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DAVID E. CREIGHTON, JR., P.E.
71118 E.1''illrnore Street
(002) 946-7894

Regional Environmental OHic er
Lower Colorado Region
U.S. Bureau of f~clawation

Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005
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Dear Sir:

I appreciate receiving the copy
Division", Central Arizona Project.
state"lent.

of the Draft EIS for the ile~lat Irv Stor Ige
Tie followi:og COIl1,:e--.ts are 011ere upon cne

Summary and Report. I.A. Par. 1. There is no 1l::eGJlator~r Storage Division", per. se.,
a~thorized in FL 90-537. Section 301(a)(3) refers OlUY to b~ttes 1~ ana =~servoir.
'I'he several darns and reservoirs are specificall:r identified in "actions 301(a)(2,3,4"
& 5). 'ibile it may simplify some operational and functional concepts to organize a
project as a conveyance division and a regulatory storage division, it is misleading
to attempt to create a mantle of legality for a "iegulatory Storage Division" when
none exists in the cited section, and an amended act is not referenced.

Summary, pg 13. III.B.4. par. 4. Confluence Site Area.• The indicated population of
400 residents of the canmunity indicates a population explosion on the Fort McDowell ,.
Indian Reservation since the date of the 279 residents reported in the Orme Dam and ~
Reservoir draft envirollllrental statement (n,'T DES 76-17). To what is this attributed?

Xdci.1.'t l.onaIJ.y , ihe timaJ..nU J..ns the i r adit.J..c r..o.l ravapaJ. cUiture J reii~on, am
custans" re<pires sane supporting data and display. The Orma DES (pg 76) dislllayed
the difference in funerary practices between the three Yavapai brancll.es. The
conversion from cremation to burial as a cultural practice does not appear to have
been addressed or documented. Included with these comments is a copy of several
obituary notices highly pertinent to the concept of culture, religion. and customs.
Information obtained fran a former social worker for the Fort McDowell Community
provides information that had been either overlooked or deliberately ignored by the
anthropologists contracting for supporting studies. The camnunity contains an
appreciably sized group who have been considered to be associated with several of the
Christian denominations represented on the reservation. The funerary practices as ":
reported also provides a possible insight into the poor condition of sane of the '"
resideroes, as well as the law economic level of individuals and families. Into
the naninally christian burial adaptation that appears to have been adopted instead of
cremation, a syncretism developed which is manifested by the damaging or partial
destruction of lJOllle e1ement( s) of the residence at the time of the owner's (or fa::-iily)
death. Also, at the ti.'Ile of interment, all of the possessions of the deceased that
are of particular association with the clothing, occupation, or crafts are dumped
into the grave over the casket before the grave is closed. This correspondence to
the historic destruction of the deceased's abode is an impoverishing act which does
not comport with the otherwise expressed christian belief. Additionally, the role
of the owl and awl behaviour prior to and at the moment of an individual's death
contirmes in the community's memory. These practices may be the primary, but
unrecorded or reported. reason for the highly emotional and sacrosanct attitude
toward this non-exclusively Indian cemetary.

Summary, pg 13. III.B.6. par. 2. Downstream Area. The observed high use of the
Salt River channel for fishing during the spring of 1983 was observed to have several
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J..,:y 25, 1913
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4 hundred f isheI":'Jen per 1)11.1.8 s i.muJ.. t aneouslJ" in t h e vic:"ni t~; of 191.: Avenue.

5
~eport. I. B. par. ). Y,nat is t he? rationa!. f~r or-,ittinc the Gi la Ie nd Indian
heservation?(Fi[ : - 1 ) .

Figure 1- 1 , an d others . An obsolete base map f or t he city 1 irn:.t r. or [ ;,andler , GiJ bert ,6 Gl endale, Peo ria , Par a dise Valle;.,- , Phoenix, : - es~ , Scot tsdale, 'Je:..-jJe , ar.d
i,pache Junction which was used gives a ve r" Ir.i s1eadinr, an d i ncor rect di spl a.r t o t he
citie s which which extend north of t he Granit e Reef Aqueduct in parti cular .

II.Eo par. 3, pg; 13. Tne lioveober 1981 selection by the Secretary predates the
1982-19 83 Wate r Yea r runoff of very ,"a j or signifi cance with the spilling of wat er
beyond t he boundaries of critical ITtdr ologic nee d i n Cent r al Ari zona . The Confluence

7 Si t e re~ins the sinf,le most sir,ni f i ca nt undevelop ed site f or conservati on,
flood control, a nd coordinatabl e Ch? re-re~ation in the Central Arizo na service
a rea , Tne for;: inc of a pcl:'ti c~ sol ut:'on t.c U h;\~drc·J. oGic- h:;d:-a\:.l i c pr o't:lcm r-ay be
exceedi:1g1:.- u nrri se , Longt.ern, i t r:..::l:::- be bet.t.e r t.o L.,lo. action i n abeyo.;jce , ;:'ut:-u:r
than to take the ~TOng action.

aPg 35. Confl.ueroe Bite, last par. Change Heb er-Teno to Heber--Reno.

Pg. 54. ! ' have been of t he imp ression t hat FJS had uns~bspec iated t he bald eagle to
9 just haliaeetus leuc oc ephalus, r a t her t han to at.venpt, to cont anue t i.e r ict-i nn of

the :..ason-Ddxon line i niierent in t he f . !. Leuc ocephal.u s or southern bald ea,;le .

lOPg 63. par. 5. It would be appropriate to show the average and maximum drarming
fatal ities per year for the ]a st lOfI- years, which are attributable to t ubing.

11
Pg 65. (2)(b). _crt McDowell upon abandonnent in 1890 was opened to sett1snent. by
settlers llho were subsequently evicted a1"ter 1905 (DES 76-17, pg '18). Also see
Obi t uary Information (enclosed).

Pg 251. e.(2)(c). The reintroduction of the bald eagle into suitable habitat in
Ar:l.zona appears to be a highly iImll id and prejudieial statement that has not and
cannot be ....onstrated. It is based upon the very 1Iishf'Ul assumption that there was

12in the past a high and widespread population of resident bald eagles. Apossible
technique to assist the developnent of the invading and growing pollulation would
be to provide a supp19lllental nutrient base as described in "The ciarjJage Eagles",
Nataral History 8/83, pp.42-45.

Pg266. b. Water ContrQl Facilities. With the several and consecutive years of
13major nood spills on the Salt and Verde Poiv er s , t oo Gila Rive r , and Hoover Dam in

1983, this section should have some quantification and illustrative tabulations.

I would like to receive a copy of the Final EIS when it is availal!le.

Sincerely, ")

-U~~~ ' ~~(M",? ' ~
David E. Creigh1l6n, Jf: /'

Enclosure
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Fort ,;eDowell

OillTU,\RY r,:FJ::LAtION
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Antonia~regui,- .1 . . ,.. .-

~

Born 1889, daughter of a Hispanio settler on the 3.bandQned
Fort L:cDowell military reservation, lIILieh lead ben o1Jened~

settle,,-,ent, and was subsequently partioJ.l:r set a s i de a,; an
Indtan iecc~ation in 1903. A1~er 1905, the settlers were evicted,

Antonia Jaure!lul I partially through purchase of their nomcst.eads and rights. The
~MP':o-~:::Jaurt" Hispanic settlers moved to fom the nucleus of Tenpe , The obit
~UI~~Inriter is not correct in refering to Antonia Jauregui's birthplace
:l:d~H2<I,:T'ill as the Reservation (Indian).

~ ClIp - "'.t

, Mra, ~aur""l, 1812 E, .. -"""'- t' th 1 t' f t' b' th 1 b' 1 h'.Le-mon,wuamemberofOur· ~~UJ.J;jo: 1~O a ce e DCa a.ons 0 l..e :.r p aces as eang e se17~ erl
Lady., ~.~!.~da'u"""Sociaty ; than at Fort 1.:e[l8l7e11 for these Indian people. YEo...apaf line
a m..-~te HeartCatholi .
Church aDd Beoito J~ .' may be through rnarraige rather than descent.

, Society at PhoeDiL " _ ~

s' 'dud chJldre l If ~--.,..A~~ ';1 i~' , , . -- -~-.. ~~

t:£M::.~~ II 1~~m.. /'9<>; SMITH. •. , , ~'r 2,;e/S".~1
Jacq-. Ray" Joh., Jeaus; I '_ ~--''''''''.J: ~ .' . eervices tor ; Dey Smith 64.whoI:
Phillip IDd Miguel; four g. i B· owy::;- m i w~ ilQrp in Arizona and ~or ed as a ranch cowboy, '\

. ters; 32 rrandchildre.n; lOS} ;' JllDL ~ . -: will t: at 2 p.m, Friday in the p'reshyterian chulch t

.•"a"l"lndch;Jdren and. 29 ,JUDe 29, 1980, ill Phoe·' .. Arbor, Smith, of J::l>rt Mcl.}pwell, died~ in a 'I
....t-.....•....dchildreJi. , lib, Indi81l HOlpital, . . Phoenix h 'tal S' '1 d th b h s:

~~f l~t~J ~~t~::t~;4,
~~"r-~,r~-;~. : 61-n&;ated ji . ". Dickens: ". ~et .7-J-f3"1. ..'.'
i" ,.. '. - - .• ',,' :,},I, - &lrrivon Include two I : ~ born in Fort McI:!liwell, di
,7/-z.tI,o-.. I .... aDd an~I ~seMCeSforMlL15ickeDS,a t,wiIl ~
EnzabettfJoh",on, Y II"'ndd...... :. 1 .'. . .. -,be aUOa.m,' attbe ,
FO~T UeOOWELl. :' P.radl~.C;:.apel· . Fort 'McDOWell In'' Reservation. Survivors ;

