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STATE WATER PLANNING

by

Wesley E. Steiner

I will depart slightly from the title listed on the program to present a somewhat broader
subject, a progress report on the status of state water planning.

Water resource planning began in Arizona in 1928 with establishment by the legislature of
the Arizona Resources Board. The board filed a report one year later and, believing its task
accomplished, disbanded and was never reactivated. Nevertheless, the board continued to exist
in the statutes and the responsibilities for water resource planning were not assigned else-
where until 1971. Incredible as it may seem, and in spite of the importance of water to this
arid state, for forty -two years no active agency of state government was charged with water
resource conservation and use planning.

When the Arizona Water Commission was formed in 1971, the Arizona Resources Board was
stricken from the statutes and its planning responsibilities assigned to the new commission.
The enabling statute charges the commission with collecting and investigating information upon,
and preparing and devising "means and plans for the development, conservation, and utilization
of all waterways, watersheds, subterranean waters, groundwater basins and water resources in
the state and of all matters and subjects related thereto, including irrigation, drainage,
water quality maintenance, regulation of flow, diversion of running streams adapted for develop-
ment in cooperation with the United States or by the state independently, flood control,
utilization of water power, prevention of soil waste, storage, conservation and development of
water for every useful purpose" - pretty all inclusive. The commission was also given authority
to "measure, survey and investigate the water resources of the state and their potential
development" and to "cooperate and contract with agencies of the United States for such purposes."

In 1973, the legislature added specific direction to the commission relative to flood
control planning and the evaluation of adequacy of water supply for new subdivisions. It is the
efforts of the commission under these statutory directives that I would like to discuss with
you today.

We have been working longest and perhaps most intensively on planning studies whose ob-
jective is to make the Central Arizona Project the best possible project for the state. It

would be impossible for me to overemphasize the importance of this effort. The State of Arizona
stands on the threshold of putting to use its remaining entitlement in the Colorado River. For
all intents and purposes, this entitlement represents all of the unappropriated surface waters
available in or to the state. Use of this entitlement will be accomplished largely through the
construction of the authorized federal Central Arizona Project. The long -term yield of the
state's remaining entitlement is on the order of 1.3 million acre -feet per year. In 1969 and
1970, however, seventy agencies formally expressed their interest in contracting for 5,400,000
acre -feet or 4 1/2 times the available supply. Requests for municipal or industrial water
totalled 1,100,000 acre -feet per year, or almost the entire supply. In addition, recreation
interests desired 200,000 acre -feet and agriculture, 4,100,000 acre -feet. While these early
expressions of interest in contracting for supply from the CAP did not constitute a contractual
commitment to pay and hence might have been somewhat inflated, we were convinced that we had
an allocation problem of significant proportion.

How these valuable resources are apportioned will obviously have a lasting impact on the
future development of Arizona both as to type of development and location, and probably will
have as great an effect on what the state looks like at the turn of the century as any other
decision or set of decisions that will face state government. Then Secretary of the Interior,
Stewart Udall, nearing the end of his term in office, recognized the importance of this
decision to his native state and at a meeting on January 6, 1969, with the prospective con-
tractors for water from the Central Arizona Project, urged the state not to leave the matter in
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in the hands of a future secretary but rather to reach its own decisions on how the water should
be apportioned. Hence, in spite of the fact that the final allocation authority under law rests
with the Secretary of the Interior, Governor Williams asked the Inter -State Stream Commission,
predecessor of the Arizona Water Commission, to undertake the task of preparing the state's
recommendations on how the state's remaining entitlement in the Colorado River should be allo-
cated.

It was anticipated at that time that allocation decisions would be necessary in a very
short time so that contract negotiations and project construction could commence. The commission

undertook allocation of the remaining entitlement on the basis that the needs of all areas of
the state, not just those in central Arizona, would be given equal consideration. We developed

a computerized systems approach aimed at maximizing the state's economy, minimizing water de-
livery and equalizing groundwater decline.

