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Regional Env ironmenta l Office r
Lower Col orado Reg ion
U. S. Bu reau of Reclamation
Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

Re : Draft EIS, Regulatory Storage Div i sion, CAP. l INT DES 83-27 }

I " .

Dear Sir:
-----------_._-----_._._~----_......._~...- - -"' .._-....~_ .-~ .- .......-,
Thank you for the opportunity to review subject document. We in t he Flood
Control Di strict of Maricopa County have been in cl ose contact wi t h sta f f
personnel conduct ing t he Central Ar i zona Water cont rol Study and have had
r epr esentat ives serve on the technical advisory group and on the Gover nor 's 1
Committee . We strongly support the need for upstream flo od control on
bot h the Salt-Verde River syst em and t he Agua Fria River to provide needed
protection for l ife and proper ty and t o provide development opportun iti es .
We , therefore, strong ly urge the rapid impl ementa ti on of Plan 6..__::.... ..:.. w_-..-..-.' .........···M ... ,. ;c .".......-._ _ ~~

To assure an adequate level of flood protection on the Agua Fria River, we 2
recommend that the final EIS require the establi shment of operat iona l
criteria for New Waddell Dam to 1imit the maximum storage pool (MSP) level
to 1,694 feet during the appropriate times of the year and tha t t he level
of protection thus provided be identified to a storm of "known" ret ur n 3
frequency and that the discharge for the 100-year storm under such criter ia
be provided to the FEMA i n such a manner that the Flood Insurance Rate Map
for the Aqua Fri a would be revi sed. urt er , we recommen at t he t erm' ,.~

tnctdenta lood protect ion be e eted throughout the ElS and the term 4
"dedicated operational" flood protection be substituted t herefore.

$O ... .. ..
The enclosed comment sheet addresses minor items. If you have any questions,
or desire to discuss our comments, plea se call .

Sincerely,

_ifrc$,~~~f~-h
~ :~c~~su re .

Copy to: Project Manager, Ar izona Project s Office
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COMMENTS: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, REGULATORY STORAGE DIVISION,
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT

The statement concerning reduction of the fl~odplain downstream of the Salt

Sand Gila River's confluence on Page 233, seve~th paragraph appears to
conflict with the statement on Page 0-3, first paragraph.

The statement on Page 214, second paragraph concerning the protection afforded

6 bY controlling flows at Sky Harbor Airport to 157,000 cfs is misleading in
that significant damages could be expected in agriculture areas near Buckeye,
Liberty, Palo Verde and in the Arlington Valley.
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Responses to Comments
Flood Control District of Maricopa County

50-1 See response to General Comment #7.

50-2 See response to Comment 36-2.

50-3 Discharges for the 100-year flood are being developed in order to
provi de adequate data to determi ne the benefits provided by flood
control at New Waddell Dam.

50-4 The statement has been revised to reflect "dedicated operation flood
control at New Waddell Dam".

50-5 While provision of upstream flood control would provide the benefits
for flood protection, these are not land resource conversion
benefits as discussed in IV.B.7.

50-6 The statement has been revised to reflect agricultural damages
discussed.
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THEWILDLIFE SOCIETY. ARIZONA CHAPTER ./1:S
2222 W. Greenway Hd.

Phoenix. AI. 85023
942·3000 Ext. 254

July 26 , 1983

Will iam Ri nne
Reg iona l Environmental Off ic er

. Lower Colorado Region
U.S. Bureau of Recl ama tion
P.O. Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

Dear Mr. Rinne:

Thank you for providing us with a copy of the Draft Envi ronmental Impact
Statement-Regulatory Storage Division, Central Arizona Project. We have
reviewed this document and offer our comments for your consideration .

We compliment the Bureau of Reclamation on ta ckling the arduous tas k of
analyzing 34 possible elements in various combinations and developing 6
viable alternatives.

While all of the described alternatives will adversely impact wildlife
resources except no action, only a structural plan will satisfy two of the
project purposes, flood control and regulatory storage (Colorado Ri ver
Basin Project Act, P.L. 90-537). Therefore, of the 5 structural alternatives
presented, we favor Plan 6 or Plan 7 with the following modifications:
-------------~-...;>-

1. All mitigation recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wild life 1
Service in their Biological Opin ion and Fish and Wildl ife
Coordination Act Repor t should be impl emented;

2. Mitigation measures should be initiated as soon as poss i ble , 2
preferably during the preconstruction phase of t he project;

-
3. Proj ect costs should include all mi t i gat i on costs; 3

•

4. Additional wildlife programs should be developed to attain
the project purpose of fish and wildlife conservation and
development . Mitigation wil l replace only existing fish and ~
wildlife resources that wi l l be lost duri ng project const ruc­
tion and operati on; i t wi l l not provide for enhance me nt of
t hese resources.

Possible wildlife enhancement measures could include the deve lopment and/
or improvement of additional cottonwood-willow hab itat, acquisition of land
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for wildl ife resource manager;l€nt, and deferment or e1i'mi nati on of 1i vestock
grazing within the project area.

We are offering any assistance ~he Bureau of Reclamation may need in develop­
ing and finalizing wildlife resource mitigation and enhancement.

In addition, we have the following specific comments:

)

5

6

Pages 146-147, Tables IV-17 and IV-18 : Please explain why mitigation
of riparian/wetland and threatened and endangered species
acreage is smaller in Plan 7 than in Plan 6;

Plates 8 and 10: The potential borrow areas downstream from the
Cliff Dam site a~e ~naccept~ b1 e. A1th~ugh the£e 3 miles of
riverine and associated riparian habitat would eventually
return via succession, no comparable habitat would be available
for wildlife utilization in the interim.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS.

Sincerely,

.::J.../~DCb.£,!.__
Richard OCkenfels
President Elect
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Responses to Comments
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter

51-1 Reclamation is committed to implementing the mi tigation plan
described in Chapter IV. Information for this plan was developed
through a coope rative effort with the Fish and Wil dlife Service and
the Arizona Game and Fish Depar tment. The plan as described wi ll
mitigate almost ent irely all of the impacts t o wild l ife reso urces
caused by Pl an 6. Additi ona1 mi ti gati on needs and enhancement of
resource values will be the subject of negot iat ions conducted with
t he above mentioned agencies and other interested part ies.

51-2 The mitigation pl an wi ll be implemented at the earlies t possible
time so as to l imit the temperal effects of the impacts. Thi s
implementation wi 11 be dependent on the const ruct ion schedule and
the avail abil ity of the needed mitigati on areas .

51-3 The mit igation costs are pa rt of the project and are deta iled in
this EIS.

51-4 Deve lopment of f i sh and wil dlife programs that go beyond mitigating
project impacts are detailed in the mitigation plan. Implementation
of these programs will be dependent on sponsorship and cost sharing
by parties interested in seeing these programs developed.

51-5 Acreages for riparian/wetland communities and endangered species are
smaller in Plan 7 than in Plan 6 because of the increased storage
needed to meet t he i nst ream flow measures proposed in Plan 7. The
additional storage would inundate areas that are used for riparian
rehabili tation and serve the needs of the eagles.

51-6 The actual locat ion of the borrow areas has not been f inalized. The
importance of the riparian habi t at downstream of Cli ff Dam wi l l be
one of the facto r s considered in siting these areas. Because borrow
would need to be extracted from these areas , full rehabi li t at i on of
the habita t would take place immedi at ely after their use.
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Re: Central Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS) Stage III Report

Mr. N. W. Plummer, Regional Director
Bureau of Reclamation
Lower Colorado Regional Office
P.O. Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

#59-

OFFIC IAL FILE COpy

RECEIVED JJ.!L 22 1983
R :A~ 6Z\ ,~~ ~.E RA L ANAGER

Acllon;
D.I.~T ,4;tINEER

Ac.t! "-, ":r.k'VI Itllt'll)

J
D.:e lniti. T.

7ft: " ....._.T__:-
- , ' .

i - ::i 1_'
» "

: :.ri .,
"

Fn. _.
.- -

JOE A

RICHA

July 20, 1983

p. O. BOX 730

PEORIA. ARIZONA 85345

(602) 975·2151

52
MARICOPA WATER DISTRICT

DIRECTORS

H. S. RAYMOND. PRESIDENT

H. L.. ANDERSON, VICE PRESIDENT

Dear Bill:

I have enclosed for your review, a copy of a letter dated December
12, 1982, to Ed Hallenbeck regarding a number of concerns that the District has
with regard to the proposed construction of New Waddell Dam.