- '~beth. .Io.IoDBOD. "~ilIade~a'" incIuaesis diiIdrell,i~ 1il8iic,. Alfred Smith, .,.l....oa M= . . ... "-. Val~ Raft...... .~ u._~ ,.._._-~ 1
""' , ' ,'.__ 1'.!:).~ ~-&-".. """"","",0, ~.ho· .;"1leeA': r . • .. J~d_ ward Bannett; a ai8ter; two

~~~~e:: .~w:: 10~~and four great-grand.' : ,

~I ~:t~La~r1: A.'_tj..,_ .. '· . '.~' :. :.~>."~.'~~~r::c.r. ..,'-."'~.. "'_'." .. \9r
rn
'.~~~PhoeS:;:II·':;~';' ''''_ ~_-'';; ' & lES .~. ':'- eatij~i:i.~~~~~;_;t

uu iii~...,.... be ~- .-•..; .' - ;f:~i:r' '.- j ." e;,jheriire~ 11, who !iad been. mde;~i
iUi'\iiVid bY. &erhui- f,.;';" ,~· ,~..~, =;:. ,,:;· =':., :::....-~,, :::. !ii!1:,~_!liliii~~g '.} ' aldiWlili'1be1f.l[ PUbllc Health Service, dIed-l
::;:d.x-== dp=; 'J"o'-'~"fL: 't ' l '~~ I Sa::-&:.~=:''1~~McDowe!lIn- '
~. MeciJa-Harvey; 4 dian Commlmity, was born InArlinl!toD, I,•"ter; twoabra ' Survivon IncllXle ber husband, Herbert',

"aDdhralidsOl\. , dIlldren, EvaIeDe Anton, LarTy and Kenny; 10
cUlS Church oem pandchildren; and one great-grandson,

witbe 10a.m. Tu . ~ were conducted this morning In !be
Ul the Fart M FurtMcDoweIlPresbyterian Cburcb.
Pie.brtei'ian 'Arll " \ . Jnlerment~ In Fort McDowell Cemetery,_
Church. L JIGIIlleedParadlse Cbapel Funeral Home. .

, .,,~~_..._~ ~ - - -::~-. ap :~~~::,..:..,::;:0'---.-:-7,_~.~_,",.,~"::;:·-v~~·~··"'''::ri
'C"Mon. hb, lS 1982 '0 17IePfwmi';' Gaiette OOKA: HerbertDoka, 7,4, a cattle l'81~ ~d '
l '- •• . member of the first gradilatmg· class of Pboen", I

'; ,"OBITUA'RIES'" =taL~~r i::=~88i1l~mP:-dt~ 11'~ , . " . .,":ilOft liIcDon!t Indian atioJt, were Saturd ,'
. I ' ' - !iJte'hall'...-.an equipmen:r=18tor at V '

r, "'-.nr:'t::JL~ ;r.we.nsmme,iJt'oH~m $ . "ind=,'
,i<~!!iN'~ iiW'-- - -- ", ~' till" ' ".. ~' , ...,_. , ~~w ,.. ' , % ~lijlk.}li8117. "

~ . 7~ ' ". - '..., -. d'If' .,.e-;~,...:..: . ~ "t:f"~ '" <
,. cO' ~J ~, , ,
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Responses to Comments
David E. Creighton, Jr., P.E.

56-1 The CAP authorizing l eqf s l at ion;' PL 90-537, authorized Drme Dam or
suitable alternative to provide regulatory storage for the CAP.
When the studies were begun to investigate Orme Dam and
alternatives, the name of the division was changed to "Regulatory
Storage Division" reflecting the function to be served rather than a
specific structure. A Solicitors Opinion was issued in September
1981, stating that plans which served the same functions as Orme Dam
were suitable alternatives and t hereby authorized.

56-2 Population figures for Fort McDowell Indian Community were obtained
using the latest available figures from the BIA and the community.

56-3 Additional supporting data for the maintenance of Yavapai culture is
contained in the report Social Impacts and Effects of CAWCS plans.

56-4 We agree that the downstream area does have recreational value and
use. The wording referenced on page 13 of the Sunsnary , has been
changed to read "The streams and lakes in the downstream area
support various recreational uses, incl uding fishing and nature
study. "

56-5 Gi1a .Bend Indian Reservation has been added to the EIS.

56-6 The Base map has been updated.

)

56-7

56-8

56-9

56-10

56-11

56-12

56-13

Plan 6 accomplished similar levels of flood control, water
conservation, and regulatory storage without the negative
environmental and social consequences associated with the confluence
site.

The correction has been made.

The scientific name of any given species is determined by a
standardized taxonomic nomenclature procedure and not by the Federal
government. The current legal status of the bald eagle was
determined by the listing of the entire population of the lower 48
states as either threatened or endangered. The breeding population
of Arizona is currently recognized as the Southwestern bald eagle
population for management and recovery purposes.

A presentation regarding the safety problems i nvol ved in "tubing"
activities on the Salt River is not within the scope of this
statement.

The EIS has been revised in accordance with your comment.

See response to comment 9.

Inclusion of data regarding flow characteristics is more detailed
than is warranted in this EIS.

H-228
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Western Area Power Ad m inistrat ion
P.O. Box 200
Bou lder City. Nevada 89005
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Mr. N. W. Plummer
Reg ional Director
Bureau of Recl ama t ion
Lower Colorado Region
P.O. Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

Dear Mr. Plummer:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact

Statement for Regulatory Storage Division of the Central Ar izona Proj ect .

We have no comments.

Sincerely,

~
~ John S. Forman

Deputy Area Manage r

H-229
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JUL 26 1983

Regional Envi ronmental Officer
lower Colorado Region
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

RE: Oraft E.I.S . - Regulatory Storage Div.-CAP (INTDES 83-27)

Dear Sir:

Enclosed are Resolutions (FCD 83-7A) and (FCD 83-78) Support for CAWCS
Plan 6, and Flood Control on the Agua Fria River adopted by the Board
of Directors of the Flood Control District of Maricopa County.

.,

. .

"" "P 'COP~

COL'''';'

) $ ! "

, \
'"\0 .\ 1-

Sincerely,

~~Smit , Jr., .
Deputy C~(ef Engineer

Enclosures

Copy to: Project Manager, Phoenix Office

H-231



RE SOLU TI ON ( FC D 83- 7A)
SU PP ORT FOR CAWC S PLA N 6, AN D FLO OD CONTROL ON TH E

AGUA FRIA RIVE R

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District of Maricopa
County convened in the Supervisors' Auditorium at 204 We st
Jefferson Street, Phoenix, Arizona on ~ 1".19/>.:J
with a quorum present, and In accordance ~ the recommendation
of the Citizens' Flood Control Advisory Board and the Chief
Engineer and General Manager of the Flood Control Distri ct,
adopted the following Resolution on moti on made by Mr.~cc'~

WHEREAS, t he Central Arizona Project (CAP ) was author ized on
September 30, 1968 for the principal pur pos e of furn ish ing water
for i r r ~ g a ti o n . mu nic ipal. and industria l use in central Arizona
throug h importation of water from the Colorado River and
conservation of local water resources; and.

WHEREAS, the alternative plans described in the draft
Environmental Impact St at eme nt (EIS) for the Regulatory Storage
Divis ion of the CAP being investigated under the title Central
Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS) which 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 adoption and implementation of Plan 6 which was
selected in November 1981 by the Secretary of the Interior as the ·
agency proposed action would red uce the 200-year flood at Sky
Harbor Airport to 92.000 cfs and the laO-year flood to 55.000 cfs
provides for increased operating efficiencies for the CAP. secures
needed flood control for the Salt. Gila. and Agua Fria Rivers. and
meets SOD structura l needs for existing dams on t he Salt and Verde
Ri ver s ,

Therefore. now be it resolved that the Board of Directors of the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County:

Expresses support for implementation of the agency preferred1 plan. Plan 6. with its inherent flood control measures and safety
of dams structural modifications on the Salt and Verde Rivers.

Dated this I~:cl day of July 1983.

of Di rectors
District of Maricopa County

ATTEST:
H-232
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RESOLUTION (FCD 83-7B)
SUPPORT FOR CAWCS PLAN 6, AND FLOOD CONTROL ON THE

AGUA FRIA RIVER

The Board of Directors of the Flood Control District of Maricopa
County convened in the Supervisors' Auditorium at 204 West
Jefferson Street, Phoenix, Arizona on .A.uL.. 'I', ,ql':J
with a quorum present, and in accordance w~he recommendation
of the Citizens' Flood Control Advisory Board and the Chief
Engineer and General Manager of the Flood Control District,
adopted the following Resolution on motion made by Mr.~.

WHEREAS, the Central Arizona Project (CAP) was authorized on
September 3D, 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, the alternative plans described in the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Regulatory Storage
Division of the CAP being investigated under the title Central
Ari zona Water Control Study (CAWCS) which have the pri nci pal
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 sa(ety (SOD) of existing
Bureau of Reclamation dams on the Salt and Verde Rivers; and

WHEREAS, the adoption and implementation of Plan 6 which was
selected in November 198'1 by the Secretary of the Interior as the
agency proposed action would provide 660,000 acre feet of
regulatory storage space and 170,000 acre feet of new conservation
space at a New Waddell Dam reservoir which will provide a level of
incidental flood control such that discharges from the spillway
would occur only for events in excess of the 200 year flood on the
Agua Fria River.

Therefore, now be it resolved that the Board of Directors of the
Flood Control District of Maricopa County:

Recommends that the incidental flood control protection
provided by New Waddell Dam for the Agua Fria River be assured
through the adoption of dam operational criteria which would
maintain the maximum conservation pool elevation below 1,694 MSL,~
as appropriate, and that the flood control protection thus
provided be identified in terms of "a storm" of known return
frequency.

Dated this /tP.:4: day of July 1983 •

./ H-233



Responses t o Comments
Flood Contro l District of Maricopa County

58-1 See response to General Comment #7.

58-2 See response to Comment 36-2.

H-234
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Regional Environmental Officer
Lower Colorado Region
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation
Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

RE: Draft E. 1.S. - Regulatory Storage Div-CAP (INTDES 83-27)

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is a Resolution, Support for CAWCS Plan 6, and Flood Control
on the Agua Fria River, and the Rio Salado Development District
adopted by the Board of Supervisors of Maricopa County.

Sincerely,

