


















































































From: Laura Penny
To: Arlan Colton
Cc: Janet Emel
Subject: RE: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 3:18:44 PM

Perfect! Thanks, Arlan.
 
Laura
 

From: Arlan Colton [mailto:Arlan.Colton@pima.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Laura Penny
Cc: Janet Emel
Subject: RE: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Thanks Laura, and good to hear from you!    It does.  It is covered in Chapter 1 under Vision,
mentioned elsewhere as well, and the link is given to the entire vision as we just had to summarize.
As it turns out, there are not many land use changes in the unincorporated area where we could do
anything sweeping to change the land use pattern, which is mostly set. However the policies I think
are indicative of creating a healthy community and moving toward implement of the Vision.  Much
will need to be done inside incorporated communities, particularly. 
After you peruse the document, if you have any  comments, thoughts or suggestions, let us know
before the end of the calendar year.
 
Thanks much,
 
Arlan
 
 
Arlan M Colton FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Dept

201 N Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
520-724-9000
520-623-5411 fax

Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at
www.pimaprospers.com
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From: Laura Penny [mailto:lpenny@womengiving.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:13 PM
To: Arlan Colton
Subject: FW: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Hi Arlan,
 
I haven’t had a chance to read this in any depth, but I am hoping that the findings from Imagine
Greater Tucson informed the planning process and are cited in the comprehensive plan. That is yet
another way for the county to consider public input, since many of us (including you!) spent many
hours soliciting public input and comment as IGT volunteers.
 
Thank you,
Laura Penny
 

From: Janet Emel [mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:06 PM
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Hello,
 
Pima County has been in the process of preparing a draft update to the Pima County
Comprehensive Plan - called “Pima Prospers”.   If approved, Pima Prospers is to be our
plan looking ahead about 20 years into the future. It has been built on the ideas of
hundreds of Pima County residents from Ajo to Vail, Catalina to Arivaca Junction, many
business and citizen interests in our communities, representatives from the other
jurisdictions in the region, and more than 100 county staff members from many
departments.
 
With the much-appreciated participation by many of you, Pima County Development
Services Department – Planning Division presents Pima Prospers Draft 2 – the proposed
update to the Pima County Comprehensive Plan as found on the website
www.pimaprospers.com.   The website will look different but is intended to be very user
friendly for your review of the draft plan.   
 
Draft 2 is essentially complete.  It contains draft goals, policies and implementation
strategies, but as you may be aware, is absent some parts that must come later, after
public review (e.g. fiscal impact study).
 
We are now undergoing the 60-day review period.  Please send any comments on the
Pima Prospers draft plan to my attention at the mailing or email address below by
no later than December 22, 2014 (but of course, the earlier the better).
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me – Arlan Colton, or Carla
Blackwell at (520)724-9000.
 
Thank you,
 
 

mailto:lpenny@womengiving.org
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
http://www.pimaprospers.com/


Arlan M. Colton, FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Department, Planning Division
201 N. Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Arlan.Colton@pima.gov
 
Carla L. Blackwell
Deputy Director, Development Services
201 N. Stone Ave. First Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
 
 
 
 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com
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From: Arlan Colton
To: Valenzuela, Dr. Manuel O.; Carla Blackwell
Cc: Janet Emel
Subject: RE: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 2:54:15 PM

 
I appreciate your comments. We’ll take a look at seeing what we can do.
 
Thanks!
Arlan
 
 
Arlan M Colton FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Dept

201 N Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
520-724-9000
520-623-5411 fax

Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at
www.pimaprospers.com
 
 
 
From: Manny Valenzuela [mailto:mvalenzuela@sahuarita.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:37 PM
To: Arlan Colton; Carla Blackwell
Subject: Fwd: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Thanks for sharing this comprehensive and informative document. It is certainly very
impressive and reflective of a most detailed and methodical process.
 
I suggest that, in any way that it fits,  the importance of the K-12 school community and
strategic partnerships, field experiences, and intentional planning efforts be part of the plan.
This may be a valuable piece in regional alignment and growth of congruent educational
programs, economic development, workforce development, and overall quality of life.
 
Again, thanks for your hard work with this effort, and for the opportunity to share.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Manuel O. Valenzuela, Ed.D.
Superintendent
Sahuarita Unified School District
350 W. Sahuarita Rd.
Sahuarita, AZ 85629

mailto:/O=PIMA COUNTY/OU=CENTRAL/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ARLANCOLTON
mailto:mvalenzuela@sahuarita.net
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
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Ph (520)625-3502 x1001 Fax (520) 625-5380
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Date: Tue, Oct 21, 2014 at 1:04 PM
Subject: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
To: 
Cc: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>

Hello,
 
Pima County has been in the process of preparing a draft update to the Pima County
Comprehensive Plan - called “Pima Prospers”.   If approved, Pima Prospers is to be
our plan looking ahead about 20 years into the future. It has been built on the ideas of
hundreds of Pima County residents from Ajo to Vail, Catalina to Arivaca Junction,
many business and citizen interests in our communities, representatives from the
other jurisdictions in the region, and more than 100 county staff members from many
departments.
 
With the much-appreciated participation by many of you, Pima County Development
Services Department – Planning Division presents Pima Prospers Draft 2 – the
proposed update to the Pima County Comprehensive Plan as found on the website
www.pimaprospers.com.   The website will look different but is intended to be very
user friendly for your review of the draft plan.   
 
Draft 2 is essentially complete.  It contains draft goals, policies and implementation
strategies, but as you may be aware, is absent some parts that must come later, after
public review (e.g. fiscal impact study).
 
We are now undergoing the 60-day review period.  Please send any comments on
the Pima Prospers draft plan to my attention at the mailing or email address
below by no later than December 22, 2014 (but of course, the earlier the better).
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me – Arlan Colton, or Carla
Blackwell at (520)724-9000.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Arlan M. Colton, FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Department, Planning Division
201 N. Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Arlan.Colton@pima.gov
 
Carla L. Blackwell

mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
http://www.pimaprospers.com/
tel:%28520%29724-9000
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Deputy Director, Development Services
201 N. Stone Ave. First Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
 
 
 
 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com
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From: Laura Penny
To: Arlan Colton
Cc: Janet Emel
Subject: RE: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 3:18:44 PM

Perfect! Thanks, Arlan.
 
Laura
 

From: Arlan Colton [mailto:Arlan.Colton@pima.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Laura Penny
Cc: Janet Emel
Subject: RE: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Thanks Laura, and good to hear from you!    It does.  It is covered in Chapter 1 under Vision,
mentioned elsewhere as well, and the link is given to the entire vision as we just had to summarize.
As it turns out, there are not many land use changes in the unincorporated area where we could do
anything sweeping to change the land use pattern, which is mostly set. However the policies I think
are indicative of creating a healthy community and moving toward implement of the Vision.  Much
will need to be done inside incorporated communities, particularly. 
After you peruse the document, if you have any  comments, thoughts or suggestions, let us know
before the end of the calendar year.
 
Thanks much,
 
Arlan
 
 
Arlan M Colton FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Dept

201 N Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
520-724-9000
520-623-5411 fax

Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at
www.pimaprospers.com
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From: Laura Penny [mailto:lpenny@womengiving.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:13 PM
To: Arlan Colton
Subject: FW: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Hi Arlan,
 
I haven’t had a chance to read this in any depth, but I am hoping that the findings from Imagine
Greater Tucson informed the planning process and are cited in the comprehensive plan. That is yet
another way for the county to consider public input, since many of us (including you!) spent many
hours soliciting public input and comment as IGT volunteers.
 
Thank you,
Laura Penny
 

From: Janet Emel [mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:06 PM
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Hello,
 
Pima County has been in the process of preparing a draft update to the Pima County
Comprehensive Plan - called “Pima Prospers”.   If approved, Pima Prospers is to be our
plan looking ahead about 20 years into the future. It has been built on the ideas of
hundreds of Pima County residents from Ajo to Vail, Catalina to Arivaca Junction, many
business and citizen interests in our communities, representatives from the other
jurisdictions in the region, and more than 100 county staff members from many
departments.
 
With the much-appreciated participation by many of you, Pima County Development
Services Department – Planning Division presents Pima Prospers Draft 2 – the proposed
update to the Pima County Comprehensive Plan as found on the website
www.pimaprospers.com.   The website will look different but is intended to be very user
friendly for your review of the draft plan.   
 
Draft 2 is essentially complete.  It contains draft goals, policies and implementation
strategies, but as you may be aware, is absent some parts that must come later, after
public review (e.g. fiscal impact study).
 
We are now undergoing the 60-day review period.  Please send any comments on the
Pima Prospers draft plan to my attention at the mailing or email address below by
no later than December 22, 2014 (but of course, the earlier the better).
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me – Arlan Colton, or Carla
Blackwell at (520)724-9000.
 
Thank you,
 
 

mailto:lpenny@womengiving.org
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
http://www.pimaprospers.com/


Arlan M. Colton, FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Department, Planning Division
201 N. Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Arlan.Colton@pima.gov
 
Carla L. Blackwell
Deputy Director, Development Services
201 N. Stone Ave. First Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
 
 
 
 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com
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From: Arlan Colton
To: Janet Emel
Subject: FW: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 2:52:35 PM

 
 
From: Manny Valenzuela [mailto:mvalenzuela@sahuarita.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:37 PM
To: Arlan Colton; Carla Blackwell
Subject: Fwd: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Thanks for sharing this comprehensive and informative document. It is certainly very
impressive and reflective of a most detailed and methodical process.
 
I suggest that, in any way that it fits,  the importance of the K-12 school community and
strategic partnerships, field experiences, and intentional planning efforts be part of the plan.
This may be a valuable piece in regional alignment and growth of congruent educational
programs, economic development, workforce development, and overall quality of life.
 
Again, thanks for your hard work with this effort, and for the opportunity to share.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Manuel O. Valenzuela, Ed.D.
Superintendent
Sahuarita Unified School District
350 W. Sahuarita Rd.
Sahuarita, AZ 85629
Ph (520)625-3502 x1001 Fax (520) 625-5380
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Date: Tue, Oct 21, 2014 at 1:04 PM
Subject: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
To: 
Cc: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>

Hello,
 
Pima County has been in the process of preparing a draft update to the Pima County
Comprehensive Plan - called “Pima Prospers”.   If approved, Pima Prospers is to be
our plan looking ahead about 20 years into the future. It has been built on the ideas of
hundreds of Pima County residents from Ajo to Vail, Catalina to Arivaca Junction,
many business and citizen interests in our communities, representatives from the
other jurisdictions in the region, and more than 100 county staff members from many
departments.
 

mailto:/O=PIMA COUNTY/OU=CENTRAL/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ARLANCOLTON
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With the much-appreciated participation by many of you, Pima County Development
Services Department – Planning Division presents Pima Prospers Draft 2 – the
proposed update to the Pima County Comprehensive Plan as found on the website
www.pimaprospers.com.   The website will look different but is intended to be very
user friendly for your review of the draft plan.   
 
Draft 2 is essentially complete.  It contains draft goals, policies and implementation
strategies, but as you may be aware, is absent some parts that must come later, after
public review (e.g. fiscal impact study).
 
We are now undergoing the 60-day review period.  Please send any comments on
the Pima Prospers draft plan to my attention at the mailing or email address
below by no later than December 22, 2014 (but of course, the earlier the better).
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me – Arlan Colton, or Carla
Blackwell at (520)724-9000.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Arlan M. Colton, FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Department, Planning Division
201 N. Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Arlan.Colton@pima.gov
 
Carla L. Blackwell
Deputy Director, Development Services
201 N. Stone Ave. First Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
 
 
 
 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com
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From: Arlan Colton
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Fwd: River and La Canada
Date: Wednesday, October 22, 2014 7:06:24 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: BIll Ford <wlfa@earthlink.net>
Date: October 22, 2014, 12:04:26 AM MST
To: Arlan Colton <Arlan.Colton@pima.gov>
Subject: Re: River and La Canada

Arlon,  just to comment on Pima Prospers, I downloaded it.  In a nutshell,
it is every bit impressive as Plan Tucson.  I look forward to a joint plan in
2030.  Ed Mazria says that year is marked as a watershed for sustainable
success and that means economic health.   Every thing we do now needs
to move us into that direction.   I am glad Pima County has this
opportunity.  Truly historical. Visit New Mexico's Ed Mazria's site
at http://www.architecture2030.org/  Read it on the plane.  I Looking
forward to inputting Pima Prospers and I am glad you asked.   Bill

From: Arlan Colton <Arlan.Colton@pima.gov>
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 5:00 PM
To: William Ford <wlfa@earthlink.net>
Cc: Chris Poirier <Chris.Poirier@pima.gov>, Jim Cunningham
<Jim.Cunningham@pima.gov>
Subject: RE: River and La Canada

Bill….  I can answer half of your question but not the other half. I apologize for not
calling back yesterday, but I’ve been heavily engaged in getting our comprehensive
plan update draft 2 (www.pimaprospers.com ) out the door and wrap up in the next 40
minutes before catching a plane tomorrow.  I beg forgiveness!  So the certificate of
compliance is what was provided to indicate compliance enough to get the zoning
ordinance  changed to commercial.  It is subject to the listed zoning conditions from
that rezoning case.  It is your bible in addition to the regular county ordinances and
checklists toward doing a development plan (which has now been changed slightly in
terminology ).  Condition 4 on that list says the d.p. must adhere to the preliminary
development plan from the rezoning case, for example.
 
What I don’t know is whether you do a new DP or DP amendment.  I have not worked
in that area in a while, and the rules have changed.  I have copied people who would
know the answer… I would ask them but they are all gone for the day.  By this email,

mailto:/O=PIMA COUNTY/OU=CENTRAL/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ARLANCOLTON
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
mailto:wlfa@earthlink.net
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mailto:Chris.Poirier@pima.gov
mailto:Jim.Cunningham@pima.gov
http://www.pimaprospers.com/


I’m asking Jim or Chris to get back to you with the appropriate direction.  Thanks for
understanding.
 
And I’d appreciate any feedback you might have on the draft plan if you want to look at
it at your leisure this fall.  We’ll go through the public hearing process next January-
April.
 
Take care, Bill…
Arlan
 
 
Arlan M Colton FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Dept

201 N Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
520-724-9000
520-623-5411 fax

Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at
www.pimaprospers.com
 
 
 

From: BIll Ford [mailto:wlfa@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 4:21 PM
To: Arlan Colton
Subject: River and La Canada
 
Hi Arlan
 
I am proposing architectural design service to an investor who will develop the west portion of an
older DP that was not built out along with  Albertsons and a couple small pads.   I attached a
certificate of compliance with your signature on it given to me by the investor.  How does Pima
County use this document and how does it relate to the DP?   Do we need to do a new DP if we
proceed with the undeveloped portion of the original one or change anything?  It might be better to
talk on the phone
 
Bill
WLFA AND ASSOCIATES  LLC
1227 N. 3rd Ave, Tucson, Az.   85705
(520)-623-0364  fax (520)-623-0364
http://www.wlfadesign.com
http://www.uuitucson.com
wlfa@earthlink.net

http://www.pimaprospers.com/
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From: Arlan Colton
To: Janet Emel; Carla Blackwell
Subject: Fwd: Pima Prospers
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 9:24:22 AM

For file. This one will need to be answered, perhaps Carla or you otherwise will
handle when I return. Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Marilyn Chico <stha@theriver.com>
Date: October 23, 2014, 11:15:27 AM EDT
To: <Arlan.Colton@pima.gov>
Subject: Pima Prospers

Good Morning Mr. Colton,
 
I have reviewed Pima Prospers.
 
I have a question on Use of Land.   The Western section of Tucson has had a huge
increase in housing developments (i.e. Star West, Star East,
LGI development, DR Horton development, Tucson Estates (older development).  What
is the County planning for meeting "public needs" as
far as convenient shopping?  There is a huge population of homeowners who must
travel at least 5 or more miles to a decent grocery store.
 
Also, to "meet social...needs" has the County investigated the building of a recreational
center?  There are a lot of youth who could use a safe
place to meet, play, study, and interact.  To date there is no such facility but plenty of
open land to build such a center.
 
Thank you for your time and I look forward to your response.
 
Sincerely,
Marilyn L. Chico
6721 S May Fly Drive
Tucson, AZ  85757
520-465-1059
 

mailto:/O=PIMA COUNTY/OU=CENTRAL/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ARLANCOLTON
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
mailto:stha@theriver.com
mailto:Arlan.Colton@pima.gov


From: Arlan Colton
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Fwd: Sustainable Communities Collaborative invite
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 9:21:51 AM

For file.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: <rpsparkmd@cox.net>
Date: October 22, 2014, 11:39:38 PM EDT
To: <arlan.colton@pima.gov>
Subject: RE: Sustainable Communities Collaborative invite

Hi,Arlan. Thanks for calling my attention to Pima Prospers. I read through the
Preamble and Chapter 1 and found the wording clear and the scope
exhortatory. I'm sure there'll be some wordsmithing but  the substance has
both breadth and meat! I suspect you're a tough editor.
We'll miss you at our session.
Best,
Ron 

On Tue, Oct 21, 2014 at 5:40 PM, Arlan Colton wrote:

 Ron:
 
I would love to attend on the 7 th but I am in Yuma at the
Arizona Planning Association conference which wraps up that
day.  Can I send a substitute in my place? 
 
Hope all is well….wish I could have attended more of the
Modernism Week stuff. Next year!!
 
We have released Draft 2 of the County Comprehensive Plan,
Pima Prospers.  I’d be honored if you’d take a look –see.  IGT 
for the vision is covered in Chapter 1 (and elsewhere)   It’s on
line at the website on the bottom of this email.
 
Arlan
 
 
 
Arlan M Colton FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Dept
201 N Stone Avenue, 2 nd floor
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Tucson, Arizona 85701
520-724-9000
520-623-5411 fax
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation
at www.pimaprospers.com
 

http://www.pimaprospers.com/


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Carla Blackwell
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-03 10:30 AM Submission Notification
Date: Monday, November 03, 2014 10:30:17 AM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-03 10:30 AM was submitted by Guest
on 11/3/2014 10:30:09 AM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Anthony
Last Name Denaro

Email jeanne.denaro@aim.com
Address 14491 N. Alamo Canyon Dr.

City Oro Valley
State AZ

Zipcode 85755
Message Subject 3.1 land use element miss use of private access land

Comment

this is in regards to trail#180 power line road in oro valley.
parks & recreation put a non motorized vehicle law & a
minimum 15ft. wide law on this trail. no signs are posted to
educate the public that they are breaking the law for
motorized vehicles, and the width of the trail behind my
house is 11ft. all catergories of vehicles have been observed
on the trail at all hours of the day. the most alarming are
trucks traveling at high rates of speed in the middle of the
night. we as citizens do not feel safe with this trail open to
the public including the mountain bikers who use the trail
also at all hours of the day and night. they are noisy and
inconsiderate of the privacy of our citizens. this is increasing
as the population is growing. the use of private owned land
used for access to public land should be reviewed as urban
sprawl enters rural areas. this trail was used about 2 years
ago for an escape route after a bank robbery. is anybody
home? what will it take to remove this trail from the
system. we feel insecure in our own homes.

Response requested Yes

Referred_Page https://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=42392

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona
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From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-05 05:02 PM Submission Notification
Date: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 5:02:23 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-05 05:02 PM was submitted by Guest
on 11/5/2014 5:02:02 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Caroline
Last Name Salcido

Email csal2929@aol.com
Address 4905 W Cashin Dr

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 85757

Message Subject Southwest of Tucson Meeting Space Needs & Services for
the Non-Elderly Disabled

Comment

The area southwest of Tucson lacks public meeting rooms.
Usable space could possibly be added to the Southwest
branch library or senior center. The county may also
consider including the non-elderly disabled population in
senior activities as both groups have similar needs.

Response requested No

Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=35831

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-12 02:38 PM Submission Notification
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 2:38:59 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-12 02:38 PM was submitted by Guest
on 11/12/2014 2:38:14 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Lois
Last Name Berkowitz

Email offers2@att.net
Address

City
State AZ

Zipcode 85755
Message Subject Mandatory green building parameters

Comment

See page 9.88, RP-122: 1. page 9.88, Ref: RP-122, B: -
should change "Example measures may include..." to
"Measures shall include...". These conditions should be
mandatory not optional. Note all other policies under RP-
122 are mandatory. 2. Policies 1-3 listed under RP-122, B
should be added to and made mandatory for EVERY new
building project, commercial or residential in the Pima
Prospers document. There is no conceivable justification for
new construction to be made without regard to 1. Solar
orientation of buildings; 2. Landscape design to enhance
shading of buildings and reduce urban heat island effects;
and 3. On-site rainwater harvesting with the goal of
augmenting or meeting irrigation needs. These rudimentary
conservation efforts must be part of development in Pima
County to improve quality of life for all.

