
~ E SMEN

ciates. Inc.

for

Prepared by

ovember 1997

U. .B an ofReolamafion
Phoeni .~ Office

Lower Qloral1o R gion
Phoenix AZ

()



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
PhoenIX Area Offi~

P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix. Ariwna 85068-0980

I' REr~ \ RFFER TO

PXAO-1500 ENV-6.00
97005788 14382

NOV I 9 Ig9r

To:

From:

All Interested Persons, Organizations, and Agencies

Thomas G. Burbey
Area Manager

Subject: Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Final Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the Provision of Leased Ak-Chin Indian Community
Water to Del Webb Corporation (Del Webb) for Use at The Villages at
Desert Hills (The Villages), Maricopa County, Arizona

Reclamation has determined that provision of leased Ak-Chin Indian Community
water to Del Webb for use at The Villages will not significantly impact the
environment. A copy of Reclamation's FONSI is attached. Del Webb intends to
pipe the leased water from Waddell Canal (just south of Lake Pleasant) and
treat it for use as a drinking water supply for The Villages. The Villages is
located approximately 3 miles north of Carefree Highway and 7 miles east of
Lake Pleasant, in Maricopa County, Arizona.

On June 9, 1997, copies of the draft EA were distributed to over 300 Federal,
State and local agencies, organizations, and interested individuals. A public
hearing was held on June 28, 1997, in New River, Arizona, to provide the
public with an opportunity to provide oral comments on the adequacy of the
draft EA. Public notification of the draft EA's availability and public
hearing was published in four local newspapers twice before June 9, 1997.
Twenty-five people provided comments for the public record at the
June 28, 1997, hearing. A total of 36 written comment letters were received
during the public comment period, which ended on September 8, 1997. Comment
letters expressing opposition to either the provision of leased water to
Del Webb or the development of The Villages felt an environmental impact
statement (EIS) should be prepared.

Reclamation's decision to focus the scope of the EA on the construction and
operation of the water delivery and treatment system was based upon its
determination that it was reasonable to conclude The Villages would be
constructed using an alternative water supply in the absence of the leased
water. None of the comments received on the adequacy of the draft EA provided
substantiation that information regarding the availability of alternative
water supplies was factually incorrect. Additionally, none of the comments
received, nor Reclamation's own independent review of the information, caused
Reclamation to believe a more intensive investigation regarding alternative
water supply sources was needed.

A final EA has been prepared that incorporates changes made in response to all
comments received, where appropriate. The final EA also includes a summary of
all oral comments made, and copies of all written comments received, as well
as Reclamation's responses.

On behalf of Reclamation, I thank everyone that participated in the ~ublic
scopin~ and document review process. Your interest in this project ~s

apprec1ated. Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please
contact Ms. Sandy Eto of my staff at the above address, Attention: PXAO-1500,
602-395-5688.
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Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended, and
based upon the following, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has determined that
provision of leased Ak-Chin Indian Community (Ak-Chin) water under an Option and Lease
Agreement among Ak-Chin, Del Webb Corporation (Del Webb) and the United States of
America, to Del Webb for use at The Villages at Desert Hills (The Villages) will not result in
a significant impact on the human environment.

BACKGROUND

In 1994, the Ak-Chin, Del Webb, and the United States executed an Option and Lease
Agreement (Agreement) for provision of between 6,000 and 10,000 acre-feet of water per
year from Ak-Chin to Del Webb. Because Del Webb's plans for taking and using the water
were not completed at the time the Agreement was executed, Reclamation included a clause in
the Agreement that stated notwithstanding any other provision of the Agreement, no leased
water would be delivered to Del Webb unless and until Del Webb has obtained [mal
environmental clearance from the United States.

Based upon information provided by Del Webb regarding its plans for taking and
using the leased water, which indicated water would be used at its The Villages development,
Reclamation determined an environmental assessment needed to be prepared pursuant to the
NEPA. Reclamation determined it was reasonable to conclude that development of The
Villages would occur even in the absence of provision of the leased water and, accordingly,
the environmental impacts of The Villages were not a consequence of the provision of leased
settlement water. However, Reclamation wanted to provide the public with an opportunity to
review and comment upon this preliminary determination as part of the public involvement
process. The information provided in the draft environmental assessment (EA) and public
review comments would be used to assist Reclamation decision-makers in determining
whether a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate or an environmental
impact statement (EIS) should be prepared.

