedule and shall be com

pleted as soon as funding permits. 

7. Entities which own the dams being replaced, con

tribute funds toward construction of the Plan 6 Dams and 

distributions systems or benefit from terminal storage 

shall have the right to participate in federal project 

management decisions such as preparation of the USBR six 

year programming documents, schedules, annual budget 

requests. Entities which will own or operate Plan 6 dams will 

have the right to participate in decisions regarding engi

neering design, procurement and construction programs. 
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8. In the event that federal spendable funding is less 

than committed, allocation of available funds shall be made in 

a manner to provide for optimum completion of all facilities 

as indicated in the schedule. Before final construction 

schedules are established and contracts awarded each year the 

Bureau of Reclamation shall consult with contributing entities 

and those that benefit from terminal storage and shall 

recognize their needs and concerns in establishing priorities 

and use of available funds. To the extent that it is reasonable 

and prudent, any shortage of federal funds for Plan 6 dams 

shall be applied to each Plan 6 Dam in inverse proportion to 

the contributions previously made by local entities. 

9. Budget requests to Congress under each authorization 

involved (CAP, Safety of Dams, and Non-Indian Distribution 

Systems) shall recognize the above priorities and goals. The 

Secretary of Interior will consult with local entities identi

fied in No. 7 above before submitting proposed budgets. 
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PROPOSED STATE SCHEDULE 8"""eS 

LOCAL SHARE 

Aqueduct 

Non-Indian 
Dist. Syst. 

Indian Distr. 
System 

Terminal 
(A Storage 
a: 

o 
a 
a. 
o 
<n 
z 
g 
-j 
_i 

New 
Waddell 

Roosevelt 

Cliff 

Buttes 

TOTAL 

TOTAL - 405 

CAWCO - 175 

Flood Control — 60 

SOD - 50 

Conservation - 42 

Non- Indian Oist." - 78 

* Tolol Includes Local 
Contributions mode 
before 1985 

100— 

100— 

100 — 

100 — 

100— 

100 — 

100— 

100— 

TOTAL LOCAL 405 
300— 

TOTAL FEDERAL 
2796 

YEAR 

' Figure 
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APPENDIX D 

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

APA 

APS 

ACOE 

ADWR 

CAP 

CAPA 

CAWCD 

CAWCS 

CERCLA 

Citizens 

EPA 

EIS 

Arizona Power Authority 

Arizona Public Services 

Army Corps of Engineers 

Arizona Department of Water 

Resources 

Central Arizona Project 

Central Arizona Project 

Association 

Central Arizona Water 

Conservation District 

Central Arizona Water 

Conservation Study 

Comprehensive Emergency 

Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act 

Citizens Against the Project 

Environmental Protection 

Agency 

Environmental Impact Statement 
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FEIS 

GAO 

HB 

IEDA 

MAS 

MCFCD 

NEPA 

NWF 

OMB 

RCRA 

SOD 

SRP 

USDOI-BR 

USBR 

USFWS 

WAPA 

Final Environmental Impact 

Statement 

Government Accounting Office 

House Bill 

Irrigation and Electrical 

Districts of Arizona 

Maricopa Audobon Society 

Maricopa County Flood Control 

District 

National Environmental Policy 

Act 

National Wildlife Federation 

Office of Management and 

Budget 

Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act 

Safety-of-Dams 

Salt River Project 

U.S. Department of the 

Interior, Bureau of 

Reclamation (references only) 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Western Area Power Authority 
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