Response requested Yes

Referred_Page https://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=42392

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-13 03:06 PM Submission Notification
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 3:07:18 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-13 03:06 PM was submitted by Guest
on 11/13/2014 3:06:29 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Adam
Last Name Kmiec

Email adamkmiec@comcast.net
Address 2338 E Stone Stable Dr.

City Oro Valley
State AZ

Zipcode 85737
Message Subject Transportation

Comment

The Comprehensive Plan is really impressive and contains all
the basic elements that need to be included in the future
Pima County planning. Most of the elements are described
in general term, of course, and the details will be included
in the annual plans of particular county departments. I hope
that the detailed transportation plans for the coming years
will conform to the Chapter 4, Transportation, Goal 2,
"Maintain the county roadway system in a state of good
repair", and will include the neglected for years Edwin Road,
east of Lago Del Oro (in Tortolita Planning Area).

Response requested Yes
Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/government/pima_prospers/

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-18 03:13 PM Submission Notification
Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 3:13:25 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-11-18 03:13 PM was submitted by Guest
on 11/18/2014 3:13:10 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Wendy
Last Name Swager

Email wendy@soreo.com
Address 9107 E Smoke Rise Drive

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 85715
Message Subject Human Infrastructure Connectivity

Comment

Excellent document! On Page 5.23 it states for Goal 1 b.
"Support investment for training of direct care workers and
the Caregiver Training Institute." I do not think it is
appropriate fpr Pima County to identify a specific training
program, Caregiver Training Institute. There are many other
state approved training programs in Tucson such as
Practical Training Solutions, ABIL and A.I.R.E.S. Direct Care
worker training programs are approved and monitored by
the State of Arizona AHCCCS program or their contracted
MCOs. This goal should be re-written to state "Support
investment for training of direct care workers through state
approved training programs."

Response requested Yes

Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=35831

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
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Hillary Turby

From: Arlan Colton <Arlan.Colton@pima.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 21, 2014 4:55 PM
To: 'tina west'
Cc: Carla Blackwell; Sue Morman; Maria Masque; Janet Emel (janet_emel@hotmail.com)
Subject: RE: Ajo/Upper Rocalla-Alley Road Designation

Hi Tina…. 
The central part of Ajo is designated MIU (Medium Intensity Urban) which is what it had been designated 
previously. (Recall that this is not zoning.) As Alley Road moves further south, it enters federal government 
land. The current plan did not differentiate private from federal land, and so also showed the federal land as 
MIU. In our second draft of Pima Prospers, we down-planned the federal land from MIU to LIR (Low Intensity 
Rural) of 0.3 residences per acre, one of our least dense categories on the land use legend. The large acreage 
private land, we did not change. You will also note that, at your suggestion, we down-planned most of the land 
north of Rasmussen due to the lack of sewer. The category LIU 3.0 was used because it is the lowest land use 
category that can achieve the SH zoning requirement of two homes on one 36,000 acre lot. SH exists north of 
Rasmussen.  
 
The maps for the bound printed copies of the plan placed in the libraries are not easy to read as they are not 
scalable. For reading maps, I strongly suggest you look at the www.pimaprospers.com website if you haven’t 
been there already. You can easily scale up the maps to look at the finer detail which cannot be done on the 
papder map, of course.. The website is arranged a bit differently from the printed book to make it easier to use. 
Toward the bottom of the website page, you will find a horizontal tab labeled “Legend/Maps”. The land use 
maps AND the hydrology maps can both be found under Section 8.2 under this tab.  
 
Hope that helps….. 
 
You will see an ad in the Copper News for the next WPCCC meeting on the evening of December 4th . I am 
presenting this draft at that meeting. Hope to see you there. 
 
Arlan 
 
 

From: tina west [mailto:tina__west@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:38 PM 
To: Arlan Colton 
Subject: Ajo/Upper Rocalla-Alley Road Designation 
 
Hello Arlan, 
 
Would you please have someone on your staff let me know what the land use designation(s) are for the upper 
Rocalla Road-Alley Road area which starts about Rocalla and Rosedale Avenue and heads into the "Scenic 
Loop" area west of town. 
 
I cannot read the map in the library as the print is too small. 
 
Not sure if the people from this area have contacted you. Will be running into them and want to let them know 
how to pursue their desire for a Conservation area. 
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Thanks, 
 
Tina  



From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-03 11:05 AM Submission Notification
Date: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 11:05:31 AM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-03 11:05 AM was submitted by Guest
on 12/3/2014 11:05:29 AM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Anthony R
Last Name Bruno

Email Tbruno@uchcaz.org
Address 28200 S Foxwood Way

City Amado
State AZ

Zipcode 85645
Message Subject Kudos for the overall plan with Comments

Comment

I recently had the opportunity to review the plan in its
entirety. I was pleased with the road map this plan provides
and how it integrated all areas of concern. With that said I
was a little surprised that it did not take into account what
opportunities already exist in Pima County when it came to
goal 5 and additional ways to support what already exists. I
am specifically speaking of Goal 5, health and well being.
Health in rural communities means health and health care
availability not just the fact that we need hiking and biking
trails. Many rural areas in Pima County are considered
target areas for not only health related issues but poverty.
These communities may already have health care clinics or
health care plans in place or planed for the future. These
opportunities provide not only for health but for economic
development in these areas and goal 5 should support the
current health care and related organizations but allow for
those planned for in the future. Goal 5 seems to be more
focused on lifestyles rather than completely investing in local
public service facilities,

Response requested No

Referred_Page https://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=42392

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Carla Blackwell
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-03 09:51 AM Submission Notification
Date: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 9:52:09 AM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-03 09:51 AM was submitted by Guest
on 12/3/2014 9:51:30 AM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Dave
Last Name Devine

Email ddevine1705@yahoo.com
Address 1705 E. Water Street

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 85719
Message Subject Comments on draft plan

Comment

Since 1980, the percentage of people in Pima County living
on wages below the federal poverty level has risen from
approximately 14 percent to 20 percent. Given current and
future economic development possibilities in the county,
that steady increase shows no signs of abating. To change
this direction, commentators for decades have pointed to
the importance of improving education in Pima County as a
key component. As was stated in the Arizona Daily Star in
1989: "business leaders and [TUSD] district officials said
that without a 'good educational system' businesses here
would suffer because future employees and entrepreneurs
would lack education needed to succeed." Despite that and
numerous other warnings, public education funding has
been drastically cut in Arizona and in Tucson voters in many
school districts have denied spending overrides. Thus, Pima
County's economy has stagnated and the new jobs that are
created are mostly low paying in the service sector. To
address this issue, the draft plan emphasizes transportation
and tourism related economic development projects, the
same types of recommendations that have been issued for
many years. But trying the same thing and expecting
different results won't bring about different outcomes. As an
alternative, I believe reducing the county's poverty rate as
well as lifting wage rates should be specific goals in the
plan. In addition, the focus of tourism should be dropped.
According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the
average hourly earnings of an employee in the leisure and
hospitality supersector was $14.06/hour, and the average
number of hours worked weekly was 26.2. In comparison,
mit.edu shows that for Tucson, one adult with one child
needs to earn $19.10/hour to take home a "living wage."
Thus, most new jobs in the tourism sector will create more

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov


poverty, not reduce it. In addition, a policy 8 should be
added to section 5.4 "Workforce Training/Education
Element" that would read: The Board of Supervisors should
support the creation of a Regional Education Association to
be funded by a voter approved sales tax increase. These
funds will be distributed to all public schools, from K-8 to
the University of Arizona, on an annual basis for approved
projects." In conclusion, Pima County is not prospering now,
nor has it been since the Great Recession. Without investing
more in education, the possibility of reversing that trend
seems unlikely. The Board of Supervisors needs to take a
leadership role in this area, or by 2020 and beyond, who
knows what the poverty rate in Pima County will be. Thank
you.

Response requested No

Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=35831

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona



From: notification@pima.gov
To: Carla Blackwell
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-03 11:05 AM Submission Notification
Date: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 11:05:32 AM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-03 11:05 AM was submitted by Guest
on 12/3/2014 11:05:29 AM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Anthony R
Last Name Bruno

Email Tbruno@uchcaz.org
Address 28200 S Foxwood Way

City Amado
State AZ

Zipcode 85645
Message Subject Kudos for the overall plan with Comments

Comment

I recently had the opportunity to review the plan in its
entirety. I was pleased with the road map this plan provides
and how it integrated all areas of concern. With that said I
was a little surprised that it did not take into account what
opportunities already exist in Pima County when it came to
goal 5 and additional ways to support what already exists. I
am specifically speaking of Goal 5, health and well being.
Health in rural communities means health and health care
availability not just the fact that we need hiking and biking
trails. Many rural areas in Pima County are considered
target areas for not only health related issues but poverty.
These communities may already have health care clinics or
health care plans in place or planed for the future. These
opportunities provide not only for health but for economic
development in these areas and goal 5 should support the
current health care and related organizations but allow for
those planned for in the future. Goal 5 seems to be more
focused on lifestyles rather than completely investing in local
public service facilities,

Response requested No

Referred_Page https://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=42392

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 01:20 PM Submission Notification
Date: Friday, December 05, 2014 1:20:57 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 01:20 PM was submitted by Guest
on 12/5/2014 1:20:48 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Dot
Last Name Esler

Email desler@unitedwaytucson.org
Address 330 N Commerce Park Loop suite 200

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 857
Message Subject Planning for AGING

Comment

I am a member of the ELDER Alliance and a 30 year
resident of PIma County. I care about our commmunity and
believe we need to be sure to consider the following as you
work on finalizing this plan. The demographic shift in
population is underway. According to the US Census in 2013
23% of our population is over 60 year of age. With over
10,000 babyboomers turning 65 every day in the United
States, estimates indicate that this number will be over 30%
within 10 years.. The implications of this growing older
population for planning and policy making are enormous.
The Area Agency for Aging bears the responsibility for
planning for aging services. PIma Council on Aging is that
designated body in Pima County and needs government
support in order to have a robust planning capacity. The
city of Tucson, PIma County and other regional
municipalities need to provide funds to pay for a
professional planner focused on the issues related to aging.
Any plan for the future should address this need. The
population of older adults will continue to grow and social
change will occur, our government needs to proactively be
prepared to deal with these changes.

Response requested No

Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=35831

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Carla Blackwell
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 03:26 PM Submission Notification
Date: Friday, December 05, 2014 3:26:52 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 03:26 PM was submitted by Guest
on 12/5/2014 3:26:42 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Kathy
Last Name Wilson

Email kathy.wilson@itngreatertucson.org
Address 3543 N. Stone Ave

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 85705
Message Subject Page 4.23 Physical Infrastructure Connectivity Goal 3

Comment

By 2020 25% of Pima county residents will be 60 or older,
compared to about 15% today. The fastest growing
segment is the 85+ population. This has many implications
for our community when it comes to housing, transportation
needs, human services, health care access, and many other
issues. In order to ensure that our community can respond
to changing demographic needs, we need to support a
professional planning effort, taking into account our
changing population. With the right plan and infrastructure,
these older citizens can remain active and connected with
affordable housing and access to transportation and to
services. Pima Council on Aging (PCOA), our Area Agency
on Aging is part of a national network of agencies that help
communities plan to deliver services and supports to older
residents. Since many Area Agencies on Aging are part of
county governments in other communities, planning for
older adults is a natural part of the process. Since Pima
County has a non-profit Area Agency on Aging, we need to
create a position within PCOA, supported by each
jurisdiction within the county in order to make the most of
our collective resources. Pima County is a great place to
live. Let’s work together to ensure that our older citizens
can continue to live here, remain independent and live in
their own homes for as long as possible. In addition, these
older folks have considerable talents and wisdom to share.
Let’s value their contributions by putting some effort into
keeping them connected. Kathy Wilson Member, Elder
Alliance and Executive Director ITN (Independent
Transportation Network) Greater Tucson

Response requested No

Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=35831

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov


Thank you, Pima County, Arizona



From: notification@pima.gov
To: Carla Blackwell
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 02:35 PM Submission Notification
Date: Friday, December 05, 2014 2:36:12 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 02:35 PM was submitted by Guest
on 12/5/2014 2:35:58 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name LaVonne
Last Name Douville

Email ldouville@unitedwaytucson.org
Address 330 N Commerce Park Loop

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 98145
Message Subject Human Services 5.1, goal 9

Comment

The ELDER Alliance is a group of committed adults
concerned about planning and policy making for our aging
population. Every day more people are joining the 65+ and
85+ population with an overall increase projected by 2020
of at least 30%. As a member and leader within the ELDER
Alliance, I join others in agreeing that Pima Council on
Aging, as the area agency on aging in Pima County, needs
to be supported by Pima County and City of Tucson
governments, and the United Way and Community
Foundation to hire planning staff to work with various City,
County, and community agencies to develop a
comprehensive plan and policy actions to address the
growing needs of this important population and resource in
our community. We strongly believe that Pima County
should be one of the contributing partners to fund PCOA to
lead this important part of our community's plans for the
future.

Response requested No

Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=35831

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Carla Blackwell
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 02:34 PM Submission Notification
Date: Friday, December 05, 2014 2:34:54 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-05 02:34 PM was submitted by Guest
on 12/5/2014 2:34:45 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Lucy
Last Name Read

Email read4481@aol.com
Address P.O. Box 80316

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 85751
Message Subject Planning for Senior Services and Programs

Comment

I am a Community Mobilizer associated with the ELDER
Alliance which seeks to make Pima County as elder-friendly
as possible. It is hard to believe that there is no designated
Planner for Senior Services and Programs in Pima County! In
an effort to assist planning for the influx of Boomers and
others in this area, I hope you will consider funding such a
position at Pima Council on Aging. Thank You.

Response requested No

Referred_Page http://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=35831

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-08 09:44 AM Submission Notification
Date: Monday, December 08, 2014 9:44:04 AM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-08 09:44 AM was submitted by Guest
on 12/8/2014 9:44:03 AM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Maria
Last Name Ramirez-Trillo

Email mrtrillo@aarp.org
Address 6700 N Oracle Rd, Ste 332

City Tucson
State AZ

Zipcode 85704
Message Subject Support for Aging Services Professional Planner

Comment

Greetings to the members of the City of Tucson and Pima
County Consortium: As a member of the ELDER Alliance, we
seek support for a professional planner for aging services in
Pima County. With the ever growing population of older
adults in the Tucson and Pima County areas, there will be
huge implications for planning and policy making in the near
future. Funding will be needed to fill the position of a
professional planner for aging services. As the local Area
Agency on Aging has responsibility for this planning, Pima
Council on Aging, will need government support for a robust
planning capability. Thank you in advance for your
consideration of this request. Respectfully, Maria Ramirez-
Trillo AARP Arizona and ELDER Alliance Member Associate
State Director-Community Outreach 602 577-4862 or 1-866-
389-5649 (toll)

Response requested No

Referred_Page https://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=42392

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-09 01:27 PM Submission Notification
Date: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 1:27:14 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-09 01:27 PM was submitted by Guest
on 12/9/2014 1:27:12 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name amber
Last Name mathewson

Email amber.dawn50@gmail.com
Address 17751 S Placita de Niquel

City Sahuarita
State AZ

Zipcode 85629
Message Subject Remember the Aging in our Communities

Comment

The population of older adults in Tucson and Pima County is
growing. This change in demographics has huge
implications for planning and policy making going forward.
As the council responsible for planning, Pima Council on
Aging is the Area Agency for Aging in our area and needs
government support for a robust planning capability. City,
county and regional governments need to fund this
capability.

Response requested No

Referred_Page https://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=42392

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov


From: Carla Blackwell
To: Janet Emel
Subject: FW: Pima Prospers Plan Review meetings
Date: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 11:39:08 AM

 
 
Carla L. Blackwell
Deputy Director, Development Services
201 N. Stone Ave. First Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520) 724-9516
Help plan our future! Share your ideas at www.pimaprospers.com
 
 

From: Tracy Taft [mailto:tracy@isdanet.org] 
Sent: Sunday, December 07, 2014 9:53 PM
To: Carla Blackwell
Cc: Arlan Colton
Subject: RE: Pima Prospers Plan Review meetings
 
Shoot, somehow I missed this (I was in Kentucky until Thursday afternoon but could have made the
meeting).  I really want to know whether there is anything specifically about Ajo or rural areas in
general.
 
Tracy Taft /  Executive Director
INTERNATIONAL SONORAN DESERT ALLIANCE
ALIANZA INTERNACIONAL DEL DESIERTO SONORENSE
Tel: 520-387-3229 • Fax: 520-387-5626 • www.isdanet.org 
ISDA — working to preserve and enrich the environment, culture, and economy of the Sonoran Desert

From: Carla Blackwell [mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 8:33 AM
To: 'Tracy Taft'
Cc: Arlan Colton
Subject: RE: Pima Prospers Plan Review meetings
 
Hi Tracy,
That meeting will be this Thursday.  I thought you were on this list also, but if not, here is the
information.  We are also available to meet/phone with you on your thoughts.
 
Thanks
 
Carla L. Blackwell
Deputy Director, Development Services
201 N. Stone Ave. First Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
(520) 724-9516
Help plan our future! Share your ideas at www.pimaprospers.com
 

mailto:/O=PIMA COUNTY/OU=CENTRAL/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=CARLABLACKWELL
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
http://www.pimaprospers.com/
http://isdanet.org/ISDA%20Staff.htm
http://www.pimaprospers.com/


 

From: Tracy Taft [mailto:tracy@isdanet.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 5:25 AM
To: Carla Blackwell
Subject: RE: Pima Prospers Plan Review meetings
 
Hi Carla – are you planning a presentation in Ajo?   Or did I already miss it, hope not!  Tracy
 
Tracy Taft /  Executive Director
INTERNATIONAL SONORAN DESERT ALLIANCE
ALIANZA INTERNACIONAL DEL DESIERTO SONORENSE
Tel: 520-387-3229 • Fax: 520-387-5626 • www.isdanet.org 
ISDA — working to preserve and enrich the environment, culture, and economy of the Sonoran Desert

From: Carla Blackwell [mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 11:23 AM
Subject: Pima Prospers Plan Review meetings
 
 
Pima Prospers is the vision and the name of Pima County’s Comprehensive Plan
update effort.  The plan is being shaped – with your help – to guide the region’s
growth, conservation and community design for decades to come.
 
 
Based on your continued input at 25 community meetings, presentations to many
groups and associations throughout the County, and your online comments, we have
compiled the second draft of Pima Prospers, the 10-year update of the County’s
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Pima County staff would like to share the features of this latest, more complete draft
plan in a presentation and discussion with you.  We invite you to:
 

Attend any of our upcoming public meetings to hear a presentation on the plan,
participate in discussions with us, and share your comments.
Review the second draft plan and share your comments at
www.pimaprospers.com before the end of the year.

 
 
Saturday
December 6, 2014
Mission Branch Library
3770 S. Mission Road
10:30 am – Noon
Presentation at 10:45 am
 
Thursday
December 11, 2014
Ellie Towne Flowing Wells Community Center
1660 E. Ruthrauff Road
11:00 am – 12:30 p.m. 

mailto:tracy@isdanet.org
http://isdanet.org/ISDA%20Staff.htm
mailto:Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
http://www.pimaprospers.com/


Presentation at 11:15 am
 
Saturday
December, 13  2014
Valencia Branch Public Library
202 W. Valencia Road
10:00 – 11:30 am
Presentation at 10:15 am
 
Monday
December 15, 2014
Rincon Valley Fire District, Station #1
8850 S. Camino Loma Alta
6:30 – 8 pm
Presentation at 6:45 pm
 
Wednesday
December 17, 2014
Kirk-Bear Canyon Branch Library
8959 E. Tanque Verde Road
5:30 – 7:00 pm
Presentation at 5:45 pm
 
Thursday
December 18, 2014
Quincie Douglas Branch Library
1585 E. 36th Street  
Noon- 1:30 pm
Presentation at 12:15
 
Friday
December 19, 2014
Nanini Branch Library
7300 N. Shannon Road  
2:00 – 3:30 pm
Presentation at 2:15 pm
 
Saturday
December 20, 2014
Littletown Recreation Center
6465 S. Craycroft Road
10:30 a.m. – Noon
Presentation at 10:45 am
 
 
For more information, or for individuals with disabilities who require special
accommodations, please contact Lindsey at (520) 885-9009 or email



Lindsey@kaneenpr.com.
 
