Attachment A

To: Honorable Mayor and Council, City of Tucson

From: Southwest Decision Resources, on behalf of the Large Quantity Water User Ordinance
Ad Hoc Committee

Subject: Large Quantity Water User Ordinance (Ordinance No. 12188) - Proposed Revisions
and Considerations

Date: January 15, 2026

Table of Contents

Memorandum Overview
Ad Hoc Committee Process
Memorandum Development

Process Observations by Facilitation Team

N o B~ DN -

Ad Hoc Committee Potential Revisions and Considerations
Appendices 24

Memorandum Overview

This memorandum provides a detailed summary of the potential revisions to the City of
Tucson’s Large Quantity Water User Ordinance (Ordinance No. 12188 - the Ordinance), as
developed by the Ordinance Ad Hoc Committee (the Committee). It is respectfully submitted to
the City of Tucson’s Mayor and Council for consideration and deliberation.

The Ordinance was unanimously approved by the Mayor and Council on August 19, 2025 on a
fast-tracked basis. The Ordinance regulates large water users by requiring new customers
exceeding 7.4 million gallons (or 10,000 Ccf) monthly to submit a water service application and
water conservation plan for approval, aiming to ensure responsible and sustainable water use,
and to encourage reclaimed water use, technological conservation, and economic alignment the
City’s priorities. It adds new provisions to the city code for major connections, emphasizing
conservation planning for significant water demands.

Following adoption, the City convened the Committee — composed of invited community
members identified by City of Tucson staff, representing multiple sectors — to review the
Ordinance and consider potential refinements. The proposed revisions summarized in this
memorandum are the final product of a three-month review process that included four
Committee meetings and additional opportunities for review and feedback conducted between
October and December 2025.



This memorandum describes the Committee’s review process and summarizes Committee
proceedings. It presents suggested Ordinance revisions along with an overview of Committee
member perspectives, including areas of agreement and disagreement and the rationale
underlying those perspectives. The information presented in this memorandum is intended to
inform the Mayor and Council in consideration of potential improvements to the Ordinance. The
memorandum, and the outputs from the Ad Hoc Committee, is not intended to be decisional.

This memorandum is prepared by Southwest Decision Resources, a Tucson-based
independent collaboration and facilitation consulting firm, on behalf of the Ad Hoc Committee.

Ad Hoc Committee Process

The City of Tucson convened the Ad Hoc Committee following adoption of the Large Quantity
Water User Ordinance by the Mayor and Council on August 19, 2025 (Meeting minutes). The
Ordinance was adopted on an accelerated timeline to address community concerns regarding
future actions that could result in substantial water use impacts to Tucson’s water supply. Given
the expedited adoption process, the City identified a need for post-adoption review involving
community stakeholders, and the Citizens Water Advisory Committee, to allow for review and
consideration of potential refinements to the regulations in the Ordinance.

The Committee was charged with reviewing the Ordinance and identifying potential refinements
and improvements. The Committee’s work focused on evaluating the Ordinance’s effectiveness,
clarity, and implementation considerations and, where appropriate, developing suggested
revisions. The Mayor and Council requested that any recommended changes resulting from the
Committee’s review be presented for consideration in the first quarter of 2026.

Forty-two Tucson community members representing multiple sectors were invited to participate
on the Committee. Represented sectors and interests invited to participate included business,
academia, public policy, agriculture, local government, environment/conservation, Tribal Nations
and communities, water resources, the golf industry, housing, labor, and development. A list of
invited Committee members and meeting attendance information is provided in Appendix B.

The Committee met on four occasions between October 9 and December 9, 2025. Meetings
were held from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at a centrally located venue. The meetings were
convened by the City Manager’s Office and Tucson Water. City staff identified overarching
process goals, provided process support, and offered expertise and insights to Committee
members throughout the process. Independent facilitation was provided at each meeting by
Southwest Decision Resources (SDR). SDR also supported meeting agenda design and
documentation of meeting proceedings and outcomes.
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An overview of the Committee activities, including meetings and surveys, is shown below.

1. October 9, 2025 | Committee Meeting #1
Goals: Committee member introductions, orient Committee members to
Ordinance review process, review Ordinance, and provide initial
feedback, concerns and opportunities to improve Ordinance.

Format. Plenary, individual work, and small group discussion at tables.
Outputs: Agenda, Summary
Participants: 15 Members

2. October 30, 2025 | Committee Meeting #2

Goals:  Address Committee member’s questions from Meeting #1 and begin to
identify potential important issues and areas of change and areas of
agreement and disagreement.

Format: Plenary and small group discussion by theme (i.e. water stewardship,
compliance and enforcement, application process).

Outputs: Agenda, Summary, Small Group Notes
Participants: 13 Members

3. November 2025 | Ordinance Feedback Survey (virtual)

Goal: Gather feedback on potential Ordinance revisions that were developed
by Committee members at the October 30th meeting to assess levels
of agreement and rationale. Survey responses were used to add
additional context to the group discussions at Meeting #3 and helped
shape the Ordinance Revisions and Considerations document (dated
12/9).

Format: Online survey

Participants: 13 Members

4. November 20, 2025 | Committee Meeting #3

Goal: Discuss suggested Ordinance revisions in order to better understand
the rationale for the various perspectives

Format: Facilitated small group discussions by interest area
(Conservation/Environment and Business/Economic Development)

Outputs: Agenda, Small Group Discussion Guide, Summary
Participants: 12 Members

Ad Hoc Committee Memorandum, Large Quantity Water User Ordinance Page 3


https://drive.google.com/file/d/1RDT0-P3qT5rpx3IcguGxihzD-faKZ13B/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qlOTFAizEkGfM39ok6ysiMlg_4db-668/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1L_cMRf8a-1V-YeIb1346G7DBP_o7SDIT/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ttWky0q8nklG6f5X8XHvk8At3QM8JUqR/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1z0JydRD4nQhVHX5J0QBHlobPp3xHrIs-/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1xACFdpxLd8aGiJDhCtOCCSCvOu1AZxHV/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1F5-U5f5_DKW8Gpb8jwJuJKp6zRY0aodt/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1VkDTR-j2YReApj-oY-19dFxS4sweVzod/view?usp=drive_link

5. December 9, 2025 | Committee Meeting #4

Goal: Discuss and refine potential Ordinance revisions and considerations
(see document linked below to revisions and considerations developed
after Meeting #3) that will be incorporated in the Ad Hoc Committee
memorandum to Mayor and Council.

Format: Plenary (facilitated)

Outputs: Agenda, Summary

Ordinance Revisions and Considerations (dated 12/9)

Participants: 12 members

6. December 31, 2025 | Ordinance Revisions and Considerations Final Review (virtual)

Goal: Review near final Committee Ordinance Revisions and Considerations
to be incorporated in the memorandum to Mayor and Council. The
near final version was updated following Meeting #4.

Format: Virtual
Outputs: Ordinance Revisions and Considerations document (dated 12/17)
Participants: 7 Members

7. January 12, 2026 | Final Support for Potential Revisions (virtual)

Goal: Provide members the opportunity to identify and document their
support, or lack thereof, with potential revisions, attributed with name
and affiliation, for inclusion in the final memorandum.

Format: Online Survey

Outputs: Included in Appendix C

Participants: 4 Members

Memorandum Development

The process was designed to quickly and iteratively build on outcomes from each session to
accommodate the requested timeline (October to December 2025). Between each meeting, the
facilitation team worked to synthesize the information gathered and share back with Committee
members to inform the next set of discussions and input.

The first meeting was used to gather initial feedback on the full original Ordinance through small
group discussion and individual feedback forms completed by members. The feedback forms
were synthesized and helped to identify Ordinance topics and themes in which there appeared
to be the most interest (e.g. water stewardship, compliance and enforcement).

The second meeting was organized by these topics and themes identified during the first
meeting, and participants were asked to identify their primary areas of concern and most
important desired changes to the Ordinance. This information was synthesized into a set of
potential Ordinance revisions.These revisions were shared in an online survey with members to
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gauge levels of agreement and understand the rationale behind these perspectives. In total, 13
survey responses were submitted.

The third meeting focused on discussion of the potential revisions included in the survey. Given
limited time, revisions that appeared to warrant the most discussion and clarification were
prioritized. Discussion was organized into two groups - those Committee members focused
more on the environment and conservation, and those focused more on business and economic
development. This allowed deeper discussion of potential revisions and provided greater detail
for rationale behind the different perspectives.

Feedback from the small group discussions during the third meeting were combined with survey
responses to refine and flesh out potential revisions. As discussions progressed, it was clear
that reaching consensus on any recommendations would be challenging, and therefore the
focus shifted to identifying and documenting Committee member rationale to help inform Mayor
and Council’s deliberations. This document was shared with Committee members ahead of
Meeting #4, and formed the basis for the final meeting discussion.