In the process of developing this system it became evident that the secretary would find
it necessary to make his own allocations to the five central Arizona Indian reservations. The

secretary has yet to make this decision and until he does the specific amount of water available
for allocation to non -Indian interests remains unknown. Hence, while the computer models have
been available for sometime, it has not been possible to finalize allocations to specific non -
Indian applicants. The secretary did, however, at the time that he signed the contract with
the Central Arizona Water Conservation District for repayment of CAP costs, publish in the
Federal Register the requirement that municipal and industrial water supplies on or off the
reservations receive a 100% priority over agricultural uses whether on or off the reservation.
This stipulation enabled the Central Arizona Water Conservation District to proceed with nego-
tiation of contracts for M &I water supplies and in December of 1973, the district invited
municipal and industrial applicants to submit letters of commitment to contract for specific
amounts of CAP water. The opportunity to file such commitments was closed February 15, 1975,
with amounts requested totalling almost 2,200,000 acre -feet per year. The maximum water supply
available for municipal and industrial use, assuming that such use must be assured of a minimal
potential for shortage, is from 600,000 to 700,000 acre -feet per year. While we had anticipated
that our problems of allocation would involve only agriculture and that M&I users would be able
to purchase whatever they were willing to pay for, the response to contract negotiation for
M &I supplies disproved that assumption and it is now obvious that we must also allocate the M &I

supply, reducing demand from 2,200,000 to 600,000 to 700,000 acre -feet.

We have reason to believe that the Secretary of the Interior is very close to making his
allocation to the Indians, and that we will be able in the near future to complete the M &I
allocation and move on into the allocation of the less firm agricultural supplies.

We are currently mapping the proposed service areas of all applicants for municipal and
industrial water supplies from the CAP and for direct service from the Colorado River in Mohave
and Yuma Counties, identifying overlaps, and are examining the per capita use rate basic to each
commitment with the goal of allocating CAP water on an equal use basis. We will soon, hopefully

with the assistance of the Office of Economic Planning and Development, conform all applicant
projections of growth and service area with a single projection for the state. The Central

Arizona Water Conservation District will soon enter into a contract with financial consultants
to evaluate the financial capacity of each applicant to build the necessary treatment and distri-
bution facilities and to discharge responsibilities under the contract with the district. The

commission, once water use rates and population and eocnomic growth rate projections have been
conformed, tentatively proposes to give first priority in M &I allocations to existing cities and
incorporated areas in which development is now taking place, aecond priority to industries and

third priority to new subdivisions outside areas experiencing rapid growth, all on the basis of
meeting existing needs and growth until the same future date so that all areas will run out of
growth supply at the same time and will have a communality of interest in solving water problems.
We would appreciate your thoughts on this matter. We are far from fixed in our thinking on

priorities. The staff's recommendations will be presented to the commission in a series of

public hearings. Allocations will be adjusted to reflect the commission's conclusions following

these hearings and then will be forwarded to the Central Arizona Water Conservation District and
to the Secretary of the Interior as a basis for M &I contracts with non -Indian interests.
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The allocation recommendations will not only serve as a basis for contracts for Arizona's
remaining entitlement in the Colorado River, but will also serve as input to the development of
a state water plan. We initiated development of a state water plan on a limited basis three
years ago with an effort to bring together the best available information on water resources
of the state and on existing uses of those resources, area by area throughout the state. This
effort is drawing to a close. The report has been drafted and last minute additions are being
made. We are hopeful of being able to make public release of this basic report before the
legislature adjourns.

Upon completion of the first phase of the planning effort, the report on basic resources
and uses, we propose to develop by July of next year alternative futures for the state based on
one hand upon augmentation of the resources available to the state, whether by importation from
an area of surplus, by desalting sea water, weather modification, etc.; and on the other hand
upon growth and development constrained by the limits of the supply available within the state,
including Arizona's remaining entitlement in the Colorado River. We expect to develop, with
the assistance of other state agencies, alternative population and economic development futures
including identification of the geographical location of the types of development projected.