~~~.,
Deputy ~ef Enginee

Enclosure

'Copies to: Project Manager, Phoenix Office
Rio Salado Development District

il-235



RESOLUT ION

SUP?ORT FO R CAWC S PLA N 6, AND FLOOD CONT ROL ON TH E
AG UA F';IA RIVE R, AND THE RIO SALADO DE VE LO PME NT DI STRIC T

The Bo a rd of Superv is ors of Mari copa County co nvened in the
Supervis ors' AUd itorium at 204 We st Jeffer s on Stree t, Phoenix,
Ariz ona on ~

with a quor um pres t , and n ac cor dance with t he r e commendat i on
of th e Chi ef Engi nee r an d General Ma nag e r of th e Fl ood Con trol
Di st ric t , adopte d t he fo l l owin g Res oluti on on motion made by
Mr.~ d •

WHE REAS, the Central Arizo na Proj ect (C AP) alter na t i ve plans
describe d in the draft Environme ntal Impa ct Statement (EI S ) for
the Re gul at ory Sto r age Divis ion inv es t i gat ed un de r the t i tle
Central Arizona Water Control St udy (CAWCS) have th e pr incipal
purposes of incr easing t he operating effic iency of the CAP; of
provid ing facil it ies and mea ns to meet the f lood cont ro l need s on
t he Sa lt an d Gi la Riv e rs th rough t he Phoenix metropolit an ar ea ;
a nd of provid ing f or the s tru ct ural s a f ety (SOD) of exi s t in g
Bur eau of Recla ma tio n da ms on the Sa l t and Ve r de Rivers; and

WHEREAS, The adopt ion and imple mentation of Plan 6 wh ich was
selec ted in November 19S1 .by the Secretary of t he I nt e r i or as the
agency proposed ac ti on would redu ce th e 200 -year flo od at Sky
Har bo r Airport to 92,000 cfs an d t he l OO-y ear f loo d to 55 , 000 cf s
provid es for i ncre as ed ope rating ef ficienc ies for the CAP, s ecures
needed flood control for the Salt, Gila, and Agua Fria Rivers, and
meets SOD structural needs for e xist ing dams on the Salt and Verde
Rivers, and

WHEREAS , the development of the Rio Salado Project thro ugh the
cities of Mesa, Tempe, and Phoenix will provide a 9reat bonus of
outdoor recreation for all t he c itiiens ·of Maric opa Cou nty ;
provid e spec ial market opportun it ies for the hot el i ndustry ,
industrial development, new tourist or iented reta il fac ilities,
and hew housin9 ; and create a substantial new tax base for the
County and local jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, the achievement of the full development potential of the
Rio Salado reclamatio n depends on th e availability of a reliab le
water so ur ce, and on the implementat ion of effect ive upstrea m
fl ood cont ro 1 •

Therefore, now be it reso lved t hat the Board of Supe rvisors of
Maricopa Count y:

1. Expresses suppo rt for impleme ntation of the agency

1prefer red plan, Plan 6, with its in he r ent flood co nt ro l meas ures
and safety of dams struct ural modifications on the Salt and Verde
Rivers; and

2. Recommend s that the inc idental flood protect ion prov ided
by New Waddell Da m for t he Agua Fr ia Rive r be ass ured throug h the

~adoption of dam opera tio nal cr iter ia wh ich would maintain the
maxi mum conservation pool elevation below 1, 694 MSL, as
appropr iate, and that the flood control protection thus provided
be i denti f i ed In terms of " a sto rm" of known return frequency ; and

H-236
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3. Recommends that the final £IS for the Regulatory Storage
Division of the CAP require the release of up to 30,000 annual
acre feet of water into the Salt River below Granite Reef
Diversion Dam as mitigation for fish and wildlife, for 9roundwater
recharge and for the enhancement of recreation and development
opportunities.

1983.

J

ATTEST:

~;a;;p

H-237
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Responses to Comments
Flood Control District of Maricopa County

59-1 See response to General Comment #7.

59-2 See response to comment 36-2.

59-3 See response to General Comment #2.

)
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Planni ng Division

Regiona l Env i r o nme n t al Officer
Lowe r Colorado Region
U. S . Bur eau of Re c lamation
Box 427
Bould e r City , Nevada 890 05

Dear Si r :

Th i s r e s pond s t o the l etter o f t he Acting Dir ector , Off i c e
o f Envi r onment al Affai r s, requesting review a nd comments on the
draft e nv ironmental statemen t o f t h e Regulatory St orage
Division , Ce ntra l Arizona Proj ect. Th e r equest . da ted
29 Apri l 198 3, r e f e rence 150, Wa s t o t h e Ex e cutive Director
of Civi l Works, Envi r o nmental Progr a ms , At t n : DAEN-CWZ- P.
Th is i s the c oord i nate d respons e of t h e Executiv e Direct o r
of Civil Works , South Pac if ic Di v is ion . and Los Angel e s
Dist r ict.

The comments are enc los ed .

S incerely ,

Enclosures (2)
Ph i l l i p Fra nk Dunn
Chief, P l anni ng Divi sion
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SPECInC CCIHKEIlTS

SU!JECTI Draft !nvire~t.l ~.ct Stat~8At - Regulatery Storage Division
Central Arizona Project

1 1.

IV.

Page 15, Ite= 13 - 1. it acceptable to not have a apecific ~1t1gat1aD pla:
~1&?1.,ed for PlaD 6 in tbe DEIS?

Paae 27. Table 6 - Dc project oo.t a.timate. reflttt ceata for tbe
racommendc4 e=vlronmanta1 mitigation ~e&aureIT

Env1ronmantl1 Conseguancei of Alt,mativ.a

Paae 218, Tabl. rv-35, Why ar. tb. ~~&tion r&duetioD, location and
int~ificlt1on benefita &11 updated by 25%1 The
Consumer Pric. ~«I and Ecg1n&er~g New. Record factora
for 1980 and 1982 are 21% and 19%, respectively. )

Paaa 49. Tabla 16 - <a> The flood control values in tb. table do not matcb
tbo.e provided tbe Co It See attached t abl e fer

c · .I. a llOt posn 1e to 010/ rom
chi. tabla if tbl n:II coata for Plul 3. 4. and 5
au Clonactly uated ~ !! Iud

0) ecr eat i on ben fit l are c.lculated
uaiDi unit 4ay value. <pale 47> but are aated ..
unavailable in th1. tabl••

H-240

)



"_ ..I
--~

Pl •••
CAve. Mo ActI...

r.c••r.J~"~f" (rut.r..Wlthout 'raJ.et) ,t... 1 'I... a PI.. s 'I••• 'I.. , •••" 6 n •• ,

lCOMONIC , 1 'Ii'

SOil If.
-Totll COftltrvctloe ° .7',UO,OOO 401,550,000 "",'''0,000 1,In,alO,OOO ',013,'10,000 '''.1'0.000 , ....,0._

. Ca.c (l.c'•• lnl lDeI . (1.'00,000,000) 4
•-T.t.t Anftult Co.t 0 " .110.000 :U,84',OOO .... ,0.000 ".no.ooo ...no.ooo ...SlO.OOO 12.1'0.000

un.ooo.oool

....,!!!...!!!
-"I"ht.ry Il......

"UU ........t 0 ° ° 11,170.000 1'.110.000 " ,.60,000 .'.110,000 .....O.DOO

.,. ..at .... ,. 0 700,000 ° 3,600,000 2,tOO,OOO 1,'00,000 "0,000 ..t,oaa

V.Ur lup,l, lind lu ',"0,000 1,200 ,000 13,110.000 1I.JOO,ooO U.JOO,OOD 11,110,000 '.200,CMlO

Tot" •••~,.tor, ',3160,000 ' ,200,aGO 34,"0,000 )0,160,000 JO."O,OOO 11,"0,000 U,HO,DOO
It.r'.1 ••••r".

'"
-"... C....cnl

I 10, SB7~00 S1J6B ~OOO 10, SB7 ~OOO 9\474,000 9~474,OOO 10~SB71000 1~u' ~~,lHOOO'" I•••••t,...".ctl..
~

11,1'9, t ."1' 0 11,1'1,•• " tOi' a .1I'i .0 • ,.11, II- lAe.tloa ,Nt .''''0,000 4,'U ,OOO 1' ,460,000 n,400,ooO ",400,000 II,UO,OOO .',.'0,000
,.t"'II'h.clo.

27,047,0001 0,241,00027.047,000 26,874;000 261874~00 ~lLP:~OOO ~!:2~~00Toul 'Iood "i8' •• UI 10,1",11' 11.0....10. .'i8",0 0 .i .•U, a . ,
c..troa lu.flu

-11I.t, .1 D_ , JI,no,ooo 2' .1)0,000 U,nO,GOO 1~.'00.000 1~.'OO.DOO ~'.S10.000 19.'10._

-"erutlo. .., N., ••• N., ••• ... •••.... l.bl. Aul1a~l. Av.' labl. Aun.u. A..la.~h Ann.lIIle ...11• .,••
•-,....... 'II, ..UI. ••• N., N.' ~.. .., .... ...

.un.bl. A..Il."l. Av.U.\tle .nU."l. • ..U ...l. • ...ll...'. ....u ......

Tota' Aftftu,l I ••trlt' ".'30,000 40,970,000 '1,260 ,000 71,210,000 n,I10,OOo lS,no,ooo JI,llD,OOO

...c Ic...1I: ••"alh 24,130,000 I,' ",aDO 24,"0,000 -U,UO,ODO -I' ,010,000 U,n.,DDD -=","0,000

- .... ~ ~tJCo.t le,l. 1.'0 1.29 I .n 0." 0.11 I.U 1.21

•••• ,.11 ..... ,'•• 'ar ••••e,l,tl... Ret ... Chi c......clon.' ,rac•••r. u'•• lor ....r1t • •
~

'"



Responses t o Comments
Department of the Army

60-1 The mitigati on plan for Plan 6 is detailed in Section IV. C.I.