Help plan our future! Share your ideas at www.pimaprospers.com
 
 

mailto:Lindsey@kaneenpr.com
http://www.pimaprospers.com/


From: notification@pima.gov
To: Janet Emel
Subject: Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-10 05:38 PM Submission Notification
Date: Wednesday, December 10, 2014 5:38:46 PM

Pima Prospers Feedback Form 2014-12-10 05:38 PM was submitted by Guest
on 12/10/2014 5:38:40 PM (GMT-07:00) US/Arizona

Name Value
First Name Peter
Last Name Archuleta

Email archtruil@msn.com
Address 2560 W Overton Ridge Pl

City Pima County
State AZ

Zipcode 85742
Message Subject Transportation Planning

Comment

Our local arterial roads are taking a toll with the amount of
traffic they must accommodate 24hours a day. The amount
of air pollution produced by stop and go traffic will only
deteriorate more as population in the area increases. There
needs to be a bypass constructed connecting Aviation to I-
10.reducing traffic thru downtown. Extend I-19 along the
Oracle Rd corridor Hwy 79 in Pinal county as a toll HWY.
Constructed, operated, and maintained by a private entity.
Construct a loop system from Ina & I-10 along Ina, Skyline,
sunrise east to I-10 also as a privately operated toll Hwy.
Construct Tangerine as an expressway with limited access
to Oracle Rd. Recognizing some outcry on the four
suggested projects it is still the right direction to go for
protecting our arterial roads from deteriorating so quickly
and causing continued maintenance problems, minimizing
personal vehicle damaged caused by poor roads, and
minimizing air pollution by reducing idling vehicles.

Response requested Yes

Referred_Page https://webcms.pima.gov/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=42392

Thank you, Pima County, Arizona

mailto:notification@pima.gov
mailto:Janet.Emel@pima.gov
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Hillary Turby

From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 9:31 AM
To: Maria Masque; Hillary Turby
Subject: FW: Pima Prospers--Ajo

 
 
Janet Emel – Senior Planner 
Pima County Development Services Department 
Planning Division 
520) 724-9000 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com 
 

From: John Cooper [mailto:jm_coop@comcast.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 8:43 AM 
To: Janet Emel 
Subject: Pima Prospers--Ajo 
 
What we like about Ajo: 
 
We love the small‐ townish, friendly, spirit of this place. 
 
We love the absence of streetlights in our neighborhood (Gibson) , so we’re in favor of “dark skies”  initiatives 
here in Ajo. 
 
We love the lack of traffic congestion, the wide safe streets. 
 
We love our proximity to the beautiful Sonoran Desert, at most only a few blocks away.  
 
We love the old Plaza with its churches and the historic  Curley  School.   
 
Other very positive attributes and qualities:   
 
the Ajo Public Library;  the Ajo Post Office; the Ajo weekly newspaper, the Copper News; the Pima County 
waste disposal and recycling facilities;  Ajo Ambulance Co., which lends its meeting room for 
public  gatherings; Pima County Parks for its excellent, well‐maintained  facilities;  the Cabeza Prieta National 
Wildlife Refuge and Visitor Center; Luke Air Force Base for providing public recreational  access to a large 
portion of the Barry M. Goldwater Range; Ajo Public Schools;  the many private groups in town who work for 
the benefit of the community, such as the Ajo Chamber of Commerce, the International Sonoran Desert 
Alliance, the Cabeza Prieta Natural History Association, the Ajo Garden Club, and the various social and service 
clubs that are active in town; the various private and public services in Ajo such as Freeport McMoran and Ajo 
Improvement,  APS,  Arizona Water Co., Tabletop Telephone Co., and Ajo Transportation.   
 
Ajo is also fortunate to have a very good, large, and well managed grocery store. 
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Factors that might make Ajo a more attractive place to live and work: 
 

1.     Border Patrol activities confined within 1 mile of the border between U.S and Mexico (along with other 
government policies to eliminate the “war on drugs”, which will never be effective and has disasterous 
unintended consequences, such as great harm to the natural environment,  increasing the profitability 
of the illegal traffic in drugs, especially marijuana). 

2.     Keep the town clear of litter and trash by making every property and business owner/operator 
responsible for maintaining a trash‐free area around in his or her location or by organizing a 
government unit to undertake the task.  Possibly ban disposable plastic shopping bags, as other 
communities have done. 

3.     Take steps to improve medical services/access and assisted living so that elderly citizens would not be 
forced to move away when their health becomes precarious. 

4.     Undertake a community‐ wide effort to sell Ajo to the rest of the world as a safe,  beautiful, and 
inexpensive  place to live, with great recreational opportunities practically at one’s doorstep.  

5.     Improve high speed internet communication in Ajo to encourage at home businesses and younger 
people to come and stay here. 

6.     Emphasize the eco‐touring potential centered here. 
7.     Get control of water sources serving the town so that they cannot be diverted to other uses. 
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Hillary Turby

From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 10:27 AM
To: Maria Masque; Hillary Turby
Subject: FW: Ajo planning goals

 
 
Janet Emel – Senior Planner 
Pima County Development Services Department 
Planning Division 
520) 724-9000 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com 
 

From: Tom Powell [mailto:tom@earthonly.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 9:41 AM 
To: Janet Emel 
Subject: Ajo planning goals 
 
Ms. Emet, 
 
My request for "Pima Prospers" is please give us back our local Motor Vehicle Division office. We have 
to drive over 60 miles to get to the nearest MVD office.  
 
Our local (weekly) newspaper publishes the Sheriffs Log and every week several people are listed as 
"cited for driving with a suspended driver's license." I will probably be listed as a violator after my 
current driver's license expires, because I refuse to drive beyond Ajo. 
 
Tom Powell 
912 W. Walker Rd. 
Ajo, AZ 
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Hillary Turby

From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 7:59 AM
To: Maria Masque; Hillary Turby
Subject: FW: PIMA COUNTY SHOULD PROTECT DARK SKIES IN AJO
Attachments: Page0001.pdf; c-04082014171444.pdf

 
 
Janet Emel – Senior Planner 
Pima County Development Services Department 
Planning Division 
520) 724-9000 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com 
 

From: tina west [mailto:tina__west@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 6:21 PM 
To: Janet Emel 
Subject: FW: PIMA COUNTY SHOULD PROTECT DARK SKIES IN AJO 
 
 
  

From: tina__west@hotmail.com 
To: janet.eml@pima.gov; arlan.colton@pima.gov; mmasque@azplanningcenter.com; 
carla.blackwell@pima.gov; tina__west@hotmail.com 
Subject: PIMA COUNTY SHOULD PROTECT DARK SKIES IN AJO 
Date: Tue, 8 Apr 2014 18:47:15 ‐0600 

 
  

 

PLEASE USE THIS SUBMITTAL WITH ATTACHMENTS 

PIMA COUNTY SHOULD PROTECT DARK SKIES IN AJO 
  
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD NOT PROVIDE FUNDING FOR INSTALLATION OR OPERATION OF STREETLIGHTS IN AJO 
RESIDENTIAL AREAS 
  
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD STRENGTHEN IT'S DARK SKIES ORDINANCE TO PROTECT SMALL TOWNS IN RURAL 
AREA'S FROM LIGHT POLLUTION 
  
(I believe PCDS staff and Pima Prospers Consultants are aware of the importance of Dark Skies to the 
Astronomy and Optics industries). 



2

  
Making all the outdoor light in the U.S. "night sky friendly" would save up to 45 billion a year in electricity, the 
National Park Service estimates. 
  
Residential electrical lighting, inside and out, is the number one cause of global warming. This electrical use is 
supplied by coal fired electrical generation plants, the primary source of global warming emissions. 
  
Rising temperatures due to global warming and it's contributing factors have a negative effect on Pima 
County's economic potential. 
People who were once drawn to warm winter temperatures in Arizona will now be driven away  by the intense 
heat. 
  
Even when residential streetlights are solar powered they are still, by their invasive glare, offensive and 
inconsiderate. Many people have purchased property  in Ajo because they want to live in a rural small town 
with a natural living environment that includes dark skies at night. Installing invasive streetlights that glare 
over entire home sites or individual property lights that shine so brightly in the distance that people are forced 
to shut off the night sky with drapes will cause these new residents to put their property up for sale and leave 
town. 
  
In 2011, the majority of property owners in Ajo rejected an official campaign to endorse a Street Lighting 
District (SLID) for the town of Ajo. 
The attempt to create the SLID was an extensive exhaustive effort carried out by a group consisting primarily 
of elderly citizens. All parcels in Ajo were canvassed. (This effort was not objective. People were asked to sign 
only if they were in favor. However, the percentage of property owners on the tax rolls did not constitute a 
majority.)(Copy of Ajo Copper News article documenting the petition signing results will be sent to PCDS). 
  
It is interesting that the people in this elderly segment of Ajo's population also have concerns about 
deteriorating eyesight, macular degeneration,  glaucoma, and retinal damage. They need to be aware of the 
following factors: Our eyes have two types of photoreceptors: cones that react quickly to details and colors, 
and rods that are much more sensitive. This means our eyes need to have a dark hours that allow them to 
utilize rod photoreceptors to stay healthy.   We depend on rods TO SEE AT NIGHT, but they take a long time to 
recover from bright light ‐ which is why it's so hard to see the road after leaving a brightly lit service station. 
for an aging population, with older eyes that are sensitive to glare ‐ dark skies make more sense than bright 
streetlights. Some six out of 10 Americans now live in places that don't get dark enough for their eyes to 
switch completely from cone to road vision. 
  
And bright light isn't necessarily safer, it can even be more dangerous. A blinding white security light can 
actually make it more difficult to see the sidewalk or an intruder lurking in the shadows. 
  
The negative effects of outdoor residential area lighting extend further to human health. New research 
suggests that living in a neighborhood that's brightly illuminated at night can interfere with the production of 
a tumor suppressing hormone in women, raising the risk of cancer. Deep sleep deprivation caused by lack of 
complete darkness can cause serious sleep disorders. 
  
We need to strengthen Pima County's new Dark Skies Ordinance so that it protects dark skies in rural towns 
such as Ajo. 
  
________________________________________________________ 
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Facts in this submittal are taken from: 
  
Ajo Copper News/June 8, 2011‐Page 8 & others to be submitted 
The Arizona Republic/March 2, 2008/"Are Arizona's Dark Skies in Jeopardy?"/Kathleen Ingley 
National Geographic Magazine/October 2007 (Vo.l 212 No. 4)/Carbon's New Math/Bill McKibben 
  
______________________________________ 
This is a citizen submittal. It is a call for professional planning staff to inventory and analyze the factors stated 
above  in the development of Pima Prosper 
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Hillary Turby

From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 7:58 AM
To: Maria Masque; Hillary Turby
Subject: FW: CLIMATE MUST BE CONSIDERED IN "PIMA PROSPERS"
Attachments: b-04082014171409.pdf

 
 
Janet Emel – Senior Planner 
Pima County Development Services Department 
Planning Division 
520) 724-9000 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com 
 

From: tina west [mailto:tina__west@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 6:21 PM 
To: Janet Emel 
Subject: FW: CLIMATE MUST BE CONSIDERED IN "PIMA PROSPERS" 
 
 
  

From: tina__west@hotmail.com 
To: janet.eml@pima.gov; mmasque@azplanningcenter.com; arlan.colton@pima.gov; 
carla.blackwell@pima.gov; tina__west@hotmail.com 
Subject: CLIMATE MUST BE CONSIDERED IN "PIMA PROSPERS" 
Date: Tue, 8 Apr 2014 18:51:35 ‐0600 

PLEASE USE THIS SUBMITTAL WITH ATTACHMENT 

RE: PIMA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
      Public Input 
      Ajo/Western Pima County Community Council Meeting 
      April 3, 2014 
  
CLIMATE/GLOBAL WARMING/EFFECT ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
  
In Western Pima County, if we don't do everything we can to keep the temperature down, there will not be 
enough people here to "fuel the economy". Already in the past seven years alone, the cool months have gone 
from 6 to 4 and the snowbirds with them. 
  
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD MAINTAIN ARROYO GREENBELTS IN AJO 
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Maintaining the tree lined Arroyos in Ajo as greenbelts is one major way to reduce heat and keep the town 
aesthetically attractive as well as environmentally diverse and healthy. Greenbelt arroyos reduce the concrete 
heat of existing paved roads and buildings. 
Cement lined flood control channels create more concrete heat. Flood control can be accomplished by 
keeping the arroyos free of trash and debris. 
  
Pima County should provide funding for arroyo maintenance programs such as trash and debris removal. 
Pima County should not fund programs to line the arroyos with rip‐rap, gunite or cement. 
  
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD PROTECT DARK SKIES IN AJO 
  
Residential electrical lighting, inside and out, is the number one cause of global warming. This electrical use is 
supplied by coal fired electrical generation plants, the primary source of global warming emissions. 
  
Today people have purchased property in Ajo because they want to live in a rural small town with a natural 
living environment that includes dark skies at night. Installing invasive streetlights could cause these residents 
to put their property up for sale and leave town.  
  
Pima County should not provide funding to install or operate streetlights in residential areas. 
  
______________________________________________________________ 
  
I have some citations regarding factors stated above. 
I will send them in to you over the next week. 
However, this is only a layman citizen report. 
It is a call for professional planning staff to inventory and analyze the factors stated above in the development 
of Pima Prospers policy and implementation programs. 
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Hillary Turby

From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 8:00 AM
To: Maria Masque; Hillary Turby
Subject: FW: PIMA COUNTY SHOULD MAINTAIN AJO'S ARROYO GREENBELTS
Attachments: Page0001.pdf; e-04082014171549.pdf

 
 
Janet Emel – Senior Planner 
Pima County Development Services Department 
Planning Division 
520) 724-9000 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com 
 

From: tina west [mailto:tina__west@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 6:22 PM 
To: Janet Emel 
Subject: FW: PIMA COUNTY SHOULD MAINTAIN AJO'S ARROYO GREENBELTS 
 
 
  

From: tina__west@hotmail.com 
To: janet.eml@pima.gov; tina__west@hotmail.com 
Subject: PIMA COUNTY SHOULD MAINTAIN AJO'S ARROYO GREENBELTS 
Date: Tue, 8 Apr 2014 18:38:24 ‐0600 

 

 
RE: PIMA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
      Public Input 
      Ajo/Western Pima County Community Council Meeting 
      April 3, 2014 
  
  
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD maintain the Ajo's arroyos in their natural state: lined with a canopy of trees and other 
vegetation and soil or sand banks and beds. 
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD provide funding for arroyo maintenance programs such as trash and debris removal as 
flood control measures. 
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD not fund rip‐rapping, guniting , cementing or other flood control measures which 
destroy the natural environment of the  arroyos in Ajo. 
PIMA COUNTY SHOULD closely review and monitor new upstream construction to prevent erosion, and 
corrective flood control attempts which further damage the natural environment. 
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Maintaining the tree lined arroyos in Ajo as greenbelts is one major way to provide a cooling effect and keep 
the rural town aesthetically attractive as well as environmentally diverse and healthy.  
Greenbelt arroyos reduce the concrete heat of existing paved roads and buildings. 
Cement lined flood control channels produce more concrete heat and create an eyesore. Flood control can be 
accomplished by keeping the arroyos free of trash and debris. 
  
 Cementing or grading away the arroyos will result in mature trees now lining both sides of arroyo banks to be 
cut down to accommodate "armouring" or die off afterwards due to loss of water to root systems. Adjoining 
property owners and neighborhoods will suffer the loss of aesthetic and climate cooling tree shade and 
vegetation. 
  
Grading or cementing for flood control in one area of the town will result in calls from a resident to do the 
same in another area. 
Property owners in a rural area need to take personal responsibility for flood control on their own property. 
Flood control construction requested on private property larger than one homesite should be reviewed by the 
County and Community for incorporation of measures to maintain the natural environment. 
Otherwise , Pima county is willing to do considerable damage to community values just to pursue a feeling of 
false security when completely surrounded by cement. 
For many Ajo residents, the arroyos are the last piece of natural open space they have near their homes.  
  
New upstream construction must be closely reviewed and monitored. Extensive grading and a site plan that 
"removes all vegetation from the site" and provides no protection for the downslope arroyo results in silt 
buildup beneath bridges further downstream, (55 Sahuaro Customs and Border Patrol Housing Authority 
Project, 2010). Likewise, new upstream renovation which removes historically successful flood control 
features results in calls for extreme measures to the environment, which when implemented can have a 
negative effect on the natural and aesthetic environment. And may not work to solve the flooding problem 
created by Project remodelers. this is then followed by calls for and installation of more ugly rip rap.(Curley 
School Property Flood Control Basin, 2008). 
  
The characteristics of the type of arroyos we have in Ajo must be recognized and cited as protected area in 
Pima County Flood Control Ordinances: 
  
‐Fed primarily or solely by rainfall, not spring or stream. 
‐Do contribute to groundwater recharge 
‐Natural 
‐May not be pristine, may have been disrupted 
‐Do comprise desert wildlife habitat in sand streambed: such as butterflies, dragonflies and frogs 
‐Do comprise wildlife habitat in vegetation cover and open space: coyote wren, cardinals and other birdlife, 
javelinas, coyotes and other mammals 
‐Do provide cooling effect for human climate 
  
________________________ 
  
Submitting Testimony from Ajo Meeting of November 1, 2012 with Pima County Flood Control Engineers, 
FreeportMcMoRan, and Ajo citizens 
Submitting Ajo Copper News Article /November 7, 2012/"County Promises Better Maintenance by Bridge" 
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Submitting Article on Concrete Heat from Tucson Daily Star/November 18, 2012Area Heat to Worsen Over 
Time/Tony Davis 
___________________________ 
This is a citizen submittal and investigation of the factors stated above by professional planning staff  in 
development of Pima Prospers policy and implementation programs will be appreciated. 
  
______________________ 
In all public input submitted, I am using "Pima County Should" as a recommendation. Meaning,  the actual 
Policy would read   
"Pima county Shall". 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
  













From: Guy Moussalli [mailto:guymoussalli@rocketmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 3:50 PM 
To: Carla Blackwell 
Subject: "Pima County Supervisors approve Public Participation Plan" 

 

Dear Ms. Blackwell: 

  

This is in reference to the press release appearing on the Pima County website and dated June 19, 

2013, concerning the above-referenced subject . 

  

The press release describes the overall themes that will be covered under the update of Pima 

County's 2001 Comprehensive Plan, dubbed "Pima Prospers".  Those themes clearly emphasize 

physical infrastructure elements, economic development elements (including fiscal viability), 

cost of development and human infrastructure components.  The latter appears to be a catch-all 

classification for such disparate topics as parks and recreation, health care, libraries and public 

safety.  (I would like to posit that parks in and of themselves ought to also be addressed in a 

green infrastructure element rather than simply a human infrastructure element where the ratio of 

green space per county resident might be dwelled upon.) 

  

Based on this assessment, a glaring omission clearly emerges - that of the sustainability 

element.  For example, climate change is not mentioned in the press release.  Will it be addressed 

in the energy element?  However, so much more goes into an analysis of climate change than 

mere energy usage, not the least being the patterns of land use and transportation especially in 

such a vast area as unincorporated Pima County.  This is regrettably not mentioned in the press 

release.  One can only hope that it is included in the final document. 

  

The themes thus announced lead one to conclude that, for Pima County, true prosperity comes 

from economic development and growth.  However, it is now widely accepted that ecosystem 

collapse and the concomitant effects of climate change will hamper any optimistic economic 

development projections Pima County lays out for the next decade.  Factors such as increasingly 

hot summers, erratic rainfall patterns, earlier and more intense wildfires, water shortages and 

rising human needs to name a few will test and put to rest the most optimistic prosperity 

prognostications.  I certainly hope that Pima County will take all those factors into account. 

