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ABSTRACT
THE CASE OF THE YAVAPAI COUNTY, ARIZONA WATER CONFLICT:
A POWER AND POLITICS ANALYSIS

JANE WHITMIRE

This investigation asks why, after more than 20 years, a geopolitical conflict over
management of the Verde River remains unresolved. In order to discover what
conditions and factors explain why this dispute continues without resolution, I first
discuss case-relevant theories, including deliberative democracy, network analysis and
power relationships. Findings from 35 interviews of selected stakeholder group members
are then embedded in a theoretical discussion of ways in which power and collaborative
relationships interplay in this case. This discussion weaves together the interview
findings and existing theories to reveal similarities and differences that describe and
illuminate the case and provide support for recommendations offered. I next consider the
links between science and power by examining the ways in which the interface of
science, technology and power influences deliberative processes. Finally, I summarize
my research and offer recommendations for resolution of the conflict. My major working
hypothesis is that the continuation of debate and the absence of substantive positive
action and resolution of the water management dispute indicate that processes used to
inform and engage a majority of citizens in Yavapai County has not been effective. I also
hypothesize that various aspects of power are strongly influencing and/or preventing
resolution of this ongoing conflict.
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I designed this case study to discover why the conflict is ongoing and what might be done
to resolve it in order to preserve and maintain the Verde River as one of the few
remaining perennial streams in Arizona. This exemplary case provides an empirical
application useful for natural resource policy development in complex situations.
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PREFACE
SMALL TOWN GIRL
by
Linda K. Wolfe (Buchanan)

If she were a woman, I would have said simply that she wasn’t very pretty. She was
plain, not voluptuous, nor leggy and tall. Her nose was a tad too flat, and perhaps even a
smidgen off center. Her lips were thin, and her jowls, though drawn and hollow, lacked
the fashionable gauntness society has come to favor. If she had eyes, I would have said
they were small, and set too close.

But she wasn’t a woman. She was a river. And on that day, I loved her. I loved her for
her small town glory, and the wiggle in her walk. Longingly, I brushed the tamarisk back
from her banks, like wispy hair from a damp forehead in early June – a day just hours
away from Hotter than Hell, when I craved her simple wetness.

By dawn, I wallowed in the juniper musk, all tangled with her honeysuckle. By dusk, I
loved her quicksand clutch and skimpy cattail dress, all dolled up with duckweed.
Always I envied the nymphy damselflies, barely an inch long, flitting across her taut
stomach. Sometimes I teased her tawny ribs with feathery seed tails of white clematis,
and I tickled her toes with yellow lady slippers torn from her banks.

Today, when I look deep into those silt pools, I see all the ways I ever hurt her. I see
dams, and dumps, and ditches, and carelessly tossed empties the color of angst. I look
away from the leach lines, crawling like varicose veins up her subdivided thighs.
12

Then I watch her turn away, trickling to another low-down lover, somewhere in that vast
metropolitan wasteland called Phoenix. I know her weary bones will soon be bleached
white from chemicals. I know she’ll soon be lapping ‘gainst the concrete of a stranger’s
backyard pool. And I know I’ll be sorry that I didn’t love her better, when she was mine.

If she were a woman, I’d say I danced once with the Verde.

Photo courtesy of Gary Beverly, Ph.D.

13

CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION, BACKGROUND,
LITERATURE REVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction
Decades of discussions and controversy about regional water resource management in
Yavapai County, Arizona, have not produced agreements that will provide needed
protection of the Verde River and the Verde watershed. Continuing ideological and
philosophical differences divide the county nearly as much as the physical presence of
Mingus Mountain. All of this occurs as the Verde River, one of the last perennial rivers
in Arizona, meanders through the county oblivious to the conflict and voiceless in its
resolution.

The focus of this investigation is the ongoing dispute taking place in Yavapai County
over the future of the Verde River. The inquiry examines why, after more than 20 years
of considerable effort and discussions, the conflict over management of the Verde River
and its watershed remains unresolved. While one might imagine that the level and degree
of focused attention to the health of the Verde River and watershed would have already
resulted in the development of deliberative discussions and strong collaborative problem
solving processes, this has not occurred. A fundamentally important research question
arises -- What is disrupting and impeding the promise of multiple organizations from
preserving and protecting the health of the Verde River and watershed for the benefit of
current and future generations?
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This chapter provides an historical overview of the water dispute, including the legal,
geographic, socio-cultural context and scientific studies that informs the problem and
explains why this case is important. In order to show how this research problem
relates to existing theoretical schema, this investigation brings theory and thick
description into dialogue.

First, I use deliberative democracy and social network theories to illuminate problems
and barriers that are impeding and preventing movement toward resolution of the
conflict.

Using these theories, I identify methods to overcome these problems and

barriers. Through the interplay of the diverse theoretical literatures used to examine
this case, I discuss how each of these theories informs the other. It is possible, for
example, that power relationships within and among social networks undermine
deliberative democratic processes and prevent resolution of this dispute. Finally, I
summarize the general insights discovered through this case investigation to
illuminate and advance policy development in the present context and in future
natural resource policy disputes where complex power-laden dynamics exist.

Within the descriptive narrative, I critically examine this case and discuss why it is
important to furthering theoretical understanding and how its application may be useful in
resolving conflicts over natural resource management. At a more detailed level, the
deeper scholarly purpose of this research is to discover ways the case does or does not
“fit” with existing theories of deliberative democracy and social networks, as well as
elements of power, and how each of these concepts informs the other in possible
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resolution of the environmental conflict presented in this case. I also include important
aspects of trust and science in my discussion.

A key purpose of this research is to provide an empirical application of the theories.
Examining the way that collaboration and problem solving occur in this case illustrates
the usefulness of deliberative democracy, social network theory, power, trust and science
in natural resource policy development. Heeding John Ray’s observation, “He that uses
many words for explaining any subject, doth, like the cuttlefish, hide himself for the most
part, in his own ink,” I will work to achieve clarity in a concise and understandable way
(Lukes 2005).

Competing philosophies regarding economic growth and development strategies strongly
inform this case. But this conflict is not just about increased water demand, economic
competition and disputes over scientific uncertainty. It is also about whether or not the
health of the Verde River, listed #10 on American Rivers 2006 Edition of America’s
Most Endangered Rivers list, and the entire Verde watershed can be restored and
maintained (American Rivers 2010).

Scientific studies indicate that 80% of the water originating at the river’s headwater
springs is supplied by the Big Chino aquifer. The Little Chino aquifer supplies another
14% to the base flow. Only a small percentage emanates from surface runoff (Wirt,
DeWitt and Langenheim. 2004; Springer, 2008). The aquifer maintains the flow in the
Upper Verde and is especially critical in dry seasons and periods of extended drought
when the need and demand by people and wildlife is highest. Flow reduction in the upper
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Verde watershed and the subsequent loss of habitat will, according to a statement issued
by the Center for Biological Diversity, result in “serious and irreversible consequences.”
Further, Center hydrologists predict that “pumping from the aquifer will eventually result
in a near equal reduction of flow in the Verde River” (Center for Biological Diversity,
2010). By 2050 The Nature Conservancy predicts a 6-15% reduction in river flows and
over 65 feet of decline in the water table (Limbrunner et al. 2011).

While two United States Geological Survey (USGS) studies supported this conclusion,
these findings have been contested by Prescott area officials concerned about the legal
water rights they secured in late 2009. These legal rights allow 8,000 acre-feet of
groundwater to be pumped and transported each year out of the Big Chino sub-basin to
the PrAMA.1 According to a member of the Prescott City Council, the legal rights do not
address and/or specify any contingencies with respect to impact on the Verde River
(Nellans 4-07-2011).

Predictions that the 8,000 acre-feet of groundwater pumping will, in fact, reduce
downstream Verde River flow appear to be sound based on the data and methods used in
the sensitivity tests recently conducted and modeled in the long-awaited and highly
contested Northern Arizona Regional Groundwater Flow Model created by the USGS.
The model indicates a 1-to-1 ratio of withdrawal to discharge. As such, one gallon
pumped from the Big Chino results in one less gallon entering the Upper Verde River.
But even after several months of “tweaking” the variables used for these tests, the

1

A legal right differs from a certificated groundwater right. The volume of water specified in statute is
8,068 acre-feet annually per A.R.S. 45-555, Decision Order No. 86-401501-0001 issued by ADWR.
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reliability of the model remains somewhat controversial. Some Prescott area officials
contend it does not account for a geological deposit described as the “clay plug” or
“playa deposit”2 which they claim lies below Prescott area communities and essentially
serves as a sub-surface dam that impedes the flow of water from the Big Chino Basin
(Ayers, 8-26-12). Therefore, these officials maintain that any measurement of
withdrawal to discharge that predicts subsequent impact on the Verde needs to account
for the existence of this geologic structure.
Case Study Background and Literature Review
The Yavapai County water dispute is symptomatic of relatively unfettered population
growth and the attendant increasing demand for water and inadequate overall
management of the resource. As Brown (2003) observes, while population is growing
exponentially, the amount of water available for consumption remains the same. The
melding of legal, geographic and socio-cultural contexts and historical occurrences
discussed below allows better understanding of the ongoing water management dispute.

The complexity of the conflict is compounded by the existence of multiple political
jurisdictions, overlapping institutional structures, missions of federal, state and local
public agencies, river-oriented grassroots organizations, environmental non-profits,
numerous scientific studies, politics and Arizona water law. While the people of Yavapai
County are not oblivious to the conflict, many are not actively engaged and/or have
directed their attention elsewhere for a variety of reasons, including the long-continuing
2

The playa deposit is a sedimentary deposit that forms in basins where water flows in, forms temporary
lakes and evaporates leaving fine-grained sediments.
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lack of resolution. Many believe the solution to the problem lies outside the scope
of what they can reasonably influence.

Aptly described as a “socio-spatial construction of claims and counter-claims of
environmental harms of groundwater development,” this geopolitical conflict centers
on the Verde River watershed located in what is called the Central Highlands of
Arizona (Bolin, Collins and Darby 2008).

Figure 1. Case Study Map. Red boundaries indicate Arizona active management areas
(AMAs). The picture to the right shows the Prescott Active Management Area
(PrAMA) within the red boundary, the proposed Big Chino Pipeline and Aqueduct, and
the downstream communities along the Verde River (Muñoz-Erickson, et. al 2010).

Legal, Geographic and Socio-Cultural Framework
Mingus Mountain, located in the Black Hills Range, is located midway between
Prescott and the Verde Valley. The mountain serves as a geographic and socio-
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cultural landmark and it is not uncommon for people in Yavapai County to refer to
those on “the other side of the mountain.”

The geography and mass of Mingus Mountain are emblematic of the ongoing dispute
and appear to be significant ideological and philosophical differences between the two
sides. These differences and the resultant conflict are, in large part, reflections of
differing economic goals and aspirations, all of which are dependent on the quality and
quantity of water the Verde River provides along its 170-mile course. While the Prescott
side is working to expand its infrastructure to attract and provide for more growth,
communities “on the other side” in the Verde Valley are working principally to develop
economic opportunities strongly associated (although largely unknowingly) with
maintaining the health of the Verde watershed and the Verde River.

Verde Valley communities and state agencies have long recognized the potential threats
and opportunities associated with the Verde River. In the fall of 1989, a two-year project
titled “Verde River Corridor Project” was facilitated by the Arizona State Parks
Department and the Arizona Department of Commerce. A steering committee of 26
public officials, businesspeople and other stakeholders conducted an extended public
outreach process to “develop a workable strategy for the use, management, and
protection of the river that incorporates the views of its many users, residents, agencies,
and elected officials” (Verde River Corridor Project (VRCP), June 1991). However, few,
if any, of the identified strategies were ever fully designed and implemented. Subsequent
research conducted in the Verde River Economic Development Study (VREDS 2011),
prompted a review of the VRCP final report. Locating a copy of the report proved to be
20

especially difficult. Few public officials in the Verde Valley communities were even
aware of its existence. The absence of continued funding and/or assignment of
accountability to implement report findings caused its essential extinction in both form
and substance.

While the ongoing debate over management of the Verde River seems to primarily center
on how much water is needed, how much is available and from where it comes, there is a
history of concern over the quality of Verde River water. A 1983 study conducted by
Owen-Joyce and Bell (1983) was one of the first to examine how the quality of water in
the Verde River would be impacted by population growth and increased economic
development. A subsequent study was conducted in 1990 by the U.S. Geological Survey
in cooperation with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (Baldys 1990).
The study indicated that water quality was degrading between the Clarkdale and Camp
Verde sampling sites.

Science continues to play an important role in this ongoing debate as more studies and
predictive models add to already existing information. While many hydrological studies
have been performed by private entities and public agencies, scientific information
continues to evolve, some uncertainties remain and heated debates continue over which
of the studies and consequent groundwater models provide the most accurate account
and/or information needed to accurately predict ground and surface water flows in the
Verde watershed. However, it appears that scientific studies are not in significant
conflict with each other. What remains in conflict is the interpretation of those studies
based on competing values and interests.
21

The need for more water to serve the needs of projected population growth in Yavapai
County continues to drive much of the ongoing debate and conflict over water resource
management. While some argue over the proposed pipeline to serve the growing needs
of the Prescott area, others maintain that population growth in the Verde Valley may
well exert more stress on the river as more private exempt wells are put into place.
These concerns are defensible when considering the graphic display of population
growth and private exempt wells in the Verde Valley for years 1950, 1974 and 2011
found in Appendix A.

Yavapai County has a long-standing history of growth rates that exceed those of the
State of Arizona. According to the 2010 U.S. Census, population in the state grew by
24.6% over the past decade, while Yavapai County experienced a 26% growth rate
raising its total population to 211,033. Population in eastern Yavapai County, known as
the Verde Valley, increased 16% while western Yavapai County experienced a 30%
increase.

A water resource demand study conducted by the Central Yavapai Highland Water
Resources Management Study (CYHWRMS), estimates the population of Yavapai
County will reach 594,392, an increase of more than 182% by 2050 (2010). According
to CYHWRMS, the combined groundwater pumping in the entire system is about 20,000
acre feet/year. Predicted 2050 pumping could top 45,000 acre feet/year. As one public
official in Yavapai County commented in a personal and confidential e-mail, “That
dwarfs the 8,000 acre feet/year that is legislated for the Big Chino pipeline where
new development could exceed pipeline withdrawals. The point is [that] all of this
22

consumption impacts the river even more than the pipeline” (Personal
Communication, 10-23-10).

Declining aquifers and the rapid population growth experienced and projected in
Yavapai County have profound socio-ecological, economic and environmental
implications. The political economy of Arizona, including Yavapai County, has
primarily been driven by growth and the availability of water made possible by western
water policy (Brown 2003). A Yavapai County supervisor proposes that “every region
should grow to their natural resources capability without injuring others, or injuring the
one God made that can’t speak for itself: the natural resources” (Davis in Hjalmarson
2010). But this kind of moral persuasion, combined with the efforts of environmental
organizations, businesses, private citizens, elected officials and government agencies has
not resolved the ongoing claims and counter-claims over the Verde River. While this
supervisor suggests a philosophy of what Gunderson describes as “environmental
rationality that demands restraint,” some of his peers do not agree and, despite the efforts
of some citizens, the majority of others are not actively engaged in seeking solutions
(1995, 48).

The claims to the Verde River and the Verde Watershed are not exclusive to Yavapai
County. Since 1922, Verde River water has been used to supplement increasing
demands of the Phoenix metropolitan area. As a result of The National Reclamation Act
of 1902, Salt River Project was created to manage and direct irrigation canals that
serviced the needs of Phoenix. Since the Salt River proved to be appropriately named
due to high concentrations of salt, a new surface water source was needed. The Verde
23

became that source. Through agreement with the Fort McDowell Indian Reservation, a
water intake and pipeline system was constructed to transport Verde River water to the
City of Phoenix.

Figure 2. A 28 mile redwood pipeline known as “Big Red” was constructed in the 1920s
to transport Verde River water for use by approximately 29,000 residents in the City of
Phoenix. This pipeline was replaced in 1931 with a concrete pipeline. (Photo by
Phoenix Water Services.)

Active Management Areas
A portion of the Verde watershed is located within one of the five Active Management
Areas (AMAs) created and regulated by state law through the Groundwater Management
Act of 1980. Under this comprehensive legislation, the Prescott Active Management
(PrAMA) was established by the Arizona Department of Water Resources as an
“analytical tool capable of quantifying the effects of various management and
conservation programs on the groundwater supplies within the study area” (Corkhill and
Mason 1995). Prescott and Prescott Valley, two of the largest municipalities in the
Central Highlands, lie within the designated PrAMA boundaries.
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Figure 3. Active Management Areas created by the 1980 Groundwater Management Act.
(http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/WaterManagement/AMAs/).
The AMAs substantially add to the complexity of managing water resources in the state
and the efficacy of the PrAMA is questionable. While they provide a territorial structure
to developing water policy, they do so under the provisions of the Groundwater
Management Act (GMA) of 1980. GMA statutes apply to groundwater only and largely
leave to interpretation the statutory goal of achieving safe yield by 2025, especially
when faced with political pressure. But the “goal” of achieving safe-yield does not
equate to a legal requirement and, therefore, does not carry with it any penalty for nonachievement of safe-yield status. The Arizona Department of Water Resources website
states that “safe-yield is accomplished when no more groundwater is being withdrawn
than is being annually replaced.” Progress toward the safe-yield goal is monitored
through 10-year management plans mandated by the GMA for all AMAs. The PrAMA
is currently operating under its Third Management Plan, which includes limitations on
groundwater pumping rights and the design and implementation of agricultural,
municipal and industrial sector conservation programs (Timmons 2007). A Fourth
Management Plan is currently under development.
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Further complicating the water resource management issue in Yavapai County is the
1991 Groundwater Transportation Act that allows Prescott to import water from the Big
Chino Basin via the Big Chino pipeline project that many believe threatens the base-flow
of the Verde River. Herb Guenther, former Director of the Arizona Department of Water
Resources, does not believe the water management plans, including the pipeline, being
pursued in the Prescott area are realistic long-term solutions because they do not
adequately address impacts created by the over-drafting of groundwater (Davis 2007).

In 1998, a significant water fight occurred among elected county officials when
legislation was introduced at the state capitol to expand the boundary of the PrAMA by
creating a mechanism for financing the construction of a pipeline to transport water.
The resulting legislation allowed pumping and transfer of water from the aquifer at the
headwaters of the Verde River, potentially jeopardizing the river, its riparian corridor
and downstream communities. If/when the pipeline (Big Chino) is constructed and
commissioned, water will be piped to expanding urban areas surrounding Prescott and
Prescott Valley. The additional water would essentially serve as a water supply
augmentation that could potentially bring the PrAMA into legal compliance with the
safe-yield mandate and support future economic development goals and objectives.
Although the PrAMA has a statutory requirement to achieve safe-yield by 2025, i.e.,
maintain balance between what is withdrawn and what is recharged, it was declared to
be out of safe-yield3 by the Arizona Department of Water Resources in 1999.
3

Safe-yield means that the amount of groundwater pumped from the aquifer on an average annual basis
must not exceed the amount that is naturally or artificially recharged. The safe-yield goal is a basin-wide
balance. This means that water level declines in one portion of the AMA can be offset by recharging water
in another part of the AMA. Natural Resources of Yavapai County, University of Arizona,
http://ag.arizona.edu/yavapai/anr/nr/naturalresourcesofyavapaicounty.html.
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Prior to the effective date of the safe-yield ruling, construction permits and plats for
32,000 new residences were applied for and approved within the management area.

Another issue of major concern over groundwater pumping is the large and ever-growing
number of exempt wells in Yavapai County, especially those located in the Verde Valley.
Exempt wells are defined as those that pump less than 35 gallons per minutes and are,
therefore, exempt from reporting and regulatory requirements. Currently, more of these
wells are drilled in Yavapai County than any other county in the state. In fact, over 30%
of all exempt wells drilled in Arizona are located in Yavapai County (University of
Arizona 2008). Moreover, ADWR reports that of the estimated 26,649 exempt wells,
11,585 are concentrated in the PrAMA (ADWR 2013). Other than registering the well
with ADWR, there is no monitoring of supply, use or water quality for privately owned
exempt wells in the state.

The State of Arizona has recognized and reacted to the need to manage limited ground
water and surface water resources to meet increasing demands, especially in rural areas.
In FY 2000, $1.2 million dollars was appropriated by the Arizona State Legislature to
establish the Rural Watershed Initiative (Endebrock 2000). With additional funding
from federal, state, local and private sources, the initiative was formed for the purpose
of developing partnerships that identify water resources and develop regional
watershed management plans. As a result, 17 watershed groups were established
across the state for the purpose of developing collaborative regional partnerships
dedicated to the development of water resource management strategies aimed at the
preservation and protection of water sources. Each of the watershed groups was
27

responsible for seeking additional resources to fund their respective programs and
activities. It is important to note that, in Yavapai County, the Water Advisory Council
(WAC) is the only group funded through population-based, one dollar/person,
contributions from the incorporated cities and towns within its jurisdiction. County
dollars fund residents in unincorporated areas. This essentially creates “buy-in” and
commitment across the entire county, including cities and towns located within the
PrAMA. Further, it provides WAC with a more secure revenue stream and alleviates
the need for seeking grants to support the organization in pursuing its goals and
objectives, including the conduct of scientific studies such as CYHWRMS and the
Northern Arizona Regional Groundwater Flow Model.
Geohydrology and Scientific Studies
To better understand the integrated complexity of the water system in the PrAMA and
the Verde watershed, a number of geology, hydrogeology and groundwater development
and modeling studies have been conducted and updated over the years. The stratigraphy
and structure of the Prescott and Paulden topographic quadrangles were reported by
Krieger (1965) in a study conducted by the USGS. Descriptions of the geology,
hydrology, stream-flow and groundwater development of the Little Chino sub-basin from
1940-1965 were provided through investigation by the Agricultural Experiment Station
at the University of Arizona (Schwalen, 1967). This study was updated by Matlock,
Davis and Roth (1973) to include groundwater development from 1966-1972.
Yavapai County has spent more than $4 million over the last 13 years on a series of
scientific investigations conducted by various federal and state agencies. Each of these
studies has been carefully coordinated so that new information complements and adds to
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information already attained for use in the development of a water management plan for
Yavapai County (Ayres 6-14- 2011).

In 1999, funding from the Arizona Rural Water Initiative was used by USGS and ADWR
to conduct a study designed to improve understanding of the hydrology in the Verde
River Basin. Geological and geophysical studies were commissioned by the Yavapai
County Water Advisory Committee (WAC) for USGS to collect data for use in the
development of a conceptual hydrologic model. That study, known as the “Geologic
Framework of Aquifer Units and Ground-Water Flowpaths, Verde River Headwaters,
North-Central Arizona” was conducted and reported by Wirt, DeWitt and Langenheim
(2004). It offers an interpretation of the Little Chino sub-basin using hydrogeologic
characterization and geophysical interpretation. Another USGS report conducted by
Blasch et. al. (2005) presents information about the hydrogeology of the entire Upper and
Middle Verde watersheds, including the Little Chino sub-basin. Since that time, a
conceptual groundwater model was completed (Leon 2005), the Water Advisory
Committee (WAC) developed water management scenarios (2007-2009) and a numerical
groundwater model was released (2011).

Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) has conducted several groundwater
modeling studies for the PrAMA (Corkhill and Mason 1995, Nelson 2002). Nelson’s
model was updated by Timmons and Springer at Northern Arizona University (2006).
Private consultants have also provided groundwater models in the area (Southwest
Ground-Water Consultants 1998, Leon 2005). Under contract with ADWR,
Woessner (1998) was asked to review the models developed by Corkhill and Mason
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(1995) and Southwest Ground-water Consultants, Inc. (1998). As a result of
Woessner’s review, ADWR determined that the model developed by Southwest
Ground-Water Consultants did not represent the PrAMA groundwater system as
clearly as the conceptual model ADWR was using. Further, they determined the
ADWR model was better able to measure water levels and discharge values
(Woessner 1998).

While ADWR has published updates to their hydrologic reports over the years, other
agencies and entities, some in conjunction with ADWR, have and are conducting
additional studies. One of these studies was specific to irrigation, a historic use of Verde
River water in the Verde Valley.

The Water Advisory Committee (WAC) commissioned Northern Arizona University to
conduct a Verde Valley Hydraulic Model Project, Phase II, for the middle Verde River in
order to develop a better understanding of the complex relationships described in the
report as a “geologically, hydrologically, and politically complex area” (Ross, Springer
and Schlinger 2010) . The model was designed to provide potential predictive
information useful for considering current and future hydrologic and land management
practices. It allows for possible boundary constraints to surface-water/groundwater
interactions useful when integrating information with other groundwater flow models
such as the USGS Northern Arizona Regional Groundwater- Flow Model of the RedwallMauv, Coconino and Alluvial Basin Aquifer Systems of Northern and Central Arizona,
also called the Northern Arizona Regional Groundwater-Flow Model (U.S. Geological
Survey 2011).
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On April 12, 2011 a new computer model called the “Northern Arizona Regional
Groundwater-Flow Model” was publically released. The model was developed as a
tool that could be used by north central Arizona communities and water managers to
help better understand and assess potential long-term impacts of groundwater use on
aquifers and connected waterways. Funded by the USGS, Arizona Department of
Water Resources and WAC, the model includes the Verde, Salt, Little Colorado and
Colorado River watersheds. It uses hypothetical assumptions to develop scenarios
based on estimated population growth, water use and pumping to determine effects on
groundwater and surface water flows.

The groundwater flow model was presented to the Yavapai County Water Advisory
Committee (WAC) and the Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP) in public
presentations. However, after some “arm twisting through Rep. Paul Gosar’s office,” it
was reviewed, critiqued and modified during a private meeting between USGS, elected
officials and staff from the City of Prescott and the Town of Prescott Valley (Ayers 614-2011).

The Northern Arizona Regional Groundwater Flow Model informs three scenarios:
1) historic growth patterns in the county; 2) aggressive growth; and 3) conservation of
10% more water than what is currently used (Ayres 6-27-2011). In a press release
issued by James Leenhouts, Associate Director of the USGS Arizona Water Science
Center, “This model can help the people of Arizona understand the adequacy of their
groundwater supply at regional and smaller scales and how aquifers, rivers, and streams
may be affected by possible groundwater development and climate variations. The
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model can also help answer questions about where, when, and by how much the water
table and the flow in connected aquifers are affected by groundwater withdrawals” (412-2011). USGS representatives state they will need further approval from WAC before
they will run the scenarios. Some of the general public are wondering why the model is
not being put to work immediately as is being done in Flagstaff, Arizona to develop
water resource management strategies.

Prescott leaders question the model’s accuracy and “worry that it could jeopardize their
water rights if growth scenarios about the Big Chino sub-basin are misinterpreted” and
are content to wait and see what happens (Editorial, 7-23-2010). Their questions and
concerns about the predictions created through the model are, perhaps, understandable.

Predictions, defined by Sarewitz, et. al (2000) as ‘information products’, can, in and of
themselves, be “significant events” especially when they are viewed as a product without
benefit of a broadly integrated prediction process that includes open deliberative
democratic discourse. “Openness is important for many reasons, but perhaps the most
interesting and least obvious is that the technical products of prediction are likely to be
“better” – both more robust scientifically and more effectively integrated into the
decision process – when predictive research is subjected to the tough love of democratic
discourse” (Sarewitz, Pielke, Byerly 2000, 382-384).
Sarewitz contends that environmental controversies are sometimes made worse by
science and the predictions new technologies provide. He discusses three reasons for
this: 1) contesting parties receive the same body of scientific knowledge but often
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interpret it differently because of their “particular interests and normative frameworks;”
2) scientific approaches used by competing disciplines are often “causally tied to
competing value-based political or ethical positions informed by the normative lenses
through which they are observed…the necessity of looking at nature through a variety of
disciplinary lenses brings with it a variety of normative lenses;” and 3) scientific
uncertainty “can be understood not as a lack of scientific understanding but as the lack of
coherence among competing scientific understandings, amplified by the various political,
cultural, and institutional contexts within which science is carried out.” He concludes
that “value bases of disputes underlying environmental controversies must be fully
articulated and adjudicated through political means before science can play an effective
role in resolving environmental problems” (2004, 385).

As Dryzek points out, “environmental problems by definition are found at the
intersection of ecosystem and human social systems, so one should expect them to be
doubly complex…The more complex a situation, the larger is the number of plausible
perspectives upon it” (1997, 8). This appears to be the case in Yavapai County,
especially with respect to the USGS Regional Groundwater Flow Model. The
complexities represented in the model bring to mind Dryzek’s assertion that a variety of
“plausible perspectives” is inevitable. It certainly appears that the variety of perspectives
that prevents decisive and forward decision making to resolve the water management
issue. The general public in Yavapai County expects some course of action to be taken
by WAC as a result of the application of the model and other studies. Whatever the
model’s predictions indicate, the public expects it to be used as a decision making tool
with respect to the available source(s) and future supply of water to meet future projected
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needs and demands. But some WAC members in positions of influence and political
power are resistant to proceeding precisely because of those predictions.

Sarewitz contends that science is often used to resolve political disputes and while it
provides a basis for effective decision making, it too often becomes the center of
controversy that keeps decisions from being made (2004). Political problems will likely
never be solved by technical means because politics and science often simultaneously
represent opposing values and interests. Further, political debate is often “couched in the
guise of a debate over science…and the expert may not even be aware that he/she is
arguing politics through science” (Pielke 2007, 6).

Sarewitz proposes that the solution to the de-politicization of science lies in upfront
truth-telling through an outright expression of the goals and objectives of the science
and the values that inform the research methods and findings (2004). From all
indications, there has not been a successful outcome to such truth-telling in Yavapai
County. The goals and objectives of the scenarios provided through the Northern
Arizona Regional Groundwater Flow Model were agreed to by all of the WAC
members. However, the results of the model scenarios remain highly contested in spite
of the exhaustive reporting of assumptions and disclaimers commonly included by
USGS scientists in the preface of their reports, including the Groundwater Flow Model.
These scientists are quick to point out that a model is just that – a model. It is a
conceptual representation that makes a complex system more easily understood in a
logical way that can then be used as a decision making tool. It is not a precise
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instrument that eliminates all uncertainty. Accordingly, Pielke asserts that, “if policy
makers truly understood the uncertainties associated with predictions of global climate
change, they might decide that strategies for action should not depend only on
predictions” (Pielke in Sarewitz, et al. 2000, 384).

In addition to the uncertainties associated with the groundwater model, and any actions
taken as a result of it, a certain water policy paradox exists. While conservation
measures are largely considered by experts to be the most efficient way to increase a
water supply, such practices are not universally embraced, nor are they mandated
throughout Yavapai County. However, some individual incorporated communities have
developed and implemented public awareness and education programs addressing water
conservation. As solutions to the groundwater deficit are explored, including macrorainwater harvesting, evaporation interception, restoration of native vegetation in the Big
Chino area, locating alternative water sources and cloud-seeding, additional scientific
studies are being conducted. But these solutions seem fraught with uncertainty and
continue to be vigorously debated and contested.

Most scientists agree that the combined Big Chino and Little Chino aquifers provide well
in excess of 80% of the Verde River base flow and that pumping from those aquifers will
result in a gradual depletion of that flow. What is unknown is how long it will take to
detect the depletion, the relative rate of recharge as the river flows from the headwaters
to the Verde Valley and beyond, population growth and what impact(s) an extended
drought will have on all of these factors. The larger remaining question is whether or not
it is even possible to balance the physical and ideological demands that reflect the
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plurality of values and interests present on both sides of Mingus Mountain in a water
management plan that simultaneously protects the Verde River and watershed.

Working Hypotheses
My major working hypothesis is that the continuation of debate and the absence of
substantive positive action and resolution of the water management dispute indicate that
processes used to inform and engage a majority of citizens in Yavapai County has not
been effective. While many citizens are involved in river-related organizations and
activities, scores of others are not. Many are likely not aware of the significance of the
Verde River on their overall quality of life. Many elected officials accountable for
decision making related to short and long-term values and interests of their constituents
are choosing to default to citizen leaders and other volunteers in non-profit
organizations to educate and inform the general public about Verde River and watershed
issues. These officials are not exercising the leadership required to involve the public in
deliberative processes related to water management.

I also hypothesize that various aspects of power are strongly influencing and/or
preventing resolution of this ongoing conflict. The influence of power extends to
controversies over numerous scientific studies and ongoing research that describes the
watershed system, provides additional knowledge helpful in policy decision making
and predicts possible future impacts to the river and watershed – impacts such as
population growth and the impacts of climate change. It fully appears that power is
acting against power in a prolonged tug-of-war over the Verde River.
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Methodology
This research is context-driven and begins phenomenologically by asking questions that
depend on the “thick description” of a single case (Geertz 1983). It studies, observes
and interprets the activities and practices of involved actors. The findings of this
investigation are potentially valuable because they lend insight into the socio-historic
context of public deliberation and praxis that underscore the ongoing dispute. The
discoveries offer opportunity to learn and understand more about other cases that focus
on natural resource policy issues. This research is context-driven and asks questions
about natural resources and, in so doing, might further the work of scholars and
practitioners. Therefore, it is important to note that this investigation lays claim to
validity only until such time as subsequent research and interpretation asserts the
compelling discovery of what Nehamas describes as a “better understanding” (1985, 63).

Case Study
King, Keohane and Verba argue that “case studies…are…fundamental to social science.
It is pointless to seek to explain what we have not described with a reasonable degree of
precision” (1994, 44). This investigation uses a single case study methodology to
conduct an intensive analysis of the ongoing conflict surrounding water management in
Yavapai County, Arizona. Qualitative methods, including document analysis and
original stakeholder interview data, provide insight into how/if people are thinking about
issues involving the condition of the Verde River and Watershed and what, if any,
action(s) they are taking to resolve the dispute. This information allows examination of
how selected theories do or do not “fit” this case.
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This case is an analytical study that provides examples and detailed narratives that reflect
historic circumstances, reveal current practices and identify possible avenues to new
actions with more satisfying outcomes. It is strongly informed by the values that people
place on the Verde River and its watershed and how those values are manifested.
As Rorty observes, “…so far as political situations become clear, they get clarified
by detailed stories about who’s doing what to whom” (1994,14).

The political events associated with this case study easily lend themselves to Yin’s
observation that the examination of contemporary events is best done through case
study research because it allows direct observation and access to the people involved in
those events (2003). A primary intent of this research is to provide an empirical
application that is especially useful for natural resource policy development in complex
situations such as those represented in this case. It is not intended as a “final word” but
rather employs a phronetic social science research methodology to “historic
circumstances and current practices to find avenues to praxis” (Flyvbjerg 2006, 140).

Phronetic social science studies and interprets the practices of involved actors. It
embodies the analysis of values and is characterized by ethics and deliberation
about values with reference to praxis. According to Flyvbjerg, it is pragmatic,
variable, context-dependent, oriented toward action and asks three value-rational
questions critical to this research: 1) Where are we going? 2) Is this desirable? and
3) What should be done. (2006, 60). But the value-rational questions proposed by
Flyvbjerg do not sufficiently address what Bernstein argues are critical dimensions
of inquiry related to power and outcomes. In his argument, Bernstein points out “no
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practical discussion is going to take place unless you understand the relevance of
phronesis. But no practical philosophy can be adequate for our time unless it
confronts the analysis of power” (1989, 217). Accordingly, Flyvbjerg proposes that
the analysis of power be guided by a conception of power characterized by the
following features:


Power is seen as productive and positive and not only as restrictive and negative.



Power is viewed as a dense net of omnipresent relations and not only as localized in
“centers” and institutions, or as an entity one can “possess.”



The concept of power is seen as ultra-dynamic; power is not only something one
appropriates, but also something one re-appropriates and exercises in a constant
back-and-forth movement in relations of strength, tactics, and strategies.



Knowledge and power, truth and power, rationality and power are analytically
inseparable from each other; power produces knowledge, and knowledge produces
power.



The central question is how power is exercised, and not only who has power, and
why they have it; the focus is on process in addition to structure.



Power is studied with a point of departure in small questions, “flat and empirical,”
not only, nor primarily, with a point of departure in “big questions” (2006, 131-2).

As a case study researcher practicing phronetic social science that includes observations
of power and outcomes, I allow this case to unfold and reveal for its readers what
Flyvbjerg states is the “diverse, complex, and sometimes conflicting stories that people,
documents, and other evidence tell them” (2006, 86). While this may result in divergent
interpretations and conclusions, it may also encourage readers of this study to consider
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the “categorical question of any case study: “What is this a case of?” and to contemplate
the values, outcomes and concepts of power revealed through responses to interview
questions” (Flyvbjerg 2006, 86).

Case Study Selection
This case is representative of other water disputes in the American West, including those
in Arizona. The Colorado River has long been characterized as the “lifeblood of the
West” because it has shaped the history of indigenous people beginning as early as 700
A.D. Although this river runs through seven U.S. and two Mexican states collecting
water as it flows, it struggles to keep up with already over-allocated and increasing
demands on a diminishing supply Western Resource Advocates2012). The Upper San
Pedro River in southern Arizona presents another example of an over-stressed and
severely diminished river (2012). Similarly, the Middle Rio Grande in New Mexico also
faces problems of over-allocation and increased consumption brought into stark
realization when a significant portion of its main stem river ran dry in 1996 due to
irrigation withdrawals in the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District (Ward and Booker
2006). These cases are representative of water management challenges that include an
increased awareness and understanding of the hydrologic connection between ground and
surface water, especially as it relates to increased human population and
consequent demand.

I selected this case because of its fundamental importance in maintaining water
supplies and informing the development of public policy that can potentially maintain
and preserve the health of the Verde River and the watershed, while balancing the
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needs of the populations that depend on them. This case is immediately observable,
archival documents are readily available for review and analysis and many, if not all, of
the principal actors are accessible. Because this research is intended to facilitate
deliberation and action toward possible resolution of the water dispute and potentially
add to the discipline, its prime focus is on the contextual relationships between actor
and structural levels to discover the agency of both and how each influences the other.

Despite a dense civil network of organizations and the efforts of each to effect change in
water management associated with the Verde River in Yavapai County, the issue
remains largely unresolved. This investigation is a narrative that reflects the
perspectives of those involved and from which descriptions and interpretations of case
phenomena are applied. As such, it seeks to make sense of experience that allows us to
extend and build theory.

This case study has, as Flyvbjerg describes, “strategic importance in relation to the
general problem” of water management in Arizona (2006, 78). It represents an extreme
situation that is “especially problematic or especially good in a more closely defined
sense” (79). While there are no existing methodological principles that specifically
identify a critical case, this case allows a “most likely” or “least likely” approach to
either confirm or falsify stated propositions and hypotheses. Information gathered in this
critical case research prompts logical deductions of this type: “if this is (not) valid in this
case, then it applies to (all) cases” (79).
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Rich information about the underlying causes of the continuing conflict, as perceived
by interviewees and collected from earlier studies, provides insight into the problem
and its consequences that may inform subsequent action and outcomes. As Flyvbjerg
argues, “the task of phronetic social science is to clarify and deliberate about the
problems and risks we face and to outline how things may be done differently, in full
knowledge that we cannot find ultimate answers to these questions or even a single
version of what the questions are” (2006, 140).