60-2 Project costs estimates for t he purposes of comparing plans do not
reflect costs for conceptual mitigation measures. A sensitivity
analysis indicated that including mitigation costs would not change
the rank order of plans with respect to net benefits. Nor would
including these costs change the net benefits of any plan from
posit ive to negative.

60-3 In consu1t ati on with t he Corps. los Angeles Di stri ct s t af f . f l Dod
benefits were updated using the follow ing indi ces:

Res identi al - Mars hall Va luati on Servi ce
Commercial - Mars hall Valuati on Service
Industrial - Marshal l Valuati on Serv i ce
Public - Marshall Valua tion Service
Sand and Gravel - Consumer Price Index (CPI)
Un ique St ruct ures - USBR Construct ion Cos t Index-Concrete Dams
Agriculture - Cotton Price Index
Bus i ness and Emergency - CPI
Transportation Del ays - CPI - Urban Transportation
Location Benefits - Average percent increase in undeveloped

land values from the Maricopa County Assessor

60 -4 The EIS has been revised .in accordance with your comment .

60~5 The cost of lost recreation opport uni ty is included.

60-6 Unit day val ues were used only at Roosevelt Reservoir.
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61
• DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

Re gional . Env ironmental Officer
Lower Colorado Region
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada B9005

Dear Sir:

~~f~~rt'~~rt,;~ C0 i'_v_ _

0''' .··. · 0 I 'll'
~ . " V I ~V~

Ce01e n for Disease Cont rol

We hav e r eviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for t he
Regulatory Storage Di vi s ion , Ce nt ra l Ari zona Pr oj e ct. We ar e respon dinr on
behalf of the Public Health Service.

We have reviewed the Draft EIS for possible health effects and believe that, in 1
general, the proposed alternatives are adequately addressed a However, there
were several issues that should be further discussed in the F'inal EIS.

The Final Ers should indicate whether or not there are any known hazardous or
toxic waste sites or any municipal landfills in the areas to be covered
impounded wa so , mentlon was not ma e 0 mosqulto or other vectors. The
Flnal ErS should provide a discussion of present and anticipated mosquito prob
lems in the proposed reservoir area. What control measures ar e anticipated?
What use. of inaecticides, if any, are planned? How will they be applied and 2
in what quantities?

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. We would appreciate
receiving a co py of the Final EIS when it becomes available. Should you have
any questions concerning our comments, please contact Hr. Lee Tate at FIS
236-4161.

Sincerely yours,

c:::::7......-{': 9 £.-< !<.------ 
Frank S. LiBelIa. Ph.D.
Chief, Environmental Affairs Group
Environmental Health Services Division
Center for Environmental Health
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Responses to Comments
Department of Health &Human Services

61-1 No known toxic waste sites or municipal land fills due are in tfu
reservoir site areas.

61-2 Mosquitoes and other vectors are not anticipated to be a problem
However. t he CAP operation and maintenance plan has provisions fo '
contro l of mosquitoes along the canal. If vector problems develop
contro l measures will be incorporated into the overall CAP plan.
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July 25, 1983

N. W. Plummer
Regional Director
Bureau of Reclamation
Nevada Highway and Park Street
Boulder City, NV 89005

OFFICIAL FILE COpy

RECEIVED JUL 28 1983A
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Mr. Plummer:

The following are my comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement on Regulatory Storage Division, Central Arizona
project (INT DES 83-27). I also spoke at the pUblic hearing in
Phoenix on June 21, 1983. These written comments are a
documented version of my testimony at the public hearings.

I am a social anthropologist who has worked with the Fort
McDowell Indian Community since 1975. I was also a member of the
Technical Agency Group of the Central Arizona Water Control
Study. My testimony is a summary of my doctoral research at
Arizona State University on the economic consequences of
compulsory relocation of American Indian communities. My
comments focus on the economic and social consequences that a
confluence site structure (Orme Dam) would have on the Fort
McDowell Indian Community members.

forThe Draft EIS social assessment states that
McDowell, relocation and loss of land would result in:

o increased morbidity and mortality rates
o substantial decrease in potential for sustained

financial self-sufficiency
o extreme decrease in community cohesiveness
o extreme decrease in potential to sustain yavapai

culture

Fort 1

The study concludes that adequate mitigation of these
consequences is not possible and the Draft EIS categorizes them
as 'highly adverse'. I have reviewed the data and the analytical
framework that these study conclusions are based on. I feel
these data and the conclusions are scientifically accurate. The
project social impact research has progressed tremendously beyond
the 1976 draft EIS on Orme Dam. As a professional in the field
of social impact assesment, I feel that this Regulatory Storage
Divison CAP social impact assessment not only meets NEPA
requirements, but is one of the most thorough that has been done
of a major water project.

However, the.
strengths. While

research does have weaknesses as well as
its strengths lie in broad coverage of a range
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of impacts, the weaknesses lie
discussion of certain key impacts.
discussion of the economic impacts
members if orme were built.

in the ,ack of depth in the
A particular weakness is the

on the Fort McDowell community

This difficulty in synthesizing the social well being
account and the economic analysis of an EIS is not unique to this
particular study. It is part of the larger problem of the
structure of EIS work that separates social and economic analyses
and often contracts them to different consulting firms. While
social and economic impacts can be distinguished analytically, in
many cases, economic impacts have causal effects on social
impacts. These causal linkages need to be made explicit for a
complete understanding of the total consequences of a project and
the potential for mitigation. I will try to briefly outline
these connections in this testimony.

According to the uniform Relocation Act and the specific
provisons of the Colorado River Basin Act, the Fort McDowell
tribe would receive cash compensation at market value and moving
expenses for their lands and housing taken, if a confluence site
structure were built. The legislation also suggests that, in
addition, there would be a potential for economic development on
the remaining tribal lands through recreation-oriented
enterprises focusing on an Orme Lake. However, the CAWCS study
concluded that the potential for recreation on the Verde arm of
the Orme Reservoir was very limited.

The tribal members would lose the use of natural resources
associated with the riparian environment they now have along the
Verde River. The tribe would lose its .income from the City of
Phoenix lease for its domestic water system. Tribal members are
also employed by the city water department. Over the last 15
years, the tribe has developed a plan for economic development
which has suffered from condemnation before the fact associated
with the plans for Orme Dam. However, in the last 4 years, the
tribe has been able to undertake significant economic development
of its sand and gravel resources and has begun major farming
redevelopment. In addition, community members own and graze up
to 600 cattle on the reservation. Other uses of natural
resources include cutting of mesquite wood for domestic fuel and
for sale, gardening, basket weaving and hunting.

The high quality land and water resources at Fort McDowell
provide a basis for a way of life and for economic self-reliance
through local employment. If orme Dam were built and these
resources lost, community members would have significantly
reduced opportunities to make a living in their own community.
Community members would have to find employment outside their
community, most likely in the Phoenix metropolitan area. Many
people would be forced to leave their community at Fort McDowell
to move near their work. Others might leave their community to
look for work in the city, but may not find it. Urban Indians
have the highest unemployment rate of any minority group (Yinger
and Simpson 1978). Social science data indicates that this is
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\
because reservation communities are pri narily rural, and
people who grow up on reservations have a knowledge of
lifestyles, not of urban wage labor.

Indian
rural

Tribal members would receive cash compensation for the land
they would lose to the darn. Although no specific figures are
available, it is likely that this sum would be considerable,
possibly over $50,000 per indiv idual. Fort Mcdowell community
members, like most Amer icans, would realize considerable short
term benefits from such cash compensation. What the community
members have stated pUblically is that the cash would not
compensate for what they would be losing. $50,000 is a
significant amount of money, but it does not compensate for a
lifetime of meaningful employment, and community members
overwhelm ingly rejected the deal in a referendum vote in 1976.
Cash cannot generate a lifestyle by itself. Comparative data of
Indian people relocated in the United States, as well as of
native people worldwide, strongly support the conclusion that
Fort McDowell community members reached in their referendum vote.
According to Cahn and Hearne (1968) 16 years after the opening of
Garrison Dam in North Dakota, "~ort Berthold [Reservation] was
still in emotional and economic shock".

Without alternative and appropriate economic development,
that is, long-term economic development at the pace and in the
way the community wants it, any beneficial effects of relocation
are offset. If Orme Dam were built, the land base that holds the
promise of a self-reliant future for the yavapai would be
eliminated. Indian ethnic identities are not so fragile that
they cannot endure partial urbanization. But without a horne
base, a reservation with a pool of Yavapai people, the fragility
of identity is increased astronomically. This would not happen
overnight -- all Yavapai's would not sUddenly assimilate if Orme
Darn were built, but a chain of events would be set into motion:

1 loss of natural resources providing the basis for
employment

2 limited employment on reservation
3 community members working and living off reservation
4 reduced interaction among Yavapai people,

particularly between generations
5 interuption of the passage of Yavapai culture and

lifestyle from one generation to the next

Social
means
life.

scientists refer to this process as 'ethnocide', which
the destruction of a group. of people who share a way of

In addition to these comments, I have a question that I
would like the Bureau of Reclamation to respond to in the final
EIS. Will the Bureau of Reclamation meet directly with the Fort
McDowell Indian community leaders, and include tribal leaders in
any discussions c o ncerning management of the proposed Cliff Darn?
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the regulatory
storage Divison draft EIS.

S

if . S'.)?) .
patricia S. Mariella~
2238 E. virginia St.
Phoenix, AZ 85006

REFERENCES CITED---
Cahn, E.S. and David W. Hearne, (eds.)

1969 Our Brother's Keeper: The Indian in White America
New York: New American Library.

Yinger, J. M. and G.E. Simpson (eds.)
1978 American Indians Today. Annals of the American

Academy of Political and Social Science #436.
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62-1

62-2

Responses to Comments
Patricia S. Mariella

Presentation of the social impacts in the EIS is a summary of the
analysis contained in the supporting documentation Social Impacts
and Effects of CAWCS Plans. The integration of economic factors
into social analysis is necessary for complete evaluation of social
impacts. Scoping of the social assessment for Fort McDowell Indian
Community considered the relationship of these factors to the
ability to maintain the Yavapai culture. The more detailed
information provided in your comments is noted and is available for
consideration by decisionmakers.