During the fourth meeting, the Committee discussed the draft revisions. Given limited time, the
areas that appeared to need the most discussion were prioritized. At this time, members also
agreed that they would like the opportunity to document their final level of agreement or
disagreement with each potential revision by name and affiliation.

Following the fourth meeting, the potential Ordinance revisions and considerations were
updated based on the final Committee discussion. The updated document was shared with
members for final feedback. Seven Committee members shared edits and suggestions. This
feedback was incorporated into the final set of potential revisions and rationale. The finalized
Memorandum was shared with members to record their support, or lack thereof, with potential
revisions, documented with their name and affiliation (Appendix C).

Process Observations from Facilitation Team

Several process-based challenges and limitations are noted here in order to effectively interpret
the results. First, and most impactful, dialogue and opportunities for refined feedback was
limited by a short timeline. Provided the complexity and interest in the content of the Ordinance,
and the diversity of stakeholder perspectives involved, a longer process with additional
opportunities for engagement, discussion, and refinement would be helpful to successfully build
common understanding and collaboratively develop a robust set of revisions. Given the limited
time, not all identified topics received enough discussion to present group feedback to Mayor
and Council. To help address this, there were multiple opportunities for asynchronous individual
feedback (including an online survey and two rounds of written feedback). However, the short
timeline also impacted Committee members' own capacity. They were asked to commit a great
deal of time, both in and out of meetings, during a very busy time of year. This may have
contributed to limited feedback outside of meetings.

Another challenge was limited and inconsistent participation. Of the 42 invited members, the
average number of participants across the four meetings was 13. This is perhaps unsurprising
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given the busy time of year and short timeline. Additionally, the composition of participants
varied greatly across meetings, with some members attending all meetings, and others joining
fewer. In a short process, where each step builds quickly on the previous, this presents a
significant challenge to keeping all members up to date and moving at the same speed. With
respect to interest group representation, the City invited a broad and representative mix of
perspectives and sectors in the Committee. Participation across interest categories was not
necessarily balanced in most meetings or asynchronous inputs. This was addressed by the
approach to documenting potential Ordinance revisions, which focused on highlighting cross
cutting Committee rationale.

Several representatives of Tribal organizations were invited to participate in Ad Hoc Committee
meetings, including from the Pascua Yaqui Development Corporation, San Xavier Allottees
Association, International Indian Treaty Council/San Xavier Coop, and Tucson Indian Center.
However, there was no Tribal participation, which several Ad Hoc Committee members
indicated as a concern. To address this limitation, the City might reach out to Tribes and Tribal
organizations while considering these potential revisions.

Another limitation was the technical and nuanced nature of the concepts in the Ordinance and
the unequal level of Committee member knowledge and experience. This required spending
time answering questions and attempting to bring people to a common level of understanding.
For a number of key concepts it became clear there was not an agreed upon definition or
shared understanding. To address this challenge and maximize clarity, it would be helpful to
define key terms for future deliberations and potential inclusion in the final Ordinance. Potential
terms to include in a glossary are included in Appendix D.

The number of engagements and opportunities for feedback over a short time period resulted in
an enormous amount of nuanced input on the Ordinance and potential revisions. It is not
possible to present all the details of these complex deliberations here. Instead, the focus was
placed on creating a document that would support Mayor and Council deliberations. The
intention of this memorandum is to provide a grounding in the issues and multiple perspectives
involved, and a summary of the full group deliberations, including areas of agreement and
disagreement and the rationale for these perspectives. The result is not a presentation of
individual member feedback; it is not exhaustive and does not offer precise line revisions. This
information should inform discussion. Additional staff input will be required to develop specific
Ordinance language revisions based on direction from Tucson’s Mayor and Council.
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Ad Hoc Committee Potential Revisions and Considerations

The following section documents the potential revisions developed and discussed by the Ad
Hoc Committee. The revisions and considerations summarize the general level of agreement
and disagreement among committee members in a narrative format to articulate general, broad
feedback gathered throughout the process. Additional rationale and considerations are also
included to support an understanding of the Committee member’s interests and perspectives to
help inform Mayor and Council’s deliberations.

A. Large Quantity Water User Threshold
Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 B1

Potential Revision 1.A.1: Change the large quantity water user threshold from the
current 10,000 ccf/month annual average.

Committee Conclusions (1.A.1): There was not clear agreement among
Committee members about changing the large quantity water user threshold.
Many Committee members felt that the threshold should be lowered, while
slightly fewer believed that the threshold should remain as it currently is. A few
Committee members thought the threshold should be raised.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (1.A.1):

For decreasing the threshold: Committee member recommendations for
updating the threshold ranged between 2,500 ccf/month and 7,500 ccf/month.
These values were received through a variety of sources, including the survey,
Committee discussions, and written feedback. Some Committee members
suggested that a new, lower threshold could be established by multiplying the
water use of a typical family home by a factor of between 100 and 1000. It was
noted by some Committee members that no current water users would come
close to reaching the Ordinance threshold, which indicates that the level is set
too high. Others suggested that water use under the Ordinance threshold should
still be given additional scrutiny considering current drought conditions in the
region. Some Committee members suggested that the City should not
encourage new, large quantity water users and a lower threshold could minimize
applicants.

For maintaining the existing threshold: 1t was noted that the current threshold
aligns with the first level threshold in the City of Phoenix ordinance (note: the
City of Phoenix ordinance includes additional, higher thresholds with additional
review requirements; at the 10,000 ccf level, the City of Phoenix does not require
review by its Council). Provided the existing threshold alignment between the
cities of Tucson and Phoenix, there were concerns among some Committee
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members that changing the threshold could either (a) put Tucson at a
competitive disadvantage compared to Phoenix, or (b) open up Tucson to legal
challenges if the threshold was seen to undermine Phoenix. The legal concerns
were not confirmed during Committee proceedings. It was also suggested that
Tucson’s Ordinance should seek a balance between encouraging and
supporting new businesses, and therefore supporting the city's economic growth,
and limiting large quantity water users. While lowering the threshold might
discourage new large quantity water users, some Committee members
expressed a concern that this could discourage large quantity water users that
should otherwise contribute positively (via jobs, tax growth, etc.) to the
community. Those members suggested that the goal of the Ordinance should
not be to completely stop potential new large quantity water users, but to be
conscientious and strategic with those users and evaluate them on a case-by-
case basis.

Evasion concerns: It was noted that the Ordinance does not address whether
the threshold applies to individual meters or to the aggregate use of related
facilities under common ownership or control. There was a concern that without
explicit language, large users could evade the intention of the threshold, and that
the Ordinance needs to directly address this anti-evasion concern.

Additional considerations: Several Committee members suggested
establishing the threshold is a complex, technical issue that City of Tucson staff
are best suited to determine. It was also suggested that the City should maintain
flexibility with respect to the threshold, and there is not one solution that fits all
potential users. A number of members also noted that ccf is not a unit of
measurement commonly understood, and therefore the ordinance should include
equivalents (e.g. gallons) to support public understanding. There was also a
question raised about how users that provide significant environmental benefit to
the community might be exempted.

Potential Revision 1.A.2: Use a tiered system to define large quantity water users and
apply different levels of review and approval requirements for the various tiers.

Commiittee Conclusions (1.A.2): There was not agreement among Committee
members regarding the inclusion of a tiered threshold system. Members had
different perspectives on the purpose of a tiered system (e.g. to introduce
additional requirements at levels below 10,000 ccf, or to provide
opportunities/incentives for administrative approval on qualifying applications).
Many Committee members felt that the current system, which requires Mayor
and Council approval for all applications, is preferable. Others thought that a
tiered approach could help balance business predictability and process efficiency
with meaningful oversight and staff review, by creating levels of requirements
and the possibility for administrative approval at lower tiers.
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Committee Considerations and Rationale (1.A.2):

Support for a tiered system: Some Committee members felt a tiered system
would help streamline and right-size the application process. Some members
discussed the potential for recommending increased levels of review for lower
quantity water use tiers leading up to the current large quantity water users
threshold level, similar to the policy in the City of Aurora, Colorado. Alternatively,
others felt a tiered system might include Tucson Water Director administrative
approval, rather than a process that requires Mayor and Council approval, for
lower use tiers. Those suggesting a tiered system with administrative approval
emphasized the need for criteria that incentivize good water planning. Some
participants highlighted the relationship between a tiered system and the large
quantity water user threshold level — suggesting that lowering the threshold
would be more broadly acceptable if paired with a tiered review and
administrative approval process.

Support for maintaining the existing approach: Other Committee members
preferred maintaining the existing approach of a single threshold definition and
including Mayor and Council review for all applications. For those members,
keeping the system simple and minimizing the potential for loopholes or
manipulating the system was important.

