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STUDY SESSION MEETING AGENDA

TUESDAY, AUGUST 27, 2019, 1:00 PM
Council Chambers, 201 South Cortez Street
Prescott AZ 86303
(928) 777-1272

Greg Mengarelli, Mayor

Billie Orr, Mayor Pro Tem Jim Lamerson, Councilman
Steve Blair, Councilman Alexa Scholl, Councilwoman
Phil Goode, Councilman Steve Sischka, Councilman

The following Agenda will be considered by the Prescott City Council at its Study Session Meeting
pursuant to the Prescott City Charter, Article 1l, Section 13. Notice of the meeting is given pursuant to
Arizona Revised Statutes, Section 38-431.02. One or more members of the Council may be attending
the meeting through the use of a technological device.

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL

3. DISCUSSION

A. Presentation by Public Works on the Capital Improvement Program
Status.
B. Presentation to Review Water Code and Policy Changes.

4. ADJOURNMENT
EXECUTIVE SESSION

Upon a public majority vote of a quorum of the City Council, the Council may hold an executive
session, which will not be open to the public, regarding any item listed on the agenda but only for
the following purposes:

(1) Discussion or consideration of personnel matters (A.R.S. §38-431.03(A)(1));

(2) Discussion or consideration of records exempt by law (A.R.S. 838-431.03(A)(2));

(3) Discussion or consultation for legal advice with the city’s attorneys (A.R.S. §38-
431.03(A)(3));

(4) Discussion or consultation with the city’s attorneys regarding the city’s position
regarding contracts that are the subject of negotiations, in pending or contemplated
litigation, or in settlement discussions conducted in order to avoid litigation (A.R.S.
§38-431.03(A)(4));

(5) Discussion or consultation with designated representatives of the city to consider its
position and instruct its representatives regarding negotiations with employee
organizations (A.R.S. 838-431.03(A)(5));

(6) Discussion, consultation or consideration for negotiations by the city or its
designated representatives with members of a tribal council, or its designated
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MEETING DATE/TYPE: STUDY SESSION MEETING 8-27-19

DEPARTMENT: Public Works

| AGENDA ITEM: Presentation to Review Water Code and Policy Changes. \

| Approved By: Michael Lamar, City Manager |

Item Summary
Discussion to review proposed water policy and code changes.
Background

On June 11, 2019, the City Legal Department presented a comprehensive overview
including proposed code changes and revisions to the City’s Water Management Policy.
The goals of those changes are to track the City’s water supply using the City’s Water
Resource Management Model (WRMM), which is based upon actual water usage.
Additionally, the Water Management Policy will continue to encourage and promote
water conservation measures which will help with the overall health of the Prescott
Active Management Area.

On June 25, City staff presented the proposed policy for review. On July 9th, City staff
presented the benefits of providing water to properties outside the City limits and the
requirements and process that would allow those requests. On July 23", City staff
presented other City Code changes required to support the proposed policy including:
reducing active exempt wells, a return flow requirement, a fire protection fee, and the
ongoing use of the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) Low-Water
Use/Drought Tolerant Plant list (official Fourth Management Plan version). On August
13t City staff presented proposed sewer requirements, including mandatory sewer
connection for new construction and impacts to the Creeks and waterways, as well as
the PrAMA. The meeting also included discussion of possible future sewer topics
including, a sewer availability connection requirement for existing water users on septic,
penalties for failure to connect and financial assistance considerations.

Today’s discussion will review options for Council consideration for the proposed policy
and code changes with the recommendations made by Councilmembers during this
Study Session series.
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| AGENDA ITEM: Presentation to Review Water Code and Policy Changes.

Recommended Action: This item is for presentation only. No action will be taken.
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WATER POLICY AND CODE
CHANGES

OPIC: REVIEW OF PUBLIC
COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS —
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o PUBLIC MEETINGS

Public Date Time Location
Meetlng

September 4, Noon to Prescott Public Library —
2019 1:30pm Founders Suite
215 E. Goodwin St.
2 September 9, Noon to Grace Sparks Activity
2019 1:30pm Center — Flagstone Room
824 E. Gurley St.
3 September 11, 6:00pm to Adult Center of Prescott
2019 7:30pm 1280 E. Rosser St.
/
4 September 17, 6:00pm to Prescott Centennial Center =
2019 7:30pm 1989 Clubhouse Dr. /’
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HOW CAN YOU PARTICIPATE?

 Attend Council Study Sessions

* View Video of Proposed Policy Discussion On City Website

« WWW.PRESCOTT-AZ.GOV/WATER-SEWER/WATER-
MANAGEMENT/WATER-POLICY/

* Send Written Comments To:
. WATER.POLICY@PRESCOTT-AZ.GOV
OR
« Water Policy Comments
201 S. Cortez Street
Prescott, AZ 86301



TOPIC ONE

Prescott AMA
Safe-Yield

Regional Cooperation



TOPIC TWO

Water Connection Policy



“ TOPIC THREE




TOPIC FOUR

Water Outside of City Limits



< TOPIC FIVE

Conservation
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Fred Oswald, Prescott Resident, addressed Council as a former bicycle commuter and
discussed his concerns with numerous hazards with bike lanes in Prescott including
those on Prescott Lakes Parkway, Willow Creek Road and Rosser. Gail Gardner is an
inappropriate place for bike lanes because of the shopping center. The new traffic
light at the end of Prescott Lakes Parkway does not have any guidelines for where
cyclists should stop, can’t respect traffic laws if the lights don’t work properly.

Mayor Pro Tem Orr responded stating the Pedestrian Bicycle & Traffic Advisory
Committee is looking into the particular issues Mr. Oswald mentioned and felt that
keeping the bike lanes was safer than not.

Councilman Blair commented that he agrees our bicycle facilities in Prescott are poor,
and commented on multipurpose access in cities like Austin that might be appropriate
here.

B. Presentation to Review Water Code and Policy Changes.

Senior Assistant City Attorney Clyde Halstead introduced the presentation to Council
and stated that based on input from Council at the last meeting the ongoing schedule of
water policy changes has been revised and today they would be discussing feedback
received from the public thus far. In total staff has received six comments and they
have been mostly positive with questions about the larger issues including water out-
side city limits and sewer. Today staff will offer answers and comments regarding the
feedback received so far.