Extensive public involvement was incorporated into the NEPA process, due to the
strong public interest expressed in The Villages development. On October 17, 1996, notices
were mailed to 265 interested agencies, organizations, and Persons regarding a public scoping
meeting to be held, and a 30-day public scoping comment period, on preparation of an EA for
this project. Reclamation conducted an agency coordination meeting on October 3I, 1996, in
which five agencies and several members of the general public attended. The public scoping
meeting, held in New River, Arizona, on November 2, 1996, was attended by over 60 people
of which 15 provided oral comments. Because of numerous complaints regarding insufficient
advance notice of the meeting, Reclamation extended the public scoping comment period an
additional 30 days. A notice regarding this extension was sent to over 300 recipients on
November 12, 1996. A total of 68 comment letters were received regarding the scope and
content of the draft EA; approximately half supported and half opposed the proposed
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development. Many commentors opposing the development believed an EIS was required, or
felt one should be prepared. Other commentors indicated long-term impacts from The
Villages development needed to be addressed in the EA.

Copies of the draft EA were distributed on June 9, 1997, to over 300 Federal, State
and local agencies, organizations, and interested individuals. A public hearing was held on
June 28, 1997, in New River, Arizona. Approximately 150 to 200 people attended the public
hearing. Twenty-five people provided oral comments for the public record. The comment
period ended September 8, 1997. A total of 36 written comments were received from
35 commentors. A summary of the oral comments, and copies of all written comments are
included in the fmal EA, along with Reclamation's responses to all comments.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Reclamation has determined that provision of Ak-Chin leased settlement water to Del
Webb for use at The Villages in north Maricopa County, Arizona, will not significantly
impact the environment, and that preparation of an EIS is not required. This decision is based
upon the following considerations.

I. The water delivery and treatment system to be constructed by Del Webb consists of a
turnout structure and pumping plant at the Waddell Canal, a 9-mile transmission pipeline,
storage reservoirs, and a water treatment plant. Approximately 58 percent of the pipeline
alignment is located within or adjacent to previously disturbed corridors. The turnout!
pumping plant facilities would be located on 0.5 acre. The total area that would be disturbed
during construction of the pipeline would be approximately 148 acres, of which approximately
33 acres would be needed for permanent facilities. The storage reservoirs and water treatment
facilities would be located within a 44-acre site on Del Webb property located east ofI-17.

2. Reclamation has concluded the impacts resulting from the implementation of the
delivery system described in No. 1 above will not significantly affect the environment. The
temporary and permanent loss of Sonoran desertscrub habitat that will occur from construction
and operation of the pumping plant, pipeline and water treatment facilities will not result in a
significant adverse impact. The habitat to be impacted is of moderate quality due to previous
heavy grazing use. Sonoran desertscrub habitat is relatively abundant throughout the region.
No federally-protected species will be impacted by the construction and operation of the water
delivery and treatment facilities. No cultural resources were found within any areas proposed
to be disturbed during construction of the system facilities. Impacts to water and air quality
will be minimal.

3. The environmental commitments identified in the EA (whether listed in Section 4 or
elsewhere) will be implemented by Del Webb during its construction of the water delivery
and treatment system.
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4. A biological assessment was prepared that concluded there will be no effect to
federally-listed species resulting from the construction and operation of the system facilities.
It further concluded no cumulative impacts from the development of The Villages are
anticipated. Fish and Wildlife Service did not contest this conclusion. Compliance with the
Endangered Species Act has been completed.

5. Reclamation has concluded Section 106 consultation pursuant to requirements of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). For purposes of fulfilling the requirements of
Section 106, the "area of potential effect" considered included the proposed pipeline corridor,
water treatment facilities and The Villages, which is consistent with 36 CFR Part 800
(Protection of Historic Properties). No historic properties were identified within areas to be
disturbed resulting from construction and operation of the water delivery and treatment
facilities. Thirteen archaeological sites were identified within the property boundary of The
Villages. All were evaluated for their eligibility for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP). Reclamation, with State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
concurrence, has determined six of these sites are eligible for listing on the NRHP. A
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among Reclamation, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and SHPO requires the development and implementation of a historic property
avoidance and treatment plan to comply with Section 106 for the affected historic properties.
Reclamation will ensure the MOA is executed.

6. Reclamation has determined that under the "no Federal action" scenario, it is
reasonable to conclude The Villages would be constructed in any event. Reclamation
independently reviewed information provided by Del Webb regarding four water supply
options that would neither require Federal approval or involve Federal monies or action.
Reclamation also independently contacted city of Phoenix staff to confirm the accuracy of
information provided by Del Webb. In response to Reclamation's request for comments on
the adequacy of the draft EA, none of the comments received indicated the information
provided by Del Webb or the assumptions made regarding availability of resources were
factually incorrect. Nor did any of the comments cause Reclamation to conclude a more
intensive investigation regarding the viability of these options was warranted. Arizona
Department of Water Resources (ADWR) reviewed the water supply option information
provided by Del Webb for conformity to regulations pertaining to water provider service areas
and assured water supply. ADWR expressed its belief that one of the options did not appear
to meet the legal requirements for establishing a service area and for demonstrating an assured
water supply. Reclamation has not relied upon that particular option as the basis for
concluding viable alternative water supplies exist in the absence of the leased settlement
water.