  

I'd also like to ask you about the selection of the Planning Center as the lead coordinating team 

for Pima Prospers.  How was this selection arrived at?  Was the consultant selection process put 

out to bid and a national search undertaken?  My main concern here has to do with the fact that 

the Planning Center has been involved in crafting or producing a great many general plans for 

cities and counties throughout southern Arizona, which could lead one to conclude 

that originality, authenticity, innovation and a cutting-edge approach could all fall victim to de 

facto replication and the potential for a cookie-cutter approach to yet one more plan, in this case 

Pima Prospers.  I would like to think that the selection of the Planning Center was arrived at after 

an exhaustive regional and national search for a lead consultant.   

  

It appears that, contrary to Plan Tucson, which was solely an in-house enterprise established for 

the City of Tucson General Plan Update and conducted solely by City planning staff, Pima 

County has decided to rely on outside consultants as evidenced not only by the selection of the 

mailto:guymoussalli@rocketmail.com


Planning Center but also by a number of other firms referenced in the press release.  Why did the 

County decide on such a process instead of relying on its existing, knowledgeable staff and 

resources?  Will existing rank-and-file County planning staff - other than the department 

directors referenced in the press release - be called upon to contribute and write portions of the 

document?  Will any and all staffing additions be left to the purview of the respective consulting 

firms or will your department take the decision to hire temporary planning staff from the 

community to assist with the plan at some point in the process?  

  

I realize this is a long e-mail touching on many topics associated with Pima Prospers.  I 

nonetheless hope you'll take the time to address the points raised herein and I eagerly 

look forward to receiving your insightful responses.   

  

Thank you very much for your time and assistance. 

  

Sincerely, 

Guy Moussalli 

   

  

  

  

 



Pima Prospers Response  6/25/13 

Mr. Guy Moussalli 

Via Email: guymoussalli@rocketmail.com 

Thank Mr. Moussalli for your comments.  You are the first to query about the process and content of the 

plan so we have an opportunity to practice our organizational skills in setting up a tracking and response 

network.  I am the project manager along with Arlan Colton for this comprehensive plan update.  Arlan 

is out of town however, you may hear from him since I forwarded your email to him.  As Planning 

Director for Pima County, Arlan will make final decisions on the plan content.   It is difficult to summarize 

an entire planning effort into a short press release regarding the plan kickoff and public participation.  

The Scope of Work for this project is 33 pages long of detailed tasks, topics and deliverables.  As the 

planning process unfolds, you will see much of the content considered in a deliberate and 

comprehensive fashion.  We plan to go way beyond the statute required elements and make 

implementation as important as the plan.    

Pursuant to the questions in your email, I would like to offer the following responses: 

1. I would like to posit that parks in and of themselves ought to also be addressed in a green 

infrastructure element rather than simply a human infrastructure element where the ratio of 

green space per county resident might be dwelled upon.   

 Response:  Agreed.  For instance the river park system (Loop) will be predominately 

 discussed as a circulation element.  

2. A glaring omission clearly emerges - that of the sustainability element. 

Response: We do not believe that sustainability should be a standalone element but 

woven throughout the plan in all policies, maps and elements of the plan.    We will 

accomplish this by referring to STAR Community Rating indicators, Smart Growth 

scorecard criteria and known best practices.  Beginning with the environment, in 2001 

the Sonoran Desert Conservation Land embedded in our comprehensive plan the 

conservation values, policies and land pattern to preserve desert habitat and resources.  

The focus of this plan update will be the social and economic policies that impact our 

urban footprint.   The Board of Supervisors earlier this year adopted an economic 

development plan that will be integrated into this plan.  The Health Director is looking 

forward to also integrating health and wellbeing into community design.  This is in 

addition to working with the established rural communities to preserve their way of life.  

3. How will climate change (or adaptation) be addressed in the plan?   

Response:  Agreed that it encompasses more than energy.  Climate change impacts 

every aspect of our lives. Climate change or adaptation strategies will be considered 

with land uses, emerging environmental hazards, energy use, housing and community 

design, water resources, health and public safety.  
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4. How was this selection of the Planning Center made? 

Response:  Development Services through the Procurement Department had a 

competitive process with an extensive Request for Qualifications process nationally 

published in planning journals/websites.  Notice of the pending RFQ was sent by Arlan 

Colton to members of the planning community not only in Arizona but nationally.  6 

proposals were received and 3 were selected for interviews and presentations.  All 

prime consultant candidates were asked to form teams of experts to handle public 

participation, engineering, urban design, community initiatives, environmental planning, 

economic analysis and modeling, as well as planning.  A panel of 4 Pima County staff and 

one outside planner from a neighboring jurisdiction selected The Planning Center in the 

final outcome. The Planning Center assembled a fine team which also includes their 

California office of nationally known experts in Smart Growth and innovative planning 

techniques.  We are pleased with the selection.  

 

5. Why did the County decide on such a process instead of relying on its existing, knowledgeable 

staff and resources?   

Response: We will rely heavily on our own subject matter experts.  This will be a 

collaborative process with the consultant team involving over 50 different staff from the 

Health Department, GIS, Transportation, Office of Sustainability and Conservation, 

Economic Development and Tourism, Flood Control, Regional Wastewater Reclamation 

Department, Community Development and Neighborhood Conservation, Pima Animal 

Care Center, Office of Emergency Management, Natural Resources, Parks and 

Recreation, Facilities, Finance, and the County Administrator’s office.  Unfortunately, 

with the Great Recession, we lost some planning expertise and only have 3 individuals to 

rely upon in addition to their daily tasks.  We knew that we needed to supplement this 

extraordinary effort with a consultant to help lead the planning efforts and public 

outreach.   All staff will be playing a role in the key tasks of data gathering, analysis, 

policy writing, editing or facilitating. The Guidance Committee will help create the 

implementation plan that ultimately all of Pima County will own.    

 

Thank you for your comments.  Please let me know if you need any additional 

information.  Watch our website for more information, especially this fall when we 

anticipate our public process to launch : http://www.pima.gov/pimaprospers/ 

 

http://www.pima.gov/pimaprospers/










































































































































From: Arlan Colton
To: Janet Emel
Subject: FW: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 2:52:35 PM

 
 
From: Manny Valenzuela [mailto:mvalenzuela@sahuarita.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 1:37 PM
To: Arlan Colton; Carla Blackwell
Subject: Fwd: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
 
Thanks for sharing this comprehensive and informative document. It is certainly very
impressive and reflective of a most detailed and methodical process.
 
I suggest that, in any way that it fits,  the importance of the K-12 school community and
strategic partnerships, field experiences, and intentional planning efforts be part of the plan.
This may be a valuable piece in regional alignment and growth of congruent educational
programs, economic development, workforce development, and overall quality of life.
 
Again, thanks for your hard work with this effort, and for the opportunity to share.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Manuel O. Valenzuela, Ed.D.
Superintendent
Sahuarita Unified School District
350 W. Sahuarita Rd.
Sahuarita, AZ 85629
Ph (520)625-3502 x1001 Fax (520) 625-5380
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>
Date: Tue, Oct 21, 2014 at 1:04 PM
Subject: Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update Pima Prospers Draft for 60-day Review
To: 
Cc: Janet Emel <Janet.Emel@pima.gov>

Hello,
 
Pima County has been in the process of preparing a draft update to the Pima County
Comprehensive Plan - called “Pima Prospers”.   If approved, Pima Prospers is to be
our plan looking ahead about 20 years into the future. It has been built on the ideas of
hundreds of Pima County residents from Ajo to Vail, Catalina to Arivaca Junction,
many business and citizen interests in our communities, representatives from the
other jurisdictions in the region, and more than 100 county staff members from many
departments.
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With the much-appreciated participation by many of you, Pima County Development
Services Department – Planning Division presents Pima Prospers Draft 2 – the
proposed update to the Pima County Comprehensive Plan as found on the website
www.pimaprospers.com.   The website will look different but is intended to be very
user friendly for your review of the draft plan.   
 
Draft 2 is essentially complete.  It contains draft goals, policies and implementation
strategies, but as you may be aware, is absent some parts that must come later, after
public review (e.g. fiscal impact study).
 
We are now undergoing the 60-day review period.  Please send any comments on
the Pima Prospers draft plan to my attention at the mailing or email address
below by no later than December 22, 2014 (but of course, the earlier the better).
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me – Arlan Colton, or Carla
Blackwell at (520)724-9000.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Arlan M. Colton, FAICP
Planning Director
Pima County Development Services Department, Planning Division
201 N. Stone Avenue, 2nd floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Arlan.Colton@pima.gov
 
Carla L. Blackwell
Deputy Director, Development Services
201 N. Stone Ave. First Floor
Tucson, Arizona 85701
Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov
 
 
 
 
 
Help us plan Pima County’s future. Join the conversation at www.pimaprospers.com
 
 
 

http://www.pimaprospers.com/
tel:%28520%29724-9000
mailto:Arlan.Colton@pima.gov
http://Carla.Blackwell@pima.gov/
http://www.pimaprospers.com/






































Groundwater depletion during drought threatens
future water security of the Colorado River Basin
Stephanie L. Castle1,2, Brian F. Thomas1,2,3, John T. Reager1,2,3, Matthew Rodell4,
Sean C. Swenson5, and James S. Famiglietti1,2,3

1UC Center for Hydrologic Modeling, University of California, Irvine, California, USA, 2Department of Earth System Science,
University of California, Irvine, California, USA, 3NASA Jet Propulsion Laboratory, California Institute of Technology,
Pasadena, California, USA, 4Hydrological Sciences Laboratory, NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland,
USA, 5Climate and Global Dynamics Division, National Center for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, Colorado, USA

Abstract Streamflow of the Colorado River Basin is the most overallocated in the world. Recent
assessment indicates that demand for this renewable resource will soon outstrip supply, suggesting that
limited groundwater reserves will play an increasingly important role in meeting future water needs. Here we
analyze 9 years (December 2004 to November 2013) of observations from the NASA Gravity Recovery and
Climate Experiment mission and find that during this period of sustained drought, groundwater accounted
for 50.1 km3 of the total 64.8 km3 of freshwater loss. The rapid rate of depletion of groundwater storage
(�5.6 ± 0.4 km3 yr�1) far exceeded the rate of depletion of Lake Powell and Lake Mead. Results indicate that
groundwater may comprise a far greater fraction of Basin water use than previously recognized, in particular
during drought, and that its disappearance may threaten the long-term ability to meet future allocations to
the seven Basin states.

1. Introduction

Over a decade, drought in the Colorado River Basin (Basin; Figure 1) has exposed the vulnerability [Bureau of
Reclamation, 1975; Barnett and Pierce, 2008] of the most overallocated river system in the world [Christensen
et al., 2004]. Recently, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation acknowledged the potential challenges [Bureau of
Reclamation, 2012] to meeting future surface water allocations to the seven Basin states (Figure 1), noting
that the contribution of local supplies, including groundwater withdrawals, will be required to offset
anticipated shortages. While the need to exploit groundwater resources to meet Basin water demands has
long been recognized [Bureau of Reclamation, 1975], withdrawals required to meet current demands remain
undocumented and are uncertain in the future. In particular, water management under drought conditions
focuses on surface water resources [Basin Interim Guidelines, 2007] without a regulatory framework to
manage groundwater withdrawals outside of “river aquifer” systems [Leake et al., 2013]. At question is the
potential impact of solely managing surface water allocations and diversions in the Basin, without regard to
groundwater loss, on meeting future water demands.

The ability to observe changes in water resources at large scales has been greatly facilitated by the
deployment of recent Earth-observing satellites. One such satellite mission, the NASA Gravity Recovery and
Climate Experiment (GRACE) [Tapley et al., 2004], has measured the temporal variations in the Earth’s gravity
field since March 2002. These observations are now routinely applied to estimate the monthly changes in
terrestrial or total land water storage (i.e., all of the snow, surface water, soil moisture, and groundwater) in
regional areas that are 200,000 km2 or larger [Wahr et al., 2004] (Figure 2). Several studies have now
demonstrated that GRACE observations, when combined with coincident data sets for snowwater equivalent
(SWE), surface water storage, and soil water content in a mass balance, can quantify changes in groundwater
storage with sufficient accuracy [e.g., Rodell et al., 2009; Famiglietti et al., 2011] to influence regional water
management decisions [Famiglietti and Rodell, 2013].

Our goal in this report is to identify changes in freshwater storage, including surface reservoir and
groundwater storage, to assess the influence of conjunctive surface water and groundwater use on water
availability in the Colorado River Basin during the recent drought. We evaluate the terrestrial water storage
anomalies (TWSA) using GRACE observations during a 9 year period (December 2004 to November 2013) that
begins 4 years into a prolonged drought in the southwestern United States, after water levels in Lake Powell
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and Lake Mead had declined
precipitously [Piechota et al., 2004]
(see Methods section). In particular,
we estimate the changes in
groundwater storage during the
9 year drought period, when reservoir
volumes were intensively managed to
maintain hydropower production and
to meet surface water allocations to
the Basin states.

2. Methods

We used the Release 05 of the
University of Texas Center for Space
Research GRACE data [Tapley et al.,
2007] (ftp://podaac.jpl.nasa.gov/allData/
grace/L2/CSR/RL05/). Average water
storage changes for the Colorado River
Basin were computed as anomalies of
terrestrial water storage in equivalent
water height (in millimeters, converted
to cubic kilometers here using the area
of the study basins) following Swenson
and Wahr [2009] (Figure 2). Processing
methods include filtering GRACE data
to reduce noise [Swenson and Wahr,
2006] and later restoring the associated
lost signal over a specific region by
scaling the data correctively [Velicogna
and Wahr, 2006]. This processing results
in estimates of satellite measurement
error and leakage error from out-of-
basin signal, both of which are included
in a Basin-specific time-invariant error

estimate [Wahr et al., 2006]. Figure 2 shows the Basin time series of terrestrial water storage changes from January
2003 to November 2013, nearly the complete available GRACE data record.

Because our focus here is on quantifying groundwater storage changes versus surface water storage changes
during drought, we restrict our analyses to the 9 year period from December 2004 to November 2013. Prior to
December 2004, the Basin had experienced four additional years of drought, effectively limiting surplus
inflows that replenish Lake Powell and Lake Mead. This caused steep declines in reservoir storage prior to
December 2004. Late 2004 also marked the beginning of a clear drought signal in the GRACE data, relative to
its launch date in March 2002 (Figure 2).

To assess the accuracy of the GRACE data used here, we performed independent water budget analyses
using regional precipitation (P) data from the PRISM system [Daly et al., 2008] (http://prism.oregonstate.edu/
recent/), satellite-based evapotranspiration (ET) from Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer
(MODIS) [Tang et al., 2009], and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation dam releases (Q) (usbr.gov; accessed
December 2013) on the Colorado River. Uncertainty in the water balance estimate [Rodell et al., 2004a, 2004b]
was calculated assuming relative errors of 15% for P [Jeton et al., 2005] and 5% in Q [Rodell et al., 2004b]. A
15% bias on the daily ET was determined by Tang et al. [2009]; we assume the relative error increases to 25%
on a monthly time scale. We computed the monthly storage changes, dS/dt, as P� ET�Q, and compared
them to dS/dt derived from the GRACE terrestrial water storage anomalies using a discrete backward
difference. Results illustrate a good agreement between dS/dt derived from the water budget and that

Figure 1. The Colorado River Basin of the western United States. The state
and international boundaries are in light gray. The green and brown colors
represent the high and low elevations, respectively [McKay et al., 2012]. The
upper Basin is that portion of the Basin upstream of Lake Powell. The lower
Basin is the remainder of the basin downstream of Lake Powell. The basin
outlines are in dark gray. The river, its main tributaries, and Lake Powell and
Lake Mead are shown in blue.

Geophysical Research Letters 10.1002/2014GL061055
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observed by the GRACE, for the entire
Basin, and the upper and lower Basins
(Figure S1 in the supporting
information). Our comparisons were
limited to March 2005 to March 2010
owing to the availability of ET estimates.
Numerous additional studies have shown
strong correspondence between GRACE
water storage changes, hydrologic fluxes,
and observations [see, e.g., Swenson et al.,
2006; Famiglietti et al., 2011].

Accessible water storage changes (the
combination of surface reservoir and
groundwater storage changes) in the
Basin are quantified using a water mass
balance approach. Studies [e.g., Rodell
and Famiglietti, 2002; Rodell et al., 2009;
Famiglietti et al., 2011; Scanlon et al.,
2012] have shown that GRACE-observed
water storage changes, in combination
with additional data sets, can be used to
isolate individual components of the
terrestrial water balance. We assume
that the total water storage in a region is
composed of soil moisture (SM), snow
water equivalent (SWE), surface water
(SW), and groundwater (GW):

TWSt ¼ SMt þ SWEt þ SWt þ GWt; (1)

where the subscript t indicates a
function of time, and changes in these
components balance in their sum. We
apply GRACE observations of variations
from the long-term mean of this total
with estimates of soil moisture and SWE
to quantify changes in accessible water.
We simplify equation (1) by defining
accessible water as the sum of
groundwater and surface water storage:

ΔAWt ¼ TWSAt � ΔSWEt � ΔSMt; (2)

whereΔ indicates a variation from the time
mean in an individual variable, and TWSA is
the terrestrial water storage anomaly.

Soil moisture anomalies in equation (2)
were estimated from the NASA Global
Land Data Assimilation System (GLDAS)
[Rodell et al., 2004a] (http://disc.sci.gsfc.
nasa.gov/) due to the lack of
observational soil moisture data on

large scales and for consistency with the previous studies [Rodell et al., 2009; Famiglietti et al., 2011]. We average
the results of three land surface models from GLDAS (Variable Infiltration Capacity [Liang et al., 1994], Noah
[Chen et al., 1996], and Community Land Model 2 [Dai et al., 2003]) and apply the mean monthly standard
deviation as an error estimate based on model structural biases (Figure S2 in the supporting information).
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Figure 2. Monthly anomalies (deviations from the mean of the study
period) of the total water storage (TWSA) for (a) the entire Basin,
(b) the upper Basin, and (c) the lower Basin, from January 2003 to November
2013 (i.e., the full GRACE RL05 record available at writing). The three
TWSA estimates were calculated independently using basin-specific
scaling. The anomaly errors are shown in light blue shading. There are
inconsecutive gaps in the GRACE data record, increasing in number
toward the end of the time period due to recent declines in satellite
power supply. Subsequent analyses focus on the period of prolonged
drought extending from December 2004 to November 2013.
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Data obtained from the Snow Data
Assimilation System (SNODAS) [National
Operational Hydrologic Remote Sensing
Center, 2004] (http://nsidc.org/data/polaris/)
were used for SWE in equation (2) (Figure S2
in the supporting information). SNODAS is
the only gridded observation-based SWE
product that assimilates ground, airborne,
and satellite snowobservations into itsmodel
structure and consequently has been used to
represent SWE in other regional hydrologic
studies [Famiglietti et al., 2011; Barlage et al.,
2010]. Previous studies documented error of
approximately 11% between SNODAS and
snowpit observations in the RockyMountains
[Rutter et al., 2008] and 15% error for basin-
wide analysis [Famiglietti et al., 2011]. For this
study, we assume 20% error due to the
topographic and terrain heterogeneity
throughout the Basin [U.S. Geological
Survey, 2004].

We further separated the components of
accessible water (Figure S3 in the
supporting information) into surface water
reservoir storage and groundwater storage
(Figure 3). Reported reservoir storage time
series from Lake Powell and Lake Mead
were obtained from the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation [usbr.gov; accessed December
2013]. We assume that Lake Powell and
Lake Mead account for the majority of the
observed surface water change as they
comprise approximately 4 times the annual
flow of the river and make up 85% of
surface water in the Basin [Rajagopalan et al.,
2009]. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
errors for hydrologic measurements ranging
from “excellent (5%)” to “fair (15%)” [Sauer
and Meyer, 1992] were used to provide error
estimates for surface water reservoir storage.
A two sample t test could not reject the null
hypothesis that sample means were different
using the USGS ranges in error, and
throughout the rest of the analysis, we used a
10% error estimate for the surface water
reservoir storage time series.