Moving forward, staff has scheduled 4 public meetings to be held as “open houses” for
the public to be able to come and discuss proposed changes with staff.

* September 4 12 pm - 1:30 pm (Prescott Public Library Founders Suite)

* September 8 12 pm - 1:30 pm (Grace Sparks Activity Center Flagstone Room)

* September 11 6 pm - 7:30 pm (Adult Center of Prescott)

* September 17 6 pm - 7:30 pm

Topic On - Prescott AMA:
* Questions have been raised about how the proposed policy changes will help us reach
safe-yield and address regional cooperation

Councilman Lamerson commented that we cannot be responsible for what everyone
else is doing that affects safe yield in AMA, we can only control what the city does
and we must leverage our assets differently and bring some people that are outside the
city and bring them into a more compliant structure.

Mr. Halstead agreed, it is important that we show other members of the AMA how to
best conserve. We can decrease the amount of water going out and conserve through
new policies and we can gain more data to determine how we should move forward. As
we fully initiate the Water Resource Management Model (WRMM) that will show us
what is really being used so that we can speak to people and ensure that best practices
are being followed.
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Public Works Director Craig Dotseth continued the presentation with topic two and
advised that all of the questions that have come in are being compiled into a master
sheet which will include answers to be provided on the website.

Topic Two - Water Conservation Policy:

* Inquiry: The proposed policy seems fragmented, what are we trying to solve - staff has
worked to develop policies that will comprehensively address reaching safe-yield,
simplify internal processes and procedures and integrate current policy into city code.

* Inquiry: How is water being allocated now for commercial uses - in previous years
each residential unit was allocated 0.35 acre feet (0.25 for the residence and 0.1 for
supplemental commercial development that would be associated with that residence)
but this has led to over allocating so with the WRMM estimates will be based on other
comparable water accounts and then after three years of data usage will be established
for long term use

* Inquiry: How will the city determine market value of water - determined by the market
and city will employ a consultant to use as needed

* Inquiry: The cost to build water and or connect to sewer is not reasonable - this has
been identified as a challenge with a policy that would require connection and will be
part of the discussion over the next year to determine what will work best

Topic Three - Sewer:

* Inquiry: How will the city be able to monitor return flows to prove 50% is being sent to
reclamation facility - the WRMM tracks actual water use through utility billing records
and the city tracks wastewater flows coming into the facility. Additionally Prop 400
assists with tracking, and the city will have the ability to put in flow monitors as
necessary for commercial developments which will generate data to determine the rates
of return

* Inquiry: Have you considered other alternatives to connecting to sewer - one of the
primary goals of converting is the return of wastewater flows, and every septic system
that is out would help us get to an additional 10% return so this is likely the best means
of improving recharge and return. Additionally, failing septic system and rock landscape
require home owners to put in alternative systems which also impact return for
recharge.

* Inquiry: How will the city finance the installation of sewer - staff is working on
embarking on a long range plan to review the costs associated with this, the focus will
be on funding sources and grant opportunities giving us the ability to determine where
conversion is feasible.

Topic Four - Water Outside City Limits:

Mr. Halstead commented that most of the feedback they have received regarding this
subject is why we would even do this, and stated that the primary reason is to get
people onto save and reliable systems that return water to the aquifer. In the past, there
have been hard feelings between municipalities and we are trying to get away from that,
and help the AMA get the water recharged more effectively.

* Inquiry: Will taxpayers pay for the infrastructure - no, developers handle those costs
when putting everything in and then the city takes over
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* Inquiry: Why not just annex everyone - the goal is to convert individual users and if
someone is not contiguous to the city (which is a requirement for annexation) than that
would not be possible, doing it this way allows us to capture individuals that otherwise
would not be captured

* Inquiry: Are we trying to get money by overcharging for water - no the goal is to help
with the AMA recharge

* Inquiry: Is this a scheme to get around Prop 400 - no, Prop 400 still exists and this is
not for large developments outside of city limits

* Inquiry: Was this was developed as part of a deal with AZ Eco - no, while they

would potentially be able to use this to connect to city water anyone outside of city lim-
its would be able to do so and these revisions were developed internally by staff

Topic Five - Conservation:

Water Resources Specialist Leah Hubbard continued the presentation by discussing
inquiries related to water conservation. She reviewed the city's robust conservation
program and the educational opportunities for the public to find out about this program.
* New Golf Courses - no new courses have been approved in the last 20 years and
there are no plans to add at this time, discussions are ongoing regarding future
conservation at existing courses

* HOAs - staff is working with local HOAs to address issues related to bans or
limitations for rain harvesting

Councilman Blair asked if it would be possible to get reduction numbers from the school
district pertaining to the removal of turf at Prescott High School, and reiterated his
previous comments about ensuring that the policy provide an exemption for properties
that are unable to connect to sewer so we do not discourage development of property
for those individuals.

Ms. Hubbard commented that Prescott High School is in the process of completing their
conservation form and once that data is received we will be able to make a
determination regarding it.

Mr. Halstead stated that there is an exemption drafted for the types of situations that
Councilman Blair has described and that will be before Council to review with policy
changes.

Councilman Sischka further discussed that a benefit to not simply annexing in
properties is that we would be able to get the water back without having to provide
essential services such as police, fire, trash, sidewalks, etc. He also asked about the
fact that there are even more septic systems throughout the city than were previously
known and if we are dealing with a situation where we may offer rebates with efficiency
even though they cannot connect.

City Manager Michael Lamar stated that Councilman Sischka's comment regarding
annexation is an excellent point, and that to annex all areas to aid the AMA's safe-yield
is cost prohibitive so we are truly acting in the best way to be a regional contributor.
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Ms. Hubbard addressed Councilman Sischka's comment regarding rebates and said
that yes the adopted rebates from earlier this year do have that included.

Mayor Pro Tem Orr thanked staff for adding public meetings in order to give people the
opportunity to get their questions answered, and commented that following the CWAG
forum many people were positive about the option to be able to hook up to city sewer.

