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Proj ect Mana ger
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Valley Bank Cent er Building
Suit e 200
Phoenix , AZ 8507 3

· June 21, 1983

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Central Arizona
Water Control Study

Dear Sir:

The Phoenix Metropolitan Chamber of Commer ce supports the Plan 6
Al t erna t i ve to provide the authorized flood control and regulatory
storage featur es of the Cent r a l Arizona Pr oj ec t.

Recent experience should erase any doubt about the need for upstream
flood control for the Phoenix met r opol i t an area. Since 1978, our
community has been ravished and divided by five major floods.
Additionally, the federal government has declared all of the major
dams on t he Salt and Verde River s as unsafe, raising the pos sibility
of a truly catastrophic flood. 1
Regulatory storage, as contemplated to be provided by a new Waddell
Dam under the Plan 6 Alternative, is necessary to permit the Phoenix
metropolitan a r ea to take full advantage of the Central Arizona
Project. This f eature will help protect the Valley against fluctua
t i ons in the flow of the Colorado Riv er, and permit very beneficial
power exchan ge s .

Fl ood control and regula tory s t o r a ge are unques t i onabl y intend ed by
Con gres s t o be part of the Central Arizona Proj ect. The Plan 6
Al t ernative also clearly refl ects a commun i ty cons ensus as to how
those features should be provided, being approved by t he Onne Dam
Alternatives Advisory Comm i t t e e by a vo t e of twenty to one. It is
clear that Plan 6 - - cal l ing for the con s t ruc t i on of new Cliff and
Waddell Dams and a n ew or modified Roosevelt Dam - - provides ade
quat e regulatory storage and flood con trol in the most beneficial
an d ecological ly sound way .



Proj ect !"'anage r
U. S . BUleau of Reclamation
.Jun e 21 . 1 983
Page 2

Additiona l l y, we suppor t i n cluding in the d r a f t environmental stat ement
a r e commendat ion that the Rio Salado Proj ect r eceiv e an allocat i on of
30,000 a cre/ft . per year from t he muni cipa l and industrial CAP water

2 in the early yea r s . While ultimately t he project will undoubtedly have
to depend on nonpotabl e s ources , the enormous benefits that the Rio
Salado Proj ect will bring to many communities in the metropolitan
area fully justifies this allocation in the early years when a surplus
is expected.

Once aga in , · the Phoenix Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce s t rong ly
s upports t he Pl an 6 Al ternative to prOV id e t he aut l or Ized r egulatory
sto rage and f l ood con t ro l f ea t ur es of the Cent r a l Ar i zona Pr oject .
Failur e t o do so wil l put our commun ity a t sign i f ican t risk and jeo
pa rd i z e the f ederal gov ernmen t ' s investment in t he Centra l Arizona
Proj ec t ,

Respectfully ~ubmit ted ,
_ ,r;. ;/n - -' .

. ·· ~r~~4.' ~

V,J i m Hayne<'! '"
President

JH/pae
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Responses to Comments
Phoenix Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce

33-1 See response to General Comment #7.

33-2 See response to General Comment #2.
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June 28, 1983

Ed Hallenbeck, Project Manager
Arizona Projects Office
Bureau of Reclamation
201 North Central, Suite 2200
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Dear Mr. Hallenbeck :

It has come to my attention that among others, the Audubon Society and
the Sierra Club appear to be at it again•..• attempting to stop any
reasonable proposition for dealing with flood control affect ing the"
Salt River Valley .

"In the past, without trying to repeat all the known problems. the Orme
Dam was brought to a halt. The reasons for stopping the construction
of the Dam had listed among them the preservation of an eagle's nest
which, incidentally. I understand for its own reasons has sought other
places to live. The interests of the publ ic in general, in particular as
It is related to loss of property as well as loss of life, did not seem
to be a consideration of those in opposit ion. Needless to say, the
project was finally brought to a halt.

Much time and talent has gone into study ing the problem of flood control
and several plans were offered. After very careful consideration, being
sensitive to the ecology as well as the human benefit, the Plan 6 was
selected. Those of us that were involved to any extent felt that we had
finally arrived at a solution that could best serve all concerned and now
up pops the Audubon Society and Sierra Club and, perhaps, others who have
now decided that the needs of the vast majority of our cit izens should be
subverted in order to protect two Mexican brown eagles . I am as sensit ive
as anyone to our wildlife and their habi t at , but I also happen to be se ns i
tive to the safety of our c itizens and find it very hard to discount the
safety of the human being over the protection of some wildl ife habitat.

I hope that this doesn't sound as if I am without regard for the ecology
and wildlife habitat, but 1 feel that I speak for the majority of peop ie
in as king that all concerns put their priorit ies in the riqht place.

S; ow.1r, If----1.::-<:~4
~II I

Superv isor, District 2 11-113'

1

rz
TOM FREESTONE

Diltrie:t: 1
GEORGE L. CAMPBELL

District 2
FRED KOORY. JR.

DistrM:t 3
HAWLEY ATKINSON

District •
ED PASTOR

Di5trlct 5



Responses to Comments
Maricopa County Board of Superv isors

34-1 See response to General Comment #7.
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Bureau of Recl amat i on , Boul de r Ci ty , Nevada
Attention: Regional Env ironmental Officer

~The purpose of t hi s letter is t o provide comments fr om t he perspect ive of the
Bureau of Ind i an Af f a i r s ( BIA) in r ega r d to the a bove r e f erenced 'draft EIS.

TO :

S UBJECT , Ora f t Env i r onrac n t n l Lmpac t Sta t ema n t -R e gu 1.1 t o r y St o
Ar izona Pro j ec t

DAn , July 1, 1983

REPL Y TO 1S'3LSTAN'"
ATTN OF , Phoen ix Area Di r ec tor

/

' As you may be aware , the Salt Ri ve r Proj ect and s evera l other ent i t i e s have
Lnt t t a t ed s t r ean a d j ud i c:.ati ons on a nu nbe r of river systems in ArI zona , Some
t i me ago t hes e individual adjudication proceed ings " e re consolida ted by the
State Supreme Court into two preceedings : the Gila River system adjudication
and the Little Colorado River system ad judication.

The largest federal water claims t o be a sse r t ed in these proceedings will be
made on beha l f of the Indi an tribes l ocat ed on those watersheds. Accord ingly,
t he role of the BIA in the water adj udi ca t i ons will be substantial, and will
requi re a great deal of time and money. At this time the Bureau i s in t he
process of gathering the data which will be necessary to support the Indian
c l a i ms.