We rearranged equation (1) to isolate the
contribution of groundwater storage

changes (Figure 3) to changes in the total water storage (Figure 2). We used the reservoir storage changes in
Lake Mead and Lake Powell with soil moisture and snow water equivalent data as described above:

ΔGWt ¼ TWSAt � ΔSWEt � ΔSMt � ΔSWt; (3)

where ΔSWt indicates the surface water anomaly from the reservoirs (Lake Powell and Lake Mead combined
for the entire Basin: Lake Powell for the upper Basin and Lake Mead for the lower Basin). Equation (3) was
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Figure 3. Monthly anomalies (km3) of groundwater storage (black) and
of surface reservoir storage (green) for (a) the entire Basin (trend:
�5.6±0.4 km3yr�1) and Lake Powell and Lake Mead combined (trend:
�0.9±0.6 km3yr�1), (b) the upper Basin (trend:�1.7±0.4 km3yr�1) and
Lake Powell (trend: �0.6±0.6 km3yr�1), and (c) the lower Basin (trend:
�2.6±0.3 km3yr�1) and Lake Mead (trend: �0.1±0.6 km3yr�1), from
December 2004 toNovember 2013. The anomaly errors are shown in light
gray shading for groundwater storage and in light green shading for
reservoir storage. All trends are summarized in Table 1.
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solved each month, and errors in the
groundwater storage were estimated by
propagating the errors of TWSA, SM, SWE,
and SW, following Rodell et al. [2004b].

We compared our GRACE-based
estimates of groundwater storage
changes to groundwater level
observations at 74 monitoring wells
located throughout the Basin. These data
were obtained from the USGS [USGS
Groundwater Climate Response Network,
2014] and from the Arizona Department
of Water Resources (ADWR; https://
gisweb.azwater.gov/waterresourcedata/
GWSI.aspx, accessed May 2014). The
selection of wells for comparison was
limited to the locations with observations
that were concurrent with GRACE. Of

these, 7 USGS and 65 ADWR were located in the lower Basin, and 2 USGS monitoring wells were identified in
the upper Basin. GRACE-derived groundwater estimates generally capture the observed behavior well (see
Results section and Figure 4).

The trends reported in the text and summarized in Table 1 were estimated employing a method that accounts
for residual serial correlation and time series error, and subbasin trends may not sum linearly [Johnston and
DiNardo, 1997]. We identified several significant trends over the entire 108month time period studied, and in
shorter time periods, fromDecember 2004 to January 2010 and from February 2010 to November 2013 (Table 1).
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Figure 4. Entire Basin comparison between the GRACE groundwater
storage anomalies (black line) in km3 and the monthly USGS well
observations. Because specific yield information is not available for all
wells, we normalize each well time series by its standard deviation and
then average (in blue). Selected well observations were only available
from March 2005 to October 2012; thus, we calculated the average over
this time period.

Table 1. Trends in Water Budget Components Were Calculated Employing a Method Which Adjusts a Linear Model for
Residual Serial Correlation and Time Series Error [Johnston and DiNardo, 1997]a

Trends in Terrestrial Water in km3/yr

Time Component Entire Colorado River Basin (CRB) Upper CRB Lower CRB

Entire time period TWSA �7.18±0.75 �2.34±0.59 �3.90±0.47
December 2004 to November 2013 SWE 0.00 ± 0 0.00 ± 0 0.00± 0

SM �1.29± 1.8 �0.861 ± 0.85 �0.905±0.24
Reservoirs �0.865± 0.60 �0.638 ± 0.63 �0.057 ± 0.63

GW �5.56±0.44 �1.66±0.40 �2.63±0.30
AW �5.40±0.47 �1.13±0.44 �3.02±0.30

Time
Piecewise analysis 1 TWSA �10.6± 1.4 �3.41±1.1 �7.49±0.90
December 2004–January 2010 SWE 0.00 ± 0 0.00 ± 0 0.00± 0

SM �2.67± 4.2 �1.74 ± 1.9 �1.45 ± 2.2
Reservoirs �0.428± 0.34 1.31±0.13 �1.20±0.05

GW �6.23±0.91 �1.91±0.80 �4.06±0.60
AW �6.29±0.96 �1.37 ± 2.2 �5.27±0.62

Time
Piecewise analysis 2 TWSA �19.2± 2.1 �11.5 ± 2.0 �9.14±1.3
February 2010 to November 2013 SWE 0.00 ± 0 0.00 ± 0 0.00± 0

SM �6.82±1.2 �2.88±0.76 �3.64±0.62
Reservoirs �8.42± 4.7 �3.22±1.2 �0.085 ± 2.0

GW �10.9± 1.5 �6.10±1.5 �5.83±0.89
AW �11.2± 1.6 �7.48±1.6 �4.85±0.90

aThe approach identified several significant trends (shown in bold) in accessible water (AW) in the Basin over the
entire time period from December 2004 to November 2013 and a piecewise trend analysis conducted from
December 2004 to January 2010 and from February 2010 to November 2013. The Basin TWSA estimates are calculated
independently, and there is no assumption that subbasin trends will sum linearly.
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3. Results

We find that during the 108month study period, the entire Colorado River Basin lost a total of 64.8 km3 of
freshwater (�7.2 ± 0.8 km3 yr�1, where ± represents the standard error of the slope coefficient) (Figure 2a)
with a more severe rate of loss since February 2010 (�19.2 ± 2.1 km3 yr�1). The upper Basin (Figure 1) lost
21.6 km3 of water during the entire study period, with more severe loss rates after February 2010
(�11.5 ± 2.0 km3 yr�1) (Figure 2b). Study period losses in the lower Basin of 34.7 km3 were greater than in the
upper Basin and declined at a faster rate (�3.9 ± 0.5 km3 yr�1) (Figure 2c). All trends are listed in Table 1.
As described in the Methods section, we compared our GRACE-derived water storage estimates to
independent water balances for the entire, upper, and lower Basins with good agreement (Figure S1 in
the supporting information). This comparison lends additional confidence to the results reported here.

Further analysis of trends in groundwater storage (Figure S4 in the supporting information) revealed two
distinct phases of depletion prior to and following 2009–2010. From December 2004 to January 2010,
groundwater storage declined more rapidly in the lower Basin (�4.1 ± 0.6 km3 yr�1) compared to the upper
Basin (�1.9 ± 0.8 km3 yr�1). Groundwater losses from February 2010 to November 2013 were found to be
even greater in the upper (�6.1 ± 1.5 km3 yr�1) and lower Basins (�5.8 ± 0.9 km3 yr�1).

A brief recovery in groundwater storage is apparent from June 2009 to March 2010, when moderately wetter
conditions provided a combination of potential groundwater recharge and temporarily alleviated the need
to augment surface water supplies. The steepest rate of groundwater storage decline (in the upper Basin in
2013) follows exceptional drought conditions in 2012 and record low Rocky Mountain snowpack (U.S.
Drought Monitor, 2012; see Figure S2 in the supporting information). Such behaviors highlight the close
connection between surface water availability and groundwater use [Famiglietti et al., 2011].

We find that water losses throughout the Basin are dominated by the depletion of groundwater storage
(Figure 3). Renewable surface water storage in Lake Powell and Lake Mead showed no significant trends
during the 108month study period, more recent declines (since 2011) and currently low (<50% of capacity)
storage levels notwithstanding. Groundwater storage changes however accounted for the bulk (Table 1) of the
freshwater losses in the entire Basin (50.1 km3 and �5.6±0.4 km3yr�1), the majority of which occurred in the
lower Basin (Figure 3c). Asmentioned in theMethods section, we examined the USGS and ADWRmonitoringwells
in the Basin during the study period. The observed behavior in these wells showed a good agreement with our
GRACE-based estimates. Figure 4 shows the comparisons for the USGSwells. A Sen’s slope trend comparison to the
ADWR wells showed that measured groundwater table changes closely matched our GRACE-based estimates.
These comparisons help confirm the groundwater depletion rates reported here.

4. Discussion

Drought in the Basin has effectively limited the surplus inflows that replenish Lake Powell and LakeMead since the
beginning of the 9 year study period, while active surface water management has prevented further declines in
reservoir levels. Consequently, reservoirs show insignificant trends in storage levels (�0.9±0.6 km3yr�1), while
groundwater has been significantly depleted (�5.6±0.4 km3yr�1). The vast difference may well be attributed to
the regulatory framework already in place to manage surface waters, and to the general need for more active and
enforceable groundwater management throughout the Basin, in particular, during drought.

The large, net negative change in groundwater storage is a clear indication that groundwater withdrawals are
not balanced by recharge and must be greater than the observed depletion rate. The additional loss of
5.6 km3 yr�1 of groundwater, relative to the annual Basin surface water allocations of 18 km3 yr�1, indicates
further that the Basin water supply was overallocated by at least 30% during the study period. Thus, we
observe that groundwater is already being used to fill the gap between Basin demands and the annual
renewable surface water supply.

Groundwater is typically used to augment sparse surface water supplies in the arid, lower Basin, and across
the entire Basin during drought [Hutson et al., 2004; Kenny et al., 2009]. More generally, water managers around
the world rely on groundwater to mitigate the impacts of drought on water supply [Leblanc et al., 2009;
Famiglietti et al., 2011; Famiglietti and Rodell, 2013; Taylor et al., 2013]. Groundwater represents the largest supply
of water for irrigationwithin the Basin [Hutson et al., 2004; Kenny et al., 2009], while irrigated acreage in the Basin
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has increased during our study period [Ward and Pulido-Velazquez, 2008; Cohen et al., 2013]. Furthermore,
prolonged drought across the southwestern U.S. has resulted in overreliance on groundwater to minimize
impacts on public water supply [Famiglietti and Rodell, 2013]. Long-term observations of groundwater
depletion in the lower Basin (e.g., in Arizona—despite groundwater replenishment activities regulated
under the 1980 Groundwater Code—and in Las Vegas [Konikow, 2013]) underscore that this strategic
reserve is largely unrecoverable by natural means and that the overall stock of available freshwater in
the Basin is in decline.

Future water management scenarios that account for both population growth and climate change also point to
the inability of reservoir storage alone to meet the Basin allocations [Barnett and Pierce, 2008; Bureau of
Reclamation, 2012]. These scenarios indicate that additional stresses will be placed upon the groundwater system,
beyond those described here, to meet future Basin water demands. We believe that the combination of reduced
surface water availability resulting from decreasing future snowpack [Barnett et al., 2008] and groundwater
depletion poses a significant threat to the long-term water security of the region. As groundwater supplies reach
their limits, the ability to supply freshwater during drought, or to fill the predicted, increasing gap between supply
and demand [Bureau of Reclamation, 2012], will be severely constrained.

The challenge to policy makers and water managers in the Colorado River Basin is to reliably meet freshwater
demand under these dynamic conditions. Our work suggests that a conjunctive surface water and
groundwater management plan is essential for sustainable water management in the Basin. Despite
commendable efforts to craft solutions to meet required surface water allocations [Bureau of Reclamation,
2012], consideration of the ability of groundwater withdrawals to meet current and future demands remains
dormant. We hope that the heightened awareness of the rates of the Basin groundwater depletion
highlighted here will foster urgent discussion on conjunctive management solutions required to ensure a
sustainable water future for the Colorado River Basin and for the western United States.
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• Regional Wheeling decreasing groundwater 
pumping in vulnerable areas

• USCPUG plans for recharging CAP supply

• FICO plans for GSF

• Bringing more renewable supplies to use 
requires significant infrastructure investment.



Local Upper Santa Cruz
Depletion Rates, Forecast, 

and Other Factors

Presented By Mr. Bob Hedden, USCPUG & GVDWID



USC/PUG
Upper Santa Cruz Providers and Users Group

Sustainable Water for the 
Sahuarita & Green Valley Area



About USC/PUG

• Formed in 2007, Incorporated as a 
scientific/educational nonprofit in 2009

• Motivated by long term aquifer decline and 
increasing water demand

• Brings together major water companies, 
agriculture and mining interests 

• Produced several water studies
• Partners with US Bureau of Reclamation



PARTICIPANTS

• Farmers Investment Company
• Sahuarita Water Company
• Green Valley Domestic Water Improvement 
District

• Community Water Company
• Freeport McMoRan Copper and Gold
• Town of Sahuarita

Disparate group of organizations – large versus 
small, profit making versus non‐profit, public 
versus private 



USCPUG AREA



Average Depth by Water Provider

Community Water Co.               ( 4 wells) :  190’ ‐ 315’

Green Valley Water District      ( 4 wells) :  145’ ‐ 230’

Farmer’s Water Co.                   ( 6 wells) :  225’ ‐ 300’

Sahuarita Water Co.                   ( 2 wells) :  185’ ‐ 275’

Las Quintas Serenas Water ( 3 wells) :  345’ ‐ 390’

Quail Creek Water ( 4 wells) :  Not Avail. 



Average Annual Decline by Water 
Provider

Community Water Co.                          1.5’ ‐ 3.0’

Green Valley Water District                 1.0’ ‐ 3.0’

Farmer’s Water Co.                                1.5’ ‐ 4.0’

Sahuarita Water Co.                            + 1.0’ ‐ 2.5”

Las Quintas Serenas Water +  0.8’ ‐ 2.2’

Quail Creek Water (Not Avail)



Sulfate Plume
• Plume originates from seepage at the Freeport 
McMoRan retention pond

• Sulfate concentration reaches up to 1500 mg/L.
• Plume flowing north – northeast
• Freeport replaced Community Water Co. wells
• 2006/2007 Mitigation Plan includes:

– Minimum quarterly monitoring of groundwater
– Construction of 18 – 20 new interceptor wells
– Construction of new retention pond



Sulfate 
Plume

250 mg/l 
Boundary
Upper Layer

Middle Layer

Lower Layer



Tucson AMA Pumping



Water Usage (2010)

*Asarco also 
uses 8,000 –
9,000 af/y of 
CAP water 
directly.

Acre feet per year

Total 68,720
Overdraft 36,100



Water Usage
                                                    PUG ESTIMATED WATER USAGE AND RECHARGE
MAJOR PROVIDERS & USERS 2010 2015 2025 2035

FICO 25,465 25,000 20,500 17,500

Freeport McMoRan 25,875 25,875 25,875 25,875
ASARCO  -  Aquifer* 5280 6000 6000 6000

WATER PROVIDERS 7180 7690 9430 10,090

GOLF COURSES 4335 4335 4335 4335

SAND & GRAVEL 255 275 300 300

Indiv. Homeowner Wells 330 400 480 560

POTENTIAL MAJOR USERS
State Trust Land Use 135 300
FICO Residential Development 335 990
ROSEMONT MINE 6000 6000

TOTAL USAGE 68,720 69,575 73,390 71,950

TOTAL RECHARGE 32,620 32,980 38,985 38,905

OVERDRAFT 36,100 36,595 34,405 33,045

Notes:  All numbers are in acre feet per year.
            *Asarco is taking approximately 8,000 - 9,000 af/y of CAP water directly.
            TOTAL RECHARGE projections do not include potential additional recharge or GSF use.



Bureau of Reclamation & USC/PUG 
Study

• Contracted by USC/PUG in Sept. 2011
• Appraisal Study
• Shared Cost between USC/PUG and USBR
• Develops List of Project Alternatives
• Evaluates Alternatives
• Develop short list for further study, design, 
engineering, and permitting



USBR & USC/PUG Study
Evaluation Areas

• Effectiveness

• Implementability

• Cost  ( Capital and O&M )



USBR & USC/PUG Study
Project Scope of Work

• Determine CAP water availability and other 
possible sources of additional water

• Identify possible entities to recharge water
• Identify and evaluate possible recharge and 
recovery sites

• Evaluate impact of using CAP water in‐lieu of 
aquifer water for mining and agriculture 



USBR & USC/PUG Study
Project Scope of Work (cont.)

• Identify and evaluate the use of CAP water in 
conservation and environmental projects

• Evaluate viability of recharging directly into 
Santa Cruz River

• Determine pipeline alternatives to Canoa 
Ranch area from privately owned pipelines



USBR & USC/PUG Study
Status

• Most of the data has been provided

• USBR has been assimilating the data and 
evaluating the data content

• Had initial meeting to discuss report format

• Working on a time‐table for draft report 
available by December, 2013.



Central Arizona Project &
Colorado River Water Availability

Presented By Mitch Basefsky, CAP Communications



Central Arizona Project 
and Sustainability in 
Southern Arizona

Mitch Basefsky
CAP Communications
Southern Arizona

Green Valley Council
State of the Upper
Santa Cruz Aquifer
February 7, 2013



What is the Central Arizona Project?

Conceived and built to allow Arizona to use its             
full 2.8 million acre-foot annual allotment



The Colorado River

Seven Basin States & Mexico 
Annual Allocations
Upper Basin – 7.5 maf

Colorado, Wyoming, 
Utah, New Mexico

Lower Basin – 7.5 maf
Arizona, California, 
Nevada

Mexico – 1.5 maf

Avg Annual Flow - 15 maf
(1906 – 2007)



April 1999

January 2013*

What is the Status of the Colorado River?



25.9 maf Maximum Live Storage

13.2 maf Current Live Storage (falling)
(53% Full)

Shortage Level 1

Shortage Level 2  (Min. Power Pool)

Shortage Level 3

1219.6 feet

1122 feet

1075 feet

1050 feet

1025feet

Lake Mead Capacity and Current Conditions

What is the Status of the Colorado River?



24.3 maf Maximum Live Storage

14 maf Current Live Storage (falling)
(50.3%  Full)

3700 feet

3605 feet

15.6 maf High Point for WY 2012
3637 feet

Current projected inflow April-July
4.4 maf

(61% of average 1981-2010)

Lake Powell Capacity and Current Conditions

What is the Status of the Colorado River?



Conducted by the Bureau of 
Reclamation's Upper Colorado and 
Lower Colorado Regions

Began in January 2010

Released December 2012 

Defines current and future imbalances in 
water supply and demand over the next 
50 years

Examines several demand scenarios

Develops and analyzes adaptation and 
mitigation strategies to ‘fill the gap’

Colorado River Basin Water Supply and 
Demand Study



Projected annual 
demands range from 
13.8 and 16.2 maf by 
2060

Approximately a 
20% spread between 
the Slow Growth and 
Rapid Growth 
demand scenarios

Colorado River Basin Water Supply and 
Demand Study



Average annual supply-demand imbalances by 2060 are 
approximately 3.5 million acre-feet (depending on the supply 
and demand scenario)

Colorado River Basin Water Supply and 
Demand Study



Importation
•River imports to Front Range
•River imports to Green River
•Ocean imports to southern CA

Desalination
•Pacific Ocean
•Gulf of California
•Brackish groundwater
•Yuma area
•Salton Sea drain water

Reuse
•Municipal wastewater
•Gray water recycling
•Industrial wastewater recycling

Local Supply
•Coal bed methane water
•Non-tributary groundwater
•Rainwater harvesting

Watershed Management
•Brush management
•Forest management
•Dust mitigation
•Tamarisk control
•Weather modification

Options to Increase Water Supplies



Options to Decrease Water Demand

M&I Conservation
•Indoor residential
•Outdoor residential
•Commercial, industrial, & institutional
•Parks and golf courses

Agricultural Water Conservation
•Conveyance system efficiency
•On-farm irrigation efficiency
•Improved irrigation management
•Controlled environment agriculture
•Reductions in consumptive use

Energy Water Use Efficiency
•Demand management at 
thermoelectric power plants

System Evaporation 
Reduction
•Covers for canals and lakes
•System reoperation for 
preferential storage



How Does the Tucson Region Use CAP Water?

59 billion gallons of water
- 10 Water Providers
- Both Public and Private 

Water Companies

Recharge and Recovery
- Tucson’s projects
- Rise in Groundwater 
- Oro Valley/Tucson deal
- Others Using Recharge



What is Direct Recharge?

How Direct Recharge Works
•Basins built close to canal

•Ground must allow water to 
sink quickly

•Primarily sand and gravel

•Water fills empty spaces 
above the water table

•Water remains for future use or 
is recovered as a blend with 
groundwater



A way to store excess Colorado River water in Arizona
Use of CAP water in lieu of 
groundwater preserves that 
resource for the future

“Saved” groundwater is often 
stored on behalf of entities 
without direct access to the 
CAP Canal

In some areas, 
groundwater levels      
have risen by 50-100’

What are Groundwater Savings Facilities?