Councilwoman Scholl echoed Mayor Pro Tem Orr's comments stating that it is both
helpful and encouraging for the public to be part of the process and should ease people
that may have concerns.

Leslie Hoy, Prescott Resident, addressed Council and thanked them for the good
portions of these proposed changes. She commented that the council memo included in
the agenda packet stated that this would be a chance for Council to get ques-
tions answered, which it was not, so CWAG did not have time to prepare for the dis-
cussion today. However, she reminded Council that their questions are available
on their website and stated that all were carefully researched. She hopes that at
the public meetings information will be provided in bullet pointed slides so ques-
tions can be answered more fully. In particular she wants to know about what will
be done with allocation of water in the interim three years before billing data is col-
lected, and the illegal allocation of groundwater to new developments. She stated that
after committing 17 years to the future of water in our community she is horribly disap-
pointed to have so much obviscation handed to the community regarding this issue.

Gordon Bond, Prescott Resident, addressed Council with comments about chip sealing
his community and stated that he appreciated the opportunity to have HOA work to
have conservation incentives available to homeowners. He said that the explanations
given today were just generalities and would like more specific numbers to be provided,
what is the overall impact of these measures in numbers and not generalities.
Designation of groundwater that he has read about, and it is an area of enormous
concern as it appears there is confusion in taking part of 9500 acre feet per year that
was designated in Jan. 1999 and use for other development is unacceptable. He feels it
would be beneficial to include a statement on the website so that people understand the
city’s position on that.

Howard Mechanic, Prescott Resident, addressed Council by thanking them for working
on commitment to get AMA to safe-yield the public supports it and would like to see
Resolution to that effect. He stated that he had two specific questions; first, when
discussing 50% return for commercial use if a new commercial venture comes to the
city there may be different components to a plan where if one portion doesn’t do 50%
another would, could the city consider not approving that. It should be clearly defined
that each component of a project will do at least 50%. Also, in regard to plant use, he
said that is his understanding that it is only required for commercial and multi-family
residential and individuals can plant whatever they’d like on their property so that may
not be the most effective system to use.

Mayor Mengarelli asked staff for clarity in response to questions.
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Mr. Halstead commented that the public meetings are not being set up as presentations
but rather an opportunity to have questions answered and speak with staff, therefore, no
bullet point slides will be presented. He also reiterated that the WRMM allows
allocations to be done differently than in the past, by allowing us to look at what
businesses and homes are using and therefore assign after we review based on typical
and similar neighborhood usage for the period of 3 years for commercial and 5 years for
residential, then adjust after reviewing actual usage in billing. Also, the WRMM allows
us to usel/track/manage water in a much more advanced way. Finally, the question of
how many units will be hooked up outside of city limits or connections to sewer is
unknown at this time, but all future projects and connections will continue to come
before Council for approval.

Mr. Lamar addressed concerns regarding groundwater stating that we have talked to
ADWR and have been told that groundwater allocation can go beyond what was set in
1998.

Mr. Halstead confirmed that is correct, and stated that the question ultimately is how the
water is used which is determined based on public comment.

Councilman Blair reiterated that we have designation allowing us use of 16,000 acre
feet of water and we are using far less than that, this is written state law so there is no
discrepancy there.

Mayor Mengarelli also commented on the great job consultant Herb Dishlip did in
discussing build-out and that we will likely not even get to a point where that is an issue.

Councilman Goode commented that he is glad that we are slowing down a bit on new
proposed policy, and stated that it is important that we ensure the goals we set out are
achievable and can be measured as we go forward. He also thinks the public meetings
will be important as this presentation was very vague and the public needs more detail.
It is unacceptable for us to not do a cost-benefit analysis for how individuals will be
impacted and that must be included.

Councilman Sischka discussed that for years it has been the expectation that Prescott
would save the AMA and we can't do that, now we have the WRMM to give us figures
that allow us to do more going forward to help but it can't all be on Prescott. He also
stated that new developments have few plants and a lot of rocks so should be returning
much more than older Prescott homes, because they are mostly using water on the
interior only. He reiterated that we are working with fellow cities and towns to try and
achieve safe-yield, but we cannot develop and maintain for entire region. We have been
very forthright about what we are doing.

Councilman Lamerson stated that simply because we can doesn’t mean we have to.
We were mandated by the state to try and reach safe-yield by a given date, it was a
goal and objective to do that, but the City of Prescott is not accountable for the entire
AMA. However, the state's measuring stick forces us to be impacted by what other cities
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and towns are doing. He commended staff for their work, and reminded everyone that
we have to do what is in the best interest of the residents of Prescott.

Mayor Mengarelli thanked staff and the public for comments. He renewed his
commitment to get all entities together later this fall to discuss water issues after policies
are adopted. Many times we are the target, but we are doing our best and work very
hard with conservation and recharge to put more in than we are taking out of the
aquifer. He also commented that he is still wrapping his head around sewer connects
and how that would potentially financially impact people.

4. ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to discuss, Mayor Mengarelli adjourned the meeting at
2:36 p.m.

GREG MENGARELLI, Mayor

ATTEST:

MAUREEN SCOTT, City Clerk

CERTIFICATION

| hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct copy of the minutes of
the Study Session Meeting of the City Council of the City of Prescott, Arizona held on
the 27th day of August, 2019. | further certify the meeting was duly called and held and
that a quorum was present.

Dated this day of , 2019.

AFFIX
CITY SEAL

Maureen Scott, City Clerk



Question/Comment

Response

Conservation

Landscape Policy: CWAG supports the requirement to use drought-
tolerant plants. We suggest that this policy be modified to include:

A) the provisions in the CWAG Landscape Policy (attached)

B) No new golf courses are permitted. Existing golf courses will be
restructured to minimize water use by reducing irrigated areas or
using artificial turf.

C) Homeowner Associations are prohibited from banning, limiting or
increasing the cost of rainwater harvesting or requiring water-
intensive landscaping.

Conservation Incentives: CWAG supports the proposed
improvements to the water conservation incentive program.

A) We suggest that hot-water recirculation be added as a requirement
for all new construction and as an incentive for existing customers.

B) We also suggest that the City prohibit gray water use for all homes
receiving municipal water.