Coordination with the Fort McDowell Indian Community will continue
on all aspects of the CAP that affect the comnunfty ,
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YUMA AUDUBON SOCIETY

YUMA. ARIZONA 85364

P. C. Box 6395

June 26, 1983

Regional Environmentc.l Of i'i cer
Lo;;er Col orado Rebi on
U.S. Bureau of Reclumation
Bo:>: 427
Bo" l der Ci t y, lie va d.. 89005

OFFICIAL FILE COPY

RECEIVED JUL 291983
A
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The follmlinb are the comments of t he Y=a .Audub on 50cie ty on the Draft
Environmental I mpact Stat emen t , Regulatory St or a pe Division, Cen t r al
.Arizona Pro ject, filed Apr il 29 , 1983.

;·:e support adoption of ;.1 t ern"tive 8 . tho Ho .,c t i on Al t e l 'nati ve buc auae
- a 0 ncr oS. (;rn a i ve~ iL C uc..e: ~ff uEJTI . Co~ .:.:> tructio{j anu ope r-a t a on

o liO~ c au se lrrepa.l'~o e aE.C1~e t o t he enva r -onnen t , It
would flood an area of riparian veG~t~tivn, of which s o li ttle remains

:lin Arizona. Wildlife wou ld be a dver se ly affect&d, bec1:.use animal pop
ulations are 'l.ui te dense and diverse in such areas.

Even more important, o onstruction of Clif f Dam would destroy the nesting
sites of two pair s of Bald E~les , ~: endangered s pecies and our Nat i onal
Lcbl ern . :

We understand that Cliff Dam would be an earthen dam, similar to the Teton
Dam t hat broke. We do not think the people of the Fnoenix s h ou l d be
exposed to thi s type of dam for s <:.f e t y reasons.

The f loodplain of the Sal t Ri ver s houl d be kept at 200, 000 cfs to prevent
development which could l ater be destroyed by unanticipated runoff. The
rec ent flooding of t he Col orado :'i ver demonstrates t hat al l the dacs in
the world won ' t prevent f l oofri nC i f t here is mor e water t han t hey c an
h ol d . Ot her me thods of floo~ oontr ol are avai labl e to the Ph oenix ar e a ,
s uch as lurger, s t r on ;:;er briu.:;cis and bivi ng :dor e emp::asis to f'lood con
trol in operation of e:>:istin;; dams on the Salt and Verde Ri ve rs . Sky
Harbor .Airport could be extended t o the; "e st. Floodpl&in an d air por t
deve l opmen t should not be sub s i dized .~y the taxpayer "hen t"e environmental
c osts are s o high.

Than;, you for t he opportuni ty to cozu.snt on t hi s prop osed a c ti on .

Si n cere l y ,

4~77~4;.~)
Car~. Mei ster
President
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Responses to Comments
Yuma Audubon Society

63-1 See response to General Comment #4.

63-2 See response to General Comment #5.

63-3 See response to General Comment #6.
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Responses to Comments
Drew Cook

64-1 The mitigation plan and commi t ments to it are out lined in
Section IV.C.
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Dear Mr . Rinne:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTE

REGION IX

215 Fremont Street
San Francisco. Ca . 94105

William E. Rinne
Regional Environmental Officer
Lower Col o r a do Region
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has r eviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact State ment (DEIS) t itled
REGULATORY STORAGE DIVISION, CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT. We hav e
the enclosed specific comments regarding this DEIS.

We have had concerns with the CAP project, relative to
to the potential for salinity impacts to water quality. We
remain concerned that this problem be adequately addressed
and we support your recognition of the need for further studies
to develop more accurate data regarding water quality impacts.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please
send three copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) to this office at the same time it is officially filed
with our Washington, D.C. office. If you have any questions,
please contact Loretta Kahn Barsamian, Chief, EIS Review Section,

-a t (415) 974-8188 or FTS 454-8188 •

. cer lyW~ ,
Charles W. Hurray, Jr.
Assistant Regional Admi trator

for Policy, Technical, nd
Resources Management

Enclosure (4 pages)
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Water Quality Comments

1 •

1

EPA agrees with much of the Bureau of Reclamation's (USBR)
assessment of water quality impacts of importing Central
Arizona Project (CAP) conveyed Colorado River water to Maricopa,
Pinal and Pima Counties as stated in the DEIS. The USBR has
acknowledged the need to establish adequate baseline data
to assess impacts and determine an appropriate mitigation
strategy. We support the establishment of water quality
monitoring networks, in consultation with other federal and
state agencies, to be followed by formulation of appropriate
mitigation meaSures. We recommend that the monitoring-mitiga
tion strategy be implemented for ground waters as well as
surface waters potentially impacted by the CAP projects,
since we believe that ground water impact assessment in
other CAP NEPA documents needs further documentation.

As stated in the DEIS, potential surface water quality impacts
could result froml 1) reservoir mixing of Colorado River
water and Agua Fria River water in the New Waddell Dam, and
2) aqueduct mixing of Colorado River water and Salt/Verde
River water in both CAP and Salt River Project (SRP) water
delivery systems downstream from the Granite Reef SRP facility.

The major concerns of mixing the water from these four Arizona
rivers are increased salinity, eutrophication and trihalo-
methanes (THM). As stated on page 56, the acceptability of
water quality is ultimately determined by the designated use
and, while agricultural use of surface water delivered through
CAP facilities may not be adversely impacted, municipal use
(or M&I) would be. Further studies should identify what measures
will be taken to mitigate potential impacts to these users
in Maricopa County.

-Th e impact of salt loading, pages 148-149, should be further
assessed, since we question the potential significance of
increasing salts by 13.3% for Plan 6. Additionally, eutroph
ication is only acknowledged as a problem; the potential for
impacts, degree of impact (i.e., changes in nutrient conCen- 
trations and ratios) and reSUlting reservoir and canal delivery
system problems are not analyzed, nor is mitigation discussed.
The DEIS does not define what is meant by "lack of phosphorous";
considering the low depth, low flow conditions, it would not
take much phosphorous to start algal growth. The DEIS acknowl
edges the trihalomethane (THM) problem (page 58), but does not
assess the extent of the THM threat under the project alter
natives or propose any mitigation measureS.
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-2-

The DEIS states (page 48), ·Plan 7 is an environmentally
orientep variation of Plan 6, and many of the benefits of
Plan 7 could be obtained with mitigation measures included
as part of Plan 6." We also note that on page 247 a state
ment is made that "Prior to the filing of the Final Environ
mental Impact Statement, a specific mitigation plan will be
proposed by the Agency and distributed to appropriate parties."
We support these statements and would appreciate reviewing
this mitigation plan for compliance with water quality stand
ards. Recommended mitigation measures to protect instream
uses, particularly relating to aquatic habitat, include:

a. Excavation and location of borrow areas, haul and access
roads to avoid adverse impacts to water quality and
instream beneficial uses.

b. Maintenance of instream flows, minimum pools and mi nimum
drawdown rates to protect fisheries beneficial uses.
Means recommended by fisheries agencies such as coffer
darns, fish barriers and fish hatcheries should be imple
mented to protect fisheries.

c. Riparian habitat in the project area should be protected,
and disturbed areas revegetated to avoid sedimentation,
water quality, fisheries and wildlife impacts. Terres
trial vegetation in reservoir pool areas should be left.

d. Appropriate sizing of sediment basins with respect to
stream flow.

e. Ongoing studies to monitor project impacts and develop
adequate mitigation in consultation with fish, wildlife
and water quality agencies.

2

3. The Water Ouality Constituents section on page 149 needs
clarification. In particular, the DEIS states, ·For both the
future~without and future-with regUlatory storage conditions,
the water which the majority of the users receive may undergo
substantial changes in water quality during transport so
that most differences in water quality between the two conditions
may not be detectable by the user." Provided all other condi
tions are the same (effects of aeration, temperature, detention
time, algal growth), how can the quality of the mixed water
not be degraded from the original, better quality waters? ~

The FEIS should also explain what constitutes "the majority of
users" and what ·selected diversion points" are referred to
in this discussion.

The FEIS should also address what is expected to cause the
heavy metals problem; are anaerobic conditions expected?
What is the source of the heavy metals; are they derived
from mining activities or other sources?
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Regarding the water quality constituents discussion (page 155),
the FEIS should clarify what SRP waters are being referred to,
and explain in narrative form why SRP water will not be
affected, instead of simply refere ncing table IV-24. We
note that, in general, the DEIS defers the reader to tables
and often does not analyze data in the narrative discussions.
We recommend that the FEISdraw out significant information
from the tables to support the conclusions made in narrative
discussions.

Hydroelectric Comments

~The FEIS should address coordination with and requirements of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regarding energy
related hydroelectric t ac Lt t t Ie s for this pro j e c t.

Air Quality Comments

1. Our October 9, 1981 scoping letter stated that the "DEIS
should qualify and 'q u a nt i f y long-term emissions reSUlting
from project-induced recreation travel to the dams as well
as project-induced residential and commercial growth in the
affected nonattainment areas."

6
The Maricopa County Urban Planning Area (MCUPA) has been
designated a nonattainment area for carbon monoxide, ozone
and TSP. Most of the project facilities would be near or
within the MCUPA. According to Table IV-35 (page 218),
significant project benefits are attributable to water supply,
hydropower, ·energy management" and recreation. It seems
reasonable to assume that the MCUPA will be the . principal
market for those commodities. This project will therefore
relieve constraints on growth (such as water supply and
power) in the MCUPA area.

The FEIS should discuss in detail, impacts to air quality
from growth. The FEIS should quantify direct and indirect
emissions of all air pollutants for which State or Federal
standards have been established, describing in particular
detail those pollutants of greatest concern in the MCUPA:
carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons and TSP.