After a review of the CAWCS Stage III Report which describes the
process and plan formulation of Plan 6, we believe that significant institutional
issues addressed in our letter remain to be resolved and that the future miti­
gation initiatives must be directed to each of them.

I appreciate this opportunity to review and comment on the State III
Report.

i?.L
President

HSR!fs
enc.
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Mr. Edwa r d M. lla l l e nb e ck
Pro j e c t Ma na g e r >

Bur ea u of Re c l a ma t i on
Arizona Project~ Office
Su i t e 2 20 0 , Va ll e y Bank [ ent e r
Phoenix , Ari z o na 8~ 07 3

Sub j e c t :

De a r Ed :

Fiel d Dr ;;f t , EI S , CAP , Rcgu lil t ory St o r a ge Div is i on

The Di strict apprec iates the oportunity to r evi ew and comment
on th e "Fi eld Dr aft , Envi ronmen t a l I mpa c t S tateme n t, Central Ari zona
Pr oj ec t, Reg u l a t o r y Storag e Divi si on " , dated Sep t e mber 198 2 .

Our comments a re d irect e d to Pl an 6, a nd i n p a r t ic u l a r , t h e
p rop os ed c o n s t r ucti on o f New Wadde l l Da m. The Dis tr i ct be lieve s t h e
i ssues an d co nc e r n s ra ised i n o u r l etter to yo u of Octob e r 15, 1 982, )
s hou l d be i nc orporat ed into a n d a ddr e ss ed by th e EI S. With that in
mind, we have org ani zed our comments into three major c ateg o r i e s :
ownership of f a c i l i t i e s ; Water quality; and, h ydroelectric generation.

Ownersh i p o f Fac ili t y

The EI S should r ecogn ize and state t hat t he District is s o l e
owner of the existing Waddell Dam and Lake Pleasant and the rights

l a nd privileges pertaining thereto a n d that the District must be kept
whole wi t h r e ga r d to the construction and op e ration of the new facility.
As previously s t a t ed , the District mu st r eceive own ership rights in th e
n ew f acili ty and c omp en sation as app r op r i a t e . Any contractual agree­
me n t s mus t prov i d e serv ice , opera t i onal control a n d flex ibility equiv­
al e nt to that at pres e n t . Other ex ist i ng r i ght s include relocation
hou sing a s requi r ed, r e creational re source use a n d the ri ght to e xpan ­
s i on of the f a ci l ity .

Water Duality

The c onclus ion on page 60 a nd 22 2 et s eq., tha t t here is- no
s ign i f ican t wa t e r quali t y e f f ect fo r a gr icul t u r al us e a nd , h ence, t h ere
is no n e ed for miti gat i on , is i n corr e c t. Th e Agua Fri a s upp l y cont a ins

2 a b ou t 35 8 milli gr a ms per l iter (mg/ l ) o f to ta l di s s ol v ed sol ids (TDS)
a nd 215 mg / l hardnes s . The Cen t ra l Ari z on a Pr o j ec t supp ly rep l aci n g
mos t 6 f ~h at Agu a Fria s upp ly is expe c ted to c o n t a in abou t 722 mg / l
TDS and 3 0 0 mg/l hardn e ss. The more saline water will re sult i n re-
d u c e d irrigat i on e f f i ci en c y and wi l l a g g ravat e salt bal an c e probl e ms . )
Consequently, mo r e wa t e r will b e r e quir ed for irri g ation in order to
leach the salts from the r oot zon e of the crop .
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- 2- c' Dece mber 10, 1982

Lr r i g.-t j o n wa t er wi Ll he r onv e r t e d to pr ov ide f or mun i c i p a l
a nd i rulu s t r i n l n r-cd s in t he f u t u r c . The i n c r c a s c s in TlJ S and h a r dnes s
o f th e v a t c r ~ u !, p l )' i n t he r c s e rv o i r a t t r ib u t ;lb l e to t he c ons t r uc t i on
o f i,c \,' l'.' ;"ldel l )),,,n wo u l d re su l t i n c os ts a ssociat e d w i t h h a rd n es s r e­
mova l. h a r dn cs s ef f ec ts , a nd r ed uc ed plu mb ing l ife . )-l i ti gat ion of
th e se e ffec ts s lJ Oll ld b e ad dr e s se d .

Hvd r oc l e- c t r i c Gc ne r a t i on
_.....~ .. -- -- -- _.._ - - - - - --._ -

If a p ump ed s to r a ge hyd r oe lec t ric gen erat ion f aci lity is a rea I
possi bili t y f or New Wad dell, this nee ds to be a ddr e ss ed in the E15.
Th i s wollld in c lud e p r ov i di ng "hatev er measur es a re ne c e ssa ry to e n ab l e
del i veri e s of t h e r egu l a t e d fl ow o f ....·a t e r i n t o t h e Bea r d s l ey Can a l ,
wit h no add i t i on a l c os t or op e r a t i on a l ha ndica p to t he Di s tr i c t . ~

Pr ov i si on "a s made in t he c on s truct i on of Wa ddell Dam for in­
s i nl l a t i on of hydroe l ectri c gene r a t i ng fa c i l i t i e s. The El S s hoil l d
r ec og nize the n e ed to keep t Ile Di str ic t "l, o le with r e s p e ct t o t h i s .po ­
t ent i al for hydroel ectr i c gen e r a tion . This c ould be a c c omplish ed b y
provision for deliveries to the Di strict at the same rates, times and
hydraulic elevati on as would be possible with the existing facilities.

Ke wou l d be pl eas ed t o d i sc u s s the s e con ce r ns wi t h you if you
d e s i r e. Pl ea s e s end u s a copy of the Fi n a l Dr aft EI S wh en i t i s ; vai l '
able .

Very/t ruly your s ,

'PI '
H. 5. Raymond
District Engineer and Manager

cc: Mr. N. W. Plummer, Regional Director, U5BR
Mr. Thomas C. Clark, General Manager, CAWCD
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Responses to Comments
Maricopa Water District

52-1 The EIS has been revised to indicate that the District is the owner
and operator of Waddell Dam.

52-2 As stated in the EIS, the introduction of Colorado River water in
the New Waddell Reservoir will affect the quality of water currently
being used by the MCMWCD#l. Technical studies show that Colorado
River water, Agua Fria River water, and the mix of these waters meet
all required standards and are equally well-suited for irrigation
use; hence, the conclusion of no significant adverse impact on water
quality.

If it can be shown that significant adverse impacts will occur then
mitigation would be required under current Reclamation policy. This
policy is described in the Bureau of Reclamation's June 9, 1983,
letters to all potential CAP users. Since mitigation measures apply
only to current uses of water, Reclamation has no intention or
requirement to mitigate for future projected M&I use.

52-3 Although, pumped back storage at New Waddell has been considered and
discussed, it does not appear to be economically feasible and is not
a part of. the proposed action -.
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BI CBARD C. BOCSEWORTH
tUCUllVt Vl([ H U IOt lt!

Project Director
Bureau of Reclama tio n
Arizona Proj ects Offi ce
Va l l ey Cen ter , #2200
Phoenix, Ar izon a 85073

Gentlemen:

July 25. 1983 . - _· l
II" . , -- - " ~. - - - - - - - . - . ,r"-' _..+- _._..- - -- ..- - '

rfii3==:=::; .:::::==:1
iJ Mlo 7(;; ~' I~:

I attended the publ ic hearing on Tuesday, June 21, 1983, at
Car l Hayden High School concerni ng the Environmental Impact
Statement on the Central Arizona wa ter cont rol steady. I
would l ike to submit this letter and go on record as favor ing 1
the position of the Rio Salado Devel opment District .

I bel ieve there will be ma ny benefits resul t i ng from a deve lop­
ment of the Salt River in the metropolitan Phoeni x area, which
wi 11 result in an economi c benefi t to the communi ty and sta te
as well as providing homes for those who would choose to live
in th i s area. I believe also the recreat iona l benefits will
be ou tstanding.