This determination of the availability of viable water supply options was the basis for
determining the scope of the EA and the environmental impacts associated with the proposed
action.
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7. Additional NEPA will be conducted as appropriate if other points of delivery are
identified by Del Webb.

Documents related to this action are identified below.

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. 1997. Biological assessment for the Ak-Chin Option and Lease
Agreement water delivery facilities. Prepared by Jones & Stokes Associates for U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation Phoenix Area Office, Phoenix, AZ.

__. 1997. Final environmental assessment on the Ak-Chin option and lease agreement.
Prepared by Jones & Stokes Associates for U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Phoenix Area
Office, Phoenix, AZ.

Memorandum of Agreement among Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Bureau of
Reclamation and Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer regarding provision of
Ak-Chin leased settlement water to Del Webb under the Ak-Chin Option and Lease
Agreement. 1997. Phoenix, AZ.
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DISCLAIMER

Pursuant to the requirements of 40 CFR Section 1506.5, Jones & Stokes Associates declares under
oath that it has no interest, financial or otherwise, in the outcome of this project.

]~J.~~
Phil Dunn
Principal
Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.
Sacramento, California

This document should be cited as:

11-Il-Cl1-
Date

Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 1997. Environmental assessment for the Ak.-Chin option and lease
agreement. Final. November. (JSA 96-236.) Phoenix, AZ. Prepared for U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation, Phoenix, AZ.
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Reclamation is focusing its evaluation of the proposed action in this EA on the impacts associated
with construction of the water delivery and treatment facilities needed to take and use leased
settlement water. Factors ofthe existing envirorunent that are addressed in determining the impacts
ofconstruction of the water delivery and treatment facilities include:

• biological resource effects, including loss of desert habitat and impacts on plant and
wildlife species, including special-status species;

• historic and Indian trust assets effects, and prehistoric cultural resource effects;

• water resources effects;

• air qUailty and noise effects;

• traffic and circulation effects; and

• land use, visual resource, and envirorunental justice effects.

The EA was prepared in compliance with NEPA, Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations (40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508), Reclamation's NEPA Handbook (U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation 1990), floodplains and Wetlands Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) (pL 9J-205, as amended), the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) (16 USC 470), the Clean Air Act (42 USC 7401-7642), and the Clean Water Act (JJ USC
1251 et. seq.).

1.3 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE WATER LEASE

The purpose ofthe proposed water lease is to provide a surface water supply leased from the
Ak-Chin Indian Community to Del Webb. Del Webb intends to use the leased water at a master
planned community known as The Villages located approximately J miles north ofCarefree Highway
and 7 miles east ofLake Pleasant in Maricopa County, Arizona. Del Webb will deliver water to The
Villages by constructing a 9-mile-Iong water delivery pipeline from Waddell Canal to the site.

The Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement is one option available to Del Webb for providing
a reliable water supply for The Villages master planned community. An alternative to groundwater
is needed to prove the existence of an assured water supply under regulations promulgated by the
Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR), to avoid adverse effects on groundwater
resources in the development area and to meet Maricopa County Development Master Plan (DMP)
Stipulation "r" for The Villages development. Stipulation "r" allows groundwater in the development
area to be used by Del Webb only on an interim basis during early construction and for County and
public uses until a pennanent water supply system is completed and hookup is available. Stipulation
"r" was added to the conditions oflhe DMP by the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors becsuse
of the concern ofNew River and Desert Hills residents about limited groundwater supplies in the
development area. The Arizona Groundwater Management Code, which is administered by the
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ADWR, also sets limits on who can use groundwater, how much can be withdrawn, and where it can
be used. ADWR regulations governing the demonstration ofassured water supplies are intended to
preclude the use ofgroundwater in new developments such as The Villages, unless the groundwater
is replenished with surface water. The regulations are a pan of ADWR's strategy for meeting the
primary goal of groundwater management in the Phoenix Active Management Area (AMA) to
achieve safe yield ofgroundwater resources by 2025. Safe yield will occur when the rate of annual
groundwater withdrawn in the AMA is less than or equal to the rate of aquifer recharge.
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facility. An approved measurement device would be installed at the turnout. Measured flows would
be continuously transmitted to the CAWCD operations center.

Del Webb may eventually pursue other uses of excess leased water (such as recharge or re­
marketing). These other potential uses ofexcess leased water at other locations are speculative at
this time; thus, no evaluation of environmental effects associated with other potential uses of the
leased water has been included in this EA. Additional NEPA compliance would be conducted as
appropriate should any additional points ofdelivery be proposed.