Because of our role in the data gathering process, and through our work with
the Solicitor's Office and the Department of Justice in preparing the Indian
claims, we are generally aware of the uses for which water will be claimed in
respect of this insight, we see two issues which should be brought t o the
Secretary's attention in regard to the draft EIS.

First, plans 6 and 7 will proVide, according to your calculations, an increased
supply of water from the Salt, Verde and Agua Fria watersheds. As we see it,
this result is of extreme importance in regard to the water adjudications
discuss ed above. We anticipate that Ind i an tribes will be granted significant
water rights from the Salt, Verde, and Gi l a Rivers. If that i s the case, there
will ne ed to be some r eadjustment of water uses here in the Phoenix valley and
possibly el sewher e . It Seems that it was with this expectation in mind t hat 1
the Secretary a l loca t ed as much CAP water as possible to the Central Arizona
tribes in or der to help a l l eviate that ki nd of disruption .

In any event, it is important to recognize that a ny increase in the water
supply t o the Central Arizona area will help reduce the adverse effects of any
r eallocation of water rights that might result f r om the ad judications.
Accordingly, we think it is important for the Secretary, and the Bureau of
Reclamation, to understand the importance of plans 6 and 7 from this
perspective .
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Secondl y , one of the c1air..s to he s ubmt t t ed by the United States will be on
hehnlf of the Ft. McDowell Indi an COMmuni ty . Al t hough that claim ha s no t ye t
been forma lly prcpn r-ed by tho:' .Ius t Lc e Department, wo ncv er t he Le ss have s orne
idea of t he scope of t hat c l a im and th e us es for wld eh wa t e r wi ll be claimed .
Gi ven t he geographical setting of tho:' Ft. }lcDowelJ R,' s prvat i on, a l ong with the
historical de pendence of that Trihe on the wat ,-rs o f t il" Ve r de Ri ver , we
anticipate that the gover nment will include, among other claims, a cl a i m f or
water t o maintain an i nstream flow i n the Ver de River through t he r es erva tion.
Several year s ago tho:' U. S. Fish a nd \~ildli fe Servi ce con duct ed a study to
determin e the rnf nLmum i ns t r eam f l ow neces s a r y to mee t the f i sh , wildlife and
riparian habitat needs along t hat por tion of the r iver, and the Service
concluded that 200 cuhi c f eet per s econd was t he amount of fl ow r equi r ed.

In our opinion , the likelihood of t hi s claim shoul d b" of impo r tance to the
Secretary in choos i ng be t ween plans 6 and 7, If the gover nnent wa s t o pr evai l
on t his c Ls Ln in t he: a djud i c e t Lon , we as s ume t ha t t here wou l d be s ane a dvc rs c
Inpac t on t he va t e r supply or power genera t ion operations of t he Sal t R.i ver
Project and downstream water rights holders (of course, there would be no
adverse impacts on ~ownstream water rights per se, since the claim would be for
a non-consumptive instream flow). However, if the Secretary decided to adopt
plan 7 as the best alternative, it would be possible to avoid any disruption
since a new, preVious ly unused water source would be ut ili zed t o sat is f y t he
instream flow . As' we see it, t his i s an addi tional benef i t to plan 7 whi ch is
i mpo r t a nt for the Secretary t o t aKe into considerat i on along wi th the henef i t s
from plan 7 listed in your draft EIS. Due to the significant burden that the
adjudication will place on the gover nment and private litigants , we believe
that it would be wise for t he Secretary to seize t his opportunity to eliminat e
a major poi nt of contention, particularly since we expect that the government's
claim for an instream f l ow from the Verde River will be rather strong.

We would appreciate it if you would give serious consideration t o the reasons
we have advanced in su pport of pl an 7 prior to the prepa r ation of the final
EIS. On the basis of the points outlined herein, we will be urging the
Secretary to adopt plan 7 as the preferred alternative.

2

)

)
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Responses to Comments
Assistant Phoenix Area Director

Bureau of Indian Affairs

35-1 The Fort McDowell Indian Community and the BIA may claim instream
flow in the Verde River in the Gila River adjudication. The
implementation of Plan 7 may have the benefit of providing that
instream flow without upsetting the Salt River Project system.

35-2 Reclamation has applied for a water right for the Central Arizona
Project for the yield developed on the Salt and Verde Rivers
resulting from the construction of Cliff Dam and New/Modified
Roosevelt Dam. This will add to the water supply for central
Arizona through the CAP. Increas i ng the water supply to centra 1
Arizona may help to alleviate potential negative impacts of the
forthcoming Gila River adjudication.

H-117



'LOOD CONTROL
DISTll.ICT '.

36
••

IAAlU~('l" ~

CO l iN T'

r'l; :' e

,
I

t

t '

---- ---,-,-.-

.. . ._-
! ,.

H'~ I

•
OFFICI,e !. !'I:.e COpy

~r·:~ , ,,. o JUL 8 1983
i ,.' -_._- ..
; . \~ _..M.~,L--

... ," ....
Regional Environmental Officer
Lower Colorado Region
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

RE: Statement Number INT DES 83-27

Enclosed is a resolution concerning the subject EIS by the Maricopa ~
County Citizens' Flood Control Advisory Board.

JUL 0 5 1°83

( Sincerely,

P.E.

Enclosure
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The Citizens' Flood Control Advisory Board of the F100 0
Control Dts t r t ct of Mari.copa County convened in the Durango
Conference Room at 3335 ' West Du rango Street, Phoenix,
Ari zona, on June 22, 1983, with · a· quo r um present, and in
accordance ·with the recommendation of the Chief Engineer and
General Manage-r:7"'\ad~,h)!f.fo110Wing Resolution on the
moti on made by \U1. )'-'l~ •

WHEREAS, the Central Arizona Project (CAP) was authorized on
September 30,1968 for the principal purpose of furnishing
water for irrigation, municipal, and industrial use in
central Arizona through importation of water from the
Colorado River and conservation of local water resources;
and,

WHEREAS, an overall envi ronmenta1 impact statement (EIS) was
filed for the entire CAP on September 26,1972, which
committed the Bureau of Reclamation to prepare site-specific
EIS's for i nd i vi dua l CAP features; and

WHEREAS, the draft EIS for the Regulatory Storage Division of
the CAP describes and evaluates the proposed construction and
operation of the Regulatory Storage Divis ion being
investigated under the title Central Arizona Water Control
Study (CAWCS); and

WHEREAS, the alternative plans described in th~ draft EIS
have the principal purposes of increasing the operating
efficiency of the CAP; of providing facilities and means to
meet the flood control needs on the Salt and Gila Rivers
through the Phoenix metropolitan area; and of providing for
the structural safety (SOD) of existing Bureau of Reclamation
dams on the Salt and Verde Rivers; and

)

WHEREAS, the six alternative plans analyzed in detail in the
EIS include Plan 6, which was selected in November 1981 by
the Secretary of the Interior as the agency proposed action
which reduces the 200-year flood a.t Sky Harbor Ai rport to
92,000 cfs and the 100-year flood to 'SS,OOO cfs; and

WHEREAS, the adoption and implementation of Plan 6 not only
provides for increased operating efficiencies for the CAP,
secures needed flood control for the Salt, Gila, and Agua
Fria Rivers, and meets SOD structural needs for existing dams
on the Salt and Verde Rivers, but it will also provide
unprecedented opportunit i es to enhance soci a1, estheti c and
economic benefits for the citizens of Maricopa County.