Data Collection
Stakeholder Interviews
To test my hypothesis, I interviewed selected stakeholders about their experience with,
and opinions about, the ongoing dispute. Generic questions were developed to frame
the discussions.

To finalize my draft interview questions, I convened a seven-member review panel group
to review and assist me in refining them. I facilitated the review session and began by
explaining the purpose of the meeting. I then asked the panel members to read and
respond to each question in turn and provide feedback regarding their perceptions about
the intent and clarity of the questions. Based on the information I received, I finalized
the interview question set. I requested the panel keep the questions and group discussion
confidential in order to avoid influence on the responses of potential interviewees with
whom they may have contact.
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Review panel members and interviewees were selected in the following categories:
1) key people who have technical knowledge of this case, e.g., hydrologists, public
administrators and elected officials; 2) opinion leaders/community leaders; and 3)
members of the general public representing the mix of possible interests in the case, e.g.,
ranchers, developers, businesses associated with the tourism industry, entrepreneurs and
retirees found in Appendix B. A stratified sample was used to identify interviewees for
each category/subgroup. Each interviewee was asked to recommend others they thought
would offer important insight and opinions to this research. A total of 35 interviews
were conducted.

Although the interviews were structured, they also invited and allowed more expansive
expressions of beliefs and perceptions by the interviewees and the exploration of closely
allied topics and information. Each interviewee was provided with a copy of the
interview questions at the time of the interview. The questions were somewhat openended in order to avoid unduly constraining responses and required, on average, 60
minutes to complete.

The interviews were conducted between June 19 and August 1, 2012. All of the
interviewees gave permission to audio record the interview session and each interviewee
was assured anonymity in accordance with federal regulations regarding human subject
research and approved by Northern Arizona University. The assurance of anonymity
allowed interviewees to more openly discuss their personal opinions and experience.
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Interviewees responded to the following questions:
1) In general, what is your opinion of the management of water resources in Yavapai
County?
2) What do you think are the most important issues related to the management of these
resources?
3) Which of these issues, if any, are especially controversial and why?
4) How do you think the resolution of these issues can best be approached and achieved?
5) What individuals or groups should be involved in the resolution of these issues and
why?
6) What individuals or groups, if any, have been especially collaborative in attempting
to resolve the issues? How has this been demonstrated?
7) With respect to the controversial issues you described, what individual or groups, if
any, have frustrated or opposed collaborative efforts to resolve those issues? Why
and how have they done so?
8) What special interests play a role in helping or hindering discussion and action to
resolve the dispute and how?
9) Moving forward, what individuals and/or groups should be involved in addressing
and resolving the issues and what resources might they require?
10) Who, or what group(s), is/are accountable for resolving the issues and why?
11) To what extent and in what ways do you believe the general public has been
involved in addressing and resolving the issues?
12) Should the level and quality of that involvement and engagement be different? If
so, in what ways and how?
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13) Have you ever attended meetings, or been involved in other ways, to address and
resolve these water management issues? If so, describe your experience and what
influence you believe you have had in resolving the issues.
14) Please identify any group(s) addressing water issues in Yavapai County of which you
are a current member and briefly describe your role in the organization.
15) To what extent do you believe the continuing issues and dispute might be associated
with Arizona water law and why?
16) What role does science play in prompting or preventing needed action to resolve the
dispute?
17) In summary, why do you think the water resource management issues in Yavapai
County remain unresolved?
18) What, if any, ideas do you have for potential resolutions to the issues that are not
currently being considered?
19) Is there anything else you wish to add to help me understand your opinions about
water management in Yavapai County?
All of the interviews were tape recorded and transcribed. Data collected from the
interviewees were critical to discovering how the issues are defined and the conflict is
framed. The theoretical frameworks of deliberative democracy, social networks and the
influence of tripartite power relationships provided the general framework for this
research and the design of the interview questions.

Document Analysis
A literature review of the work of other scholars provided insight into existing
knowledge and how this research might contribute to the discipline. Document analysis
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provided additional important context for interpreting the results of the interviews and
better understanding the case. Sources of documents included:
-

Private research institutions

-

Media organizations

-

Interest groups and non-governmental organizations

-

Archival research in the form of scientific studies, written reports of funded
studies, newspaper articles, meeting agendas, minutes and correspondence were
used to verify and supplement information gathered through interviews and other
sources.

Scope and Limitations
This investigation critically examines the case of water resource management in
Yavapai County in order to further theoretical understanding and contribute to the
potential resolution of this and other such conflicts.

I do not include an in-depth

discussion and comparison of geo-hydrological studies but, instead, primarily focus on
the application of social science and the perspectives and values brought to bear by
many of the individuals who directly inform the ongoing debate.

This research is

limited by the selected representative sample of 35 interviewees and therefore may not
reflect the views of all Yavapai County residents, some of whom who may or may
not agree with the perspectives of those interviewed and presented in this research.
Finally, these research findings, recommendations and conclusions are necessarily
constrained by the nature and application of the case study methodology employed in
this investigation.
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Outline of Subsequent Chapters
Dr. Joel Olson points out that, “All political theory does is take philosophy from
unconscious to conscious” (2012). Accordingly, in Chapter 2, I offer a richer
description and discussion of the theoretical frameworks that provide a more ‘conscious’
understanding of this case. I first examine deliberative democracy as an extended form
of civic engagement that offers the promise of regional collaborative problem solving by
bringing stakeholders to a working consensus. I explore how deliberative democracy
applies to this case, including normative and institutional constraints and barriers that
restrict and/or exclude robust and inclusive citizen engagement processes. I also include
discussion about democracy and trust. I then present and examine how different types of
power ascribed to, or held by any individual(s), group(s) and/or collective agency(s),
may be impeding the levels of collaboration and cooperation that could result in either
the resolution or non-resolution of the water management conflict. For example,
institutions and agencies charged with representing the public interests sometimes
exercise a hidden form of power that specifically protects special interests. I next present
social network theory to examine how multiple government agencies, legal jurisdictions,
non-profit organizations, business entities and citizen groups are attempting to influence
and bring resolution to the water management conflict. Finally, I address relevant
aspects of democracy and trust, as well as the optional roles that scientists might choose
to play in relation to policy and politics in this case.

In Chapter 3, I embed the social narratives gathered from interviews within the
theoretical frameworks and power relationships to reveal how debates and arguments
primarily situated in politically charged social and institutionalized contexts are
impacting possible resolution of this conflict.
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In Chapter 4, I examine the relevance and strength of the hypotheses upon which this
research is based: 1) the continuation of debate and the absence of substantive positive
action and resolution of the water management dispute indicate that processes used to
inform and engage a majority of citizens in Yavapai County have not been effective; and
2) the various aspects of power that are strongly influencing and/or preventing resolution
of this ongoing conflict. Finally, based on interviewee suggestions and my experience
while conducting this study, I offer recommendations for resolving the water
management dispute.

In Chapter 5, I present conclusions that have implications for additional research
and describe opportunities for resolution of the water management conflict in
Yavapai County.
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORY RELEVANT TO THE CASE

This case provides a rich opportunity for better understanding the theoretical and
operational dynamics and complex interaction of deliberative democracy, social
networks, trust, power and science in the context of socio-economic, environmental and
natural resource policy decision making. Further, it offers opportunity to examine how
contextual factors influence cooperation and collaboration necessary to resolve the
dispute that is the topic of this case.
Because of the diverse preferences, perspectives, interests and power relationships
evident in this case, deliberation over the Verde River is a political state of affairs that
merits discussion about the preservation and potential restoration of an environmental
“collective good” (Gunderson 1995). In many ways, this situation exemplifies a “tragedy
of the commons” as a variety of represented interests in Yavapai County compete for
increased and more intensive use of a limited resource, while others diligently work to
preserve and sustain it (Hardin 1993). The poignant description of politics advanced by
Lasswell, “who gets what, when and how,” provides an overarching description of how
the Yavapai County water dispute is commonly framed (1936). “Who gets what, when
and how” from the Verde River is the question that underlies this politically charged
debate.
As an aid to better understanding the complexities of this case and the primary theories
used to examine it, this chapter includes discussion of pluralist theory that explains how
the diversity and competition of interests and values impact public policy decision
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making. Also included is a brief overview of mobilization theory which helps to better
understand the formation and activity of various interest groups associated with this case.
The final section of this chapter discusses the link between science and democracy.
Overbye points out, “If there is anything democracy requires and thrives on, it is the
willingness to embrace debate and respect one another and the freedom to shun received
wisdom. Science and democracy have always been twins” (1-27-2009). The diverse and
competing values and perspectives evidenced in this case present opportunity to examine
and discuss how scientific information can be used and the potential positive roles that
scientists can play in identifying options useful in developing water management policy.
Although seldom explicitly expressed as a specific cause of disagreement and conflict,
trust, or the absence of it, is critically important to resolution of the dispute, especially
when considering the need for long-term strategies that will require extensive and
ongoing county-wide cooperation and collaboration. In fact, Warren contends that “What
makes a situation political is that some issue or problem or pressing matter for collective
action meets with conflicts of interests or identities, and that parties bring their resources
to bear upon these conflicts” (1999, 1). He points out that “democracy builds on
recognition that politics does not provide a natural terrain for robust trust relations, and so
includes a healthy distrust of the interests of others, especially the powerful” (preface).
This case provides examples and opportunity to further examine how trust and distrust
create competing dynamics that impede discussions and prevent collaborative resolution
of water management issues.
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Warren asserts that a paradoxical relationship exists between democracy and trust in
formal institutionalized settings and informal situations (1999). Both trust and distrust
are institutionalized into the democratic systems and processes we commonly experience.
For example, we need only consider the governance model represented in the separation
of powers. Further, “where there is politics, then, the conditions of trust are weak: the
convergence of interests between truster and trusted cannot be taken for granted”
(Warren, 312). This case provides examples of generalized trust, i.e., trust we place in
strangers or people we do not know and particularized trust, i.e., trust that is limited to
those belonging to a family or group (Uslaner 1999). Generalized trust is necessary to
build interdependent social networks and institutions as a perquisite to building social
capital, whereas particularized trust can increase “factionalization and decreases chances
that conflicts can be negotiated by democratic means” (Warren, 9). Particularistic trust
heightens distrust between adversaries” (312). This occurs when the particularized trust
of family or group members becomes solidified and excludes “outsiders.”
What appears to be an interminable gridlock on water management policy in Yavapai
County is exacerbated by a lack of trust. Adversarial advocacy tactics, e.g., delaying the
public release of the USGS groundwater flow model, clearly seems to have resulted in
prolonging inter-community tension that has increased suspicion and apprehension about
current institutional arrangements and/or whether elected officials are willing to work
together or even, perhaps, are able to solve this environmental problem.
We establish and maintain government to provide and maintain a structure that enables us
to “invest effort in our own well-being and to deal with others in the expectations that we
will not be violated” (Hardin 1996). Further, in a democracy we delegate authority and
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empower government to perform certain tasks carried out by elected representatives that
we believe will act on behalf of our diverse values, perspectives and collective interests
by making informed policy decisions. Finally, we place a generalized ‘trust’ in our
elected representatives with the expectation they will use the authority and power
delegated to them to work collaboratively within established democratic procedures to
solve collective problems that recognize and include the diverse values and perspectives
of their constituents. As Young points out, “Using democratic process to promote legal,
administrative, and social changes toward greater justice is hard work” and many citizens
in Yavapai County are increasingly skeptical about the willingness and ability of their
elected officials, at various levels of government, to work collaboratively to resolve
Verde River and watershed resource management issues (1990, 25).
Citizens begin to distrust institutionalized and political processes when their expectations
are not met and decisions are not made in a timely way in accordance with prevailing
values and interests. In the present case, citizens have organized to exercise and convert
social power to political power. The development of a variety of non-profit, river-related
organizations and other social networks discussed in this case, provide examples of how
citizens no longer ‘trust’ that water resource management issues can/will be resolved
through institutionalized democratic processes. The development of these social
networks reflects the perceptions and beliefs that political intransigence and posturing
developed over time have resulted in levels of distrust between and among political
actors and citizens that largely prevent legitimate discourse, deliberation and
collaboration. Citizens have demonstrated a particularized trust in each other as
members of these networks.
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Examination of the water resource management conflict in Yavapai County provides
examples of how citizens are motivating other citizens to share their beliefs and “the
justice and wisdom of their claims.” By mobilizing individually and collectively in social
networks, citizens are developing a common will that has the potential to generate
significant power sufficient to influence public policy making that, in the words of
Habermas, “holders of administrative power should not ignore” (1996, 147).
This case exhibits how the ideals of democratic processes, active citizen participation and
political representation can and do interact. It also critiques the way that interaction has
resulted in a policy making stalemate that essentially has two sides of the same mountain
competing for water from the Verde River – water that provides sustenance to the entire
region. Further, this investigation provides opportunity to critically assess ways in which
public/private interaction is taking place in order to effect change, interrupt the stalemate
and influence public policy making. As Young points out, “the normative legitimacy of a
democratic decision depends on the degree to which those affected by it have been
included in the decision-making processes and have had the opportunity to influence the
outcomes” (Young 2000, 6). She argues that inclusive democracy that relies on
collective problem-solving has the power to hold elected officials accountable. Further, it
promotes “just results” because of democratic deliberative practices wherein “people aim
to persuade one another of the justice and wisdom of their claims, and are open to having
their own opinions and understandings of their interests change in the process” (6).
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Defining the Problem
Critical to the success of public deliberation and problem solving is a shared definition of
“the problem” (Bohman 1996). Environmental resource problems are considered to be
especially “wicked” when neither side of the argument can agree on the problem and
therefore cannot agree on a solution. Further, the missions and goals of various local,
regional, state, and federal agencies that are reinforced by legislation contributes to the
fragmented and often disparate ways in which environmental problems are defined and
addressed. This results in what Weber describes as “the mismatch between current
institutions and “wicked” problems” that often impedes a shared, comprehensive vision
and cooperative and integrative problem solving (2003, 51).
In this case, the absence of a clearly defined problem, albeit very complex, frustrates and
obstructs productive discussion of inter-related issues and possible solutions. The way in
which a problem is stated or framed reflects the values, beliefs and interests that
significantly inform the policy making process and its outcome. Clark asserts that
problems are not objective entities independent of humans. They are “socially
constructed based on the perspectives and values of participants. It is the perspectives
and values of participants that create the problem orientation that subsequently informs
how a problem is defined” (Clark 2002, 100).
According to Rochefort and Cobb), problem definition “has to do with what we choose to
identify as public issues and how we think and talk about these concerns” (1994, vii). As
Clark points out, defining a problem requires moving beyond pointing fingers and
assigning blame. “Without a clear definition, there is no basis for even talking about
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solutions, much less choosing and implementing them” (2002, 100). There are many
obstacles to problem definition, including parochial perspectives, biases, personality and
institutionalized “ownership” of a problem or a vested interest in its definition. “A
participant (individual or organizational) who owns a definition and dominates a policy
arena also dominates how the problem is conceived and acted upon” (101). Further, the
use of power comes into play when individuals or organizations force a certain problem
definition into the policy arena that essentially defines causes, consequences and
solutions to the problem (Clark 2002).
Problems must be well understood in order to be defined and solved. Clark asserts that,
“The way to clarify and secure common interests is to identify problems realistically and
solve them in ways that are reasonable, practical, and justified” (2002, 110). He argues
that as people interact in social processes, problems are perceived as discrepancies
between what exists and the way they want things to be. Therefore, problem
identification requires a systematic problem orientation process that identifies preferred
goals and value outcomes by using deliberative mechanisms that “enhance the rationality
of problem solving in the common interest” (83).
In the discussion below, I introduce deliberative democracy theory in its ideal/pure form
as well as the limitations and barriers to achieving that ‘ideal.’ I next consider how
generalized and particularized trust and distrust influence the complex and interrelated
principles of deliberative practices and the social relationships evidenced in this case. I
then move to the topic of power, a central concept within social and political science that
addresses decision making by political actors, the bias and control that often impedes
decision making and defaults to non-decision making, and a deeper analysis of power that
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shapes political consciousness. Finally, I discuss how the social networks actively
engaged in the water resource management dispute impair the deliberative ideal but also
offer opportunities to correct and resolve the political stalemate that prevents
collaborative problem solving and water resource management policy making.
Deliberative Democracy Theory
As Bohman points out, “First and foremost, democracy implies public deliberation in
some form” (1996, 4). Deliberative democracy theory provides the basis for
understanding, designing and implementing public deliberation processes and practices.
It provides a framework and mechanisms for guiding collaborative problem solving in
situations where people have diverse perspectives and competing interests. As Bohman
states, “…democracy is justified to the extent that it makes possible the public use of
common practical reason” that rearticulates and transforms limited perspectives into a
commonly “shared vision” (1996, 4-5).
Ideal Form
Bohman defines public deliberation as a “joint, cooperative activity” because it includes
an exchange of reasons in solving public problems. This exchange requires interpersonal
communication and cooperation that reflects underlying democratic principles (1996, 27).
It is through deliberative dialogue that “the many diverse capacities for deliberation are
exercised jointly” (Bohman 1996, 24). It is important to note, however, that this
constitutes the ideal form of deliberation and assumes not only that people are equally
capable of participating but also that they are willing to change their minds based on new
information and effective persuasion by other deliberators.

54

In its ideal form, public deliberation is a dialogical process. To the extent that it is public,
it is a “joint social activity involving all citizens” (Bohman 1996, 17). As such, public
deliberation offers opportunity for policy making that considers and builds shared visions
and goals that represent what already exists and/or what is limited by self- interest. It
links citizen accountability and legitimacy to democratic decision making because, as a
collaborative practice, it requires a plurality of citizen actors to state, justify, persuade
and respond to others in such a way that “citizens may have the reasonable expectation
that they may affect the outcome of deliberation or revise unacceptable outcomes in the
future…by producing publicly convincing reasons” (Bohman 1996, 17).
The ideal of deliberative democracy is most fully realized when people are willing and
able to speak truth to power. This requires a context within which probative discussions
take place and people are willing to change their minds when/if convincing arguments are
made that account for inclusive, albeit diverse, perspectives. Strong political
relationships that rely on trust are strongly predicated by strong personal relationships
based on transparency and open discussions of problems and possible solutions.
Complications and Limitations
A key principle of deliberative democracy is political equality – equality that presumes all
participants have equal access and opportunity to affect an outcome (Dryzek 2000). The
assumption that every citizen has equal access and opportunity to participate is, however,
counter-factual and constitutes a complication of ideal deliberative democracy. Young
points out that those people who are more articulate in presenting their arguments, e.g.,
highly educated people, elected officials and public administrators, are “privileged
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over more circuitous, hesitant, or questioning expression” of opinions and observations
(2002, 38). Deliberation typically favors “culturally specific” arguments by those who
are best able to articulate and support their claims and reasons from premise to
conclusion.
Corrective Measures and Structural Adjustments
Bohman argues that true deliberation requires corrective measures and structural
adjustments. “Without the normative constraints needed to make political exclusion
impossible, persistent social inequalities make it unlikely that those who lack resources
and capacities will participate effectively in public dialogue. This social fact demands
corrective measure for democratic inclusion” and is significant to the promise that
deliberative processes offer (1996, 15). It is the enlarged thinking that can infuse the
deliberative process that offers promise in persuading others.
The unequal distribution of power, resources and capacities that Bohman identifies
requires us to use our political imagination. He offers deliberative democracy as a theory
and guide to “political practice and reform” that accomplishes the “practical aim” of
deliberative democracy -- “a more extensive form of democracy – that is, one with
greater scope for public decision making and self-rule” (1996, 21).
Recognizing the complexities involved in deliberative processes, Dryzek argues that the
necessary requirement for authentic deliberation is that “communication induce reflection
upon preferences in non-coercive fashion. This requirement in turn rules out domination
via the exercise of power, manipulation, indoctrination, propaganda, deception,
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expressions of mere self-interest, threats (of the sort that characterize bargaining), and
attempts to impose ideological conformity” (Dryzek 2000, 2).
The concept of affecting an outcome through deliberative democracy is described by
Habermas as “the forceless force of the better argument” where forms of public discourse
extend the democratic process beyond that of the argument to bring legitimacy to
political decisions (Habermas 1975, 108). This extension, which often includes
storytelling and rhetoric, helps transcend existing and traditional forms of power and
political inequality while limiting asymmetrical participation. Further, it helps citizens
“…construct an interpretation of the decision and its consequence in light of what all
those affected think about the matter at hand” (Bohman 1996, 6). As such, deliberative
democracy offers promise for improving the quality of public policymaking by helping to
ensure that decisions are based on the quality of convincing reason and political
justification discovered through discussion and persuasion that includes a variety of
opinions and possible options in open and inclusive dialogue.
Deliberation is clearly more easily accomplished when citizens agree – not only on the
problem definition but also its solution. However, this is seldom the case where common
pool resources, such as water, are involved. In this case, deliberative theory demands the
establishment of deliberative processes that rely on practical reasoning by the public,
which refers “not just to the way citizens deliberate but also to the type of reasons they
give in deliberating” (Bohman 1996, 25).
Deliberation offers a way to develop the convergence of perspectives, values and
interests so that common goals and conceptions about what is in the public interest can be
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defined and public problems can be solved. The ideal of equal and reasoned debate is
distorted, however, by the political rationality that all of the competing perspectives,
values and interests must be “mollified…irrespective of whether they are motivated by
conceptions of the public interest or more selfish material interests” (Dryzek 1997, 100).
Pluralist theory helps to explain how this occurs.
Pluralist Theory
Additional important insight into the nature of deliberative democracy is provided by
classical pluralist theory. This theory asserts that in a democracy politics and decision
making are generally located within defined governmental and institutional structures.
Pluralism is accomplished through representation within those structures, as well as
outside of them when non-governmental interest groups direct and use their resources to
influence decisions. According to this theory, competing interests are an important
characteristic of democracy wherein the ongoing interaction of diverse and competing
interests ultimately distributes decision making power. As a result, inequalities that result
from decision making are broadly and evenly distributed across competing groups over
time (Dahl 1961).
Critics of pluralist theory identify a biased, “power elite” context within which “only a
small minority of citizens, mostly from upper socioeconomic-educational brackets,
participate actively in the political parties and interest groups of contemporary politics”
(Connally 1969, 5). Further, government institutions cannot necessarily be relied on to
produce equal distribution of influence and advantages. Also, critics point to examples of
political decision making processes that substantially perpetuate self-interests that lead to
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social fragmentation and unequal distribution of social and economic power (Bohman
1996).
Some argue that special interest groups can capture the policy making process by
exercising undue influence over policy makers (Lowi 1969). Others contend that
pluralist arguments that link competing interests with balanced decision making are only
effective in small societal settings. In larger groups, people tend to become “free riders”
(Olson 1971). As “free riders,” they rely on other citizens to deliberate on their behalf to
secure access to, and resolve problems, about commonly shared resources.
Proponents of deliberation argue that the exchange of reasons in cooperative settings
offers promising opportunity to educate and alter opinions so that common interests and
shared preferences can be reflected in public policy decisions (Pateman 1970). Public
deliberation is, however, only successful “to the extent that participants in the joint
activity recognize that they have contributed to and influenced the outcome, even when
they disagree with it” (Bohman 1996, 33).
Critics of deliberative democracy argue that it places too many demands on political
institutions and citizens. As Bohman points out, “democratic decision making places
high demands on the self-reflective and public uses of reason, particularly under the
conditions of plurality” (1996, 104). It places similarly high demands on the competency
of individuals who choose to participate. Their meaningful participation requires some
knowledge about the specific issues(s) and also communication skills (Dryzek 1990).
Deliberative democracy offers promise for resolution of complex socio-political and
environmental problems like those present in this case but that promise is not easily
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achieved because of the challenges it presents to long-standing institutional norms and
traditions (Dryzek 1990; Bohman 1996). Dryzek recognizes the limitations, barriers and
contradictions especially inherent in the conflation and the interdependence of capitalism
and economic growth. Referring to well-funded and strongly intentioned
business/economic interests, he observes that “politics in capitalist democratic settings is
rarely about disinterested and public-spirited problem solving in which a variety of
perspectives are brought to bear with equal weight…there are powerful interests with by
far the greatest amount of resources and the strongest incentives to deploy them in
political interaction” (1997, 98).
Decisions and policies that reduce business confidence and/or are perceived to impede
investment, often lend themselves to overt and covert conflict between competing
interests. Significant to the present case, there is considerable economic impact related to
the short- and long-term availability of water and how the Verde River and watershed are
managed for the benefit of cities, towns and unincorporated communities located in
Yavapai County.
Finally, Bohman points out that “Deliberative democracy places great demands on both
ordinary citizens and political institutions…the criterion for successful deliberation is,
therefore, that it restore the conditions of ongoing cooperation in problematic situations”
(1996, 237-240).
Trust and Democracy
A complex and paradoxical relationship exists between democracy and trust. Both trust
and distrust are institutionalized into the democratic systems and processes we commonly
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experience formally and informally. For example, the separation of powers in the US
government provides a mechanism of structural constraint that limits potential abuse
while, at the same time, questions the solidarity and confidence we often associate with
the concept of trust.
Warren defines trust as that which “involves a judgment, however implicit, to accept
vulnerability to the potential ill will of others by granting them discretionary power over
some good” (1999, 1). He contends that if “democracy at its best - politics by means of
deliberation and promise - requires trust,” then citizens are presented with an especially
difficult problem because it is often difficult to establish trust in highly political situations
(18). “…the issues that require dialogue are often marked by a distinctive lack of shared
understandings” (18). He argues, however, that public deliberation has the ability to
generate trust between and among those with diverse political and economic interests.
Further, he maintains that public deliberation may also advance and strengthen
democracy because it can empower citizens and foster development of a better informed
citizenry.
The assignment of trust necessarily includes risk and potential for harm in return for the
expected benefit of cooperation (Baier 1986). The vulnerability of individuals increase
as interdependencies, pluralities and the need for greater efficiency produce the need for
decisions that impact more people with greater degrees of diverse interests. Although
trust can develop when interests converge, the framework of democracy recognizes the
conflict of interests as politics and provides mechanisms for citizens to oversee those on
whom they confer public trust. This implies a degree of trust that people place in elected
officials and public administrators. Also, this conference of trust introduces a greater
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degree of socio-political complexity. It may well be that citizens confer such trust
because of existing demands and limits on their cognitive and political resources. It may
also be due to limited individual and collective social capacity and opportunity to monitor
and/or engage in the political conversations and policy decisions that directly impact
them (Offe 1996).
Warren’s observations of trust as concepts and working principles highlight the
complexity of relationships and dynamic tensions that exist between citizens and
government institutions. For the purposes of this discussion, it is useful to consider the
two categories of trust that he identifies: “generalized trust” – the trust that we place in
democratic institutions and “particularized trust” – that which we hold for individuals like
family or members of an ethnic or faith-based community (1999). While these two
categories speak clearly to citizens’ relationships within and outside of public institutions,
they do not account for the trust public administrators are expected to establish beyond
the formal organizational boundaries of the institution itself as they work in collaboration
and partnership with citizens and citizen groups. In this case, public administrators, state
and federal agency representatives and elected officials play instrumental roles in the
ongoing water management dispute in Yavapai County.
Role of Public Servants
Similar to Bohman’s contention that deliberative democracy places “great demands on
ordinary citizens and political institutions,” Sirianni argues the complexity of public
problems places increasing demands on government to serve as a “civic enabler” (2009).
Where once public participation was recognized as a method by which government could
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be held accountable, it is now considered a critical and substantive component in
successful public policy making (Bierle and Cayford 2002). Increasingly, government
agencies are called upon to empower citizens and to work with them in partnerships to
develop, implement and achieve common goals that inform the design, implementation
and ultimate success of public policy (Svara and Denhardt 2010). As such, “citizens and
administrators…join to decide what to do and to act together for the public good (Stivers
1990). In essence, together they become co-producers of public goods through the
effective partnerships that have resulted from well-designed and implemented processes
that encouraged collaboration, even in the face of long-standing historic conflicts and
contentious stakeholder claims (Sirianni 2009).
The extension of trust that citizens confer to elected officials and public administrators in
democratic institutions, e.g., state, local and federal institutions and agencies is, in large
part, a matter of expediency. It enables greater degrees of coordination, reduces
complexity and often gives citizens a sense of security that decisions will be made that
represent their best interests. In essence, the extension of trust allows citizens to allocate
their typically limited political resources to those issues that matter most to them – the
ones they do not fully entrust to their representatives. One might consider, then, at what
point do public administrators and elected officials actually require the input of citizens
in order to better understand and adequately respond to the increasingly diverse interests
of their constituents who may, or may not, actively participate in public decision making
processes. If the majority do not participate, it is difficult, if not impossible, for officials
to understand and actively represent citizen interests. They may, in fact, believe they are
representing those interests if/when they interpret the lack of citizen participation as
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public consent and/or trust (Fischer 2000, 62). This perception may or may not be
accurate.
Follett argues that an “illusion of consent” can be checked and, if necessary, replaced
through rigorous efforts to engage citizens. As a result, creative and integrated
relationships, ongoing cooperation and long-term collaboration are established and
maintained (1924). As Fischer points out, “…trust helps us orient to one another; it
serves as a basic social cement of group and societal integration (2000, 138).
Citizen Involvement
Denhardt contends that “citizens have shown time after time that they are willing to be
involved when they think they can make a difference. By providing the opportunity,
tools and strategies for citizens to make a difference in today’s society, government,
through the actions of public administrators, can take important steps toward building the
kind of civic culture that supports both the mediating structures of community and the
integrative role of the political system” (2002, 65-75).
For issues like the water management dispute in Yavapai County, Young suggests it is
reasonable to hold government officials and other powerful actors accountable for
“increasing opportunities for serious and plural public debate” (2000, 36). Providing
venues for increased debate and reasoned argument could help establish a deliberative
process of political discussion by giving each participant equal opportunity to listen and
be heard by others. Further, it could allow participants free and equal access to critique
ideas and reach agreement “because of the better argument” (62). This is embodied in
the normative ideal of democracy wherein communication between and among citizens
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and public officials allows proposals to be openly discussed and critiqued as a method to
persuade that can be used to develop the best solutions to collective problems (53).
Ideally, public deliberative processes give increased empowerment to citizens and
subsequently enhance the legitimacy of diverse perspectives. Deliberation also offers
potential to break gridlock and avoid litigation. But, citizens must see the advantage of
their participation. When public deliberation venues and processes are not trusted by
citizens, greater disinterest and distrust can result (Irvin and Stansbury 2004). Finally, as
Bohman argues, true deliberation requires corrective measures and structural adjustments
that “make political exclusion impossible…persistent social inequalities make it unlikely
that those who lack resources and capacities will participate effectively in public
dialogue. This social fact demands corrective measure for democratic inclusion” (1996,
15).
Power is the common thread that weaves together the theories of deliberative democracy
and social networks in this case. I next discuss the concept of power, its influence on
public policy decision making and its relevance to this investigation.
Power
The concept of power remains highly contested among distinguished political scientists
and sociologists. There is no universal agreement about how to define the concept except
to say that it is complex, interactive and exists in nearly every social and political setting.
As one well known philosopher and social theorist observes, “power is co-extensive with
the social body; there are no spaces of primal liberty between meshes of its network”
(Foucault 1980, 142). Therefore, power is best examined within a broad network of
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social and political contexts that reveal its varying characteristics with multiple and
diverse meanings and positive and negative forms. Some of these characteristics can
impede the ideal of deliberative democracy.
Characteristics of Power
The ‘ideal’ of deliberative democracy assumes political equality. However, social and
political power is often unequal and often manifests itself in the form of available socioeconomic resources, including social capacity and communicative ability. These
inequalities are located in the structures of social interaction of the public sphere, i.e.,
institutional settings, socio-economic status and the ability to communicate clearly to
others. The ability to initiate conversation about individual and public concerns is one
measure of the threshold for political and communicative equality and deliberative
capacity. For example, claims of expertise and/or direct or indirect verbal intimidation,
whether intentional or not, can prevent or bring discussions to a halt and impede ongoing
collaboration and deliberative processes. When intimidation occurs, the exchange of
reasons by some people is diminished and often ignored.
Power can also be manifested in the way problems are framed. For example, when
scientific information is presented in technical terms that are not accessible to those not
trained in the discipline nor familiar with the technical language associated with it. This
ensures the communicative success of those who have ‘power’ over the specialized
language but excludes most all others. In situations like this, back-and-forth
communication is systematically undermined by the most powerful speakers and the
equal deliberative opportunity of others is impeded. Bohman points out, “Power operates
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publicly by undermining the successful operation of the dialogical mechanisms on which
deliberation depends” (1996, 116). This includes the ability to control the political
agenda and the discussion of issues and potential issues.
Some political theorists focus on power as behavior through an expressed and/or
actualized intent (Dahl 1957). Others approach it through a recognition that power is
manifested and materialized through system resources that provide a collective capacity
to not only influence decisions but also to resist the exercise of power in ways that may or
may not be readily observable (Arendt 1969, 61). As such, political scientist and
sociologist, Steven Lukes, contends that those who study power broadly must also attend
to the aspects “that are least accessible to observation: that, indeed, power is at its most
effective when least observable” (2005, 1). This type of broader examination
allows researchers to identify critical links between power, powerlessness and
domination that can substantively inform public issues and policy making, especially
with respect to public participation and civic engagement.
C. Wright Mills and Floyd Hunter primarily focused on the behavioral aspects of power.
Their research indicated that policy decision making is heavily influenced by those who
have elite status (Mills 1956; Hunter 1953). They point out that “ordinary” individuals
are not ordinary with respect to equal access to information and influence on public
policy decision making. Further, government institutions and structures often become
facilitators of ‘ordinary’ citizen complacency with respect to public policy making that,
over time, impacts their lives in subtle yet significant ways. “Often the demands for
change in the older alignments [policies already in place] are not strong or persistent, and
the policymakers do not deem it necessary to go to the people with each minor change.
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The pattern of manipulation becomes fixed…the ordinary individual in the community is
‘willing’ that the process continues. There is a carry-over from the minor adjustments to
the settlement of major issues…” (Lukes 2005, 3).
Accordingly, Mills observes that some men are not as ordinary as others. “The powers of
ordinary men are circumscribed by the everyday worlds in which they live, yet even in
these rounds of job, family and neighborhood they often seem driven by forces they can
neither understand nor govern...“As the means of information and of power are
centralized, some men come to occupy positions in American society from which they
can look down upon, so to speak, and by their decisions mightily affect, the everyday
worlds of ordinary men and woman…they are in positions to make decisions having
major consequences” (Lukes 2005, 3-4).
In his study of power and decision making in New Haven, CT, political theorist Robert
Dahl (1964) critiqued the work of Mills (1956) and Hunter (1953). His research
focused on the intentional and active exercise of “community power.” He demonstrated
in his landmark case study that there is disparity in political decision making between the
elites and individuals who are directly impacted by those decisions. In accordance with
pluralist political theory, Dahl claims, however, that the competition among political
elites, demonstrated in the articulate and forceful arguments and compromises they
exhibit during policy decision making processes, essentially places them in an equal
relational position with ordinary citizens. He reconciles this and concludes that it is
reasonable to assume that key political, economic and social decisions will be made by
“tiny majorities”, in large political systems. However, in this case, the political system is
a scale that extends no further than the state level and involves only one county.
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In response to Dahl’s argument that focused on overt and observable patterns of behavior
and decision making commonly referred to as a “one dimensional view” of power,
Bachrach and Baratz argue that power has two dimensions (1962). They observe patterns
of decision making and non-decision making on current and potential issues where power
can be exercised overtly or covertly. “Power is also exercised when A devotes his
energies to creating or reinforcing social and political values and institutional practices
that limit the scope of the political process to public consideration of only those issues
which are comparatively innocuous to A” (in Lukes 2005, 20). Otherwise known as
agenda-setting, this is especially relevant when political values and established
procedures are biased and result in decision making in favor or against some specific
interest or group (Digeser 1992). Conversely, non-decision making is a de-facto decision
to maintain the status-quo. Political power is, therefore, not limited to the will and ability
to influence and resolve political issues. In fact, one of its most distinctive characteristics
is portrayed through tactics that delay, resist and/or prevent resolution in preference for
maintaining the status-quo. For example, the perceived and/or real economic influence of
a local industry can, and often does, result in non-decisions that recognize and preserve
special interests.
Lukes argues that the variations of power run as deep as our interests and the pursuit of a
singular and all-encompassing definition of power may, in fact, serve no significant
purpose. He poses the question, “What interests us when we are interested in power?”
and responds by pointing out that “those interested in power are interested in two
questions…the first is an interest in the outcomes and the second an interest in the locus
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of power” (1986, 17). He proposes the following generic description of its influence:
“that to have power is to be able to make a difference to the world” (5).
Lukes critiques the behavioral focus of power and extends the concepts of power beyond
the first dimension of “community power” advanced by Mills, Hunter and Dahl and the
second dimension or “two faces of power” and “non-decisions” conceived by Bachrach
and Baratz to that which he describes as a “radical view” or “third dimension of power”
that critiques a behavioral focus (2005, 28). He examines the ways in which institutional
practices, social forces and/or individual decisions can keep potential issues from
entering the political arena. As a form of control, he examines power as an entity that
extends beyond actual, observable conflict to include a more subtle and often latent form
of power that locates in inherent contradictions and variances between subjective
interests, i.e., policy preference or grievances and the “real” interests of people that may
be excluded from or by the political process. The third dimension of power is “power to
prevent people, to whatever degree, from having grievances by shaping their perceptions,
cognitions and preferences in such a way that they accept their role in the existing order
of things” (11). In other words, the third dimension of power shapes political
consciousness.
This case examines how power is being used to make a difference in resolution of the
water management dispute in Yavapai County. As such, power is examined using a
network approach that includes social and political contexts where subjective and “real”
interests of people can be observed. As Foucault describes, “power is not an institution,
and not a structure; neither is it a certain strength we are endowed with; it is the name that
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one attributes to a complex strategical situation in a particular society” (in Flyvbjerg
2006-, 117).
Social Network Theory
This investigation uses social network theory to examine the role and influence of social
groups and organizational structures involved in this case. The theory features the
relationships, connections and interactions within and among sets of actors. It focuses on
a structural analysis of organization as opposed to individual members.
Social network theory provides a lens through which to observe inter-organizational
relationships, effects and outcomes, including the flows of material and/or non-material
resources that can and do occur. This theory also provides a framework for examining
the communication and collaboration that takes place between various groups, including
government agencies. This framework helps to explain the distribution of power among
actors as a function of the positions they occupy in one or more social networks. A
structural analysis of the organizations involved in this case helps us to better understand
the politics that inform the lack of resolution to the problem of water resource
management. Knoke points out, “The basic objective of a structural analysis of politics is
to explain the distribution of power among actors in a social system as a function of the
positions that they occupy in one or more networks” (1990, 9).
Early Research
Early research on social groups by Tönnes (1887) and Durkheim (1893) indicates that
such groups generally form based on shared values and beliefs. More specifically, they
state that social groups form when individuals in a society recognize a common need that
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exceeds what they believe they can individually achieve. Simmel later observes the
interaction within social groups and likens them to loosely knit networks (1955). The
interactions of social networks are self-organizing, emergent and complex (Newman
2006; Wellman 2008). Social networks comprised of diverse groups function as models
that allow us to observe and illuminate the structure and dynamics of interactions
between and among them. Central to the structure and dynamics of interactions are the
various forms of power relations that reflect the diversity of political relations among
social actors.
Knoke argues that all power relationships between social actors are combinations of two
fundamental dimensions: influence and domination (1990). Each of these dimensions has
significant implications with respect to resource flows, including access to decision
makers, establishing reputational credentials that lead to monetary and collateral funding
in support of collaborative initiatives, and the development of synergies based on
commonly shared values, interests and perspectives.
Influence and domination, the dimensions identified by Knoke, are not mutually
exclusive processes. They are “continuous concepts varying from entirely absent to
present in increasing magnitudes” (5). This is more likely to occur when a commonly
shared language is used and there is a commonly shared understanding of words and
symbols that is established and sustained among social actors. Influence is a “relational
dimension of power” that occurs through the communication of information between
social actors – information that alters another’s actions from what otherwise would have
occurred without that information (Knoke, 3). Effective communications requires that
the person being influenced must “believe the information to be credible and/or the
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source to be trustworthy” (3). Further, “influence is possible only if perceptions of
situations can be framed in ways that are compelling to audiences” (3).
Domination, the second fundamental form of power identified by Knoke, is a relationship
of control wherein one actor can influence the degree of benefit or harm (reward or
punishment) that might ensue when certain behaviors are exhibited. Similar to influence,
domination requires a responsive dominee who is willing to exchange a resource or
behavior for an expected reward or punishment.
Social network theory is helpful when considering power relations and interactions that
occur in complex political contexts. In this investigation, the political context includes
federal, state, county and local agencies, voluntary grassroots organizations and the
economic and/or environmental interests of citizens who live and work in Yavapai
County. For the purposes of this discussion, social networks are considered to be
synonymous with interest groups that have formed to interact and influence decisions
relative to water management in Yavapai County.
Theories of Interest Group Formation
The power of informal, non-institutional actors such as interest groups is expressly stated
in the U.S. Constitution as the freedom to assemble and the freedom of political
expression. Young convincingly argues, however, that constitutional freedoms do not
guarantee equal distribution of those rights. “Rights are not fruitfully conceived as
possessions. Rights are relationships, not things; they are institutionally defined rules
specifying what people can do in relation to one another. Rights refer to doing more than
having, to social relationships that enable or constrain action” (1990, 25). Further,
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Habermas reminds us that injustice is evidenced in discrimination when those rights are
withheld from the “oppressed” and “subordinated” to the extent they cannot freely
“exercise their private and public autonomy” (1996, 419).
While early political studies focused on laws, constitutional rights and authoritative
institutions, more recently political scientists study politics from a behavioral perspective.
Those studies show that “political activity is usually group activity” (Ethridge and
Handelman 1994, 150). Group activity, that is sanctioned by constitutional freedom to
associate and organize, comports with pluralist theory as citizens with similar interests
and concerns join together for the purpose of influencing public policy (Theodoulou and
Kofinis 2004).
An interest group is “an organization that attempts to influence public policy in a specific
area of importance to its members” (Ethridge and Handleman 1994, 150). Further, they
are voluntary membership organizations that fall into several categories, e.g., economic,
professional and public interest. In addition, they often form for the benefit of their
members’ collective interests. The extent to which they are effective is largely
determined by the type(s) of government structures they are attempting to influence, as
well as the access they have to decision makers, financial and other resources.
As Walker points out in his national study involving 563 voluntary associations, interest
group success is essentially determined by the effectiveness of its leadership in securing
funding, outside of membership dues and contributions, to meet operating expenses
(Walker 1983). Interest group influence and success is also largely dependent upon the
ability to “effectively mobilize, organize, utilize fiscal and political resources and focus
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its attention to a given issue within the political arena” such that they are able to
“effectively push their issues to the forefront of the [public policymaking] agenda…”
(Theodoulou and Kofinis 2004, 70). Ganz provides an important example of this in his
investigation of the California farm movement wherein the development of strategic
capacity derived through experimentation, learning and adapting resulted in dramatic
long-term impact on the political landscape (2009).
Interest groups can and often do have significant influence on the political landscape
Truman, 1951). Truman’s seminal work in pluralism and group theory posits that interest
groups form in order to make claims for/against other groups in society. People join
interest groups because of interactions that come about when their lives are disrupted by a
threat(s) to a common interest, e.g., the Verde River and watershed. Through those
interactions they discover shared interests, values and beliefs. As part of a group, interest
group members believe they can accomplish more through collective effort than through
individual actions in order to effect change in the status-quo or influence resolution of a
public problem.
Truman argues that groups are “habitual interactions of men” and warns that special
interest groups could become institutionalized as they become more efficient and
effective in influencing public policy (p. 43). He likens interests groups to political
parties and cautions that their increased numbers and subsequent power might unduly
influence representative government and public policy decision making.
Dahl, however, argues that this is not the case (1961). He maintains that the power to
influence lies within a community in which various resources of political power exist.
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These resources are identified by Connally as “wealth, prestige, strategic position, and
voting power” (1969, 9). While these resources may be unequally distributed, Dahl
argues that most groups do have access and can take advantage of one or more of them.
He argues that although group power exists, power is diffused within the community and
is not unduly concentrated within an elite group of decision makers. It is, in fact,
distributed as individuals act on behalf of their own interests and form groups that result
in greater strength and influence. This suggests the power exercised by interest groups is
situational and context dependent and dispersed among all actors as long as they are
“organized, active, and persistent” in their attempts to influence decision makers
(Connally 1969, 9).
Olson (1971) and Lindblom (1977) also criticize pluralist perspectives and highlight the
significant influence that business interests can exercise because of their ready access to
resources. However, Schneider and Ingram point out that while the political power of
interest groups increases commensurate with their “emergence as a financial player on
the political scene, increased mobilization, and increased cohesion” it does not rival the
power of long-established financial entities whose economic livelihood depends upon
public policies that support its goals and objectives (1997, 119).
Mobilization Theory
Mobilization theory aids in understanding the relationship of resources to political power
and influence. The economic version of mobilization theory focuses on the access to, and
control over, resources and organizational capacities to interact with businesses and
governmental agencies (McCarthy and Zald 1971). A second version of this theory
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focuses on contentious political struggles that often take place between and among
organizations business and governmental agencies when those interactions occur
(McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly 2001).
In this investigation, mobilization theory lends insight into how various interest groups
have access to the resources, e.g., money, facilities, organizing expertise and
discretionary time that are necessary to participate in and/or challenge existing political
paradigms in order to resolve the social and public problems associated with the water
management issue. It also explains how resource capacities are strengthened by
interlocking board members, cross-memberships and over-lapping positions in Verde
River-related interest groups. As a result, information is more easily exchanged and
collective decisions can be made among a plurality of these groups that can ultimately
result in coalitions of like-minded actors. In other words, this cross-fertilization of
members can, and often does, allow resources to be more effectively mobilized and
coordinated within and across organizations that strengthens their individual and
collective capacity (Knoke 1990). In the absence of mobilization, resources are generally
not efficiently coordinated.
Interest Group Liberalism
Lowi points out that the formation of interest groups, or “interest-group liberalism,” is a
“vulgarized form of pluralism,” that is directly related to the size and scale of government
(1967, 12). A scholar of American government and public policy, Lowi maintains that
interest groups can erode government and unduly influence policy making because of
their increasing access to and influence on decision makers.. His concern has much to do
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with the history of interest groups and their relationship to representative government.
Whereas, once legislators were elected to represent and apply their skills to resolving
issues and concerns brought into public forum by diverse and competing interests, elected
officials now increasingly rely on interest groups to directly compete against each other’s
interests. This, in essence, removes the “democratic politician” from being directly
involved in any ongoing contentious debates among interest groups – at least in the short
term. While implausible in the long term, however, public attention is deflected and
directed away from the “democratic politician” to the actions of interests groups as they
either compete against each other or form collaborations focused on resolving public
problems. While some argue the virtues of interest groups, Lowi, in agreement with
Truman (1951) and others before him, cautions against them as he describes a paradox of
possible over-representation of elite interests and subsequent possible undue influence on
public policy making.
Political scientists agree that the formation of interest groups in specific geographic and
topical locations is often exponential and brings with it inherent biases that perpetuate
existing elite decision making arrangements (Dahl 1957, Lowi 1967, Truman 1951).
These biases prevent inclusion that thwarts the ideal of pluralist theory and the
exploration of strategic alternatives that expose and force discussion of contested public
policy decisions that seek to answer these questions: “How do the deciding agent’s
perceptions of options compare to the range of options actually available? Why are some
alternatives ignored and what kinds of infusions might bring more desirable options to
the surface?” (Connally 1969, 26). When one forms and demonstrates success, others are
likely to follow. In other words, through collective action, especially when focused on a
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common, over-arching purpose like water management in Yavapai County, the potential
for, and actualization of, political power and influence increases commensurate with the
number of interest groups and the individual and collective resources they have at their
disposal (Crain, Tollison, Deaton 1991; Sampson 2007). This is especially true when
groups form and recruit new members.
Already established social networks such as neighborhood associations, churches or
community-based service clubs provide a fertile venue for recruiting new interest group
members. Membership numbers increase as friends talk with friends and professional
colleagues and neighbors exchange information with those they know and respect.
Knoke observes that these types of pre-existing relationships or networks provide
opportunities and/or peer pressure to become active in addressing commonly shared
interests and concerns (1990).
A request by one friend or neighbor to another can serve as a compelling call to action in
a well-integrated network with strong social and emotional ties to specific interests. As
McPherson argues, however, this can result in a homogeneous membership population
that over time can rapidly deplete its membership resources and capacity (1983). As
information recirculates among like minds, new ideas often languish. Thinking “outside
of the box” is diminished by demographic “like-attracts-like” and disenchanted members
may leave to form a new interest group (Knoke 1990). Knoke points out this can be
avoided by the power and efficacy of members drawing on “members’ weak ties, which
ramify outward, rather than by drawing on members’ strong ties, which spiral inward…”
(70). Alternatively, as new groups form and memberships overlap, pluralistic
representation can increase and self-corrections can occur if/when there is confrontation
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between and among interest groups and more reasoned and inclusive emphasis on public
interests and preferences. More broadly, these activities can shift the locus of power
away from institutionalized power and existing political arrangements biased toward
maintaining the status-quo (Connally 1969; Kettler in Connally 1969).
Ethridge and Handelman observe that as people and public policies, or the lack of them,
continue to affect more and more lives, interest groups will form to leverage political
power for the purpose of advancing diverse and often competing interests (1994).
Further, interest groups can serve as facilitators and intermediaries for problem
resolution.
In order to be most effective, interest groups must have or develop access to institutions
that can successfully mobilize, intervene and mediate between and among politics and
government (Theodoulou & Kofinis 2004). The interest groups examined in this case do
not primarily rely on traditional forms of lobbying. Instead, they turn their attention and
mobilize their resources around hands-on, incremental activities that raise public
awareness about water management issues in an attempt to engender public support
sufficient to influence elected officials and other decision makers. Many are working in
collaboration with federal, state and other agencies in an attempt to do so.
Gunderson argues that it is not citizen participation but rather citizen deliberation that
will best meet political challenges associated with environmental issues and that political
problems require political solutions (1995, 4-5). In the section below, I discuss how
policy and politics are informed by the links between democracy and science. As Carl
Sagan observes, “Science is far from a perfect instrument of knowledge. It is just the best
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we have. In this respect, as in many others, it is like democracy. Science by itself cannot
advocate courses of human action, but it can certainly illuminate the possible
consequences of alternative courses of action” (1997, 29).
Democracy and Science: Making Sense of Science in Policy and Politics
The title of this section is borrowed from Pielke’s “The Honest Broker.” Pielke argues
that scientists face increasing demands to provide information that helps to resolve the
political conflicts inherent in many environmental issues (2007). In these highly political
and largely value-driven contexts, scientists are often forced to choose what role(s) they
will play in presenting scientific information and providing their expertise to inform
decision making. He contends that, in large part, their choice depends upon their
perspective about democracy. For example, they will choose to play a different role
depending on whether they view democracy as “pure interest group liberalism” or as a
“competitive system in which elites bring options to the public” (152). In the case of
pure interest group liberalism, the scientist may lend his/her expertise to a particular
cause as a political advocate. Alternatively, he/she may decide to provide expertise and
legitimacy to available scientific information in order to assist the public and decision
makers in better understanding the scope of policy choices.
Pielke identifies four different roles that scientists adopt when public policy and politics
are involved. The first role a scientist might choose is that of “Pure Scientist” where
he/she will provide fundamental information. If one chooses, however, to be a “Science
Arbiter”, he/she serves as a resource to decision makers by responding to specific
questions but does not offer opinions or preference as to decision making choices.
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A third choice is that of “Issue Advocate.” In this instance, the scientist provides
convincing evidence for choosing one decision making option over another. In other
words, the scientist narrows the scope of choice for the decision maker. The fourth role,
is that of the “Honest Broker of Policy Alternatives” whereby the scientist works with
other experts to develop a range of information sufficient to provide decision makers with
choices that reflect identified preferences and values (3). As “Honest Brokers of Policy
Alternatives,” scientists are called upon to contribute to policy making by clarifying
decision points, choices, policy options and consequences that integrate scientific
knowledge with diverse stakeholder interests and concerns. This is especially critical
when there is substantial uncertainty present, including that created by the influence of
broad and diverse value sets and political conflicts inherent in democratic societies
(Pielke, 2007).
Pielke contends that the role of the scientist is not to determine what risks should, or
should not, be taken but rather to identify possible courses of action revealed through
scientific observations and findings (2007). However, scientific findings often become
targets of political debate, controversy and gridlock when advocates for certain actions
base their claim(s) on competing scientific justifications. Their opponents do the same as
they observe and argue about the uncertainties of the science or the discrepancies
revealed by other, often contested, scientific studies (Sarewitz, 2004).
The dynamic tension between science and politics is described by Fischer as “intrinsic to
environmental struggles” (2000, 89). The dispute over water management described in
this case is often directly tied to scientific findings and claims over such things as the
sources of river water, impacts of invasive species, withdrawals and recharge rates.
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A relevant part of this case that is worthy of some discussion is that arguments are often
closely tied to scientific findings and the uncertainty or “underdetermined” science that
underscores them (Collingsridge and Reeves 1986 in Fischer). This has resulted in
politically charged conflicts and barriers to deliberation and collaborative policy decision
making.
Diverging perspectives between and among scientists of different disciplines has also
contributed to the further politicization of their findings. However, as Dryzek points out,
there are inherent conflicts when attempts are made to organize scientific and technical
expertise into bureaucratic hierarchy. He identifies a specific link with democracy when
he argues that “the hallmark of the scientific community is not authority based on
expertise, but free, open, and equal criticism and test of the conjectures of scientists by
other scientists. Just as hierarchy and deference to expertise can only obstruct scientific
problem solving, so it can only obstruct problem solving in policy and politics” (1997,
80).
Increasingly, science is relevant in resolving complex societal problems and is integral to
their resolution. At the same time, it often becomes a political football as both sides of
the argument make scientific knowledge the central point of political disagreement. This
can, and often does, result in inaction and policy gridlock (Pielke 2007). Nevertheless,
scientists are increasingly called upon to advance scientific knowledge that often
simultaneously responds to special and common interests and holds promise for
effectively blending that knowledge with democratic decision making.
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Pielke suggests that scientists can play an active and critical role as they work together to
determine how best to assist decision makers achieve desired goals based on the available
science (2007). However, in the present case, as scientists make their professional
expertise available, they often place science directly into a politically contested problem
solving arena. Several retired scientists remain actively engaged as citizen experts. This
is directly affecting how policy makers and citizens discuss and resolve complex
problems through deliberative democratic processes because they are challenged to
address the relevance and relationship of contested scientific findings to the issue(s) at
hand.
An important element of democracy is the acknowledgement of competing interests and
how political debate and possibilities for compromise can result in policy that best serves
common interests. Scientists, as experts, play an active role in these debates as they
present information and policy options useful to citizens and policy makers
(Schattschneider 1975). It is, however, the conflicting and competing values espoused by
citizens and policy makers that substantially inform political decisions. Citizen experts in
Yavapai County, i.e., retired geologists, biologists, hydrologists and others, acknowledge
disagreement with each other on some issues, while adhering to the critical importance of
using science and scientific studies as policy decision making tools.
Sarewitz identifies a paradox between scientific knowledge created for the purpose of
resolving political disputes and enabling effective decision making. He observes that
scientific knowledge often becomes associated with increased political controversy that
essentially impedes decision making (2004). “Science typically lies at the center of the
debate, where those who advocate some line of action are likely to claim a scientific
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justification for their position, while those opposing the action will either invoke
scientific uncertainty or competing scientific results to support their opposition…” (386).
Science is a continual process that builds and organizes knowledge. The fact that there
will always be scientific uncertainties and new questions to be answered suggests an
ongoing dilemma in the politicization of science and places the responsibility for decision
making squarely in the hands of citizens and the public officials they entrust to represent
their interests. As Pielke states, “science cannot tell us what to do…deciding what to do
occurs through a political process of bargaining, negotiation and compromise” (2007,
137). Decision making involves making choices largely informed by values. When
conflicting values and scientific uncertainties combine, scientific information, even when
used as a legitimate and authoritative tool, often does not resolve the dispute.
In the present case conflicting values across and within geographic locations and differing
ideological perspectives place the Verde River and watershed in a highly political context
that continues to fuel political debate. These differences are not likely to be substantially
resolved by the application of scientific knowledge, especially if that knowledge is
contested and/or ignored. Scientific knowledge might, however, be used to identify
creative policy options that provide incentive for substantive and collaborative action that
preserves and maintains the long-term well-being of the Verde River in light
of such things as population growth and the addition of more exempt wells. However, as
Pielke points out, the dispute over values differences are seldom overcome by appeals to
science. The debate over the science then shifts to a political debate largely informed by
values (2007).
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Sarewitz, et al. note that an ideal scenario in which science addresses social problems
through “open political processes,” will, in turn, increase the social value of science and
promote discourse and deliberation. He maintains there is no need for science to be
politicized in environmental controversies because the controversies do not exist because
of the science. They exist because of the values and interests upon which the
controversies are based and argued. The authors further contend that deliberative
processes provide opportunity to reveal and moderate divergent values and interests –
values and interests inherently laden with power (2000). The “ideal” of deliberative
democracy, however, assumes that when people come together to deliberate, they do so
with a willingness to listen and change their minds based on convincing arguments,
including those presented by scientists.
In Chapter 3, I present interview responses using the theoretical frameworks and power
relationships associated with this study. This discussion provides a context for a
subsequent analysis of how debates and arguments primarily situated in politically
charged social and institutionalized settings are impacting possible resolution of this
conflict.
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CHAPTER THREE
INTERVIEW FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter, I embed the social narratives gathered from interviews into the theoretical
frameworks and power relationships to show how debates and arguments primarily
situated in politically charged social and institutionalized contexts are impacting possible
resolution of this conflict. In some instances, in order to clearly and accurately describe
the findings, I have included verbatim text taken directly from interview summaries
found in Appendix C. It is noteworthy that there is little variance in the vast majority of
interviewee responses across the stakeholder groups selected for this study. Accordingly,
the findings described below are not generally associated with particular stakeholder
groups.