Additional considerations: Some considerations for criteria to establish tiers
include (a) the amount of conservation and reuse that goes beyond the
Ordinance requirements, (b) indoor versus outdoor water use, use per occupant,
and opportunities for offsets or under-utilized efficiency measures, and (c) basing
the levels on consumptive use versus return flows.

Topic 2: Water Conservation Plan and Application Requirements

A. Impacts to water resources and offset requirements
Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 B2-B6 and C

Potential Revision 2.A.1: Add an explicit requirement that proposed water use does
not reduce City's groundwater aquifers or the surface waters of the Santa Cruz, Rillito,
Tanque Verde Creek or Sabino Creek.

Committee Conclusions (2.A.1): Committee members generally thought
including language to protect Tucson's groundwater aquifers and surface water
flows is well intentioned. However, a number of members indicated concerns
regarding the practicality of implementing, measuring, and monitoring these
requirements.
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Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.A.1):

Naming the surface water resources: Some Committee members felt strongly
that it was important to specifically name the surface waters that should be
protected through this provision. This would help make the Ordinance more
specific and personal to the Tucson community, and place value on our surface
waters. While many others agreed with this sentiment, there was not agreement
on the best way to do this, and some members thought this level of detail may
be more appropriate for Ordinance guidance or support documents.

Challenges with measuring, monitoring and implementing: A number of
members noted that this requirement would be difficult to implement on a
technical level — particularly pertaining to measuring impacts of specific users on
those resources. Although other members suggested that enough is known
about groundwater and surface water use to quantify these impacts and the
ability to do so is continually improving.

Interaction between potable and reclaimed water use: It was noted that the
relationship between potable and reclaimed water use could add another layer of
complexity to measure, monitor, and manage this requirement. For example,
using more reclaimed water could reduce surface water flows by decreasing
water that would have been available for recharge or release. In addition, an
increase in water use that is then returned to the system could potentially
increase surface water flows. Although, it was noted that this concern could be
addressed through other mechanisms, such as establishing minimum release
requirements in certain areas.

Incentivizing water stewardship: It was suggested that to maintain the intent
of this requirement, while minimizing the implementation challenges identified
above, the Ordinance could instead include a requirement focused on
encouraging benefits to groundwater and surface waters, rather than quantifying
negative impacts to these. However, one concern with this approach is that it
could minimize focus on the potential loss of critical functions in the watershed.

Additional comments: Other Committee members noted that the current
recommendation conflates groundwater and surface water, and these would
need to be addressed separately.

Potential Revision 2.A.2: Add a requirement that all potable and reclaimed water use
should be offset with wet-water strategies located within the Tucson Basin, including
offsite water conservation and savings such as in-channel recycled water recharge
projects to support river health and green stormwater infrastructure for enhanced
infiltration. The Ordinance should also include an exemption for this requirement for the
following categories of users that provide a public benefit to the Tucson community:
hospitals, public health facilities, and educational institutions.
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Committee Conclusions (2.A.2): Most Committee members agreed with the
underlying premise that the Ordinance should ensure conservation practices for
large quantity water users occur within the basin, or would benefit the water
resource that the water use would otherwise directly impact. However, there was
not complete support for this potential revision, as it is currently envisioned.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.A.2):

General agreement with the premise: Most Committee members agree that
offsets should be physical, local, and verifiable.

Strengthen the Ordinance offset requirements: City staff noted that provision
C.2.his intended to imply that the applicant will fully offset water use. Some
Committee members felt that this addition would serve to clarify and strengthen
that requirement.

Needs additional clarity: Some Committee members noted this potential
revision needed more clarity regarding the strategies, who would be responsible,
and how the offset benefits would be traced to the impacted basin or resources.

Differentiation between potable and reclaimed water: There was a concern
that reclaimed water should not be included in this potential revision since the
use of reclaimed water is already considered an offset strategy within the context
of the approved Ordinance. Other members felt that reclaimed water use should
not be considered an offset strategy (see potential revision 2.A.3). Several
Committee members were aligned with striking ‘reclaimed water’ from this
revision. Still others felt that all water (potable and reclaimed) has value and so
both should be included here.

Amount of required offset: Some Committee members did not support
requiring offset of all potable and reclaimed water use, suggesting that it would
be too robust of a requirement. However, these Committee members did support
the intent of the offsets if they applied to some portion of water use. Other
Committee members suggested that a net-zero approach to water offsets has
been implemented in other arid communities (e.g. Santa Fe, NM), noting that it is
a feasible concept for Tucson, and an ideal model for Southwest communities.
There was also support for implementing a lower offset requirement for users
that provide public benefits (e.g. hospitals, schools, etc.). Of those supporting
this lower offset, it was suggested that it would be important to name specific
types of users that would be exempt rather than using general language (e.g.
“users that provide public benefits”) to ensure clarity. One concern expressed
with this approach was that allowing exemptions for only some large quantity
water users would effectively place economic growth at a lower rung than other
values and potentially negatively affect the economic development of the region.
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Additional comments: Additional comments from Committee members
suggested that the use of Best Management Practices would provide a
baseline/roadmap to support implementation of the water conservation plan. In
addition, one member noted that it would be ideal if the strategies identified in
the conservation plan could be inclusive of practical support and upgrades to
support other City of Tucson needs, such as leak detection and repair, treating
water that would otherwise be unusable, and providing reclaimed infrastructure
to those areas that are in need.

Potential Revision 2.A.3: Revise section 27-20 C2d as follows: "That the applicant has
agreed to use reclaimed water te-effsetatleast30-percentofits-wateruse-or at such ether

percentage as the Director determines is the maximum use of reclaimed water that is
warranted for the applicant’s facility, given the facility’s proximity to the reclaimed water
system."

Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 C2d

Committee Conclusions (2.A.3): This revision was suggested during the fourth
Ad Hoc Committee meeting by City of Tucson staff, noting that the intention of
the Ordinance provision is to maximize reclaimed water use, and that the original
Ordinance wording did not make this clear. Initial discussion at the fourth
meeting revealed reasonable support for the change, with some expressed
hesitation for removing a minimum requirement for reclaimed use. There was a
general sense among Committee members that the Ordinance should
encourage the maximum reclaimed water use possible, and that the current
framing could be strengthened. Some Committee members articulated a
preference to maintain a minimum reclaimed water use threshold in the
Ordinance. Others felt that it was important to factor in the water user’s access
and ability to utilize reclaimed water when considering this requirement.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.A.3):

Maximize reclaimed water use: Committee members generally agree that the
Ordinance should be framed to encourage the use of reclaimed water. One
purpose of maximizing reclaimed water use is minimizing the use of pumped
groundwater and more highly treated water resources. It was also suggested
that the City has already heavily invested in the reclaimed water system and
reclaimed water is readily available, underutilized, and its use provides an
economic benefit to the City.

Maintain a threshold for minimum reclaimed water use: Some Committee
members suggested that the Ordinance should maintain a minimum threshold
for reclaimed water use, such as the 30% currently in the Ordinance. They noted
maintaining a threshold would add some assurance that reclaimed water would
be a part of the applicant's conservation plan. Some Committee members
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recommended an increase in the required percentage of reclaimed use,
suggesting amounts ranging from 50% to 100%. Some noted that the
accessibility to the Tucson Water Reclaimed Water Distribution System should
also be a relevant consideration (see 2.B.2). Others shared concerns that the
Ordinance language would be too vague without the inclusion of specificity
regarding quantities.

Non-potable industrial use: Some members noted that using potable water for
industrial uses in Tucson’s climate is inappropriate altogether, and suggested
that 100% reclaimed water use, or independent water sources, should be
required for non-potable industrial uses.

How ‘offset’ applies to reclaimed water: Some members thought the definition
of "offset" in the Ordinance, and how this is applied, is unclear. Some also felt
that all water (potable and reclaimed) should be valued equally, and that using
reclaimed water should not be considered an offset for the use of potable water
(indicating lack of an agreed definition for the term offset). Some instead
suggested an approach that focuses on net-zero water use, which implies a
100% offset of all water (potable and reclaimed), which aligns with revision 2.A.2
above.

Tucson Water reclaimed water: Several Committee members suggested
altering the language in the Ordinance to indicate that all referenced reclaimed
water is “Tucson Water reclaimed water,” for clarity.