A) Thank you for your suggestion of implementing the CWAG Landscape
Plan. At this time the City practices and has plans to further implement
many items from the CWAG plan. The City will continue to limit outdoor
watering, provide education, promote rainwater harvesting, and promote
minimal outdoor water use on new developments. The City also
promotes water conservation through the removal of turf, smart
irrigation timers, and rainwater harvesting.

B) No new golf courses have been permitted in over twenty years.
However, golf courses are large water users and do not support water
conservation, this item will be forwarded to Council as part of proposed
code changes. Conservation efforts at the City have worked and will
continue to work to remove unused turf with golf courses, large
businesses, and HOA's.

C) Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) are private
agreements between property owners and are not enforceable by the
City. However, the City makes efforts to educate HOAs about the benefits
of water conservation.

A) Hot water recirculation systems are currently not a part of the rebate
program. The City has invested extensive research into the systems,
where the findings show that the systems ultimately create more water
usage through increased energy usage. Energy production and
transmission uses water, hot water recirculation systems have not been
proven to have a net positive impact. The City will continue to monitor
technologies into the future, and this conservation code may be subject
to change.

B) The City will be addressing gray water as part of the anticipated code
changes.



Public Outreach

Is this going to be posted online? At what point are the comments
going to be addressed?

Would you update the website, financial costs, implications for the
developers, affect to the aquifer, so the general public can better
understand these proposed policies

Would you please hold public discussion in venues other than Council
Study Sessions?

Shouldn't the City have neighborhood meetings on this, the affected
areas?

Can we have copies of the Study Session slides?
Will there be a place we can look at all the information? Not just the

council memos?

Questions are asked at Council Study Session, but generally answers
are not available.

Information regarding the proposed policy changes, including videos of
Work Study Sessions to Council are on the City website. Please visit
http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-sewer/water-management/water-

policy/
The website has been updated with each Study Session as this process

has progressed. As additional information is brought forward by staff,
consultants and Council, the website will continue to be updated.

A series of public meetings will be held on September 4th, September
9th, September 11th and September 17th. Please visit
http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-sewer/water-management/water-
policy/ for locations and times.

A series of public meetings will be held on September 4th, September
9th, September 11th and September 17th. Please visit
http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-sewer/water-management/water-
policy/ for locations and times. As sewer policy continues to be
developed, additional public meetings will be scheduled.

All information presented to Council, including power point presentations
are viewable on the City website at http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-
sewer/water-management/water-policy/

The City website contains a schedule of Public Meetings in September,
Council Agenda's, Council Minutes, Videos of Council presentations,
videos of presentations by consultants, Herb Dishlip and Gary Woodard,
the draft Water Management Policy and proposed code changes. Please
visit http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-sewer/water-
management/water-policy/

All public comments are being collected and are listed here along with
responses, in this document. In addition, a frequently asked questions
(FAQ) sheet will be available in the Public Meeting series scheduled
throughout the month of September. The FAQ sheet will be also be
posted on the Cities website on the Water Policy Page under
"documents". Please visit http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-
sewer/water-management/water-policy/
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The schedule to study and vote on the policies is far too aggressive.
CWAG requests that you slow down the schedule to permit logical
planning and better public understanding and comment. City leaders
too need more time to digest and consider the proposed policies.

The City has scheduled 4 Public Meetings throughout the month of
September to gather additional comment and questions from the public.
Council's consideration of any proposed changes will not occur until
additional public input is received.

Regional Cooperation

What about regional cooperation?

Are we including the Big Chino in these estimates?

Do you have a plan to work with the other jurisdictions on safe yield?

City Management has committed to organize meetings with regional
stakeholders to discuss this topic.

The estimates are based upon the City's current Assured Water Supply,
and does not include the Big Chino water source.

The City will continue to work with the Arizona Department of Water
Resources and other regional stakeholders to work toward safe yield.

Safe-yield and Overdraft

We are not recharging what we are pumping out. In only 2 out of 14
years we recharged more. Does this policy really address safe yield if
we do this in a piecemeal fashion.

What about the overdraft and meeting safe yield?

When you pump the 10,000 additional AF that you are legally entitled
to, how is that going to impact overdraft?

While it is true that only 2 of 14 years the City recharged more that was
pumped, it is also true that the City continues to increase in population
and remain constant and/or decrease water use due to trends and
conservation efforts. The City has been a leader in water conservation for
over a decade in working toward safe yield for the Prescott AMA,
however, the City cannot be responsible for safe yield for the entire AMA.
The overdraft is an issue that the City takes seriously and as a result have
implemented an aggressive water billing rate structure and committed
funding toward a comprehensive conservation program for over a decade
with positive results. The issue of the entire Prescott AMA as a whole
however, is the responsibility of the Arizona Department of Water
Resources, because the AMA is a significantly larger land use area than
just the City of Prescott. The City actively participates on the
Groundwater Users Advisory Council (GUAC) to work toward the goal of
safe yield.

When the City received its Assured Water Supply, it was required to
prove that the water was legally, physically, and continuously available
for the next 100 years. The 2009 Decision and Order, issued by the Court
sets forth the legal and physical availability to water for the City based on
these findings.



We should use this excess 10,000 water or less as a bargaining chip
with other communities and develop a safe yield plan.

The City will continue to work with the Arizona Department of Water
Resources and other regional stakeholders to work toward safe yield.

Sewer

How are return flows going to be monitored and controlled?

Have you considered any other alternatives to requiring connection to
sewer? (Alternative to septic systems?)

When we are asking for return flows of 50% how will that those be
monitored and enforced?

Is the 50% requirement for all new development or only for new
development outside of City limits?

City should consider that the return flow to a WWTP should be 70%
not the proposed 50%

The WRMM tracks actual individual water use through utility billing
records. The City also tracks all wastewater flows coming into the Water
Reclamation Facility. Prop 400 requires that the wastewater flows be
measured and recorded for non-recoverable storage and will support the
comparison of water use vs. returned flows in the wastewater stream.
Commercial and Industrial development have a requirement through the
pre-treatment code for a measuring and sampling location be installed on
the sewer service from the building. Through the data collected by these
methods, the City is able to determine the rate of return.