Water Supply Reliability

The water supply to be delivered from the CAP under the proposed action is highly reliable,
both from the standpoint of)egal and PhYsical availability. The lease agreement among the Ak-Chin
Indian Conununity, the United Stales ofAmerica, and Del Webb, is a legally binding document that
assures that 10,000 afofColorado River water available to the Ak-Chin Indian Conununity may be
delivered to The Villages. The rate ofdelivery, if the full 10,000 afwere used, may be as much as
40 cubic feet per second (cfs). which is far in excess of the maximum demand under the proposed
action.

Colorado River water supplies made available to users in Arizona are delivered pursuant to
contracts and laws with established priorities. Users with low priorities must reduce or stop using
water if there is a shortage in Colorado River supply. Public Law 98-350 in conjunction with other
federal laws and contracts, has established the priority of the Colorado River supply that must be
delivered to the Ak-Chin Indian Conununity through the CAP faciJities. The first 50,000 afofthat
supply is ofa higher priority than any CAP water, including that to be delivered to cities and other
Indian conununities and tribes. This Colorado River water can be expected to be available even in
times when no other water is available through the CAP. The next 25,000 af of the total 75,000 af
that must be delivered to the Ak-Chin Conununity under normal water supply conditions is first
priority CAP water. The Water Settlement states that during shortage years on the Colorado River,
Ak-Chin will receive a minimum of72,ooo at: The 10,000 afofwater available to The Villages will
be from this 72,000 at: The net effect ofthe priority ofthe supply and the binding agreement that Del
Webb has with the Ak-Chin Indian Conununity and the United States of America, is that there are
no foreseeable circumstances when there will not be a fun water supply available to the planned
community.

In addition to the dependability of a Colorado River supply, the CAP is a reliahle delivery
system. The canals and pumping plants are designed to allow for deliveries throughout the year
without interruption for maintenance and repairs. However, unusual and unforeseen events may
cause interruption ofdeliveries for short periods oftime. The risk ofinterruption of deliveries under
the proposed action is less than for most other CAP users because the point of delivery would be
from the Wadden Canal. This take·out location provides that stored Colorado River water would
be available from Lake Pleasant in the event that the flow of water in the CAP aqueduct from the
Colorado River is interrupted.
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Althoukh the supply is highly reliable, the impomnce of a continuous water supply to a
development the size ofThe Villages cannot be discounted. Options for adequate backup supplies
are being evaluated and would be incorporated into the water delivery system. Included are onsite
opportunities for aboveground reservoirs and aquifer storage. Any water use from wells would be
from recharged water and would not adversely affect neighboring groundwater wells. The water
recharge and recovery activity would require approvals from the Arizona Department of Water
Resources and Maricopa County.

The following section describes the components ofthe water delivery system.

1.3 WATER DELIVERY SYSTEM COMPONENTS

The water deliverysystem implementation would involveconstrueting and operating aturnout
structure at Waddell Canal. a 9-mile.long transmission pipeline, storage reservoirs, and a water
treatment plant. Total costs associated with constructing these system components would be
approximately 529 million.

Turnout Stnu:ture and Pumping Plant

The turnout structure and pumping plant would be located on the eastern embankment of
Waddell Canal at its intersection with the Arizona Public Service (APS) Navajo West Wing Project
500 kilovolt (lcV) Southern Transmission Lines (electrical transmission lines) south ofthe SR 74
crossing (Figure 2-2) and would be used to deliver leased settlement water to the system. The turnout
structure and pipeline would require a 10Q..foot·wide construction corridor and the pumping plant
would require an approximately lS()..square.foot area. To maintain existing flows within the canal
during construction ofthe turnout. a temporary coffer dam would be constructed in the canal prior
to the breaching of the canal and construction of the turnout structure. The proposed turnout
structure would divert water by gravity to the pumping plant via an intake pipe. Figure 2·3 shows
a detail of the proposed turnout structure location, and Figure 2-4 is an illustration of a typical
turnout structure that could be used to divert water from Waddell Canal.