Therefore. now be it resolved t ha t the Citizens' Flood
Control Advisory Board:

1. Expresses support for i mpl em ent at i on of the agency

1 preferred plan, Plan 6, with i t s i nhe r e nt flood control
measures and safety of dams structural modificat ions on the
Salt and Verde Rivers; and

H- 120

2. Recommends that the i nc i dental flood control
protection provided by New Waddell Dam for the Agua Fria

2 Ri ver be assured through the adoption of dam operational
criteria which would maintain the maximum conservation pool
elevation below 1,694 feet MSL, as appropriate, and that the
flood control protection thus provided be identified in terms
of "a storm" of known return fre guency ; and



Dated this~2¥! day of June 1983.

dVlsory oard

This instrument was acknowledged before me this ~day of
44kt'£ • 1983 by ./~ 4-~t .

Chai~an of the Citizens' Advisory BoiClO1 the F 00 ontrol
District of Maricopa County.

My Commission Expires:

My C~", ,,, i:d~n [,pi:~; Jcly 24, 1986
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Responses to Comments
Flood Control District of Maricopa County

36-1 See response to General Comment #7.

36-2 New Waddell Dam would be operated to maintain water surface
elevation below 1,694 when there is a hf qh probability of runoff
occurring, genera lly during the period of March through June. This
will permit holding the 200 year flood to releases below 25,000 cfs.
Flood control benefits for this operation are currently being
computed.

ii-122
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37

Regional Environmental Officer
Lower Colorado Region
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

I am writing regarding the CAP Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 1
I have no problem with Waddell Dam, or even with a new Roosevel t Dam,
but I object strongly to Cliff Dam.

Cliff Dam will do no more for flood control than Horseshoe and
Bartlett have done in the past since it will be managed in the
same way. And an earthen dam for protection!

Why not instead let the water flow through metropolitan Phoenix 
maintaining a 200,000 cfs flood plain, allowing for maximum open
space and a wonderful greenbelt for all Phoeni x citizens' enjoyment,
and at the same time rechargi ng our underground water.

2

Everything considered, my overall support would be for Plan 8 - the
only plan without Cliff Dam. 3

S~:JJ20~
Ruth~. Patterson

H- 123



Responses to Comments
Ruth I. Patterson

37-1 See response to General Comment #6.

37-2 Horseshoe and Bartlett Dams have no dedicated flood control space.
Cliff Dam would have ded icated fl ood control space which would hold
flood control releases to below 25,000 cfs.

37-3 See response to General Comments #4 and #5.

H-1 24



MARICOPA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
607 Counry Adminmr.tton Bid... ,,, S. 3rd A.... Phoeni• • A,irOl'6& 85003

JL~: : 30 :383

June 24, 1983

Project Manager
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Valley Bank Center Building
Suite 2200
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Dear Sir:

I----r-.,
i...- :

- --~

~ ;. -ici""'='=--__.---'- -
I wish to go on record as a supporter of Plan 6 and thatcoritlnue
to support it.

7(jY,
~r

Supervisor, District 5

EP/nm
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TOM FREESTONE
Dinrid 1

GEORGE L. CAMPBELL
Dinrict 2

FRED KOORY. JR .
District 3

HAWLEY ATKINSON
Diltrict 4

ED PASTOR
Distrtet 5



Responses to Comments
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors

38-1 See response to General Comment #7.
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PHOENIX BOARD OF Rl:ALTORS:' INC.
5033 North Nineteenth Ave" Suite 119· Phoenix. Arizona 85015·3294," -. . _,

Phone (602) 24~1012 !
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June 27, 1983

OFFICERS

""ESfDIENT
.JAMES SASSER. GR r.

~lRS" VICt: "J1£SID£NT

W!Ll.' ... .., STEPHENSON

s r c c vr. VJCE PRE!;II)EN,

GEORGI.'; GREEN, GRI

Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Arizona Projects Office
Suite 2200 Valley Center
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Water could also be recirculated thru the project.

L..-•.•.

Il{ALlOR" - ts II , e g:sle'e-d rtlllrk w'"ch <de,t,;ies .. o-oress.ooa: !n

real este-e who s\)b~n,bes 10 II 51"c1 Cad", 01 EthiCS as a merobe r of

PH: NATIONA L ASSOCIATION OF REAlTORS

-
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The positive nature of a fully developed Rio Salado will have an
even greater effect on Maricopa County than the diversion of the
river has had in San Antonio.

The Board of Directors of the 4500-member Ph .uix foard of: .~a~~i~_·'
concurs with the analysis by the Rio Salado Development District
of the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Regulatory
Storage Division of the Central Arizona Pr-o ject ;."

Dear Sir:

We believe the proposal to provide water for the Rio Salado project
would create unprecendented opportunities to enhance the social,
aesthetic and economic benefits of the citizens of this area. 1
The feasibility of Rio Salado being the site for large-scale ground
water recharge has been one of the prime reasons for our support
of the project all along,

JS!mr

Sincerely,

,kim, ~J,r
CJfm Sasser

President

We urge an allocation of 30,000 annual acre feet of water to be ~

released for Rio Salado •..._ ............_ ......_ ..._ ;.;,,;;;;...;.;·;...._~~~Eli3AW~m'_g~=;,r.~~~iIiMlOi~..I;U_~



Responses to Comments
Phoenix Board of Real~ors, Inc.

39-1 See response to General Comment #1.

39-2 See response to General Comment #2.
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June 28 , ) 983

Project Manager
U. S. Bureau of Reclama t ion
Val ley Bank Center Building
Suite 2200
Phoenix , Ar izona 85073

De ar Sir :

-;J{'cfc

The development of the ~J.an 6 alternative to the construction of
Orme Dam was given almost unanimous community support which was
achieved after a prolonged public discussion that thoughtfully
weighed the many conf l i c t i ng interests i n th e compl i ca t ed issues
involved . It would be a most unfortunate and cos t l y injustice if
Central Arizona was subjected to a delay for an y fur ther review 1
of this subject.