One of the primary goals of converting septic users to sewer is the return
of wastewater flows to the recharge facility to aid in reaching safe yield.
Alternative systems will not increase the effluent recharged into the
aquifer nor do they improve the water quality of the creeks and streams,
therefore they are not being considered as part of the new policy or code
changes.

The WRMM tracks actual individual water use through utility billing
records. The City also tracks all wastewater flows coming into the Water
Reclamation Facility. Prop 400 requires that the wastewater flows be
measured and recorded for non-recoverable storage and will support the
comparison of water use vs. returned flows in the wastewater stream.
Commercial and Industrial development have a requirement through the
pre-treatment code for a measuring and sampling location be installed on
the sewer service from the building. Through the data collected by these
methods, the City is able to determine the rate of return.

This requirement will be for development inside and outside of the City.

Return flows to the Water Reclamation Facility varies depending on the
type of use. The 50% return rate is a minimum standard, representing all
utility billing customers including septic users.



The City should consider setting up a plan to have property owners in
some neighborhoods pay off the infrastructure bills over time

Financing mechanisms might work better if the Water Enterprise Fund
and the Sewer Enterprise Fund were joined

There are a lot of properties that cannot connect to sewer. This will
reduce property value.

Can you tell me when | will know how the policy will affect my
pending purchase of property on Gurley? It appears we cannot
connect to sewer and in that case we cannot have water. This would
result in a worthless property.

How much of property sewer connection will the City be willing to
pay?

The City will be embarking on the development of a long-range plan to
potentially convert existing septic users to sewer, to assist with the
overall goal of safe yield. One of the largest questions to be answered is
how new sewer connections will be funded and associated cost. This
topic will be studied and recommendations made as part of the long-
range plan.

This is something the City will consider as part of the long-range planning
process.

The City will be embarking on the development of a long-range plan to
potentially convert existing septic users to sewer, to assist with the
overall goal of safe yield. The plan will include both positives and
negatives of new sewer connections, focus on areas that can improve
water quality in the creeks and focus on funding sources as well as grant
assistance opportunities. It may not be feasible for all septic users to
convert to sewer, however, the development of a long-range plan will
give the City and property owners information to make these decisions on
where conversion to sewer is possible and/or feasible.

It is not the City's intention to create unbuildable lots or hardships for
vacant lots within the City. Under the current water policy, this property
can build a single-family residential unit with a septic system. The
proposed sewer requirements may require new construction to connect
to the City sewer when it is available or to extend sewer at the time of
construction. This decision has not been decided by Council as the new
policy is still being discussed.

The City will be embarking on the development of a long-range plan to
potentially convert existing septic users to sewer, to assist with the
overall goal of safe yield. One of the largest questions to be answered is
how new sewer connections will be funded and how much it will cost.
This topic will be studied and recommendations made as part of a long-
range plan.



CWAG supports the proposed prohibition on new septic systems.
CWAG supports the general goal of connecting existing septic systems
to the sewer system. However, we are concerned that the proposed
policy is incomplete. There is no analysis of the impacts on citizens,
and we are concerned that the policy creates an unacceptable
financial burden for citizens and/or the City. Much work needs to be
done here. CWAG requests that the City leaders withdraw this policy
until they develop sensible Financial assistance programs for affected
property owners that are justified by a cost/benefit analysis.

The proposed requirement that new water customers return at least
50% of potable water deliveries as wastewater is unenforceable does
the city propose to meter the wastewater from each connection?
Also, the 50% figure is too low. City water reports routinely show
wastewater recovery over 60%. Landscape water use is the major loss
point because water applied outdoors to plants evaporates and
cannot be recovered. If the City adopted a policy that new
connections cannot use municipal water outside after a reasonable
plant establishment period, the wastewater recovery ratio would
increase substantially. This would complement the proposed
requirement for only drought-tolerant plants.

CWAG requests that the City leaders revise the draft sewer policy and
resolve the above issues.

The City will be embarking on the development of a long-range plan to
potentially convert existing septic users to sewer, to assist with the
overall goal of safe yield. The plan will include both positives and
negatives of new sewer connections, focus on areas that can improve
water quality in the creeks and focus on funding sources as well as grant
assistance opportunities. It may not be feasible for all septic users to
convert to sewer, however, the development of a long-range plan will
give the City information to make these decisions on where conversion to
sewer is possible and/or feasible.

There is no anticipated metering being considered for each sewer
connection. Anticipated wastewater return flows are determined at the
time a project is proposed. The project is then either approved or not
based upon that projection. The City is educating the public, and
promoting limited outdoor water use through the Conservation Program.

Water Connection Policy

There is no “market cost” for water, how is the City going to
determine this?

How are we going to give water for commercial uses?

The price of water is one that will be determined by the market. The City
will employ a consultant to assist with determination of a marketable
price, when needed.

Water use for commercial projects will initially be estimated based upon
water used by other comparable business within the City. After five years
of actual water use data being entered into the Water Resource
Management Model (WRMM), an actual water use can be determined for
long-use planning of the water resource need.



Where is the support services getting water from (compared to the
previous .1 markup)

What are we allowing as “headroom” or space?

What is our overall vision? The general plan is not adequate.

The City has proposed a "Cost/Benefit Analysis" be required. It seems
like a cost/benefit analysis may be a big waste of time and money. Is
the cost/benefit analysis aimed only to look at the costs and benefits
of the City? What about the costs and benefits of the property
owners?

I suggest there be variable pricing depending on the neighborhood. If
a neighborhood is hauling water or has failing wells, then a higher
price for City water may be justified as compared to areas that have
good wells.

The cost of building water and/or sewer infrastructure for certain
neighborhoods would not be a reasonable expenditure unless a large
portion of the property owners agree to hook up to City sewer or
water/sewer. The City should consider having one price for property
owners to hook up when the project is proposed, and a higher price if
an owner opts to hook up later

Water use for commercial projects will initially be estimated based upon
water used by other comparable business within the City. After five years
of actual water use data being entered into the Water Resource
Management Model (WRMM), an actual water use can be determined for
long-use planning of the water resource need.

Based on current land use, zoning, and build out population the WRMM
has estimated approximately 2,000 acre-feet will still remain within the
City's Assured Water Supply. The Model will continually monitor and
estimate water usage and population growth, which will identify potential
"headroom" into the future.