Additional comments: It was also suggested that the required minimum
reclaimed offset amount established in the Ordinance would not significantly
impact use — as reclaimed water users will be inclined to use that resource if it's
available. Others noted that City staff should make their best determination of
the required reclaimed offset amount; it was suggested the City should reference
the Tucson ActiveManagement Area 5th Management Plan, and its application
to golf courses, when doing so. Ultimately, many Committee members
suggested that reclaimed water should be used to the maximum extent possible.
While several members also noted that it's important to factor in the water user’s
access and ability to utilize reclaimed water when considering this requirement.
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B. Reclaimed water use

Potential Revision 2.B.1: It should be stated that the use of reclaimed water should not
occur at the detriment to environmental flows, including the Santa Cruz River.
Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 C2d

Commiittee Conclusions (2.B.1): There was broad agreement on the intent of
this revision; however, there was not agreement on the exact language to
include in the Ordinance.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.B.1):

Desired intention of the recommendation: The general intention of this
recommendation is to ensure large quantity water users do not negatively impact
the Santa Cruz River, among other surface waters. The Santa Cruz River is
named specifically because the Santa Cruz Heritage Project relies on reclaimed
water, and adding this language is intended to protect against future scenarios in
which the extensive use of reclaimed water could diminish the City’s reclaimed
water-dependent surface flows. Most thought this was a reasonable addition to
the Ordinance. It was noted this may be addressed through other suggested
revisions to the Ordinance.

Interaction between potable and reclaimed water use: It was noted that,
similar to Potential Revision 1.A.1, the relationship between potable water and
reclaimed water use needs to be taken into account here, as increasing demand
for reclaimed water could impact water available for recharge or release.

Potential Revision 2.B.2: Increase the current proximity requirement for using
reclaimed water from one mile of the Tucson Water Reclaimed Water Distribution
System.

Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 B5

Commiittee Conclusions (2.B.2): There was not clear agreement on whether
the distance requirement to the Tucson Water Reclaimed Water Distribution
System should be increased. Many Committee members suggested that the
distance should be increased, while others noted that economic and cost trade-
offs needed to be considered.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.B.2):

In agreement with extending the proximity requirement for reclaimed water
use: Several Committee members agreed that large quantity water users should
be responsible for extending reclaimed water infrastructure to their site,
regardless of the distance. There was a concern that using a one-mile proximity
requirement may incentivize large quantity water customers to build a facility just
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outside the one-mile radius and thus manipulate the system to avoid additional
infrastructure costs.

Need for economic and cost considerations: Some Committee members felt
that it was important to consider the balance between the cost to the user, water
use, and benefits to the community. It was noted that requiring large quantity
water users to install a reclaimed water pipe could enable more access to the
system by other users, but the cost of installation of longer pipe runs may deter
development. It was suggested the customers will be motivated to extend
infrastructure if it is economically feasible, regardless of the Ordinance.
Committee members also noted that the costs to extend water infrastructure are
highly dependent on the landscape, urban environment, and other factors (e.g.
the cost of extending a line in the City’s core is different than in lesser developed
areas); a one-size fits all approach is not equitable.

C. Treatment of reclaimed water and effluent
Ordinance reference: There is currently no requirement in the Ordinance for users to
treat reclaimed water.

Potential Revision 2.C.1: Users should be required to conduct onsite treatment of
reclaimed water.

Potential Revision 2.C.2: Onsite treatment of effluent generated by the customer to
recycle for onsite use should be included as an option to offset water use.

Commiittee Conclusions (2.C.1; 2.C.2;): There was not clear agreement
regarding the addition of requirements to conduct onsite treatment of reclaimed
water (2.C.1) and effluent (2.C.2).

Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.C.1; 2.C.2):

For including treatment requirements: Some Committee members felt that
the water user should be responsible for matching water quality with their
proposed use. It was noted that maximizing cycles of water use through onsite
treatment reduces total water demand. Several Committee members suggested
this is an important strategy to offset water use, and to potentially target net-zero
water use through this policy as has been done in other Southwest communities
such as Santa Fe, NM (see Potential Revision 2.A.2). It was also suggested that
the onsite treatment requirement would increase the degree of reclaimed water
use by large water users.

For not including treatment requirements: Some Committee members felt
this requirement could create unnecessary cost burdens, and ultimately
discourage investment and economic growth. In addition, Committee members
were concerned this could require extra monitoring and inspection by Tucson
Water personnel. These Committee members noted that onsite treatment could
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be an optional pathway to earn offsets or credits within the structure of the
Ordinance.

D. Conservation techniques
Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 B4

Potential Revision 2.D.1: The application requirements should identify acceptable
techniques and technologies (e.g. Best Management Practices) for inclusion in the
Conservation Plan.

Commiittee Conclusions (2.D.1): There was general, but not complete,
agreement to identify acceptable techniques and technologies that may be
included in conservation plans in the Ordinance.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.D.1):

In support of including acceptable techniques and technologies:
Committee members noted that including specific examples would be helpful to
applicants. It was also suggested that these techniques and technologies should
not be rigid or prescriptive, but should guide and support a strong application
that includes the types of treatments the City wants to see.

Additional considerations: Some Committee members, while not strongly
opposed to including examples, felt that this may not be necessary and best left
to the discretion of the plan reviewer. City Staff suggested there could be an
opportunity to reference the strategies outlined in the appendices of the City’s
Climate Action Plan (“Tucson Resilient Together”) and the One Water 2100 Plan.

E. Community benefits
Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 C.2

Potential Revision 2.E.1: The applicant’s Conservation Plan should include a cost-
benefit analysis combined with an environmental benefit analysis in order to better
assess and articulate the economic benefits.

Commiittee Conclusions (2.E.1): There was mixed feedback from Committee
members on requiring a cost-benefit analysis with an environmental benefit
analysis, with several members indicating the requirements for these analyses
need additional clarity and definition.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (2.E.1):

In agreement with the intent of the revision: Many Committee members
believe that large quantity water users should demonstrate clear benefits to the
community, as well as the opportunity cost of using water to those ends. It was
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suggested this analysis should explore jobs-per-gallon water use, energy use,
carbon footprint, and impacts to air and water.

Unclear requirements and outcomes: Some Committee members suggested
that a “cost-benefit” analysis appears to reflect an internal, organizational
analysis, rather than a regional economic and environmental analysis. These
members noted that clear definitions for any analyses should be included.

Disagree with the revision: Some Committee members noted that Tucson
Water should not be engaged in this type of analysis and that it is a broader
issue for Mayor and Council to address.

Topic 3: Review Process

A. Review and Approval
Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 D

Potential Revision 3.A.1: Add language to indicate that the Tucson Water Director
should have the ability to administratively approve any water conservation plan that
meets all of the requirements of the Ordinance.

Committee Conclusions (3.A.1): There was no clear agreement on Potential
Revision 3.A.1. Some Committee members agreed with the merits of allowing
the Tucson Water Director to administratively approve water conservation plans
under certain conditions, as detailed below. Other Committee members felt that
it was critical to maintain a Mayor and Council review for all large quantity water
user applications, which includes an opportunity for public scrutiny on all
applications.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (3.A.1):

In agreement with Tucson Water Director administrative approval of water
conservation plan: Those in agreement with 3.A.1 noted that if there is clear
criteria for what constitutes an acceptable water conservation plan, then the
Tucson Water Director is best suited to make that determination. They believed
the approach would enhance process efficiencies. Several Committee members
felt that this approach would be acceptable when the review is done in
conjunction with CWAC (note: not all CWAC members that participated on the Ad
Hoc Committee felt CWAC should be part of a technical review, see Potential
Revision 3.A.3), or when using a tiered approach where larger water users would
still need to go through a Mayor and Council review and approval process.

Those not in agreement with Tucson Water Director administrative

approval of water conservation plan: There was concern that bypassing the
Mayor and Council review and approval process would also circumvent public
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scrutiny through the required public engagement opportunities included in that
process. There was also concern that it would eliminate an important second
layer of review from the Mayor and Council.

Potential Revision 3.A.2: Include a requirement that the Tucson Water Director must
reply to an application within 90 days.

Committee Conclusions (3.A.2): Committee members expressed mixed views
on establishing a 90-day required response time.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (3.A.2):

In agreement with a 90-day reply requirement: Those who were supportive of
a required time limit, emphasized that timely feedback is critical for all
organizations, and that a deadline would help support good planning and
decision-making.

Concerns about a 90-day replay requirement: Committee members who were
not in favor of a fixed deadline were concerned that this could limit the time
necessary for a thorough review and place additional pressure on Tucson Water
staff.

Potential Revision 3.A.3: Include a requirement that CWAC is a water conservation
plan reviewer.

Potential Revision 3.A.4: Include a requirement that the Tohono O’odham Nation is a
water conservation plan reviewer.

Potential Revision 3.A.5: Include extensive public engagement as part of the water
conservation plan review process (in addition to the opportunity for public comment on
applications during M&C meetings).