In addition to quantifying the growth-related emissions, the
FEIS must describe the impact of those emissions upon ambient
air quality in the MCUPA. This should be done in consulta
tion with the Maricopa County Health Department, the Maricopa
Association of Governments and the Arizona Department of
Health Services, the agencies responsible for ensuring that
the State and Federal air quality standards are attained and
maintained.
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With regard to the adverse impacts that are discussed in the
DEIS, i.e., short-term TSP emissions from construction, we
have the foll owing comments which should be addressed in the
FEIS:

a. On page 220, parag ra ph (4) Residual Impacts, the DEIS
states: "Such impacts [ r e l a t e d to i ncreased vehicular
act ivity] would be secondary TSP impacts that cannot be
quantified at this time." Such Impacts can be quanti- "
fied g iven that assumptions about the amount of vehicular
activity can be made and emission factors for vehicular
fugitive dust are readily available.

b. On page 257, paragraph c, Dust Control a nd Air Pollution,
t he DEIS l i s ts v arious mitiga t ion measu re s that will be
taken during construction. Mitigation for dust control 8
should be ongoing throughout the period of project
operation~ since extensive dust has been and will
continue to be a problem in the MCUPA.

c. Tabl e IV-49 on page 275 state s "No ••• air quality standards
would be violated in any site area." This statement
conflicts with the material presented on pages 219-220 ~

which indicates that (at least) short-term violations of
TSP standards are expected. Short term (or any) violations
are not allowable and mitigation should be developed t o
avoid such violations and included in the FEIS.

d. Table IV-50 on pages 280-283 does not list the Clean
Air Act among relevant environmental statutes. Th is
omission should be corrected and the FEIS should
address project compliance (especially for Plan 6) with
the Clean Air Act, in terms of short and long term and
direct and indirect impacts.

e. In comparing the DEIS (pages 219-220) with the Final
Reports and Appendices for Plans 1, 2 and 3, i t is
unclear whether the predicted increase in ambient TSP
concentrations at the Cliff site is 20 to 25 ug/m 3
or 50 uq/m3 •

f. In the Appendices to the Final Reports for Plans 1 and
2, there are conflicts among work sheets 1, 4 and
5 for the Stewart Mountain site as to whether the
nearest public access to the construction site is 1/4
or 1/2 miles distant.

g. With regard to Plans 6 and 7, there is a conflict
between the Final Report and the Appendix as to whether
the predicted increase in ambient TSP concentrations
at the New Waddell site is 15 to 25 ug/m3 or 25 to 70
ug/m3• .
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Response s to Comments
Envi ronment a l Protecti on Agency

65-1 · As part of the CAP operating plan chemical and biological surface
wate r quality will be monitored at various l ocations along the
aqueduct and rese r voi rs. Thiswill prov i de mu ch needed i nformat i on
to the Sta t e regulator, users of CAP water, and t he operator of the
CAP.

The responsi bil i ty , as stated on previ ous cor respondence with EPA,
for the protect i on and monitoring of gro und-water qual ity res t s with
t he Ari zona Department of Hea l t h Se rvices (ADHS) . The ADHS is
presently developing a s t atewi de ground-water management program,
i nclud in g a regulatory program to protect ground-water qual ity and a
comprehensive monitoring program. Any monitoring necessary or
recommended will be integrated with the State's overall strategy of
both ambi ent ground-water monitoring and source s pec i f i c monito ring.

With reg ard t o THM miti gati on measu res, i t i s not now nor has it
eve r been th e poli cy of the Bu r eau of Reclamation to guara nt ee the
qua1i ty of water del iv ered under wate r serv i ce contracts. Si nee
s i gni ng a cont ra ct f or CAP water is a voluntary act on t he part of
the user, it i s incumbent on the use r t o weigh the water quality
costs ( in cl udin g treatment for THM if nece ssary) in the decisi on to
take or not to ta ke proj ect water . As stated on page 5B the THM
potential is the same regardless of which plan is i mpl ement ed.

Section IV.B.2. has been modified to clarify the incremental salt
loadi ng.

The id ent ified consequences of algal growth in the proposed
reservoirs unde r Plan 6 are twofold; asthetic and heavy met a l s from
the bott om se diments returning t o dissolved f orm. No mi t i gat i on is
propose d or warranted for t he asthetics associated with occas ional
or 1imi t ed common algae blooms i n these rese rvoi rs. We propose,
howeve r, t o mit iga te the possible heavy metal abs orption problem by
aerating the rese rvoir outlet works. This introduction of oxygen
will promote the formation of heavy metal precipitate which will
resett1e in the reservoi r and prevent di sso1ved heavy meta1s from
enter in g the canal system .

65-2 Consis t ent with the Bureau of Reclamation pol icy on water qual t ty
mi t i gat i on, as stated i n our l etter dated September 20, 1982, to Ms.
Sonia F. Crow, Environmental Protect io n Agency, no mit i gat i on plan
for wate r quality standards will be presented in the mitigation plan
fo r CAP .

65- 3 Sect ion IV.B.2. has been modified to clarify the questions asked.

65-4 Neither Plan 6 nor Plan 7 propose to put Colorado River water into
the SRP reservoir system . Therefore, the SRP water in the SRP
storage system will not be affected, directly or indirectly, by
these plans. Table IV- 24 is not referenced i n rega rds to SRP
wa te r s , but is referenced as showing the i mp acts of mi xing Colorado
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River and Agua Fria River water. In general the tables in the DEIS
were thought out carefully to show the most important detai 1s of
water qual ity constituents. The narrative does explain what the
tables show and draws the most important conclusions. To fully
analyze all the data in the tables in a narrative form would be
exhaustive and of little importance to most of the readers. The
level and detail of discussions of water quality issues and factors
in the DEIS and FEIS were scoped in direct response to the important
public issues raised during the extensive public involvement process
which accompanied the CAWCS. Therefore, no narrative has been added
to further discuss the tabular information.

65-5 Required coordination and permits will be obtained from the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) for all hydroelectric facilities
implemented.

65-6 The Regulatory Storage Division of the CAP develops additional yield
which will primarily be used for agricultural purposes. Delivery of
CAP water to agriculture requires a corresponding decrease in the
use of ground water. Therefore, no growth-inducing impacts are
expected. Impacts of the CAP are addressed in the Central Arizona
Project Final Environmental Statement (FES 72-35).

65-8 Dust control measures will continue throughout project operation for
any activities required to maintain the project.

65-9 Mitigation measures in the form of dust suppression will be applied
resulting in no violations of TSP standards due to project
activities.

)

65-7

65-10

65-Il

65-12

65-13

Assumptions regarding increased vehicular activity would have no
basis, thereby resulting in a meaningless number for a prediction of
impact.

The Clean Air Act has been added to Table IV-50.

The predicted increases in ambient TSP concentrations that are
presented in the EIS represent the most current studies.

The nearest public access for the Stewart Mountain construction site
is 1/4 mile.

See response to comment #11.
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From:

Subject:

Director t Bureau of Mines

Draft Environmental Statement -- Regulatory Storage Division,
Central Arizona Project' (DES 83-27)

' . )

The Bureau of Mines interest in the provision of regulatory storage and flood
control for the Central Arizona Project pertains to impacts on mineral resources
and development. The portions of Gila, Maricopa, and Yavapai Counties affected
by the proposal currently produce sand and gravel but no other mineral
commodities. Barite, clay, gypsum, limestone, quartz, tuff, and uranium occur
near one or more of the construction sites, but of these only barite has been
found in commercial quantities. The barite deposit was essentially depleted,
however, in 1955.

With the exception of sand and gravel resources within the reservoir areas of
the new or enlarged dams, none of the known or potential resources identified
should be seriously affected by the project. Thus, we have no objection to
construction of any of the proposed alternatives.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft statement •

.'
\1 '

;J ,-..t"'rr Director

; ;
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67
Salt River Project

WATER " POWER " JlJL 29 .983
8 0 )( 19 80 PHOEN I X, AR I 2'ONA 8 500 )

July 28, 1983

U. S. Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
SUite 2200, Valley center
201 North central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85073

Gentlemen:

TELEPHONE 273·5900

)

Re: Draft Environmenta l Impact Statement, Regulatory Storage Di vi s i on , Central
Arizona Project, statement NUmber INT DES 83-27

The Regulatory Storage Draft EIS has been reviewed .by a number of departments
within SRP and specific comments are noted on the following pages.

In general, the Draft is a good ·document that deals completely and accurately
with the Central Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS) process and the various
alternatives. There are, however, two significant issues that we feel should be
addressed even if only to identifY them as issues and state that they are to be
covered elsewhere.

These issues are institutional, including discussion of impacts on eXisting
water contracts, water ownership, possible CAP/SRP water exchanges, ownership of
hydropower potential, etc., and operational, such as how Plan 6 would be
integrated with the existing water system, who the operating agency will be and
how Plan 6 will impact eXisting reservoir system operations.

Since these institutional and operational issues have a potential for major
impacts on the Salt River Project, and probably all of the Salt RiTer Valley's
communities and water users as well, we believe that they must be resolved
before Plan 6 can be implemented. aY early resolution of these issues the
implementation of Plan 6 will be expedited.

We very much appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft EIS.
If we can be of any additional assistance, please let us know .

Sincerely,

Reid Teeples
Associate General Manager, Water

RT:GDH:rsg
Ehclosure
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CENTRAL ARIZONA WATER CONTROL STUDY

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Summary - Page 7, Table 2, Plan 2, Disadvantages:

It should be mentioned that Plan 2 provides flood protection to a level of only

1
150,000 cfs for the 100-year flood compared to 50 - 55,000 cfs for Plans 1, 3,
6, 7. This flow would impact 3971 aCres (wi t h a value of nearly $170 million)
more than would the other plans. (Table D-2, page D-6). This reduced benefit
should be l i sted as a disadvan t age for Plan 2.

