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FIGURE 4  
SOURCE WATER REPORTED BY WATER PROVIDERS
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Note: NR = no response, GW = groundwater, SW = surface water, EFF = effluent. 
 
 
 

Unfortunately, the amount of water use by respondents is difficult to determine 
because the questionnaire did not ask respondents to identify the water use unit. In 
addition, a number of respondents did not provide this information. This problem will be 
addressed in the 2004 questionnaire, which will allow reconciliation of the information 
gathered in the 2003 questionnaire.  Only three systems reported that zoning 
requirements or homeowner’s association restrictions in their service area resulted in 
increased water use. 
 
 

SYSTEM EXPANSION 
 

Responses indicate that growth is a significant feature in rural Arizona.  
Fifty-seven of the 136 respondents (42%) reported that they were expecting to expand 
their water distribution systems.  Those expecting to serve more than 1,000 new homes 
within three years are located in the Bullhead City, Flagstaff, Kingman, Safford, Sierra 
Vista, and Yuma areas.  Thirty-five water providers reported that other water companies 
in their communities were also expanding or that new water companies were proposed.  
However, only ten providers (including 3 “other”) indicated that in the next ten years 
they would be serving large new customers who would use an annual amount of water 
greater than 5% of their current total deliveries. 
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FIGURE 5 
PERCENT METERING BY WATER PROVIDER TYPE
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PRIVATE DOMESTIC WELLS 
 

In some rural areas, particularly where lots are large, private domestic wells serve 
a significant percentage of the area population.  Private domestic well use is typically not 
measured and is unregulated except that the well, when drilled, must be registered with 
ADWR and drilled by a licensed well driller.  Domestic well use is an unknown quantity 
when evaluating area water use and developing a water budget.  Estimates in the 
literature vary, with one acre-foot per year per well often cited.  
 

Water providers were asked if private domestic wells were a significant source of 
water for households in the area in which they served.  About 43 (31%) of the 
respondents mentioned that they were a significant source of water, but only 16 reported 
that private domestic wells affected their systems.  The most commonly mentioned 
impact of domestic wells was their affect on groundwater levels in the area. 
 
 
WATER CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
 

While about 30% of the 136 water providers that responded reported that they had 
a conservation program, some that did not claim to have a program still provided some 
type of conservation information to customers such as conservation literature in their 
offices.  The most often reported measures were: 
 

• Conservation literature available in offices (24%) 
• Conservation literature distributed to customers (20%) 
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