The pumping plant facilities would include a multiple bay concrete sump structure with
pumping units on an operating platform. A standby diesel generation system and electrical
instrumentation controls would also be included within a fenced security area. The sizes and
capacities ofthe pumping units needed to pump water to the water treatment plant would depend on
the rates offlows needed and the total dynamic head ofthe pumping conveyance system.
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Figure 2-2
Proposed Water Delivery Facilities

under the Ak-Chin Option
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Transmission Pipeline

The 9-mile-long pipeline system would be located approximately 3 miles north ofthe Carefree
Highway (SR 74), west ofl-I7, and southeast ofLake Pleasant (Figures 2-1 and 2-2). The 100­
foot-wide pipeline corridor would begin at the turnout and pumping station on Waddell Canal at its
intersection with the electrical transmission lines. The alignment would extend northeast from
WaddeD Canal on the east side of the transmission Jine corridor for approximately ].3 miles to an
intersection with a former haul road used by Reclamation to construct New Waddell Dam
(Reclamation haul road) and then would extend east along the haul road alignment approximately 2.4
miles to a point approximately 0.5 mile west of New River. The aligrunent would then extend
southeast across New River where the construction corridor would be approximately 200 feet wide.
Additional corridor width is needed at New River to accommodate construction equipment in this
area. East ofNew River, the alignment would be IOO-feet wide and would extend approximately 3
miles to I· J7 and beyond to its terminus at a proposed water treatment plant. The portion of the
pipeline extending from the middle of Section 19 (Figure 2-2) east of New River was realigned
following public scoping for the EA. Figure 2-5 provides a detail of the pipeline corridor at New
River and Deadman Wash floodplains. (please refer to "Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis", below, for an explanation ofthis change.)

The pipeline would be 30-36 inches in diameter and would consist of concrete cylinder or
ductile iron pipes. Nominal pipeline pressure would be approximately 1SO pounds per square inch.

The pipeline would cross 6 roads (including SR 74 and New River Road), 17 minor washes,
New River, an EI Paso Natural Gas pipeline corridor, and 1-17. The alignment topography ranges
in elevation from 1,460 feet to 1,860 feet above mean sea level (msl) and stretches from near the
Agua Fria River across the New River drainage to Deadman Wash. The pipeline would cross
property owned or administered by Reclamation, Central Arizona Water Conservation District,
Bureau of Land Management, State Land Department of Arizona, Arizona Department of Trans·
portation, and Maricopa County Department ofTranspoJtation (Figure 2-2). Most ofthe 9-miIe-long
pipeline alignment crosses state land and would require right-of-way (ROW) easements. Figure 2-6
is a detail ofthe pipeline corridor near BLM land.

Raw Water Storage and Water Treatment Plant

The leased water delivered through the pipeline is planned to be stored and treated within the
44-acre site set aside in the southwest portion ofThe Vdlages property (Section 22) for the water and
wastewater treatment facilities (Figure 2.2). The potable water treatment plant would include
presedimentation, coagulation, flocculation, sedimentation, filtration, chlorination, waterstorage, and
solids~handling facilities. Raw water would be stored in two 2·million gallon concrete-lined storage
reservoirs. These reservoirs would occupy between 1and 2 acres and would have an average depth
of 10-12 feet. The reservoirs would be the discharge point of the pipeline and would be situated
below grade at the head works of the water treatment plant to enable gravity feed into the plant of
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a continuous flow ofwater through underground piping. The storage capacity is needed to regulate
and maintain flows on a 24.hour basis and to meet peak demands.

Construction and Operation

Construction of the pipeline would require space for trench excavation and backfill, pipe
storage. and equipment operations. Pipe would be placed along the aligrunent before excavation and
installation operations. A lOO-foot-wide temporary construction easement is assumed for most of
the pipeline alignment and appurtenant facilities. The crossing ofNew River and the pumping plant
site would require larger construction sites (approximately 200 feet-wide). Before construction, all
vegetation in the immediate vicinity ofthe pipeline alignment (20-30 feet) would be removed within
the construction corridor and handled in accordance with state law; varying amounts ofvegetation
could be affected in other areas oflbe proposed conidor. Topsoil would be stripped from the trench
area and stockpiled nearby for use during reclamation. Generally, material would be excavated to
a depth of approximately 9 feet and placed adjacent to the trench.

After the trench is excavated, a crane would pick up the pipes and position them in the trench.
The construction conidar would be an adequate width to accommodate trenching pipe storage. pipe
laying operations, and bedding and backfill operations. Bedding material would be placed and
compacted in the trench, followed by placement of common bacldill materials. Bedding material
would be obtained from a local commercial source or generated by screening material that is
excavated during construction. Excess material would be spread over the disturbed area after pipdine
construction and covered with stockpiled topsoil.

Pipeline construction would require crossing 17 minor drainages, and New River. These
drainages do not have perennial streamflow; streamflow oecurs only during brief periods of heavy
thunderstorms. The pipeline would be buried at a depth sufficient to protect against scour from a
IOo-year flood. After construction, the drainages would be restored to near-original conditions. The
pipeline would be sited under 1-17 and Lake Pleasant Road.

After construction is complete, a permanent 30-foot·wide maintenance easement would
provide access to the pipeline.