RCH/nc

cc: James E. Pederson, Chai rman
Ri o Salado Board of Di rectors

Tim Bray, Executive Director
Rio Salado Development Dist ri ct

H ON E o ,.. " rC E . l G l N O,ll T H F,n S "" "' ... . "' ;; • • ~ Jl " lf N l X . A~ 1 7 ('1NA " e. 0 0 3 • l e o a , li e? :000 0
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Responses to Comment s
·The Arizona Bank

53-1 See response to General Comment #1.
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Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Boulder
Attention: Regional Environmental Officer,C-

~~giOnal Director, Western Region

( .:'

From:

To:

L76l9 (WR-RPE)

July 21, 1983

Subject: Draft Environmental Statement--Regulatory Storage Division, Central
Arizona Project

In response to the April 29, 1983 request from your Director, Offic€ of
Environmental Affairs, we have reviewed the subject and have the following
comments to offer.

Archeological Impacts

The draft statement presents a very brief and generalized summary of the impacts
of the several alternatives upon archeological and historic resources.
Although brief, they do clearly indicate that each of the alternatives would
result in severe adverse effects. The preferred alternative is clearly much 1
better than Alternative 3 which includes the Confluence Dam site. From the
perspective of both historic resources and social impacts, Alternative 3 would
have effects that are so severe as to be unacceptable. The concentration of
highly significant and well preserved resources upstream from the Confluence
site would be impossible to mitigate adequately. To even attempt a mitigation
would be prohibitively expensive in terms of. both time and money.

Roosevelt Dam National Historic Landmark

The DES does not adequately address the National Historic Landmark status of
Roosevelt Dam. Because the dam is an outstanding resource with significance in
so many areas, and because it is so visible and still operational, it has a
unique position, even among designated NHLs, and is truly one-of-a-kind.
Section 110 (f) of the 1980 Amendments to the National Historic Preservation
Act specifically provides that federal agencies shall take extra precautions in 2
planning projects which will affect NHLs; however, the DES does not reflect any
such extra care. Since the Department of the Interior is charged with monitor­
ing all NHLs, and particularly those whose integrity is damaged or threatened,
and since the Department has had a historically close association with this NHL,
we feel that the Bureau should be especially cognizant of the detrimental impacts
of the proposals developed thus far. Also, qualified Departmental staff should
be involved more closely in the research and design stages of planning for any
project alternatives. The DES should include clearer reference to the legal
status of Roosevelt Dam and the legal responsibilities of the lead project agency.
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The a dverse Lmpcr t s c aused by any a Lt e r na t dvo whi r h p r opose s t o b re a ch o r r ap
Rooseve l t Darr c ann o t h e ml t f ga t e d , Th e P T('I PCl E:.'"! J t o b u i j d a nev dam down s t r cm»
and f] ood Roo5 ev~]t i R tant amount t ('l d e ~t r l l ("ti on and i s there f ore th~ l e a st
des f r ab l e a l t e r-nat dve. The pr oposa l t o r ai se the he i ght of the ex f sr f ng dam hy
another 60 f e e t (2 5< of t h" exi stin~ he i ght ) i s only s l igh t l y l es s object i ona bl" .

~~i l e thpr e aTe s e vera l possib l ~ ways to deal with new cons t r uc t ion at op
Roosevelt Dam) t here i s uncert ainty on ~h1ch mi ght be least off ens i ve from an
engineering, his tori c , or arch i t ectural pe r s pective . Some poss i bl e measures
are as follows :

1. Fa ce tbe cap i n cut stone identical to that on the existing face. Mimic king
or hi storicist treatments ar e ge nera l l y considered di Rh onest a s a preservati on
tTe~t rnent and woul d defi nite l y be unacceptable i n t he cas e o f th is rpS Durc e ,
h'h i c}; va s, ve r y se-n s t t f vcl v de s i c ne-d 8 !JO d e..t e i I v-d , A \' :t r i c:. t i on o f t h i s p r"po~;Jl

wou l d involve dr a.....· i n ~ a d f s t f nc t Li n e be r wc en r h e ori g.i n a l a n d OE-\-: cons t ruc r t o n
to allow the publ ic to perce i ve t he change.

2. Design the cap in compatible contemporary style and materials. It is difficult
to imagine what could -be cons idered "sensitive" or "compatible" new design atop
such a unified and strong des i gn concept a~ the exi st in g dam. Any such cap woul d
probably be awkward at best, and an es t heti c a ffron t a t "0r s t .

3. Cap the dam and cover the entire structure with a new face . This treatment
would obliterate the historic des ign which ough t to be s omehow r e t ained yet
would not be a true statement of contemporary engineering design.

Although none of the above "capping" variations mitigates the adverse impacts on
Roosevelt Dam, any proposed "cap" design alternatives should be submitted for
thorough scrutiny and comment by quali fied design professionals , possibly on
the Historic American Engineering Record staff. Also, t he Bureau may wish t o
consult with an outside organization, such as the American Society of Civil
Engineers, as part of its review process.

River Resources

While the DES does discuss impacts on stream values on the Salt and Ver de Ri vers,
there should be s pecific dis cussion on the potential i mpact s on those por t ions
of the Ve r de and Salt Rivers that were designated by Congress f or s tudy , under
the provis ions of Section 5(a) of the Na t i onal Wi l d an d Scenic Rivers Act, as
potential additions to the Nat i ona l Wild and Sceni c River s System. These s tudies

3
wer e recently completed by the U.S . Forest Service, Tonto National Forest, and
that agency should be consulted regarding their recommendations and the potential
impacts of the enlarged storage projects .

In addition to the above-mentioned 5(a) study rivers , an additional segment of
the Verde River and sll of Tonto Creek have been included in the Nationwide .
Rivers Inventory. These stream r esources have t he potential for eithe r
inclusion in the National System Or protect i on by s t ate and local entities.
Therefore, the potentia l impact of t he proposal on thi. stream and strear. s egment
also shoUld be identified in the DES. Inventory data summaries for both
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3

the Verde River and Tont o Creek are en closed fo r yo ur r e ference in dete rmining
impacts. We recommend that potential impac t s on a ll of the abo ve-menti oned
river resources be discussed under Stream-Orient ed Recrea t i on, start ing on pa ge
165 of the DES. Coverage in other sections als o may be appropriate .

We appreciate the oppor t uni t y to r eview the DES. If you should have questions
or ne ed additional information on our comments, our contact is Jim Huddl es t un,
Division of Planning and Environmental Quality, who can be reached ei t her at
the letterhead addres s or telephone number (FTS) 556-8313.

Enclosures

cc:
WASO (762) wlo encl .
Division of National Register Programs wlo encl.

H-203



VERD~ PJ n :r.

Dat e Of Sunmarv : June, 1962

S ~ at ~ : Ari zona

Tot a l Length: 193 miles

Mouth : Salt River, Maricopa County , AZ.

Sour c e: Sullivan Lake, Yavapai County, AZ .

Counti e s : Gila
!"1ar icop a
Yav apai

Congr e s sional
Districts: 3,4

1 . I NVENTORY STATCS : The segment des cr i bed below in Item 11 i s included in
the Inventory and was identified in the first phase process . Three addi­
tional segments also were included in the first phase but were dropped
after the second phase refinement due to a lack of identifiable amenities
and/or identification of additional man-made intrusions . These segments
were the Salt River confluence t o Bar t l ett Dam(24 mi . ), Bar tlett Reservoir
to Horseshoe Darn (7 mi.) and Prescott National Forest boundary t o Sullivan
Lake(5 mi .). In addition to the aforementioned segments, the Verde River,
from Table Mountain to Camp Verde and from Clarkdale to the Prescott Nation­
al Fores t boundar y near Paulden. was desi gnated by Congress . in 1978, as a
s t udy river for potential inclusion i n the Na t i onal Wild and Scenic Rivers
System(Public Law 95-625) . Study rivers and components of the national
System have separate status and normally are not included in the Inventory.

n. DES Cl.IPTHN ~ OF INVENTORY SEGMENTS:

Spatial description: End of Horseshoe Reservoir to vicinity of Table
Mountain.
Length : 14 miles .
Physiographic Section: 22d(Basin and Range Province-Mexican Highland).
Physical description: This river segment flows i n a wide floodplain
through rugged terrain and shallow canyons in the Sonoran desert vegeta­
tion zone. Elevati on varies little, being approximately 2220 feet at the
bead-o f the segment at Tab l e Mountain and 199 9 f ee t a t Horseshoe Reservoir .
The river is basically free-flowing with sl ight regulation during low flow
periods by a powerplant located about 18 miles upstream from the segment.
Cultural development is minimal.