Deliberative Democracy
Deliberative democracy, in its ideal form, includes the exchange of perspectives and
ideas in a process that strongly relies on interpersonal communication and cooperation in
a non-coercive venue that is open to all who choose to participate. This type of public
deliberation is commonly defined as a “joint, cooperative activity” which includes an
exchange of reasons in solving public problems. The exchange requires interpersonal
communication and cooperation reflected in the basic tenets of democracy. It assumes
that people are equally capable of participating and that they are willing to change their
minds based on new information and effective persuasion by other deliberators.
While public deliberation offers opportunity for policy making that considers and builds
on shared visions and goals articulated by citizens, it also links citizen accountability to
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democratic decision making and requires a plurality of citizen actors to participate. As
stated earlier, the assumption that every citizen has equal access and opportunity to
participate is counter-factual and constitutes a complication to the ideal of deliberative
democracy. This ideal is also often impeded by a variety of institutional and structural
issues, e.g., laws, rules and regulations that prescribe the methods, modes and venues
used to receive, consider and discuss public input to well-defined public problems. As
interviewees for this case study demonstrate and scholars of deliberative democracy
assert, the ideal form of deliberative democracy is not easily achieved and places great
demands on institutions and citizens.
Ideal, Complications and Correctives
In its ideal form, deliberation offers a way to develop convergence on what are often
disparate interests, values and perspectives so that common goals can be defined and
problems solved. All of the interviewees stated that local, state and federal agencies,
citizen stakeholders and elected officials should be involved in deliberative processes to
address commonly shared water resource management issues in Yavapai County.
Similarly, they observed that more of the general public needs to be involved.
Several interviewees commented that a commonly agreed upon “problem” has not been
well-defined. That may be due, in part, to what other interviewees pointed out when they
asserted that water resource management issues are not all that noticeable to some people
and can be confusing to many others because they are not readily visible. One
interviewee cited Williamson Valley Road as an example. “Drive out Williamson Valley
Road. If you’re on one side of that road you think there’s a problem; if you’re on the
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other side of the road – what the heck are you talking about? There’s no problem. We’ve
got water squirting up everywhere.” He, like other interviewees, observed that because
the topography of some areas is so diverse, e.g., mountain ranges, desert and irrigated
acreages, it is difficult to see a common “problem.” “If you’re close to the river, there is
no problem. Get up in the mountains a little ways and all of a sudden you see storage
tanks and people hauling water.” Another succinctly stated, “Out of sight, out of mind.”
Interviewees consistently asserted that all stakeholders need to work together to resolve
the water resource management problem, however, they did not agree on what the
“problem” actually is. Some specifically identified the problem as one directly related to
the Big Chino pipeline proposed by Prescott area communities and its likely impact on
the headwaters of the Verde River. Others focused on the need for Verde Valley
communities to establish a regional approach to water resource management that
acknowledges the effects that population growth and unregulated, inefficient irrigation
practices have on the quantity and quality of Verde River water now and into the future.
Interviewee responses clearly reveal a lack of opportunity for citizens and public servants
to be purposefully engaged in ongoing deliberative processes. This represents what
Bohman describes as a need for corrective measures and structural adjustments that
require us to use our “political imagination” (1996). This imagination can be used to
create opportunities and new institutional processes that result in integrated relationships,
ongoing cooperation and long-term collaboration.
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Interviewees consistently observed the need to better inform and educate citizens. They
indicated that this requires political imagination and the development of social capital.
The apparent lack of developed social capital described by interviewees helps to explain
the absence of effective deliberation.
Social Capital
Interviewees consistently identified a critical need for public education that helps citizens
to better understand water management issues and prepares them to meaningfully
contribute to discussions about them. This need represents a complication of ideal
deliberative democracy -- the assumption that every citizen has equal ability, access and
opportunity to participate.
Scholars of deliberative democracy agree that the lack of a well-informed citizenry
significantly limits the link between citizen accountability and legitimacy in democratic
decision making. When there is a plurality of citizen actors who state, justify, persuade
and respond to others, they can reasonably expect to affect the outcome of deliberation by
producing publicly convincing reasons. Several interviewees noted that stakeholders, on
both sides of Mingus Mountain, are generally not listening to, and talking with, each
other. Further, many interviewees observed that no entity seems willing to truly
deliberate if that means listening to, and perhaps even changing their thinking about,
solutions to the water management problem.
According to a majority of interviewees, citizens have, over time, become largely
disenfranchised about water management issues. They cite a number of reasons for this
including inaction by policy makers over the past 20+ years, disputes over scientific
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information produced by various agencies and private consulting firms and the absence of
an observable crisis that stimulates civic engagement and purposeful action. A
commonly shared observation among interviewees was that many people are primarily
occupied with their own lives and they are not likely to participate in matters they don’t
believe they can influence, are uninformed about or do not understand.
A majority of interviewees also expressed concern about whether most citizens are aware
that there is a water resource management problem in need of resolution. As one stated,
“It’s not like a pothole in the road today…it’s difficult for people to perceive that there is
a problem. When they open the faucet in their kitchen and water comes out, as far as
they’re concerned, there is no problem.” This situation is likely exacerbated by what a
majority of interviewees observed to be a lack of focus on water management issues that
use deliberative processes to prompt and stimulate joint, cooperative activity in a
collaborative exchange of convincing reasons.
Other interviewees noted that the level of public involvement in water management
discussions is strongly related to how and/or if people think about how the availability of
water impacts their daily lives. One interviewee stated “I think that we don’t value the
water. We haven’t anticipated its loss. I don’t think that we fully appreciate the degree
of dependence we have on water and what it will mean economically and socially until
we start running short and dry.”
A majority of interviewees contended that citizens will ultimately force the resolution of
the conflict over water. Some suggested that citizens are not currently engaged because
they believe that they can, and should, rely on their elected officials to identify and
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address public problems. According to these interviewees, citizens place their trust in
elected officials to address and resolve the water management problem in ways that best
suit the diverse values, interests and perspectives of their constituents.
Several interviewees expressed doubt that water management issues will be resolved
through deliberative processes. Because of a lack of collaboration, cooperation and trust
there is likely not going to be any joint resolution. Instead, they predict that eventual
resolution of water management issues will result from litigation that is mandated by
pressure from citizen stakeholders but even this will not occur until citizens either
perceive or experience a crisis. As one person stated, “You appreciate the resource
[more] when you don’t have it – until you turn on the tap and no water comes out.”
Institutional and Structural Adjustments
We establish and maintain government to provide and maintain a structure that enables
us, as Hardin describes, to “invest effort in our own well-being and to deal with others in
the expectations that we will not be violated” (1996). This implies the need for structural
adjustment that provides a means for collaboration and deliberation. It also suggests that
institutions, including legal frameworks, might also require occasional adjustment.
Interviewees consistently referred to a variety of institutions and structures that are
actively involved with the current case. Several of them commented on the difficulty
involved with challenging long-standing institutional norms and traditions that influence
resolution of water resource management issues. A majority pointed out that Arizona
water law does not recognize the connection between groundwater and surface water. In
addition, the limitations placed on local jurisdictions and the county by state statute
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restricts the ability of local and regional jurisdictions because it does not give them the
authority to manage commonly shared resources. Further, several interviewees pointed
out that there is a “lack of uniform regulatory tools” with which to manage water
resources. This lack, by default, creates a fragmented approach to resource management
especially apparent when cities, towns and water companies, both public and private,
design and implement policies to best meet the needs of their customers.
Interviewees consistently pointed out that the Prescott Active Management Area
(PrAMA) provides a legally structured geographical framework to manage water
resources. However, other communities outside of the PrAMA typically develop their
own water management plans that one interviewee described as “Total Cowboy.”
According to the majority of interviewees, the uncoordinated efforts of entities within
and outside of the PrAMA result in fragmented and uncoordinated management of the
overall resource. Some observed that each city, town and private water company in the
county has a separate responsibility and accountability to its constituency/customers to
fulfill their needs for water without necessarily considering the overall short- and longterm impact(s) individual management plans may have on a commonly shared resource.
One interviewee commented that, “It just seems like everyone is managing their water
supplies separately and there is no cohesiveness.” According to several others, no one is
even talking about the need to manage the approximately 27,000 private, exempt wells
that populate Yavapai County. They pointed out that while ADWR approves permits for
the drilling of new wells, it does not require, nor does it regulate, pumping levels below
35 gallons per minute.
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A majority commented about the Water Advisory Committee (WAC). Several stated that
the WAC meetings are open to the public. However, they stated that these types of
settings can be, and often are, intimidating; especially when high level experts, wellinformed elected officials and public administrators are seated at the membership table.
According to these interviewees, asking a question can be a very nerve-wracking
experience for someone who is just trying to better understand basic water issues. The
answers to questions and presentation of arguments are delivered in technical language
not commonly understood or easily comprehended. Further, as others also pointed out,
while they have attended and participated in WAC meeting discussions, they are unsure
about whether or not their participation influenced discussions about how to better
manage water resources. They typically described their personal experiences as
frustrating because the meeting discussions rarely focused on problem resolution. One
interviewee described these meetings as “all talk and no action.” Consistent with an ideal
of deliberative democracy theory, another interviewee astutely observed that talk happens
easily but the really hard work has just begun when talks break down and trust,
collaboration and commitment are required to continue the dialogue.
Communication
Deliberative democracy theory in its ideal form requires equal access, non-coerced
participation and the ability to articulate and be receptive to new ideas. Some
interviewees noted that water management issues become controversial because of the
“different languages” being spoken by various competing interests. One provided an
example of the different languages that are spoken by developers and agricultural
interests. He observed that when developers look at an acre foot of water, they might
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think about how many houses can be built based on available information about the
overall water supply. When an agricultural user looks at that same acre foot of water, he
considers the amount of irrigation available and the volume of crops that can be
produced. As the farmer considers food production and the developer tallies the roof
production, conservationists are likely concerned about how increased water use will
impact the wildlife, habitat and overall health of the Verde River ecosystem.
While a majority of interviewees recognized the diverse values, interests and perspectives
represented in water management discussions, some acknowledged the possibility that
competing interests might begin to share a language that better allows them to talk and
listen to each other in a cooperative and collaborative effort to resolve water resource
management issues.
Trust and Collaboration
Previously, it was stated that the assignment of trust necessarily includes trading risk and
the potential for harm in return for the expected benefit of cooperation. The vulnerability
of risk and the potential for harm increases as interdependencies, pluralities and the need
for greater efficiency impact more people with greater degrees of diverse interests.
Although trust can develop when interests converge, the frameworks of deliberative
democracy and pluralist theory recognize inherent conflicts of interest. The trust that
citizens confer on elected officials introduces another level of socio-political complexity.
As one interviewee asserted, “Trust is developed step-by-step. In order to gain
someone’s trust you have to be trustworthy and you have to do what you say you’re
going to do.”
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The need for trust was pointed out by several interviewees as a necessary component to
any collaborative efforts to resolve water management issues in Yavapai County. “It
really goes back to creating trust so that when we’re having a discussion – and we may or
may not agree on it – we have faith that the other person is not trying to mislead us.”
They asserted that the absence of trust frustrates efforts to collaborate because decision
makers are likely not to agree, especially when they suspect each other’s arguments and
motives.
As discussed previously, democracy and trust, as concepts and working principles,
represent the complexity of relationships and dynamic tensions that exist between
citizens and government institutions. Further, they inform the types of trust, generalized
and particularized, that we apply to each, and on which collaboration strongly relies.
Some interviewees remarked that collaboration is, in and of itself, not commonly
understood and therefore not easily accomplished. Consistent with deliberative
democracy theory that assumes free, equal and non-coercive participation and
cooperation, one public administrator stated, “I see some inklings of collaboration but
people here use the term a lot when, in reality, they are just talking at each other. They
coin that as collaboration because they are sitting in a room and being polite versus
rolling up their sleeves, digging in and determining how to resolve the issues together in a
balanced way so that there are no winners or losers…The whole idea of collaboration is
more in the education level because the idea of collaboration is that you can’t twist arms.
You have to find a win-win; you have to try and meet a diverse set of needs with a
solution that is acceptable to everyone.” He, like a majority of other interviewees,
observed that there are no individuals or groups who are demonstrating this type of
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collaboration. Instead, there are those who are presenting information and others who are
advocating positions, but there are no demonstrable attempts to establish and maintain
collaboration between and among all of the entities currently involved in the dispute over
water management in Yavapai County.
One interviewee described the Upper Verde River Watershed Protection Coalition
(UVRWPC) as “collaborative within themselves” because of the board member
composition. He remarked that this collaboration does not include representation of
communities “on the other side of the mountain” and therefore does not consider the
diverse perspectives and values that predominantly exist there. Another also commented
on collaborative efforts of the UVRWPC. He pointed out that municipal water providers,
e.g., Prescott, Prescott Valley and Chino Valley, are collaborating with UVRWPC to
develop and distribute conservation campaign materials, which are available to Verde
Valley and other communities across the county (Rydell and Ray 2009). A majority of
interviewees, however, did not mention these efforts when they considered and described
collaboration as a useful means to address county-wide water resource management
problems.
The link between trust and collaboration was also identified by another interviewee who
asserted that all of the communities on both sides of the mountain would be better served
by collaborating. He suggested that cooperation between Verde Valley and Prescott area
communities could potentially offer greater opportunity to protect the Big Chino Aquifer
through augmentation, capture of ‘extra’ water and purchasing conservation rights across
the aquifer. These and other possible strategies could perturb future efforts to develop
additional communities that will necessitate withdrawal of additional water from the
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aquifer. However, these types of discussions are not occurring because, “they’ve got so
much invested in the distrust of each other that they’re never going to get off the dime.”
Interviewees consistently expressed general frustration over the lack of collaboration. As
one stated, “We’re like little Tasmanian Devils with nothing really to do. We’re just
spinning around aimlessly and not going anywhere.” They attributed the lack of
collaboration to arguments over science, competing ideologies, power, distrust and lack
of financial resources.
One interviewee noted that collaboration is often thwarted by the use and misuse of
information, which increases distrust. Further, he commented on the need to build a
knowledge base that includes both social and physical science. A number of other
interviewees pointed out, if knowledge is power and it is readily available to all, it
becomes more difficult for one group to advance their agenda over other so-called special
interests.
Deliberative democracy places extraordinary demands on both citizens and political
institutions. Further, the complexity of public problems also places increasing demands
on government and its public servants to serve as “civic enablers.” When charged with
the task of empowering citizens to become co-producers of public goods, public servants
can collaborate and work in partnership with citizens to develop, implement and achieve
common goals that contribute to the ultimate success of public policy.
Role of Public Servants
Embodied in ideal deliberative democracy theory is the notion that communication
between and among citizens and public officials allows proposals to be openly discussed
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and critiqued in order to reach agreement “because of the better argument.” As one
interviewee – a public administrator stated, “I’d have to say that we’ve done a poor job of
informing the public.”
Other interviewees noted that elected officials and public administrators should accept
the responsibility for informing and educating citizens because they have greater access
to information and recurring opportunities to interact with the public. Others, however,
commented on the important responsibility that citizens must assume. To meaningfully
participate in discussions about policy issues like those in the current case, citizens must
assume some responsibility for educating themselves by taking advantage of information
that is available to them from various sources. Several interviewees pointed out that
they had educated themselves in this way.
As discussed earlier, if the majority of citizens do not participate in discussions about
water resource management, it is difficult, if not impossible, for officials and public
administrators to better understand and respond to their constituent’s diverse interests.
The lack of citizen engagement and participation may be interpreted by public
administrators and elected officials as a form of public consent. However, this may, or
may not, be accurate. As stated in Chapter 2, in order to test the possibility of an
“illusion of consent,” elected officials and public administrators must use their “political
imagination” to create opportunities and new institutional processes that result in
integrated relationships, ongoing cooperation and long-term collaboration.
Deliberative democracy theory implies that providing venues for increased debate and
reasoned argument will result in a process that gives each participant equal opportunity to
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listen, speak and be heard by others. But, these processes must be trusted by citizens and
citizens must believe that they are, in some way, influencing the decision making process.
As pointed out previously, when information and power are centralized, some interests
become more powerful than others and the ability of the most powerful interests to
influence decisions has major consequences for the everyday world of their fellow
citizens. While the ‘ideal’ of deliberative democracy theory assumes political equality,
interviewees identified some of the complications that impede its achievement. They
also identified some of the correctives that might be effective in moderating, and perhaps
overcoming, some of the complications that result in unequal social and political power
manifested through varying levels of socio-economic resources, including social
capacity, knowledge and communicative ability.
Power
The previous discussion of power in Chapter 2 introduced various contexts, dynamics and
mechanisms through which power is exercised, either covertly or overtly. For example,
power can be exercised to create or reinforce existing social and political values and
institutional practices that limit deliberative processes and decision making. It can also be
exercised through relationships and practices that tend to shape political consciousness.
As a concept, power is often elusive and cannot be easily and readily observed. While
interviewees were not asked a specific question about power, their responses about water
resource management, in general, and other more specific questions, e.g., aids and
impediments to collaboration and resolution, provide significant information about how
power informs this case. As one interviewee succinctly remarked, “Power is the heart of
it.”
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Arizona Water Law
Interviewees consistently attributed the overall lack of water resource management in
Yavapai County to Arizona water law which places overall management authority in the
hands of elected state officials. This, they explained, substantively impacts and impedes
cooperation and collaboration in making policy decisions that local and regional entities
might otherwise develop and implement.
As one interviewee firmly stated, “Our state law has screwed everything up.” A majority
of interviewees agreed that Arizona state water law creates competition and conflict over
water primarily because it does not recognize the connection between surface water and
groundwater. While surface water is fairly rigorously managed (because, according to
some interviewees, it is already appropriated to SRP and historic irrigation use),
groundwater is not. Several other interviewees commented that communities outside of
AMAs are not subject to regulation by the state except in cases of permits issued by
ADWR to drill new wells. Another commented, “You can drill wells until your heart is
content outside of the PrAMA with essentially no limitation because the law is not set up
to recognize the connection between groundwater and surface water.”
Interviewees commonly described the PrAMA as a legal mechanism through which water
resources are managed by the state in Prescott area communities, including the City of
Prescott, Prescott Valley and Chino Valley. Several pointed out that while the PrAMA
exists to regulate groundwater pumping within its boundaries, there is no regulatory or
management framework established for use in the Verde Valley. As they described the
PrAMA, they noted its provisions are designed to regulate and manage groundwater
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pumping within a prescribed jurisdictional boundary. However, these provisions do not
account for other demands and water management goals of other surrounding
communities and throughout the county. Neither do the provisions account for exempt
wells that rely on commonly shared water resources.
A majority of interviewees were critical of the PrAMA because of the lack of
consequences for not meeting specific goals, e.g., safe-yield by 2025. As one interviewee
pointed out, “Even though Prescott has this regulatory framework [PrAMA], it has been
allowed to be so flexible that it’s in some ways meaningless…the safe-yield goal there is
not attainable if they continue going on the way things are. The deficit keeps growing
and there have been special provisions made for the area that allows all these paper
credits to be used…It’s like there are no restrictions on development whatsoever.”
Other interviewees said that the absence of regulatory structure outside of the PrAMA
essentially allows individual communities the option of whether or not to develop water
resource management plans. Some pointed out that the PrAMA represents a level of
power and legitimacy that does not currently exist for Verde Valley communities.
Therefore, additional legislative actions proposed by Prescott area communities within
the PrAMA, have an existing level of legitimacy and power that gives them standing.
However, as one interviewee poignantly noted about the overall management of water
resources in the state, “Water management is basically a race to the bottom of the well.
Whoever has the deepest hole and whoever has the biggest pump is going to win the
race.”
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One interviewee disagreed with the rest and specifically addressed the inextricable
relationship between powerful economic interests and state water law. He explained that
Arizona state water law is as it should be and stated that the law was intentionally
“created that way so that rural Arizona would have some sort of resource to use” as the
major metropolitan areas developed and essentially “grabbed all of the surface water
before we could have a chance to develop it.” Further, he pointed out that the political
influence exercised by powerful farmers and ranchers serving in the legislature fought to
preserve the rights to groundwater for future development in rural areas. “So,
groundwater is ours – it’s supposed to be ours for economic development so that we’re
not just summer cabins for the rich and famous in Phoenix.” While this perspective
importantly supports provisions of current water law and its protection of resources in
rural areas, it does not address the need for collaborative management of the resource in
Yavapai County.
Local, State and Federal Agencies
Important relationships have been, and continue to be, developed among local, state and
federal agencies. However, the level at which these organizations are able to participate
in and directly impact decision making is largely dependent upon what limitations might
be imposed on them by their structure and institutional requirements, including laws and
the content of their respective missions, goals and objectives which may, or may not,
always be complementary and consistent with those of other agencies.
The respective missions, goals and objectives of various state and federal agencies
provide incentive for their interaction and ongoing involvement in Yavapai County water
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resource management discussions. Several interviewees referred to work that the Bureau
of Reclamation and U.S. Geological Surveys have done and continue to do. They
referred specifically to scientific studies and modeling that is providing information that
can be used by decision makers to identify possible solutions to short- and long-term
water needs throughout the county. In addition, they identified other agencies, e.g. U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, Arizona State
Parks, Arizona Game and Fish Department and Salt River Project that are actively
participating in discussions with several river-related non-profit organizations and other
agencies and local communities.
Comments and observations by interviewees revealed relationships of power that are
relevant to the current case. One interviewee provided a notable example of institutional
requirements specific to the Prescott National Forest and Arizona Department of Water
Resources that confounds the management of water resources. According to this
interviewee, current law requires that the forest service report and justify its continued
use, i.e., 5-10 years of historical data that demonstrates gage measurement of water flow
in certain streams – water that sustains indigenous wildlife and habitat. However, if the
Forest Service is unable to satisfy ADWR requirements for whatever reason(s), e.g.
faulty gages or incorrect positioning of the gages along the stream, ADWR can issue
permits for that water to be transferred to another user. This example of structural power
demonstrates the complexity of inter-agency water resource management, especially as it
relates to competition for water and what appears to be dissimilar and unequal power and
control over a common public resource.
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Power was also evidenced by several interviewees as they described and commented on
the organizational structure of WAC. Some of these interviewees are currently seated
members of the organization. Others are citizens who have attended WAC meetings. All
described ongoing frustration and concern about how the organizational structure of
WAC often impedes decisions and actions because of the built-in requirement for
consensus on every decision point.
One interviewee pointed out, “If you don’t have everybody agreeing, one person can stop
you from what is the logical direction to go.” He also commented on the power
demonstrated by some of the WAC members who have exhibited political posturing that
limits discussion and deliberation at the meetings. According to this interviewee, “A
whole lot of commentary from anybody is not going to change their thinking” because of
what sometimes appears to be pre-determined decisions and stances that are agreed upon
between some members in advance of the meeting. These agreements essentially set the
stage and set the agenda for what will or will not be discussed at the meeting and what
strategies and positions will be argued. While this demonstrates the exertion of power, it
also constitutes a complication for deliberative democracy in that discussion is
constrained and participants are likely not willing to change their minds.
As previously discussed, the exercise of power often extends beyond actual, observable
conflict and includes a more subtle and often latent form that is located in inherent
contradictions and variances between subjective interests and the real interests of citizens
who may, or may not, be excluded from or by political processes. One interviewee – an
elected official stated, “I wish that we could take all of the civic leaders and the elected
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officials and shoot us all full of truth serum. So many folks have hidden agendas. I’d
like for people [the electorate] to really know where their heart is.”
The exercise of power via “truth serum” may prove to be an interesting experiment that
informs not only the electorate, but also the civic leaders and elected officials to whom it
is administered. As pointed out in Chapter 2, power is also used to shape political
consciousness by preventing people “to whatever degree, from having grievances by
shaping their perceptions, cognitions and preferences” such that they “accept their role in
the existing order of thing” (Lukes 2005, 11).
The political influence, posturing and other structural constraints described by a majority
of interviewees are generally consistent with the power relationships previously
discussed. Control of agendas which perturb deliberation and potentially coerce decision
making constitutes the exercise of power because it subsequently obstructs the
deliberative process and often contributes to maintaining the status-quo. An interviewee,
who has attended and participated in state-wide water-related meetings for the past 30
years, described water management issues in Yavapai County as being basically the same
now as they were in 2001. He attributed this, in part, to political posturing that further
complicated and delayed decision making.
Several respondents commented that they were not optimistic about achieving resolution
to water resource issues in traditional ways through existing political institutions, e.g., the
Yavapai County Board of Supervisors, WAC or the Arizona League of Cities and Towns.
They suggested the need to structure successful deliberative processes and negotiations
that provide “carrot and stick” incentives that can persuade competing interests and