The General Plan is the long-range plan for the City of Prescott, as
approved in the general election by a supermajority of the voting
residents of this community. It addresses land use, open space, growth
area, environmental planning, cost of development, and water resources.
The General Plan is required by law and is an expression of the
community's preferred future.

A cost/benefit analysis is only used to determine the costs and benefits to
the City for a proposed project.

A variable pricing system would be overly complicated and increase the
cost of rate studies in the future for minimum benefit to the City.

The property owners would be required to connect to City water and/or
sewer according to the rules outlined in City code. Funding options will
be considered as part of a long-range plan, to be developed.



The proposed policy seems fragmented. It is recommended that a set
of documents that describe the problems the City leadership hopes to
solve, then present draft solutions, rationales, and analyses of
impacts on various stakeholder groups.

Draft policies do not include any justification or evidence of how the
proposed approach would solve the (unstated) problems.

The policy doesn't appear to be a "long-term plan" but a list of
procedures and rules. Albuquerque has an example of a functioning,
successful water management plan and planning process which is
recommended.

Groundwater Allowance as defined by ADWR and this proposed policy
City believes that the unused portion of the Groundwater Allowance
can be allocated to new construction, yielding a total of 16,507.44 afy
(the sum of the Groundwater Allowance and the Alternative Water in
the 2009 D&O0) to existing and new subdivisions. Since Prescott
pumped approximately 6,700 af in 2018, COP leadership now
apparently believes they have approximately 9,800 afy of remaining
groundwater to allocate to new water-service connections. CWAG is
concerned that COP’s attempt to allocate the groundwater Allowance
for new water connections will increase the overdraft by nearly
10,000 afy.

CWAG requests that the City leaders defer any further action on the
draft water policies until the they provide legal justification
permitting the allocation of unused Groundwater Allowance to new
water customers.

The proposed Water Management Policy and accompanying City Code
changes were developed comprehensively, with the goal of reaching safe
yield, improving surface water quality and simplifying internal processes
and procedures. More information can be found in the study session
presentations at http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-sewer/water-
management/water-policy/

The previous policy created by the City to allocate a specific amount of
water each year to new development created the perception, each year
that the City was running out of water. The allocation process was over
allocating, and tying up or committing the water supply at an overly
conservative amount. This new policy will eliminate the annual allocation
of water, and track actual and project future water usage.

The Water Management Policy has not been a long-term water plan, it
was updated on a 1-5 year basis. The City's proposed policies can remain
in place long-term rather than being manipulated on a yearly basis.

The City manages the water portfolio according to the 2009 Decision &
Order, State Law, and the rules and regulations of the Arizona
Department of Water Resources.

The City manages the water portfolio according to the 2009 Decision &
Order, State Law, and the rules and regulations of the Arizona
Department of Water Resources.
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Administration of Water: CWAG supports the administrative approval
of small amounts of water to new development, but the 5 af limit is
too high. We suggest a 1 af limit for clerical approval. We are
concerned the proposal to discontinue water contracts is an invitation
for abuse and favoritism, plus it will make it difficult to track the
amount of water awarded by the City. Additionally, this policy will
remove a useful control on the rate of growth by making water
available at any time.

The City Council will determine the amount of water that can be
administratively approved when the Water Policy is adopted.

Water Outside City Limits

If we are serving water outside of city limits is that water going to be
used for additional growth?

Why would we serve water outside of City Limits instead of Annexing?
Is that bypassing the Prop 400?

The City has proposed a "Water Acquisition Cost" be paid for those
outside of the City seeking water. There is no market price for water,
how will this be determined?

Water users outside the City limits will be paying 30% more than the
water rate paid by users inside the City limits, and will be paying the
monthly sewer fee. How could a project not pay off for the City -
especially when we understand that the City will be getting free
recharge water in addition to all the payments received?

The primary reason to serve water outside of City limits is to decrease the
use of exempt wells and septic systems. New developments would also
be required to extend water and sewer infrastructure into areas that do
not have it, thus making additional connections possible. While
additional recharge may result from connections outside of the City
limits, this is not the primary goal.

City services for annexed properties include more than water and sewer
service. It also includes fire protection, police services and street
maintenance, most of which comes from the General Fund. It is not
bypassing Prop 400, which includes annexations of 250 or more or
multiple annexations totaling 250 acres or more over 10-years.

The price of water is one that will be determined by the market. The City
will employ a consultant to assist with determination of a marketable
price, if needed.

It is true that water rates outside the City limits are 30% higher than for
those inside the City limits. It would be up to the Council to set terms for
service to outside City limits customers.



Providing Water Outside City Limits

This is an extremely controversial proposal. The draft policy provides
no explanation of the need, the rationale, or an analysis of the
impacts. The map in the draft policy is unreadable. Why is this
proposed? What is the need? What are the impacts to stakeholders?

Providing Water Outside City Limits New developments require
infrastructure, and ultimately the consumer pays for it through county
taxes if in the county, or through city taxes and impact fees if in the
City. Every subdivision will need to comply with state and county or
city subdivision rules. How does this help home buyers and
homeowners? How does this impact developers? How does it impact
the County? Has the City received approval from Yavapai County for
this idea?

Residents of these out-of-city service areas now pay a 30% surcharge
for water. Is the City attempting to increase its water enterprise
revenue by overcharging homeowners?

Is this an attempt to get around Prop 400 public notice and effluent
requirements by avoiding annexation so the City can receive recharge
credits?

The proposed Water Management Policy and accompanying City Code
changes were developed comprehensively with the goal of reaching safe
yield, improving surface water quality and simplifying internal processes
and procedures. An updated map is available on the City website:
http://www.prescott-az.gov/water-sewer/water-management/water-
policy/. Regional cooperation is a main priority for reaching safe yield
within the Prescott AMA. Offering municipal water service and sewer in
place of wells and septic tanks is the start of regional cooperation. The
service of water outside of City limits will decrease the use of exempt
wells and require new developments to extend much needed
infrastructure into areas that currently do not have it.