Any public proj ect of this magnitude will necessitate that com
promises be achie ved among the various special interest groups .
The almost unanimous endorsement of Plan 6 indicates a breadth of
support which is unusual and commends the plan to a prompt imple
mentation.

Sincerely,

O#~
John R. Nor t on III .

ah

cc : Congress ional Delegat ion
Governor Bruce Babbitt
Mayor Mar garet T. Hance
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Responses to Comments
John R. Norton III

40-1 See response to General Comment #7.
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3224 ~t swe~t~ate: · · ·---11ft .)
Phoeni x , Arizona 85032 - _.. . .f
June 30 , 1983 - 760 ~: . 1

!

Proje ct Manager
Bureau of Recl amat ion
Valley Center Building
Suite 2200
Phoenix , Arizona 85073

Dear Si r :

iiecer.tly hearings wer e neLd on the Cl i f f Dam pr oject. 1 t was i mpossible for
me t o appear, and I s i nce r ely hope you wi l l take a moment to read my vi ewpoi nt .

Inc i dentally, in t he r ecent Col or ado River debacl e , I was one of the earliest
and most vigorous to remipd pe ople that it wa s foolish t o build in a floodplain,
and that I could well remember over the years having read many times the
warnings that it would at sorne time be necessary to release water from
Hoover Dam, etc. Without dwellir~ further on that aspect, the Bureau did
have my support in those occurrences. - .

With regard to Cliff Dam: I do not believe anyone has the necessity to
utilize a floodplain for construction of buildings of any type. There is no 1
shortage of open desert; floodplains can be used, if they must be used, for
recreational facilities of the type wt~ch would not call f orth words such
as "tragedy," "disaster" when the river needs to run - as run it must at some
time.

Additionally, earthen dams, frankly, scare me t o death. I firmly believe
each earthen dam is a disaster waiting to happen. Sorry , but that's the
way I feel. And one 300 ft. high? Do you realize how much water can come
roaring out from behind a 300 ft. high dam, once broached?

We have no need t o dam -up every i nch of every river i n our formerly magnificent
country. It used t o be pleasurable to drive al ong the Col or ado River in western
Colorado, but the l ast t i me I was through t here, all I s aw was s t i l l water,
backed up behind s ome dam. Might as well fly. And speaki ng of flying - need
we destroy all wildl ife in our quest t c pave the earth? Why not let a coupl e
of eagles survive?

to __ ... _

As a taxpayer, I strongly feel we don' t have t he funds necessary t o promote
a project such as Cliff Dam . I'm struggling t o pay my own household bills, and
r esent money being wasted on "hood control" projects that in reality are t o
make i t pos sible for s omeone (Who?) t o make money on l and speculation in a
fl oodplain - incidentally, setting up more vi ctims f or a future date .---------------_..-- ........ ....-...._~._,_.......---........._....._----------~
I'm not a lawyer, with edu cated phras eol ogy at my fingertips. Ne~ ther am I
a deba t er or politician. Get t i ng my point across isn't ea~y. But I hope I
have done so, and that you will seriously consider the viewpoint of this
citizen and taxpayer. Thank you f or your attention.

H-131 ~
ince ely,
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Responses to Comments
Kathleen Rhodi!s

41-1 See response to General Comments ~5 and #8.
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June 28, 1983
Office of the Mayor and City Council

Project Manager
U. S. Bureau of Rec lamation
Valley Bank Center Bui lding
243 North Central - Suite 2200
Phoenix, AZ 85073

Dear Si r:

The City of Scottsdale fully supports the selection and ult imate imple
mentation of the Plan 6 alternative for Central Arizona Project regulatory
storage, flood control and dam safety. As a member of the Arizona
Municipal Water Users Association, we have already expressed our support
for the valley-wide benefits of this plan.

We believe that the flood control benefits are an important consideration
of this plan. In particular, it is critical to protecting the sewer trunk
lines and treatment facilities to which most of our community is
connected.

1We are very interested and supportive of the plan's ability to amplify our
precious fresh water resources. The potential of capturing an additional
143 ,000 acre feet per year is important to our valley. In addition, this
plan wi l l greatly enhance the ability to recharge our groundwater
resources.

Most importantly, this plan will supplement and encourage the development
of the Central Arizona Project . The deve lopment of the C.A.P. is very
impor t ant in supporting existing uses and the healthy growth of our
conmun i ty.

We appreci at e the opportun i ty to review and comment on t hese opt ions and
look forward to working towards the deve l opment of the Plan 6 alternati ve.

"

Sinc ) l(Jt~

~ ' \ef V hubert
J ce ayor

/mw
Copy to: Mayor Drinkwater

Mr. Roy Pederson
Ms. Elaine Arena
Mr. William King
File H-133
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Responses to Comments
City of Scottsdale

Office of the Mayor and City Council

42-1 See response to General Comment #7.
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July I, 1983

Project Manager
CAWCS
U,S, Department of Interior
Bureau of Reclamation
Suite 2200, Valley Center
201 N, Central Ave.
Phoenix, AZ 85073

Re: Cooments on the Draft EIS for Plan 6

Dear Sir:

-"-"---~, - f . ~,

JUL f1983-

'-j

I'm afraid we are now seeing the same devisiveness over Cliff
Dam that we lived through with the Orme dam controversy. It
makes it difficult to speak out without being labeled in one or
another "camp".

So my first plea is for encouraging open discussion of concerns.
Let us assume that discussion will lead to a better, more
refined plan and not destroy the entire project.

As a member of the Governor's CAWCS Advisory Committee I have
listened to and been part of the discussion of water storage and
flood control issues for years. I listened to the majority of
the citizens of the valley say they wanted flood control only to
the extent that their homes were protected and above all that
the traffic problem be worked out with more bridges. I also
listened to the agency professionals as they demonstrated the
need for more flood control on the Verde if the valley is to be
protected from a catastrophic flood and if any vision of the Rio
Salado could be a reality.

But now we seem to be wedded to the magic 50,000 cubic feet per
second protection for the highest density Rio Salado
development, which would include bUilding down into the Salt
River floodplain. To me this is courting disaster as time agin
we are reminded that we have yet to triumph over natural
disaster and human error.

At the same time we are wondering where the money is to come
from for any of the components of Plan 6.
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Therefore I think it is legitimate to raise questions on the
extent of flood control need on the Verde. Will a dam which is
a main component in a system offering 50,000 c.f./s. as B1 maximum release lull us into complacency? Or do we need to plan
for larger releases by our zoning in the valley? What is the
most economical way to- achi eve this? These are important
quest ions in light of the recent Colorado River problems, snd
therefore we may not be ready to make a firm decision on this
aspect of Plan 6.