Summary - Page 23, Table 5, Plan 8, Flood Damage Reduction :
~ What is t he sour ce of t he s t at ement , "High proba bi lity for large numbers of

flood-re lated deaths "? Would the Civil Defense warning system r educe t he number
of flood-related deaths?

Page 4, Flood Control

3 Sal t River Project water releases cannot proper l y be termed "flooding" as these
r eleases are into an existing river cha nnel . Inunda t i on of propert ies is a
result of improper location of faciliti es i n stream channels as well as the
presence of water in those channels.

The potential impacts of water releases into the Salt River channel have been

4 significantly reduced by the construction and lor funding of fourteen bridges of
200,000 cfs capacity in the Phoenix metropolitan area and channeling adjacent to
the Phoeni x airport . upstream rJ9~d 99ptrg ' wi l ' s'~YQ t& A~~nQe tbp.
envisioned Rio Salado project and other commercial, residential and recreational

5devel opment of the Salt River channel through the Phoenix metropolitan area;
however, Rio Salado development can accommodate water flews of up to 200,000
cfs. We recommend that these issues be discussed in the rinal E1S.

Page 16, First Paragraph, Operation Activities :

6
Hent i on should be made that joint use of flood control space may be possible.
During periods when the flood threat is low reservoir space ded icated for flood
control could be used for regulatory storage. This should be included fo r all
discussions of Cliff and New or Modified Roosevelt dams.

Pages 19 and 20, Table 11-5, Design Details:
jrDiscussion of joint use of flood control space should be included in the Cliff

and Roosevelt Dam sections.

Page 20, Table 11-5, Design Details Plan 1, Service Outlet:
lithe table shows 11,000 cfs for the service outlet for both New and Modified

Roosevelt but the 1981 Fact Book shows 25, 000 cf s . When and why the change ?

Page 28, First Paragraph:
Upstream exchanges could introduce one of three problems. The present generatorlOat Stewart Mountain has a maximum flow capacity of approximately 1800 cfs. If
upstream eXchanges on the Salt system required releases at Stewart Mountain in
excess of 1800 cfs, water would have to be bypassed. A credit would have to be
worked out for any energy lost due to bypassed water. Rather than allow Stewart
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Mountain releases to exceed 1800 efs, an exchange could be made from the Verde.
However, this could cause an imbalance in Salt and Verde contents and upset
desired runoff protection, A second possibility would involve the shift of
generation from one month or season to another. Although generation is not
lost, it is a less than optimum operation when considering the cost of thermal
resources that the hydro generation displaces. The third possibility involves a
Stewart Mountain release greater than 1800 cfs, which necessitates a spill at
that site.

Page 28, paragraph 5, Modified Stewart Mountain Dam:
The normal operating elevation of Saguaro Lake, behind Stewart Mountain Dam, is
1529 feet. If, as stated in this paragraph, the auxiliary spillway crest at
Stewart Mountain would be at 1496 feet it appears that a drawdown during
construction would be necessary despite the comments to the contrary on page 28,
paragraph 7 and page 163, paragraph 3.

If a drawdown of Saguaro Lake is necessary during construction work on Stewart
Mountain Dam, the pumped stcrage operations at both Mormon Flat and Horse Mesa
dams wculd be impacted and the reduced net head available at Stewart Mountain
would decrease the amount of water rel.eased through the generator and also the
amount of power generated. There would also be impacts on recreation and other
likely impacts during drawdown. All of these issues should ·be discussed if
drawdown is required.·

If, as stated in the draft EIS, no drawdown will be necessary, a discussion of
the construction techniques to be used should be included.

Page 28, Paragraph 6; Page 29, Paragraph 2j Page 30, Paragraph 1j Page 37,

11

Reference is made to the disposal of excavated material in the dead space in the
. reservoirs of Cliff and New Waddell and between the old and new dams for Stewart
Mountain and Roosevelt. Why will excavated material be dumped into the 12
reservoirs? This uses UP valuable water storage space and creates potential
problems for operating equipment if placed between the old and new dams.
Alternate locations should be found · for the disposal of excess materials.

Page 28, Paragraph 6 and Page 29, Last Paragraph:
It is not clear why construction materials (sand and gravel) must be imported. 1:1
Why not use local materials?

Page
lihat
does

33, Table 11-6, Design Details - Plan 2, Roosevelt Dam
is the purpose, function and location of the 300 cfs

not appear to be discussed elsewhere in the draft EIS.

(Modified):
pumping plant? 'lbis 1.,

= =
Page 38, Paragraph 3: 1-
This should read South Canal not Southern Canal. ..

Page 38, Cliff Dam and Reservoir:
The report shOUld reflect the fact that Plans 3 and 6 will require replacement
of the Tangle Creek gaging station or the establishment of an alternate gaging 14!
station which could be used during a200-year flood when the Tangle Creek gaging
station would be totally inundated.
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Page 38, Cliff ~~m Water SupplY Operation and Page 39, Roosevelt Dam Water
SuPpl y Operation:

Sent ences in thes e t wo sect i ons have t he following wording " • • • and wate r
captu red i n t he new conservation space at t he Clif f Re s ervoir would be delivered
t o Confluence Reservoir from which it coul d be pumped to the salt-Gila

17Aqueduct • •• " and "wa t er yi e l d f rom new conservation s pace, pro vided by the dual
use of the sediment space fo r water s torage , woul d be deli vered to Confluence
Reservoir from wh i ch it could be pumped to t he CAP aqueduc t." It is our
understanding tha t t he pumping system from Granite Reef Dam to the aqueduct has
been dropped from consi der ati on.

In each of these secti ons ther e is a reference to water yield from "new

18cons er va t i on space" but owners hip of this water is not addressed. SRP considers
t he ·owner shi p of this water to be a major issue. Since the i mpac t s on SRP may
var y significantly with di f f erent owner sh ips, this should be discussed i n the
fi na l EIS.

Page 45, Table 11-9, Pl an 7, Pumping Plant :
With regard to the pumping plant t o convey water from the SRP system to the CAP
system, there is an inconsistency. Plan 1 makes s provision for a pumping plant
in the vicinity of Granite Reef Diversion Dam sized at 1600 cfs (p. 23). The
DEIS i dent i f i es the salt/Verde structural components i n Plan 6 as the same as

l
~inc luded i n Pl an 1 (p . 39) ; however , Plan 7, whi ch i s supposed to be the same as

Pl an 6 with an envir onmental emphas is (p . 44), makes provis ion for a 1000 cfs
pumping plant (p. 45). The s ize of the Plan 6 pumping plant, therefore, needs
to be clarified.

As mentioned above, it is our under s t anding that no pumping plant is to be
construoted.

Page 51, Table III-1, Acreage and Per cent Range of Biomes and Biotic Series in
the St udy Area :

This table is ~omewhat misleading in that the vegetational oommunities are shown
by aores and by peroentage of the study area whioh is not representative of the

20
st at e . A column shOUld be added to show the percentages of these communities in
the state as a whole. As it stands, the table gives the impression, for
instance, that riparian and wetland communities are more common than the oak-
Pine series when, in fao t , they are far less common in a broader view .

21

Page 56, Water Quality, Paragraph 4:
Soil productivity should deteriorate for those agricultural operations that now
r eceive mostly surface water due to higher salt ,levels in CAP water . This could
be mitigated by application of more water or irrigation methods which reduoe
evaporative losses. SUch mitigation shOUld be discussed in the f inal EIS.

Pa ge 65, Territorial-Settlement Per iod (1863-1912):
The sentence that "Fort McDowell was abandoned in 1890, and i n 1903 the former
military lands were allocated fo r use as a reservation for Yavapai Indians" is

22 incorrect. Fort McDowell was abandoned by the military in 1890. The military
reservation was then turned over to the Interior Department on February 14, 1891
for disposal under the provisions of the Act of July 5, 1884, (23 Stat. 103)
which proVided for the pUblic sale of reservation lands . Under the provisions
of this Act and the Act of August 23, 1894 (28 Stat. 49) a portion of the lands
which comprised the original Camp McDowell Military Reservation was sold to non-
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Indian settlers. On September 15, 1903, President Roosevelt, by executive
order, set aside the lands of the former Camp McDowell Military Reservation that
had not been legally settled upon and to which no valid claims could be attached
under the Act of August 23, 1894. The Federal government then bought out the
rights of 14 squatters and 21 valid settlers who had claims to lands within the
military reserve. The entire area that originally comprised the old Camp
McDowell Military Reservation was then set aside for the Yavaparlndians.

'"

SRP recommends that the facts in the subject sentence be stated correctly
because of their implication on the status of the Fort McDowell Indian
Community's water rights in any future litigation/adjudication. Failure to make
these corrections implies that the entire Fort McDowell Indian Reservation has a
reserved water right in the classical sense of that term, which it doesn't.

Page 74, Threatened and Endangered Plants and Wildlife (Cliff Site Area>:
There are currently two Bald Eagle nesting sites in the vicinity of the proposed
Cliff Dam: Bartlett below Bartlett Dam and Horseshoe, upstream from Horseshoe
Dam. While the Bartlett pair has been one of the most productive of the 12
known nesting pairs of Bald Eagles, with 5 young fledged during the 1977-80·

. nesting seasons, it is located well below Bartlett Dam.~nd is not likely to
suffer significant impact from construction activities at the Cliff Site.
According to a 1981 report prepared by the Arizona State University Center for 23
Environmental studies, the home range of this pair does not extend upstream from
Bartlett Reservoir.

The preferred nesting site of the Horseshoe pair of Bald Eagles will be severely
impacted by both construction and operation of Cliff Dam. This nest, however,
produced no live eagle fledglings in the 1977-80 nesting seasons. A new nest
site could be prOVided for this pair of eagles as partial mitigation of the
impact of Cliff Dam. Perhaps what has been an unproductive pair can be helped
to become productive if a safe and secure nest site is available to them.

zoJ • • • • c, --..,...-- ..-... ..-_...., ,_'<·_ ··u __., _ '" -.....~ ,••.-~

Page 116 (Facing), Figure IV-1, Reservoir Pools used in Impact Assessment:
Joint use of flood control pool for conservation storage should be included • 24

..._ ---.