106

citizen stakeholders to work together and move beyond what appears to be a longstanding status-quo. One interviewee pointed out, without modification of current venues
and processes, “The way you solve problems is the way they’ve always been solved
before.”
Resources
Power often manifests itself in the form of available socio-economic resources, including
social capacity and communicative ability. Interviewees consistently identified the need
for increased citizen engagement that will subsequently raise awareness and empower
citizens with information that they can use to better understand and participate in
discussions about water resource issues. As one interviewee stated, “there is a lot of
power in dialogue – a lot of it is how people relate to power.”
As discussed above, claims of expertise and/or direct or indirect verbal intimidation is a
powerful mechanism that, whether intentional or not, can prevent discussions and impede
collaboration. Further, equal access to information is a critical factor in empowering
citizens so that they can be better prepared to engage in discussions about water resource
management. A majority of interviewees expressed a critical need for well-developed
information and educational materials that can increase citizen willingness and ability to
communicate with each other about water-related issues.
Some interviewees asserted that water resource management issues will likely require
litigation and revision of Arizona state water law. However, they consistently indicated
that the real power to force action lies with citizens -- not only in the power of their vote
but in how they distinguish and comprehend situations that directly impact their daily
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lives; it acts as an incentive to make their voices heard. As discussed earlier, how
problems are described or framed often represents the exercise of power and determines
when and/or if citizens will become involved or will, instead, defer to others to represent
their interests through existing institutional and structural processes.
Special Interests
A majority of interviewees contend that the power of various special interests largely
informs and often hinders water resource management discussions. The special interests
most often mentioned were those associated with the construction and development
industry, agriculture, property rights, SRP and environmental non-profit organizations.
As discussed in Chapter 2, one of the most distinctive characteristics of political power is
portrayed through tactics that delay, resist and/or prevent resolution to public problems.
Further, the perceived and/or real economic influence of a local industry can, and often
does, result in non-decisions that favor and protect special interests.
Economic development, in general, was considered by some interviewees to be a
significant special interest. They attributed this, in large part, to the historic role that
traditional economic development has played in Yavapai County – one that has, and
likely will continue, to place increasing demands on water resources.
The most significant economic interests pointed out by interviewees were the
construction and development industry, population growth and increased water demand.
However, only one, an elected official, mentioned HB #1575 -- legislation adopted by
Yavapai County that allows the county and local jurisdictions legal authority to deny new
construction permits. Provisions of the bill allow communities to deny permits for new
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development(s) if a 100-year adequate water supply cannot be demonstrated. This
interviewee pointed out that Clarkdale is the only community in the Verde Valley that is
implementing Adequate Water Supply provisions contained in the bill.4
Some perceive that the need for agenda setting is largely driven by business and
economic interests. Decisions and policies that reduce business confidence and/or are
believed to impede investment often lend themselves to overt and covert conflict between
competing interests. Significant to the present case, there is considerable economic
impact related to the short- and long-term availability of water and how the Verde River
and watershed are managed for the benefit of cities, towns and unincorporated
communities located in Yavapai County. These competing interests often are not
immediately observable even though their political power and strong influence on
decision makers is obvious.
SRP was seen by several interviewees as a powerful special interest that has, in the past,
hindered efforts to resolve water management issues. However, these interviewees
pointed out that SRP is now serving an important role in helping to mediate discussions
and work toward resolution. This, they maintain, is because the company has a special
interest that is primarily shaped by its responsibility and accountability to its shareholders
who rely on water from the Verde River. As the de facto “owner” of surface water rights,
SRP has a special interest in maintaining the flow and overall health of the Verde River
to sustain agriculture in the Verde Valley. Further, they have a contractual responsibility
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to maintain and conserve natural habitat.
4

ADWR has granted the City of Cottonwood an adequate water supply designation.
http://www.adwr.state.az.us/azdwr/WaterManagement/AAWS/documents/documents/List_of_Designated_
Providers_5-25-11.pdf
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According to these interviewees, SRP is effectively working on both sides of the
mountain to develop plans and strategies that satisfy competing interests as much as
possible, including their own.
Competing economic interests, however, are largely driven by concern over projected
increases in water demands. Several interviewees commented that if something is not
done to resolve current issues and work together to effectively manage water resources
for the short- and long-term, development will continue over the Big Chino Aquifer and
rooftops might grow on what once was State Trust Land. As one respondent asserts,
“Take your pick. You can have their [Prescott] one straw or 64,000 other ones poked in
that thing [Big Chino Aquifer].”
Social Networks
Social network theory helps us to better understand the role and influence of the social
groups and organizational structures and provides a lens through which to observe interorganizational relationships, effects and outcomes. This theory also helps us to make
generalized observations and better understand the relationships and interactions,
including the distribution of power among organizations that occur in political contexts.
In the current case, the political context includes federal, state and local agencies, nonprofit organizations and economic and/or environmental interests of citizens who live and
work in Yavapai County.
Also pertinent to this case is mobilization theory which provides a framework useful for
examining the inter-connected and evolving relationships within and among various
organizations, including the relationship of resources to political power and influence.
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Similarly, the formation of interest groups by citizens is consistent with pluralist theory
wherein citizens with similar interests and concerns join together for the common
purpose of influencing public policy.
Interest Groups
For the purposes of this investigation, social networks are interchangeable with interest
groups. These groups are commonly defined as organizations that attempt to influence
public policy.

Consistent with social network theory, political activity is usually group

activity. The success of interest groups depends in large part on the effectiveness of
leadership, learning and developing adaptive strategies that reflect changing
circumstances.
One interviewee, who has actively engaged in Verde River issues for many years, pointed
out that “a sub-set of the population” initially brought attention to water resource
management issues. According to this individual, the involvement of citizens and the
power of their influence during ongoing discussions and engagement with elected
officials and other policy decision makers were instrumental in the formation of the
WAC in Yavapai County. The power of these citizens essentially forced a water
management agenda that prompted the county to create the WAC.
Several interviewees commented on the 20+ non-profit organizations (see Appendix D)
established by citizens over the years that focus on various Verde River related issues.
While some interviewees commented about the number of organizations and the absence
of collaboration among them, another commented on their importance. “They are
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forums. They are focused on water issues and they bring [different perspectives] so I
think they’re helpful in that respect.”
Nearly all of the interviewees stated that they are members of one or more river related
interest groups. The groups most frequently mentioned by interviewees were the Water
Advisory Committee (WAC), Verde Watershed Association (VWA), Verde River Basin
Partnership (VRBP), Citizens Water Advocacy Group (CWAG) and Upper Verde River
Watershed Protection Coalition (UVRWPC). Several interviewees pointed out that their
positions in one organization often overlap with another as they serve as board members,
on organization sub-committees or as technical advisors. One interviewee stated, “Funny
thing is that you see these membership lists and you see people in different groups and
it’s all the same resource – it’s all the same people.”
Consistent with mobilization theory, resource capacities of interest groups are
strengthened by interlocking board members, cross- and over-lapping memberships that
allow information to be exchanged that facilitates collective decision making. However,
in the current case, collective decisions related to water resource management in Yavapai
County are, for the most part, not being made. County membership in the WAC and
UVRWPC is not resulting in collective decisions. A reconstituted VRBP is working
independently in the Verde Valley and the UVRWPC is working independently on the
Prescott side of Mingus Mountain. Similarly, a proposal has been advanced to consider
whether to continue the WAC which was formed by the Yavapai County Board of
Supervisors in 1999 for the express purpose of providing a forum for Verde Valley and
Prescott area communities to discuss county water resource management issues.
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Several interviewees stated they are members of various non-profit organizations and that
they also serve on the WAC, VRBP and UVRWPC Technical Advisory Committees
(TAC). One pointed out that the TACs often work together – at least informally, because
of the complex and inter-related aspects of water resource management issues that, in this
case, occur in a dynamic political context. He noted that the UVRWPC TAC works on
developing visible, on-the-ground projects, e.g., the design of a program that measures
water levels, while the WAC TAC is primarily working on long-range planning and
securing funding for additional scientific studies.
Other interviewees mentioned that while TAC members frequently work together, albeit
informally, the WAC TAC is widely considered to be the most politically contentious.
Members of the WAC often disagree about who should be appointed to serve on the
TAC. One interviewee cited the “firing” of a volunteer WAC TAC member, who was a
retired hydrologist, and observed that the dismissal of this person was the result of the
scientist interpreting and explaining the science in accordance with his training,
experience and professional ethics.
Financial Resources
According to social network and mobilization theories, the success of interest groups is
determined not only by leadership that effectively mobilizes and organizes members, but
also the ability to attract and efficiently utilize fiscal resources. One interviewee pointed
out that collaboration may result in additional financial resources becoming available.
He specifically referred to the WAC’s success in securing county funding for scientific
studies, e.g., the CYHWRMS completed with matched funding from the Bureau of
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Reclamation and the USGS Northern Arizona Groundwater Flow Model. He stated,
“Collaboration equals money and if I was [sic] a public official and I was doling out
several million dollars, I would want to deal it out to some people who got along.”
Several interviewees referred to a pledge by Senator John McCain to allocate federal
funding for a proposed Verde River Basin Partnership that did not materialize due, at
least in part, to an unfulfilled requirement for ongoing collaboration between interest
groups and stakeholders. One speculated that if that money had been targeted for the
existing WAC instead of a “yet-to-be-established” organization, i.e., VRBP some of the
politicization and conflict over water management issues might have been avoided.
Another commented that if VRBP had been funded, an ongoing deliberative and
collaborative process might now be in place to encourage and support ongoing
discussions about current and future water resource management issues.
A general lack of financial resources was cited by a majority of interviewees as a possible
detriment to collaboration and higher levels of activity by various interest groups. A
majority acknowledged and expressed appreciation for grant funding from the Walton
Family Foundation (WFF) Freshwater Initiative and stated this has resulted in increased
collaboration among Verde Valley interest groups who received funding. According to
these interviewees, the WFF funding has stimulated some collaboration between and
among grantees on the east (Verde Valley) side of Mingus Mountain, but there are few, if
any, collaborative efforts that involve both sides of the mountain.
Several interviewees pointed out that interest groups funded by the WFF are meeting to
exchange information about projects they are pursuing. As a result, some are now
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working together on specific initiatives, e.g., Verde Valley Land Preservation, Inc. with
Sustainable Arizona and Friends of the Verde River Greenway with the Tamarisk
Coalition. VVLPI and Sustainable Arizona are working together to develop a funding
mechanism called “One for the Verde.” This program involves the “green” hospitality
industry and tourists visiting the Verde Valley. According to interviewees, a 1% charge
is added to the guest tabs of participating hotels, resorts and restaurants with collections
directed to open space preservation. Friends of the Verde River Greenway and the
Tamarisk Coalition, in partnership with private land owners along a stretch of the Verde
River, are removing invasive plants along the banks of the Verde.
Consistent with social network and mobilization theories, one interviewee commented,
“There is a lot of communication and collaboration between groups of similar interest.”
This is being demonstrated by the meetings convened by WFF recipients and has recently
been demonstrated by the one-year trial merger of the VWA and the VRBP who share,
among other things, an interest in developing and distributing information and
educational materials about the Verde River and hydrologic system.
This investigation shows, however, that mergers of similarly missioned organizations are
not the norm. While the VRBP and UVRWPC share an interest in the Verde River and
watershed, they are not working together. One interviewee noted that the UVRWPC is
currently discussing a series of articles about the history of water in an effort to get more
people engaged in the topic but VRBP and UVRWPC are currently not collaborating.
Several interviewees specifically referred to the work currently being done by VRBP
largely as a result of WFF grant funding. They pointed out that the VRBP is developing
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a Water Resources Primer for distribution to high school science teachers in the Verde
Valley for classroom use. According to these interviewees, the primer is a printed
textbook-like document that describes the water resource system of the Verde Basin – a
system that extends from the Prescott area to the Salt River. The primer is also being
developed for use by elected officials and interested citizens. Shorter articles referred to
as “Resource Notes” are being developed along with video and PowerPoint presentations
that can be presented to or used by other community service groups, city councils and
other audiences. The VRBP is also developing an interactive website and has plans to
develop a Facebook page so that the science of the Verde River and watershed can be
more easily accessed in non-traditional ways, with the potential to reach a larger
audience.
As discussed in Chapter 2, collective action focused on a common overarching purpose
has the potential for, and actualization of, political power. Influence increases
commensurate with the number of interest groups and the individual and collective
resources they have at their disposal. Cross-fertilization of organizations allows
resources, including social capital, to be more effectively mobilized and coordinated
within and across interest groups. As a result, the individual and collective capacity of
these groups is strengthened.
Consistent with early studies in pluralism and interest group theory, the activities of
interest groups can shift the locus of power away from institutionalized power and
existing political arrangements are often biased toward maintaining the status-quo. While
some theorists argue that special interest groups can become institutionalized as they
increase their effectiveness and efficiency in influencing public policy, this is not likely
116

to occur in the present case. In the Verde Valley, such groups are predominantly focused
on public education and boots-on-the-ground activities versus overtly addressing matters
of public policy.
In this case, interest groups can, and are, serving as educators, facilitators and
intermediaries for problem resolution that is mutually beneficial to other state and federal
agencies. Federal and state agencies, such as the U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Arizona Department of Water
Resources and Salt River Project are actively working together, although not as members
of any particular interest group(s). Each has a defined mission with goals and objectives
that rely on the preservation of water resources. The exchange of information among
interest groups and agencies increases the potential to develop long-term collaborative
and deliberative processes that benefit from combined expertise, financial resources and
political influence.
Science
Pielke argues that “science cannot tell us what to do…deciding what to do occurs through
a political process of bargaining, negotiation and compromise” that takes into account
broad and diverse value sets (2007, 137). Similarly, Sarewitz argues that environmental
controversies do not exist because of the science; they exist because of the diverse values
and interests upon which the controversies are based and argued – values and interests
inherently laden with power (2007).
In an ideal scenario, science is used to address social problems in open political processes
that result in promoting discourse and deliberation. Scientists face increasing demands
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to provide information that helps to resolve political conflicts inherent in many
environmental issues. Consistent with deliberative democracy theory, science has direct
implications for how policy makers and citizens discuss and resolve complex problems
significantly informed by scientific findings. As one interviewee stated, “Science has a
huge role in establishing a factual basis for decisions…It sets the facts not the policy.”
A majority of interviewees asserted that many of the technical questions related to the
present case are answered by scientific studies already available, although more studies
will be needed in the future. These interviewees commented on what they believe to be a
general consensus among hydrologists and USGS scientists. Pumping of the Big Chino
Aquifer will ultimately reduce the base flow of the Verde River. It is, according to these
interviewees, a matter of when, not if.
Another interviewee referred to the political dynamics that largely inform this case. He
asserted that politicians have not done a good job in receiving the science from the
experts. As an elected official, he stated, “A useful task would be to try to agree or
disagree on the science…I don’t know why we haven’t done a better job there because
people are shouting on both sides of the issue [Big Chino] so much that the scientists get
drowned out. They give their report and go away and we [elected officials and public
administrators] do not pull together and say, ‘O.K., you guys [scientists], I want you to go
on a weekend retreat and come back with one report.’ They [scientists] work for their
client.”
While all interviewees agreed that science has an important role to play in resolving
water resource management issues in Yavapai County, what they do not agree on is

118

whose science should or will be used. One interviewee observed with concern that
several millions of dollars have been spent by Prescott area communities to develop
hydrologic study findings that informs the Big Chino Water Ranch Project and the
proposed transport of water. As one public official stated, “We have the best experts on
the Big Chino in our employment…with volumes of hydrologic reports. Some of these
reports were ignored by the scientists at USGS,” even though they were made available
to them. Other interviewees indicated that scientific findings can be biased and that bias
can be substantiated by following the money. They pointed out that while some of the
scientific studies indicate potential harm to the river as a result of pumping at the Big
Chino Aquifer, other studies claim the opposite to be true.
A majority of interviewees agreed that some people just do not want to agree with the
scientific findings because they sometimes do not support their preferences for action.
Several pointed out an equally, if not more important need, to focus on the social science
underlying the water management issue. This, they asserted, could potentially connect
more people with the physical science. As one stated, “We need to understand what the
impacts are on our human communities.” Further, he commented that the science of
economics is not effectively being applied to this issue.
Another interviewee provided an example of how economics, combined with Arizona
water law and “dueling hydrologists” are informing the water management issue in the
Verde Valley. “The groundwater folks are led by Freeport MacMoran and the surface
water folks are led by SRP. SRP puts their hydrologist up there and Freeport’s guy is up
there and you have two hydrologists with the same amount of schooling and education.
How is it they have such different understandings of what this [the problem] is?”
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Interviewees consistently expressed a general level of frustration about science. Some
believed the scientific work has been too protracted and people, at least many of the
general public, are disengaged as a result of inaction. However, as another interviewee
noted, it is important for the public to understand how science “works.” “It is
cumulative; you continually add more.”
Role of Scientists
As discussed in Chapter 2, the role of a scientist is often complex and demands much
from those who strive to present the best objective information possible for use in making
public policy decisions. As one interviewee and retired scientist remarked, “Just by
trying to express the science you kind of end up on a side whether you want to or not.
Even though you are trying to be objective, if you’re uncovering things that oppose what
we’ve always been doing, you’re on a side – like it or not.”
The politically contentious context described by this interviewee, was also commented on
by another who recounted the “firing” of a volunteer member of the WAC Technical
Advisory Committee. This member, a retired hydrologist, was perceived by some to
have exhibited bias in his interpretation and explanation of scientific information. In this
case, science was brought into a politically contested arena as one retired scientist
presented information in a way that he believed to be consistent with his professional
training, expertise and professionalism.
Several interviewees commented on citizen scientists, i.e., professional scientists retired
from federal and state agencies, who are often seen as advocates for special interests with
bias toward pro-growth or no-growth ideologies. As one stated, “It’s my belief that if
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you want to be thought of as someone who only speaks from the view point of science,
you can’t be an advocate so I belong to nothing [no organization] that’s an advocacy.”
While some interviewees observed that science can become a political football, the
majority stated that USGS scientists are the “gold standard” and above reproach with
respect to biased assumptions and skewed scientific findings. One commented that
USGS scientists do not consider management issues as they conduct their studies and
develop the results. Further, they want to avoid political controversy. “If you just do the
science, you don’t have to get into how the world should work.”
Social Value of Science
As discussed in Chapter 2, an ideal scenario is one in which science addresses social
problems through open political processes. In this scenario, the social value of science
will increase and discourse and deliberation will be enhanced. A majority of
interviewees commented on the need for the general public to be better informed about
the science that largely informs water management issues in Yavapai County. They
identified a need for more and better education about water, including the hydrologic
system – sources, cycles, uses and the impact of external conditions such as extended
drought. In fact, interviewees consistently recognized the level of difficulty in translating
the technical language of science into modes of communication more easily accessed by
citizens. Some also commented on what they saw as a critical need to observe and
respond to social science because it reveals how people perceive, react and respond to
water management issues. Consistent with power relations and deliberative democracy
theory, communication plays a critical role in rearranging the expression of power from
power over to power with.
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One interviewee commented that it is difficult to clarify and communicate how much is
really known about the geo-hydrologic system that supports the river and watershed. As
a result, many citizens become apathetic about the entire issue. Another referred to the
technical aspects involved in this case. He stated there is so much “science out there
right now” that is “incomprehensible to many people.” He emphasized the need for
scientific information to be translated into layman’s terms so that it can be more easily
understood. As that happens, he argues that more people will engage in water issues.
However, similar to other interviewees, he commented that citizens only react to a
perceived threat that may not, in fact, be well informed by science.
The need for accurate and understandable information was consistently identified by
several interviewees who voiced concern about what they consider to be misinformation
that has circulated over time. One commented that citizens have a general awareness of
water issues but to a large extent have a “distorted perspective.” He attributed this to
individuals and “enviro” organizations that are “proponents of water conservation.”
According to this interviewee, the use of the word ‘conservation’ is a “cloak” that shields
an anti-growth “hidden agenda.” He stated, “It’s easy to sell fear” about a potential
diminution of water supplies but “water is a renewable resource.”
Interviewees consistently suggested that as people become better educated there is a
stronger likelihood they will come together in a shared sense of common ownership of
the watershed. Consistent with the need for a better educated public, interviewees also
recognized the necessity of short- and long-term funding dedicated to educating and
informing the public.
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In Chapter 4, I present a summary of pertinent interview findings and use it to address the
relevance and strength of the hypotheses for this study. In addition, I offer
recommendations for resolution of the ongoing water management dispute.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DISCUSSION OF HYPOTHESES AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
RESOLUTION OF THE WATER MANAGEMENT CONFLICT

In Chapter 1, I hypothesized that the continuation of debate and the absence of
substantive positive action and resolution of the water management dispute are largely
due to the lack of opportunities designed to inform and engage citizens in Yavapai
County. In addition, I proposed that various aspects of power are strongly influencing
and/or preventing resolution of this ongoing conflict.

Accordingly, the following

discussion examines the relevance and strength of the hypotheses upon which this
research is based. The extent to which these hypotheses are true (not true) is
important to achieving a better understanding of the findings in this case and has
potential implications for needed future research, which I address in the final chapter.
Finally, based on interviewee suggestions and my experience while conducting this
study, I offer recommendations for resolving the water management dispute.
Discussion of Hypotheses
This investigation largely substantiates the first hypothesis. There are limited
opportunities that facilitate deliberative processes.
This finding is principally supported by the following summary points:


A majority of the general public likely is not aware that there are problems with
water resource management in the county. To the extent they may be aware,
many likely choose not to engage with water-related issues because 1) the
scientific findings and other technical aspects of the issue are not well

124

communicated and understood; 2) citizens have developed a certain “water
weariness” since these issues have been discussed for so long with no substantive
actions taken to address them; 3) the political dynamics that surround the water
issue frustrate cooperative and collaborative deliberation by elected leaders; 4)
citizens generally are not informed about the issue and, to the extent they are, it is
likely they are misinformed; and 5) citizens do not, at least as yet, perceive a real
crisis and, until they do, they will not become involved. Instead, they will rely on
their elected officials to make decisions in their best interest.


Currently, there are no administrative “tools” being used by government agencies
to communicate, build trust and develop collaborative problem solving processes
to incorporate diverse interests, government entities and other private citizens and
stakeholders who work and live in Yavapai County.



Several non-profit organizations, principally those located in the Verde Valley
and funded by the Walton Family Foundation Fresh Water Initiative, are actively
developing, implementing and coordinating programs in order to educate, inform
and connect people with the Verde River. However, there are few, if any existing
partnerships or cooperative efforts between Verde Valley and Prescott area nonprofit organizations.



Attempts to collaborate generally have not been successful.

Early efforts to

establish the Verde River Basin Partnership were interrupted, at least in part, by a
lack of federal funding due to the inability of a diverse set of stakeholders to reach
agreement about how to achieve ongoing cooperation and collaboration.
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There is widespread mutual distrust among elected officials who sit as members
of the WAC. This significantly impedes the cooperation and collaboration
necessary to achieve effective consensus-based decision making.

Because there are no ongoing deliberative processes to observe, this finding does not
substantially demonstrate that increased civic engagement would ultimately result in
decisive action toward resolution of the ongoing conflict. It could be argued that efforts
to involve more people in discussion and debate would further perturb and delay its
resolution. However, interviewees consistently asserted that elected officials respond and
react positively to the voices of their constituents. If this is true, then carefully designed
and implemented deliberative processes to inform and engage citizens along with elected
officials have the potential to break the existing stalemate.
This investigation clearly substantiates the second hypothesis. Various aspects of power
strongly influence and/or prevent resolution of this conflict. This finding is principally
supported by the following summary points:


Arizona water law significantly impedes the overall management of water
resources. The law does not recognize the irrefutable link between surface water
and groundwater. Further, it assigns overall management authority to the state
legislature, which substantially thwarts the ability of communities to
collaboratively develop and implement timely and appropriate regional water
management policies.



Power relationships that demonstrate “power over versus power with” unduly
influence the ability to share knowledge and information with the accompanying

126

potential to significantly inform the conflict. In turn, this situation frustrates the
development of social capital and limits opportunities for public deliberation. It
maintains the status-quo and exacerbates the distribution and sharing of power
between and among citizens and decision makers.


The scale and magnitude of water resource management issues in the county
necessitate the involvement of local, state and federal agencies whose missions,
goals and objectives strongly rely on maintaining the quantity and quality of
water. While each of these entities is entrusted with a degree of power within the
confines of its own jurisdictional boundaries, each also is restricted by established
institutional and structural requirements, including member consensus, which
severely limits the ability to work collaboratively.



There is little evidence of effective collaboration between and among the most
powerful elected leaders in Yavapai County and, more specifically, in Verde
Valley communities. Some of these leaders frequently and publicly express direct
opposition to another’s proposed projects and ideas. This directly impacts
regional water resource management. When this occurs, two-way communication
is systematically undermined by the most dominant speakers.



The power of social networks, or interest groups, is substantially diffused.
Initiatives are largely being pursued separately and any existing or potential
partnerships between and among groups are limited and tentative.



The reputational power of the construction and development industry, with its
undeniable alignment with historic economic vitality and potential future viability
across the county and state, influences and often controls the political agenda.
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The power to shape the political consciousness through forces external to a
majority of citizens in Yavapai County, e.g., institutional practices, social forces
and/or individual decisions, may explain why citizens generally are not aware of
the conflict or are complacent about its resolution.



Asymmetrical power is primarily located in the PrAMA communities who benefit
from its legal structure. Currently, the locus of political power resides with these
communities.

They have collaborated to fund scientific studies and create

cooperative agreements. As a result, they enjoy a degree of political savvy and
sophistication that has gained them reputational authority in the state legislature.
Recommendations for Resolution of the Conflict
The recommendations below are primarily a composite inspired by interviewee
observations and suggestions, as well as the work of political science scholars familiar
with natural resource and environmental conflicts in the American Southwest.
1. Develop an accountability framework for conflict resolution.
Resolution of the dispute likely will require the ability to overcome currently existing
divisive hurdles. Elected officials need to identify alternative processes that, to the extent
possible, mitigate the most dominant voices and intense politics that perturb and impede
the development and implementation of county-wide management of water resources.
As part of the social contract with the citizens of Yavapai County, elected officials and
public administrators have the opportunity to develop and implement new governance
arrangements, which could potentially decentralize power and mitigate the existing
conflict. This might include, for example, a coalition of town managers who would work
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together to develop regional collaborative strategies and a range of options useful to
policy decision makers. In addition, planners and other public administrators could assist
in the design and implementation of deliberative processes that engage a larger and more
diverse group of stakeholders.

Organizations such as the Quiverra Coalition and the

Sonoran Institute, among others, offer reputable technical assistance that might prove
beneficial to breaking the current stalemate and resolving the dispute. Further, a well
facilitated process could potentially lend important insight and contribute to the
development, implementation and institutionalization of a conflict resolution program
that can be used to address possible future environmental disputes in the county and
elsewhere.
Accountability for implementation:
The County Board of Supervisors in partnership with other elected officials and public
administrators.

2. Work collaboratively to develop options that address state water law issues that
significantly impede the development and implementation of a comprehensive
county-wide water management policy.
This recommendation largely depends upon successful resolution of the current conflict
and the ability of officials to develop and maintain cooperative and collaborative
relationships.

If and when this occurs, the combined political strength of elected and

appointed public officials at local, county, state and federal levels could potentially
influence the development of appropriate amendments to state water law.
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The centralization of water management authority in the state legislature significantly
impedes the ability of local and regional officials to develop and implement water
resource management policies. The dynamic tension in the county is largely due to the
absence of comprehensive management tools. While the PrAMA provides structure and
regulations for communities within its boundaries, there is no comparable mechanism for
use in the Verde Valley.

Further, the inextricable link between surface water and

groundwater impedes the ability to manage the resource as a whole. As Einstein stated,
“We can’t solve problems by using the same kind of thinking that created them.”
Accountability for implementation:
County Board of Supervisors with participation by other elected officials and public
administrators.
3. Design and implement deliberative processes and accountability mechanisms that
build social and community capital, broaden the knowledge base, redistribute the
expression of power and bring political legitimacy to the policy making process.
The continuing efforts of several non-profit organizations to connect people with the
Verde River are critical to the development of a better informed citizenry. The work of
these organizations appears to be developing other citizen generalists that broaden the
base of knowledge about the river. This increased knowledge could potentially lead to a
more comprehensive understanding that facilitates collaborative problem solving and
decision making. It is similarly critical for elected officials and public administrators to
work with stakeholders to develop and present alternative policy options that reflect the
socio-cultural values of the public and, to the extent possible, merge those values into a
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collaborative, science-based framework that integrates biological and social evidence
with water resource management policy.
Accountability for implementation: Shared accountability and collaboration between and
among the County Board of Supervisors with participation by local officials, public
administrators along with river-related, non-profit organizations in the Verde Valley and
Prescott area.
4. Reframe water resource management issues and develop a culture of water
awareness.
With the help of citizens, reframe current water resource management issues to reflect the
socio-economic, cultural and environmental values in the county. The contentious and
highly technical nature of the conflict can often hinder ongoing citizen involvement.
Reframing water management and developing what might be described as a “culture” of
water issues provides opportunity to directly connect the Verde River with the day-to-day
quality of life enjoyed by Yavapai County citizens and visitors who come from all over
the world to experience what the area has to offer. Various local media can assist in this
effort through public service announcements and programming that educates and informs
citizens and visitors about how the river directly impacts and sustains them and how they
can become involved.
Accountability for implementation: County Board of Supervisors with participation by
river-related non-profit organizations and county-wide media.
5. “Help scientists appreciate what policymakers need to know and explain to policy
makers what scientists have learned.”
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This recommendation is borrowed directly from William deBuys (2011). It brings to
mind what Einstein once stated, “If you can’t explain it simply you don’t understand it
well enough.”
The findings of numerous scientific studies conducted by public agencies and private
consultants over the years are difficult, if not impossible for most citizens, including
elected officials and other policy decision makers, to understand and communicate to
other citizens. This is further complicated by election cycles that introduce new officials
into policy making roles that necessitate continued explanation and re-explanation of
scientific information that develops over time.
Accountability for implementation: County Board of Supervisors with participation by
scientists, including citizen scientists and other elected officials.
6. Collaborate with state and federal agencies to identify and secure ongoing funding for
additional scientific studies to be used in educating and informing policy decision
makers and the general public.
The role of science is critical to the possible development and success of strategic countywide water resource management planning.

While it is commonly understood that

knowledge will increase as time goes by, there appears to be sufficient information
available to begin making some decisions, especially with the addition of the USGS
Northern Arizona Groundwater Resource Model scenarios.

At the same time, it is

important to conduct ongoing assessments of the resource, e.g., aquifers, basins and
recharge capacities, with a focus on sustainability that demonstrates the inextricable link
between the economic and environmental health of Yavapai County.
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Funding resources, e.g., grants available to the county can provide opportunity for
additional scientific studies and USGS model modifications that incorporate new
evidence.

A portion of these funds also could be dedicated to the coordination of

sustainable partnerships and collaborative efforts, among local elected officials, public
administrators, state and federal agencies and citizens that build trust between and among
stakeholders so that long-term management strategies can be developed, implemented
and supported.
Accountability for implementation: County Board of Supervisors and river-related nonprofit organizations.
7. Create and integrate relationships that feature youthful energy.
It is often said that our youth are the key to the future. Programs and projects developed
in collaboration with public, private and charter schools and youth organizations
throughout the county, including colleges and universities, offer great promise.
Integrating river-related information and projects into curricula and appropriate use of
social media can help youth develop an understanding and appreciation of the natural
environment. Further, and perhaps more importantly, this is an opportunity to encourage
students to actively participate in developing solutions to water resource management
problems. This may require out-of-classroom experiences that allow students to see for
themselves some of the issues that inform water resource management problems, e.g.,
drilling private exempt wells, impacts of flood irrigation on water quality and quantity.
All of the above assumes that acquiring problem solving skills is a prerequisite for
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effective citizenship – citizenship that appropriately challenges power relationships and
develops leadership responsible for and accountable to others.
Accountability for Implementation: School boards and administrators with participation
by leaders of youth organizations.

Civic Engagement
The citizens of Yavapai County are inextricably interdependent and can use that
interdependence as a tool to resolve this conflict. Overcoming what appears to be
political intransigence can potentially stimulate and energize a social commitment to the
successful development of a county-wide water resource management plan that positively
represents the historic tenacity of the people of the West. However, this will require
levels of civic engagement, collaboration and non-traditional citizenship currently not
easily found in Yavapai County or, for that matter, in the state.
A joint report, released by the Center for the Future of Arizona (CFA) and the National
Conference on Citizenship, titled “Civic Life in America: Key Findings on the Civic
Health of the Nation,” indicates

that Arizona’s civic health lags behind other states

(Center for the Future of Arizona 2009).
According to the “Arizona Civic Health Index” (2010)5, 90% of Arizona citizens do not
believe their elected officials represent their interests; 88% of them report that people do
not care about each other. While the Index includes the entire state, it does provide a lens
5

This report, released September 23, 2010 is based upon findings from the The Arizona We Want: Gallup
Arizona Poll released in October 2009 by the Center for the Future of Arizona (CFA). CFA was
established by Dr. Lattie Coor in 2002. The Arizona We Want is an initiative undertaken for the purpose of
creating a citizen’s agenda for Arizona that includes “a vision and set of goals that will mobilize people
throughout the state and survive transitions in leadership over time.”
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through which to better understand challenges and identify opportunities for increasing
civic engagement in Yavapai County. The Index reports five overarching results, several
of which were subsequently addressed in the 100th Arizona Town Hall (2012) that
focused on civic engagement:
1. Arizonans are not as well informed as people in other states.
2. Voter turnout continues to decline.
3. Arizonans are not as strongly connected to one another as people in other states.
4. There is an educational divide in citizen participation.
5. Arizonans feel a growing disconnect with the leaders they elect to represent them.
As earlier discussed, it is the nature and form of working and acting together that
provides important opportunity for discussion relative to democracy. Gunderson asserts
that “What we need is not more democracy but better democracy” that embraces
inclusive citizen participation and engagement of “more than a select group of people”
(1995 49, 237).
The resolution of environmental and natural resource conflicts such as the water dispute
in Yavapai County increasingly depends on citizen involvement.

They are “wicked

problems” because they present unique challenges to policy making and generally escape
permanent solutions.