Obviously, water planning cannot proceed without planning the uses of the land. Of course,
the converse is equally true. Hence, we must include in our effort such land planning as is
necessary to identify where the needs will occur and in what magnitude; but let me quickly
caution, not in the intensity required to support zoning regulations. In the absence of an
independent state land planning effort, there is no other way to achieve a state water plan but
for the water planners to do their own land planning. The state, however, may soon have a state
land planning agency with which we would necessarily have to closely coordinate our efforts. It
is too early to tell how much help we will be able to get in this quarter as the state legis-
lature is still actively involved in consideration of the proposal to form such an agency. It

would not appear, however, that the agency under consideration, if formed, would be able to
produce alternative land use futures for us in time to incorporate in, our work. Hence, we are
assuming that to be completed by July of next year we will of necessity have to provide the
alternative land use futures ourselves.

In any event, we are convinced that at this point in Arizona's future we must look at
alternative futures under two major approaches to balancing our water supply account. Arizonans
today are using water at approximately twice the natural replenishment rate. This is possible
only through excessive overdraft of our groundwater bank account. As I indicated before, we
need to look at our alternatives based upon either augmenting the present supply available to
the state or on facing up to the need to live within the constraints of the existing supply
presently available to us, including our remaining entitlement in the Colorado River.

Once the alternative futures have been identified, as a third phase we propose to develop
plans to meet each of these alternative futures and, then, to evaluate the economic costs and
the environmental impacts of each plan. These comparisons would be submitted to the legis-
lature and to the people as background for the many decisions that will have to be made in
charting Arizona's future. As indicated, we will anticipate economic development and the
location of population growth over long periods of time and propose alternative means of meeting
the resulting water needs. Because of the vagaries of projections of man's activities, the re-
sultant plan will not be something that should be expected to retain its validity for long
periods of time, but rather should be recognized as a plan that must be continuously adjusted
to meet actual growth experiences and changes in state objectives and policies.

I would hasten to caution that we do not visualize the state water plan that results from
this effort as being typical of the plans of other states. For example, it will not resemble
in any significant degree the plan I helped formulate in California. The California water plan
is a system of massive aqueducts and proposed reservoirs. Arizona simply does not have the
resources to support such a system. Instead, we visualize the Arizona State Water Plan as a
plan for management of our limited water resources.

Our schedule, if adequately funded, calls for completion of the plans and economic and
environmental impact evaluations by July of 1977. We anticipate that these evaluations will
provide the basis for the Water Commission's position on changes that should be affected in
basic water law. We have been under pressure for some time to endorse a wholesale change in
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groundwater law. We have argued, however, that the costs and impacts of major changes in law
should be known and compared to the costs and impacts of other alternatives before such changes
are sought. While we feel quite certain that our studies will reveal that changes in water
law and use habits, etc., designed to reduce the rate of our annual overdraft will be shown to
represent a less costly alternative than importation of desalted sea or Columbia River water,
we are even more strongly convinced that such changes will not be legislatively achievable
until a convincing demonstration has been made that modifying the law is the best alternative
for Arizona.

In 1973, the U.S. Soil Conservation Service advised that it was inadequately staffed to
complete the planning of all rural flood control projects that would provide flood control for
the Central Arizona Project aqueduct in time for construction to be performed in advance of or
concurrently with construction of the CAP aqueduct. So that planning of these projects might be
completed within the next six years, the legislature authorized the Arizona Water Commission to
establish a planning team to complement the staff of the SCS. The drafts of the report and
environmental impact statement for the first of these projects staffed by the commission, the
flood control plan for Harquahala Valley, has just been completed and work is beginning in
the Queen Creek area.

And finally, legislation was also enacted in 1973 that requires the Water Commission to
evaluate the adequacy of water supply of all new subdivisions in the state. The subdivider is
required to submit his plans for water supply to the Water Commission prior to the time that he
plans his proposed development. In the event that we find the supply to be inadequate for the
intended uses, the State Real Estate Commissioner is required to see that sales contracts and
all promotional material including radio and television spots include the fact that the Arizona
Water Commission found the supply inadequate. To date, we have reviewed approximately 250 sub-
divisions. Most have been fairly straightforward, but there have been a number that have
required a great deal of effort including the preparation of digital models of the affected
groundwater basin. While we have found quite a few supplies inadequate, we have yet to be taken
to court.

Much work and probably even more controversy lie ahead but I believe were well on our way
to the formulation of a strong planning base for water resource utilization in our state.
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