Approximately 580/0 of the pipeline length would be located within or adjacent to the
previously disturbed corridors ofthe electric transmission lines and the abandoned Reclamation haul
road, The turnout structure and pumping plant would be sited on a O.5-acre site and the pipeline
construction corridor would encompass approximately 103 acres. The total area that could be
affected by construction activities within the over 9-mile-long pipeline corridor is approximately 148
acres. The permanent 30-foot-wide pipeline corridor would encompass approximately 33 acres
assuming that the pipeline would be 9 miles tong.

Construction ofthe raw water storage facilities would involve excavation to design depths,
and the excavated material would be used to fill low areas on the plant site. If there is any surplus,
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it is anticipated that it would be used on other areas ofadjoining property requiring fill, rather than
being hauled offsite beyond the adjoining property.

Construction and operation ofthe water treatment pJant would involve clearing up to 44 aaes
for the plant site and administrative and laboratorylacilities. Construction ofthe processing area and
other buildings would involve standard construction practices including construction of an access
road on the site to the treatment plant. The water treatment facilities would be automated to reduce
operator dependence and ensure operation reliability. Backup power supply also would be provided
to ensure operation reliability.

The delivery facilities would be owned and operated by a water company to be established
to serve The Villages. The water company could be a subsidiary of Del Webb or another water
supply entity. The pumping plant would be operated remotely.

2.4 NO-ACIlON ALTERNATIVE

The No--Action Alternative represents the conditions that are assumed to exist in the absence
ofthe proposed federal action and provides a basis for comparison with the proposed action. Under
the No--Action Alternative, Reclamation would not provide water under the Option and Lease
Agreement, and the specific water delivery and treatment facilities described in connection with the
proposed action would not be constructed. Reclamation assumes that if the Option and Lease
Agreement were terminated, sufficient water demand exists in central and southern Arizona that
would allow the water supply to be leased to another entity by the Ak-Chin Indian Community.

Del Webb has identified alternative water supply options that could be used in the absence of
leased settlement water and without the need for Reclamation approval. These water supply options
are described in Appendix A. Based on this infonnation, Reclamation beHeves it is reasonable to
conclude that development of The Villages would occur in the absence of the proposed action.
Similarly, Reclamation assumes that a water delivery system would be constructed to serve The
Villages even ifthe proposed action is not pursued.

Because Reclamation has detennined it is reasonable to conclude that development of The
Villages would occur regardless ofwhether the proposed action occurs, The Villages are included
in the discussion ofthe No--Actlon Alternative, which represents the conditions that are assumed to
exist in the absence of the proposed federal action. The discussion of The Villages in Section 3
includes a description ofthe affected environment of the proposed Villages development site and a
summary of environmental issues related to development of The VUlages. To ensure that no
confusion is created about what constitutes the "affected environment" of the pipeline corridor,
existing conditions and environmental issues for The Villages are summarized together under the No-­
Action Alternative heading in the '"Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures" sections
ofeach topical resource area. The environmental consequences ofThe Villages also are summarized
in Section 3.9 in the discussion of the cumulative impacts. The Villages will constitute part of the
background ofpast, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions against which the incremental
effects ofthe proposed action will be assessed.
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Because Reclamation has detennined it is reasonable to conclude a water delivery system
would be constructed to serve The Villages even ifthe proposed action is not pursued, the alternative
water supply options identified by Del Webb are considered as part of the No-Action Alternative.
For ease of analysis m examining the environmental effects of the No-Action Alternative. water
supply Option 1 (provision ofwater service to The Villages by the City ofPhoenix) has been selected
to represent the various alternative water supply options, and is described in greater detail in order
to identify the kinds of effects that may occur with any ofthe alternative water supply options.

Water Supply Option 1

Under water supply Option I, as described in Appendix A, the City ofPhoenix would provide
water service to The Villages from the City's existing water supply system through a series ofpipeline
extension agreements. The City's distribution system and service area would be extended to include
The Villages. The distribution system under this option would involve connecting The Villages water
supply pipeline to a 66-inch transmission line adjacent to Deer Valley Road that delivers treated City
system water to areas west of35th Street. The coJUlection pomt would be just east ofI-I? at Deer
Valley Road, and from there, the pipeUne would extend north on the eastern side of 1-17 for
approximately 12 miles to The Villages development area. The pipeline would be parallel and
adjacent to the 1-17 300-foot right-of-way and would consist ofa 24-inch diameter pipeline from
Deer Valley Road to Carefree Highway and a 36-inch diameter pipeline from Carefree Highway to
The Villages development. A temporary construction right-<lf-way of 100 feet (300 feet at the New
River crossing only) would be needed; the permanent right-<lf-way would be 30 feet. A booster
pumping plant located south ofHappy Valley Road would be necessary to deliver the treated water.
A water treatment plant on The Villages site would not be required under this option.