Commiittee Conclusions (3.A.3; 3.A.4; 3.A.5): Committee members hold a
diverse set of perspectives on including additional review either by CWAC, the
Tohono O'odham Nation or through extensive public engagement. While there
was only limited support for these revisions through the Ordinance Feedback
survey (Activity #3) completed by the Ad Hoc Committee, several members
suggested in subsequent discussions that CWAC could play a potential role as a
plan review, and that Tohono O’odham Nation should be given the opportunity to
consider a role in this process.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (3.A.3; 3.A.4; 3.A.5)

Consulting with Tohono O’odham Nation: Committee members noted that it
will be important to understand the Tohono O’odham Nation's perspectives on
the Ordinance and its role in the application review process. It was noted that the
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Tohono O’odham Nation would first need to be consulted to assess their interest,
before including them as a reviewing party.

Perspectives on CWAC engagement: Some Committee members (including
CWAC members and non-members) noted that CWAC should play a review role
in this process. However, other CWAC members indicated that they did not
believe that CWAC should have a formal role in the review process, expressing
concerns about their capacity to operate in that role.

Perspectives on enhancing public engagement: There were several
questions raised about what ‘extensive’ public engagement would include.
Several Committee members felt that the existing opportunities through the
Mayor and Council review process were adequate.

Concerns about additional layers of review: Some Committee members
expressed concerns that including additional entities would unnecessarily slow
down the review and approval process. Some thought that adding additional
review layers would be difficult to implement.

Potential Revision 3.A.6: Include a flow chart or process diagram of the Ordinance
application submittal, review, and approval process.

Commiittee Conclusions (3.A.6): There was some interest in including a visual
representation of the application review and approval process in the Ordinance.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (3.A.6):

Increase application process clarity: Those who were supportive of including
a diagram or flowchart indicated that it would help clarify the process, including
when parties involved in the review would be engaged.

B. Ongoing Compliance
Ordinance reference: Section 27-20 E

Potential Revision 3.B.1: Add a requirement for third party annual review of large
quantity water user’s annual use and water offsets.

Potential Revision 3.B.2: Add a requirement that third party annual review is presented
to CWAC.

Commiittee Conclusions (3.B.1; 3.B.2): Committee members offered mixed
views, leaning towards general agreement for including a requirement for a third
party review of annual water use of large quantity water users.
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Committee Considerations and Rationale (3.B.1; 3.B.2):

In agreement with including third party review of annual water use: It was
noted by those in favor of third party review, that this would help ensure a
trustworthy and open process. Many Committee members were open to the idea
of including a third party review of annual water use to help ensure sound
analyses.

Alternative perspectives on third party review of annual water use: Some
Committee members suggested that third party review, if conducted by
consulting organizations, could be costly and therefore might not be feasible. It
was also suggested that Tucson Water staff are well-qualified to conduct the
analysis.

CWAC Capacity: A number of Committee members were supportive of providing
annual review results to CWAC, with fewer suggesting that in addition to having
results shared with them, CWAC should play a reviewer role. Others, however,
suggested that a formal review role might not be appropriate, and CWAC would
need to confirm they have capacity to fulfill a reviewer role.

A. Water Use Reporting
Ordinance reference: There is currently no requirement for large quantity water users to
make their water use publicly available.

Potential Revision 4.A.1: Customer annual water use should be publicly available

Commiittee Conclusions (4.A.1): Committee members were mixed about
adding a requirement for large quantity water user's annual water use to be
publicly available.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (4.A.1)

In agreement with making customer annual water use publicly available:
Given the potential level of community impact, many Committee members felt it
is appropriate for large quantity water use to be publicly reported to help build
trust and transparency in the process. It was also suggested that there is no
reason why this information should be kept from the public.

Concerns with making customer annual water use publicly available:

Those Committee members not supportive of public reporting noted that if the
water user is in compliance with their approved water conservation plan, there
should be no need to make the information available. There was concern that the
data, if shared, would be used to shame businesses rather than improve
management. In addition, some suggested that reporting for new large quantity

Ad Hoc Committee Memorandum, Large Quantity Water User Ordinance Page 20



water users should be determined by the Mayor and Council, and not as a
requirement of this Ordinance.

B. Penalties
Ordinance reference: Section 27-21 A and 27-20 F2

Potential Revision 4.B.1: The penalties should be simplified, with fewer steps and
levels of sanction.

Potential Revision 4.B.2: There should be fewer violation levels, with the non-
compliant customer proceeding to water restriction before four violations.

Potential Revision 4.B.3: Suspension of service is too severe, and should be changed
to some type of service restriction, rather than cut-off.

Committee Conclusions (4.B.1, 4.B.2, 4.B.3): Committee members’ opinions
diverged about the penalty structure, with some offering support for the existing
framework and some supporting a simplified structure with fewer violation levels.
Some members felt the existing penalty structure is unclear, noting that it was
ambiguous or conflicting in some cases. Most Committee members did not
agree with removing the suspension of service from the Ordinance, with several
suggesting that hard caps and mandatory service restrictions must be
maintained to address those water users that might be willing and able to absorb
financial penalties.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (4.B.1,4.B.2, 4.B.3)

In support of simplifying the penalty structure, reducing the number of
steps and levels of sanction, and mandating water restrictions prior to four
violations: The current structure was considered onerous and unnecessarily
elongated by some Committee members. Additionally there was concern that it
may not adequately discourage non-compliance. There was some concern that
large quantity water users may not be deterred by financial penalties, but instead
may have the resources to absorb the penalties and manipulate the system. In
some cases, those members felt that suspension of service may be the only
effective mechanism. Many Committee members articulated a need to include
mechanisms to address behaviors that lead to routine or severe violations.

Additional comments about the penalty structure: Overall, there was general
agreement that penalties should follow a clear, structured progression, and some
felt the current structure does not achieve this. It was noted that reducing the
penalty levels and simplifying the structure could improve clarity. In addition,
depending on how water use is calculated (e.g. Trailing Twelve Months),
identification of violations may be delayed.
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Suspension of service: Many Committee members agreed that the Ordinance
should include a provision to suspend service. Among those, several believed
that it should only be used as a last resort. Some members disagreed, noting that
suspension of service was not necessary, and that there are methods that can
physically limit the amount of water delivered to a site, which could be an
alternative to suspension of service. Some members noted that any service
suspension should be done with care and occur at the discretion of the Tucson
Water Director, including consideration of unintended consequences (e.g.
suspending service to a food producer during growing season).

Potential Revision 4.B.4: The language should be strengthened from the Director may
suspend service, to something stronger such as "shall" suspend service, when users are in
violation

Committee Conclusions (4.B.4): Committee members’ opinions were divided about
whether suspension of service should be mandated (“shall”) instead of left to the
discretion of the Director (“may”).

Committee Considerations and Rationale (4.B.4)

In support of requiring suspension of service: Many Committee members felt
that the existing penalty structure provides enough advance notice for large
quantity water users, and if the violations continue to the final level, it is important
to address the issue with substantial force. These members felt it was
appropriate to include the word “shall” to provide a transparent, specific
resolution to repeat violations.

In support of maintaining Tucson Water Director discretion regarding
suspension of service: It was noted that suspension of service could have vast
impacts depending on the type and purpose of water use. For example,
suspension of water to an agricultural user could have sudden impacts to crop
production. For this reason, some Committee members felt discretion is
important, and issues should be addressed on a case-by-case basis with
appropriate time for communication and corrective action.

Topic 5. Water and Energy Nexus

A. Water and Energy Nexus
Ordinance reference: There is currently no reference to the water-energy nexus in the
Ordinance.

Potential Revision 5.A.1: Include a requirement that applications should include
projections of regional aquifer impacts via the water and energy nexus.
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Committee Conclusions (5.A.1): Committee members’ opinions were divided
about whether a requirement should be added to include projections of regional
aquifer impacts via the water and energy nexus, with a lean towards including it.

Committee Considerations and Rationale (5.A.1):

In support of requiring applications to include projections of regional
aquifer impacts via the water and energy nexus: Some Committee members
noted that there are often direct tradeoffs between water use and energy
consumption. For example, different cooling methods often decrease one, while
increasing the other. For this reason, to ensure new water use proposals align
with Tucson’s energy reduction and climate goals, those impacts should be
identified and included in the application. Using this approach, large quantity
water user applications could account for how energy choices (e.g. cooling
technologies) influence total water demand and regional aquifer impacts. It was
also suggested that “indirect” water use is significant, but often unclear or
ignored, and that the community should be aware of all water use - both direct
and indirect.

Concerns about requiring applications to include projections via the water
and energy nexus: Some Committee members were less inclined to include
energy use within the Ordinance, noting that the focus should remain on the
applicant’s water use. One challenge could include how to accurately and
appropriately calculate actual water use and the water needed for additional
energy generation. It was suggested that the Mayor and Council could instead
evaluate these other issues within the context of land use planning, zoning, and
other policies and procedures.