Sincerely,

UJi:1- PI:1J;:;,,--
Eva Patten



l

Responses to Comments
Eva Patten

43-1 See response to General Comment #5.
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Mr. E. M. Hallenbeck, Pro j ect Ma nager
Central Arizona Wate r Cont r ol Study
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Arizona Projects Office
Suite 2200 - Vall ey Center BUilding
201 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85013

Re: Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) 
Regulatory Storage Division
Central Arizona Project

Dear Mr. Hallenbeck:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the above
referenced document and the following comments are provided.

Our Department bel ieves the DEIS, i n its current form, is
basically inade quate. We would hope the areas that require
further clarification can be amended prior to the development of
a final document.

Our initial concern centers aroun d the -apparent lack of
detailed information relating to the Operation Plans for the 1
reservoirs to be constructed. Many of the impacts likely to be
associated with this phase of t he project crit ically affect
Department goals and objectives.

Secondly, we feel the Final Environmental Impact Statemen t
for this action must include an appropri ate mitigation package 2
detailing reasonable and prudent compensatfon measures which
carry the Bureau of Reclamation's full comm itment for
implementat ion .

Finally, we feel that sho uld the documentation previously
discussed be unavailable f or i ncorporatio n into the final :I
document, an addit ional Environmental Impact Statement covering
the -Operational phase of the project would be required .
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Mr. E. M. Hallenbec k - 2 - July 11, 1983
)

Detailed comme nt s pe r t ai ni ng to the DEIS are a t tached t o
this letter. Please co nt act ou r staff in the Reg i on VI (M esa)
Office if further clarification is necessary, or if you have any
questions concerning the content of the review.

Sincerely,

Bud Br istow.~ector

~-(, ~~dc," " t<. (~
Roge~ J . /G r U e n e~al d
De put y Director

RJG:JEB:dd

Attachment

cc: N. W. Plum mer. USBR Regi onal Dire ctor, Boul der Ci ty , Ne vada~
Don Metz, USFWS. Phoenix
State Clearinghouse, 83-80-0021
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REVIEW OF TilE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IHPACT STATEHENT
REGULATORY STORAGE DIVISION

CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT

I. SUMMARY

Page 7, Table 2, Commparati ve Eval uat i on of Alterna t i ves :

The document, i n its current s tate, inaccura tely'dep icts the 4
impact Plan 6 would have on endangered spec ies . Append i x F
clearly identif ies t he F i sh an d Wildlife Serv ice's Biol og i cal
Opinion, under Section 7 of t he Endangered Spe cie s Act, as a
jeopardy decision. Thi s secti on should be amended ' 0 i . tF'
the re sults of th i s cons ul t atio . so , t s e ems in concei vable

a an, w 1 C 1 S essent ia lly id enti ca l t o Plan 6, s hould ~
result in addit i onal impac t s t o endange r ed spec i e s.

Page 8, 3rd Paragraph, C.

See above comment.

Comparative Analysis of Alternatives:

6

. ,

Page 13, 2nd Paragraph, 5. New Waddell Site Ar ea :

The statement declaring that no perennial streams occur
within the site a rea i s er r oneous . Morgan City Wash, a spring "
fed system, with a significant riparian ca nopy provides habi tat
for the longfin dace (Agosta chrysogaster), a native cyprinid,
and will be directly impacted by the proposed action.

Page 17, Table ~, Summa r y of Env ironmental Impa c ts and Effects of
Plans:

Impacts and effects to breeding bald eagle areas resulting
from operational activ ities have ye t to be determined. We f eel
the arbitrary, insignif i cant impa ct ra ti ng i s s omewha t prema t ure .
Also, the results of the Section 7 consultation ha ve been
omitted.

Threatened and Endangered Plants and Wildlife, Plan 6

Ripa rian/Wetl and Bi otic Commun ities, Plan 6

8

Any loss of riparian or wetland areas in an arid state, such
as Arizona, must be vi ewed as a s i gn i f i ca nt regional impact. ~
Without a commitment by the Bur ea u of Recla ma t ion t o mitigate, we
believe these impacts are anything but i ns i gn i fi ca n t .

-1
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Page 18, Table 4, continued:

Perennial Stream/Riverine CommunI t I es , p l a n 6

The six miles of perennial stream to be inundated by Cliff
Dam have been classified as a Category 2 Resource by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Mitigation requirements for a
Category 2 Resource entail like and in-kind compensation, with no
net loss in habitat units. Therefore, our Department feels
habitat manipulation of the Horseshoe Lake bed should be required
to satisfy the objectives.

The depicted positive gain in stream miles is erroneous.
Without significant habitat manipulation, the shifting and
eroding sediments of Horseshoe Lake will not provide habitat for
lotic organisms.

10

= ="
The statement relative to a "no change" situation in flow

1
cha r ac t e r i s t i c s for the Salt and Verde Rivers cannot be .1 substantiated at this time. Operation regimes have yet to be
delineated. Furthermore, according to the Bureau of Reclamation
Staff Hydrologists, thermal loading studies are six months away
from completion.

Reservoir Aquatic Communities, Plan 6

Inactive storage space at New Waddell, with a depth of two
feet at the end of the project's life, does not constitute a
minimum pool. We feel the Bureau of Reclamation should commit

12 a dequa t e portions of the total live storage capacities for all
reservoirs to be constructed and/or modified, to be designated as
minimum pools. This would ensure the survival of fish
populations as well as guarantee anglers and piscivorus wildlife
species an adequate recreation and forage base, respectively.

Also, we strongly urge the Bureau of Reclamation to make
commitment to reduce drawdown rates to less than two inches per
day. Without such a commitment, habitat suitability for
largemouth bass and other centrarchids will be zero.

=

13

Page 19, Table 4, continued:

Water Quality, Plan 6

Our Department views the reduction in habitat suitability
for largemouth bass, which will result from the increase in TDS
at New Waddell, a significant impact, and we feel it should be
designated as such.

-
Page 22, Table 4, continued:

1~ Resource categories such as Terrestrial habitat and Special
Use Areas have been omitted from this section.
( - •

-2
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11. Alternatives Including the Proeosed Action

Page 16, b. Operational Activities:

Without the opportunity to review detailed operating plans
for the reservoirs to be constructed, we find ourselves unable to
adequately assess potential impacts (e.g. reservoir fluctuations
and a potential nutrient block at the Cliff) to the resources
involved. Also, without these data, we do not feel the Bureau of
Reclamation has demonstrated the capability to progress to the
construction phase of the project.