Ill. VIDEO TAPE COVERAGE : The entire river, from the Salt River confluence to
Sullivan Lake, was flown and taped in September, 1979. Coverage is con-
tained on seven 20 lIl1.nuc.e video tape cassettes . ...
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VERDE RIHR(cont)

IV. NOTABLE FEATURES:

Scenic: The primary scenic v&luc is the presence of a free-fI~~ing, mean­
dering and perennial river in a rugged desert landscape. This contrast,
combined with the pr Inu t ave. character of the river corridor, contribute to
outstanding scenic values.
Recreation: This segment has good potential for floating by innertube,
raft and canoe. The best river-running season is in March and April when
flows are highest. However, hazards are presented by rapids and tree ob­
stacles. Other recreation pursuits in this segment are fishing, nature
study and enjo~~ent of the unique river environment. Access limits the
degree and diversity of recreation use in this area.
Geologic: Geologic characteristics along the segment are common to the area
but do contribute to the overall scenic values.
Fishery: Catfish, and to a lesser degree bass and sunfish, provide a sport
fishery. Other common introduced species include carp and red shiner.
Woundfin, Colorado River squawfish and the Gila topminnow--all federally­
listed endangered species--formerly inhabited the river and the habitat
remains suitable for possible reintroduction. Other native species--the
spinedace, loach minnow and rezorback sucker--are listed by the State as
threatened or unique and may be present in extremely limited numbers.
Colorado River roundtail chub, another unique native species, is present
in moderate numbers.
Wildlife: The entire Verde River is essential habitat for bald eagles--a
federally-listed endangered species--and the subject segment is within a
critical nesting area. The riparian community provides habitat for a wide
variety of birds and mammals and the river provides valuable winter water­
fowl habitat.
Botanic; The river corridor consists of Sonoran desert grassland dotted
with Saguaro cacti. Riparian vegetation is characterized by willow, ash,
Arizona oak, salt cedar mesquite and burrobrush. The river area has not
been surveyed for threatened or endangered plant species. However, some
of these are suspected to exist along the river corridor.
Historic, Archeologic, Cultural: Specific sites along this segment are not
identified for listing in this summary. However, the Verde River corridor
is known·to contain a wealth of historic and archeologic sites and the
river itself has played an important role in the development of Arizona.
Further investigations are expected to produce many sites of National
Register significance.

V. POTENTIAL OR CONFIRMED OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE FEATURES:

Confirmed: The Forest Service Wild and Scenic River study for the Verde iden­
tified scenic, fish and wildlife and historic and cultural values as outstand­
ingly remarkable features. In this segment, scenic and fish and wildlife
values ar similar.
Potential: Historic, archJlogi~ and cultural values--depending on future
site identification

H-205
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VI, WATER RES OURCES:

Flo~ Data: Av~rage annuaJ f lo~ : S16 c ~s {3~ yea7 record) .
Maximum r ecorded flo~ : 94,600 cf 5(2/ 15/ 79).
Hi ni mum r ecClr ded f Lov ; 48 cf 5(6/17 / 56 & 7/1 8 b 19/ 58--caus ed
by power r egul a ti on on Fossil Creek ) .
Drainage area : 5872 s q . mi . (area above ga ge) .

Se as onal Range

I

)

lUI>

Average
Mean I

Flow
(cfs)

"lIb

191

.TF,.A
Month

IISJ

J .T .. S

)

Comments: The above flow figures are taken from the gage loca­
ted below Tangle Creek and nine miles above Horseshoe Dam. The
gage was established in 1945 and the seasonal range is based on
t he average of eight random years since establishment. Peak ,
flows most of ten occur in Mar ch- Apr i l with minor peaks resulti ng
from winter storms and late summer/early f all thunderstorms .
In addition to the quo ted max i mum f low , a peak flow of 94 ,000
cfs occur r ed on 2/ 19/ 78 and a flow of 100,000 cfs is est imated
to ha ve occurred in March, 1938 .

Water Quality : The Arizona Water Quali t y Standards for Surface Waters (re­
vised, 1979) Appendix 9 , rate the wat ers of the Verde River as suitable
for full body cont ac t ( i .e . swimming).

Exist ing and Proposed Water Resource Development: The segment is undevel­
oped ' except for minor regulation of l ow flows by a power plant located
18 miles upstream and using water from Foss i l Creek. About 12,500 acres

- ups tream. are , irrigated by surface and ground water. Horseshoe Reservoir,
' a t the lower end of the segment, was completed in 1945. The Central Ari­
zona Water Control Study(CAWCS) identified a dam site at the Tangle 'Cr eek

3 of 5
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VI, WATER RESOURCES(cont) :

Existing an d Pru:'lo spr~ ~'at €'r }\. t-s o:.;rcc- Develop:nent (con t r . conf Iuenr e . Tn i s
prop osal wa s dropp~c du~ to unsta~l~ g eo jo£y . The CAC~S a150 propose~ th~

enlargement of Hor seshoe Dam, an a c tion ~h i c h could inun da t E pa r t of t he
lower segment. The full l eng t h of t his s egmen t is under Wa t er an d Power
Designation 5 and Salt Rive r Proj ect ~ithd rawal(sourc e ; Revi ew of Water­
Power Classifi cations an d Withdrawa l s-Salt River Drainage Basin, Arizona,
J uly , 1971).

VII. L~D RESOURCES:

Land ownership: National Forest(Tonto National Forest)-lOO%.
Land use: The river corridor is predominately primitive, undeveloped and
under National Forest management. Predominate uses are recreational and,
perhaps, some . grazing.
Access: Access is extremely ~imited by the rugged t errain. There is a
Forest Service road leading to a crossing at Sheep Bridge and some foot
trails. The entire corridor is in public ownership.

VIII. RESOURCE CONSERVATIOO STATUS:

Protective status, studies and proposals: The segment is und er no form
of protection other than that afforded by National Forest management .
The Forest Service draft Wild and Scenic River study and environmental
statement for the Verde River, released in August, 1980, recommended that
a 39.5 mile segment from Table Mountain to Beasley Flats and a 39 mile
segment from Clarkdale to Verde Ranch be included in the National System.
The 17.5 mile segment immediately above the Inventory s egment would be
classified as "wild" with t he remainder of the segment to Beasley Flats
classified as "scenic". The s egment above Clarkdale would be classifi ed
as "recreational". Because of the elimination of the Tangl e Creek damsit e,
the study included the river down to Tangle Cr eek . However, there was no
recommendat ion for designation of this addition. During t he co urse of
a Wild and Sc enic River study and for a three year period following the
submission of a study report recommending designat ion to Congress, a
study river i s protect ed from wat er r es ource deve l opment and/or an y· other
activity that may have an adverse effect on the values whi ch make the
river eligible for designation .
Existing/proposed competing resource use s : As described under Section VI,
WATER RESOURCES, there is an active proposal t o enlarge Horseshoe Dam
which may impact the lower end of the segment. Also, the segment is un­
der water and power withdrawals. There are no other known development
proposals.
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I X. ADDITlO~AL lN FO~'~TI ON : The For es t Se rv i ce has completed work on t he f i na l
environment a l s r a t ement an: l-:'il d and Scen i c River study document s. Hov­
e v e r , t he s s hav e not bc e. n r e Lea sed a s of t h e da r e of t h i s s urmarv. Rec-.
con~enda tion s in the fin al ma: di ffer fr om thos e in th~ dr af t.

X. REFERENCES :

Government Con t acts: U.S . Fer es t Ser\~ic ~ . Pres cot t Na t iona l For es t, Prescott ,
AZ ; Coco ni no ~ a t i on al For e s t , Flags t a f f , AZ; Tonto Na­
t i ona l Fores t , Phoen i x, AZ an d Southwest Region , Albu­
querque , ~,}1 .

Bur ea u of Reclamation, Lower Colorado Region, Boulder
City, NV and Phoendx Project Office, Phoenix, AZ.
State of Arizona, Natural Areas Coordinator, Arizona
State Parks Board and Department of Game and Fish,
Ph e enl x , AZ.
National Park Service, We s t ern Region, San Francisco,
CA(pr eparer .of this summary).

Organiza t i onal Contacts: Salt River Proj ect, Phoenix, AZ.

Individual Contacts: Dave Brown, Arizona Department of Game and Fish ,
Phoenix, AZ.