Approval from Yavapai County is not required. The developer will be
required to install the needed infrastructure for a project. The sewer and
water revenues from utility bills will be used to maintain the
infrastructure after completion. Having a long term stable water supply
increases property values. The City also treats water to EPA standards,
and wells are privately maintained.

In 2018, the City adopted a new rate and fee schedule for all water and
sewer users. This rate study included an analysis of the cost to provide
service, which includes service to areas outside of the City limits. In
addition to the analysis, the City has an agreement with the Town of
Chino Valley to not increase water service to City customers inside of the
Town of Chino Valley more than 30% of the cost to customers inside of
the City limits. The rate and fee study can be found at http://prescott-
az.gov/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Schedule-of-the-Proposed-
Increase-of-Water-and-Wastewater-Rates.pdf

City services for annexed properties include more than water and sewer
service. It also includes fire protection, police services and street
maintenance, most of which comes from the General Fund. It is not
bypassing Prop 400, which includes annexations of 250 or more or
multiple annexations totaling 250 acres or more over 10-years.
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Is this part of a negotiated solution to the AZ Eco South Annexation
that would protect the Granite Dells?

Is this a pro-growth policy designed to support development and line
the pockets of developers with city resources?

What is wrong with annexation? The City is providing water & sewer,
so what is the problem with simply annexing the area?

Providing water outside of City limits proposal CWAG requests that
the proposals be updated to include impacts on the aquifer, on safe
yield, and on other groundwater users.

No

No

City services for annexed properties include more than water and sewer
service. It also includes fire protection, police services and street
maintenance, most of which comes from the General Fund.

The City will be using water from its Assured Water Supply (AWS) to serve
any property outside of the City limits. The impacts to the aquifer and
safe yield was evaluated by ADWR in the 4th Management Plan and
under the 2009 Decision & Order.

General

Doesn’t this policy remove or weaken controls on development and
increase the growth rate?

Why should | conserve water if it will be used to promote growth?

Through the use of the Water Resource Management Model (WRMM),
the City will be able to determine how much and where water is being
used in one tool. The City has a long standing growth rate of 1% -2% for
the last decade.

Water conservation is one of the primary reasons the City has made
progress toward reaching safe yield. While the City cannot be responsible
for safe yield over the entire AMA, education and conservation have
played a key role in the progress that has been made. The Water
Resource Management Model (WRMM) will allow the City to continue to
track water usage and project water needs into the future. The City has a
long standing growth rate of 1% -2% for the last decade.



Question/Comment

Response

Aquifer/Safe Yield/Overdraft

Does the City Council factually know if the recharge water replenishes the
aquifer that is used by the City?

Does the City Council factually know how long it takes the recharge water
to enter the aquifer used by the City?

Does the City Council factually know what percent of recharge water
actually enters the aquifer used by the City?

What is the total amount of water that is presently stored in the
aquifer that the City uses?

What is the annual consumption of all users of this aquifer; Prescott,
Chino Valley, Prescott Valley, Private Wells and other users?

The estimated number of years of "life" our aquifer has left given ongoing
development/new subdivisions that are being built or will be built in the
future across all municipalities that use this aquifer?

The City Council appears to be bound by "water agreements/water rights"
that were established years ago in a time when populations across
Prescott, Prescott Valley and Chino Valley were much less, and drought
conditions/climate changes were not a factor in the development of these
agreements. Given the reality of today, how can these "agreements" even
be considered reasonable to adhere to and execute? Or no matter what
the state of our aquifer is in, these agreements are legally binding to be
adhered to, i.e. the state of the aquifer, the amount of water in the
aquifer, an increasing drought due to climate changes, have absolutely no
bearing on the water rights these agreements have entitled to them?

The City does not calculate recharge or groundwater flow.
Water experts and technical agencies (ADWR) do this work, and
set the guidelines/requirements for the City, who maintains the
data and daily operations of the Recharge Facility near the
Airport. Please see the 4th Management Plan, Water Atlas, or
contact ADWR for further information.

ADWR maintains the Prescott AMA Groundwater Flow Model,
which determines recharge travel time estimates.

ADWR maintains the Prescott AMA Groundwater Flow Model,
which determines recharge percentage estimates.

ADWR states that 3.1 million acre-feet is in storage within the
AMA aquifers (as stated in ADWR Report on the Final Decision
and Order That the Prescott AMA is No Longer at Safe-Yield,
January 1999)

See 4th Management Plan for ADWR estimates.

There are many variables that impact the life of an aquifer.
Please contact ADWR for additional questions related to aquifer
lifespan.

The City holds a Decision and Order of an Assured Water
Supply, confirmed by the State of Arizona. The City maintains
water contracts under its' Assured Water Supply designation at
the discretion of Council.



It appears that, in its deliberations, the City focused only on the question
of whether the City might have the legal right to pump groundwater to
support a doubling of the City's population. There is no indication that the
City considered the question of the negative impact on the City's
contribution to safe yield and the aquifer. Clearly, no matter what the
percentage of increased pumping that will be recharged, the remainder
will increase the overdraft on the aquifer.

Even simple back-of-the-envelope calculations would have demonstrated
that the more it pumps, the more the City will be adding to the AMA's
overdraft. Increased conservation among current water users might
moderate the overdraft but will not eliminate it. And natural recharge
cannot be expected to increase.

Although the details have not been shared, it appears that the Dishlip
model was utilized in support of certain projections of future COP water
supply and demand scenarios. However, it is apparent that the model was
not sufficiently robust to accommodate the implications of these
projections on overdrafting and the aquifer.

The overdraft is an issue that the City takes seriously and as a
result have implemented an aggressive water billing rate
structure and committed funding toward a comprehensive
conservation program for over a decade with positive results.
The issue of the entire Prescott AMA as a whole however, is the
responsibility of the Arizona Department of Water Resources,
because the AMA is a significantly larger land use area than just
the City of Prescott. The City actively participates on the
Governor's Users Advisory Council (GUAC) to work toward the
goal of safe yield.

The overdraft is an issue that the City takes seriously and as a
result have implemented an aggressive water billing rate
structure and committed funding toward a comprehensive
conservation program for over a decade with positive results.
The issue of the entire Prescott AMA as a whole however, is the
responsibility of the Arizona Department of Water Resources,
because the AMA is a significantly larger land use area than just
the City of Prescott. The City actively participates on the
Governor's Users Advisory Council (GUAC) to work toward the
goal of safe yield.