Additional comments: It was suggested that large quantity water users include
all water and energy considerations in a cost/benefit analysis to provide a
complete picture of the economic and environmental impacts of the project and
how all water use ties together to provide a community benefit.

Potential Revision 5.A.2: Specify that the application must be inclusive of all water
uses, including cooling and ancillary water uses.

Commiittee Conclusions: (5.A.2) There was a general sense among Committee
members that the Ordinance should specify that the large quantity water user
application should be inclusive of all water uses.
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Appendix A: Large Quantity Water User Ordinance (No. 12188)

This version of the Ordinance was distributed to the Ad Hoc Committee and includes red line edits that
had been approved, but were not yet included in the Ordinance.
ADOPTED BY THE
MAYOR AND COUNCIL

ORDINANCE NO.

RELATING TO TUCSON WATER; AUTHORIZING AND ADDING NEW PROVISIONS TO THE
TUCSON CODE, SPECIFICALLY CHAPTER 27, WATER, ARTICLE |, GENERAL, SECTION
27-20 AND 27-21, LARGE QUANTITY WATER USERS AND ADDITIONAL REMEDIES;
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY AND SETTING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, on June 17, 2025 the Mayor and Council held a “Discussion on Water
Conservation Requirements for Large Quantity Water Users” as Item 6 of that meeting’s Study

Session, and directed staff to return with options in the Fall of 2025; and

WHEREAS, on August 6, 2025 the Mayor and Council unanimously directed staff to place
a “Large Quantity Water User Ordinance” for consideration during Regular Session at the

meeting of August 19, 2025;

NOW, WHEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF TUCSON ARIZONA, AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Mayor and Council authorize adoption of a large quantity water user program

for new connections to the Tucson Water service area effective on and after August 19, 2025.

SECTION 2. These amendments will take effect on August 19, 2025.

SECTION 3. The Tucson Code, Chapter 27, Water, Section 27-20 is amended to add

the following new sections:
Section 27-20. Large Quantity Water Users.

A. A large quantity water user may not connect to the City public water system or use

City water except as provided by this Section.

B. Application to become a large quantity water user.
1
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1. An applicant must submit to the Director a sustainable water service application,
which must include a water conservation plan, if any of the following apply: a. An applicant will
be a new customer, and the applicant’s projection of the applicant’s water use, as reviewed by

the Director, equals or exceeds 10,000 centum cubic feet (“ccf” with each “ccf” being er-748

gallons) per month average annual use.

b. An applicant is an existing customer and requests water-meter upsizing that will allow
for water use that equals or exceeds 10,000 ccf per month average annual use ata premises or

location.

c. An applicant is an existing customer whose water use equals or exceeds 10,000 ccf

per month average annual use and requests water-meter upsizing.

2. For undeveloped property, a sustainable water service application must be submitted
at the time the applicant submits for any development entitlements. An applicant who will become
or is a large quantity water user on previously developed property must submit a sustainable

water service application at the time the applicant requests water-meter upsizing.

3. The sustainable water service application must identify the phasing of construction or
development, the approximate number and size of the structures to be served, a reasonable
description of the nature and type of water use proposed on the property, and a reasonable
estimate of the projected annual, monthly, and daily water demand.

4. The water conservation plan must include techniques and technologies that will reduce

the consumption of water, reduce the loss or waste of water, improve the efficiency in the use of

water, or establish use of reclaimed water by the large quantity water user. The techniques and

technologies identified in the plan need to have direct benefit to the hydrologic system within the

Tucson Basin.

5. If the location is within one mile of the Tucson Water Reclaimed Water Distribution

2
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System, the water conservation plan shall include information about the cost of a connection to
the Reclaimed Water Distribution System and about the suitability of reclaimed water for use at

the facility.

6. The water service application and water conservation plan are public records, subject
to disclosure under the Arizona Public Records Law, A.R.S. Section 39-121, et seq. C. City
review of sustainable water service applications and water conservation plans. 1. The Director
will review properly completed sustainable water service applications and water conservation
plans. The Director may require additional information to be submitted as the Director deems
necessary, and the applicant must submit any additional information requested within 60 days

of receiving the request.

2. The Director will schedule the water service application and water conservation plan
for consideration by the City of Tucson Mayor and Council as a numbered item on a Mayor and
Council regular session within two months after reviewing the following elements of the water
service application and water conservation plan and determining that these elements have been

completely and correctly addressed by the applicant:

a. That the sustainable water service application and water conservation plan
demonstrate that the large quantity water user will undertake to use water as efficiently as is
practicable and to ensure that water is not wasted. In determining whether water will be used as
efficiently as is practicable, the Director will consider if the applicant’s facility is existing and the
practicability of retrofitting the existing facility with water conserving technologies and practices.

b. That the proposed water use is consistent with the City’s available water resources. c. That

the applicant’s water use would be of sufficient economic benefit to warrant the large quantity

use of water. In reviewing this element, the Director must determine whether the applicant’'s

water use would be consistent with the strateqgies outlined in the City’s Climate

3
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Action Plan (“Tucson Resilient Together”) and the One Water 2100 Plan. d. That the applicant

has agreed to use reclaimed water to offset at least 30 percent of its water use or such other

percentage as the Director determines is the maximum use of reclaimed water that is

warranted for the applicant’s facility, given the facility’s proximity to the reclaimed water system.
e. That the proposed water use will support a key industry consistent with the City’s

economic development and education strategic plan.

f. That the impact of the water use is consistent with the City’s designation of assured

water supply under A.R.S. Section 45-476.

g. That the applicant has proposed extraordinary conservation techniques and
technologies in the water conservation plan.

h. Whether the applicant will convey or assign to the City all legal rights to a physical
water supply that will fully offset the applicant’s projected water use, which water supply, when
assigned to the City, will meet all requirements of A.R.S. Section 45-476, and the regulations
adopted by the Arizona Department of Water Resources (DWR) to implement that section.

i. The applicant’s technical, financial, and managerial competence to implement the
elements of an application and conservation plan.

j- Any other information the Director deems relevant.

D. Mayor and Council Approval of Water Service Application and Water Conservation
Plans.

1. The Mayor and Council shall consider whether a Water Service Application and Water
Conservation Plan meet the criteria established above in subsection 27-20(C)(2). The Mayor and
Council may approve, deny, or return a Water Service Application and Water Conservation Plan
for submission of additional information to the Director. A Mayor and Council-approved Water

Service Application and Water Conservation Plan will be signed and
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executed by the applicant and the City and will be a binding water service contract. E. A large
quantity water user who becomes a customer of the City is subject to all terms and conditions
of service as specified by this Section. As a term and condition of continued water service for a
large quantity water user, both of the following must occur: 1. A large quantity water user must

submit an updated water conservation plan to the Director every five years.

2. The Director determines, after consultation with the City’s Chief ResilienceRelience

Officer, in-the-Director’'s-sole-and-absolute-discretion-that the updated water conservation plan

demonstrates that the large quantity water user will use water as efficiently as is practicable and

ensure that water is not wasted.
F. Terms and conditions of service for large quantity water users.

1. In addition to the other terms and conditions of water service as specified by this
chapter, the following are terms and conditions of service of a large quantity water user: a. The
large quantity water user may not in any year use water in excess of 120 percent of the amount
set out in the applicant’s water service application and water conservation plan, as approved

and adopted by the Mayor and Council.

b. The large quantity water user must implement, operate, and maintain all use of
reclaimed water, techniques, and technologies consistent with the large quantity water user’s

most recently approved water conservation plan.

2. In addition to any other sanction available under this chapter, the Director may suspend
water service to a large quantity water user who violates this subsection. The Director will provide
notice of any discontinuation of water service, which may be reviewed under Section 27-50 of
the Tucson City Code. If water service is suspended under this subsection, the water service will
not be restored until the large quantity water user has come into compliance with the

requirements of this subsection.
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Sec. 27-21 .Additional remedies.

A. A large quantity water user who violates any provision of Section 27-20, in addition to
any other sanction authorized by this chapter, is subject to a civil sanction of not more than the

following amounts:

1. Two hundred percent (200%) of the monthly charges for water used, or estimated to
have been used, in violation of Section 27-20, if the violation is the large quantity water user’s

first violation and the violation continued for less than one year.

2. Five hundred percent (500%) of the monthly charges for water used, or estimated to
have been used, in violation of Section 27-20, if the violation is the large quantity water user’s

second violation or if the violation continued for more than one year but less than two years.

3. One thousand percent (1000%) of the monthly charges for water used, or estimated to
have been used, in violation of Section 27-20, if the violation is the large quantity water user’s

third violation or if the violation continued for more than two years but less than three years.