Reference Documents : Ver de Rive r Dr aft Env i r onmental St a t emen t and Wild &
Sceni c River St udy. USDA, Forest Service , Coconino,
Prescot t and Tonto Nat i onal Forests, Arizona . 1980.
Flood Plain Information, Verde River and Tributaries.
Corps of ~ngineers, Los Angeles District. 1976 .
Verde Venture. Dave Brown. "Wildlife Views", Arizona
Department of Game and Fish. August, 1981 .

Also: The Bureau of Reclamation should have documen~s

relating to the Central Arizona Water Control Study.
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Da tie Of Surmar v : May . 19E~

S t ~ t e : Ari zon a

Tot a l Length : 66 mi le s

Mouth: Salt River(Roosevelt Lake).
Gila County, AZ

Sourc e: Mogol lan Rim approxima t ely
two 5iles ab ove Ton to State
Fi sh HatcherY7 Gi la/Coc onino
Counti e s , Kl.

Count i e s: Coc onino
Gil a

Congressional
Distri cts : 3 ,4

I. INVENTORY STATUS: The entire length of Tonto Creek to Roosevelt Lake is
i nclude d i n t he I nvent ory. It was i dentified and i nclud ed in the firs t
phas e.

II. DES GRIPHON OF INVENTORY SEGMENTS :

Spatial description: Roosevelt Lake(spillway elevation) to source.
Length : 60 mi l e s
Phvs iographic Section: 22d(Basin and Range Province:Mexican Highland).
Phys ical description: A tributary of the Salt Riv er, Tonto Creek origi­
nates on t he Mongollon Rim and makes a rapid descent through boulder strewn
canyons characterized by steep ridges, varied rock formations, deep pools
and numer ous side canyons. In the lower reaches. the streamcourse widens
into a broad floodplain . Elevation at the source i s a pproxima tely 7400
f eet and is 2120 feet at Roosevelt Lake. This wide range in el eva t i on con­
tributes to a floral diversity ranging f r om mixed evergreen forest in the
upper reaches to chaparral woodlands further downstream . The stream is
free-flowi ng to Roosevelt Lake, be coming intermittant at times in the low­
er reaches . Cul tural intrusion i s mode r a t e to minimal .

,. • • .1'_

I I I . VIDEO TAPE COVERAGE: The ent i r e s tream,
was flown a nd t a ped in Sep tember, 1979 .
20 minute v i deo t a pe cassettes .
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IV. NOTABLE FEATURES:

Sceni~: The streamcourse exhibits hi~:l scenic qualities in its descent
throu~h a number of canyons, varied rock fo~ations, deep pools, num~rous

side canyons and steep ridges. The Hell's Gate area, in particular, is of
significant scenic value.
Recreation: The upper reach of Tonto Creek is a popular mountain retreat
for both residents of the Phoenix metropolitan area and out-of-state tour­
ists. There are·a number of public campgrounds and private cabins and
lodges in this area. The primary water-oriented recreation pursuit is
angling for stocked rainbow trout. Fishing pressure is hea,ry.
Geologic: The Hell's Gate area and th~ varied rock formations exposed along
the stre~course, between the Mogollon Rim and Roosevelt Lake, are the
primary geologic features. '
Fishery: Rainbow trout are stocked above Hell's Gate and a State hatchery
is located near the headwaters. This habitat was severely damaged by
flood flows from a Labor Day couldburst in 1970. In the lower reaches,
there 1s some in-migration_of catfish -from Roosevelt Lake. Carp, shiners
and chubs also are present.
Wildlife: The southern bald eagle, a federally-listed endangered species,
is kno~~ to nest in the stream area. Other raptors, such as golden eagles
and hawks, are also likely to be present. -Other wildlife indigenous to
the area include mule and white-tailed deer, cougar, bear, javalina and
occasional elk.
Botanic: The wide range in elevation contrib~tes to a diversity of vege­
tation varying from ponderosa pine and mixed evergreen forest in the upper
reaches to chaparral woodlands further d~stieam.

Historic, Archeologic, Cultural: No speci~ic sites have been identified
for this summary. However, a number of arc~eological sites are probable.
Tonto Creek was a natural trade route between the Salt River Valley cul­
tures and those of the Mogollon Rim. A nl\lDber of cliff dwelling ruins
are evident. There have also been histo~ic-events along Tonto Creek re­
lating to settlement of the area and range "ars.

V. POTENTIAL OR CONFIRMED OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKAjlLE FEATIJRES:

Confi_-:.med: ·Wildlife(southern bald--eagle nesting sites).
Potential: Scenic and recreation values.

VI. WATER RESOURCES:

Flow Data: Average annual flow: 134 cfs(38 year record).
Maximum recorded flow: 61,400 cfs(2/15/80).
Minimum recorded flow: No flow at times
Drainage area: 675 sq. mi. (area above ~ge).
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VI . ~ATER RESOURCES(cont) :

Fl o,,' Data :
(cont )

Sea s oria I Ran ee,

Average ).D

Mean
F'Low 27'(cf s )

201

I!~

17 ' ]
63

II II 0 r F ,. If J J ..
Month

Comments: The preceding f low figures a r e taken from the gage
located above Gun Creek near Roosevelt, AZ an d 17 mi l e s up­
stream from the high water line Df RDosevelt Lake. The gage
was established in 1940 and the seasDnal range figures are ba­
sed Dn t he average Df nine t andDm years since establishment.
Li ke many onh er Arizona s treams , peak flDws moa t; ofcen occur ' ·
in early spring with lesser peaks r esul t i ng from winter stDrms
and late summer/early fall thunderstorms. Two previous maxi­
mum flow occurrances are close to the February, 1980 record.
These Dccurred in January, 1979(55,800 cfs) and September,
1970(53,000 cfs).

Water Quality:The Arizona Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters(revi­
s ed, 1979) Appendix 5, rate the waters Df TDnto Creek as suitable for
full bDdy contact use(i.e. swimming) .

Existing and PrDposed Water Resourc e Development: There are some sma l l di ­
versions fDr irrigation and the lower six miles(not in Inventory) are in­
undated by Roosevelt Dam and Lake, which wer e completed i n 1911. Other­
wise, the stream is free-flowing . A Bureau Df Reclamation prDposal tD en­
large RDDsevelt Dam would effect additional inundatiDn of the IDwer reaches
Df TontD Creek. The prDposal is part of the Cent r a l ArizDna Water CDntrDl
Study and t he status is unknDwn at this time. There are no other known de­
velDpment proposals fDr Tonto .Creek at this time •...
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X. REFERENCES( cont):

Incivi dual Cont a cts: None .

Reference Documen tcs: The Forest Service may have print ed material relat ing
t o t he Rare II wildernps~ stu dy f or the Hell's Gat e
area. Also, the Bureau of Rec l ~~ation 's Cent r a l Ar i ­
zona Water Control Studv should be consulted for po s­
sible addi tional information on the enlarging of
Roosevelt Dam and Reservoir.
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54-2

Responses t9 Comments
National Park Service

54-1 The conment concurs with Reclamation's conclusions that the
currently proposed Plan 6 is •. from the per spect i ve of impact s upon
archeological. historical and socia l resources . a reasonable
compromise in light of the much more severe impact s of Plan 3 which
i ncl uded the originally proposed Confluence Dam.

The EIS also recognized that the impacts of constructing a new or
modified Roosevelt Dam were so adverse that the historical values of
the existing structure 'could not be completely mitigated (see Tables
4 and IV-41 and Section IV.C.2.b). Reclamat ion is clearly aware of
the requirement of section llO(f) of the 1980 amendments to t he
National Historic Preservation Act (see Section IV .8.4 and Appendi x
8 of the EIS) which stipu late that project planning shall be
undertaken to minimize alteration of landmarks to the maximum extent
possible . The planning process, which has led to the identification
of Plan 6 as Reclamation's proposed plan, has been cognizant of
Rooseve1t Dam's hi stor t c importance and a variety of a1terna ti ve
undertak ings, sites and designs as well as the alter nat i ve of no
action have been ' considered. A report titled "Theodore Roosevelt
Dam: Justifying Alteration of a National Histnric Landmark" has
been prepared to document the alternatives evaluated and to provide
the Secretary of Interior with information to weigh in carrying out
his responsibilities to safeguard landmarks as well as construct and
maintain safe water development projects.