Since 1996…

CAP’s Direct Recharge Facilities in 
the Tucson TAMA have stored 

769,000 af

Groundwater Savings Facilities in 
the Tucson AMA have stored  

362,000 af

Recharge through the CAGRD 
allows entities with no direct 

connection to the canal to meet 
ADWR Assured Water Supply rules

Recharge in the Tucson Region



A Replenishment Contractor
Landowners and water 
providers within the Phoenix, 
Pinal and Tucson Active 
Management Areas rely on 
CAGRD to replace (replenish) 
groundwater used within their 
subdivision or service area Pima Mine Road Recharge Project

The Central Arizona Groundwater 
Replenishment District



How Does Replenishment Occur?
Water Provider Annual Water Use Reports    
form the basis of the CAGRD obligation

Replenishment within the Active Management 
Area where pumping occurred

Obligations must be fulfilled within 3 years

Replenishment through direct recharge or 
groundwater savings projects



Tucson Active Management Area



Groundwater levels are rising where 
pumping has been reduced

50 to 100’ in some areas

Additional CAP is stored locally 
against future shortfalls

A critical supply if the Colorado 
River goes into shortage

Our region is closer to ‘Safe Yield’
and long-term water balance
CAP is the largest renewable 

water supply in the region

CAP represents all of its customers in 
Colorado River Basin issues

A strong voice for protecting future 
water supplies for Southern AZ 

CAP Brings Many Benefits to Southern Arizona



Power to Deliver Water
Navajo Generating Station

Shortage on the Colorado River
Sharing the pain with the              
other Basin States and Mexico

Augmentation
How can we add to the flow of 
the Colorado?

Paying for New Water Supplies
ADD Water – Acquire, Develop 
and Deliver new supplies

Stewardship of the River
Sustainable Use and    
Environmental Sensitivity

CAP is Responding to Many Challenges



New Sustainable, 
Community Water 

CAP Pipeline & Local Recharge

Presented By Mr. Virgil Davis, Community Water



GVC—State of the USC Aquifer 

CN C8275a

PROJECT RENEWS

56

by Community Water Company of Green Valley
February 07, 2013

BRINGING RENEWABLE WATER TO GREEN VALLEY AND SAHUARITA

Project Renews Ribbon Cutting Ceremony
September 7, 2012



CN C8275a 57
PROJECT RENEWS

Cap Pima Mine 
Road Terminus

Recharge
Basins



CN C8275a 58
PROJECT RENEWS



CN C8275a 59
PROJECT RENEWS



CN C8275a 60
PROJECT RENEWS



CN C8275a 61
PROJECT RENEWS

20 Year 
Increase of 
100 feet or 

more

Walmart



New Sustainable FICONew Sustainable FICO
CAP Pipeline &CAP Pipeline &

Ground Savings FacilityGround Savings Facility

Presented by Dick & Nan Walden, FICOPresented by Dick & Nan Walden, FICO



FICOFICO’’s Regional Approach:s Regional Approach:
Bringing CAP Water to the Bringing CAP Water to the 
Upper Santa Cruz ValleyUpper Santa Cruz Valley



Overview
 Who we are

 What are we doing to improve our 
aquifer

 Key questions to evaluate approaches

64



Upper Santa Cruz Valley
A Rich Agricultural Heritage

http://www.foodmuseum.com/



FICO
 1937: Keith Walden founded 

FICO

 1948: Purchased Continental 
Farm

Started with cotton, alfalfa, corn, 
wheat, and barley.

 20,000 head cattle feedlot

 1965-1969: 240,000 pecan trees 
on 5,000 acres



FICO’s Regional Operations Today

Continental and Sahuarita

 7,000 acres, 4,500 in production

 State-of-the-art processing facility

67



FICO and Water
 Subject to 1980 Groundwater Act

 Net use = ~19,000 ac/ft
 (25,000 to 26,000 ac/ft + 25% 

natural recharge

 Water Conservation Technology
 Laser leveling,  micro-sprinklers

 Participation in the USC-PUG

 Groundwater Savings Facility (GSF) 
and CAP Pipeline

68



Central Arizona Project

69



CAP
 A 336-mile aqueduct to 

deliver Arizona’s share of 
Colorado River water.

 Purpose includes 
replacing EXISTING 
groundwater pumping 
with renewable water 
supplies from the 
Colorado River. 
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FICO’s Two Pronged Approach for 
Improving Regional Aquifer Health

 Groundwater Savings Facility (GSF)
 2001 – FICO receives GSF permit;

 The FICO GSF uses CAP water on farm and keeps 
groundwater, our best quality drinking water, in the ground;

 Potential community partners include:

 Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment District (CAGRD) 
City of Tucson, Arizona Water Bank, Arizona State Land 
Department, Freeport-McMoRan, and any other Tucson Active 
Management Area CAP subcontractors.
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FICO’s Two Pronged Approach for 
Improving Regional Aquifer Health

 FICO Regional Pipeline

 Delivers CAP water to the FICO GSF;

 Approximately 3 ½ miles of 36” pipe;

 Privately funded by FICO.
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Preliminary CAP 
Water Delivery 

System
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FICO regional pipeline status
 Pipe already installed at the New 

Nogales Highway crossing;

 Approval granted by UPRR and 

ASARCO to bore under the railroad 

spur;

 Engineering at 100% pending final 

CAP engineering review.

 Awaiting City of Tucson approval to 

connect at the FICO “T” on the Pima 

Mine Road Pipeline.
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FICO’s Two Pronged Approach for 
Improving Regional Aquifer Health

Benefits:

 Improves the health of our regional aquifer by 
addressing existing groundwater overdraft;

 Gallon for gallon reduction of groundwater pumping by 
using CAP water in lieu of groundwater;

 Leaves our highest-quality groundwater in place for 
future use as drinking water.

75



Key Questions

76

Does approach address existing
groundwater pumping?



Key Questions

77

Does approach bring net new 
water to region?



Key Questions

78

Does it provide immediate 
benefit to regional ratepayers 
and taxpayers? 



Key Questions

79

Other potential 
customers/beneficiaries that can 
create storage credits?



Key Questions

80

Credibility and Track Record 
To Complete Project and Keep 
Promises?



Conclusion
 FICO approach improves the health 

of aquifer;

 Addresses existing groundwater 
pumping/overdraft;

 Community solution in which all 
parties can participate; 

 Ready to go:  GSF approved and 
regional pipeline funding in place; 
and

 FICO has a strong record of 
stewardship in the Upper Santa Cruz 
Valley. 
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Concludes The Formal 
Presentations

Will Open To Q&A



To:     All Annual Operating Plan Recipients  
   
From:  Lower Colorado Region 
 Boulder Canyon Operations Office  
        River Operations Group 
        Daniel Bunk  
        P.O. Box 61470 
        Boulder City, NV  89006-1470 
        Phone:  702-293-8013 
 
The operation of Lake Powell and Lake Mead in this October 2014 24-Month Study is pursuant to the December 2007 Record of Decision on Colorado 
River Interim Guidelines for Lower Basin Shortages and the Coordinated Operations of Lake Powell and Lake Mead (Interim Guidelines), and reflects the 
2014 Annual Operating Plan (AOP) and the draft 2015 AOP.  Pursuant to the Interim Guidelines, the August 2014 24-Month Study projections of the 
January 1, 2015, system storage and reservoir water surface elevations set the operational tier for the coordinated operation of Lake Powell and Lake 
Mead during 2015.  
  
Consistent with Section 6.B of the Interim Guidelines, the Lake Powell operational tier for water year 2015 is the Upper Elevation Balancing Tier, with an 
initial water year release volume of 8.23 maf and the potential for an April adjustment to equalization or balancing releases in April 2015.  This October 
2014 24-Month Study projects that, consistent with Section 6.B.4 of the Interim Guidelines, an April adjustment to balancing releases is likely to occur and 
Lake Powell is currently projected to release 9.0 maf in water year 2015.  
  
Consistent with Section 2.B.5 of the Interim Guidelines, the Intentionally Created Surplus (ICS) Surplus Condition is the criterion governing the operation of 
Lake Mead for calendar years 2014 and 2015. 
 
The tier determinations will be documented in the 2015 AOP, which is currently in the final stages of development. 
   
The Interim Guidelines are available for download at: http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/strategies/RecordofDecision.pdf.  
The 2014 AOP is available for download at:  http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/g4000/aop/AOP14.pdf.  
The draft 2015 AOP is available for download at http://www.usbr.gov/uc/water/rsvrs/ops/aop/AOP15_draft.pdf. 
 
Current runoff projections into Lake Powell are provided by the National Weather Service’s Colorado Basin River Forecast Center and are as follows:    
Observed unregulated inflow into Lake Powell for the month of September was 0.511 maf or 125 percent of the 30-year average from 1981 to 2010.  The 
forecast for October unregulated inflow into Lake Powell is 0.750 maf or 146 percent of the 30-year average.  The observed 2014 April through July 
unregulated inflow is 6.92 maf or 97 percent of average. 
 
In this study, the calendar year 2014 diversion for Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) is projected to be 1.170 maf.  The calendar 
year 2014 diversion for the Central Arizona Project (CAP) is projected to be 1.617 maf.  Consumptive use for Nevada above Hoover (SNWP Use) is 
projected to be 0.228 maf for calendar year 2014. 
 
Due to changing Lake Mead elevations, Hoover’s generator capacity is adjusted based on estimated effective capacity and plant availability.  The 
estimated effective capacity is based on projected Lake Mead elevations.  Unit capacity tests will be performed as the lake elevation changes.  This study 
reflects these changes in the projections. 
 
Hoover, Davis, and Parker historical gross energy figures come from PO&M reports provided by the Lower Colorado Region’s Power Management Office, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder City, Nevada.  Questions regarding these historical energy numbers can be directed to Larry Karr at (702) 293-8094. 
 

http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/programs/strategies/RecordofDecision.pdf
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/region/g4000/aop/AOP14.pdf
http://www.usbr.gov/uc/water/rsvrs/ops/aop/AOP15_draft.pdf


Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Fontenelle Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Regulated

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Bypass

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 53  43  6492.11  241 1  19  24Oct 2013*

 41  55  6489.91  226 1  51  4Nov 2013H

 30  61  6485.02  195 1  61  0Dec 2013I

 29  61  6479.35  163 1  61  0Jan 2014S

 29  55  6474.06  136 0  55  0Feb 2014T

 56  71  6470.70  121 0  71  0Mar 2014O

 101  84  6474.33  138 1  83  1Apr 2014R

 272  222  6483.58  186 1  96  126May 2014I

 427  364  6492.90  247 2  104  254Jun 2014C

 220  117  6506.25  347 3  90  1Jul 2014A

 98  108  6504.71  335 2  100  1Aug 2014L

 69  87  6502.07  314 2  21  66Sep 2014*

 1424  1328 15  811  478WY  2014 

 85  95  6500.60  303 1  95  0Oct 2014

 60  77  6498.18  285 1  77  0Nov 2014

 40  80  6492.48  245 1  80  0Dec 2014

 38  80  6486.00  202 1  80  0Jan 2015

 35  72  6479.56  164 1  72  0Feb 2015

 55  108  6468.11  111 0  98  10Mar 2015

 87  104  6463.55  94 1  90  14Apr 2015

 175  108  6478.70  160 1  96  11May 2015

 325  220  6495.04  263 2  101  119Jun 2015

 195  123  6504.29  332 3  104  19Jul 2015

 73  92  6501.53  311 2  92  0Aug 2015

 42  68  6497.89  283 2  37  31Sep 2015

 1210  1227 15  1022  204WY  2015

 46  70  6494.41  258 1  70  0Oct 2015

 41  68  6490.43  231 1  68  0Nov 2015

 32  70  6484.44  192 1  70  0Dec 2015

 30  70  6477.21  152 1  70  0Jan 2016

 28  63  6469.39  117 0  63  0Feb 2016

 53  70  6464.99  99 0  70  0Mar 2016

 85  77  6467.01  107 1  77  0Apr 2016

 164  104  6479.81  166 1  97  6May 2016

 299  207  6494.12  256 2  101  106Jun 2016

 178  96  6504.62  335 3  96  0Jul 2016

 77  92  6502.32  317 2  92  0Aug 2016

 46  73  6498.46  287 2  73  0Sep 2016

 1078  1059 14  947  112WY  2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Flaming Gorge Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Bank

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Unreg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Jensen

Flow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Bypass

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Reg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 51  6015.35 51  108 2819 113 6  0Oct 2013*  68  58

 48  6015.47 48  92 2823 114 3  0Nov 2013H  41  55

 49  6015.79 49  66 2834 114 2  0Dec 2013I  32  62

 49  6016.19 49  77 2847 115 2  0Jan 2014S  33  65

 45  6016.89 45  88 2871 116 2  0Feb 2014T  46  71

 49  6018.21 50  123 2917 117 3  1Mar 2014O  86  100

 50  6019.75 50  306 2971 120 5  0Apr 2014R  128  111

 53  6025.67 53  594 3185 128 8  0May 2014I  333  283

 208  6028.39 293  775 3287 132 10  85Jun 2014C  472  409

 105  6028.51 105  208 3292 132 13  0Jul 2014A  226  123

 122  6028.53 122  190 3293 132 13  0Aug 2014L  126  136

 116  6028.31 116  170 3284 132 11  0Sep 2014*  99  118

 945  1032  2799 77  86WY  2014  1689  1594

 92  6028.72 92  92 3300 133 7  0Oct 2014  105  115

 84  6028.77 84  84 3302 133 3  0Nov 2014  72  89

 123  6027.84 123  123 3267 131 2  0Dec 2014  48  88

 123  6026.96 123  123 3233 130 2  0Jan 2015  48  90

 111  6026.29 111  111 3208 129 2  0Feb 2015  50  87

 154  6026.44 154  154 3214 129 3  0Mar 2015  110  163

 149  6026.66 149  149 3222 130 5  0Apr 2015  145  162

 182  6026.98 182  182 3234 130 8  0May 2015  270  203

 228  6028.17 228  228 3279 132 10  0Jun 2015  390  285

 94  6029.19 94  94 3318 133 14  0Jul 2015  220  148

 94  6029.06 94  94 3313 133 13  0Aug 2015  82  101

 91  6028.40 91  91 3288 132 11  0Sep 2015  50  76

 1524  1524  1524 80  0WY  2015  1590  1607

 94  6027.85 94  94 3267 131 7  0Oct 2015  55  79

 91  6027.39 91  91 3249 131 3  0Nov 2015  50  76

 94  6026.80 94  94 3227 130 2  0Dec 2015  35  73

 94  6026.40 94  94 3212 129 2  0Jan 2016  40  80

 88  6026.14 88  88 3203 129 2  0Feb 2016  45  80

 94  6026.73 94  94 3225 130 3  0Mar 2016  102  120

 109  6027.03 109  109 3236 130 5  0Apr 2016  134  125

 190  6026.70 190  190 3223 130 8  0May 2016  245  185

 107  6031.22 107  107 3396 137 10  0Jun 2016  390  297

 111  6031.33 111  111 3401 137 14  0Jul 2016  210  129

 111  6030.85 111  111 3382 136 13  0Aug 2016  89  104

 107  6029.96 107  107 3347 135 11  0Sep 2016  55  83

 1288  1288  1288 80  0WY  2016  1449  1431

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Taylor Park Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Regulated

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

* Oct 2013  7  6  9310.82  71

H Nov 2013  5  5  9310.99  71

I Dec 2013  5  5  9310.93  71

S Jan 2014  5  5  9310.93  71

T Feb 2014  4  4  9311.08  72

O Mar 2014  5  5  9310.72  71

R Apr 2014  12  13  9310.23  70

I May 2014  31  27  9312.59  74

C Jun 2014  49  28  9324.29  95

A Jul 2014  19  25  9320.83  88

L Aug 2014  12  19  9316.50  81

* Sep 2014  9  13  9314.21  77

 WY  2014  161  154

Oct 2014  8  10  9313.01  75

Nov 2014  6  6  9312.71  74

Dec 2014  5  6  9312.10  73

Jan 2015  5  6  9311.18  72

Feb 2015  4  6  9309.93  70

Mar 2015  4  6  9308.66  68

Apr 2015  7  6  9309.30  69

May 2015  27  16  9315.97  80

Jun 2015  42  22  9326.79  100

Jul 2015  15  22  9323.15  93

Aug 2015  9  20  9317.12  82

Sep 2015  7  16  9311.80  73

WY  2015  138  142

Oct 2015  6  8  9310.84  71

Nov 2015  5  6  9310.22  70

Dec 2015  5  6  9309.39  69

Jan 2016  4  6  9308.34  67

Feb 2016  4  6  9306.90  65

Mar 2016  4  6  9305.87  64

Apr 2016  9  6  9307.69  66

May 2016  28  14  9316.41  81

Jun 2016  42  22  9327.04  100

Jul 2016  20  22  9326.09  98

Aug 2016  10  20  9320.97  89

Sep 2016  7  16  9316.14  80

WY  2016  145  138

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Blue Mesa Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Regulated

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Bypass

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

UnReg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

* Oct 2013  47  46  7456.34  349 0  46  0 48

H Nov 2013  33  14  7459.38  367 0  14  0 33

I Dec 2013  25  11  7461.56  381 0  11  0 25

S Jan 2014  22  14  7462.81  389 0  14  0 22

T Feb 2014  22  13  7464.31  398 0  13  0 23

O Mar 2014  33  23  7465.76  408 0  23  0 32

R Apr 2014  130  28  7480.43  509 1  28  0 129

I May 2014  240  72  7501.73  676 1  69  3 242

C Jun 2014  338  353  7499.76  659 1  185  142 361

A Jul 2014  123  118  7500.15  663 1  118  0 117

L Aug 2014  72  104  7496.00  629 1  104  0 64

* Sep 2014  52  81  7492.28  599 1  81  0 48

 WY  2014  1138  879 8  708  145 1145

Oct 2014  47  54  7491.32  592 1  54  0 45

Nov 2014  36  25  7492.63  602 0  25  0 35

Dec 2014  29  55  7489.28  576 0  55  0 28

Jan 2015  28  68  7483.94  535 0  68  0 26

Feb 2015  25  63  7478.75  497 0  63  0 23

Mar 2015  37  47  7477.30  486 0  47  0 35

Apr 2015  69  39  7481.34  516 1  39  0 70

May 2015  199  105  7493.49  609 1  105  0 210

Jun 2015  240  52  7515.61  795 1  52  0 260

Jul 2015  102  93  7516.40  802 2  93  0 95

Aug 2015  63  117  7510.17  747 1  117  0 52

Sep 2015  47  110  7502.65  683 1  110  0 38

WY  2015  921  828 9  828  0 917

Oct 2015  40  60  7500.15  663 1  60  0 38

Nov 2015  32  50  7497.93  644 0  50  0 31

Dec 2015  27  90  7490.00  581 0  90  0 26

Jan 2016  26  73  7483.81  534 0  73  0 24

Feb 2016  25  51  7480.21  508 0  51  0 22

Mar 2016  38  32  7480.92  513 0  32  0 36

Apr 2016  74  42  7485.17  544 1  42  0 77

May 2016  207  116  7496.65  634 1  116  0 221

Jun 2016  241  76  7515.90  798 1  76  0 261

Jul 2016  119  113  7516.40  803 2  113  0 117

Aug 2016  73  120  7510.99  754 1  120  0 63

Sep 2016  47  110  7503.47  690 1  110  0 38

WY  2016  948  932 9  932  0 955

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Morrow Point Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Blue Mesa

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Side

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Bypass

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Unreg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 48  111 7152.26 50 47 2 46  1Oct 2013*  50

 15  111 7152.65 15 0 1 14  0Nov 2013H  34

 12  107 7147.65 16 0 1 11  0Dec 2013I  26

 16  108 7148.51 16 0 2 14  0Jan 2014S  24

 14  108 7148.21 14 12 2 13  0Feb 2014T  24

 24  107 7146.76 25 25 1 23  0Mar 2014O  33

 41  106 7146.13 42 42 13 28  0Apr 2014R  143

 98  111 7152.55 93 93 26 72  0May 2014I  268

 372  101 7138.91 382 295 18 353  63Jun 2014C  379

 122  112 7153.91 110 82 3 118  8Jul 2014A  120

 105  113 7154.40 104 104 1 104  0Aug 2014L  64

 82  112 7153.75 82 82 1 81  0Sep 2014*  49

 949  949 782 70 879  73WY  2014  1215

 55  112 7153.73 55 55 1 54  0Oct 2014  46

 27  112 7153.73 27 27 2 25  0Nov 2014  37

 57  112 7153.73 57 57 2 55  0Dec 2014  30

 69  112 7153.73 69 69 1 68  0Jan 2015  27

 64  112 7153.73 64 64 1 63  0Feb 2015  24

 49  112 7153.73 49 49 2 47  0Mar 2015  37

 49  112 7153.73 49 49 10 39  0Apr 2015  80

 128  112 7153.73 128 128 23 105  0May 2015  233

 72  112 7153.73 72 72 20 52  0Jun 2015  280

 97  112 7153.73 97 97 4 93  0Jul 2015  99

 119  112 7153.73 119 119 2 117  0Aug 2015  54

 112  112 7153.73 112 112 2 110  0Sep 2015  40

 898  898 898 70 828  0WY  2015  987

 62  112 7153.73 62 62 2 60  0Oct 2015  40

 52  112 7153.73 52 52 2 50  0Nov 2015  33

 92  112 7153.73 92 92 2 90  0Dec 2015  28

 75  112 7153.73 75 75 2 73  0Jan 2016  27

 54  112 7153.73 54 54 3 51  0Feb 2016  25

 36  112 7153.73 36 36 4 32  0Mar 2016  40

 53  112 7153.73 53 53 11 42  0Apr 2016  88

 142  112 7153.73 142 142 26 116  0May 2016  247

 96  112 7153.73 96 96 20 76  0Jun 2016  281

 119  112 7153.73 119 119 6 113  0Jul 2016  123

 123  112 7153.73 123 123 3 120  0Aug 2016  67

 113  112 7153.73 113 113 3 110  0Sep 2016  41

 1017  1017 1017 84 932  0WY  2016  1040

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Crystal Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Morrow