Page 23, 1st Paragraph, (1) Construction Considerations:

15

How will the existing Horseshoe Dam be breached?
impacts or impediments will result to the reclamation
riverine habitat to be created.

What
of the

16

Page 41, Table 11-8, Design Details - Plan 6, New Waddell Dam:

Figures provided in the Field Draft Environmental Impact 1"
Statement relative to the minimum pool have been omitted from
this table.

Page 46, Table II-10, Comparative Evaluation of Plans:

See comments provided for Summary Table 2.

III. Affected Environment

Page 55, 3rd Paragraph, (5) Threatened and Endangered Plants and
Wildlife:

The subspecies of Colorado roundtail chub which occurs in
the study area is Gila robusta rObusta. Also, the yellow mud
turtle does not inhabit the study area, the species present is
the sonoran mud turtle (Kinosternon sonoriense).

Page 107, Threatened and Endangered Plants and Animals:

State-listed species have been omitted from this section.

18

19

20
_____________________mn_

IV. Environmental Consequences

Page 120, 2nd Paragraph, (1) Construction and Inundation Impacts:

Our Department is categorically opposed to the
indiscriminant clearing of all vegetation within the MSP.
Selective reservoir clearing is an accepted practice by the U.S.
Department of the Interior to maintain valuable cover necessary
to fish and other wildlife forms.

-3-
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Through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife SCI'vice, we provided your
agency an estimate of the costs required t o mitigate these
impacts. Estimates for the creation of artificial cover,
excluding the clearing costs, were several million dollars.

When the type and limited amount of vegetation to be
retained can in no way jeopardize t he operation of the reservoir,
and when significant benefits are to be gleaned by its retention,
to tal and i nd i sc rim i nan :_::.:~~'...;;i.;;s....;,!_;.;l;.;.~;.;~;.:l;'.. ,1;:..'c;;.a;;.;;.l,;.'_. , _

Page 121, (2) Dam Operation Impacts: .

22 The section is inadequate.
provided for Page 16.

Please refer to our comments

to ...
______________• __loliI_'.... , _ -_••• ...,...,.-_.. . ~

Page 125, (b) Plans 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 :

23 See comments for Table !l and Page 120.
, sn_

Page 130, (b) Plans 1, 2, 3, 6, and t:
24 See comments for Table 4.

~ aloe "" " .......____ •

Page 132 and 134 , (b) Plans. 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 :

-

........ ;

_5 We agree
not eliminate
their aquatic

that increases in TDS levels in Lake Pleasant will
the sport fishes present; however, the quality of
environment will be significantly reduced.

"~-_~~"''''W' ' __• _
)

26

Page 134, 4th Paragraph, (b) ' Plans 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7:

The question of survival of Colorado River ichthyofa una has
never been an issue. Most biologists agree immigration is
inevitable. Our Department is concerned with the impacts which
are likely to result.

t ------

Page 137, (b) Plans 1, 2,3,6, and 7:

27 Results of the 1983 Section 7 Consultation,
Wildl ife Service's Biological Op inion, should be
this section.

the Fish and
included within

•
~ • \,",_ ,"S"",,g;,. -, ,,,__~,,,- ~__,,,=,,,,,,,,,,,__c __

Page 139, (2) Mitigation:

211 See comments above.
------~--~.~--- ----_..-

Pages 139 and 1!l0, Spec ial Use an d Managemen t Areas:

Construction and re creation impacts to the Roosevelt Lake
Wildlife Area, as well as the proposed mitigation required to

2~ compensate for these impacts, has been omitted from this section.

Page 141, j. Impacts with Modified Roosevelt and Modified Stewart I
Mountain Dams in Plans:

See comments above.



Page 1~6. Table I V-1 7. Bi ol ogi ca l Res ources Net I mp a ct /E ffect f or
Plan 6:

See comments for Table ~.

Pages 163 to 173. Recreation:

Impacts to wildlife resulting from increased use levels have
not been addressed. Specifically. discussions of impa cts to the
Roosevelt Lake Wildlife Area as well as potential conflict s with
endangered species wh i ch may ar ise in the Medler Point a r ea
should be included wi thin this secti on.

Pages 235 to 237. Ta ble IV-~l! Summa ry of Envi r onmental I mpacts
and Effec ts of Pl ans :

See comments f or Table 2 Summary an d Ta ble ~ .

Pages 251 and 252, c. Threatened and Endangered Species:

See comments provided for Page 137.

· Pa ge 272. Table Iv- 49. Rela~ion ships an d Trad eoffs between Short
Term Uses of the Env ironment and Long-Term Enchancernent f or the
Proposed Action:

The analysis provided fails to add r ess likely impacts
resulting from the i ntroduction of Colorado River i chthyofauna
and possible ramifications of nutrient blockage by Cliff Dam.

-5
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Responses to Comments
Arizona Game and Fish Department

44-1 See response to Comment 3-1.

44-2 See response to Comment 3-2.

44-3 See response to Comment 3-4.

44-4 Table 2 has been revised to include issuance of the jeopardy
opinion.

44-5

44-6

44-7

44-8

44-9

44-10

44-11

44-12

44-13

44-14

44-15

44-16

44-17

The additional impacts to endangered species, riparian habitat, and
cultural resources in Plan 7 are based on the additional storage of
water in Cliff Reservoir . This additional water · was to be used for
instream flows in the Verde River downstream of Cliff Dam.

This paragraph has been revised to reflect the comments.

The text has been changed to refl ect the presence of Morgan City
Wash downstream of the New Waddell Dam site and Tule Creek upstream
of the site.

Table 4 has been modified to reflect the results of the endangered
species opinion.

Commitments to mitigation for Plan 6 are detailed in Section IV.C.1.

Reclamation is fully committed to recover all habitat values lost in
Resource Catagories II habitat. The riverine habitat that will
occur in Horseshoe Lakebed wi 11 be rehabil itated ina manner to
mitigate for the loss of 6 miles of river downstream. More
information is needed. however, on the geomorphology of the lakebed
to make specific and detailed plans as to how this task will be
accomplished.

See response to Comment 3-25.

The mitigation plan in Chapter IV details the average drawdown
rate for April and May at New Waddell and Cliff Reservoirs. These
drawdown rates are within the limits necessary to meet ·reproduct i ve
and habitat requirements of largemouth bass and other centrarchids.

The reduced suitability for spawning of largemouth bass due to
increases in TDS has been taken into account in determining the
overall impacts due to Plan 6 for lacustrine habitats.