Copies of this report ar~ bei ng circulated among concerned
individuals and organizations i ncludi ng the National Park Service
arid its Historic American Engineering Record staff as well as the
Ameri can Society of Civil Engineering. The ult imate conclusion is
that the sacrifice of unmitigable historic values at Roosevelt Dam
is justified and will be ameliorated through prior documentation and
historic study.

Our decision to modify Roosevelt Dam rather than construct a new
dam, discussed in Chapter II, was influenced by historical aspects.
Final design will continue to recognize the historical significance
of Roosevelt Dam.

54-3 See response to comment 47-32.
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The following letter represents one portion of the commentary of the
Maricopa Audubon Society to the CAP regulatory Draft Environmental
Impact Statement "INT DES 83-27."

OFfiCERS

l-Ie r1) f ibe l
Pr".J'C,nt

s."sa'l "helm
VICt' P'.sl~l

Joyce f,be"
5 11(" ' III" ,y

A;:;l b(o' lb .'1", ji ln lJ ~,am

Treu"J! e ,~

COMMITTEE
CHAIAM!N

55

July 23, 1983

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

Dear Sir :

OFFICIAL FILE COpy

JUL 27 1983

Page 2, Purpose and Need

In the impact statement the CAP regulatory storage has nowhere been
placed adequately within the context of the ·Central Arizona Project both
nationally and locally. This overview is essential. In his 1978 economic
analysis of the Central Arizona Project Dr . Power pointed out that:

SCOll Ft BurCle
COIl se,,,..,,on

R": "'. rC FergUi\.on
F'~'d 1"1»
E la,~ Mayer

PfOfjI.m,
Pal "<:ia SHU
MemMrshlp

f'ank N lmoo
Eovc.u,O'l

""n ll'lon )' 5 A...,tlo ny
P liO/Icily

FlOb er j W 'Uemli n I,l D
Edito r 1. CAP

used as
fastest
Nation.

is not a "reclamation" project at all. Agriculture is being
a cover to build a water project to serve one of the most prosperous,
growing area~ and some of the most .profitable industries in the

And they do not need it .

2. CAP is part of an anti-planning effort by the Bureau of Reclamation
which pyramids contradictory projects, crea ting as a result of its 1
cascading errors, the need for still larger, more grandiose projects
(such as the diversion of the Columbia River or Yukon River water to the
Southwest) . The CAP is inconsistent with current Bureau of Reclamation
projects in California and planned Bureau projects in Colorado and Utah.

3. The "shortage" of water in the arid West is a human-made shortage,
not one primarily imposed by nature. Arizona water law encourages the
squandering of a valuable resource. It is the use of a highly valuable
resource to pursue marginally valuable ends. In short, it is the waste
of water in Arizona that creates water scarci ty. CAP wi l l not on ly not
eliminate this waste, it will encourage that waste to continue .-
4. Additional water is not needed in central Arizona in order to allow
its agricultural and urban-industrial economy to continue to grow.

DEDICATED TO THE PROTECTION 0-'" T""" wnLANDS IN AN ARID ENVIRONMENT
H-2IS



page 2, Mari copa Audubon Soci ety

Wate r is not t he' 1imiti ng fact or in any but a very few industries, and
it would be irrat i onal to try to .na ke t hese few low val ue, wa ter-i ntensi ve
i ndust ri es profi table i n an ari d envi ronment . Ari zona 's economy, i f
left to itself, will make natural adjustments slowly over ti me to adapt
t o its resource and cl imati c base. It has done thi s in the pa st and it
will cont i nue to do so. There will be no economi c cri si s , no economic
slowdown t i ed to wate r scarci ty.

5. CAP, besides obstructing the purs ui t of the soci al object ives which
ju stify it, is an enormously inefficient investment and an inefficient
gift. It returns to t he nat i on far fewer tha n 35 cents for each of the
hundreds of mill ions of dollars i nvest ed and wast es mos t of the dol l ars
gi ven to Arizona ns (82%of them) by gi ving t hose dollars away in a way
that provide s Arizonans with not hi ng of compara ble value.

One can only condemn the por k-barrel logic that leads billions of
federal dollars to be spent on self-contradictory projects i ncl udi ng
both t he CAP and now its proposed Pl an 6 regula to ry storage i nventi on.
In a t ime of renewed cr itical interest i n reducing government spending
and ta xes, spend ing on project s such as CAP, which prov ide no net benefits
to the public and which cancel the value or benefits of other federal
projects, is doubly irrational.

Page 2, next to last paragraph

This paragraph ignores the fact that Phoenix has, without the help
of the Bureau, addressed and solved most of i t s flood control problem.
With the construction or completion of 12 bridges built to handle the
100 year f lood, with channeli zation of the airport, and with the knowledge

2 that $20,000 ,000 in f 100dproofingor relocation wo uld protect the private
structures now in that 100 year floodplain, the problem has been addressed
for a fraction the cost of the $600,000,000 Bureau version.

It would be better for the Bureau to "honestly and candidly reveal
at th is point what t his DEI S's benefits figures reveal about t heir so­
called Plan 6 flood control project. And that is that most of the
"benefi t s" will accrue from the development of floodplain real-estate
development of the Salt River, and not from the reduction of flood
damages .

Page 2, l ast paragraph

Hydrologic analyses of the Probable Ma ximum Flood (PMF) by the
Burea u and the Corps have both been shown by the recent Water Resources
Associates, Inc. report to be grossly inflated. It is generally accepted
by Bureau-watchers that the Bureau exaggerated these figu res in order to

3 ext r i cate themselves from the politically unacceptable Orme and at the
same time design for themselves a cushy and extravagant dam safety and
r i verbot t om land development program.

Cliff Oam is now as irrevocably dead as the proverbial door nail .
But now that the Bureau 's contrivance has been revealed and the cat

is out of the bag, it will be both necessary and mandatory for the
Burea u to once more go back to the drawing board. The Maricopa Audubon
Society hopes that the Bureau of Reclamation will use their creative and
innovative skills to design a regulatory alternative which could become
a nationally acclaimed showplace in water storage, nonstructura1 flood
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page 3, Maricopa Audubon Society

control and reliable, cost-effective dam safety.
That these goals can and wi 11 be attained without the highly destruct i ve

river-and-eagle-killing Cliff Dam is now evident. The Society wishes to
extend to you our most sincere support and cooperation in your achievement
of a solution in this area.

Page 3, last paragraph

Starting here and throughout the impact statement are frequent
references to the 200 year flood. The 1972 and 1973 floodplain laws of
this state and Maricopa County are based upon the 100 year flood event.
Likewise the floodplains protected by the Army Corps' three dams in
north Phoenix (Cave Buttes Dam, Adobe Dam and New River Dam), the Arizona
Canal diversion channel, Dreamy Draw and Indian Bend Wash in Scottsdale
have all been based upon protection from the 100 year event. Furthermore,
the Rio Salado Development District will build its floodplain real
estate venture in land which will also be supposedly protected from the
100 year event (by the huge 300 foot high earthen Teton-type Cliff Dam
and the enlarged, "made-safe" Roosevelt Dam). That the DEIS continually
dwells on the 200 year flood displays scare-tactics, EIS-inobjectivity,
and PR hype. These references should be removed from the EIS.

Page 6, Plan 8: No CAWCS Action

This society supports this alternative for a number of reasons but
primarily because it does not contain the river-and-eagle-destroying
Cl iff Dam.

This society will not actively oppose Waddell Dam even though it is
an economic absurdity. 95% of Waddell's water yield is for the purpose
of rescuing farmlands which grow crops which the federal government has
been paying farmers not to grow. And it is socially unjust because 99%
of its repayment cost must be paid for by urban Arizonans who will
receive hardly any of its water either directly or indirectly-- and who ~
could have obtained that water at less cost, elsewhere. Its alleged
seasonal and diurnal energy benefits would, if true, appear to be its
only justification.

Since plans for safety on Roosevelt will have to go back to the
drawing board with the correction of the PMF size, discussion of the
greatly over-designed, over-engineered version of Roosevelt in Plan 6
will be withheld. It should be noted that nowhere in the EIS does it
mention that most of the astronomical costs of redesigning Roosevelt
were for the purpose of enabling riverbottom real estate development in
the Salt River floodplain through downtown Phoenix. These costs were dishonestly
being sold to Congress and the public primarily as dam safety.