Instead, they are problems for which there are likely only

temporary and imperfect resolutions with no criteria with which to judge their final
solution.
The shared accountability specified in the recommendations presented above requires a
collaborative, inclusive approach that encourages and develops civic engagement.
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The relationship between better democracy and increased citizen engagement emphasizes
the need for

developing

bridge differences.

horizontal

relationships

and

building

alliances

that

Of particular importance is the need to exercise a degree of patience

exhibited through a willingness and ability to listen to what others are saying. It may also
require newly discovered levels of self-patience as we articulate our own perspectives
and critically listen to the responses they generate.
Coles (2005) observes that, “Listening is less a single capacity than a complex art that
must be developed in a variety of different kinds of relationships…Listening well
involves an active and powerfully provocative aspect in which the one listening solicits
others to listen to themselves more attentively and hopefully better than they might have
done before…Listening is an art cultivated through the active negotiation of discrepant
points…in a way that generates friction from which new understandings might emerge
from both participants – if we are listening carefully” (220-1).
Many of our institutions, including laws and regulations, are outdated and are sometimes,
if not frequently, barriers to citizen deliberation processes. Collaborative, inclusive
approaches that facilitate the development of networks wherein people talk with and listen
to each other at the ground level are likely to result in outcomes with far greater longterm impact and satisfaction from a broader public; the public remains more committed to
the solutions they have formulated and agreed upon (Kemmis 1990). However, as earlier
discussed, collaboration is not commonly understood nor easily accomplished.
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Wondolleck and Yaffee describe collaboration as “an awkward dance that no one knows
the steps to” (2000, 250). Using data collected from nearly two hundred collaborative
initiatives, they identify eight key success factors that provide insight into how the
current conflict might be resolved through shared accountability between citizens and
elected officials (20-21):


Build on common ground established by a sense of place or community, mutual
goals or fears, or a shared vision,



Create new opportunities for interaction among diverse groups,



Employ meaningful, effective, and enduring collaborative processes,



Focus on the problem in a new and different way by fostering a more open,
flexible, and holistic mind-set,



Foster a sense of responsibility, ownership, and commitment,



Recognize that partnerships are made up of people not institutions,



Move forward through proactive and entrepreneurial behavior, and



Mobilize support and resources from numerous sources.

Citizen leaders in Yavapai County are fortunate to be able to draw upon the information,
momentum and expertise available to them through the work of the CFA and Arizona
Town Hall. These organizations can potentially offer innovative ideas and facilitative
services useful in identifying and building collaborative partnerships and establishing
shared accountability necessary to design and implement successful civic engagement
processes valuable to the present case.
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Interview findings clearly indicate an insufficient and ineffective level of public
involvement in addressing water resource management issues in Yavapai County. The
possibility for the type of enriched and effective civic engagement interviewees describe
will require enhanced public education that increases awareness and develops better
understanding of water management related issues. Convergence of a better informed
public in collaboration with receptive and responsive elected officials can alter the
current distribution of political power beyond the local and regional boundaries of the
Yavapai County dispute. The cooperative development of strategies that represent the
common interests of the county can potentially establish a power base capable of
demanding broader changes to state water law.
The reality of conflict involved in power redistribution suggested in the recommendations
presented above cannot and should not be ignored. “Politics assumes that conflicts of
interests are endemic to society” (Warren 2001, 28). Building the relationships necessary
to bridge these conflicts will likely create disruption within current institutional
frameworks. As educators, elected representatives, youth leaders and members of the
general public begin to form more closely linked networks they will likely recognize and
capitalize on the collective power they have to influence other major issues requiring
reform.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS

This investigation identified and considered why after more than 20 years of considerable
effort and discussions the conflict over water resource management in Yavapai County
remains unresolved. In earlier chapters, I introduced the case, discussed relevant
theoretical frameworks used for this research, reported interview findings and proposed
recommendations based on interviewee suggestions and the work of political science
scholars. The conclusions presented below are the result of my interpretation and
analysis of this case study.
In many ways, this dispute reflects national debates where political ideology informed by
diverse and often competing interests, in addition to distrust, result in entrenchment and
stalemate that impedes deliberation and collaborative decision making. While structural
limits and constraints present obstacles to collaboration between and among elected
officials, there is reason to believe that such impediments could be overcome if there
were enough trust and political will to do so.
At the present time, it appears that current structures and institutions involved in this case
are, for the most part, being preserved and maintained. There is no observable action
being taken by elected officials in Yavapai County to address state water law which most
interviewees assert is the primary obstacle to resolution of this dispute. County-wide
water resource management decisions are not likely to occur until a significant crisis
intensifies public concern sufficient to motivate elected officials to engage in deliberation
and substantive collaborative action. Until that time, independent water resource
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management strategies will likely be developed and implemented by towns and cities in
the Verde Valley while those located in the Prescott area and PrAMA will adhere to
established legal rulings and regulations. This level of the status-quo will arguably
remain until the economy improves and when it does return to “normal,” it remains to be
seen whether it will be followed by growth that does not account for wiser and more
sustainable practices.
Only time will tell whether the City of Prescott will move forward with its plan to secure
water via the Big Chino pipeline project to serve a predicted population increase double
its current size -- from 40,000 to 80,000. Similarly, it remains to be seen whether or not
Verde Valley communities will work to establish a regional approach to water resource
management. Overall, it appears that Yavapai County may find itself facing a dilemma
described by deBuys as a “shortage of water and longage of people” unless and until it
begins to work cooperatively to resolve a looming problem (2011, 36).
While there is some reasonable disagreement about the science that informs water
management issues in Yavapai County, the arguments tend to more closely resemble
political obfuscation. Most recently, the Board of Supervisors (BOS) unanimously voted
to change the structure of the Yavapai County Water Advisory Committee (WAC) by
splitting it into two sub-groups. This decision appears to be attributable to a lack of
consensus among WAC members about the USGS Northern Arizona Groundwater Flow
Model.
Some of the WAC members are concerned that the public may misinterpret initial
findings represented in the model. These concerns are related to the proposed Big Chino
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pipeline project and the possible negative impact it may have on the upper Verde River as
Prescott area communities secure groundwater to supplement current supplies. It remains
to be seen whether or not the formation of Verde Valley and Prescott area sub-groups
will eventually overcome the current stalemate. As Schattschneider points out, “All
forms of political organization have a bias in favor of the exploitation of some kinds of
conflict and the suppression of others because organization is the mobilization of
bias”(1975, 71).
Ironically, the WAC was originally formed in 1999 to reduce conflict and now it is
dividing for many of the same reasons. Only one of the originally seated Board of
Supervisors officials remains in office. To the extent that powerful personalities, egos
and personal disagreements of the then three-member board has contributed to this
dispute in the past, the now five-member board has decided that they will not be seated
on either of the newly created WAC sub-groups, nor will they appoint members to them.
While this still-evolving structural change may alleviate some points of contention for the
board, it appears to create a vacuum of representation that does not include
unincorporated communities in the county. Further, it potentially frustrates the potential
for deliberative processes that extend opportunities for debate and reasoned arguments
that can further inform the general public and policy decision makers about county-wide
water resource management.
While the locus of power remains with two elite bodies of decision makers positioned on
either side of Mingus Mountain and few, if any, strategically designed and ongoing
deliberative processes exist that include citizens county-wide, it is very likely that the
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current dispute will continue and eventually necessitate litigation. However, the recently
reconfigured WAC provides opportunity for potential action that might otherwise have
been obstructed by its previous consensus-based structure. This is especially true in the
Verde Valley.
Some interviewees posed some provocative questions about why leaders in the Verde
Valley were not making more efforts to discuss and debate river management that “starts
at home.” One suggested that continued debate with Prescott over resource management
scenarios might be an excuse for inaction justified, at least in part, by focusing the blame
elsewhere. As Crenson observes, the organization of bias can be “expected to produce
non-decisions” which may, or may not, be strongly impacted by the intervention of
citizens (1971, 183).
While elected officials on both sides of Mingus Mountain point fingers of blame at each
other, the formation of river-related non-profit organizations over the past 20+ years
indicates citizens’ interest in and concern about the Verde River and watershed. Their
efforts have been fragmented and largely non-collaborative with each working to
accomplish the goals and missions specific to their organizations and interests. The
relative lack of collaboration in the past between and among these groups, in addition to
several state and federal agencies, has diffused social and financial resources that when
consolidated might have resulted in more politically powerful social networks.
Even if organizations combine or work collaboratively, however, they cannot be held
accountable for resolving the current dispute. The management of water resources in the
county requires a county-wide solution that can only be developed through renewed
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political imagination and leadership that is held to accountability by its electorate. It is
here that the dynamic tension of democracy and “power over versus power with”
becomes even more evident in the reciprocal relationships between elected officials who
rely on citizens to force political action and decision making and citizens who rely on and
place their trust in their elected officials to solve problems on their behalf. This implies
mutual responsibility along with shared accountability described by Weber as “control of
behavior and the existence of an authority relationship between those held to account and
those making sure that accountability exists” (Weber 2003).
It is inarguable that scientific and technological advances will continue to inform policy
makers and citizens about potential water resource management strategies. However,
these advances alone will likely not bring this conflict to a satisfactory end unless and
until they address and integrate the inextricable relationship between science, social
issues and political issues. As previously discussed, controversies do not exist because of
the science. They exist because of the values and interests upon which the controversies
are based and argued. As such, science can serve as a mechanism to address social
problems through open political processes that can, in turn, increase the social value of
science and promote discourse and deliberation over competing values and interests.
In the current case, some technical solutions to water resource management are being
explored, e.g., storm water harvesting, land use management strategies and weather
modification, e.g., cloud seeding. Each of these solutions, however, will likely be met
with a new set of intended and unintended consequences. This suggests that, at least in
part, “Political and cultural institutions might find their goals better served by responding
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to such problems as if scientific and technological progress had come to an end and the
only recourse left to humanity was to depend upon itself” (Sarewitz 1996, 167).
In this dissertation I have focused on how deliberation, social networks and power
relationships influence the water resource management conflict in Yavapai County.
Conducting future research in similar cases using these theoretical frameworks may
provide more fertile and useful results for political science scholars. Such research can
potentially advance understanding of how these theories inter-relate and inform each
other so that when applied they can be useful in resolving similar environmental resource
disputes.
In the current case, an especially critical element in such resolution is effective
communication of the research findings to citizens, elected officials and public
administrators who share accountability in resolving this dispute. The recommendations I
propose in this dissertation require what I earlier described as uncommon citizenship –
citizenship that demands the forging of partnerships and interweaving of common and
uncommon value-driven interests that often challenge institutionalized democratic
practices, test citizen resolve and demand great tenacity and courage. The following
discussion provides a nexus of theory and practice potentially useful in resolving the
current conflict and developing constructive ongoing collaborative processes and
initiatives.
Interview findings indicate a lack of deliberative venues and inclusive initiatives that
allow citizens to discuss and debate water management issues. This suggests the need to
imagine and co-create a plan that includes developing skills that enable effective
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deliberation so that citizens can become accountable as co-producers of solutions to
public problems. As Sirianni observes, “In many cases, people want to contribute but
cannot stomach an endless round of meetings, especially ones that may become noisy and
contentious” (2009, 82). While the process may be “messy, organic, unpredictable, and
nerve wracking,” it has proven to be successful in building social capacity useful in
establishing and maintaining relationships (86).
There is an identified need for relationship building that bridges differences and develops
trust. Building and maintaining relationships happens when people work side-by-side as
they learn from doing and adjust accordingly. This may require existing organizations to
reorganize across boundaries to build what Coles describes as an “organization of
organizations” wherein each redefines its mission to include stewardship, partnerships,
collaboration and accountability (2005, 215).
As discussed in Chapter 2, social network theory provides a lens through which to
observe inter-organizational relationships, effects and outcomes, including the flows of
material and/or non-material resources that can and do occur. This theory also provides a
framework for examining the communication and collaboration that takes place between
various groups, including government agencies. Several organizations and agencies are
working to create effective responses to the water resource management conflict. While
some are beginning to establish informal partnerships, there appears to be significant
opportunity for increased communication and collaboration.
Interest group influence and success is largely dependent upon the ability to “effectively
mobilize, organize, utilize fiscal and political resources and focus attention on a given
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issue within the political arena” such that they are able to “effectively push their issues to
the forefront of the [public policymaking] agenda…” (Theodoulou and Kofinis, 2004,
70). In the current case, the mapping of existing networks and assets may be useful in
establishing a cognitive frame for identifying partnerships and leveraging future funding.
In addition, such mapping could offer opportunity for collective learning and
collaborative problem solving useful in addressing future challenges.
As earlier discussed, social and political power is often unequal and is manifest in the
form of available socio-economic resources, including social capacity and
communicative ability. These inequalities often present themselves in the structures of
social interaction in the public sphere, e.g., institutional settings, socio-economic status
and the ability to communicate clearly to others.
Interview findings indicate a critical need for citizens to be better informed and educated
about water resource management issues. Further, these findings reveal the need to
connect the youth with the river and include them in understanding water-related issues.
There is significant opportunity and potential for increased intergenerational participation
and cultivation of citizen ownership.
As Coles points out, the purpose of intergenerational activities reaches far beyond issue
group objectives. Its “deepest aim is to build an inter-generational counterculture of
vibrant participatory and pluralizing democratic practices that would dramatically – if
gradually – transform political and economic power” (2005, 215).
Several of the recommendations I have proposed in this dissertation specifically include
an obvious need for shared accountability. This assumes the redistribution of power that
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can be operationalized in uncommon spaces that decenter and disturb symbolic and
reputational power. Coles describes this redistribution as “dramas of public space” in
which elected leaders become members of an audience of their fellow-citizens -- equal
participants in communicating their individual perspectives and listening to others while
addressing public problems. Ultimately, the resolution of this dispute may require
citizens to exercise the power they have to mobilize and collectively address the ongoing
political intransigence that continues to frustrate the situation.
Highly charged political contexts demand much of democracy. In the end, it is people
working together that must solve the problems they create. There is reason to believe this
is possible. As Fosdick observed, “Democracy is based upon the conviction that there are
extraordinary possibilities in ordinary people” (in Stevenson 1984).
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Appendix A
Private Exempt Wells in the Verde Valley1

1

Source of Appendix A maps: Arizona Department of Water Resources
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Appendix B
Review Panel Members and Interviewees
Review Panel Members
Linda Buchanan
Community Education Coordinator
Yavapai College – Verde Valley Campus
Jodie Filardo
Community and Economic Development Director
Town of Clarkdale
Tom Schumacher
Executive Dean, Yavapai College – Verde Valley Campus
Chairman, Cottonwood Economic Development Council
Secretary, Verde Valley Regional Economic Development Council
Vice President, Verde Valley Wine Consortium
George Gehlert
Director, Community Development Director
City of Cottonwood
Casey Rooney
Director, Economic Development
City of Cottonwood
George Lubick, PhD.
Professor of History, Northern Arizona University (Retired)
Flagstaff
Jeff Schalau
Director, Yavapai County Cooperative Extension and
Agent, Agriculture and Natural Resources
University of Arizona
Prescott
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Interviewees

Public Administrators
Peter Bourgois
Tribal Planner, Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe
Craig McConnell
City Manager
City of Prescott
John Munderloh
Water Resource Manager, City of Prescott Valley
Chair, Upper Verde Watershed Protection Coalition
Chair, UVWPC Technical Advisory Committee
John Rasmussen
Coordinator, Yavapai County Water Advisory Committee
Prescott
Thomas Whitmer
Natural Resource Director
City of Cottonwood
Melissa Preston
Economic Development Director
Town of Camp Verde
Elected Officials
Thomas Thurman
Yavapai County Board of Supervisors, District 2
Prescott
Chip Davis
Yavapai County Board of Supervisors, District 3
Cottonwood
Doug Von Gausig
Mayor, Town of Clarkdale
President, Executive Committee, League of Arizona Cities and Towns
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Marlin Kuykendall
Mayor
City of Prescott
Diane Joens
Mayor
City of Cottonwood
Chris Marley
Mayor
Town of Chino Valley
Carl Tenney
Vice Mayor
Town of Chino Valley
Citizens and Citizen Experts
Ed Wolfe
USGS Geologist (Retired)
VRBP, Coordinating Committee Chair
Former, Chair, Verde River Basin Partnership
Former Chair, Verde Watershed Association
Kathy Davis
Montezuma Castle National Monument Superintendent (Retired)
National Park Service
Steve Ayers
Staff Reporter, Verde Valley Newspapers (Verde Independent; Bugle)
President, Eureka Ditch Association
Edessa Carr
Program Coordinator, Water Resource Education
Yavapai County Cooperative Extension
University of Arizona
Prescott
John ‘Jack’ Herring, PhD
Dean, On-Campus Bachelor of Arts Program - Prescott College
Co-founder, Community Forest Trust (Prescott National Forest)
Prescott
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Business People
Alan ‘Buck’ Buchanan
Small Business Owner
Camp Verde
Richard “Dick” Tinlin, PhD
Hydrology Consultant
Pecan Farmer
Camp Verde
Bill Fain
Principal, Fain Signature Group
Cattle rancher; Real Estate Developer
Founder, Shamrock Water Company (now owned and operated by the City of Prescott
Valley)
Prescott Valley
Richard Lynch
Adventure Tours
Owner/Operator
Sedona
Bureaus, Agencies and Public/Private Business Interviewees
Greg Kornrumph
Principal Analyst
Water Rights & Contracts
Salt River Project
Phoenix
Betty Mathews
Forest Supervisor
Prescott National Forest, Southwestern Region
Prescott
Gerry Walker
Statewide Planning Section and Tribal Liaison
Arizona Department of Water Resources
Phoenix
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Social Network/Interest Group Interviewees
Marybeth Carlile
Co-founder and Board Member, Verde Valley Land Preservation, Inc.
Village of Oak Creek
Linda Stitzer
AZ Senior Water Policy Advisor
Western Resource Advocates
Tucson
Bob Rothrock
President, Verde Valley Land Preservation, Inc.
Cottonwood
John Zambrano
Vice President, Citizens Water Advocacy Group
Prescott
Chip Norton
Friends of the Verde Greenway
Verde Watershed Association, Secretary/Treasurer
President, Camp Verde Sewer District
Vice President, Verde Valley Land Preservation, Inc.
Co-founder, Community Forest Trust (Prescott National Forest)
Dan Campbell
Verde Program Manager, The Nature Conservancy (Retired)
Vice Chair, Verde Watershed Association
Prescott
Gary Beverly, PhD
Regional Liaison, Upper Verde
Verde Watershed Association
Chair, Sierra Club – Yavapai County
Chair, Education Committee – Citizens Water Advocacy Group
Chino Valley
Brent Bitz
Real Estate Management (Retired)
Chair, Sustainability Commission
City of Sedona
Robert Luzius
Firefighter (Retired)
Candidate, Board of Supervisors
Prescott
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Bill Meyer
Groundwater Hydrologist, U.S. Geological Survey (Retired)
Williamson Valley
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Appendix C
Summary of Interviews

Interviews are considered to be one of the most important ways to collect information for
case study research. A well-conducted interview allows for a two-way guided
conversation during which interviewees respond to a given set of questions and have an
opportunity to elaborate on their perceptions and observations (Yin, 2003). Further, the
interviews help to more closely examine and better understand what Flyvberg describes
as the “categorical question of any case study: What is this case a case of?” (2001, 86).
Below is a summarized narrative that is a consolidation of responses obtained from 35
interviewees identified through a stratified sample of the following categories: 1) key
people who have technical knowledge of this case, e.g., hydrologists, public
administrators and elected officials; 2) opinion/community leaders; and 3) members of
the general public representing diverse interests in the case, e.g., ranchers, developers,
businesses associated with the tourism industry, entrepreneurs and retirees. Interviewees
were asked to respond to 19 questions. Their summary responses are titled by question
and presented below.
1. In general, what is your opinion of the management of water resources in Yavapai
County
When asked this question, several interviewees responded, “What management – there is
no management.” Others described current management practices as “poor and pathetic.”
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Some observed, however, that “it’s getting better.” All of the interviewees agree there is
a critical need for more and better water management in Yavapai County.
Nearly all of the respondents indicated there is little or no overall water resource
management in Yavapai County. They primarily attribute this to Arizona water law and
the 1980 Groundwater Management Act that places overall authority for management of
the resource in the hands of elected state officials. The Act established the Prescott
Active Management Area (PrAMA).
The PrAMA is a legal mechanism through which water resources are managed by the
state in Prescott area communities including the City of Prescott, Prescott Valley and
Chino Valley. While the PrAMA exists to regulate groundwater pumping within its
boundaries, there is no regulatory or management framework for use in the Verde Valley.
Several interviewees noted that the provisions of the PrAMA are designed to regulate and
manage groundwater pumping within a prescribed jurisdictional boundary. However, the
provisions do not account for other demands and water management goals of surrounding
communities. Neither do they account for exempt wells that rely on commonly shared
water sources. Further, as one interviewee observed, “Even though Prescott has this
regulatory framework [PrAMA], it has been allowed to be so flexible that it’s in some
ways meaningless…the safe-yield goal there is not attainable if they continue going on
the way things are. The deficit keeps growing and there have been special provisions
made for the area that allows all these paper credits to be used…It’s like there are no
restrictions on development whatsoever.”
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A majority of interviewees acknowledged the fragmented management of water resources
across the state. They pointed out that some local jurisdictions in Yavapai County are
actively developing and implementing management strategies, e.g., water conservation,
catchment and reuse of waste water but there is no collaborative, holistic approach for
doing so. As one interviewee pointed out, county officials are reluctant to “take on the
challenge of serious long-term problem resolution.”
In part, interviewees attributed this reluctance to “take on the challenge” to wellestablished economic interests, e.g., vested business interests, including those largely
dependent upon population growth, private property rights and economic reliance on
construction and development values that are intrinsically linked to the availability of
water. Other interviewees pointed out that local jurisdictions and the county are limited
by state statute in what they can and cannot do with regard to water management. This,
by default, creates a fragmented approach to management as cities, towns and water
companies, both public and private, implement their own policies to meet the needs of
their customers. One interviewee observed that there is a “lack of uniform regulatory
tools” by which to manage water resources.
Another respondent noted that the fragmentation of water resource management within
the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) and the Arizona Corporation
Commission (ACC) creates a very real dilemma related to potential design and
implementation of water conservation policies and programs. Private water companies
are regulated by the ACC and primarily operate according to classical supply and demand
philosophies. The rules and regulations within which private water companies operate
require them to justify their rates to the ACC. Therefore, they are reluctant to develop
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and implement water conservation programs that result in a reduction in the volume of
water sold for fear they will not be able to recover lost revenues. In other words, they
may not be allowed to offset the economic impact of conservation measures in their rate
structure. As several interviewees pointed out, when there is no economic incentive to
conserve and a very real prospect of losing money if/when you do, water conservation
essentially becomes a lose-lose proposition.
Other interviewees observed that each city, town and private water company in the
county has a separate responsibility and accountability to its constituency/customers to
fulfill their needs for water without necessarily considering the overall short- and longterm impact(s) to a commonly shared water resource. “It just seems like everyone is
managing their water supplies separately and there is no cohesiveness.” While some
cities, towns and municipally - owned water companies can and are developing and
implementing water conservation campaigns as a component of other water management
strategies, one interviewee describes these efforts as placing a “focus on the low-hanging
fruit” because the bigger problem of comprehensive regional water resource management
is not being addressed.
Several interviewees acknowledged the development and implementation of resource
management programs in Clarkdale and Cottonwood. Both communities have
implemented conservation strategies. However, one interviewee pointed out that
Clarkdale is the only community in Yavapai County, outside of the PrAMA, that has
adopted provisions granted by HB #1575, which includes the Assured Water Supply
Program. This bill, adopted by the Yavapai County Board of Supervisors, allows
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communities to deny permits for new development(s) if a 100-year assured water supply
cannot be demonstrated.
According to a majority of interviewees, economics plays a big role in water management
issues. Many of these respondents acknowledge that the economy of Yavapai County has
historically been based on growth and development, which has and will continue to place
increasing demands on water resources. This, they observe, is especially true in and
around Prescott, Prescott Valley and Chino Valley. As one interviewee poignantly noted,
“Water management is basically a race to the bottom of the well. Whoever has the
deepest hole and whoever has the biggest pump is going to win the race.”
Some interviewees point out that management of water resources is further complicated
by the existence of exempt wells located in Yavapai County. [ - the highest number of
exempt wells in the state. These 27,000+ wells are considered, by law, to be exempt
from reporting requirements and other regulations if they have a maximum pump
capacity of 35 gallons/minute.
2. What do you think are the most important issues related to the management of these
resources?
A majority of interviewees identify Mingus Mountain as a geo-political divide that
physically and ideologically portrays the ongoing competition that surrounds
groundwater management issues. To some, this ‘divide’ is one of the most important
issues related to management of water resources. “I guess the thing that strikes me is the
physical wall when you go into Jerome and up over the mountain into the Prescott area.
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That’s just a symbol for how divided things are in the area and how, because of the
physical geography as it is, I think people perceive things very differently.”
“Out of sight; out of mind” is a statement used by several interviewees as they observe
that people on the Prescott side of Mingus Mountain cannot see the river and this, at least
partially, explains their perspective(s) about it. They point out that the fate of the river is
not as important to these citizens because it is not a visible and integral part of their daily
lives whereas in the Verde Valley people recreate on the river, they either use it or see it
being used for irrigation and they enjoy the abundant wildlife and habitat that it creates
and sustains on a daily basis. The river is increasingly recognized as a viable component
of the regional economy in the Verde Valley.
Several interviewees observed that one of the most important issues of water resource
management directly relates to the value that people consciously assign to it. As one
respondent noted, “You appreciate the resource when you don’t have it – until you turn
on the tap and no water comes out.” Another observed, “I don’t think you value what
you have unless you are encouraged or, in some way, even forced to pay for it.” One
interviewee asserted that public involvement in water management discussions is strongly
related to how and/or if people think about how the availability of water impacts their
daily lives. “I think that we don’t value the water. We haven’t anticipated its loss. I
don’t think that we fully appreciate the degree of dependence we have on water and what
it will mean economically and socially when we start running short and dry.”
A majority of interviewees observe the general lack of public awareness about water –
where it comes from, its availability and its limitations. As such, they believe there is a
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critical need to inform and educate the public in the hope that they will become actively
involved in identifying commonly shared values associated with water and specifically
the Verde River, e.g., recreation, irrigation, natural habitat and the over-all quality of life
it brings to those who live here. One respondent noted that it is important to identify and
come to consensus over what values are most important and should, therefore, be taken
into account in developing water resource management plans that incorporate information
related to the physical science and social science that informs them. Several interviewees
noted from their personal experiences as public speakers and lecturers that many people
in Yavapai County do not even know where the Verde River is and it is difficult to value
something you cannot see.
Arizona state water law is cited by all of the interviewees as an important issue related to
management of water resources. There was a general consensus among respondents that
current state law significantly impacts and limits water resource management practices
and policies. The distinction of surface and ground water as two separate entities
complicates on-going adjudication of surface water rights and compromises other
potential opportunities to reach consensus about the overall management of the resource.
In part, they believe this is due to a lack of political will and leadership that focuses on
sustainability as a goal to conserve and protect water resources that balance the short- and
long-term water needs of people and nature for future generations. Further, some
poignantly note that after all is said and done with the adjudication, the rights are of no
value if there is no water. Another interviewee more optimistically notes that when the
adjudication process is complete and surface water rights are assigned, the economic
value of those rights will prompt more focused attention on groundwater issues.
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Economic stability and growth is another issue that several interviewees believe is an
important consideration related to the management of water resources. All of the
respondents recognize that in the past, the economy of Yavapai County has primarily
relied on new development and the construction industry. Several note that while the
passage of HB 1575 allows the denial of building permits without Assured Water Supply
provisions, there has been a reluctance to adopt them. The provisions require new
developments to demonstrate a 100 year assured water supplyand, in the absence of an
assured water supply, applications for new developments can be denied. Some
interviewees point out that the denial of applications would negatively impact the
development-driven economy as well as the political agendas of some elected officials.
Sustainable management of water resources is of very high concern to several
interviewees who assert that “sustainability” implies living within limits. They point out,
however, that limitations are not what many elected officials want to talk about –
especially those who want the political support of voters and others whose economic
interests depend on traditional growth and development strategies. One commented that
most voters just want to be told that everything is “o.k.”
Climate change and extended drought are considered by several interviewees as critical
considerations relative to the development of water resource management policies. They
point out that either or both of these conditions will exacerbate the need for and increase
the use of water, especially when considering increased population, new development
and the opportunity to achieve sustainability. Managing water resources by “hunting for
and transporting” water from some other location(s) is not considered a realistic option
by most interviewees. Irrespective of the high costs associated with technical
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augmentation, e.g., building pipeline(s), they observe that while there is some talk about
receiving additional allocations from the Colorado River, it is already significantly overallocated and extended periods of drought will further reduce the overall amount of water
available.
3. Which of these issues, if any, are especially controversial and why?
The use of science and scientific studies is one of the most commonly cited controversial
issues. All of the interviewees stated the importance of relying on scientific knowledge
and data to better understand the hydrologic system and claim that doing so is not
controversial in and of itself. The more pressing issue has to do with whose science will
be used. As one respondent observed, “We spend a lot of time arguing about the science
because the science drives the policy decisions.” Another observed that the controversy
over science boils down to a debate about sustainability and growth – a debate that is
often fueled by “dueling hydrologists” who disagree about whether or not water is a
problem now and/or in the future.”
Some interviewees observed that not much is being said about the importance of
developing a water budget. They pointed out that a water budget that is supported by
scientific data and knowledge about the Verde hydrologic system would greatly inform
decision makers about how much water there is, from where it comes and at what rate it
recharges. Further, they observe that some who deny that there is a water resource
problem believe that even if there is a deficit in water supply a technical solution will be
found to locate and transport the water from somewhere else.
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As many other interviewees observed, if you follow the money, you will find a consultant
who reports the science in accordance with his clients’ best interests. But, even when the
science is there, they believe there will be people who dispute it. Some liken the tactics
used to inform the debate to the anti-smoking campaigns and global climate change
reports wherein fear, uncertainty and doubt are used to disclaim scientific knowledge and,
at least for a time, maintain the status quo.
Several interviewees believe that the most controversial issues are strongly associated
with divergent perspectives and deep philosophical divides, e.g., growth/no growth and
property rights/government “taking” in the form of Proposition 2076 that and Arizona
water law that essentially prevents joint agreement on the resolution of water
management problems by local and regional authorities. These interviewees pointed out
that the state has a long history of success in chasing water for new growth and
development. They assert that this explains elected officials’ reluctance to deny
applications for new developments that place increasing demands on water resources.
With the hope of advancing technology, and available funding necessary to purchase it,
some interviewees believe that new sources of water may be available. One interviewee
noted, “If we can pump gasoline across the country maybe we can start pumping water
from the Mississippi River. I know it is big bucks, but water – you’ve got to have it.”
Some interviewees observed that water management issues become controversial because
of the “different languages” being spoken by various competing interests. One provides a
concrete example. Developers look at an acre foot of water and think about how many
6

Proposition 207 states that when zoning changes devalue a property, legal action can be taken by the
property owner for compensation.
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houses can be built given what is currently known about the overall water supply. An
agricultural user looks at that same acre foot of water and considers the amount of
irrigation that is available and the volume of crop production that can be produced. As
the farmer looks at food production and the developer looks at roof production,
conservationists are considering how increasing water use will impact the wildlife and
habitat that the Verde River provides. These interviewees all remarked about what could
happen if and when competing interests begin to talk and listen to each other in an effort
to collaboratively resolve water resource management issues.
4. How do you think the resolution of these issues can best be approached and
achieved?
“It will take a crisis; but, by then it will be too late. When things go bad, that’s too late
with water. You just can’t stop all of a sudden.” Several respondents were not optimistic
that water resource problems will be resolved before they reach crisis level. In the
absence of crisis driven by dwindling supplies or the lack of water, perceived or real, they
believe that citizens will not recognize the critical importance of this issue and will,
therefore, remain unengaged in its resolution.
Some respondents were not optimistic about achieving resolution in traditional ways
through existing political institutions like the Yavapai County Board of Supervisors or
the Arizona League of Cities and Towns. They assert that in order for successful
negotiations to take place, there must be incentives for everyone to come to the table and
identify the balanced allocation of “carrots-and-sticks” between and among competing
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interests. Otherwise, as one interview pointed out, “The way you solve problems is the
way they’ve always been solved before.”
These interviewees observed that a more effective and efficient way of addressing and
resolving water resource problems might be to use existing social and political networks
to influence regional public policy making. One suggested that a network of elected
officials, along with other community and non-profit organization leaders, working
together could potentially have substantial power and influence at multiple levels,
including state and federal.
When answering this question, several interviewees referred to the history of
groundwater law in Arizona. One observed that the “carrot-and-stick” approach was
successful in persuading competing interests, e.g., mining, agricultural and
municipalities, to work together in developing what later became the 1980 Groundwater
Management Act. The Act joined competing interests so that the proposed Central
Arizona Project (CAP) would qualify for federal funding in order to mediate water
resource demands and land subsidence issues in south central Arizona from Tucson to
Phoenix. Another interviewee pointed out however that resolution of the water
management problem(s) in Yavapai County will need to be more inclusive and
transparent than they have been in the past so that previously excluded environmental
interests are present at the negotiating table. With determined resolve, he stated, “I’ll be
there. We’re [environmentalists] not going to sit quietly and watch a bunch of barons sit
behind closed doors.”
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A majority of interviewees referred to the critical role that science can play in resolving
the dispute. They observed that resolution of water management issues is frustrated by an
ongoing debate over existing hydrological data. Several respondents believe that data
clearly indicates that the Verde River will be negatively and severely impacted by
pumping at the headwaters of the Verde River. “I think we will see the Upper Verde dry
up. If you don’t want that to happen, you’re going to have to stop growth in the Prescott
area meaning Prescott, Prescott Valley, Chino Valley and Williamson Valley in the Big
Chino.” This statement was further substantiated by another interviewee, “I’m not very
optimistic about a resolution…at the end of the day when development drives water
usage, more of the governments here will take some water from the Big Chino and then
we’ll all see if there is an impact.”
Resolution of the water issues will require political will, leadership and an understanding
of the science that informs water management issues. There is agreement among
interviewees that science should be used to inform water resource management decisions,
but it must be presented in a way that is more easily understood by non-scientists, i.e.
citizens and elected officials alike. Several interviewees pointed out that making
science more understandable to elected officials will help them to have well-informed
conversations with citizens about existing uncertainties and potential long-term risks
associated with public policy decision making and water management. They observed
that the situation is further complicated in that many citizens do not perceive water
management as an immediate problem that requires resolution. As one observed, “It’s
not like a pothole in the road today…it’s difficult for people to perceive that there is a
problem. When they open the faucet in their kitchen and water comes out, as far as
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they’re concerned, there is no problem.” Several interviewees remarked that the water
problem extends well into the future and it is difficult to get people involved in
addressing long-term problems when they are busy attending to day-to-day activities.
The need for trust was observed by several interviewees as a necessary component to any
meaningful effort to resolve water management issues. They pointed out the need to
remind people that even though many of us are surrounded by abundant trees and native
vegetation, we do, in fact, live in an arid region. Another part of that “reality check” was
articulated by another respondent. “I hate to say it as an elected official, but we’re going
to have to limit housing starts. There is only so much water that goes into the aquifer and
so much that can be pulled out.” He suggested that communities could potentially work
among themselves to establish how many more houses they can ‘grow’ given the limits
prescribed by available water resources and recharge timelines. Another respondent
noted, “I don’t think any of these issues can be achieved or addressed until we switch
from a reactive mode to a proactive mode and I personally don’t see that happening any
time in the near future.”
Many of the respondents observed that recognition of the common social, economic and
environmental interests, which center on the Verde River and connect Prescott and the
Verde Valley, could facilitate a resolution. Water, as one interviewee observed, is the
common denominator between all communities in Yavapai County. “People need to
realize that we’re all in the same boat. If the tri-cities feel like they’re limited by water
then they have to understand that the only way their boat is going to float is if the river
comes out whole as it flows to their neighbors in the Verde Valley.” Before this can
happen, the majority of interviewees point out that people need to be informed and
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educated so that they can clearly identify if there is a problem to be solved and, if there is,
how best to solve it.
Other interviewees observed that the resolution of water management issues in Yavapai
County requires a defensible database of knowledge and factual information on which to
base discussion of the issues. While there will always be new information generated by
continuing study and observation, most interviewees agreed that there is enough data
available now to be comfortable moving forward with some decision making and
provisions that allow for adaptive processes along the way as more information becomes
available. They also pointed out that absent collaboration, cooperation and trust, there is
likely to be no joint resolution to water management issues.
5. What individuals or groups should be involved in the resolution of these issues and
why?
A majority of interviewees identified a range of stakeholders who should be involved.
These included elected officials, the general public, representatives from environmental,
agricultural and industrial communities and state and federal agencies. Some
interviewees stressed the important roles that the USGS and Bureau of Reclamation have
in resolving water management issues.
There was general agreement among interviewees that elected officials at state, county
and local levels should be involved because they have an attendant responsibility to their
constituents who hold them accountable for resolving water resource management issues.
However, a number of interviewees observed that many of these officials are not
exercising the expected and/or necessary leadership. They are, instead, relying on the
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involvement of interest groups and other stakeholders to lead the effort. Some attribute
this leadership deficit in public officials to such things as short election cycles, the lack of
political vision and political will and risk aversion, especially for those who wish to
remain in elected office. Others noted a lack of understanding about the science that
informs the water management issue.
All of the interviewees believed that the general public must become more involved.
They named several non-profit river-related organizations that are working to educate,
inform and involve more people. Those most frequently identified were the Verde River
Basin Partnership, Upper Verde River Watershed Protection Coalition, Citizens Water
Advisory Group, Verde Watershed Association and The Nature Conservancy. Several
observed the important role that the Walton Family Foundation is playing in providing
financial support to non-profit river-related organizations. Similarly, they pointed out
that Salt River Project is adopting a more active role in ongoing discussions about water
resource management, including water quality.
One interviewee observed that public administrators, e.g., a coalition of town managers,
might be better suited to develop regional collaborative strategies that represent diverse
and competing interests. He noted that other coalitions or networks such as “Save the
Verde,”7 industry and agriculture might also play key collaborative roles. Another
interviewee cited his past success in enlisting the cooperation and participation of
Chambers of Commerce, developers, the construction trade and homebuilders to develop
resolutions to commonly shared problems. However, talk happens easily and, as one
respondent recalled from his past experience, the really hard work has just begun when
7