These resource communities have been reinserted into the table.

See response to Comment 3-4.

See response to Comment 44-10.

This table has been revised to reflect your comments.



44-18

44-19

44-20

44-21

44-22

44-23

44-24

44-25

44-26

44-27

44-28

44-29

44-30

44-31

44-32

44-33

44-34

This table has been revised to reflect y~ur comments.

The text has been corrected with regard to these two species.

While state listed species do occur in this area the addition of
these species to the text would proviqe unwarranted detail to this
general discussion.

The mitigation plan in Section IV.3. describes t~e current
clearing plan. Conservation pool clearing will now only occur in
areas that have vegetation which may constitute a safety hazard to
recreationists and navigation.

See response to Comment 3-1.

See response to Comment 3-25.

This EIS has been modified in accordance with this comment.

The text has been amended to reflect the lower habitat quality due
to increased TOS contributions.

The possible impacts of importation of Colorado River ichthyofauna
is currently being investigated. Additional information is needed
to assess the impacts of the striped bass and til apia on existing
fisheries in central Arizona. Cooperative efforts are currently
underway with your agency and others to determine the scope of
studies required to adequately address this issue and to resolve it.

The text has been amended to indicate the results of the endangered
species opinion rendered by the Fish and Wildlife Service for Plan
6.

This section contains conceptual mitigation to provide a basis for
compari ng all alternatives. Reasonable and prudent alternati ves
provided in the Section 7 opinion are discussed in Section IV.C.1.

The text has been changed to reflect a loss in habitat quality due
to the increased recreation in the area of the Roosevelt Waterfowl
Area.

This table has been revised.

Impact to wildlife resources are discussed in Section IV 3.i.l.b.
and IV.3. i.3.j.

This table has been modified.

This section has been changed to reflect the results of the
endangered species opinion.

These two issues will be the subject of studies described in the
mitigation plan in Chapter IV.
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Co mrnen t Form To Be Compl~ted bV ReviewIng .Agency

State Appl icat ion id entif ie r (S A l)
TO:

MAY 25 1983 State AZ No. 83-80-00 2

Me &Ekirk
Mv<uroo P1Iming Sa:ticn
Il:pt. of ~rtaticn
205~. 17th Ave., Rn 310 B
ADenix, Xl 85007

FROM : Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoen ix, Arizona 85007

I,

I
Game & Fish
Trans portation
Ag , & Ho r t ,

Power
He a lth
Water
Land
Parks

Region I, V

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as .. .. ! • .

to the fo llowing questions. After completion, return TH IS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WOR KING DA YS from
the date noted above. Please co ntact the Clearinghouse at 255·5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

~o comment on this.project 0 Proposal is supported as writt en 0 Cc mments as inc icateo beie :;

1. Is project cons istent with your agenc\" goals and object ivesO Yes 0 No D Not Relative to this agency

)

2. Does project contr ibute to sta tewide and /o r areawide goals and object ives of wh ich you are familia r?D Yes 0 No

3. Is there overlap or dupl icat ion wit h oth er state agency or loca l responsibilities and /o r goals and object ives?D Ves 0 No

4. Will project have an adverse effec t on ex ist ing programs with you r agency or with in pro ject impact area?Ov es 0 No

5. Does pro ject violate an y rules or regulations of your "agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does project adequately address th e int end ed effec ts on target populat ion? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is pro ject in accord wi t h existinq applicable laws. rules or regulati ons wi th which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 No

Add it ional Comments IUse back of sheet. jf necessary):

. j

Da te_~,4d.;>"O'-"'--'-- -
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COfTIrnefl1 F orm To Be COln p tc ted av Re v iewlI'lQ Ag!!ncy

." to:'
S ta te Applicat Ion Identifier (SA il

'MAY I.:i 19B3

Depart ment of Water Resources
Mr. Frank Barr ios
99 E. Virginia
Phoenix, AZ 85004

F ROM: Ar izo na Sta te Clearinghouse
1700 West Wash ingt on St reet , Roo m 505
Pho enix . Arizona 85007

Game 0 Fi s h
Transpor ta t i on
Ab, & Ha rt ,
Power
Heal th
Water
La n d
Parks

Re G-ion 1, V

Th is project is refe rred to you for review and comment . Please eva luate as
to t he foll owing quest io ns. Aft er completion, return THIS FORM AND ON E
X EROX COP Y to the Clearingho use no lat er t ha n 17 WO RKING DAY S fro m
the dat e noted above, Please contact t he Clear inghou se at 25 5·5004 if you
need further informati o n or add it ional t ime for review.

O No comment on this projec t ~Proposa l is suono rted as v;ritten

1. Is proje ct consistent with your agency goa ts and obiectives O Yes 0 No 0 Not Relat ive to this agency

2. Doesproject con tribut e to statewide and /or areawide goals and objectives of whi ch yo u are familiar?D Yes 0 No

3. Is there over lap or dupl ication with ot her stat e agency or local responsib ilit ies and /or goa ls and cbj eetives?D y es 0 No

1
4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you r agency or withi n project impact area?D Ves 0 No

5. Does pro ject violate an y rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does pro ject adeq uately add ress the intended effects on t arget populat ion? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is project in accord '(l ith exist ing ap plicable laws. rules or regulat ions with which you are familiar? 0 Yes 0 No

Addi t ional Comments fU se back of sheet . it necessary):
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4.?.,./'l'~Reviewers Signatu re-":L.~::""=::..!.c<':"_.L:..J.....!-J,j(;,><~~:!::':!::'~'!s _



Scate ApplicatlQrt Identif ier (SAl)

Comment Form To Be Comp leted by Re-w iewil'l9 Agency

TO:
,"lAY 25 1983 SI~t. AZ No. 83-80-0 02 1 )

Director
Agriculture & Horticulture Dept.
42 1 Capitol Annex West
Phoen ix, AZ 85007

FROM: Ar izona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Game 1:. F ish
Transportation
Ag , & Hort.
Power
Health
Wa t er
Land
Parks

This -project is referred to you for review and comm ent . Please evaluate as
to th e fo llowing quest ions. After completion , return TH IS FOR M AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the·date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if yo u
need further information or additional time for review.

o No comment on this pro ject o Proccsal is supported as written Q3-ComiT:€ms as ird tcateo be!;:'N"

1. Is project consistent with your agency goals and object ivesO Yes 0 No 0 Not Rela t ive to th is ageney
)

2. Does project cont ribut e to sta tewid e and for areawide goals and objectives of which you are ,am iliar ?Dves 0 No

3. Is there overlap or du plicat ion with other stat e agen cy or local responsibili t ies and/o r .goa ls and obiect ives?D Yes 0 No