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Total

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Bypass

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Below Tunnel

Flow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Unreg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Tunnel

Flow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Side

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 56  36 6741.56 56  22 14 54 50  0Oct 2013*  55  5

 15  0 6748.85 19  19 16 21 15  4Nov 2013H  40  6

 20  0 6749.68 20  20 16 20 16  0Dec 2013I  30  4

 6  1 6746.01 20  20 15 19 16  14Jan 2014S  27  3

 3  1 6743.52 20  20 14 19 14  17Feb 2014T  29  5

 30  1 6744.65 31  30 15 31 25  0Mar 2014O  39  6

 53  28 6743.26 53  26 14 53 42  0Apr 2014R  154  11

 88  52 6758.88 118  69 19 122 93  22May 2014I  297  29

 108  61 6751.56 419  378 17 417 382  126Jun 2014C  414  35

 119  67 6749.06 120  59 16 120 110  2Jul 2014A  130  10

 108  65 6749.65 108  48 16 109 104  0Aug 2014L  69  4

 84  62 6747.57 87  26 15 86 82  3Sep 2014*  53  4

 690  374 1071  738 1071 949  187WY  2014  1337  123

 59  30 6753.04 59  29 17 61 55  0Oct 2014  52  6

 31  0 6753.04 31  31 17 31 27  0Nov 2014  41  4

 62  0 6753.04 62  62 17 62 57  0Dec 2014  35  5

 74  0 6753.04 74  74 17 74 69  0Jan 2015  32  5

 67  0 6753.04 67  67 17 67 64  0Feb 2015  27  3

 55  5 6753.04 55  50 17 55 49  0Mar 2015  43  6

 60  30 6753.04 60  30 17 60 49  0Apr 2015  91  11

 134  55 6753.04 160  105 17 160 128  26May 2015  265  32

 102  60 6753.04 102  42 17 102 72  0Jun 2015  310  30

 108  65 6753.04 108  43 17 108 97  0Jul 2015  110  11

 126  65 6753.04 126  61 17 126 119  0Aug 2015  61  7

 118  55 6753.04 118  63 17 118 112  0Sep 2015  46  6

 997  365 1023  658 1024 898  26WY  2015  1113  126

 68  30 6753.04 68  38 17 68 62  0Oct 2015  46  6

 57  0 6753.04 57  57 17 57 52  0Nov 2015  38  5

 97  0 6753.04 97  97 17 97 92  0Dec 2015  32  5

 80  0 6753.04 80  80 17 80 75  0Jan 2016  31  5

 57  0 6753.04 57  57 17 57 54  0Feb 2016  29  4

 42  5 6753.04 42  37 17 42 36  0Mar 2016  46  6

 66  30 6753.04 66  36 17 66 53  0Apr 2016  101  12

 134  55 6753.04 176  121 17 176 142  42May 2016  281  34

 130  60 6753.04 130  70 17 130 96  0Jun 2016  315  34

 133  65 6753.04 133  68 17 133 119  0Jul 2016  138  14

 132  65 6753.04 132  67 17 132 123  0Aug 2016  75  8

 119  55 6753.04 119  64 17 119 113  0Sep 2016  47  6

 1114  365 1156  791 1156 1017  42WY  2016  1179  140

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Vallecito Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Regulated

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

* Oct 2013  18  2  7646.84  80

H Nov 2013  10  2  7650.16  87

I Dec 2013  7  2  7652.32  93

S Jan 2014  6  2  7653.61  96

T Feb 2014  5  2  7654.41  98

O Mar 2014  7  11  7653.05  94

R Apr 2014  28  16  7657.59  106

I May 2014  59  43  7663.60  122

C Jun 2014  47  50  7662.12  118

A Jul 2014  15  38  7653.12  95

L Aug 2014  14  32  7645.08  75

* Sep 2014  22  28  7642.43  70

 WY  2014  238  229

Oct 2014  15  15  7642.34  69

Nov 2014  8  1  7645.21  76

Dec 2014  6  2  7647.11  80

Jan 2015  5  2  7648.55  84

Feb 2015  4  1  7649.61  86

Mar 2015  7  2  7651.78  91

Apr 2015  20  1  7658.99  109

May 2015  65  50  7664.54  124

Jun 2015  65  65  7664.25  123

Jul 2015  27  42  7658.52  108

Aug 2015  18  38  7650.41  88

Sep 2015  15  30  7644.00  73

WY  2015  255  248

Oct 2015  14  17  7642.54  70

Nov 2015  8  1  7645.56  77

Dec 2015  6  2  7647.60  81

Jan 2016  5  2  7649.20  85

Feb 2016  5  1  7650.53  88

Mar 2016  9  2  7653.34  95

Apr 2016  23  1  7661.72  117

May 2016  71  63  7664.51  124

Jun 2016  70  70  7664.40  124

Jul 2016  29  41  7659.49  111

Aug 2016  20  38  7652.24  92

Sep 2016  17  29  7647.49  81

WY  2016  279  267

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Navajo Reservoir

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Live

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Azetea

Tunnel Div

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Reg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)

NIIP

Diversion

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Mod Unreg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Farmington

Flow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 38  951 6024.13 15  45 4 1 3 57Oct 2013*

 26  960 6025.11 16  43 0 1 1 35Nov 2013H

 21  965 6025.59 16  39 0 0 0 26Dec 2013I

 16  963 6025.41 17  36 0 0 0 19Jan 2014S

 21  966 6025.70 18  35 0 1 0 23Feb 2014T

 53  996 6028.76 18  41 4 1 2 52Mar 2014O

 98  1053 6034.32 18  64 21 2 14 123Apr 2014R

 141  1142 6042.68 17  115 31 3 20 176May 2014I

 98  1177 6045.77 20  148 39 4 19 116Jun 2014C

 35  1135 6042.03 29  64 44 4 2 14Jul 2014A

 32  1088 6037.72 39  61 37 3 1 14Aug 2014L

 47  1081 6036.99 31  63 22 2 1 39Sep 2014*

 626  253  754 203 23 62 696WY  2014 

 34  1060 6035.04 21  21 32 1 1 35Oct 2014

 18  1056 6034.64 21  21 1 1 0 25Nov 2014

 16  1049 6033.94 22  22 1 1 0 20Dec 2014

 14  1040 6033.10 22  22 0 1 0 17Jan 2015

 19  1039 6033.02 19  19 0 1 0 22Feb 2015

 58  1070 6035.95 22  22 5 1 1 65Mar 2015

 99  1127 6041.27 21  21 19 2 13 130Apr 2015

 208  1250 6052.07 49  49 33 3 37 260May 2015

 158  1280 6054.51 77  77 48 4 32 190Jun 2015

 53  1254 6052.39 22  22 52 4 7 45Jul 2015

 52  1232 6050.55 26  26 44 3 1 33Aug 2015

 46  1229 6050.30 22  22 24 3 1 32Sep 2015

 774  342  342 259 25 93 874WY  2015

 40  1237 6051.01 22  22 9 2 1 39Oct 2015

 23  1239 6051.11 21  21 0 1 1 31Nov 2015

 20  1237 6050.94 22  22 0 1 0 25Dec 2015

 18  1232 6050.58 22  22 0 1 0 22Jan 2016

 27  1238 6051.07 20  20 0 1 0 30Feb 2016

 83  1293 6055.64 22  22 5 2 2 92Mar 2016

 133  1376 6062.20 29  29 20 2 15 170Apr 2016

 228  1351 6060.26 216  216 33 4 41 277May 2016

 190  1295 6055.75 193  193 49 4 33 224Jun 2016

 71  1288 6055.18 22  22 52 4 7 66Jul 2016

 61  1279 6054.50 22  22 44 3 1 45Aug 2016

 53  1285 6055.00 21  21 24 3 1 43Sep 2016

 950  630  630 237 26 103 1064WY  2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Lake Powell

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Bank

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Regulated

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Bypass

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Lees

Ferry Gage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Unreg

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

EOM

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

PowerPlant

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 481  10900 3590.88 481  483 4926 30 475  0Oct 2013*  549

 553  10631 3587.90 696  695 4904 29 435  143Nov 2013H  476

 601  10324 3584.43 601  595 4880 23 291  0Dec 2013I  295

 800  9828 3578.69 800  811 4840 7 271  0Jan 2014S  270

 599  9563 3575.55 599  604 4819 7 321  0Feb 2014T  330

 504  9497 3574.76 504  510 4813 12 444  0Mar 2014O  509

 502  9732 3577.56 502  512 4832 19 774  0Apr 2014R  964

 493  10764 3589.38 493  498 4915 24 1632  0May 2014I  2082

 598  12649 3609.19 598  609 5066 42 2676  0Jun 2014C  3039

 800  12535 3608.05 800  814 5056 53 730  0Jul 2014A  838

 801  12314 3605.82 801  818 5039 53 615  0Aug 2014L  517

 604  12286 3605.53 604  621 5037 48 622  0Sep 2014*  511

 7337  7480  7570 347 9287  143WY  2014  10381

 600  12405 3606.74 600  609 5046 34 763  0Oct 2014  750

 600  12282 3605.49 600  610 5036 33 499  0Nov 2014  500

 800  11965 3602.24 800  808 5011 26 484  0Dec 2014  380

 800  11645 3598.89 800  811 4985 8 462  0Jan 2015  340

 650  11478 3597.13 650  657 4972 8 479  0Feb 2015  380

 650  11473 3597.08 650  656 4972 14 658  0Mar 2015  640

 600  11763 3600.13 600  609 4995 23 935  0Apr 2015  1040

 650  13047 3613.12 650  658 5097 28 2065  0May 2015  2400

 800  14343 3625.39 800  808 5201 48 2247  0Jun 2015  2650

 1000  14018 3622.39 1000  1017 5175 59 708  0Jul 2015  800

 1050  13469 3617.21 1050  1069 5131 57 515  0Aug 2015  400

 800  13123 3613.86 800  813 5104 52 478  0Sep 2015  350

 9000  9000  9124 389 10293  0WY  2015  10630

 600  13013 3612.79 600  609 5095 35 517  0Oct 2015  464

 600  12891 3611.59 600  610 5085 34 502  0Nov 2015  450

 800  12572 3608.42 800  808 5059 27 482  0Dec 2015  363

 800  12252 3605.19 800  811 5034 8 463  0Jan 2016  361

 650  12064 3603.26 650  657 5019 9 455  0Feb 2016  393

 650  11994 3602.54 650  656 5013 15 589  0Mar 2016  665

 600  12239 3605.06 600  609 5033 23 889  0Apr 2016  1056

 650  13644 3618.87 650  658 5145 29 2196  0May 2016  2343

 800  14941 3630.78 800  808 5249 50 2250  0Jun 2016  2666

 1000  14886 3630.29 1000  1017 5245 62 1002  0Jul 2016  1091

 1050  14414 3626.04 1050  1069 5207 61 601  0Aug 2016  500

 800  14117 3623.31 800  813 5183 55 534  0Sep 2016  408

 9000  9000  9124 408 10481  0WY  2016  10760

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Hoover Dam - Lake Mead

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Bank

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

SNWP

Use

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Side Inflow

Glen to Hoover

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 CFS)

Glen

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

EOM

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Downstream

Requirements

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 718  12099 1104.04 733  786 11.9 47 38 481Oct 2013*  19

 510  12310 1106.36 513  800 8.6 47 101 696Nov 2013H  12

 556  12344 1106.73 558  802 9.1 40 43 601Dec 2013I  9

 604  12531 1108.75 605  815 9.8 33 45 800Jan 2014S  8

 716  12456 1107.94 717  810 12.9 31 76 599Feb 2014T  8

 1087  11888 1101.71 1090  773 17.7 34 29 504Mar 2014O  13

 1130  11254 1094.55 1134  731 19.1 41 17 502Apr 2014R  20

 1084  10639 1087.46 1086  692 17.7 46 13 493May 2014I  30

 803  10233 1082.66 959  665 16.1 54 10 598Jun 2014C  28

 941  10061 1080.60 943  654 15.3 67 54 800Jul 2014A  27

 727  10140 1081.55 735  659 12.0 71 112 801Aug 2014L  23

 684  10121 1081.33 686  658 11.5 58 138 604Sep 2014*  18

 9561 9759 567 675 7480WY  2014  214

 513  10188 1082.13 513  662 8.3 43 52 600Oct 2014  26

 627  10157 1081.75 627  660 10.5 43 52 600Nov 2014  17

 569  10419 1084.87 569  677 9.3 37 95 800Dec 2014  10

 722  10527 1086.14 722  684 11.7 30 75 800Jan 2015  8

 594  10620 1087.23 594  690 10.7 28 78 650Feb 2015  7

 1018  10294 1083.39 1018  669 16.6 31 68 650Mar 2015  15

 1131  9815 1077.63 1131  638 19.0 38 80 600Apr 2015  21

 1020  9456 1073.21 1020  615 16.6 43 60 650May 2015  29

 937  9273 1070.92 937  603 15.7 51 23 800Jun 2015  30

 911  9327 1071.60 911  606 14.8 64 64 1000Jul 2015  31

 825  9556 1074.45 825  621 13.4 68 116 1050Aug 2015  29

 749  9626 1075.31 749  626 12.6 57 97 800Sep 2015  16

 9615 9615 533 861 9000WY  2015  240

 495  9715 1076.40 495  631 8.1 42 52 600Oct 2015  21

 638  9679 1075.96 638  629 10.7 42 52 600Nov 2015  11

 566  9947 1079.23 566  647 9.2 36 95 800Dec 2015  8

 611  10161 1081.80 611  660 9.9 30 75 800Jan 2016  7

 677  10174 1081.96 677  661 11.8 28 78 650Feb 2016  9

 1042  9828 1077.78 1042  639 17.0 31 68 650Mar 2016  14

 1119  9361 1072.03 1119  608 18.8 37 80 600Apr 2016  20

 1008  9011 1067.62 1008  586 16.4 42 60 650May 2016  33

 922  8843 1065.46 922  575 15.5 50 23 800Jun 2016  30

 898  8909 1066.31 898  579 14.6 62 64 1000Jul 2016  33

 812  9152 1069.40 812  595 13.2 67 116 1050Aug 2016  29

 728  9239 1070.50 728  601 12.2 56 97 800Sep 2016  20

 9518 9518 522 861 9000WY  2016  233

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Davis Dam - Lake Mohave

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

EOM

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Side

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Spill

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Hoover

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 CFS)

 12.5  1560 637.86 768 0 768 15-13 733Oct 2013*

 8.9  1537 636.95 531 0 531 11 4 513Nov 2013H

 7.6  1606 639.57 470 0 470 9-10 558Dec 2013I

 9.0  1643 640.94 552 0 552 10-7 605Jan 2014S

 11.9  1670 641.96 658 0 658 10-22 717Feb 2014T

 17.5  1661 641.61 1074 0 1074 13-12 1090Mar 2014O

 17.7  1702 643.13 1054 0 1054 17-21 1134Apr 2014R

 16.6  1726 644.01 1022 0 1023 22-17 1086May 2014I

 15.9  1694 642.83 947 0 947 25-19 959Jun 2014C

 14.6  1701 643.10 900 0 900 25-10 943Jul 2014A

 11.3  1711 643.43 697 0 697 23-6 735Aug 2014L

 12.2  1645 641.03 727 0 727 18-6 686Sep 2014*

 9400 0 9400 198-139 9759WY  2014 

 10.7  1486 635.00 655 0 655 15-2 513Oct 2014

 9.7  1512 636.00 578 0 578 10-13 627Nov 2014

 7.7  1583 638.71 472 0 472 9-17 569Dec 2014

 10.0  1666 641.80 615 0 615 10-14 722Jan 2015

 10.3  1666 641.80 574 0 574 10-10 594Feb 2015

 15.5  1700 643.05 956 0 956 13-15 1018Mar 2015

 18.5  1699 643.00 1098 0 1098 17-17 1131Apr 2015

 16.0  1699 643.00 985 0 985 22-13 1020May 2015

 15.5  1671 642.00 925 0 925 25-14 937Jun 2015

 14.5  1658 641.50 889 0 889 25-10 911Jul 2015

 12.9  1658 641.50 791 0 791 23-11 825Aug 2015

 12.9  1617 640.01 767 0 767 18-4 749Sep 2015

 9304 0 9304 197-141 9615WY  2015

 10.8  1434 633.00 662 0 662 15-2 495Oct 2015

 9.5  1486 635.00 564 0 564 10-13 638Nov 2015

 7.2  1583 638.71 442 0 442 9-17 566Dec 2015

 8.2  1666 641.80 504 0 504 10-14 611Jan 2016

 11.4  1666 641.80 657 0 657 10-10 677Feb 2016

 15.9  1700 643.05 980 0 980 13-15 1042Mar 2016

 18.3  1699 643.00 1087 0 1087 17-17 1119Apr 2016

 15.8  1699 643.00 973 0 973 22-13 1008May 2016

 15.3  1671 642.00 910 0 910 25-14 922Jun 2016

 14.2  1658 641.50 876 0 876 25-10 898Jul 2016

 12.7  1658 641.50 779 0 779 23-11 812Aug 2016

 12.5  1617 640.01 746 0 746 18-4 728Sep 2016

 9180 0 9180 197-141 9518WY  2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Parker Dam - Lake Havasu

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

EOM

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Evap

Losses

(1000 Ac-Ft)Date

CAP

Diversion

(1000 Ac-Ft)

MWD

Diversion

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Flow To

Mexico

(1000 CFS)

Davis

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Flow To

Mexico

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Total

Release

(1000 CFS)

Side

Inflow

(1000 Ac-Ft)