Page 6, Plan 8, last sentence

It is incorrect for the EIS to assume that the Rio Salado concept
is dependent upon upstream flood control. While it is true that for
promotional purposes of building new dam structures, the Bureau would
like the public to believe that Rio Salado is dependent upon upstream 5
dams, nothing could be farther from the fact or public record. The Rio
Salado Development District hired a consultant, Carr, Lynch Associates,
Inc. who in January 24, 1983 presented a report which showed that the
Rio Salado concept could be designed equally well, with or without
upstream new dams.
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,Car r- Lynch ?tated t hat the alternative wi thout new dams would cost
the local pUblic $565,000 ,000 in ta xes and yi eld $720, 000,000 in benef i t s.
The version wi t h new dams (which would narrow t he fl oodpl ain to 50­
55.000 cfs) was stated to cost the l ocal public 5646,000 ,000 in increased
taxes but cur iously it did not i nclude t he cost of t he new dams . Carr­
Lynch said i t would yi eld $938, 000,000 i n benefits. The hundreds of
mi l li ons in cost s of the Orme or Cl iff-Roosevelt dam plans were not
li sted by Carr, Lynch and totall y ignored by the Distri ct. They cl earl y
assumed that the money for those dams would come f rom Uncle Sugar in
Washington under the motherhood subterfuge of dam safety.

Within days after the District received the Carr-Lynch report the
District quickly stamped its approval on the version with upstream da ms .
Very few of the Native American. environmentalist , wildlife or citizen­
ta xpayer groups even knew about t he report. l et alone we re able to
obtain a copy of it. No public hearings nor any period for publi c
comment ary on the two versions was allowed. The floodpl ai n real est ate
developers on t he Distri ct ' s Board we re unquesti onably embarrassed that
t hei r consultant had declared t hat new da ms weren't even needed to have
a splendid Rio Salado.

To this day that t axpayer-supported District refuses to mai l
copies of this revealing report to the public. And to this day the
Bureau of Reclamation and this DEIS refuses to tell the public that most
of Plan 6's new dams on the Salt and Verde are actually hundreds of
millions in cost s for putting people and houses i nto the floodplain for
a real estate venture.

Nor does the DEIS state that an extensive Rio Salado (Carr-Lynch's
Alternative I) can be had without a single river or eagle-killing dam.

The Carr-Lynch report stated that Rio Salado with new upstream
dams, unlike the cost-effective non-dam version, actually cost the
public more than it returned in benefits!

It would foolishly place buildings and people deep within ,t he
present legal 100 year 200,000 cfs-wide floodplain. It would claim to
"protect" the floodplain development with a huge 'new 300 foot high dirt
dam on the Verde River and a higher "made-safe" Roosevelt Dam.

This society believes that it is irresponsible and presumptuous in
this enlightened age for the Bureau to now encourage movement of homes
and people into floodplains. The Bureau in this EIS oddly chooses to
ignore the results of their own $10,000,000, thre -
with ttsext n . '" hlir ' n u u" nt •• n n t ose sess ons the
vas maJorlty of the urban metropolitan Phoeni x attendees requested a

4)200,000 cfs-wide floodplain ! Why has this crucial, unmistakeable fact
been omitted from this EIS? Hundreds of millions of dollars i n the
Cliff-Roosevelt Plan 6 Dackaoe are dollars for narrowiny that floodpla in.
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Page 8, paragraph 2, last sentence

It is most unlikely that plan 8, the no action alternative, could
involve new dam construction now that the truth of the Bureau's exaggerated
PMF is known. Also the ranking of plan costs in this paragraph, for
example, stating that the Orme plan is the most costly and that the Waddell­
Cliff-Roosevelt plan i s cheaper , is not correct. The entire DEIS will
have to be rewritten page by page and paragraph by paragraph since all
the plans are so inextricably intertwined with the PMF nontruth. The
Maricopa Audubon Society has no desire to go back to the Orme plan
simply because it is cheaper. The Orme Dam is cle arly passe-- unthinkable II
and unconscionable for a host of well known reasons.

What the Bureau in the next CAWCS EIS must consider is cost-effective
regulatory storage at the New Waddell site since no one has yet challenged
the alleged energy benefits for that structure. Without the Plan 6 PMF num­
bers contrivance, there is no way to hoodwink Congress into funding an
urban floodplain land development scheme for one of the most prosperous,
fastest growing cities in the nation. New or stupendously enlarged dams
for the Salt and Verde are now as extinct as dinosaurs. Let legitimate,
cost-effective dam safety at Roosevelt and Stewart Mountain go forward-­
just as it would have gone forward without CAWCS.

Page 13, Downstream Area

It is incorrect to say there are no streams of recreatl0nal value downstream
from Plan 6. There are many miles of Salt-Gila ponds and streams used
by duck and dove hunters, fishermen and birdwatchers . The Maricopa .
Audubon Society for the past 30 years has used the confluence of the
Salt and Gila as the heartland of their Christmas Bird Count. Arizonans
and Phoenicians may point with pride to the fact that this area has
produced the highest numbers of species of birds in the United States
for any non-coastal area during the month of December. Christmas Counts
list the total number of birds identified in a 15 mile diameter circle
during a 24 hour period. Of all the non-coastal Christmas Counts occurring
in the U.S. and Canada, this metropolitan Phoenix area produced the
highest number of birds (over 150 different species) on three different
occassions in the 1970's-- thanks primarily to the burgeoning riparian ~
Salt-Gila habitat.

The Salt-Gila below the 35th and 91st Ave. wastewater treatment
plants and the largesse of irrigation return flows have created a wildlife
area which is fully dependent upon Salt-Verde spills. Without those
spills the creation of cottonwoods and willows and the periodic sloughs
and ponding areas with cattail and bulrush habitats would be non-existent.
For example, when the author came to Phoenix in 1958 the riparian area
downstream from 35th Ave. all the way to Gila Bend was a dense, impenetrable
thicket of Salt-Cedar and a very few hacked-up, burned-over, senescent
cottonwoods and willows and mesquite. The cattail and bulrush marshes
had for the most part disappeared due to in-filling. All of this was .
the result of 25 consecutive years of no significant Salt-Verde spills.

Following the New Year's Day flood of 1966, a vital and dynamic
transformation occurred to the ecology of the area. The sandy alluvium
necessary for cottonwoods and willows to germinate was created. The
Salt-Cedar were washed out, accessibility to the riverbottom was possible,
and the development of cattail and bulrush marshes in the natural low
areas or cutoff bends in the river developed.

There are now several different generations of cottonwoods and
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willows in t~is downstream area as a result of releases in the 60's,
70's and 80's. It has become a living riparian museum or classroom and
a source of great satisfaction for the metropolitan wildlife-enjoying
citizens of Phoenix. Cliff-Roosevelt or Orme, with their reduced riparian­
restoring flows, would adversely impact this area as well as the rest of
the Middle and Lower Gila. This very severe riparian impact has not
been discussed and does not even appear to be understood by Bureau
officials.

The undersigned, in a recent conversation with a Bureau offfical in
Phoenix, was asked why the "The Bureau Strikes Back" brochure still
omitted the Salt and Verde rivers (see adjacent illustration) in the
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after-Plan 6 scenario. The correct biological answer is that the Salt
and Verde releases below Stewart Mtn. and Bartlett dam would now be
attenuated to a maximum of 25;000 cfs and that ecologically significant
spills would be less frequent. Large "Q's" are needed to maintain the
dynamic new oxbows, cut-offs, the braided channels, and hardwood regeneration
on the Ft. McDowell and Blue Point habitats. This has been overlooked
and omitted in the DEIS.

Page 13, last paragraph

That the supposed flood control provided by CAWCS is not flood
l~contrQl but floodplain land development is substantiated by the Army

Corps' CAWCS Nonstructural Analysis. That study showed that all Qf the
private structures in the 100 year floodplain in the metropolitan area
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could be protected for $20,000,000 or a tiny fraction of the cost of the
hundreds of millions of dollars in the Cliff-Roosevelt or Orme solutions.

How long will the Holly Acres community mentioned in this paragraph
of the DEIS be held by the Bureau and the Corps qS hapless pawns in the
big dam game. It is a sad commentary of the bureacracy of this great
nation that the self-perpetuating strategies of our nation's federal
dambuilding agencies preclude the simple "nonstructural" alternative of
floodproofing, relocation or segmental dikes when juicy plums in the
form of huge new dams and riverbottom real estate deals are at stake!