4 . Will pro ject have an adverse effect on exist ing programs with your agency or within project impact area? O yes 0 No

5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does project adequately address the int ended effects on target population ? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is pro ject in accord w ith existing applicable laws, ru les o r regulat ions with whi ch you are fam iliar ? 0 Yes 0 No



St ate Appl ic.at lon ICle- ntdler I$A IJ

TO:
__ MAY 25 1983 $l.1:1- AZ No. 83-80-00 ;

John J. OeBobb, Exec. Oir .
Maricopa A~$Ociatlon ct

Govemment
1820 W. W.shinglon 51. I _ I -:(
Phoenix, AZ 85007 OlP/-.J

FROM: Ar izona State Clearinghouse
1700 West WashimJton Street, Room 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Ga me & Fish
Transportat i on
Ag. & Hort.
Power
Health
Water
Land
Parks

Regi on 1, V

Th is project is referred to you for review and co mment . Please eval uate as
to th e follo wing questions. After complet ion. return THI S FO RM AND ONE
XEROX COpy to the Clear inghouse no later t han 17 WO RKING DAYS from
the date noted above . Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255 ·5004 if you
need funher information or additional time for review.

~ommenl on Ihis project 0 Pronc sal is sucoortec as wr itten D Commems as ind icat ed bel cv,

1. Is. project cc nststent with your agency goalsand ooject ivesO Yes 0 No 0 Not Relat ive to this agency

2. Does project contr ibute to statewide and /or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar?D Yes 0 No

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local resoonsin il it ies and/or goals ant cbjectives?D Yes 0 No

4. Will project hav~ an adverse effect on existing programsw ith your agency or with in project impact a rea?Dy~ 0 No

5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does project adeq uate ly address the intended eff ects on target population? 0 Yes 0 No

7. 15 project in accord wi th existing aopticabte laws. rules or regulatio ns with which you are familia ,?0 Yes 0 No

Additional Comments fUse back: of sheet , if necessary):

Date i;/n Yt.f~r I

H-lS3

Reviewers Sjgnature__="'-'>"-o"1-'-'--"-''-''-~'-U''-''-_''''=-<J=='''''''''- _

T; t1e _ I E:t:::r.Ont;; _



Comment FOrm To Be Comp' et~ by A. viewing A~f\CY

Sta te Ap pliea t ion ld ~nti r ie r lSAU
TO:
, " MAY 25 1983 Stilt. AZ No. 83-80-0021

M-. John Blackburn, Exec . Oir.
Central Arizona Associat ion

of r,overnments
P.O. Box JJ (1810 Main s-.)
Flore nce, A7 85232

FROM : Ar izona Sta te Clearinghouse
1700 West Wash ington Street, Room 505
Phoen ix, Arizona 85007

Game & Fish
Trans por tation ,
Ag. & Hort.
Po .....er
Heal t h
Wa t e r
Land
Parks

Regi on I, V

This project' is: referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the following quest io ns, After completion , return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later t han 17 WORK ING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255·5004 if you

. need further information or add itional t ime for review.

'pNOcomment on this pro ject 0 Procosat is supported as written oComment s as indicated below

1. Is project consistent with your agency goals and Object ivesO Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and object ives of which you are familiar?O y es 0 No

)

3. Is there over lap or dup licat ion with other stat e agency or loca l responsibilities and /or goals and objectives?D ve s 0 No

4. 'WiII pro ject have an adverseeffect on exist ing programs with you r agency or within project impact area?Ov es ONe

5. Does pro ject violate an y rules or regulat ions of your agency? 0 Yes 0 No

6. Does pro ject adequ ately address th e int ended effects on ta rget pa pulation ? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is project in accord with existing appl icable laws. ru les or regulat ions wittJ which you are fam iliar?0 Yes 0 No

Add itional Com ment s (Use back of sheet, if necessary) :

Date t~ - 1b-Y-3
To'e: ' or o 'V C. \' - , q 7 ~

----~-~--~-- , -
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, ~v ~"rk
-" >_ I ~ \'J \~ "'3 ' " ,-, c b

Reviewers Signature~-f'r"o...., i-ri-'~.."""'-"""'....I.>L~£J~~c:s::!..- _

"I I 'C;: ' ., d
Title , r, .... I , ." ..... . . ,...... - rr



Com ment Form To 8 t1 Completed b y Review ing Agency

Siolte Appl icalion Iden li fi.r (SA n
TO:

MAY 25 1983 State AZ No. 83-80-0021

Robert K. la ne, Acting Enmmlss inner
State land Department
1624 W. Adam•• 4th Floor
Phuenix , AZ 850D7
knn : Robert Youn t

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Wash ington St reet. Room 505
Phoenix, Ariz ona 85007

Game & Fish
Transportation
Ag. & Hort.
Po·....c r
Heal t h
Wat er
Land
Parks

Region I. V

Th is project is referred to you for review and comment. Please eva luate as
to the followi ng quest ions . After completion, return THIS FOR M AND ONE
XEROX COpy to th e Clearinghouse no lat er than 17 WO RK ING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255·5004 if you
need further information or addit ional time fo r review,

oNo comment on this proj~ct [] Procose! is suopo rtec as wrin en D Cc mmenis as indicated belov....

1. Is pro ject consistent with your agency goals and objectivesU Yes 0 No 0 Not Relat ive to th is agency

2. Does pro ject co nt ribute to statew ide and/or areawide goals and ob ject ives of which you are familiar?D Yes 0 No

3. Is there over lap or du plication wi th ot her state agency or local responsib ilities and/or goals and cbjectives ?Dves 0 No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on exist ing programs wi th your agency or wi th in pro ject impact area?D v es 0 No

5. Does project violate any rules or regulat ions of you r agency ?0 Yes 0 No

6 . Does pro ject adeq uately address the int ended effect s on target population ? 0 Yes 0 No

7. Is proj ect in accord w ith exist ing appli cable laws. rul es or requtatio ns w it h v,.h ich you are fa mil iar? 0 Yes 0 No

Additional Comment s (Use back of sheet , if necessary) :

H- 155

Date June 22. 1983

1, '00 " 0 0. 255- 46 2,,,5'--_ _

>~~
Land Manager

R~viewers Si9nat ure ,.~~~::!:::=---""""",.L.'-"::"=::':::";::!::=-- _

Ti tl e -=c::c.'---'-=--=-~.:..__



Responses to Comments
,Agriculture and Horticulture Department )

Arizona State Clearinghouse

45-1 See response to General Comment #7.

45-2 See response to General Comment #7 .

)

H-156