ADWR has the Prescott AMA Groundwater Model. The WRMM
was not intended to be an additional groundwater model, but
to measure consumption and future projections for the City of
Prescott water service area.

Climate Change



If this year's monsoon season is the new "normal" given climate changes,
does that reality have any impact on the City Council's longer term
development goals for the City, or does the City Council have facts that
such a limited resupply of water through future ongoing "dry" monsoon
seasons will have little if any impact on the amount of water in the
aquifer and therefore has no direct impact on future residential
development plans for the City of Prescott?

As required by State Statute the City must file the Drought
Contingency Plan as a supplement to the annual water report
to the State. This plan is updated every five years.

Contingency Plan

Does the City Council have any water contingency plans if an unexpected
long term or short term event would impact our aquifer like an increased
prolonged dry spell (the near elimination of any monsoon season),
significant development in Prescott Valley that begins to negatively
impact our aquifer quantitatively, a serious pipeline break serving the
aquifer that dramatically reduces the amount of water available to
Prescott?

General

Please identify through a presentation of the "case for each change
(including the hugely significant change in interpretation of the
groundwater allocation.) 1. What the change is from what to what. 2. The
reason for the change. 3. What the change means for important
stakeholders. 4. What any issues are with respect to the change.

Please identify the specific areas of the proposed water policies, in
addition to the question of mandatory sewer hook-ups, that you and the
Council will be open to modifying based on public input.

Will you recommend to Council that they give explicit approval to the 180
degree change in interpretation of the groundwater allocation rather than
simply proceeding to act on this new interpretation?

As required by State Statute the City must file a Drought
Preparedness Plan which is updated every five years. The
Prescott City Code 3-10-11 includes provisions for restrictions
during water shortages, resources levels indicate procedures
for reduced usage under any significant decrease in water

supply.

Please see the Study Sessions and all information on
WWWw.prescott-az.gov/water-policy

Please provide the areas which you would like to see modified
if the City is currently not addressing areas in which you have
concerns. To see the modifications currently proposed please
see http://www.prescott-az.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2019/07/Code-Changes-Other.pdf.

While this is a change in how the City manages its' water policy,
all changes will be made in accordance with State Law.



Will you recommend to Council that they create a new policy that, like the
current procedures, provides for the pacing of development to meet the
stated objective of achieving moderate growth in the range of 1.5% to 2%
annually?

Great opportunity to learn about City water plans. Thanks! (Submitted
with Public Meeting Card and first public meeting)

I think the City has done a remarkable job via public education, rebates,
tiered water rates for conservation, coupled with excellent data tools to
know exactly how much water the City is using and how much water is
being returned to the aquifer via re-charge. The concerning issue for me,
however, regarding the new draft water policy is that while ADWR’s
allocation of 16,500af and the City’s consumption of 6,700af is touted the
flip side of ADWR’s formula is the mandate that the City reach safe yield
by 2025 which has not been addressed by the new water policy. Was not
the allocation of 16,500af based in part by the assumption that we would
be recharging at least 50% of the ground water pumped?

The other topic you could throw in there is ADWR is “paper water” while
we are drawing “wet water.” Given that ADWR’s allocation was
calculated 25 years ago, perhaps it is time to request a new study and a
new allocation number. The citizens do not feel that we have “plenty of
water” and a new calculation just might settle the science.

Through the use of the Water Resource Management Model
(WRMM), the City will be able to determine how much and
where water is being used in one tool. The City has a long
standing growth rate of 1% -2% for the last decade.

Thank you for the input.

The overdraft is an issue that the City takes seriously and as a
result has implemented an aggressive water billing rate
structure and committed funding toward a comprehensive
conservation program for over a decade with positive results.
The issue of the entire Prescott AMA as a whole however, is the
responsibility of the Arizona Department of Water Resources,
because the AMA is a significantly larger land use area than just
the City of Prescott. The City actively participates on the
Governor's Users Advisory Council (GUAC) to work toward the
goal of safe yield. The assumption within the Decision and
Order does not include a 50% recharge rate. For further
information please see the 2009 Decision and Order at
http://www.prescott-az.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2016/03/decision order aws text.pdf.

The City's allocation was last updated in 2009, and finalized in
2011. Under the rules, the next application to update the City's
Decision and Order will be submitted to ADWR in December
2021.

Public Outreach

Do you and the current Mayor and Council believe that sufficient
transparency will be achieved when policies are publicly
justified after they have decided?

No new codes have been adopted at this time. Please see
proposed changes on the City website at www.prescott-
az.gov/water-policy
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Regional Cooperation

Is there a reason when the City Council hired consultants to study the Prescott Valley and Chino Valley are not within the City of
water situation, that the consultants did not take into account the Prescott's water jurisdictional area. City Management has
residential development plans of other municipalities like Prescott Valley = committed to organize meetings with regional stakeholders to
and Chino Valley and the impact their long term future usage would have  discuss this topic.

on the aquifer? Or is the water consumed from our aquifer by the other

municipalities not that significant and the impact of their long term

residential development plans on the aquifer is trivial?

Water Connection Policy

I have not read or heard anything about how the rate of commitments for Through the use of the Water Resource Management Model
supplying water to new developments, large and small, would be paced or (WRMM), the City will be able to determine how much and
controlled. Hopefully, there will be a new policy in this area and it willbe = where water is being used in one tool. The City has a long
evaluated in a quantitative rather than merely qualitative basis. standing growth rate of 1% -2% for the last decade.

Policy changes represent changes in strategy. To fully understand the This public comment period has been to gain stakeholder input.
short and long run implications of the changes, the range of potential
impacts on important stakeholders needs to be evaluated.

Page 2 B&C "return of water and outside city limits" Does this mean the No.
city will obtain recharge credits allowing water to be withdrawn from the
aquifer?
Wells
How many private wells are in Prescott? There are approximately 1300 wells within the City limits. This

includes monitoring wells, exempt wells, and all other wells
within the ADWR database.
Can the City require them to be monitored and reported? No, they are permitted through ADWR.