4. Two thousand percent (2000%) of the monthly charges for water used, or estimated to
have been used, in violation of Section 27-20, if the violation is the large quantity water user’s

fourth or more violation or if the violation continued for more than three years.

5. After any violation of Section 27-20 above that is a user’s second or greater violation,
Tucson Water may install, at the user’s expense, a water restricting device to restrict flow rates
to those parameters established in the approved water user agreement and water conservation
plan. The applicant will pay for Tucson Water’s cost to install the device, whether by Tucson
Water staff or through a City of Tucson Job On-Call (“JOC”) Contractor.

B. If, as a result of a large quantity water user’s violation of Section 27-20 or State law,
the City is assessed a civil penalty or is ordered to take remedial action by DWR, the large

quantity water user must pay to the City the amount of the civil penalty, along with all costs

6
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and expenses incurred by the City due to the large water user’s violation. SECTION 4. The
various City officers and employees are authorized and directed to perform all acts necessary

or desirable to give effect to this Ordinance.

SECTION 5. If any provisions of this Ordinance, or the application thereof to any person
or circumstance is declared invalid for any reason by the valid judgment or decree of any court
of competent jurisdiction, the invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications of this
Ordinance which can be given effect without the invalid provision or circumstance, and to this
end, the provisions of this Ordinance are severable.

SECTION 6. .WHEREAS, it is necessary for the preservation of the peace, health, and
safety of the City of Tucson that this Ordinance become immediately effective, an emergency is
hereby declared to exist and Ordinance shall be effective immediately upon its passage and

adoption.

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of

Tucson, Arizona.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM: REVIEWED BY:

CITY ATTORNEY CITY MANAGER
CA/dg

8/13/25
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Appendix B: Ad Hoc Committee Members

All invited members are listed below. Those who attended at least one meeting are indicated
with an asterix (*). In some cases, invited members elected to send someone in their place;

these are indicated as “on behalf of.”

Organization

Name

Arizona Alliance for Golf

Katie Prendergast

Arizona Alliance for Golf / Troon

David Stout (on behalf of Katie Prendergast)*

Center for Biological Diversity

Russ McSpadden

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Ed Hendel

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Dennis Canty

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Alan Forrest*

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Andrea Gerlak*

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Rory James Juneman®

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Hilari Varnadore

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Steven Washburn*

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Claire Zucker

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

James Doyle

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Raul Ramirez

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee

Tom Prezelski*

Citizens' Water Advisory Committee Melissa Lal
Citizens' Water Advisory Committee Robert Jaramillo*
Citizens' Water Advisory Committee William Ellett*

City of Tucson Environmental Services
Advisory Committee (ESAC)

Margo Garcia*

Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection

Kate Hotten*

Commission on Climate, Energy and
Sustainability + AZ Youth Climate Coalition

Ojas Sanghi

Commission on Climate, Energy and
Sustainability + Climate Lobby

Garrett Weaver*

Community Food Bank of Southern Arizona

Natalie Jayroe

Community Food Bank of Southern Arizona

Audra Christophel (on behalf of Natalie Jayrore)*

IBEW Local 570

Karen King

IBEW Local 570

Javier Soto (on behalf of Karen King)*

International Indian Treaty Council / San

Xavier Cooperative Farm Amy Juan
Jobs with Justice Eva Dong
Marana Chamber of Commerce Amanda Wiggins*

Pascua Yaqui Tribe

Daune Cardenas

Pima Community College

Amanda Abens

Pima County

Max DiSante (on behalf of Jackson Jenkins) *

Ad Hoc Committee Memorandum, Appendices




Pima County Administrator’s Office Sarah Davis
Pima County Economic Development Heath S. Vescovi-Chiordi*
Planning Commission Gary Brav

San Xavier Allottees Association (Tohono
QO'odham Nation)

Ben Standifer

Sonoran Institute

Luke Cole

Sonoran Institute

Eliza Stokes (on behalf of Luke Cole)*

Southern Arizona Leadership Council

Ted Maxwell

The Chamber of Southern Arizona

Michael Guymon*

Tucson Clean and Beautiful

Angelantonio Breault*

Tucson Indian Center

Autumn N. Begay

University of Arizona

Courtney Crosson*

Watershed Management Group

Lisa Shipek*

No organization (Agricultural sector)

David Proctor

City Staff and Mayor’s Office Participants

City Manager Timothy Thomure
Tucson Water Director John Kmiec
Tucson Water Deputy Director Scott Schladweiler
Chief Resilience Officer Fatima Luna

City Attorney’s Office Christopher Avery
City Manager’s Office Danielle Truijillo

Planning and Development Services,
Planning Administrator

Daniel Bursuck

Planning and Development Services,
Principal Planner

Carver Struve

Mayor's Office, Policy Advisor

Eryck Garcia

Mayor's Office

Anna Rojo Keene (on behalf of Eryck Garcia)*

Equity Office, Senior Advisor

Laurice Walker

Facilitation Team

Southwest Decision Resources — Brian Manwaring, Tahnee Robertson, Colleen Whitaker
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Appendix C: Member Endorsements of Proposed Revisions

Ad Hoc Committee members were given the opportunity to indicate their support, or lack thereof, for the final set of potential
revisions, including the option to provide a brief statement outlining the rationale for their perspective. Options included strongly
support, somewhat support, somewhat do not support, and strongly do not support. All questions were optional, and blank fields
indicate no response. In total, four members submitted responses. These are shown in the table below.

Ed Hendel
Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)
Somewhat do NOT
Potential Revision 1.A.1 support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support

Rationale for support/lack of
support for 1.A.1

I'm not sure if
10,000ccf/month is the
correct amount but didn't
really settle on anything
better. So, I'm OK leaving it
asis.

Threshold should be 2,500
ccf. No current users reach
10,000 ccf, proving it's too
high. Must also apply to
aggregate use to prevent
evasion via multiple
meters.

A lower, more conservative
threshold would better
reflect regional water
constraints and the risks
posed by high-volume
users.

A decrease in the large
water user threshold is
important to regulate more
large water users. There are
just a few users at 10,000
ccf/month already in
Tucson. We should not
encourage any new ones of
that size, with Colorado
River cuts and drought.

Potential Revision 1.A.2

Strongly do NOT support

Somewhat support

Strongly do NOT support

Rationale for support/lack of
support for 1.A.2

I think this would
complicate things too
much, making applications
difficult to manage.

Support tiers only if highest
tier (data
centers/hyperscalers)
requires M&C approval.
Tiers must not become a
pathway to administrative
approval for large users.

All applicants should follow
the same intentional
review, ensuring review by
Mayor and Council,
opportunity for public
comment, and no reduction
the City's groundwater
aquifers or surface waters
of our rivers.
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Ed Hendel

Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)
Potential Revision 2.A.1 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 2.A.1

I think this is a reasonable
goal, but itis very difficult to
measure & mange and may
be an unnecessary
deterrent to applicants.

Essential. Must prohibit
reallocation of reclaimed
water from riparian
habitats. Require wet water
replenishment in same
basin.

This ordinance should
require the use of

responsible water sources.

Policies that prevent our
aquifer from being mined
and our rivers from being
dewatered are long
overdue. Our waters are
sacred, and Tucson's
recent gains in restoring
aquifer levels and river
flows must be protected
from corporations.

Potential Revision 2.A.2

Strongly do NOT support

Strongly support

Strongly support

Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of

| object to the word "all" in
the opening statement. |
think a portion of the water
use should be offset, but

Offsets must be physical,
local, and verifiable. Paper
credits or distant offsets
don't replenish Tucson's
aquifer. Fee payments are

Incentives and/or
requirements for at least
some water use offsets
should be considered in
place of a blanket

A net zero or net positive
water policy for
developmentis a policy
direction that will ensure a
sustainable water future,
especially in the face of
Colorado River cuts and
drought. The exemption for
hospitals etc. should meet

support for 2.A.2 not "all". not real water. exemption. at least a 50% offset.
Somewhat do NOT
Potential Revision 2.A.3 Somewhat support support Strongly do NOT support Strongly do NOT support
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Alan Forrest
(Citizens' Water Advisory
Committee Member)

Ed Hendel
(Citizens' Water Advisory
Committee / CEO of Sky

Island Al)

Kate Hotten
(Coalition for Sonoran
Desert Protection)

Lisa Shipek
(Watershed Management
Group)

Rational for support/lack of

I think this is OK - assuming
that it just sets the lower
level of what the
requirement can be but
does not cap the amount
the Director determines is

Removing 30% floor risks
weaker requirements.
Should instead require
100% reclaimed for non-
potable industrial use.
Potable for cooling is

Incentivize the use of
reclaimed water in
partnership with a net zero
water strategy that equally
values all water sources. A
30% or similar threshold
requirement to simply use
reclaimed over potable

| support a 100% or more
offset of potable and
reclaimed water (net zero /
net positive water policy).
This policy should ensure
reclaimed water is valued
the same as groundwater,
surface water, stormwater,
and potable water - a One

support for 2.A.3 warranted. inappropriate in a desert. water is not enough. Water framework.
Somewhat do NOT
Potential Revision 2.B.1 support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 2.B.1

I would strongly support
this change if it wasn't so
broad and specifically
protected the riparian
habitat within the Santa
Cruz River.

