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ational Park Service predicts that no access points w

ill be operable below
 1060’ 

despite an additional infrastructure investm
ent of $5 m

illion in 2015.
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ledge and guidance for our project.
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e
r is the w

ater supply for 
approxim

ately 40 m
illion people, irrigating over 5.5 

m
illion acres of land across seven states and tw

o 
countries. Virtually every drop of the Colorado River is 
allocated to a consum

ptive use. In addition to supplying 
w

ater, the Colorado River is an im
portant source 

of hydroelectricity, w
ater recreation, tourism

 and 
ecological habitat.  
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d com
bined w

ith prolonged m
ulti-

year clim
atic drought has lead to precipitously low

 
reservoir levels in Lake M

ead, w
hich is im

pounded 
behind Hoover Dam

. If the drought continues, Lake 
M

ead w
ill likely drop below

 1075’, triggering the first 
set of m

andated w
ater delivery curtailm

ents set forth in 
the Interim

 Guidelines.

Vulnerability varies by state due to differences 
in the m

agnitude of curtailm
ents and w

ater 
uses. Although attention is paid to the 
im

pacts of w
ater delivery curtailm

ents, there 
are substantial econom

ic losses associated 
w

ith changes to recreation, hydropow
er 

generation, and dow
nstream

 ecosystem
s. 
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W
e exam

ined physical and econom
ic 

im
pacts to w

ater deliveries, hydropow
er 

generation, recreation, and the 
environm

ent as Lake M
ead levels drop 

to the key elevations identified in the 
Interim

 Guidelines: 1075’, 1050’, 1025’, 
and 1000’.
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This analysis doesn’t project w
hen Lake M

ead w
ill reach the curtailm

ent elevations, but instead 
provides both quantitative and qualitative fram

ew
orks to support decision-m

aking as shortages 
occur.  The follow

ing graphic depicts a handful of im
pacts by elevation, providing an understanding of 

potential tradeoffs betw
een stakeholder needs.
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evada w
ater users are am

oung the m
ost vulnerable to w

ater 
supply curtailm

ents, and California users are not vulnerable, there are com
pelling reasons to 

conclude that the opposite is true. Im
pacts to Central Arizona Project users, as expected, w

ill be 
significant, but w

ill be confined to agricultural users, not m
unicipal or tribal w

ater users.
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•
Arizona M

ainstem
 users that w

ould be im
pacted by

curtailm
ents currently do not use enough of their entitlem

ent
to share in shortages.

•California receives no curtailm
ents due to their

senior status.

•M
unicipal/industrial w

ater users are vulnerable
because they lose the ability to divert
Intentionally Created Surplus w

ater.

•
CAP currently bears all shortages applied to
Arizona.

•
W

ater used for groundw
ater recharge w

ill
be the first cut, follow

ed by agricultural
w

ater users.

•
At current w

ater use levels, m
unicipal/

industrial and tribal w
ater users are

unaffected by curtailm
ents.

•
The Southern Nevada W

ater Authority return flow
 credit

program
 allow

s Nevada to keep their consum
ptive w

ater
use below

 their apportionm
ent.

•
A third w

ater intake in Lake M
ead allow

s SNW
A to w

ithdraw
w

ater below
 1000’, elim

inating the concern that Nevada
w

on’t be able to access their w
ater supply.
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Hydropow
er generation w

ill decline as Lake M
ead shrinks, increasing energy costs.  Costs 

paid by contractors for hydropow
er and spot m

arket pow
er w

ill roughly double at 1075’, triple 
at 1050’, quadruple at 1025’ and quintuple at 1000’. Though hydropow

er rates w
ill surpass 

spot m
arket rates at low

er elevations, Hoover custom
ers are contractually bound to purchase 

Hoover pow
er until 2067. 
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Increased costs w
ill be borne by urban 

residents, farm
ers, and com

m
ercial operators. 
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Reduced agricultural runoff could threaten the Colorado River Delta since it is the m
ain w

ater source 
for the Delta’s rem

aining ecosystem
s. Funding for the Salinity Control Program

 w
ill be reduced due to 

declines in hydropow
er revenue. 
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