Save the Verde is a program established by the Center for Biological Diversity.
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talks break down and trust, collaboration and commitment are required to continue the
dialogue.
Nearly all of the interviewees believed that resolution of the issues will come from the
“bottom up.” The decisions will be developed by various stakeholder groups and
presented to elected officials who have the power to advance them. Further, they
recognized that resolution of water resource management issues is made more difficult by
bifurcated state water law, exempt wells, property rights, and that the authority for
comprehensive water management decisions rests primarily within the state legislature.
Several respondents also observed that politics intrudes on the science that needs to
inform discussions and develop strategies to resolve the issues.
Several respondents believe that resolution of the issues will require legal intervention
and this will be driven by citizens when they sense or perceive a crisis. As one points
out, however, it will likely require a “confluence of leadership and crisis” to modify the
1980 Groundwater Management Act that enables better comprehensive and collaborative
management of water resources in the state.
These interviewees observed that the real power lies with citizens – not only in who they
elect but in how they distinguish and comprehend situations that directly impact their
daily lives. For example, one interviewee described what prompted Payson to resolve
their water issues – “when 50% of the town’s population on any given day could go to
the tap and there is (sic) just no water.”
6. What individuals or groups, if any, have been especially collaborative in attempting to
resolve the issues? How has this been demonstrated?
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In general, most interviewees seem not to understand what collaboration is and/or what it
can do. Overall, the definitions and perceptions of collaboration that interviewees
express vary as much as the philosophical and ideological divide that underscores the
water management issue. A majority of interviewees observed that no one is convening
and/or providing a deliberative table that seats stakeholders from both sides of the
mountain. Stakeholders are not listening to and talking with each other about what it is
they need and/or want with respect to water resources and how, if at all, the collective
needs can be met. Further, they observed that no entity seems willing to truly deliberate if
that means listening to, and perhaps even changing their thinking about, solutions to the
water management problem.
While one interviewee asserted that developing and implementing a collaborative
framework may offer success in resolving water issues, he pointed out that collaboration
is an unrealized objective. As another observed, “I see some inklings of collaboration but
people here use the term a lot when, in reality, they are just talking at each other. They
coin that as collaboration because they are sitting in a room and being polite versus
rolling up their sleeves, digging in and determining how to resolve the issues together in a
balanced way so that there are no winners or losers.”
Another interviewee defined collaboration as a comprehensive activity that requires a
better understanding and appreciation of what legitimate collaboration can accomplish.
“The whole idea of collaboration is more in the education level because the idea of
collaboration is that you can’t twist arms. You have to find a win-win; you have to try
and meet a diverse set of needs with a solution that is acceptable to everyone.” He, like
others, observed that there are no individuals or groups who are demonstrating this type
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of collaboration. Instead, some are presenting information and others are advocating
positions, but there are no demonstrable attempts to collaborate between and among all of
the entities currently involved in the dispute.
One interviewee describes the Upper Verde River Watershed Protection Coalition
(UVRWPC) as “collaborative within themselves” because of the board member
composition.8 Some regional efforts show signs of collaboration but those efforts do not
include communities and perspectives on ‘the other side of the mountain.’ The
UVRWPC and municipal water providers, e.g., Prescott, Prescott Valley and Chino
Valley, are working together to develop and distribute conservation campaign materials,
which are made available to Verde Valley and other communities across the county.
These “boots on the ground” activities and outreach efforts, however, are not
collaborative in terms of working together to solve county-wide water resource
management problems.
The Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP), the sister organization of UVRWPC located
on the ‘other side of the mountain’ is also identified by some interviewees as being
collaborative because of its organizational structure. However, these interviewees point
out that while the VRBP ‘membership’ includes various water users, interest groups and
governmental entities, only a portion of those members have voting privileges that direct
the organizational activities and collaboration does not include other organizations such
as the Citizens’ Water Advisory Group (CWAG) or the UVRWPC, considered by some
interviewees to be its counterpart in stated purpose and structure.
8

Board members of the UVRWPC include public administrators and elected officials from the Prescott side
of Mingus Mountain and a member of the Yavapai County Board of Supervisors who represents those
communities. There is no representation of communities on “the other side” of the mountain.
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Some interviewees commented that grant funding made available by the Walton Family
Foundation (WFF) has stimulated some collaboration between and among their grantees
on the east (Verde Valley) side of Mingus Mountain, but there is little to no regional
collaboration that involves entities on both sides of the mountain. One interviewee
observed that “there is a lot of communication and collaboration between groups of
similar interest.” Another pointed out that the WFF funding has resulted in some interest
groups joining forces to work collaboratively on specific projects, e.g., Verde Valley
Land Preservation, Inc. (VVLPI) joined with Sustainable Arizona and Friends of the
Verde River Greenway joined with the Tamarisk Coalition.9
Another interviewee identified The Nature Conservancy, Water Resource Advocates and
the Environmental Defense Fund as collaborators in working toward resolution of water
management issues in Yavapai County. In addition, Salt River Project, in collaboration
with the Watershed Research and Education Program at NAU funds student research at
$50,000/year.
Several interviewees suggested that the cities of Prescott and Prescott Valley really have
no incentive to collaborate because they already have want they want – a law that does
not require them to meet the “safe-yield” goal and future access to an even greater water
supply to satisfy demands driven by projected growth in and around the tri-city area.
They observed that collaborative efforts are further frustrated by entities that are working
primarily to further their own respective goals and objectives. While some interviewees
referred specifically to Salt River Project (SRP), they pointed out that SRP works to build
9

Subsequent to this interview process, the Verde Watershed Association, described as “the valley’s oldest
and most storied Verde River advocacy organization” has merged with the Verde River Basin Partnership –
“an organization formed as a result of the now-defunct Yavapai Ranch land exchange” (Ayres, S. The
Bugle 1-17-2013).
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relationships and establish trust to secure their historic claims to surface water rights
while adjudication proceedings linger in the court system.
The Water Advisory Council (WAC) was considered by some interviewees to be
collaborative. These interviewees observed that WAC has the potential to stimulate
additional collaborative efforts. They described the WAC membership that represents
nine municipalities in the county and other unincorporated communities. Further, they
pointed out that the WAC regularly receives updates from the technical advisory
committees and members of the Verde River Basin Partnership and the Upper Verde
River Watershed Protection Coalition. However, WAC does not currently offer a place
at the collaborative table for state and federal agencies, interest groups or other water
resource management stakeholders.
While some interviewees identified WAC as being collaborative, several others asserted
it is not due to its organizational design – one that which requires consensus on every
decision point. Others pointed out that WAC is not designed to resolve issues or, for that
matter, to collaborate. Another interviewee observed that collaboration is not a particular
focus for WAC and even if it were, the fact that the two sides of the mountain are
generally at odds with one another substantially limits the opportunity to collaborate.
One Prescott area interviewee pointed out that there is no incentive or premium on
collaboration. Another observed that each group works toward its own goals and
objectives. When a new idea comes along, a new group forms and that works against
efforts to establish ongoing collaboration. One interviewee suggested that a potential
way to force collaboration is through the threat of litigation. He observed that this is a
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strategy used most often by the Center for Biological Diversity and the Sierra Club. “The
main approach that seems to be effective is for such groups to achieve their goals by
suing state or federal agencies when they do not appear to be meeting the letter of the
law. It’s a way to force a response that fits into our very litigious society.”
Another interviewee observed that the UVRWPC and VRBP should be working
collaboratively for their mutual benefit. However, because of personalities and
unfortunate past experiences that have fostered distrust and demonstrated lack of
transparency, collaboration is not occurring. This interviewee pointed out that the true
test of collaboration was experienced during the initial attempts to form the VRBP when
both sides of the mountain demonstrated dissention and disagreement with one another.
“If one were to grade people on their collaborative posture in that process, you can give
most of the Prescott area communities maybe a C- for initial effort and then an F for
ultimate commitment. I think you’d give the Verde Valley area communities maybe a B
or so for their willingness to collaborate.”
Some interviewees attributed the absence of collaboration to limited resources in the form
of social capacity and money for staffing and other administrative costs. They observed
that most of the non-profit groups involved in water-related activities are made up of
volunteers who simply do not have the time or energy to devote to collaborative efforts
that extend above and beyond established goals and objectives of their respective
organizations. Many of these volunteers sit on multiple, and sometimes overlapping
boards.
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Another interviewee pointed out that collaboration may, in fact, result in additional
financial resources becoming available. He refers to the Water Advisory Council’s
(WAC) success in garnering county funding for scientific studies, e.g., CYHWRMS and
the USGS Groundwater Flow Model that are the results of collaboration. “Collaboration
equals money and if I was (sic) a public official and I was doling out several million
dollars, I would want to deal it out to some people who got along.” He pointed out,
however, that decisions about how the scientific data obtained from these studies is used
will determine whether or not people are getting along and how/if collaboration and
funding continues into the future.
7. With respect to the controversial issues you described, what individuals or groups, if
any, have frustrated or opposed collaborative efforts to resolve those issues? Why and
how have they done so?
“We’re like little Tasmanian Devils with nothing really to do. We’re just spinning
around aimlessly and not going anywhere.” Responses to this question generally
mirrored this quote, with other interviewees complementing and/or admonishing many of
the same individuals and groups, e.g., WAC, UVRWPC, and VRBP for their lack of
collaboration. Interviewees attributed the lack of collaboration to arguments over
science, ideologies, power and distrust. One commented that some groups should not
work together, “I wouldn’t want to dilute NAMWA with the far-out thoughts of
everybody else that sits on the WAC (often called the WACos) and the Partnership…”
A majority of interviewees believed these issues must be dealt with before any
collaborative process could be successful in resolving the water resource management
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problem. One observed that collaboration is often thwarted by the use and misuse of
information, which increases distrust. He observed the need to build a scientific base of
knowledge that includes both social and physical science. If knowledge is power and it is
readily available to all, it becomes more difficult for one group to advance their agenda
over other so-called special interests.
Collaborative efforts are also frustrated by the actions of individual communities. Some
interviewees referred to conflict and controversy in the Verde Valley that was stimulated
by Cottonwood’s proposal to annex State Trust Land. One observed that there is no
‘trust’ when it comes to State Trust Lands. Some advocates believed the annexation
would give a local level of control over the land if/when the state decided to sell it to a
private or another public entity. Others were not convinced that future use of this land
would not have a negative impact on water resources in the Verde Valley, especially if
the current preliminary plans to develop the land with rooftops are realized. No side
trusts the motives of the other. Interviewees observed that there is a critical need for
more trust so that issues like this can be openly debated and deliberated using a
collaborative regional water resource management approach.
Trust is a theme that weaves throughout most interviewee responses, regardless of the
specific question they are addressing. As one Prescott area interviewee pointed out,
“trust is developed step-by-step. In order to gain someone’s trust you have to be
trustworthy and you have to do what you say you’re going to do.” To illustrate the
commitment the City of Prescott has made, he used the example of the city’s purchase of
a “water ranch” for $23 million and their intent to implement the growth strategy
specifically defined as annexation areas in the Prescott General Plan.
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Several interviewees specifically expressed an absence of trust originating from
legislative approval to pump and transport groundwater from the Big Chino. One
interviewee asserted that trust can be established when the Verde Valley concedes the
8,000 acre feet of water to the “Prescott side” that was legislatively given to them. He
believed this would shift the discussion to other areas of concern, especially in the Verde
Valley where he observed there has been more current and potential damage to the river
than on the Prescott side of the mountain. He emphasized that communities on both sides
of the mountain would be better served through collaborative efforts. By cooperating
with Prescott, there may be more opportunity to protect the Big Chino Aquifer through
augmentation, capture of ‘extra’ water and purchasing conservation rights across the
aquifer so that additional communities will not develop and depend on it for water.
However, he pointed out that these discussions are not taking place because, “they’ve got
so much invested in distrust in each other that they’re never going to get off the dime.”
According to many interviewees, political power has hampered collaboration and it is
political power that can and must facilitate effective collaborative processes. If
something is not done to resolve current issues and work together to effectively manage
water resources for the short- and long-term, development will continue over the Big
Chino Aquifer and rooftops might grow on what once was State Trust Land. As one
respondent asserts, “Take your pick. You can have their [Prescott] one straw or 64,000
other ones poked in that thing [Big Chino Aquifer].” Several interviewees attested the
same might be true for the Verde Valley, if development continues at historic rates.
8. What special interests play a role in helping or hindering discussion and action to
resolve the dispute and how?
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As one interviewee stated, “All the different organizations along the Verde River should
play a role…Most of them feel like they’re helping. But it’s tough to have that ‘how are
you hindering?’ conversation.”
The special interests most often mentioned by interviewees were those associated with
the development industry, agriculture, property rights, environmental non-profits, SRP
and the Walton Family Foundation. Many are alternately considered at times to be
helping or hindering discussion and action to resolve the dispute. Most all of the
interests, however, are directly associated with supply and demand economics.
Economic development was considered by some interviewees to be a significant special
interest that often hinders discussions and actions to resolve regional water resource
management issues. Several interviewees observed that Prescott area officials, for
example, do not want to unduly alarm their citizens about water supply issues for fear of
losing their ability to meet goals and objectives directly associated with economic growth
and increased revenue streams. According to these interviewees, some officials’
statements, e.g., “We’re not going to harm the Verde River,” is a disingenuous attempt to
reassure the citizenry, retain their credibility and maintain the status-quo, including
opportunity for re-election. In this respect, it frustrates efforts to resolve the dispute.
Nearly all interviewees referred to a lack of trust and the perception that each entity is
working primarily on behalf of its own interest(s). More important, however, is how
power, perceived or real, is being used to influence decision makers. This, according to
interviewees, is what drives a good deal of the distrust. This is probably to be expected
when considering the historic economic engines in the state and Yavapai County –
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agriculture and development. Combined with the financial strength of some non-profits,
e.g., The Nature Conservancy and the Sierra Club, with the responsibilities to meet the
needs of an expanding number of environmental interests and concerns, it becomes
increasingly difficult to establish a collaborative venue wherein each interest is
represented and commonly shared water resource management issues are discussed
openly and honestly.
Salt River Project (SRP) was recognized by several interviewees as a powerful special
interest that has, in the past, hindered efforts to resolve water management issues.
However, they believe SRP is now serving an important role in helping to mediate
discussions and work toward resolution. Interviewees generally recognized Salt River
Project as the “owner” of surface water rights. As such, they recognized SRP as an entity
that has a ‘special interest’ in the form of responsibility and accountability not only to its
shareholders but also to the Verde River and the watershed on which it relies. While SRP
continues to represent its own “special interest,” originally driven by agriculture, it
appears to be doing so in ways that avoid the need for litigation. Working on both sides
of the mountain, SRP is actively working with communities to develop plans and
strategies that satisfy competing interests as much as possible.
Several respondents observed that science is a “special interest” simultaneously used to
both help and hinder discussion and resolution of the dispute. They observed that some
special interests “purchase their own science” to support their goals and objectives.
Some interviewees identified specific organizations, e.g., CWAG, VRBP and TNC, as
“working on one side of the fence to allow science to define the problem.” One observed,
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however, that there are no ongoing discussions about what to do when/if the problem is
defined.
At the same time, interviewees believed that some stakeholders on the other side of the
fence (aka Mingus Mountain) are “fighting equally as hard to not allow science to define
the problem and are sweeping it under the rug to ignore it or saying that we’ll take care of
the river; we’re not going to let anything happen to the river.” In response, those on “the
other side” maintained they are “using science in order to predict what the effects of
pumping water from the Big Chino are going to be and, if those effects are not
acceptable, then [they] we have a big question mark on this [pipeline] project.”
The group of technical advisors who work on behalf of the WAC, VRBP and VRWPC
are also perceived by some interviewees as playing dual roles in helping and hindering
discussion and action to resolve the dispute. To some they represent “special interests”
as they review, discuss and critique scientific studies and other geo-hydrologic
information that becomes available – scientific information that has been conducted
under strict guidelines and jointly funded, at least in part, by organizations such as the
Bureau of Reclamation, USGS and Salt River Project who are considered by many
interviewees to be dependable “mediators” of the science.
Some interviewees refer to the co-mingled customer/provider relationships and water
delivery agreements as illustrations of how the special interests shared by the cities of
Prescott, Prescott Valley, Chino Valley and the Yavapai-Prescott Tribe help and hinder
discussions to resolve water management issues. Specifically, there is a water settlement
agreement between the City of Prescott and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe holding
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the city accountable for providing water to the Tribe. There is also an agreement between
Prescott and Prescott Valley wherein Prescott agrees to “share” water resources with
them and Prescott currently owns a “water ranch” in Chino Valley.
9. Moving forward, what individuals or groups should be involved in addressing and
resolving the issues and what resources might they require?
Interviewees consistently assert that all stakeholders need to work together to resolve
water resource management issues. Several comment that it is especially important for
the general public to become more involved because elected officials respond and react to
pressure from their constituents.
Several interviewees observed that various special interest groups located on ‘both sides
of the mountain’ are actively engaging in public information campaigns about the Verde
River and Verde Watershed. Some of these groups, e.g., Verde River Basin Partnership,
Citizens Water Advisory Group are providing a range of educational materials on their
websites. Their sites have been developed so that when, for example, a resident or tourist
website search includes ‘key’ words/locations like Fossil Creek, Oak Creek and Granite
Creek, various website addresses appear. These sites provide tourist information but also
present educational components, including some of the science that is significant to the
respective water site(s).
Political power was also identified as a resource that can either hinder or help in the
resolution of water issues. In addition to the power that constituents can exercise along
with or over elected officials, one interviewee stated, “The government is the only agency
that has the jurisdiction and the aerial reach to manage this and they’re not doing it. They
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have acted in their own interests and in their cronies’ interests and they have not acted in
the interests of the public trust.”
Another interviewee explained how political power is a resource being used to further
some interests over others. He observed that the Governor has not filled two vacant
positions on the Groundwater Users Water Advisory Council (GUWAC), a 5-member
council that advises the director of the respective Active Management Areas (AMA).
The members represent groundwater users in the AMA, make recommendations about
policies and programs and provide input about proposed management plans to the
director of the AMA and the Arizona Water Banking Authority. Two vacancies remain
unfilled. Three seated members, in the opinion of this interviewee, represent the special
interests of Prescott Valley, Chino Valley and agriculture respectively. These interests
have, in the recent past, resulted in increased development and the transfer of irrigation
water rights to meet the increasing needs of Prescott area communities. “…the Governor
has totally neglected her responsibility…this is how important it is to them…the governor
won’t even appoint…won’t even give us a full GUWAC board.”
SRP, WAC and ADWR are also identified as groups that should be involved in resolving
the water management issue. One respondent observed that “SRP has a role to play in
keeping water in the river…” In addition, other interviewees recognized the important
role the Yavapai County Board of Supervisors can play. However, they comment that
none of these groups has legal authority to manage water resources in the county and
some of the Supervisors seem to thwart attempts to resolve the issue.
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The respective missions of federal agencies, e.g., US Fish and Game Department, USFS,
USGS and the Bureau of Reclamation were named as important groups by several
interviewees who thought they should be involved in addressing and resolving water
management issues. These interviewees pointed out that most of the remaining
developable land is on the Prescott side of Mingus Mountain. On the Verde Valley side,
only 17% of the land remains in private ownership. The rest is owned and managed by
state and federal agencies. Therefore, agencies such as the Bureau of Reclamation, the
US Fish and Game Department and the USFS should play an active role in providing
collaborative expertise and also funding. SRP was also mentioned as a potential
contributor in expertise and possible funding for scientific studies and other related water
resource management activities. As one interviewee pointed out, “SRP has a role to play
in keeping water in the river and not pumping from the Big Chino.”
A general lack of financial resources was cited by a majority of interviewees as a
detriment to higher levels of activity by various interest groups and stakeholders. Some
interviewees referred to the promised federal funding for the Verde River Basin
Partnership that did not, in fact, materialize. One speculated that if that money had,
instead, been targeted for the existing WAC and not, instead, to a “yet-to-be established”
organization, some of the politicization and conflict over water management issues might
have been avoided. If the organization had been established, it is likely that an inclusive
collaborative process would now be in place.
Several interviewees observed that grant funding by the Walton Family Foundation has
provided non-profit organizations with the opportunity to conduct extended community
outreach and education programs. There have been scientific studies conducted by the
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USGS and the Bureau of Reclamation, in addition to hands-on programs that afford
citizens opportunities to engage and interact with the Verde River. But these
interviewees noted that the Walton Family has stated that their commitment to funding is
not without end and grantees should be identifying and pursuing alternative long-term
funding sources. Several interviewees voiced concern that funding from the county and
communities may not be forthcoming because of severe budgetary constraints.
Many of the interviewees identified the need for increased education and scientific
knowledge. While they primarily associated these potential resources with the need for
money that can be used to establish collaborative processes and fact-based decision
making, they asserted that educating and informing the public results in developing a
resource that has the potential to: 1) increase social capital; 2) support elected officials
who are actively working to resolve the problem and 3) pressure other elected officials,
current and future, to do so. Some interviewees refer to a statement made some years ago
by Jack Pfister, former General Manager of Salt River Project now deceased. He said
that when you provide full information to two reasonable people, they will likely reach
similar conclusions.
Trust, although not often generally considered to be a tangible resource, was described by
several interviewees as a critically important component to problem resolution. They
observed a continuing and increasing lack of trust between elected officials on the
Prescott and Verde Valley sides of Mingus Mountain. One interviewee remarked that he
believes each side believes what they are doing is the “right” thing to do. While one side
of the argument pursues strategies that favor preserving the river, even if it means
balancing growth with available water resources, the other side believes that technology
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will find a way to accommodate growth. One interviewee observed, “The Industrial
Revolution has brought about the concept that man can solve problems and man cannot
only solve natural problems but he can solve the problems he creates.”
While crisis and fear are generally not considered to be ‘resources,’ several interviewees
observed that they may, in fact, be the resources that ultimately drive resolution of water
management issues. They observed that history provides examples where the general
public has become fearful and this has become the stimulus for elected officials to take
substantive action to resolve public problems.
10. Who, or what group(s), is/are accountable for resolving the issues and why?
One interviewee asserts, poignantly stated, “The people who are really directly
accountable are those whom the public has entrusted with the management of the
resources…elected officials are the ones who should be doing this.” Several interviewees
asserted that the government is directly accountable for resolving the issues. While they
acknowledge the important work being done by various volunteer non-profit
organizations, including the development of technical white papers that describe various
scientific phenomena related to the Verde River and watershed, they stated that
accountability for long-term problem solving fundamentally lies within the political
leadership of elected officials. Another respondent asserted that the general public is
accountable to the extent that they elect qualified, knowledgeable candidates to represent
their interests. However, this interviewee and others voiced concern with the difficulties
inherent in educating the public so that they can make informed voting choices. In
addition, they acknowledged difficulties in establishing a pool of qualified,
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knowledgeable candidates who are willing to run for public office and deal with complex
issues and competing interests associated with water resource management.
A majority of respondents place ultimate accountability to influence policy decision
making with citizens. However, as one described, a challenge lies in presenting factbased information that is not contested and distorted by special interest groups who are
arguing for or against a particular issue that results in a stalemate. Another respondent
asserted that people just want the problem simplified for them. For example, they want
statements like, “you’re running out of water and to solve that problem it’s going to cost
you $100/month and if you don’t do anything you’ll run out of water and the river will go
dry.”
While nearly all of the interviewees asserted that elected officials are accountable for
making decisions that meet the water needs of their constituents – current and future,
others noted that the economic health of their respective communities depends upon
these decisions. While many of the interviewees observed that elected officials must lead
efforts to resolve water management issues, they recognized the political realities
associated with relatively short election cycles and the long learning curves required to
understand the scientific studies that provide information about the hydrologic system –
how it performs and what it can support.
Decision making processes are further complicated by socio-political values and
ideologies that inform resource management issues. A majority of interviewees
observed that some officials do not want to become involved in such a highly visible and
long-contested issue. They note that some seem to pursue plans for community growth
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that may further compromise the river and future availability of water. Others are
earnestly working to develop and implement sustainable water management programs
and policies. Some interviewees pointed out that there is a level at which growth
becomes a losing economic proposition, especially when a critical resource like water is
depleted. Others optimistically considered a resurgence of economic development
activities in the Verde Valley and Prescott areas, but expressed concern that while some
elected officials are discussing water issues in public meetings, e.g., council meetings,
others are not. They asserted this further exacerbates the problem and illustrates the need
to educate the public and elected officials about the integral relationship between water
and economic development.
While a majority of interviewees believed elected officials are accountable for addressing
and resolving water management issues, several acknowledged that election cycles make
it difficult for them to assume accountability and for the general public to hold them
accountable. Some interviewees asserted that election cycles create the need for an
increased level of campaigning and it is often difficult to acquaint voters with critical
issues that are not easily recognized and/or have immediate impact. Others observed that
frequent elections are a way for officials to avoid discussing complex issues that may not
be immediately visible and/or contested by some voters. For example, one interviewee
noted that fixing the water problem is not as easy as fixing a pothole. Another asserted
that the election cycle thwarts accountability for decision making. People are elected for
relatively short terms and “the fallout from poor decision making is going to happen long
after they’re gone.” Yet another respondent observed that elected officials are “not
accepting accountability” because the water issue is “something they don’t want to
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address” and there is not sufficient “peer pressure” from their colleagues and constituents
to force decisive action.
Other interviewees specifically linked accountability with the Arizona Department of
Water Resources, the body tasked with protecting the long-term value of rural water
supplies. However, the ways and means by which they do so are governed by the state
legislature who has repeatedly cut the ADWR budget and significantly limited their
capacity over the last several years.
One well-informed interviewee asserted that the problem remains unresolved because no
one, including ADWR, is accountable. ADWR cannot be held accountable because,
despite internal agency recommendations and attempts to require such things as
environmental studies, the legislature has not conveyed oversight authority to ADWR for
water resource management decisions associated with the Verde River or the watershed.
Several interviewees linked authority with accountability. They believe that the only
entities that have legal authority, and therefore accountability over water outside of the
PrAMA, are the ditch companies and private and municipal water companies. While
some interviewees attached similar authority and accountability to Salt River Project,
they recognized that until the adjudication10 process is complete, SRP has limited legal
authority in the Verde Valley. Several of these interviewees pointed out that SRP is

10

The general stream adjudication is a judicial proceeding to determine or establish the extent and priority
of water rights in the Gila River system. Claimants and water users are joined in these proceedings that
will result in the Superior Court issuing a comprehensive final decree of water rights. The Gila River
adjudication was initiated in the 1970s under the then-existing general adjudication procedures set forth in
Arizona Revised Statutes sections 45-231 to 45-245. On April 26, 1974, the Salt River Valley Water
Users’ Association (SRP) filed a petition with the Arizona Land Department to determine the water rights
in the Salt River above Granite Reef Dam (but excluding the Verde River). On February 24, 1976, SRP
filed a similar petition for the Verde River and its tributaries (Source:
http://www.verdevalleywaterusers.org/general%20description%20of%20adjudications%20program.pdf .)
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accepting accountability while they function as a mediator and advocate for developing
solutions to water resource management issues in Yavapai County.
It is difficult to contemplate a pre-emptive resolution to water management issues when
considering the diversity of perspectives exemplified in this interviewee’s comments. He
asserted that the argument over water resources will likely not be resolved in a political
meeting. “This is an argument that will have to be solved on the ground when we take
water out…and since we have a right to do that, I think we will do that. When we have a
developer who is willing to put up bucks and do that we will pursue it…and then we’ll
see what happens to the river.”
Several other respondents focused attention on the federal government. One stated that
while the federal government bears the burden of some accountability, people do not trust
it to do so. She cites examples of how the federal government has historically fostered
growth and development in the West without the benefit of due diligence with respect to
long-term water resource availability. Another respondent referred to the Ruskin/USFS
land trade and early discussions about the establishment of a Verde River Basin
Partnership. He asserted, “if the federal government is going to make these kinds of
arrangements, e.g., swap land for this one to someone else’s betterment or enrichment,
then they had better have a way to mitigate what’s going to happen.”11 This, he said,
includes the increased competition for water between the Prescott and Verde Valley sides
of Mingus Mountain.

11

The Yavapai Ranch Land Exchange was negotiated agreement between Fred Ruskin, a Prescott-area
rancher and the US Forest Service that included 51,000 acres, nearly 160 square miles of land, into a
separated but contiguous parcel owned and managed by the USFS. This property is located 30 miles north
of Prescott and is the last remaining parcel of an 1800s agreement that gave railroads alternating sections of
land resulting in a checkerboard landownership pattern (Ayers, The Bugle, 9-6-2012).
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Many of the respondents maintained that accountability for resolving water management
issues lies with everyone because it is our collective progeny who will inherit the
consequences of our decisions and non-decisions. Therefore, educating and engaging the
public will lead to a better informed citizenry and a potential choice of better qualified
and informed elected officials capable and willing to make difficult policy decisions
regarding water resource management. However, as one interviewee noted, the average
tenure of citizenship in Arizona was, at least a few years ago, 2 ½ - 3 years, which means
that educating the public is a long-term and never-ending process.
11. To what extent and in what ways do you believe the general public has been involved
in addressing and resolving the issues?
“Most of them [the general public] are too busy trying to make a living…The average
‘Joe’, the average citizen, all he gets info-wise is what comes down in the paper or what
he hears at the barber shop.” One interviewee alleged, “For the most part, the general
public doesn’t have a clue.” Another suggested that “if you want a bunch of people to
show up, say something controversial.”
One interviewee who has been actively engaged with Verde River issues for many years
asserted that it was, in fact, interested citizens – “a subset of the population” that initially
brought attention to water resource management issues. As a result of their ongoing
discussions and engagement with elected officials and other policy decision makers, these
citizens were instrumental in the origination of the Water Advisory Council (WAC) in
Yavapai County and the formation of various volunteer non-profit organizations that
focus on water/river issues.
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Some interviewees observed that while WAC may not, as a body, be engaging citizens,
some of the individual members are doing so in their respective communities. For
example, the City of Cottonwood is conducting water forums and other workshops and
public sessions. The first forum was held at 10:00 a.m. on a weekday morning and
focused on the link between statewide and local water issues and 60 people attended.
There were many questions asked and answered and strong support for continued forums.
The next was held in the evening to determine whether or not time of day or evening
allowed more people to attend. Future sessions will be held in the morning and will
focus on different topical areas, e.g., arsenic and the impact of extended drought. These
attendance numbers indicate some interest by the general public but, like other efforts,
they represent a very small percentage of the 10,872 citizens who currently live in
Cottonwood.
Citizens who are also informed and educated as communities undertake infrastructure
improvements related to more efficient and effective use of water. For example, one
respondent identified conservation efforts in the City of Cottonwood where leaking water
pipes are being repaired and/or replaced and a drought management plan is in effect that
limits water being used to irrigate landscapes. Several interviewees also commented on
the creative and significant achievements made by the Town of Clarkdale that are directly
associated with their “Sustainable Clarkdale” program.12
A majority of interviewees observed that a number of volunteer non-profit organizations
and individuals continue work to engage the larger public in meaningful ways. For
12

Sustainable Clarkdale is an ongoing initiative focused on green “best practices.” Originally funded by a
$40,000 Arizona Heritage Grant, the initiative is described by the Town of Clarkdale as “a model for
municipal operations that will teach sustainability …” (http://clarkdalesustainabilitypark.org/)
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example, one interviewee pointed out that the Citizen’s Water Advisory Group (CWAG)
is sponsoring a Board of Supervisors Candidate Forum, video-taping the event and
placing it on its website so that it can be downloaded in its entirety, including audio. In
the forum, candidates will be questioned about water resource management. Another
interviewee observed that for several years the Verde Watershed Association (VWA) has
been a forum for discussing water issues.
Several interviewees asserted that while most elected officials are not actively engaging
and educating the public, some interest groups are doing so. Several interviewees
discussed the work being done by the Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP) and the
Upper Verde River Watershed Restoration Coalition (UVRWRC). For example, the
VRBP is making scientific studies more accessible to the general public by producing a
“Primer” that explains the hydrologic system that supports the Verde River and
watershed. The UVRWRC is identifying ways to improve recharge into the watershed
and also is funding brochures and fliers that go into the water bills of municipal
customers in Prescott and Prescott Valley. Printed materials that pertain to water
catchment, conservation and xeriscape vegetation are also available to citizens located
elsewhere in the county. .
Some interviewees recalled times when more of the general public was engaged in
meetings that explained and discussed water resource management issues. One stated
that 5-6 years ago Verde Watershed Association (VWA) meetings were frequently
attended by as many as 80 people. Over time, however, he observed that number dwindle
to around 30. He attributes this to the lack of visibility that water issues receive. When
the public does not see it or is too busy in their daily lives to pay much attention; it
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becomes an issue that is “Out of sight, out of mind” until there is a crisis.” Another
interviewee reinforced this perception. “I think, typically, the only time you see them
involved is when they react to a perceived threat and that is usually not an informed
reaction.” He recalled an early meeting of the newly formed (but yet unfunded) Verde
River Basin Partnership, when nearly 700 people attending meetings held in Camp Verde
and Prescott and water management issues were receiving a lot of media attention.
Some respondents stated that the general public relies on and gets most of their
information from local media. One observed, however, that “Other than blogging about
news articles, it’s amazing how much the general public is not really paying attention.”
While some interviewees asserted that the media is biased in favor of preserving and
protecting the health of the Verde River to the exclusion of unimpeded development,
others considered the media to be an effective and unbiased tool that continues to educate
and inform citizens so that they can better understand the water management issues and
draw their own conclusions.
A number of public education and engagement strategies are also being developed and
implemented by both CWAG and the Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP). These
campaigns primarily focus on explaining the Verde River and Watershed hydrologic
system. These public information campaigns focus on how the water system works, what
impact(s) people have on that system and how those impacts might be mitigated.
Several other interviewees observed that the Sierra Club, The Nature Conservancy and
the University of Arizona sponsor programs that connect people with the river and river
issues. One referred to a recent telephone survey conducted by The Nature Conservancy

205

that asked questions about the Verde River. While surveyed citizens indicate favorable
regard for the river, he observed that their voting behavior does not seem to reflect that
sentiment because the public is electing people who are not going to protect and preserve
the river on their behalf.
Several interviewees cited other examples of ways the general public has been involved
in addressing and resolving water management issues. One described attending a focus
group convened by the Environmental Defense Fund wherein a diverse group of Verde
Valley citizens were invited to participate. While the final report is not yet available, this
interviewee participated and observed that most of the citizen participants were not well
informed about water resource issues.
A majority of interviewees believed that most, if not all, citizens do care about and
appreciate the river, but few are engaged in discussions about how to protect and preserve
it. One respondent who lives on irrigated property that is served by a ditch company
commented on ditch company meetings. He reported that what most of his neighbors
want to discuss during homeowner and/or irrigation ditch meetings is whether or not they
“are getting their fair share.” They are not expressing concern about conservation,
irrigation efficiency measures or the health of the Verde River that supplies the water to
them. To these and perhaps other ditch users, the threat of legal action or contested use
by other ditch users is what delivers the highest level of attention and discussion to water
resource management issues.
Some other interviewees observed that the general public, at least in the City of Prescott,
has been incited to action by individuals and organizations fostering hidden agendas, i.e.
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no growth. These interviewees specifically referred to two citizen-adopted Propositions,
400 and 401, that require citizen approval for project expenditures over $40m,
respectively and question whether those initiatives were “oriented to resolving problems,
reinforcing community or whether they were stop signs for some other agenda.” Further,
they speculate that these propositions passed either because of a general distrust people
had for those they elected, an “underlying no-growth” agenda or both. As one
interviewee explained, “For our government today to put together a $40m project and be
able to pay for it would be very difficult unless we have more consumers because we sell
water in order to get money to improve our system – to expand our system and provide
the service. If we don’t have customers, we don’t have enough income to pay for a $40m
project. A voter might say, “that’s how I’ll stop the process; or that’s how I will stop
growth…by keeping a project from being built…So, trust, it’s a two-edged sword.”
Other interviewees reported that some citizens are misled by politicians’ claims that “we
have plenty of water,” especially when those same politicians are advocating for the Big
Chino pipeline project that will deliver that water.
Several other interviewees also commented that it is difficult to keep the attention of the
general public when there is no immediate crisis. However, when people perceive a
crisis they demand action on the part of their elected officials. One respondent recalled
that at early as 1946 Prescott purchased land and opened well fields in Chino Valley.
Much of their historic “hunt” for water was based on avoiding a crisis they once faced
when, due to a lack of water in hydrants, houses were burning down. He observed,
however, that meeting the needs of one community does not necessarily bode well for
others that surround it. For example, wells in Williamson Valley are going dry. Many are
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being re-drilled and deepened and the geo-economic political landscape of Chino Valley
has forever been changed. It was once was an agriculture-based economy and now is a
commercial strip with vacated fields that are now described by some citizens and elected
officials as “water ranches” for the City of Prescott.
One respondent observed that some elected officials are reluctant to engage the general
public in addressing and resolving water management issues. Therefore, volunteers are
taking on the task of “social marketing” to inform, involve and influence the general
public. This is being accomplished by framing river-related issues in ways that are easily
understood and accepted. “You can stand up on the soap box and holler and people will
just walk right by you. But if you say the right thing in the right way it works.”
12. Should the level and quality of involvement and engagement be different? If so, in
what ways and how?
Without exception, interviewees emphasized the need for more and better public
engagement. One interviewee, a public administrator, accepts some responsibility for
this state of affairs. “I’d have to say that we’ve done a poor job of informing the
public.” While all of the interviewees agreed that the level and quality of public
involvement and engagement should be better, they are not sure about the most effective
ways to attract and retain the attention of the public.
Although a majority of interviewees agreed with the need for more and better public
engagement, several interviewees perceive a general “water weariness” on the part of the
public. One respondent asserted that it is difficult to keep the public’s attention on an
issue that is complex and on-going. From his considerable experience as an elected
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official, he observed that “you can’t demand the public be outraged 24/7 for years on
end.” He continues to consider how best to “slowly, cautiously, keep the subject at the
forefront of discussion and thought” while taking full advantage of citizen interests
during periods of time when policy ‘windows of opportunity’ are open.
A majority of interviewees observed that levels of engagement increase when people
have the opportunity to “connect w/the river.” These opportunities increase awareness
and an appetite to better understand the river and what it offers to the socio-economic and
physical environment. Several interviewees commented on how difficult it is to see
and/or access the Verde River – especially on the Prescott side of Mingus Mountain
where the headwaters of the Verde River are located. Others point out that The Nature
Conservancy and other individuals and groups sponsor hikes to the headwaters of the
Verde River, but they report there are not a lot of people who participate.13
Several interviewees described different methods being used to increase the level and
involvement of the general public. Various “boots on the ground” activities are being
conducted by river-related non-profit organizations that are sponsored, in part, by state
and federal agencies and the Walton Family Foundation. Some of these include:


removal of invasive species from meander land along the Verde



efforts to preserve, protect and restore meander lands

13

The Verde River originates in Yavapai County east of Paulden from a series of springs in the remote and
rugged upper canyons below Sullivan Lake. Most of the first 22 miles of the Verde’s base flow is
dependent on these springs, fed by interconnected aquifers in the Big Chino basin. Below Perkinsville the
Verde is joined by additional springs and ephemeral tributaries of Granite Creek, Big Chino Wash, Hell
Canyon, and Sycamore Canyon. Perennial tributaries – Oak Creek, Wet Beaver Creek, and West Clear
Creet – as well as ephemeral washes, feed the middle Verde Verde River. Below a 40-miles stretch
designated as Wild and Scenic, the Horseshow and Bartlett dams form two major reservoirs before the
lower Verde joins the Salt River south of Fountain Hills
(http://www.azheritagewaters.nau.edu/loc_verderiver.html).
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river rafting events during Verde River Days



ongoing education programs presented by Project WET for school age children
sponsored by the University of Arizona.