Must explicitly protect
reclaimed water currently
supporting the Santa Cruz
Heritage Project from
reallocation to industrial
cooling.

Reclaimed water should be
valued the same as other
water sources, and its
existing and criticalrole in
our region must be
maintained alongside any
new uses.

Reclaimed water should be
prioritized and protected
for release into our rivers,
to restore flows, recharge
our aquifer, and restore
cooling riparian forests.

Potential Revision 2.B.2

Somewhat support

Strongly support

Somewhat do NOT
support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 2.B.2

| think this should be left to
discretion of the Director,
to be determined on a case
by case basis.

No distance limit. Large
users must extend
reclaimed infrastructure to

their site regardless of cost.

1-mile rule invites gaming.

Reclaimed water's highest
use is for groundwater
recharge and river flow.
This can best be done by
releasing into Tucson's
rivers. We should minimize
the amount of
infrastructure that is using
reclaimed water for
consumptive use by
corporations.
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Ed Hendel

Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)
Potential Revision 2.C.1 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of
support for2.C.1

The applicant can always
add onsite treatment/reuse
to their plan ifitis
appropriate, but this should
not be a requirement.

Should be mandatory, not
optional. Maximizing cycles
of concentration reduces
total water demand. Also
regulate discharge TDS.

This was likely intended to
read "wastewater" in place
of "reclaimed water". We
would generally be in
support of this.

Is this meant to say, "Users
should be required to
conduct onsite treatment
of wastewater."? If so, then
thatis a good requirement
for onsite water efficiency.

Potential Revision 2.C.2

Strongly support

Somewhat support

Somewhat do NOT
support

Strongly do NOT support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 2.C.2

| agree this should be
allowed, just not required.

Prefer mandatory
treatment, but accepting it
as offset option is better
than nothing.

On-site treatment and
reuse should be
encouraged but not treated
as a water offset. These
systems may reduce future
demand, but they do not
replace or offset the
underlying water use.

This is an efficiency
measure, but does not
offset their consumptive
water use.

Potential Revision 2.D.1

Somewhat support

Strongly support

Strongly support

Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of
support for2.D.1

My only caveat is that this
requirement should not
exclude the applicant from
proposing new & innovative
approaches to water
conservation their plan.

Must require Best Available
Technology for cooling
regardless of cost.
Reference Climate Action
Plan and One Water 2100.

We should define the
strategies that will help
build a sustainable water
future for our community,
including green
infrastructure, water
harvesting, native
landscapes, river floodplain
acquisition and restoration,
restoration of river flows.
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Ed Hendel

Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)
Somewhat do NOT
Potential Revision 2.E.1 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support support Somewhat support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 2.E.1

Too nebulas and difficult to
manage.

Must include opportunity
cost of water/power and
jobs-per-gallon ratio vs.
otherindustries. Data
centers provide few jobs for
massive resource use.

This revision lacks clarity
regarding which economic
benefits, to whom, are to be
evaluated, and how they
would be used in decision
making. It’s reasonable to
quantify costs but
conservation benefits are
not easily quantified (see
natural capital).

The applicant's
Conservation Plan should
articulate the benefits to
the environment, the
Tucson Basin watershed,
and public well-being, as
well as economic benefits.

Potential Revision 3.A.1

Strongly support

Strongly do NOT support

Somewhat do NOT
support

Strongly do NOT support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 3.A.1

Project Blue showed
administrative processes
bypass public scrutiny. ALL
applications must require
public hearing and M&C
vote.

All applicants should have
the same intentional review
with opportunity for public
comment, review by
CWAC, and review and
approval by Mayor and
Council.

Potential Revision 3.A.2

Strongly do NOT support

Strongly do NOT support

Somewhat do NOT
support

Strongly do NOT support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 3.A.2

Arbitrary deadlines
pressure staff and rush
review. Large water use
decisions deserve thorough
scrutiny, not speed.
Community protection
matters more than
applicant convenience.

Tucson ordinances
typically allow staff to
respond within a
reasonable time, and a
similar approach should be
taken here. The City would
not benefit from a strict 90-
day requirement.

The intentional review of
future Large Water Users
should not be rushed our
timebound.
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Ed Hendel

Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)
Potential Revision 3.A.3 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support
CWAC should review all
Rational for support/lack of This goes beyond CWAC's conservation plans before
support for 3.A.3 purview. M&C consideration.
Potential Revision 3.A.4 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support
The Tohono O'odham
Nation and the Pasqua
Yaqui are from a long line of
indigenous communities
that have stewarded the
Santa Cruz watershed
since time immemorial. We
Nation should be consulted must respect their
and offered formal role sovereignty, and their
Rational for support/lack of given shared aquifer review and guidance should
support for 3.A.4 impacts. be mandated.
Potential Revision 3.A.5 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 3.A.5

This should be an
administrative function of
the City of Tucson based on
the policy set by M&C.

Public was excluded from
Project Blue until too late.
Engagement must occur
before decisions are made,
not after.

Collectively, the
community has worked
tirelessly for decades to
conserve water. The
community should have
opportunity to give input on
a water user that will
diminish water needed for
the health of the local
people, animals, forests,
and rivers.
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Ed Hendel

Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)
Potential Revision 3.A.6 Strongly support Somewhat support Strongly support
Rational for support/lack of
support for 3.A.6 Helpful for transparency.
Potential Revision 3.B.1 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support
Self-reporting is
insufficient. "Water
positivity" claims need
Rational for support/lack of independent verification
support for 3.B.1 paid for by applicant.
Potential Revision 3.B.2 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support
A presentation to CWAC
would increase
transparency and
Rational for support/lack of CWAC oversight ensures accountability to the
support for 3.B.2 public accountability. community.
Potential Revision 4.A.1 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support
Water is public resource.
No NDA should shield
consumption volume.
Rational for support/lack of Secrecy around Project
support for 4.A.1 Blue damaged public trust.
Potential Revision 4.B.1 Somewhat support Somewhat support Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 4.B.1

Simplify, but ensure hard
caps remain. Fees alone
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Ed Hendel

Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)

don't deter trillion-dollar
companies.

Potential Revision 4.B.2 Somewhat support Strongly support Strongly support
Current structure is too
slow. Must reach

Rational for support/lack of meaningful consequences

support for4.B.2 faster.

Potential Revision 4.B.3 Somewhat support Strongly do NOT support Strongly do NOT support Strongly do NOT support
Suspension must remain.
It's the only consequence

Rational for support/lack of that can't be absorbed as

support for4.B.3 cost of doing business.

Potential Revision 4.B.4 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support
"May" lets wealthy violators
pay indefinitely. "Shall" is
the only language that

Rational for support/lack of creates real accountability.

support for 4.B.4 Hard caps, not fees.

Potential Revision 5.A.1 Strongly do NOT support Strongly support Strongly support Strongly support
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Ed Hendel

Alan Forrest (Citizens' Water Advisory Kate Hotten Lisa Shipek
(Citizens' Water Advisory Committee / CEO of Sky (Coalition for Sonoran (Watershed Management
Committee Member) Island Al) Desert Protection) Group)

Rational for support/lack of
support for 5.A.1

This is too difficult for a
private entity to determine.
In addition, the amounts of
water we are talking about
would not move the needle
in this respect (especially
since we are not talking
about groundwater use).

Energy is water. Indirect
water use for power
generation is massive and
currently ignored. Must
count toward total
footprint.

All policy should protect
our local aquifer as well as
regional aquifers.

Potential Revision 5.A.2

Strongly support

Strongly support

Strongly support

Strongly support

Rational for support/lack of
support for 5.A.2

All water must be counted.
No loopholes for "ancillary"
uses.

This must include water
from all sources, and water
required to produce energy
for the project.

This provision ensures
there are no hidden water
uses that are detrimental to
nearby watersheds.
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Appendix D: Glossary of Ordinance Key Terms

During the Ad Hoc Committee’s deliberations, it became apparent that several key concepts
would benefit from clearer and more consistent definitions. Establishing defined terms would
support more effective future deliberations and improve clarity in the Ordinance. Potential terms
for inclusion in a glossary include, but are not limited to, the following:

Offset

Potable Water
Reclaimed Water

Water and Energy Nexus
Wet Water Strategies
Environmental Flows
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