The Villages at Desert Hn..

The Villages is a proposed 5,661-acre master planned community that would be located
approximately 3 miles north of the Carefree Highway and 7 miles east of Lake Pleasant on 1-17.
The Villages is envisioned as a self-contained, multiple-use, mixed-.density community of four
interrelated "vi.Uages" with numerous amenities. The adopted master plan was approved to consist
of 32 development areas on 4,969.5 acres planned for residential units; a maximum of 16,526
residential units would be phased in over the life ofthe project. Predominately single-family detached
residential units would be developed at low to medium densities. The average density for the entire
project, including high density units, is 2.9 dwelling units per acre. Although the adopted master plan
is for a maximum of 16,526 residential units, Del Webb has recently indicated there would likely be
2,000 fewer units.

Development ofThe Villages in Maricopa County is subject to a DMP that includes a land
use plan detailing the natural planning constraints and a Neighborhood Unit Plan ofDeveJopment
(NUPD), Planned Development overlays, and a special.use permit. The land use plan features a self­
contained. mixed-use master planned community with interspersed open space areas and trails as well
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as golf courses. The DMP also includes an Ecological Resources Management Plan. Community
Services and Facilities Plan, Circulation Plan, Drainage Plan, and Public Utilities and Services Plan.

Among the notable features identified in the DMP are the following:

• devotion of38% ofthe site (2,150 acres) to open space, including undisturbed natural
areas, restored areas, parks and playfields, equestrian trails, and golf courses;

• preservation of hillsides with slopes greater than 1S% and major drainages;

• visual resource considerations and buffers near adjacent land use interfaces;

• access to 1-17 at two interchanges;

• non-groundwater supply for municipal and industrial use and municipal-level wastewater
treatment;

• Sheriffs substation and fire district site; and

• elementary and high school sites and facilities.

The project has also been found to be in compliance with Maricopa County Board of
Supervisors' stipulations for the development master plan. Del Webb has also indicated that
groundwater recharge facilities would be incorporated into the development. No details of these
facilities are currently available.

2.5 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED
FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

Alternative Pipeline Alignments

Planning for the pipeline alignments under the proposed action involved a detailed feasibility
study that evaluated five alternative CAP turnouts at Lake Pleasant, Waddell Canal, and the CAP
aqueduct (Bookman- Edmonston Engineering 1996). Figure 2-7 shows all the turnout structures and
pipeline alignment configurations that were considered for this analysis. AJternative A consists ofa
turnout structure at Lake Pleasant. and Alternative B consists ofa turnout from the penstock at Lake
Pleasant. Most ofthe pipeline alignments for both Alternatives A and B would be located within the
abandoned Reclamation haul road in a similar manner as described for the proposed action.
Alternative C consists ofa turnout structure on Wadden Canal at the SR 74 crossing and a pipeline
alignment "",ending north to the New River Road alignment and the abandoned Reclamation haul
road. The proposed turnout structure would be located approximately 1mile south ofthe Alternative
C site on Waddell Canal at the APS transmission line crossing. Alternatives D and E consist of
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turnout structures on the CAP Aqueduct on thewestem and eastern sides ofthe 1-17 crossing with
pipeline alignments extending north to the development area.

Criteria for comparing the merits ofeach alternative included:

• constructability of the turnout structure and pipeline,
• pennit requirements,
• construction schedule,
• ROW issues,
• water supply reliability and quality issues, and
• costs.

Each alternative offered different advantages and disadvantages. Table 2-1 is a summary of
the feasibility evaluation conducted for each alternative. The first level of analysis in Table 2-1
identifies relative constructability issues, regulatory and ROW issues, water supply reliability and
quality, and schedule considerations. The second level evaluates alternatives based on pumping
requirements and number ofpumps and pipeline length and diameter needs. Level three shows the
relative costs associated with each alternative. Based on the data in levels one. two, and tlu-ee, the
alternatives were ranked. The first category provides ranking in tenns of project implementation
costs only. The second provides ranking on the basis oftotal project costs which include the pumping
plant power costs over the assumed 45-ycar life cycle of the facilities. The third ranking considers
constructability, ROWand permitting issues. The overall ranking for the alternatives considers aiL
data collected for all ofthe evaluation criteria including costs.