Several interviewees also mentioned a number of surveys and focus sessions that have
been conducted by a variety of groups and organizations over the last decade wherein
citizens are asked to respond to questions pertaining to the Verde River. One recent
study mentioned by several interviewees is the Verde River Economic Development
Study funded by the Walton Family Foundation. This study asked citizens how, if at all,
the Verde River contributes to local economies and what the river means to them.
When considering the level and quality of public involvement and engagement, a
majority of interviewees observed that a lot of misinformation about water management
has circulated over time. One commented that the general public has a general awareness
of water issues but, to a large extent, they have a “distorted perspective.” He attributed
this to individuals and organizations, i.e., “enviros” that are “proponents of water
conservation” and claims that use of the word ‘conservation’ is a “cloak” that shields a
“hidden agenda” – an anti-growth agenda -- from public view. He further asserted that
the public is vulnerable to misinformation. “It’s easy to sell fear” about a potential
diminution of water supplies but “water is a renewable resource.”
Some respondents referred to public awareness campaigns that are being conducted by
various communities, e.g., water conservation brochures and programs undertaken by the
cities of Prescott and Cottonwood where inserts are placed in water bills describing and
showing ways that water can be conserved, including the use of natural and/or indigenous
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landscape vegetation. “We’re not asking a lot – not right away. We’re asking in pieces.”
According to these interviewees, despite this incremental approach to policy making and
changing well-entrenched water use behaviors, some citizens question the rationale and
legitimacy of conservation efforts especially when they believe that their conservation of
water use simply results in more water being available for new development to consume
or for SRP to use in satisfying the needs of their customers in the Phoenix metropolitan
area.
Nearly all interviewees observed a need for more and better education about water
including the hydrologic system -- sources, cycles, uses and the impact of external
conditions such as extended drought. One interviewee suggested that as people become
better educated they will come together as people who share the same watershed instead
of casting blame and pointing fingers at one another.
The goals and objectives of the WAC include public outreach and education, but
interviewees pointed out that there has been little or no focused effort to accomplish
them. One interviewee observed that he attends WAC meetings regularly and while
public education is a stated goal WAC takes no educational role whatsoever and, instead,
relies on the municipalities in their respective communities. This interviewee pointed
out, however, that some municipalities have, to date, chosen to do nothing.
While the WAC meetings are open to the public for input, several interviewees noted that
these types of settings can be, and often are, intimidating; especially when high level
experts and well-informed elected officials are seated at the membership table. Asking a
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question can be a very nerve-wracking experience for someone who is just trying to
understand basic water issues.
Several interviewees observed that the levels of involvement and engagement increase
when people think their “rights” are being violated. They referred to the when the
proposed Big Chino pipeline project was announced by Prescott officials, and legislation
was passed by the State legislature that allowed an exception for a PrAMA inter-basin
transfer of water, people became involved – at least for a while. Another interviewee
also remembered a spike in the level of public involvement and engagement when the
City of Cottonwood purchased the well at Spring Creek. He attributed this increase in
involvement to a feeling of being threatened. While he believes that people know, at
least at a “gut level,” that too much water is being used and that level of use is not
sustainable, he does not think that most people know how, or believe they can do,
anything about it. “There needs to be an identifiable boogey-man.”
A majority of interviewees assert that the level and quality of involvement and
engagement should be expanded with more focus placed on engaging the public. Some
commented that there are many citizens who do not know where the river is located.
Neither do they understand the significant role it has/is playing in the development of
Arizona and the West. Further, these interviewees point out that many are not aware of
the rivers’ ecological importance and status as the “last surviving river.”14 There are
some citizens who may not even be aware that there is cause for concern that the river
may not run all year long as it currently does.
14

In 1984, the US Congress designated 40.5 miles of the Verde River as Wild and Science through the
National Wild and Scenic Program. 18.5 were designated as “wild” and 22 miles were designated as
“scenic.” Fossil Creek is the only other body of water in Arizona that has received this designation.
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Although the majority of interviewees believed that people do care about the river, when
it comes to efforts that require money to protect it as a water source, they are reluctant to
support it. One interviewee observed that a proposed 2-5 cent tax on bottled water to
generate $20-$50 million dollars a year to fund water resource management projects was
met with strong resistance from citizens.
Another interviewee commented on the technical aspects of the water resource
management issue. He observed that there is so much “science out there right now” that
is “incomprehensible to many people” and emphasized the need for science to be
translated into layman’s terms so that it is more easily understood. When that happens, he
asserts that more people will engage in water issues. Now, he observes that citizens only
react to a perceived threat. When/if this happens, however, neither the threat nor their
reaction is generally well-informed.
Several interviewees attend regular meetings of various non-profit organizations working
on river-related issues. They observed that while there is a lot of talk at these meetings
about the need to expand public engagement, there is generally little or no follow-up
action to make it happen. According to one interviewee, it’s the “choir talking to the
choir” scenario without taking that talk to the public in the street. He observed that, for
the most part, citizens do not even know that they should be involved. However, when
they turn on the faucet and no water comes out, they are going to want to know why and
public involvement will “skyrocket.” “You don’t miss it until you don’t have it.”
Several respondents described how difficult it is to get the attention of the public – unless
there is a real or perceived crisis. One referred to an event several years ago when Salt
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River Project proposed the monitoring of private wells. At that time, SRP was
considered the “big gorilla in the room – they were the villain.” He alleges there is a
need for another “villain” to get the public engaged once again because “SRP is trying to
work with us now.” According to this interviewee, the only “villain” remaining is the
one on the other side of the mountain – the one that threatens to pump water out of the
Big Chino. Another respondent emphasized the importance of using the science to
educate people rather than to “look for a boogey man to assign blame to.”
Several interviewees emphasized the need to educate and inform the general public.
They stressed the need for short- and long-term funding that could/should be targeted for
that purpose. However, as another pointed out, there is so much bias and some confusion
about the scientific “facts,” so it is difficult to clarify how much is really known about the
geo-hydrologic system that supports the river and watershed. As a result, many citizens
become apathetic to the entire issue. He asserts that there needs to be more “balance.”
“Infringements [on pumping and use] shouldn’t occur until there is valid reason,
factually, to warrant curbing the use” of the resource. However, as some other
respondents asserted to this and another previous interview question, “reasonable people
equally well-informed seldom disagree.” They point out that the problematic challenge
lies in determining 1) what we consider to be well-informed; and 2) how we bring
informed people together to deliberate about long-term water resource management
issues.
Several interviewees identified other potential opportunities to educate, inform and
engage citizens. One champions the use of various venues, such as public meetings, to
discuss and develop community general plans. He cites other venues such as the 2012
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Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan revision and update meetings, Board of Supervisor
candidate forums and the ability to submit op-eds and editorials to local newspapers.
Another respondent referred back to WAC’s reluctance to actively participate in and
contribute to discussions about water resource management issues when the county plan
update process was underway. He reported that any attempts to appeal for increased
WAC involvement were “met with complete and monumental indifference,” and was
informed that WAC involvement at that level was not necessary. As a result, WAC
played no active role in developing or critiquing the Water Resources Element of the
draft Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan.15
While WAC has been successful in securing funding for some scientific studies, e.g.,
CYHWRMS and the USGS model, one interviewee alleged that the structure of the
organization (consensus-based) restricts its ability to meaningfully engage the public.
“…you don’t see any [public] education happening because that might lead to a necessity
for public policy decisions and “as soon as you push a little bit in the direction of
something that might be painful for one community or the other, they’ll just say, “no we
don’t want to do it” and that kills it.”
One respondent linked economics with the need to involve more citizens in public
discussion about water-related issues because “it costs a lot of money” to have lawyers
fighting with each other. He claimed that when the economy recovers and development

15

The Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan (YCCP) is required by state law to be updated and readopted
every 10 years unless legislated otherwise. The purpose of the plan is to be “The guiding vision of the
YCCP is to provide a flexible and adaptive approach to managing growth while respecting the values of our
past, to achieve our common goals, and to plan for a future that enhances our high quality of life while
protecting a permanently sustainable natural environment”
(http://www.yavapai.us/devserv/files/2012/03/2012ComprehensivePlanDraft.pdf).
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interests resume, water issues will surface again. Until then, the public is “sufficiently
engaged.”
Another interviewee cited examples of how the newly formed Upper Verde River
Watershed Restoration Coalition is engaging citizens through door-to-door canvassing,
neighborhood meetings, letters and informational brochures that focus on habitat
improvement along the river. According to this respondent, it is the person-to-person
contact and face-to-face discussions that are most effective in engaging people. As
friends talk with friends and neighbors with neighbors, more people become informed
about water issues from those that they already know and trust and with whom they share
a common interest – property owners that have rivers and streams flowing through their
land.
While a majority of interviewees observed the need for more and better public
engagement, others were skeptical about the efficacy of doing so. One observed that “the
general public is relatively uninterested, largely uninformed and sometimes
misinformed.”
Some interviewees cited examples of what they perceive to be biased and misleading
information in a Prescott area newspaper. They argue that there is an ongoing need for
an education and awareness campaign that is “unemotional, balanced and factual.”
Another respondent suggested a solution and proposed that “overall authority” be
established and tasked with the developing and distributing information. He cautioned,
however, that the people “in charge” must be those “who desire what is best for the
region” -- not what best fits into their personal reality. Another interviewee expressed a
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cautious concern about who is doing the educating and how well informed those people
are. He observed that while intentions are honorable, errors of commission or omission
may lead to further dissention that results in an inability to effectively engage the general
public.
Another respondent suggested that this dissertation research may help to discover how to
engage the public. His comments revealed his frustration and concern about the fact that
people have, and have had, accessible resources and information with which to become
informed and engaged. However, most have not done so. “It’s very difficult to engage
the unengageable.”
Several interviewees suggested that social medium, e.g., Facebook that may be used
effectively to engage more citizens. They observed that the Verde River has an active
Facebook page, and the Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP) is currently developing
an interactive website and plans to develop a Facebook page. The VRBP is also
developing a Water Resources Primer for distribution to high school science teachers.
The Primer is a printed textbook-like document that describes the water resource system
of the Verde Basin (the Prescott area to the Salt River) and the problems associated with
it. The Primer is intended as a resource to be used by elected officials, teachers and
interested citizens. Shorter articles, or “Resource Notes,” are being written and video and
PowerPoint presentations for use by community service groups, city councils and other
audiences are slated for future development. Another interviewee observed that the
Upper Verde River Watershed Protection Coalition is currently discussing a serious of
articles about the history of water in an effort to get more people engaged in the topic.
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Other interviewees identified efforts by Verde Valley Land Preservation, Inc. (VVLPI) to
strategically develop and implement programs that ‘connect’ people with the river. They
contend that these programs will raise awareness and offer opportunities for more people
to become involved in activities that protect, conserve and restore the land and wildlife
habitat that is supported by the Verde River and Watershed.
Several respondents commented on the important responsibility of citizens to remain
well-versed in public issues so that they can meaningfully engage in public policy issues
and make informed decisions when they vote. Others asserted that elected officials and
public administrators should also take responsibility for informing and educating citizens
because they have greater access to information and opportunities to interact with the
public.
However, as another interviewee astutely pointed out, unless/until there is a defined
“problem,” it will be difficult to engage the public. He observed the priority that some
people place on property rights which strongly influences their values and perspectives
about a commonly shared resource like water. For example, because people pay their
water bills, they believe they have a right to use all the water they want. He attributed
this, in part, to the fact that water is a largely under-valued resource that, like electricity,
is not missed until it is not available.
Another interviewee commented that water resource management issues are not all that
noticeable to some people and can be confusing to many others because they are not
readily visible. He cited Williamson Valley Road as an example. “Drive out Williamson
Valley Road. If you’re on one side of that road you think there’s a problem; if you’re on
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the other side of the road – ‘what the heck are you talking about? There’s no problem.
We’ve got water squirting up everywhere.” He further observed that because the
geographic structure of some areas is so diverse, e.g., mountain ranges, desert and
irrigated acreages, it is difficult to see a common “problem.” “If you’re close to the river,
there is no problem. Get up in the mountains a little ways and all of a sudden you see
storage tanks and people hauling water.”
A majority of interviewees observed that the proposed Big Chino pipeline project
advanced by the City of Prescott did get the attention of the general public. They
asserted the project will likely not be approved by the citizens of Prescott unless/until
there is a demand placed on elected officials by developers and the construction industry.
The state of the economy will determine when/if this happens. Until that time, these
interviewees contend there is likely to be little attention and overall public discussion of
water resource management issues. However, when the economy does improve and the
pipeline project is pursued, these interviewees strongly agreed that the public will need to
be well informed and communication “will have to be done in a way that the voters can
understand it. It will have to be concise…it will have to fit on a page…and be as
accurate as it can be.”
13. Have you ever attended meetings, or been involved in other ways, to address and
resolve these water management issues? If so, describe your experience and what
influence you believe you have had in resolving these issues.
A majority of interviewees said that they regularly attend meetings convened by the
river-related non-profit organizations to which they belong. Many of them also attend
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WAC and other meetings where water management and related issues are presented and
discussed. While some believed they may have influenced discussions about how to
better manage water resources, many described their experiences as frustrating because
the discussions rarely focused on problem resolution. Other interviewees observed that
these meetings are “all talk and no action.”
Several interviewees asserted that they are most effective when talking and working oneon-one with other people. “I think my only way of doing [having] any influence is when
I get into conversations with people and water comes up. Before, I was a listener and I
would listen and hear and try to digest what was going on. Now, I’ve become a little bit
more knowledgeable about it and will address issues myself and tell people how they can
help.” Another interviewee described how his talks and presentations are helping people
to better understand the science that informs water resource management issues and, as a
result, are making these issues more accessible to people. “You can see the knowledge
grow.”
Several interviewees described their influence as active engagement in ‘boots-on-theground’ river-related programs and projects, including removal of invasive species,
membership and leadership roles in ditch companies and activities they engage in as
private land owners who live adjacent to the river. Others described their influence as
citizen volunteers working to connect the public with the river through various
recreational experiences, such as hikes and rafting tours, in addition to other experiential
and classroom setting experiences.
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Several interviewees described the need for young people to be educated about the river
so that they can meaningfully participate in discussions about water management issues.
For the past two years, one interviewee worked directly with a private charter high school
where he presented an experiential Verde River unit to the freshmen class. At the end of
the unit, students prepared and presented oral reports and developed illustrative posters
and other exhibits for display at the Prescott City Hall and Council Chambers.
Project WET was a program identified by several interviewees as one that informs and
positively influences young people. According to these interviewees, it is an educational
program presented to 4th graders that is sponsored and delivered through the UofA
Cooperative Extension Service. The program has been extended to upper grade levels
and training is made available to teachers so that they can integrate units of study into
existing curriculum.
Some other interviewees identified specific ways that they have and are influencing the
resolution of water resource management issues. They identified the Community Forest
Trust (CFT) as a volunteer non-profit that focuses on connecting people with the forest
and, in turn, with the Verde Watershed that is inextricably related to it. CFT focuses on
delivering education and experience. By working in the forest, interviewees observed
that people develop relationships and trust that ultimately result in the increased
understanding and awareness of how the forest and river support each other. These
interviewees further observed that programs like this positively influence and
simultaneously build social capital. Similarly, they prompt questions and subsequent
discussions about inter-related, complex and often contentious water-related issues,
described by one interviewee as the “bigger, gnarly conversations.”
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All of the elected officials interviewed expressed frustration in their overall ability to
address, influence and resolve water management issues after years and years of meetings
and opportunities to do so. One attributed this, at least in part, to the frequency of
election cycles and the turn-over of members seated around the discussion table(s).
“We’re always going back to Basic Water 101…when you keep rehashing the old stuff
you’re not getting anywhere.” But, he said, “you can’t make people learn.” He
suggested that citizens must be careful to elect people who are knowledgeable about
water issues so that they can represent their interests and be held accountable. Another
elected official expressed frustration at his inability to influence and attributed this to an
entrenched “political recalcitrance” that is demonstrated by some of his peers. “You have
people that know what the problem is. They know what the range of solutions is and they
choose to do nothing. They are waiting for the crisis.” He asserted this is because it is
just easier to maintain the status-quo which is always preferable to change. “You don’t
get elected by telling everybody that you’re on fire. They want to know that everything
is fine.”
Several interviewees described their experiences at meetings they have attended either as
a member of the public or as appointed WAC members. They described ongoing
frustration and concern about how the structure of WAC often impedes decisions and
actions because of the need for consensus. One interviewee asserted that, “If you don’t
have everybody agreeing, one person can stop you from what is the logical direction to
go.” She observed that some members exhibit political posturing. Further, it often
appears as though they have met before the meeting begins to discuss and agree on
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certain strategies and positions they will argue. Therefore, “A whole lot of commentary
from anybody is not going to change their thinking.”
The frustration over lack of influence and the stalemate in decision making was affirmed
by one respondent who has attended state-wide water-related meetings for the past 30
years. He described water management issues in Yavapai County as being basically the
same now as they were in 2001 and attributed this to water-related legislation, scientific
studies and political posturing that further complicated the issues and delayed decision
making. Also, he asserted that there is not enough money allocated to study the issues
and get all the answers “so you have to go on faith…and a lot of trust.”
Several interviewees commented on the need for trust and asserted that influence greatly
depends on the trust one has for another. “It really goes back to creating trust so that
when we’re having a discussion – and we may or may not agree on it – we have faith that
the other person is not trying to mislead us.” Another interviewee provided an example
of what he believes is a purposeful attempt to mislead and described some CWAG efforts
to influence and deceive through op-eds they placed in the Prescott newspaper. “If you
could see all the way to the end, their motive is obvious…it’s pretty impressive along the
way so it’s easy to see how people can be confused.”
The role of the media and its influence was discussed by several interviewees. Some
asserted that the media has been blatantly biased and openly controversial with respect to
the reporting of water management resource discussions and controversies while others
perceived it to be balanced and effective in raising awareness and influencing the general
public by presenting information in a way that is most easily understood. One
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interviewee recalled an op-ed that suggested pumping the Big Chino so that progress can
be made in dealing with larger and longer-term water resource management issues. But,
he asserted, issues this big cannot be effectively resolved unless and until a level of trust
permeates all levels of the discussion.
A majority of elected officials and public administrators believe that they can, and are,
influencing water resource management issues, at least in their own respective
communities. They referred to such things as water conservation programs, catchment
systems and integrated water management plans. Most of these officials expressed some
angst over how long water issues have been discussed and what influence they have had
in moving forward in resolving long-term water management issues in the region. Other
respondents observed that, over time, their influence may have increased – at least to the
extent that other people listen to what they have to say, whether or not they like what they
are hearing. They attributed this, in part, to the fact that the general public and those they
elect are slowly but surely becoming better informed and willing to work, at least at some
level, with others.
One interviewee observed that despite many years of involvement, he believed he has had
little, if any, influence on the management of water resources. However, he
acknowledged that there is some evidence that he and others have been successful in
raising public awareness and, therefore, “putting pressure on public officials” some of
whom are now publicly stating that they want to protect the Verde River. He described
how increased public awareness is one way to ensure that public officials will work to
“convince the public that the river needs protection” and be accountable to their duty to
explain how proposed actions and potential solutions do or do not negatively impact the
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river. However, as another respondent remarked, there are some things that public
officials will likely not want to publicly state simply for fear of possible litigation and,
however understandable this might be, this behavior contributes to a prevailing lack of
trust.
Several interviewees commented about the negative influence that ongoing philosophical
and ideological debates have had on discussions about how to resolve water-related
issues. One contends that he has “had a calming influence” as an advocate for objectivity
and transparency in dialogue and discourse. He observed that only by listening to
another’s opinion is it possible to work together. He admitted that “Sometimes that’s
scary because you might actually like what you hear.” He pointed out a commonly
observed human characteristic that he is also attempting to influence – one that all-toooften prevents and detracts from open and honest dialogue and discourse. “When you
convince yourself that you’re dealing with an insane person [that you do not to agree
with], then you can easily dismiss” what they have to say.
14. Please identify any group(s) addressing water issues in Yavapai County of which you
are a current member and briefly describe your role in the organization.
Several interviewees commented on the number of organizations that are working on
water resource management issues and most stated that they belong to one or more of
them. Some of these interviewees serve as board members, on organization subcommittees and/or as technical advisors. Their positions in one organization often overlap
with another. One interviewee commented, “Funny thing is that you see these
membership lists and you see people in different groups and it’s all the same resource –
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it’s all the same people.” One interviewee described what he perceived to be an overarching purpose of all the river-related organizations. “They are forums. They are
focused on water issues and they bring [different perspectives] so I think they’re helpful
in that respect.”
One interviewee commented on the cooperative and collaborative working relationship
he has established over the years with the Center for Biological Diversity, The Nature
Conservancy and Sierra Club. “It’s like playing a piano” because all of these
organizations are interested in helping however they can to influence activities and water
management decisions that protect the Verde River.
Interviewees identified their memberships in, or engagement with, the organizations
listed below. Each organization has a distinct mission. Most are non-profits. The listing
includes the names of federal agencies, institutions of higher learning and one
public/private utility company.
Citizens Water Advisory Group
Cattle Growers Association
Prescott Creeks
Oak Creek Watershed Improvement Council
The Nature Conservancy
WAC/TAC
Center for Biological Diversity
Protect the Verde
Audubon Society
Verde River Citizens Alliance
Sierra Club
Upper Verde River Watershed Protection Coalition/TAC
Verde River Basin Partnership
Verde Valley Land Preservation, Inc.
Verde River Valley Nature Organization
Groundwater Users Advisory Committee
Verde Valley Land Preservation, Inc.
Friends of the Verde River Greenway
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Verde Watershed Restoration Coalition
Verde River Institute
Project WET
Verde River Greenway
Northern Arizona Municipal Water Users Association /TAC
Verde Watershed Association
Verde Valley Regional Economic Development Organization
Watershed Research and Education Program (NAU)
Community Forest Trust
Verde River Basin Partnership/TAC
Verde Water Users Association
Verde Ditch
O.K. Ditch Pioneer
Ditch Diamond S
Ditch Friends of
the Well Eureka
Ditch
Prescott National Forest
Salt River Project
Prescott College
Northern Arizona University – Water Research and Education Program
Camp Verde Sanitary District
Verde Valley Chambers of Commerce
Yavapai County Board of Supervisors
Archaeological Center
League of Women Voters
Prescott Area Leadership

Some interviewees commented that they serve as over-lapping members of various
organizations and also as members of the Technical Advisory Committees of WAC,
VRBP and the UVRWPC. According to one interviewee, the personnel assigned to each
TAC generally work together – at least informally. He observed that the UVRWPC TAC
works on developing visible, on-the-ground projects e.g., the design of a program that
measures water levels. The WAC TAC is working on long-range planning and funding
for additional scientific studies. It is commonly considered the most politically
contentious as WAC members often disagree about who should be appointed to serve on
the TAC. One interviewee cited the “firing” of a volunteer WAC TAC member, a retired
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USGS hydrologist. He remarked that the dismissal was the result of the scientist
explaining the science as he interpreted it – in accordance with his professional ethics and
expertise.
15. To what extent do you believe the continuing issues and dispute might be associated
with Arizona water law and why?
“Our state law has screwed everything up.” With the exception of one interviewee, all
asserted that Arizona state water law creates competition and conflict over water
primarily because it does not recognize the connection between surface and groundwater.
While surface water is fairly rigorously managed (primarily because it is already
appropriated to SRP and historic irrigation use), groundwater is not.
One interviewee asserted that state water law essentially tells two entities that they own
the same drop of water so resolution of water management problems in Yavapai County
will likely require legislation that reaches beyond the traditional “first-come, first-serve”
approach. As several interviewees noted, there may not be enough water to meet the
needs of people and communities at the lower geographic reaches of the river. This, they
point out, can and has historically resulted in the mass-dislocation of people.
Federal entities, i.e., the USFS, Bureau of Reclamation and the Bureau of Land
Management hold water rights on the lands they manage. These rights are also contested
because the law requires that water use be associated with land ownership and putting the
water to “beneficial use.” The federal agencies claim they own the water but, in fact,
have not perfected the use by putting it to “beneficial use.” Instead, ranchers have done
so by leasing the land, purchasing grazing rights, and installing stock tanks.
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As one interviewee pointed out, unlike several neighboring western states, the State of
Arizona does not hold any water rights except those associated with state owned lands. A
majority of interviewees believed that state water law must be revised. Several pointed
out that the law does not incentivize management and, in fact, discourages it. Current
law allows the right to pump for “beneficial use” despite what that use might be or how it
impacts neighboring wells and properties. Further, the law states that there must be a
demonstrated use of water – continued use at a consistent level in order for that right of
use to continue. This serves as a disincentive for those who may otherwise voluntarily
implement water conservation practices.
Several respondents pointed out that the 1980 Groundwater Management Act was
developed primarily because of the need to manage water and potentially avoid
competition for it. The law was developed in response to a requirement issued by the
federal government in order to lay claim to water from the Colorado River subsequently
delivered and distributed by the Central Arizona Project to the metropolitan corridor
stretching from Phoenix to Tucson. . Because the law treats groundwater and surface
water as two separate and unconnected entities, some interviewees asserted this results in
“two people owning the same drop of water.” When an entity cannot demonstrate
continued use or use at a consistent level, it is subject to losing the use of the water to
another entity that applies for it.
While some interviewees believed that the Groundwater Management Act is the root
cause of most, if not all, water-related issues in the state, one observed that it was a “great
thing at the time -- in 1980; today it does create problems.” The 1980 Groundwater
Management Act provided a framework under which the Active Management Areas
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(AMAs) were created. Several interviewees commented about the distribution of land
ownership, especially as it relates to AMAs. The Groundwater Management Act
essentially placed 13% of land in the state under AMAs leaving the remaining 87%
unmanaged. As one interviewee observed, “The 87% [outside of the AMA] is total
cowboy and that’s a significant threat to a significant number of water-dependent
resources across the state.”
Each AMA has its own management guidelines. One interviewee observed that one of
the AMAs includes Casa Grande, which is an agricultural community. Its management
guidelines allow the pumping of groundwater until there is no water left to pump. Other
AMAs have a ruling that wells cannot be dug deeper than 1200’. Unlike some other
AMAs that were established for the purpose of reducing groundwater pumping and
moving to renewable water supplies, there simply are no renewable water supplies in the
PrAMA. Therefore, the PrAMA has been allowed to take advantage of “loopholes and
special dispensations” granted by the state legislature to access water from outside of the
AMA boundaries.
Communities located within the PrAMA are subject to the Adequate Water Supply
Program provision included in that regulation. A majority of interviewees pointed out
that the PrAMA “safe-yield” goal will not be reached by 2025. Several observe that the
increasing demands for more water to meet the growth anticipated by the City of Prescott
have led to legislation that allows the transport of water from sources outside of the
PrAMA. As one interviewee remarked, “If you look at the history of Prescott as it’s
grown from 1863 up until now, they’ve grown – they’ve run out of water; they went to
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this lake, then they went to the river, then they dug more wells. They’ve always gone
someplace else to get water and that’s not sustainable.”
Another interviewee commented, “You can drill wells until your heart is content outside
of the PrAMA with essentially no limitation because the law is not set up to recognize the
connection between ground and surface water.”
Several other interviewees comment that communities outside of AMAs are subject to no
regulation by the state except that required by ADWR who issues permits to drill new
wells. This results in groundwater being unmanaged and surface water managed only by
those who use it, e.g., ditch companies, private well owners and SRP who, although it has
no legal authority to regulate, can and does rely on their attorneys to send out “nasty
grams” when they identify water use that violates their claims to surface water.
Interviewees also observed that the lost connection between ground and surface water
contributes to an inability to manage groundwater withdrawals so that in-stream flow can
be maintained. As one observes, “Our upstream neighbor puts up a big dam every
summer and totally takes all of the flow out of the creek. I don’t know what he’s doing
with it but I’m pretty sure he doesn’t have a water right to it and the Forest Service has
requested an in-stream flow right for conservation purposes on that property because it is
a Forest Service administered site.
Several interviewees discussed the inefficiencies of irrigation companies. Some observed
that there may, in fact, be no way to mandate changes to historic irrigating practices but
voluntary changes could help to mitigate some of the impact on the Verde River during
spring and summer months. One respondent observed that “the distribution of water in
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the irrigation systems is not based on what is needed. It’s based on the area that a user
wants to irrigate. Others commented that over time, those irrigated “areas” have
increased. There is no measurement of the water that is diverted for irrigation nor is there
mitigation for impact(s) on adjoining properties. One interviewee observed that any form
of measuring water is unpopular. “Anytime anybody has ever talked about limiting that
and putting a water meter on people with wells, I mean it was like you shot their youngest
kid. It has come to the legislature on and off for 20-30 years and every time it does
you’re like the devil for even bringing it up. For some, it’s a socialistic type of idea.”
The over-allocation of surface water and lack of funding to assist in completing a multiyear long surface water adjudication process exacerbates the problem and prevents
creative approaches to managing water resources. One interviewee lamented Arizona is
unable to model some of the creative work being done in other Southwestern states
because until the adjudication process is completed there are no water rights –– there are
only water claims.
As communities across the state struggle to develop long-term water use planning and
management strategies and resolve existing water disputes, a majority of respondents
observed that state legislators are not addressing the issue. This, they say, is due to a
predominant personal property rights ideology and a long-standing bias toward business
interests, e.g., new development and the construction industry. As one well-informed
respondent noted, the Assured Water Supply program is ineffective in prohibiting
groundwater pumping for new developments because, just as Certificates of Assured
Supply can be issued by the state, so too can Certificates of Inadequacy which, by law,
must be communicated only to the first buyer. This legislation was “largely driven by the
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real estate industry…so, if you’re the second owner…don’t get property at the end of a
ditch; always check and see if it’s adequate whether they tell you it is or not.” Another
interviewee observed that resolving water issues legislatively is potentially made more
complex by campaign financing laws that do not require major funders to be identified.
There are some, however, who argue against statewide legislation to manage water. One
respondent asserted that “if we control ourselves then, theoretically, we won’t end up
having something that takes up the whole state that affects us.” He maintained that
public administrators from jurisdictions in Yavapai County are best suited to resolve the
issue because of their knowledge and the fact that they are not elected officials and,
therefore, are removed from political pressures directly associated with election and reelection.
Several interviewees asserted that most of the general public does not understand the
connection between the Verde River Watershed, which is part of the Salt, Gila and
Colorado River Basins. They also may not be aware of another significant claim for
water by Native American tribes who, by law, are senior right holders, but even their
allocation has not yet been fully determined. She asserted that resolution of water issues
must be made by taking the entire Colorado River Basin into account so that federal
claims, tribes and Mexico are considered. “It’s a watershed problem.” Any attempts to
resolve water management issues are exceedingly complex because no one has yet
determined and defined the connections between surface water and groundwater so that
there can even be decisions made about when one, or maybe even both, are being
pumped.
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While a majority of interviewees asserted that state water law is inadequate and should,
among other things, consider ground and surface water as related entities, one respondent
argued against that approach. As another well-informed respondent mused, “Arizona
water law - it’s the non-conjunctive nature of the water law versus the generally
conjunctive nature of the water resources and there are history and reasons for why that
is. Some of it is related to property rights or the ability to get water in Arizona and how
you had to do that and the ability just to live in this area.”
There is little, if any, disagreement among interviewees that existing water law is not
effective in managing overall water resources and most agreed that there is little or no
political will at the state level to do anything that mediates or effectively resolves water
issues. As one respondent pointed out, if there ever were a time to act it would be now
when the Speaker of the House lives in Paulden, the Senate President lives in Williamson
Valley and the Secretary of State was born and raised in Prescott. However, she
observed, this is not happening. Another interviewee asserted that changing the law can
happen but “anybody who stands up and is going to propose to change the law down in
this Arizona legislature, boy you’d better be ready.” Still another observed that “even
though Arizona water law is one of the premier laws in the U.S., which shows how far
behind everybody is, it’s not strong enough. It doesn’t help the rural areas so the major
issue for Arizona water law needs to deal with the rural part of Arizona…You aren’t
going to solve the rural issues unless you do it as a whole and you have to have the
agricultural community be a part of it…You can’t deal with the resource as a whole
unless you deal with both [surface and groundwater] and their interconnection, which has
never been dealt with.” As another interviewee pointed out, “the larger and more
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difficult question is not going to be resolved until the wildcat, unregulated wells are
addressed in an advised groundwater law and that’s a long-way off right now.” Perhaps
that time is getting closer as several interviewees observed that citizen groups are
working together as never before because of funding from the Walton Family Foundation
Freshwater Initiative.
16. What role does science play in prompting or preventing needed action to resolve the
dispute?
“Science has a huge role in establishing a factual basis for decisions…It sets the facts not
the policy...” All interviewees agreed that science has an important contribution to make
in resolving water resource management issues in Yavapai County. What they do not
agree on, however, is “whose science” should or will be used. One interviewee, a retired
hydrologist, stated, “it’s my belief that if you want to be thought of as someone who only
speaks from the view point of science, you can’t be an advocate so I belong to nothing
that’s an advocacy.”
The geo-hydrologic science that informs this issue is difficult to understand – especially
for those people who are not trained as scientists and scientists who are not trained to
“translate” their work so that the general public can more easily understand it. As one
interviewee noted, “I think that we need a really good, well-crafted community outreach
and education effort to take that science and put it in terms that the general public can use
and understand. That is when you will see that science makes a difference – the science
that we have already done.”
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A majority of interviewees believed that many of the technical questions are answered by
the scientific studies that are now available and more will be needed in the future. While
they readily acknowledged that there is always uncertainty in any groundwater modeling,
there is general consensus among hydrologists and USGS scientists that pumping of the
Big Chino aquifer will ultimately reduce the base low. It is, according to these
interviewees, a matter of when not if. Another interviewee observed, with concern, that
several millions of dollars have been spent by Prescott area communities to develop
hydrologic science that informs the Big Chino Water Ranch Project and the proposed
transport of water. “We have the best experts on the Big Chino in our
employment…with volumes of hydrologic reports, some of which were ignored by the
scientists at USGS” even though they were made available to them.
Some interviewees observed that the Verde Valley is currently using the science
presented in the Central Yavapai Highlands Water Resource Management Study
(CYHWRMS) to advance the development of a water budget. Each community is
providing estimates of population growth and that, according to respondents, is bringing
elected officials in the Verde Valley closer to the commonly shared realities associated
with water and growth. As yet, however, some considered those estimates unrealistically
high based on the availability of developable land. One interviewee observed that “I
think we’re getting to a point where people are talking more in the realm of sustainability
and [asking] what is sustainable for the Verde Valley.” Sustainability, however, is not
something that is recognized by state law but, as some interviewees pointed out, the legal
elements associated with the allocation of water specific to Prescott area communities
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located in the PrAMA, the Groundwater Transportation Act and the City of Prescott’s
designation of assured water supply are already resolved by court order.
Several respondents emphasized that scientists are trained to be objective and to “limit
their emotional involvement with issues.” They look at the data and extrapolate the
results with the knowledge and understanding that there is always more to be discovered.
Commonly accepted protocols require scientists to qualify and defend their work based
on stated assumptions and limitations of each study, and an understanding that over time
science builds on science. Some interviewees pointed out that the “qualification and
defense” of the scientists’ work is often misinterpreted and/or perceived by some
“politicians and non-science people” as hedging or prevaricating. This leads to distrust of
the scientists and/or their findings. For example, the USGS presents and defends the
scientific methods they use to make sure they define all of the inaccuracies and the things
the model should not be used for…it is part of the USGS methodology that must be
followed.
A majority of respondents agreed that some people just don’t want to agree with the
science because it contradicts the basis upon which they want to act. Many interviewees
observed that the rivers can run dry and there are many examples in the West and in
Arizona that prove this point. They link groundwater pumping and surface water use as
they make claims about the importance of science and better understanding the
hydrologic system of the Verde Watershed. But, they pointed out, an equally, if not more
important, need to focus on and use the social science behind this issue to bridge more
people with the physical science that can best inform and resolve this issue. One
respondent observed that another science is not effectively being applied to this issue –
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the science of economics. “We need to understand what the impacts are on our human
communities.” Another asserted that politicians have not done a good job in receiving
the science from the experts. “A useful task would be to try to agree or disagree on the
science…I don’t know why we haven’t done a better job there because people are
shouting on both sides of the issue so much that the scientists get drowned out. They
give their report and go away and we [elected officials and public administrators] don’t
pull together and say, ‘o.k., you guys, I want you to go on a weekend retreat and come
back with one report.’ They [scientists] work for their client.”
Several interviewees were quick to point out that some of the citizen scientists –
professional scientists retired from federal and state agencies -- are seen as advocates for
special interests with bias toward pro-growth or no-growth ideologies. Other respondents
believed that the science itself exhibits bias and that bias can be substantiated by
following the money used to pay for it. Some scientific studies indicated potential harm
to the river as a result of pumping at the Big Chino Aquifer while other studies claim the
opposite.
A majority of respondents identified the USGS as producing the most reliable science
because it is a long-standing government agency with a solid reputation for peer reviews.
Others were not so quick to agree and one asserted that universities could possibly offer a
more objective or neutral approach in developing and distributing scientific discoveries
about the Verde.
A majority of interviewees asserted that science is often the scape goat that maintains the
status-quo. One observed that science has not done anything to either prompt or prevent
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action to resolve the dispute primarily as a result of “dueling hydrologists.” “The
groundwater folks are led by Freeport MacMoran and the surface water folks are led by
SRP. SRP puts their hydrologists up there and Freeport’s guy is up there and you have
two hydrologists with the same amount of schooling and education. How is it they have
such different understandings of what this is?” As another interviewee observed,
“Science, of course, is not infallible and I certainly do not have a problem with two
competing scientists having their points of view – like two doctors.”
Without question, scientists play an important role as employees of USGS, ADWR,
Bureau of Reclamation and private consulting firms, in addition to citizen-retirees of
USGS and other professional scientific fields. And while they play an important role,
they are not removed from criticism. Some interviewees distinguished two sets of
scientists – “working and non-working.” Some respondents observed that actively
employed scientists at USGS do not consider management issues as they conduct their
studies and develop the results. Further, they want to avoid political controversy. “If you
just do science, you don’t have to get into how the world should work.” Many
interviewees considered the work of USGS to be the “gold standard” and above reproach
with respect to biased assumptions and skewed scientific findings. One respondent,
however, asserted that the USGS should not be involved in building models, e.g., the
Northern Arizona Groundwater Flow Model. That work “should be farmed out to a
private agency because it could be done in a fraction of the time and a fraction of the
cost.” Further, he contended that based on his considerable experience in the field
“government groups are far more influenced by special interests.”
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Other interviewees pointed out that ADWR is restricted by state policy and generally
does not comment on management proposals. One respondent recalled an exception
made by former ADWR Director Herb Guenther when “he flat out said that pumping the
water from the Big Chino Aquifer will run the Verde dry.” He went on to say, however,
that despite what Mr. Guenther stated, the state legislature passed a law that legally
permits pumping.
There are retired scientists who are actively engaged and who are no longer restricted by
rules and norms of state and federal agencies. They are free to discuss, debate, and
knowledgeably interact with ADWR, USGS and private consultants in ways that
beneficially move the issue forward and inform the general public. Other respondents
observed a critical need to educate the public around the science that informs this issue.
Some pointed out that the political jurisdictions and elected officials could and should
play an active role in developing a broad public education program and begins and
maintains a dialogue about the problem and what possible solutions might be used to
resolve it. However, they are not doing so. They are largely relying on and encouraging
non-profit organizations to assume this responsibility. Several interviewees observed
that science is an important tool that should be used to: 1) inform the public about the
problem so that they can, in turn, exert influence that causes elected officials to take
action; and 2) advise policy makers and citizens about the hydrologic system so that
water management policies can better be developed and implemented.
There is a general sense of frustration expressed by interviewees. Some believed the
scientific work has been too protracted and people, at least many in the general public,
are disengaged. Another respondent remarked that it is important for the public to
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understand how science “works.” As one interviewee observed, “it is cumulative; you
continually add more.” While the public may observe that the science seems to be
changing and/or scientists are changing their minds, it is because scientists are constantly
posing new questions and new tools and technologies are always being developed that
allow overlapping sciences to reflect information.
One respondent, however, was disheartened and claimed not to know what role science
plays in prompting or preventing resolution of this problem, primarily because of
entrenched laws that do not effectively account for new development and do not account
for, or control, the use of water. Therefore, she believed that alternative methods will
need to be explored – methods more strongly related to social and economic realities,
e.g., watershed on-the-ground manipulations to increase water flow. She noted that some
of the processes being discussed and implemented now were tried back in the 1950s and
there is no scientific evidence that they were successful – at least in the volume of water
needed in Yavapai County. She was cautiously optimistic that advanced gauging and
measurement techniques will prove otherwise.
A majority observed that it will likely be some time before this issue is resolved. Perhaps
this is due to what one interviewee described as the way science is being used: 1) as
another way to achieve what we can’t achieve politically and legally; and/or 2) as a
smokescreen to maintain the status quo to do what we have always done. Either way,
several respondents asserted that science promotes confidence and there is an everincreasing need for scientists and policy makers to better understand each other – to
better know how the other thinks. As one respondent observed, “It’s kind of like the
policy makers need it now and the scientists need to collect data before drawing a
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conclusion…The policy makers want the conclusion upfront. Referring to the scientists
that are and will be involved, one interviewee alleged that “it is kind of like the full
employment act for these people.”
17. In summary, why do you think the water management issues in Yavapai County
remain unresolved?
“In one word – if I could only have one word, I’d say testosterone.”
This question drew many of the same responses as those before it. Some respondents
believed the water management issue in the county remains unresolved because the
Prescott area communities currently have everything they want. They also have
confidence in their political influence at the state legislature and are secure in the
knowledge that their water needs will, one way or the other, likely be met in the future.
One interviewee asserted that the issue will largely remain unresolved until Prescott
reaches a point of knowing and accepting the fact that they cannot continue to build and
grow because of limited water resources; or, they are limited due to funding for new
infrastructure to bring water to them from somewhere else. She referred to the 30,000 –
40,000 houses already approved for development and a recent projection of 600,000
homes in Yavapai County by the year 2050 and exclaimed, “My God - new ones.”
Placing limits on growth as we have traditionally experienced and known it, however,
one respondent described as “…a huge change away from business as usual and a lot of
vested interests are afraid that it will impact their livelihood …change is scary to people.”
Referring to the philosophical divide between Verde Valley and Prescott area
communities, one interviewee observed that the tension between growth and
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sustainability lies at the heart of the problem, as well as at the heart of the solution. She
wondered about the concept of growth and why, as in the past, we think about it as
something that is ‘external’ to the existing community. She questioned why ‘growth’
cannot be an internal dynamic that focuses on becoming “a better community, a more
productive community and a more sustainable community.” To this interviewee, and
perhaps others, growing from within was directly related to maintaining a high quality of
life. Another respondent asserted that resolving the issue largely depends on “a person’s
value system…Some of our folks have natural resources as a value; some have monetary
gain as a value.” A majority of respondents believed that water issues in Yavapai County
will not be resolved until there is an observable crisis that imposes direct socio-economic
consequences on individual citizens, communities and the region as a whole. Some
maintained that providing citizens with information and education offers the possibility to
avoid a crisis. But the complexity of the issue presents challenges. Further, these
discussions and debates have been going on for many years and have subsequently
deadened the minds of many citizens and driven them away from the issue. As one
respondent observed, however, “ultimately I think the responsibility [for not resolving the
issue] lies in our collective lack of attention as citizens.”
While there is political under-tone to most all of the responses, one interviewee asserted
that the issues remain unresolved for two fundamental reasons: 1) “it is a long-term
problem and politicians have an understandable difficulty in dealing with long-term
issues…they get elected and are rewarded and re-elected based on short-term issues; and
2) this [the Verde River] is a regional resource – not a local resource – and because it is
there are conflicting demands. No one wants to give up their share for somebody else’s
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benefit.” Another suggested that the issue will likely not get resolved until the economy
recovers. He observed that “it would be nice to get it resolved, but I don’t think it’s a
pressing matter currently because of the economy and… it’s not going to be resolved
until we actually start drawing the water [from the Big Chino Aquifer] and hurt the Verde
River.”
Competition between and among communities is frequently mentioned as a reason why
the issue remains unresolved. One interviewee observed, “I think we just have these
various communities that aren’t very committed to talking to one another. Another
provided an example of the City of Cottonwood’s plan to annex and develop State Trust
Lands, which has created much heated debate and controversy with respect to increased
water demands. He also observed that if the City of Prescott were to “buy-in to
sustainable water management, it would mean they would have to curtail their growth –
and their business philosophy is grow or die.” Another interviewee observed that each
individual community represents its own interests and often competes with others so the
“Board of Supervisors hasn’t had the need or the will” to resolve the issue. “So it
remains unresolved because there is a big mountain in the middle of the county and we
have different needs and are fighting for the same resource.” Another asserted that the
issues are not unresolved because some communities, e.g., Cottonwood, are
implementing a number of water-related programs and projects. One other interviewee
agreed that progress is being made in resolving water management issues. The dilemma
in reaching resolution is a supply and demand issue. “You’ve got supply and you’ve got
demand and you can work on the supply side or on the demand side. We probably need
to do both – particularly on the demand side.” He also observed that unresolved issues
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are legal issues related to AMA, non-AMA, private water companies and definitions of
water law. The boundary imposed by the AMA creates a political boundary within other
complex political boundaries – state, local and regional. “I hear these guys in the
Prescott area when someone in the Verde Valley says, “what are you guys [in PrAMA]
doing over there?” Their response is, “we’re following all these rules and when/if you
have to follow those same kind of rules then maybe you can criticize us.”
Competition, however, goes beyond that associated with AMA and non-AMA issues and
the cities and towns that lie within them. As one respondent pointed out, Salt River
Project petitioned for the Verde River in 1976 through a legal adjudication process. SRP
predicted growth and increased demands for water and they knew that they “had to get a
handle on who has the rights to pump groundwater because the areas were growing.”
However, 38+ years later, the adjudication process still has not been completed and no
one is sure when it will be. “Lawyers have loved it but it just hasn’t been productive.”
One interviewee pointed out that before a problem can be solved it must be identified and
defined. Others asserted that the problem can be resolved if/when decision makers, e.g.,
WAC, are confined to a room, make a comprehensive assessment of the problem and are
told “you don’t get any water until you work this out.”
“Political recalcitrance is my answer to that.” Several respondents observed that political
posturing, competing philosophies, personalities and egos all stand in the way of
resolving water management issues. One interviewee suggested that “it’s tempting to
blame the state legislature for bad legislation; it’s tempting to blame special interests who
pump money into those elections to get their candidates elected, but I think the reason
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that we have what I consider to be a poor state legislature is that we citizens have to take
responsibility for [who we elect]. Another respondent observed that politics stands in the
way of resolution. “The people that (sic) are in power somehow convince folks that they
should remain in power to resolve these issues.” These respondents did not believe the
management issues will, in fact, get resolved unless and until citizens hold elected
officials accountable. As one asserted, “There isn’t sufficient economic and political
incentive to address them. We’re so locked into an economy that is dependent primarily
on development.”
In summary, the majority of interviewees commonly identified issues necessary to
resolve water management issues in the county as 1) public education; 2) increased trust;
3) less political posturing and more political pressure from citizens on elected officials; 4)
resolution of legal issues, e.g., adjudication; 5) definition of a problem and 6)
collaboration and cooperation. Only one respondent, however, claimed that he didn’t
know what ‘resolve’ means and/or what resolution would look like. He asked, “Is
resolving it bringing more water in? Is resolving it stopping another house being built? Is
resolving it putting water meters on exempt wells and tripling the cost of your and my
water bill at our water company? It is all in the eyes of the beholder.”
Another interviewee observed that discussions and decisions about a water budget that
provides information for any future water resource management strategy are complicated
by the number of exempt or private wells that are located throughout Yavapai County and
outside of the PrAMA. As one interviewee pointed out, 25% of all exempt wells in
Arizona are located in the county. The heaviest concentration of exempt wells are
located within the PrAMA and, compared to municipal and privately owned water
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companies, they collectively constitute the third largest water provider. According to this
well-informed interviewee, there are approximately 11,000 private wells in the Prescott
Valley area and 5,000 – 7,000 in the Verde Valley. The number of exempt wells and the
inability to monitor the quantity of water delivered through them severely compromises
any attempt to comprehensively manage water resources in the county.
Respondents consistently pointed out that bifurcated water law treats ground and surface
water as two separate entities, severely complicating the politics behind water resource
management. They generally agreed that it is difficult to educate and inform citizens
about the overall hydrologic system when the law does not treat the system as a whole.
These interviewees pointed out that changing the law is likely not going to happen
because of the long-standing controversy over water. They observed that the
adjudication process currently underway demonstrates the difficulty in legally resolving
water issues. Further, any change to the status-quo is difficult because it often has
economic implications.
Several interviewees mentioned that lack of trust between many elected officials at state,
county and local levels interferes with the ability to define and resolve the water resource
management problem in Yavapai County. They cite examples like the Groundwater
Transportation Act, SB 1445, effective in September 1991, that allows the PrAMA to
transport groundwater from the Big Chino Sub-Basin (Big Chino), which lies outside of
its boundaries, to meet increasing demands of some Prescott area communities. Some
refer to the involvement of Representative Paul Gosar in responding to a request issued
by Prescott officials to modify the USGS Northern Arizona Groundwater Flow Model
before it was released to the WAC. Some interviewees also observed that elected
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officials in the Verde Valley do not always trust each other and work together as they
develop strategies to meet the water needs of current and future citizens in their
respective communities.
One interviewee noted that the City of Prescott is especially concerned about maintaining
its reputation for providing water so that it can attract and retain growth in population and
industry. Any rumor of insufficient water quantity could negatively impact future
development and/or result in the dislocation of current citizens and businesses.
18. What, if any, ideas do you have for potential resolutions to the issues that are not
currently being considered?
-