Page 15, Mitigation

The Bureau here declares it is committed to a process of mitigation.
This is empty, misleading verbiage. Besides the fact that there is
practically no historic precedent for Congress, the Administration or
the Bureau to vote or allocate funds to accomplish meaningful mitigation,
the greatest problem is that mitigating for the Bald Eagle-destroying
Cliff Dam of Plan 6 is impossible.

That dam destroys six more river miles of one of the last few
streams remaining in the Sonoran Desert. Only the Salt and Verde river
systems have suitable riverine nesting and foraging habitat. The tiny ,
beleaguered Bald Eagle population consisting of a total of 12 nesting
pairs is dependent upon these rivers for their ecologic or life needs.

Not only are these the only Bald Eagles nesting in a seven state,
1000 mile diameter circle of the southwestern U.S., they are the only
desert-nesting Bald Eagles in the world. Uniquely adapted to survival
in the Arizona desert, they start nesting in mid-winter long before
their northern U.S. and Canada and Alaska cousins commence nesting.
Consequently, the Arizona eagles have their young off the nest by June 11
before torrid desert temperatures would make nesting difficult.

The damming and diverting of Arizona's Sonoran Desert rivers by
reclamation has removed almost all of the critical habitat which these
birds need for their survival. Bathtub-ring, fluctuating-level, vegetationally­
sterile shoreline reserervoirs do not provide comparable habitat for
their fish prey or the nesting sites which these birds need for their
existence. Biologists ascribe various reasons for why Arizona's desert
reservoirs are disruptive to the Bald Eagle. Deep, turbid water, vegetation
free Shorelines, preference for trees as nesting sites, lack of shoreline
foraging perches, and human disturbance have all been considered.

The Arizona Bald Eagle population is genetically unique as well as
being geographically disjunct and behaviorally different. The Arizona
Eagles are not known to interbreed with their larger northern U.S. and
Canada Bald Eagle cousins which winter-over in Arizona. The smaller egg
shell size and smaller adult bird size of the Arizona eagles along with
their blood chemistry and chromosome analysis all support this genetic
isolation.

Cliff Dam inundates six mi~es of the foraging and nesting area of
two out of the last 12 pairs of eagles remaining in this population.
Even worse, this DEIS says Cliff opens additional river miles and
presently unoccupied reservoir miles to heavy recreational, boating,
firearms and other man-caused disturbance. When does a 12 pair-sized
population of Bald Eagles reach a critical mass which pushes the population
over the brink into extinction? Cliff Dam clearly fits into this malevolent
category. •

Arizonans, and all Americans who respect the Bald Eagle, our national
emblem, stand prepared to protect this priceless and irreplaceable
population from a huge earthen dam on the Verde River which would abet a
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floodplain l and development venture. This dam has no tiinq to do with
bona fide, cost-effective flood control or dam safety. As was evidenced
in the testimony of National Audubon Society official Lugene Knoder at
the June 22, 1983 public hearings in Mesa, this nation's conservation
organizations are unquestionably prepared to protect this small, valiant
and unique'bald eagle population from extinction by Cliff Dam:

Page 17, Table 4

This chart must be rewritten, even if it were not for the PMF being
incorrect and exaggerated. The second entry, the number of eagle pairs
disrupted, demonstrates that the Bureau does not understand what happens
to an Arizona riparian habitat when flows upstream from that habitat are
attenuated. Large flows, though they may only occur once in a decade or
so, are instrumental in the germination of hardwoods and the preparation
of braided, meandering channel habitats with distinct rows of riparian
hardwoods. Bald Eagles appear to select cliffs for nesting only when
trees are not available. Vegetation-choked pools created by lack of
normal annual f lood flows make fishing by eagles difficult. It is a
situation similar to the Salt-Gila below 91st Ave. as previously described.

As a result, all six eagle pairs would be impacted in all of the
plans listed on the chart except Plan 2 which would still allow some
moderate flood releases to occur. Re-write the chart to incorporate

l~this important environmental impact of dambuilding.
The Bureau has many similar "downstream" riverkilling dams now

being considered in other places in eastern Arizona and southwestern New
Mexico such as Conner Dam, Hooker Dam, Quail Springs Dam, Camelsback Dam
and Buttes Dam. The downstream impacts of those dams may be much more
severe than their inundation impacts.

The portion of Table 4 which displays acres of riparian communities
must stand as one of the classic examples of environmental anti-science
by a federal dambuilding agency. Losses of large amounts of high quality eagle
habitat have had subtracted from them acreages of low quality habitat.
The reviewer then reads in the bottom column the "net" (woefully underestimated)
riparian losses!

The remainder of the chart should be rewritten for similar reasons
when the new PMF-determined plans are forthcoming. It would appear to
the public that the Bureau in this table. and most of the other such
tables throughout the remainder of the DEIS. is only going through the
motions of filling and fattening pages of an environmental impact statement.

Summary:

This DEIS discusses alternatives which must be wholly revised and
recalculated since they are based upon a fictional Probable Maximum
F1 ood.

l:1The Maricopa Audubon Society and the other conservation organizations of
this state and nation stand ready to assist and cooperate with the
Bureau in every way possible to create a cost-effective. reliable and
workable solution to the water storage. flood control and dam safety
needs of this reqion.

iZu-a. h/Z-A_.••. . -

Robert A. Wit;~~ President
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55-1

55-2

55-3

55-4

55-5

55-6

55-7

55-8

55-9

55-10

55-11

Responses to Comment
Maricopa Audubon Society

The purpose of this EIS is to assess the impacts of the Regulatory
Storage Di vi si on of the CAP. Overa11 impacts of the CAP were
addressed in the Central Arizona Project Final Environmental
Statement (FES 72-35).

See responses to General Comment #8.

See response to General Comment #9.

See response to General Comment #4.

Discussion of Rio Salado and its relation to the Regulatory Storage
Division has been added to Section IV.B.7 of the EIS.

See response to comment 11-2.

See response to General Comment #9.

See response to General Comment #9.

The statement has been revised to reflect downstream recreation use.

See response to General Comment #8.

Identification and miti9ation of adverse impacts to wildlife
resources have been integral parts of the plannf nq effort for the
Central Arizona Project and in particular, the Regulatory Storage
Division. Fish and Wildlife enhancement is a stated project purpose
in the authorization legislation (PL 90-537) of 1968. Reclamation's
commitment to mitigation is demonstrated by the wildlife mitigation
project that is currently being implemented along the Granite Reef
Aqueduct of the CAP, The Fish and Wi 1dl ife Servi ce and the Arizona
Game and Fish Department have given their support for this
mitigation project.

The mitigation plan for Plan 6, detailed in Chapter IV, was arrived
at through a cooperative effort by wildlife biologists from
Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish
Department, and other wildlife and land management agencies.
Reclamation is fully committed to implementing this plan concurrent
with construction of Plan 6. The basic objective of this plan is to
fully mitigate or compensate for wildl ife resource loss and to
enhance wildlife values where feasible. This objective is in
keeping with Reclamation Instructions, the Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Policy, and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act Reclamation has
consulted with the Fish and Wildlife Service on the effect of Plan 6
on endangered and threatened species present in the project area.
The Fish and Wildlife Service has issued a jeopardy opinion for Plan
6 with regards to the bald eagle. In their opinion the Fish and
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Wildlife Service states that the bald eagle will suffer red
production and possible nest abandonment due to construction imp
at Roosevelt and Stewart Mountain Dams and recreation impact!
Roosevelt and Cl iff Dams and FWS further presents reasonable
prudent project alternatives which would avoid jeopardi
Arizona's bald eagle population. These reasonable and pru
project alternati ves are presented in Chapter IV. In order
implement Plan 6 Reclamation must be in full compliance with
Endangered Species Act which necessitates that the required pro
alternatives be integrated into the project action and f
implemented.

This table has been changed to reflect the Section 7 consultatir
opinion for the bald eagle.

The quality of riparian habitat has been taken into account ir
mitigation plan and is depicted on Table IV-44. The inform,
presented here only presents the total acreage of ri pa ri an
habitat occuring in the project area without regard to quality.
pointed out in your comments the riparian community is a h
dynamic habitat that is in a constant state of successional flu:
to the nature of the river systems which it borders. While
constant flux results in changes in composition and maturity o'
community the acreage available for the development of
community remains fairly constant. We feel that this
accurately depicts the situation.

H-224

)