•-

Page 120, Paragraph 3. Construction and Inundation Impacts:
Inundation impacts are discussed for four different levels. The second level
"impoundments at maximum storage capacity (MSP)" should be changed to the top of 2~
the joint use space. This would require changes in the tables throughout
Chapter IV that describe site areas impacted. On page 121, paragraph 1
references infrequent inundation of the 200-year flood pool. However, under the
joint use concept this area would have the potential for longer term impacts
that should be addressed.---_._------------
Pages 123-124, Table IV-1, Conceptual Mitigation for Biological Resources:
Some of the conceptual mitigation measures listed in this table are likely to
become points of disagreement between the Salt River Project and the Bureau or 2~
other operating entities regarding reservoir operation, instream flow releases
and creation of riparian habitat. SRP suggests that all proposed mitigation
measures be thoroughly reviewed with all potentially impacted entities prior to
their adoption.

- '
Page 148, Water Quality:
The EIS does not address the changes in
travels through the CAP aqueduct. During the
aqueduct will result in high travel times.

Colorado River water quality as it
early years, low flows in the
Significant evaporation may-occur
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causing measurably increased salt concentrations. Water temperature will
increase significantly by the time it gets to the Phoenix area. There should be
a separate section in the EIS addressing these issues.

"'=...-......- ._ - - ~=._ _ ===~'P'""C~__~~_=__===

Page 153, Table IV-20, Water Quality -Impacts:
All the tables pertaining to water quality impacts do not specify temperature

~ISChanges. Assuming all other constituents of the various water sources are
equal, an increase in water temperature generally means a lowering of water
quality due to the increased growth rate of the algae.

Pages 153 and 154, Tables IV-20 and 21 Water Quality Impaots, Plan 1:
The desoription of Plan 6 on page 39 states that Cliff and Roosevelt dams would
be operated similarly as proposed in Plan 1. Plan 1 reservoir _operat i on
desoribed on page 23 states that "when CAP demand is less -than the flow in the

~9aqUeduot, exoess CAP water oould be delivered to SRP users in lieu of releases
~ from SRP storage". It is presumed then that this is also true for Plan 6.

Tables IV-20 'and IV-21 on pages 153 and 154 summarize the Water Quality Impacts
of Plan 1. The tables presume that water at Granite Reef would be entirely CAP
water. CAP water could not completely satisfy the entire oanal water demand.
Therefore, mixing of SRP sour-ce waters with CAP water would have to take plaoe.
This mixing would most probabiy reduoe the impaots. However, SRP studies have
indicated that the mixing of tha two water sources may result in algae blooms.
This should be addressed in the report.

~~-----
If, in the sentenoe quoted above, the "excess CAP water" that would be

3
0 "delivered to SRP users in lieu of releases from SRP storage" is being loaned to

SRP, how is repayment to be made? Would the reverse-flow pump from Granite Reef
Dam figure in the repayment scheme?

'. ''7N'! J"

Page 155, Mitigation for Water Quality COnstituent Impacts:
the discussion under the Mitigation Seotion on page 155 is contradictory to what
is stated on page 58 regarding THH impacts. The potential for inoreased levels

31 0f THH's is significant and warrants mitigation discussion. If the USBR does
not plan to mitigate T8K, a statement shOUld be included that under Plans 1 and
6 there is a potential for increased TBM levels but that this is to be mitigated
by M & I water treatment facilities.

)

Page 240, Table IV-41, Historic Cultural Resources:

3
~!Iow _will Sheep Bridge be impacted? It appears that it will be affected only

during brief periods at maximum flood levels. ,__-- __. _

33
Page 266, Water COntrol Facilities:
Aqua Fria River shOUld be spelled Agua Fria.

Page 273, Table IV-49, Water Quality:
Only superfioial discussion is presented on the cumUlative impacts on water

34
quality. salt loading in soils and groundwater, reduced usefUl life of water
heaters and evaporative coolers, scaling, corrosion of pipes, increased soap
consumption, etc. are examples of long-term impacts that should be discussed in
this section.

Page 278, COnflicts with Other Agency Programs, Plans, and Policies:
This section does not go into much detail regarding possible conflicts.

3~However, the institutional issues that have been raised shOUld be discussed in
- the final EIS. These were identified in Tim Henley's August 23, 1982 Notice of

Meeting Agenda to the Technical Advisory Group. Some of the issues enoompass
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possible conflicts with the SRP and other agencies. A few o r the issues are
addressed to a degree in the Draft EIS . Others, such as existing water
contracts, water exchange, water ownership, etc., are not addressed at all.
There should be some statement of institutional impacts or at least a listing of
those that are known with some explanation that they will be dealt with in
contract negotiations or with each agency affected, or whatever.

Page 303, Index:
Aqua Fria River should be spelled Agua Fria.,

H-27!
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Responses to Comments
Salt River Project

67-1 Reduced flood control has been added as a disadvantage for Plan 2.

67-2 Documentation is contained in the Final Report, Social Impact and
Effect of CAWCS Plans.

67-3 The Corps of Engineers defines a flood in the fallowing manner: "an
overflow of lands not normally covered by water and that are used or
are useable by man. Floods have two essential characteristics; (1)
inundation of land is temporary and (2) is inundated by the overflow
of a river, stream, ocean, lake, or other body of standing water".
Flows in the Salt and Gila Rivers such as occurred in 1979 and 1980
fall within this definition.

67-4 The construction of new bridges in the determination of impacts and
flood control benefits.

67-5 A discussion of Rio Salado has been added to Section IV.B.7.

67-6 This general ized discussion is primarily to explain the definition
of the pool levels on the attached maps.

67-7 These sections have been revised to reflect the potential for joint
use of flood control space.

)

67-8

67-10

67-11

67-12

67-13

67-14

67-15

The 25,000 cfs outlet described in the 1981 Factbook was a flood
control outlet. More detailed designs call for the use of gated
spillways rather than a flood control outlet.

Your concerns concerning upstream exchanges are noted and would be ·
included . in development of exchange agreements if they were to
occur.

The EIS has been revised to reflect the need to draw down the
reservoir to permit construction of the aUXiliary spillway. As
planning and design continue, accommodati ons for hydropower
generation will be investigated.

Disposal of excavated material outside of the reservoir would cause
additional environmental impacts and be more costly. The loss of
water storage space is insignificant, less than 0.5 percent of space
available.

Borrow areas downstream of Stewart Mountain Dam would cause
significant environmental impacts.

The 300 cfs pumping plant would permit exchanges at Granite Reef
Diversion Dam. It is smaller but would serve the same functions as
the pumping plant in Plan 1.

The text has been changed.
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67-16

67-17

67-18

67-19

67-20

67-21

67-22

67-23

67-24

67-25

67-26

67-27

Section II.B.3. has been modified.

The pumping plant is still being evaluated. Although its inclusion
in the final design does not look likely , it is considered in the
EIS as the worst case for environmental impacts.

Across all of the CAWCS plans, it was assumed that all waters
developed f rom construction of "new conservat ion space" derived from
Federal funding of such construction would accrue to CAP ownership,
and the yield derived would add to the total yield of the Project.
Thi s assumption, while still at issue, is adequately explained in
the DEIS and held consistent for all plans discussed.

The size of the pumping plant in Plan 6 is 1,000 'cfs.

The use of the acreage in the study area was used to provide a basis
for comparison of the plans under consideration. The methodology is
contained in the environmental supporting documentation. The rarity
and ecological importance of the riparian/wetland community is
discussed in Section III .B.l.a.

The introduction of Colorado River water into the SRP delivery
system will effect the quality of water currently being delivered to
its users. Technical studies show that Colorado River water, Salt
River Project water, and the mix of these waters meet all the
required standards and are equally well-suited for irrigation use.
Hence, the conclusi on of no si gnifi cant adverse impact to
agri culture.

The Bureau of Reclamation's position with regards to mitigation was
sent to all potential CAP water users by letter dated June 9, 1983,
which states that no mitigation is required unless an adverse impact
can be shown to exist. .

The suggested revision has been made.

The suggestion of creating a nest site has already been implemented
by the Bald Eagle Recovery Team for the Southwestern population.

Impacts were assessed using the pools described in Section IV.A.1.

As evaluation for the potential for joint use of flood control space
continues , additional environmental impacts resulting will be
assessed.

Section IV .C. outlines the commitments to the detailed mitigation
plan for Plan 6.

Specific plans for initial operat ions of the CAP are not known at
this time. Therefore, specific studies dealing with the early
months or years of the project would by hypothetical, speculative,
and meaningless.
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67-28

67-29

67-30

67-31

67-32

67-33

67-34

67-35

A paragraph has been added to Section III.B.l.b. under Water Quality
to address evaporation and temperature in general.

Temperatures of the water in the aqueduct are assumed to be at or
slightly below ambient air temperature by the time CAP waters reach
the Phoenix area. The eutrophication studies considered reservoir
temperature in the computation of the potential for eutrophication.

Water exchanges with SRP are not a part of the Plan 6 project
action. The water exchange in Plan 1 assumes that water delivered
would be from the SRP system or the CAP aqueduct and mixing would
not occur.

Details of an exchange agreement would have to be negotiated if Plan
1 were to be recommended and implemented.

The potential for producing THM, as stated on page 58 of the DEIS
occurs at the M&I treatment facilities. THM is already defined as
something to be dealt with at the treatment facilities. This
potential exists for all plans and cannot be accessed as any greater
potential for any specific plan. As stated on page 155 no Federal
mitigation measures are being proposed.

Impacts to the Verde River Sheep Bridge are detailed in the
supporting document. Environmental Impacts and Effects of Plans.

The correction has been made.

Impacts of the CAP water supply on water quality are not due to the
Regulatory Storage Division but are impacts of the CAP in general
and are discussed in the Central Arizona Project Final Environmental
Statement (FES 72-35).

The approach to institutional issues requiring resolution for
implementation to occur will be detailed in the Stage III Report
Addendum.
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