“I don’t think anything is really being considered in terms of resolving it.”;
competition over water has only increased in the past 50+ years that I’ve been
involved; disputes over science; withhold info from public. “Management is going to
do what management wants to do. It’s not going to worry about the resource when
you come right down to it.”

-

Wait for the crisis to happen

-

Get examples/models from other areas; accept that government has a role to play in
managing water resources; cooperation between and among stakeholders to
participate in long-term management decisions;

-

Collaborate

-

Elected officials (government) need to focus on water; educate public

-

Conduct assessment of the resource – aquifers, basins and links/impacts to surface
water – to determine carrying capacity, recharge resources and identify aquifers that
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can/cannot supply water to new development w/o negative impact; Depend on
technology to “keep pace w/development” – live within means through conservation
and recycling water to maintain a “healthy development growth rate.”
-

Build a pipeline

-

Place a cap on building permits that could be issued by any regulatory group in the
Verde Watershed; meter and monitor all private exempt wells – you can’t regulate
what you don’t measure

-

Use science (CYHWRMS) to bring people together on a regional basis; create a water
district or augmentation authority that could implement water policy on a regional
scale, including the PrAMA

-

Don’t worry about it until developers want to start taking significant water – we don’t
have anything to talk about until that happens; Then, develop a mitigation plan. “It’s
not a bread and butter issue for today.”

-

Convince people it’s in their own best interest to deal with this issue. Right now it
falls into the category of “not currently being considered.” Help public to understand
long-term implications because it’s not a threat to them right now but w/b in 50-100
years; frame it as “what’s in it for ‘us’ (not me)” and “it’s easy to make a strong case
that sustainable water management is in everybody’s self-interest.”

-

Coordinate all efforts into one. Concentrate power.

-

Work closely with SRP – severe and transfer rights; measure and monitor private
wells.

-

Develop an ‘offset’ program; Bring water in from somewhere else “They pump oil all
over the country; they pump gas all over the country. As the price of water gets
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comparable to those things, they’ll pump water all over the place. So, we could bring
water in from Lake Superior...It’s just money.”
-

Educate and inform the public being as an apolitical non-advocacy group; avoid
advocating for policy to maintain credibility.

-

Educate the public because they are the ones that run for public office and need to
understand the issues better

-

Address the problem more holistically. Give more consideration to water quality;

-

Develop a collaborative project: integrate management of natural environment with
science-based watershed education and development of a sustainable economy.

-

Conjecture about Colorado River status/allocations will eventually push Arizona state
water law revision

-

Municipalities should purchase water companies but denial is going on in most cases
– allows maintaining status-quo; Cottonwood purchased 4 water companies to
become a ‘player’ in the future. Camp Verde should figure out a way to do the same
thing, in addition to purchasing the sanitary district for recharge into the whole water
management scheme. (instead we’re building parks) Work closely w/SRP – develop
a realistic water budget (CYHWRMS) because working w/a moving target will not
work.

-

This is the best it’s been for a while. Look at earlier pictures and see result of overgrazing in arroyos. Vegetation along river looks better than it has in a long while.
Native vegetation returning.

250

-

Look at winter-time deliveries off the river, off-stream storage (raising Bartlett and
Horseshoe to create downstream storage on some sort of credit/debit situation) and
water exchanges (CYHWRMS contains these different alternatives).

-

Consider impact of climate change and/or extended drought; incentivize rainwater
harvesting systems – especially for people on private wells. Cautions: creating
another category of water is a policy and politicians “nightmare” because you’re
talking about surface water that is appropriable but won’t be appropriated until the
adjudication process is complete

-

Develop and implement comprehensive ecological restoration efforts for some of the
key sub-watersheds that provide recharge for the Big Chino aquifer (currently under
study by the Upper Verde Watershed Protection Coalition). Capture runoff during
peak rains by slowing down the water cycle; Look at win-win solutions vs. win/lose.
Avoid approaches to re-engineering watershed – learn from the past about
rechanneling. Take into account degradation to soils because of land management
practices, including grazing.

-

Collaborate w/federal agencies, e.g., Prescott National Forest and Community Forest
Trust program – PNF held public meetings to prioritize restoration issues; use
watershed framework for landscape scale conservation effort

-

Look at New Mexico’s water banking concept in riparian areas and soils. Quiverra
Coalition (building ecologic and economic resilience) that works with broad-base of
diverse stakeholders on grazing and other issues. Involve SRP in healthy watershed
initiatives

-

Get the public officials ‘on the same page.’
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-

City of Prescott has responsibility to meet the needs of 39,000 – 40,000 people
currently. The general plan proposes 70,000 – 80,000. City acts on a very deliberate
timeframe to undertake projects plus long-term planning horizons. Citizens
ultimately hold elected officials and public administrators accountable

-

Education and Communication. Reinstitute citizen commissions (in Camp Verde) so
that people (non-electeds) are getting together and talking about issues, including
water. Open dialogues not monopolized by ‘loud’ voices.

-

“You can’t make someone care. You can’t make someone want to get an education
about something because they know it all anyway.”

-

Get all of the politicos working together in a partnership and “not in this continuing
downward spiraling pissing contest (for lack of a better word).” Ultimately the
county has to forward the discussions because it is a county-wide issue. Strong
personalities and egos need to be set aside.

-

Work w/SRP to augment Big Chino on Prescott side and VV works with them on
flooding issues

-

About augmentation – “it’s gets to be pie-in-the-sky because we’ll never be able to
afford to do it.”

-

Beware of unintended consequences and contingencies (e.g., drought and
augmentation) of proposals

-

Avoid “paper water” solutions (others use this terminology). Look at recharging
storm water and flood control initiatives – structures that are also designed to
infiltrate water near the river that isn’t immediately flushing into it. Address the
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hydrologic realities. “At the end of the day we have to look at what’s happening with
the groundwater and its impact on the river.”
-

Solutions require collective efforts of people who live, work and visit here. Work
with Coconino and Prescott National Forest – they are our educational rangers –
kiosks. Make river more visible; raise river awareness by putting a USFS in strategic
location at I17 and 260. Work w/ADOT for signage changes: Verde River Valley.

-

Blue Trails Project status

-

Upper Verde Wild and Scenic Designation – requires congressional support
o 52 miles, including lower 1.6 miles of Granite Creek and lower 4 miles of
Sycamore Creek. Begins below Sullivan Dam and extends to just above
TAPCO above Clarkdale
o Designation won’t fully protect the river – it w/help raise awareness and
connections to it

19. Is there anything else you wish to add to help me understand your opinions about
water management in Yavapai County?
-

“If we’re willing to take a hard look at freaking illegal immigration then why can’t
we…why are we willing to go to the Supreme Court and go to the wall on that one
but not on something that is an integral resource for us to even remain living and
nobody will fight the battle.”

-

They associate the possibility of resolution with an increase in trust that might result
from the “right” stakeholders being seated around a deliberative table. One
interviewee observed that the VRWPC is considering a social mapping process that
will assist them in identifying the “right” stakeholders.
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-

Educate candidates who are running for public office so that during the course of their
campaigns they can raise awareness, meaningfully respond to questions about water
resources and educate the public on water resource management issues. This, in turn,
enhances the prospect of more inclusive collaborative and deliberative problem
resolution strategies now and into the future.

-

Find a way to build collaboration and trust - “sprinkle the seeds of collaboration”;
there is a lot of power in dialogue – a lot of it is how people relate to power

-

Develop and assign accountability

-

Use media – radio and newspapers on a continual basis to document what has and is
happening to the hydrologic system, including external impacts on it

-

Tie in w/social issues – economic, recreation and others

-

Try to change water laws

-

Put the science to work and stop arguing about/over it

-

It comes down to personal responsibility; get over always ‘voting for the cheapest
solution’; “the public can be short-sighted and unwilling to make sacrifices for the
good of our children…even if it’s a modest amount of payment now.”

-

Preserve individual homeowner and individual property owners’ rights while raising
“collective cognizance of what the water issues are.”

-

Climate change – faster than laws and community decision making processes;
Drought exacerbates crisis – inter-connected aspects and affects

-

Discussion to resolve the problem isn’t happening; skeptical about ability of WAC
because of consensus structure; will happen when there is a crisis – on both sides of
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the mountain; Create large-scale social change – River Institute following Stanford
model;
-

“In order to know a place you have to go there and have a relationship w/it. I would
love to see birding trips and more guided field trips to this amazing place (headwaters
of the Verde)

-

“Power is the heart of it.” – power w/vs. power over

-

Continue to communicate – it’s the only way that we’re all going to get to a point
where we really truly understand each others’ issues. That’s the foundation for
coming up with a solution and that’s critical.

-

It’s going to cost us and no decision is a decision
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Appendix D
Names of Water-related Organizations in Yavapai County and Organizations that
Influence Water Issues in Yavapai County

Working Draft
Government Sponsored Water Organizations that encompass the Verde Basin
1. Water Resources Development Commission (WRDC)
2. Northern Arizona Municipal Water Users Association (NAMWUA)
3. Groundwater Users Advisory Council (GUAC)
4. Upper Verde River Watershed Protection Coalition (UVRWPC)
5. Yavapai County Water Advisory Committee (WAC)
6. Upper Agua Fria Watershed Partnership
7. Yavapai County Local Drought Impact Group (LDIG) not currently active
8. City of Prescott Water Allocation Committee
9. City of Prescott Water Conservation Committee
10. Clarkdale Water Advisory Committee (don’t know if they are still around)
11. Sedona Water Committee
12. Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP) (Originally authorized by federal
legislation, with the forest service designated as the lead agency for the effort
scheduled for completion in 2009. Currently directed by private citizens)
Citizen Run Water Advocacy Groups
1. Verde Valley Water Users
2. Verde Watershed Association (VWA)
3. Citizens Water Advocacy Group (CWAG)
4. Verde River Citizens Alliance
5. Sustainable Arizona
6. Arizona Water Consortium
7. Southern Yavapai Water Users Association (SYWUA)
8. Friends of the Upper Agua Fria Watershed
9. Friends of the Verde Greenway
10. Oak Creek Watershed Improvement Commission
11. Oak Creek Watershed Council
12. Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP)
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Groups or Organizations that actively engage in Water Issues as a part of their
mission
1. Arizona Water Protection Fund (statewide)
2. Cocopai RC&D (Resource Conservation and Development Area)
3. NRCDs (Natural Resource Conservation Districts)
a. Verde NRCD - Verde Valley
b. Chino Winds NRCD – Big and Little Chino Valleys and Cordes Jct. to
New River
c. Triangle NRCD - Skull Valley, Kirkland, Yarnell
4. League of Women Voters Sedona/Verde Valley
5. Keep Sedona Beautiful
6. Friends of Cottonwood
7. Williamson Valley Corridor Plan Committee
8. Responsible Residents of the Red Rocks
9. Yavapai Cattle Growers Association
10. Hyde Mountain Vista Group
11. Citizens for Reasonable Growth
12. Paulden Area Community Organization (PACO)
13. Prescott Creeks
14. Arizona Water Well Association
15. Open Space Alliance of Central Yavapai County
16. The Nature Conservancy
17. Center for Biological Diversity
18. Sierra Club
19. Audubon Society
20. Northern Arizona Council Of Governments (NACOG)
21. Verde Valley Land Preservation Institute
22. Arizona Riparian Council
23. Walton Family Foundation
Water Providers
1. Prescott Valley Municipal System
2. City of Prescott
3. Town of Chino Valley
4. Chino Valley Irrigation District
5. City of Cottonwood
6. Town of Clarkdale
7. Town of Jerome
8. Arizona Water Company (Private, serves Sedona, Big Park, Rimrock)
9. Camp Verde Water System (Private)
10. Other Private Water Companies (approximately 50)
11. Verde Valley Ditch Companies (approximately 22)
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12. Exempt Wells
a. 10,000 in Prescott AMA
b. 25,000 in Yavapai County (includes Prescott AMA)
Federal and State Agencies involved with Water
1. Arizona Department of Water Resources
2. Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
3. Arizona State Land Department
4. Arizona Game and Fish Department
5. US Geological Survey
6. US Bureau of Reclamation
7. US Fish and Wildlife Service
8. US Army Corps of Engineers
9. US Bureau of Land Management
10. US Forest Service
11. US Natural Resources Conservation Service
Indian Tribes
1. Yavapai Apache Tribe
2. Yavapai Prescott Tribe
3. Hualapai Indian Tribe (their reservation boundary extends into the Upper Verde
Watershed and as such their settlement activities could potentially impact water
users within the Verde Watershed)
Other out-of-area Water Groups/Organizations engaged in water related activities
1. Water Resources Research Center - University of Arizona
2. Morrison Institute at Arizona State University – Water Sustainability
3. Arizona Municipal Water Users Association (AMWUA) – Most cities in the
metropolitan Phoenix area are members
4. Coconino Plateau Water Advisory Council (CPWAC)
5. Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD) – the operator of the
CAP
6. Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment District (CAGRD) – replenishes
groundwater on behalf of members within the three central AMAs.
7. Water Conservation Alliance of Southern Arizona (Water CASA)
8. Southern Arizona Water Users Association (SAWUA
9. Watershed Research and Education Program (NAU)
10. Salt River Project (SRP)
11. Arizona Cattle Growers Association
12. American Water Works Association (AWWA)
13. Arizona Hydrologic Society (AHS)
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Abridged Description of Some Water Organizations:
Government Sponsored Water Organizations
Water Resources Development Commission (WRDC) - Legislatively authorized in 2010
and scheduled to sunset September 30, 2012






Leadership: ADWR Director Sandy Whitney and Co-Chair David Brown.
Membership: 17 Legislatively Designated and Appointed Water Resource
Professionals
Region of Interest: Entire State with Emphasis on Rural Arizona
Resources: ADWR staff and subcommittees
What it is (from website http://www.azwater.gov/ ): The WRDC was authorized
by the legislature to conduct a statewide assessment of the supplies and demands
for each of the 51 groundwater basins in the State to identify potential unmet
water demands over the next 25, 50, and 100 year timeframes. Also tasked with
identifying potential projects to address projected unmet demands and the
required funding for each project. Report was completed in October 2011 and the
WRDC is currently attempting to develop a list of recommendations as well as
possible legislation that is needed to address water supply development issues.
Final recommendations due by September 2012.

Northern Arizona Municipal Water Users Association (NAMWUA) – Created in 2002







Leadership: Mayor Kenny Evans (Chair)
Coordinator: Ron Doba
Membership: Chino Valley, Clarkdale, Cottonwood, Flagstaff, Payson, Prescott
Prescott Valley, Sedona, and Williams
Region of Interest: Northern Central Arizona
Resources: Annual Budget from membership dues, Coordinator, and TAC
What it is (from bylaws): The Northern Arizona Municipal Water Users
Association is a voluntary association of Arizona cities and towns having
common interests and concerns in the areas of water resource policy, planning
development and management. The underlying concept of the Association is that
cities and towns, which are the unit of government closest to the people, should
exercise the basic initiative and leadership in the area of water resource policy
planning, development and management and that the cities and towns should have
the primary responsibility for dealing with those water resource policies, plans
and problems which require action on a regional or area wide basis.

Groundwater Users Advisory Council (GUAC) – Statutorily created in 1980



Leadership: John Olson, Chair
Membership: 5 members appointed by the Governor
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Region of Interest: Prescott AMA
Resources: ADWR Staff
What it is: The 1980 Groundwater Code established a Groundwater Users
Advisory Council (GUAC) in each active management area consisting of five
members. Members of the council are appointed by the governor to represent the
users of groundwater in the active management area and on the basis of their
knowledge of, interest in and experience with problems relating to the
development, use and conservation of water. The role of the GUAC is to 1.
Advise the active management area director, make recommendations on
groundwater management programs and policies and comment to the area director
and to the director of the Department on draft AMA management plans before
they are promulgated. 2. Provide comment to ADWR on the groundwater
withdrawal fee and the expenditure of funds in the Conservation, Augmentation
and Monitoring Funds. 3. Manifest and record its official actions by motion,
resolution or other appropriate means.

Upper Verde River Watershed Protection Coalition (UVRWPC) – Created in 2006-7






Leadership: ?? (Chair), Supervisor Carol Springer (Vice Chair)
Active Members: Chino Valley, Prescott, Prescott Valley Yavapai County,
Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe
Region of Interest: Upper Verde River Watershed Area (including Big and Little
Chino and Upper Agua Fria within the Prescott AMA)
Resources: Annual Budget from membership dues, Program Manager and TAC
What it is (from IGA): Working together to protect the Upper Verde River, the
Coalition is committed to balancing the reasonable water needs of the residents of
the Upper Verde River Watershed Area with protection of the base flow of the
Upper Verde River to the maximum possible extent by developing Best
Management Practices that incorporate science-based planning, utilization and
conservation of all water resources within the Upper Verde River Watershed
Area.

Yavapai County Water Advisory Committee (WAC) – Created by the County in 1999







Leadership: Diane Jones, Lora Lee Nye (Co-Chairs); John Munderloh Chair of a
seven member Technical and Administrative Committee
Coordinator: John Rasmussen
Membership: 13 member committee consisting of all 9 local governmental
jurisdictions within the Verde Watershed region of Yavapai County, the three
County supervisors, and the Arizona Department of Water Resources.
Region of Interest: Yavapai County
Resources: Annual Budget from membership dues, Coordinator and TAC
What it is (from website: http://www.co.yavapai.az.us/Content.aspx?id=20562)
The Yavapai County Water Advisory Committee is committed to preserving
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sustainable water resources for future generations while enhancing the economic
viability of our County. We are dedicated to meeting the long-term water
resource needs of our customers - the citizens of the Yavapai County region. We
will accomplish our goals by developing and enacting a total water management
strategy through a consensus of our coalition members.
Verde River Basin Partnership (VRBP) - (Enacted by federal legislation in November
2005. Scheduled to sunset 4 years after enactment (November 2009)






Leadership: Tom O’Halleran (Chair), Tony Gioia Chair of Education
subcommitee, Ed Wolfe Chair of Technical Subcommittee, Dorothy O’Brien
Chair of Public Outreach subcommittee
Membership: All Verde Valley Cities and Towns are listed as members but few
actively participate, Special Interest Groups, SRP, and Federal Agencies
Region of Interest: Verde River Basin with emphasis on the Verde Valley Subbasin
Resources: Volunteers and the Walton Family Foundation
What it is (from Legislation): SEC. 201. PURPOSE. The purpose of this title is
to authorize assistance for a collaborative and science-based water resource
planning and management partnership for the Verde River Basin in the State of
Arizona, consisting of members that represent-- (1) Federal, State, and local
agencies; and (2) economic, environmental, and community water interests in the
Verde River Basin. Tasked with completing a plan that at a minimum shall
include: a list of specific studies and analyses that are needed to support VRBP
planning and management, identification of ongoing or completed water resources
or riparian studies, a description of the estimated cost and duration of proposed
studies, and a compilation of water budget analysis for the Verde Valley. Not
later than 14 months after enactment the USGS in cooperation with ADWR will
submit a water budget analysis for that portion of the Verde River Basin within
the Verde Valley. Not later than 16 months after enactment the VRBP shall
submit a preliminary report that sets forth the findings and recommendations of
the VRBP regarding the long-term available water supply within the Verde
Valley. Not later than 4 years after enactment the VRBP shall submit a final
report that includes a summary of the results of any water resource assessments
conducted under this title, an identification of any areas in the Verde Basin that
are determined to have groundwater deficits or other potential water supply
problems, an identification of long-term water supply management options for
communities and water resources within the Verde Basin, and an identification of
water resource analyses and monitoring needed to support the implementation of
management options.

Upper Agua Fria Watershed Partnership – Organized 1998


Leadership: Mary Hoadley (Chair)
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Membership: No formal membership, open to local citizens and government
agencies (BLM, USCOE, etc)
Region of Interest: Upper Agua Fria River Watershed
Resources: Volunteers
What it is: The Upper Agua Fria Watershed Partnership is one of 17 rural
watershed groups established by ADWR’s Rural Watershed Program. The Upper
Agua Fria Watershed Partnership meets monthly to work on water issues, develop
better scientific understanding and to educate the public.

Central Yavapai Water Conservation Partnership (CYWCP)






Leadership: Ad-hoc, no formal organization
Membership: Four Prescott municipalities in the PRAMA, Yavapai County and
ADWR
Region of Interest: Prescott AMA
Resources: Grants and Professional Staff
What it is: The CYWCP was formed by water resource and water conservation
professionals in the Prescott AMA to share ideas about water conservation, join
forces where relevant to encourage water conservation, and to examine and
possibly develop a regional water conservation program.

Yavapai County Local Drought Impact Group (LDIG) (Governor’s Drought Initiative) –
Organized around 2007






Leadership: Jeff Schlau (Yavapai Cooperative Extension) Nick Angelilo
(Yavapai County Emergency Management)
Membership: Open attendance
Region of Interest: Yavapai County
Resources: State Sponsored Drought Impact Group (ADWR)
What it is: The LDIG reports information about drought conditions to the
Statewide Drought Group and discusses possible drought mitigation strategies.
Currently associated with WAC.

Verde Valley Water Users, Inc. – Created in 1984






Leadership: Board of Directors
Membership: Based on paying membership, approx. 1,300 members that are
water users (direct diversion and wells)
Region of Interest: Verde Valley
Resource: Dues pay for defense of water rights in the Gila River Adjudication.
Legal consultant – Richard Mayberry, Hydrologist – Phil Briggs
What it is (from website www.verdevalleywaterusers.org): To protect the water
rights of Verde Valley property owners Verde Valley Water Users, Inc. was
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organized in 1984 in response to the surface water rights lawsuit filed by the Salt
River Project (SRP). This lawsuit involves over 50,000 parties
(claimants). Although this lawsuit involves stream water, it is now claimed that
wells near streams pump underground stream water. Most Verde Valley well
owners are now included in the adjudication of water rights.
Coconino Plateau Watershed Advisory Council (CPWAC) – Created in 1999









Leadership: Supervisor Taylor and Councilman Woodson are Co-Chairs; Leslie
Meyers Chair of a 9 to 12 member Technical Advisory committee, Amanda
Acheson Chair of a 6 member Public Outreach Committee, Joanne Keane Chair
of a 6 member Government Affairs Committee
Membership: 27 member council consisting of agencies, tribes, and organizations
that (1) own land, and/or (2) control land or water, and/or (3) make policy with
regard to land or water use on the Coconino Plateau, and will provide significant
resources to help the Council accomplish its purpose
Coordinator: Ron Doba
Region of Interest: Coconino Plateau
Resources: (www.cpwac.org) Membership fees, grants, staffing support from the
County
What it is: the Council was formed to coordinate and cooperate in the
identification, prioritization and implementation of comprehensive policies,
projects and programs to ensure an adequate long-term supply of water is
available to meet the current and future reasonable needs while preserving the
health of the environment on the Coconino Plateau

Citizen-Based Advocacy Groups
Verde Watershed Association – Organized in 1993






Leadership: Dan Campbell, Chair; Ed Wolfe, Vice-Chair
Membership: Any individual, group or agency; mostly individual citizens with an
interest in the Verde and SRP
Region of Interest: Verde River Watershed
Resources: Volunteers and membership dues
What it is (from http://www.vwa.org/ ): Growing concerns about water and the
Verde River and its tributaries sparked formation of VWA in 1993. VWA strives
to preserve and manage the Verde River watershed with local direction while
encouraging long term, productive use of natural resources. VWA facilitates a
comprehensive, fair, balanced and unbiased consideration of all sides of waterrelated issues to help people better understand the watershed and each other's
perspective. VWA brings people and science together.
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Citizens Water Advocacy Group (CWAG) – Organized 2002-3






Leadership: Chris Hoy – President, John Zambrano - Vice President, Leslie Hoy
– Secretary, Nancy Shelton – Treasurer
Membership: Citizens with an interest in water
Region of Interest – Verde River Basin and Prescott AMA
Resources: Volunteers??
What it is (from website): A water-supply crisis looms for the incorporated
communities of Prescott, Chino Valley, and Prescott Valley -- the so-called TriCities -- and the unincorporated areas within the Upper Verde Watershed. The
crisis stems from exploding population growth and inadequate regulation of
ground-water use.
The mission of the Citizens Water Advocacy Group is to promote a sustainable
water future in the Upper Verde River Basin and the Prescott Active Management
Area.

Verde River Citizens Alliance: - Organized in 2001





Leadership (2006): Jan Albright, President; Bob Rothrock, Vice
President; Martin Ball, Secretary; Nancy Snyder, Treasurer
Membership: Private citizens
Region of Interest: Verde River
What it is (from www.verderivervrca.org): The Verde River Citizens Alliance
promotes and encourages responsibility in all members that will lead to the
preservation and continued health of the Verde River and its watershed. We
accomplish this goal through advocacy, outreach, education, riparian projects,
hikes and exciting “hands-on” activities.

Sustainable Arizona: - Organized 2010?





Leadership: Board of Directors –, John Neville (President), William Eaton (VP),
Membership: Private Citizens and Businesses
Region of Interest: Arizona
What it is (from http://www.sustainablearizona.org/): Sustainable Arizona is a
resource, education and action organization dedicated to improving the quality of
life in Arizona and the Southwest. We work with businesses, individuals,
governments and other organizations to build resilient economies, strong
communities and healthy natural environments.

Arizona Water Consortium – Organized 2007



Leadership: Brian Lane - President, Doc Teebe - Vice President, Birgit
Lowenstein - Secretary, Mindy Schlimgen - Treasurer
Region of Interest: North-Central Arizona but working to expand State-wide
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What it is: A group of water groups primarily focused on lobbying for stricter
controls on water use. Member water groups now include:
 Citizens Water Advocacy Group
 League of Women Voters Sedona/Verde Valley
 Verde River Citizens Alliance
 Sustainable Arizona
 Friends of Cottonwood
 Williamson Valley Corridor Plan Committee
 Responsible Residents of the Red Rocks
 Keep Sedona Beautiful

Groups that address Water as a part of their mission
Arizona Water Protection Fund






Leadership: Marie Light (Chair), Steve Olson (Vice Chair)
Membership: Appointed by Governor and Legislators to represent broad crosssection of Arizona interests.
Region of Interest: Arizona
Resources: ADWR Staff and State Funding
What it is: The Water Protection Fund is a funding program to protect and
enhance Arizona’s Riparian Areas. Money comes from the Arizona General Fund
and interstate water banking fees from California and Nevada.

Cocopai RC&D (Resource Conservation and Development Area)



Region of Interest: Yavapai and Coconino Counties
What it is (from website): The RC&D program is a unique combination of
private enterprise and federal assistance that encourages the blending of natural
resource use with local economic and social values. Program objectives address
improving the quality of life, including social, economic and environmental
concerns; continuing prudent use of natural resources; and strengthening local
citizens' ability to utilize available resources of assistance through federal and
state agencies, and other public and private entities.

NRCDs (Natural Resource Conservation Districts)



Verde NRCD - Verde Valley
Chino Winds NRCD – Big and Little Chino Valleys and Cordes Jct. to New River
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Triangle NRCD - Skull Valley, Kirkland, Yarnell
What they do: One of the NRCD's many interests lie in assisting the Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) in implementing conservation programs
on agricultural lands. Though the EQIP program carries a majority of the NRCS'
focus, the EWP and WHIP programs remain important in Arizona and across
America.

(Document Provided by: Tom Whitmer, Natural Resource Director
City of Cottonwood, Arizona)
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Appendix E
Copyright Permission: Figure 1. Case Study Map
Jane Whitmire
PO Box 3846
Camp Verde, Arizona 86322
April 18, 2013
Ms. Tischa Muñoz-Erickson
PO Box 875502
Tempe, AZ 85287
Dear Ms. Muñoz-Erickson:
I am completing a doctoral dissertation at Northern Arizona University entitled “The
Case of the Yavapai County Water Conflict: A Power and Politics Analysis.” I
request your permission to reprint in my dissertation an excerpt from the following:
Article Title: “Spanning Boundaries in an Arizona Watershed Partnership:
Information Networks as Tools for Entrenchment or Ties for Collaboration?”
Copyright 2010 by authors Muñoz-Erickson, T. A, B. B. Cutts, E. K. Larson, K. J.
Darby, M. Neff, A. Wutich, and B. Bolin. 2010. Ecology and Society 15(3): 22.
[online]
URL: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol15iss3/art22/
The excerpt to be reproduced is: Figure 1. Map of the case study.
The requested permission extends to any future revisions and editions of my
dissertation, including non-exclusive world rights in all languages, and to the
prospective publication of my dissertation by ProQuest through its UMI® Dissertation
Publishing business. ProQuest may produce and sell copies of my dissertation on
demand and may make my dissertation available for free internet download at my
request. These rights will in no way restrict republication of the material in any other
form by you or by others authorized by you. Your signing of this letter will also
confirm that you own [or your company owns] the copyright to the above-described
material.
If these arrangements meet with your approval, please sign this letter where
indicated below and return it to me in the enclosed return envelope. Thank you
very much.
Sincerely,
Jane Whitmire
PhD Candidate, Politics and International Affairs
Phone: 928-567-3462; email: janewhitmire@gmail.com
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PERMISSION GRANTED FOR THE USE REQUESTED
ABOVE:

(name of company)

By: _
Title:
Date:

Tischa Munoz-Erickson <tmunozerickson@gmail.com>
April 19, 2013
Dear Jane,
Thank you for contacting me for your request. I have consulted with the co-authors and
we are happy to provide permission for the use of the Figure. I will sign the document
and return to you soon.
Best,
Tischa
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