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Santa Cruz Active Management Area (SCAMA)

“The management goal
of the Santa Cruz AMA
IS to maintain a safe-
yield condition in the
active management area
and to prevent local
water tables from
experiencing long term
declines.”

Arizona Revised
Statutes

http://www.azwater.gov/azdwr/WaterManagement/AMAs/SantaCruzAMA/default.htm
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Predicted Pumping to 2025
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Arizona Department of Water Resources Demand and Supply Assessment 1985-2025 Santa Cruz Active Management Area, July 2012 (DRAFT)



Case Study Schematic
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- Observation
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Cumulative 62-Year withdrawal
deficit
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The reliability to attain or exceed an annual
withdrawal goal of 2.47 Mm3 (2,000 ac ft)
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Cumulative groundwater recharge
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Ratio between streamflow and recharge
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Conclusions

Under the same management scheme, future
projections indicate decline in reliability, decreased
groundwater recharge and increased long term water
deficit.

Climate projections indicate greater uncertainty and
spread of groundwater recharge

The groundwater recharge is highly dependent on the
water management scheme that is applied

Optimal management of water withdrawal can
increase water supply reliability, reduce long term
water deficit, and increase recharge in the channel.
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