 7.6  70 447.91 467  1.1 578 186 12  99Oct 2013*  768  19

 5.3  89 448.37 314  1.5 587 144 9  77Nov 2013H  531  25

 4.6  99 445.37 285  1.6 531 138 7  100Dec 2013I  470  7

 5.7  131 446.23 353  2.1 547 84 6  101Jan 2014S  552  13

 8.1  162 448.13 450  2.9 582 130 8  48Feb 2014T  658  19

 13.1  260 447.05 809  4.2 562 176 9  90Mar 2014O  1074 -3

 12.7  241 448.11 756  4.0 582 178 11  105Apr 2014R  1054  24

 11.3  115 448.48 694  1.9 589 184 13  110May 2014I  1022 -4

 12.0  112 447.90 713  4.5 578 133 15  95Jun 2014C  947  10

 11.1  118 448.27 685  1.9 585 93 17  105Jul 2014A  900  17

 8.1  100 448.10 495  1.6 582 99 17  106Aug 2014L  697  25

 8.0  90 448.17 474  1.5 583 140 15  102Sep 2014*  727  15

 1587 6496  1685 140  1137WY  2014  9400  167

 7.1  55 447.50 438  0.9 571 131 12  105Oct 2014  655  25

 6.1  86 447.50 363  1.4 571 132 9  100Nov 2014  578  31

 4.3  97 446.50 263  1.6 552 137 7  103Dec 2014  472  23

 5.8  130 446.50 357  2.1 552 171 6  92Jan 2015  615  16

 7.9  161 446.50 438  2.9 552 91 8  40Feb 2015  574  11

 11.9  205 446.70 732  3.3 555 144 9  75Mar 2015  956  17

 13.6  205 448.70 806  3.4 593 166 11  89Apr 2015  1098  21

 11.7  113 448.70 717  1.8 593 172 13  92May 2015  985  21

 11.8  111 448.70 700  1.9 593 123 16  89Jun 2015  925  17

 11.8  119 448.00 723  1.9 580 85 17  92Jul 2015  889  29

 10.1  100 447.50 622  1.6 571 84 17  92Aug 2015  791  27

 9.3  89 447.50 556  1.5 570 122 15  89Sep 2015  767  25

 1473 6716  1559 139  1059WY  2015  9304  263

 7.4  55 447.50 457  0.9 571 129 12  81Oct 2015  662  25

 6.3  103 447.50 376  1.7 571 126 9  78Nov 2015  564  31

 4.5  108 446.50 279  1.7 552 113 7  81Dec 2015  442  23

 5.7  125 446.50 348  2.0 552 92 6  70Jan 2016  504  16

 7.6  156 446.50 437  2.7 552 152 8  64Feb 2016  657  11

 11.9  201 446.70 732  3.3 555 174 9  70Mar 2016  980  17

 13.7  212 448.70 816  3.6 593 167 11  67Apr 2016  1087  21

 11.8  111 448.70 726  1.8 593 173 13  70May 2016  973  21

 11.9  109 448.70 709  1.8 593 122 16  67Jun 2016  910  17

 11.9  111 448.00 730  1.8 580 87 17  70Jul 2016  876  29

 10.2  105 447.50 630  1.7 571 86 17  70Aug 2016  779  27

 9.4  102 447.50 560  1.7 570 120 15  67Sep 2016  746  25

 1498 6802  1542 139  855WY  2016  9180  263

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Hoover Dam - Lake Mead

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Hoover

Gross Energy

MKWH

Hoover

Static Head

(Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 CFS)Date

Percent of 

Units

Available KWH/AF

Change In

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

EOM

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Hoover Gen

Capacity

MW

 1332.0 12099 1104.04  410.1 300.5-263  77 11.9 733Oct 2013*  460.18

 1179.0 12310 1106.36  408.7 209.8 212  68 8.6 513Nov 2013H  465.65

 1188.0 12344 1106.73  412.8 230.3 34  68 9.1 558Dec 2013I  463.77

 746.0 12531 1108.75  414.5 250.9 186  43 9.8 605Jan 2014S  465.47

 1415.0 12456 1107.94  415.9 298.2-75  81 12.9 717Feb 2014T  461.16

 1234.0 11888 1101.71  414.3 451.5-567  71 17.7 1090Mar 2014O  457.72

 1146.0 11254 1094.55  405.6 459.8-635  68 19.1 1134Apr 2014R  447.66

 1341.0 10639 1087.46  397.1 431.0-615  81 17.7 1086May 2014I  440.39

 1541.0 10233 1082.66  388.7 372.9-406  93 16.1 959Jun 2014C  437.98

 1615.0 10061 1080.60  385.7 363.6-172  100 15.3 943Jul 2014A  434.94

 1493.0 10140 1081.55  379.9 279.3 79  94 12.0 735Aug 2014L  436.53

 1493.0 10121 1081.33  382.2 262.1-18  94 11.5 686Sep 2014*  437.59

 3910.2 9759WY  2014 

 1282.0 10188 1082.13  389.6 199.7 67  81 8.3 513Oct 2014  433.47

 1073.0 10157 1081.75  388.8 243.7-32  68 10.5 627Nov 2014  436.75

 1072.0 10419 1084.87  388.2 220.9 262  67 9.3 569Dec 2014  436.99

 1133.0 10527 1086.14  394.3 284.7 108  71 11.7 722Jan 2015  436.94

 835.0 10620 1087.23  397.5 236.0 93  52 10.7 594Feb 2015  439.10

 1123.0 10294 1083.39  397.4 404.6-326  71 16.6 1018Mar 2015  435.27

 1168.0 9815 1077.63  398.2 450.2-479  75 19.0 1131Apr 2015  429.64

 1249.0 9456 1073.21  383.1 390.7-359  82 16.6 1020May 2015  423.90

 1513.0 9273 1070.92  378.4 354.5-183  100 15.7 937Jun 2015  418.99

 1518.0 9327 1071.60  375.3 342.0 54  100 14.8 911Jul 2015  418.68

 1534.0 9556 1074.45  381.0 314.2 229  100 13.4 825Aug 2015  420.59

 1539.0 9626 1075.31  380.5 285.0 70  100 12.6 749Sep 2015  422.91

 3726.3 9615WY  2015

 1238.0 9715 1076.40  384.1 190.2 89  80 8.1 495Oct 2015  428.11

 1169.0 9679 1075.96  383.5 244.8-36  76 10.7 638Nov 2015  431.20

 1267.0 9947 1079.23  380.0 214.9 268  81 9.2 566Dec 2015  430.16

 1286.0 10161 1081.80  384.4 234.9 213  82 9.9 611Jan 2016  430.78

 1383.0 10174 1081.96  385.6 261.1 14  88 11.8 677Feb 2016  430.48

 1103.8 9828 1077.78  393.9 410.7-347  71 17.0 1042Mar 2016  429.86

 1146.6 9361 1072.03  392.4 439.2-466  75 18.8 1119Apr 2016  424.08

 1225.8 9011 1067.62  377.3 380.3-350  82 16.4 1008May 2016  418.35

 1484.5 8843 1065.46  372.5 343.6-169  100 15.5 922Jun 2016  413.52

 1489.3 8909 1066.31  369.6 331.9 66  100 14.6 898Jul 2016  413.36

 1506.7 9152 1069.40  375.7 305.1 243  100 13.2 812Aug 2016  415.47

 1512.9 9239 1070.50  374.9 273.0 88  100 12.2 728Sep 2016  418.02

 3629.8 9518WY  2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Davis Dam - Lake Mohave

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Davis

Gross Energy

MKWH

Davis

Static Head

(Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 CFS)Date

Percent of 

Units

Available KWH/AF

Change In

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

EOM

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Davis Gen

Capacity

MW

 196.4 1560  123.3 94.7-63  77 12.5 768Oct 2013*  136.18 637.86

 158.1 1537  115.9 61.5-24  62 8.9 531Nov 2013H  137.13 636.95

 173.4 1606  126.5 59.4 69  68 7.6 470Dec 2013I  136.36 639.57

 163.2 1643  124.9 68.9 37  64 9.0 552Jan 2014S  139.11 640.94

 173.4 1670  128.3 84.5 28  68 11.9 658Feb 2014T  138.63 641.96

 252.5 1661  125.3 134.6-10  99 17.5 1074Mar 2014O  138.63 641.61

 255.0 1702  125.4 132.2 42  100 17.7 1054Apr 2014R  141.55 643.13

 255.0 1726  124.9 127.7 24  100 16.6 1023May 2014I  143.52 644.01

 255.0 1694  126.0 119.3-32  100 15.9 947Jun 2014C  141.57 642.83

 244.8 1701  125.4 112.8 7  96 14.6 900Jul 2014A  143.48 643.10

 252.5 1711  126.7 88.3 9  99 11.3 697Aug 2014L  143.79 643.43

 255.0 1645  126.0 91.5-65  100 12.2 727Sep 2014*  138.41 641.03

 1175.6 9400WY  2014 

 191.3 1486  122.3 80.1-160  75 10.7 655Oct 2014  132.68 635.00

 135.2 1512  120.3 69.5 26  53 9.7 578Nov 2014  132.05 636.00

 142.8 1583  122.8 57.9 71  56 7.7 472Dec 2014  133.69 638.71

 163.2 1666  124.5 76.6 83  64 10.0 615Jan 2015  135.97 641.80

 186.2 1666  125.8 72.2 0  73 10.3 574Feb 2015  136.77 641.80

 255.0 1700  124.6 119.1 34  100 15.5 956Mar 2015  135.44 643.05

 255.0 1699  124.3 136.4-2  100 18.5 1098Apr 2015  136.07 643.00

 255.0 1699  125.0 123.1 0  100 16.0 985May 2015  136.04 643.00

 255.0 1671  124.7 115.3-27  100 15.5 925Jun 2015  135.51 642.00

 255.0 1658  124.3 110.5-14  100 14.5 889Jul 2015  134.73 641.50

 255.0 1658  124.6 98.6 0  100 12.9 791Aug 2015  134.46 641.50

 255.0 1617  123.9 95.0-40  100 12.9 767Sep 2015  133.68 640.01

 1154.3 9304WY  2015

 234.6 1434  120.9 79.9-183  92 10.8 662Oct 2015  129.77 633.00

 209.1 1486  119.1 67.2 51  82 9.5 564Nov 2015  127.90 635.00

 224.4 1583  122.5 54.2 97  88 7.2 442Dec 2015  130.45 638.71

 163.2 1666  125.2 63.1 83  64 8.2 504Jan 2016  135.97 641.80

 173.4 1666  125.4 82.4 0  68 11.4 657Feb 2016  137.17 641.80

 255.0 1700  124.5 122.0 34  100 15.9 980Mar 2016  135.44 643.05

 255.0 1699  124.3 135.1-2  100 18.3 1087Apr 2016  136.07 643.00

 255.0 1699  125.0 121.7 0  100 15.8 973May 2016  136.04 643.00

 255.0 1671  124.7 113.6-27  100 15.3 910Jun 2016  135.51 642.00

 255.0 1658  124.4 108.9-14  100 14.2 876Jul 2016  134.73 641.50

 255.0 1658  124.7 97.1 0  100 12.7 779Aug 2016  134.46 641.50

 255.0 1617  124.1 92.6-40  100 12.5 746Sep 2016  133.68 640.01

 1137.7 9180WY  2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Parker Dam - Lake Havasu

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Reservoir Elev

End of Month

(Ft)

Parker

Gross Energy

MKWH

Parker

Static Head

(Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 CFS)Date

Percent of 

Units

Available KWH/AF

Change In

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Power

Release

(1000 Ac-Ft)

EOM

Storage

(1000 Ac-Ft)

Parker Gen

Capacity

MW

 96.0 578 447.91  67.9 31.7 18  80 7.6 467Oct 2013*  83.28

 92.4 587 448.37  70.5 22.1 9  77 5.3 314Nov 2013H  82.63

 91.2 531 445.37  66.8 19.0-56  76 4.6 285Dec 2013I  80.69

 90.0 547 446.23  68.4 24.2 16  75 5.7 353Jan 2014S  80.02

 92.4 582 448.13  69.4 31.2 35  77 8.1 450Feb 2014T  82.38

 106.8 562 447.05  68.5 55.4-20  89 13.1 809Mar 2014O  77.18

 120.0 582 448.11  69.1 52.3 20  100 12.7 756Apr 2014R  80.82

 106.8 589 448.48  70.8 49.2 7  89 11.3 694May 2014I  80.45

 120.0 578 447.90  69.8 49.8-11  100 12.0 713Jun 2014C  81.61

 120.0 585 448.27  70.0 47.9 7  100 11.1 685Jul 2014A  82.46

 120.0 582 448.10  71.2 35.2-3  100 8.1 495Aug 2014L  81.82

 91.2 583 448.17  70.9 33.7 1  76 8.0 474Sep 2014*  82.36

 451.6 6495WY  2014 

 90.0 571 447.50  66.0 28.9-13  75 7.1 438Oct 2014  76.62

 96.0 571 447.50  64.9 23.6 0  80 6.1 363Nov 2014  75.98

 120.0 552 446.50  62.2 16.3-19  100 4.3 263Dec 2014  74.40

 93.6 552 446.50  64.2 22.9 0  78 5.8 357Jan 2015  75.13

 93.6 552 446.50  65.2 28.6 0  78 7.9 438Feb 2015  75.13

 108.0 555 446.70  65.5 47.9 4  90 11.9 732Mar 2015  74.53

 120.0 593 448.70  66.0 53.2 38  100 13.6 806Apr 2015  75.08

 120.0 593 448.70  66.5 47.7 0  100 11.7 717May 2015  76.05

 120.0 593 448.70  66.5 46.6 0  100 11.8 700Jun 2015  76.05

 120.0 580 448.00  66.3 48.0-13  100 11.8 723Jul 2015  75.71

 120.0 571 447.50  65.5 40.8-9  100 10.1 622Aug 2015  75.13

 120.0 570 447.50  65.2 36.3 0  100 9.3 556Sep 2015  74.89

 440.7 6716WY  2015

 94.8 571 447.50  65.6 30.0 0  79 7.4 457Oct 2015  76.04

 102.0 571 447.50  64.8 24.4 0  85 6.3 376Nov 2015  75.69

 120.0 552 446.50  62.5 17.4-19  100 4.5 279Dec 2015  74.40

 96.0 552 446.50  64.0 22.2 0  80 5.7 348Jan 2016  75.01

 93.6 552 446.50  65.1 28.5 0  78 7.6 437Feb 2016  75.13

 120.0 555 446.70  65.0 47.6 4  100 11.9 732Mar 2016  74.01

 120.0 593 448.70  66.1 53.9 38  100 13.7 816Apr 2016  75.08

 120.0 593 448.70  66.5 48.3 0  100 11.8 726May 2016  76.05

 120.0 593 448.70  66.6 47.2 0  100 11.9 709Jun 2016  76.05

 120.0 580 448.00  66.3 48.4-13  100 11.9 730Jul 2016  75.71

 120.0 571 447.50  65.6 41.3-9  100 10.2 630Aug 2016  75.13

 120.0 570 447.50  65.2 36.5 0  100 9.4 560Sep 2016  74.89

 445.8 6802WY  2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Upper Basin Power

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Fontenelle

Reservoir

1000 MWHR

Crystal

Reservoir

1000 MWHR

Glen

Canyon

1000 MWHRDate

Flaming

Gorge

1000 MWHR

Blue 

Mesa

1000 MWHR

Morrow

Point

1000 MWHR 

 202  10  1 19  12  16Oct 2013*

 231  1  4 18  3  0Nov 2013H

 253  1  5 19  3  0Dec 2013I

 337  0  4 19  3  0Jan 2014S

 247  0  4 17  3  4Feb 2014T

 207  4  4 19  6  8Mar 2014O

 1477  17  22 110  30  28Winter 2014 

 206  9  5 19  7  13Apr 2014R

 204  17  6 20  19  32May 2014I

 260  21  7 80  54  103Jun 2014C

 354  22  8 41  35  29Jul 2014A

 353  21  9 48  31  37Aug 2014L

 266  16  2 46  23  29Sep 2014*

 1643  106  37 255  169  243Summer 2014 

 241  10  9 34  16  20Oct 2014

 240  5  7 31  7  10Nov 2014

 319  11  7 45  16  21Dec 2014

 316  13  7 45  20  25Jan 2015

 256  12  6 41  18  23Feb 2015

 255  10  7 56  13  18Mar 2015

 1627  60  42 251  91  116Winter 2015

 236  10  6 54  11  18Apr 2015

 259  23  6 67  31  46May 2015

 328  18  8 84  16  26Jun 2015

 414  19  10 34  29  35Jul 2015

 431  22  9 34  37  43Aug 2015

 327  20  3 33  34  40Sep 2015

 1995  112  42 306  158  208Summer 2015

 243  12  6 34  18  22Oct 2015

 242  10  6 33  15  19Nov 2015

 322  17  6 34  27  33Dec 2015

 319  14  5 34  21  27Jan 2016

 258  10  4 32  15  19Feb 2016

 257  7  4 34  9  13Mar 2016

 1642  69  32 202  105  134Winter 2016

 238  11  5 40  12  19Apr 2016

 262  23  7 69  34  51May 2016

 332  22  8 39  23  35Jun 2016

 419  23  9 41  35  43Jul 2016

 438  23  9 41  38  44Aug 2016

 332  21  7 39  34  41Sep 2016

 1690  103  37 230  143  192Summer 2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM



Most Probable Inflow*

October 2014 24-Month Study

Flood Control Criteria

Beginning of Month Conditions

OPERATION  PLAN  FOR  COLORADO  RIVER  SYSTEM  RESERVOIRS

Navajo

KAFDate

Flaming

Gorge

KAF

Blue

Mesa

KAF

Lake

Powell

KAF

Upper Basin

Total

KAF

Lake

Mead

KAF

Total

KAF

Flaming

Gorge

KAF

Blue

Mesa

KAF

Navajo

KAF

Lake

Powell

KAF

Tot or Max

Allow

KAF

Lake

Mead

KAF

Total

KAF

BOM Space

Required

KAF

Mead 

Sched Rel

KAF

Mead 

FC Rel

KAF

Sys

Cont

MAF

* * * * P R E D I C T E D  S P A C E * * * * * * * * C R E D I T A B L E  S P A C E * * * *

 495  230  615  12036  13377  17256  30633  495  230  615  1341  12036  17256  30633  3040  513  0  30.1Oct 2014

 491  238  636  11917  13281  17189  30470  491  238  636  1364  11917  17189  30470  3810  627  0  30.0Nov 2014

 507  228  640  12040  13415  17220  30635  507  228  640  1374  12040  17220  30635  4580  569  0  29.9Dec 2014

 583  254  647  12357  13840  16958  30799  583  254  647  1484  12357  16958  30799  5350  722  0  29.6Jan 2015

* * * * E F F E C T I V E  S P A C E * * * *

 583  254  647  12357  13840  16958  30799  192  252  378  822  12357  16958  30137  5350  722  0  29.6Jan 2015

 659  294  656  12677  14286  16850  31137  267  294  386  947  12677  16850  30475  1500  594  0  29.4Feb 2015

 721  333  657  12844  14555  16757  31312  328  333  386  1047  12844  16757  30648  1500  1018  0  29.1Mar 2015

 769  343  626  12849  14587  17083  31670  372  343  350  1065  12849  17083  30996  1500  1131  0  29.0Apr 2015

 778  314  569  12559  14221  17562  31782  376  314  272  961  12559  17562  31082  1500  1020  0  30.3May 2015

 700  221  446  11275  12641  17921  30563  288  210  112  610  11275  17921  29806  1500  937  0  31.7Jun 2015

 553  34  416  9979  10982  18104  29086  126  2  31  159  9979  18104  28242  1500  911  0  31.5Jul 2015

* * * * C R E D I T A B L E  S P A C E * * * *

 444  27  442  10304  11217  18050  29267  444  27  442  913  10304  18050  29267  1500  825  0  31.1Aug 2015

 471  82  464  10853  11869  17821  29690  471  82  464  1017  10853  17821  29690  2270  749  0  30.6Sep 2015

 523  146  467  11199  12335  17751  30086  523  146  467  1136  11199  17751  30086  3040  495  0  30.4Oct 2015

 569  167  459  11309  12503  17662  30165  569  167  459  1195  11309  17662  30165  3810  638  0  30.2Nov 2015

 614  185  457  11431  12687  17698  30385  614  185  457  1256  11431  17698  30385  4580  566  0  30.1Dec 2015

 674  248  459  11750  13132  17430  30562  674  248  459  1382  11750  17430  30562  5350  611  0  30.0Jan 2016

* * * * E F F E C T I V E  S P A C E * * * *

 674  248  459  11750  13132  17430  30562  374  248  229  851  11750  17430  30030  5350  611  0  30.0Jan 2016

 729  295  464  12070  13558  17216  30774  427  295  232  955  12070  17216  30241  1500  677  0  29.7Feb 2016

 775  322  458  12258  13813  17203  31015  470  322  225  1018  12258  17203  30478  1500  1042  0  29.4Mar 2016

 770  317  403  12328  13818  17549  31368  462  317  163  942  12328  17549  30820  1500  1119  0  29.4Apr 2016

 751  285  320  12083  13439  18016  31455  437  285  59  781  12083  18016  30879  1500  1008  0  30.5May 2016

 705  195  345  10678  11923  18366  30289  382  189  47  618  10678  18366  29662  1500  922  0  32.0Jun 2016

 442  32  401  9381  10256  18534  28790  99  4  50  154  9381  18534  28069  1500  898  0  32.1Jul 2016

* * * * C R E D I T A B L E  S P A C E * * * *

 359  27  408  9436  10231  18468  28699  359  27  408  794  9436  18468  28699  1500  812  0  31.7Aug 2016

 395  75  417  9908  10795  18225  29021  395  75  417  887  9908  18225  29021  2270  728  0  31.4Sep 2016

* Based on the Colorado River Basin Forecast Center's Most Probable Water Supply Forecast Model Run ID: 2180 Processed On: 10/8/2014   3:56:15PM 