The feasibility study concluded that Alternative Aligrunent C was the most feasible, although
its costs were not the lowest. Other issues, such as optimal use of previously disturbed areas,
construetability, and ROW opportunities. were the main criteria used to select AJternative C.
Alternative C was later modified to adjust the turnout point at WaddeD Canal to its present location;
therefore, the proposed pipeline system is a modified version ofAlternative C. The turnout loeation
on Waddell Canal was moved to its current site because of constructability issues, its location near
the APS electric transmission line corridor. and the possibility that environmental issues could be
avoided by constructing in or near established corridors. A portion ofthe proposed pipeline corridor
identified under Alternative C was also subsequently realigned after the EA public scoping period to
avoid an area that was previously designated as proposed critical habitat for the cactus ferruginous
pygmy owl. This proposed designation has since been eliminated, but the realigned portion, as shown
in Figure 2-2, is still considered part ofthe proposed pipeline corridor. The original pipeline corridor
that is not considered in detail in this EA would have extended along the abandoned Reclamation haul
road from the middle of Section 19 east to 1-17.

Alternative a1igrunents A, B, D, and E were eliminated from detailed consideration because
ofexcessive construction costs, difficult pipeline corridor terrain, and lack of established ROWs in
which to conduct construction activities. Alternative water system delivery alignments considered
during the detailed feasibility analysis are not evaluated in detail in this EA because these alternative
alignments only partially meet Del Webb's technical and economic selection criteria, as shown in
Table 2-1. and were found to be less environmentally preferable than the proposed pipeline corridor.
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Tllble 2-1. SummarylEvaluationof AllCmative Alignments, CAP Water Supply, Water Facilities and Alignments

Allecnative

A-I

Evaluation Criteria

Construetability - intake/pumping plant Very difficult; caisson and intake pipe
construction in lake

ConstruCtability - pipeline FU'St2,OOO feet difficult; hard rock:
New River crossing and 1-17 crossing
wilh bore and jack

Clean Water Act compliance' Individual Section 404 permit plus
Nationwide Section 404 pennit

Special consll'UCtion and/or salvage RequilUl
teChniques

Land ownefShjp within required ROW Federal; state; ADOT; and private

ROW issues Lake 8lU; fecleral ownership (BLM);
restricred access to County Regional
park; aesthetic conditions and
restrictions; state lands ROW
acquisition process takes a minimum of
I year

Water supply availability and reliability Good; large fluctuation in lake water
k~1

Water supply quality Least dtsir.tble

Tune implementation schedule 2 years

Water Fadlity Reqwrements

B-1

Moderately diffICult; tap into penstOCk
pipe; hard rock area

First 5,(0) feet difficult; hard rock;
requires crossing of Lower LakdNew
River crossingll-17 crossing with bore
and jack

Individual Section 404 pennit plus
Nationwide Section 404 permit

Requ~

Feder.tl: state; ADOT: and private

Encroachmeot of CAwen facililies;
approval difficult: state lands ROW
acquisition process takes a minimum of1,=

Good

Some minor problems

2 years

C-I

Minordifficulty; nud coffer dam for
canal breach

Crossing of Lake Pleasant Road, New
River crossing and 1-17 crossing with
bore and jack

Nationwide Section 404 penn it

Required

Federal; state; ADOT; and private

Stale lands ROW acquisition process
takes a minimum of 1 year

Good

Some minor problems

2 years

0-1

Minor difficulty: need coffer darn for
canal breach

Cmfree Highway crossing: crossing
steep hill; hard rock aJU and Deadman
Wash crossing

Nationwide Section 404 pennit

State; ADOT; and private

State lands ROW acquisition process
takes a minimum of 1 )"Cat

Good

Some minor problems

2 years

E-I

Minor difficulty; need coffer dam for
canal breach

Carefree Highway crossing; crossing
steep hill; hard rock area; Deadman
Wash crossing; and 1-17 crossing with
bore and jack

Nationwide Section 404 permit

Required

State; ADOT; and private

Stale lands ROW acqUisition process
takes a minimum of 1year

Good

Some minor problems

E-2

Minor difficulty; need coffer dam fOf"
canal breach

Carefree Highway crossing; crossing
Steep hill; hard rock area; Deadman
Wash crossing; and cOnstnlction in
improved rights-of-way (ROWs)

Nationwide Section 404 pennit

Required

State; ADOT; and private

Stale lands ROW a£1:juisition process
takes a minimum of I year

Good

Some minor problems

2 years

Pumping cycle

E.~timated pipeline \cngth

Recommended pipeline diameter

Recommended number of pumps

24-hour

40,570

30

4

24-hour

48,890

30

4

24-hour

42.240

30

4

24-hour

45,700

30

4

24-hour

39300

30

4

24-hour

49,200

30

4



Table 2-1. Continued

Alternative

A-I B-1 C-I D-I E-I E-2

Project Implementation Costs

Construction and ROW costs $5,952,998 6,442,718 5.453,866 5,761,208 5,133,811 6,162.519

Administrative, engineering, and 2,018,015 2,142,893 1,890.736 1,969,106 1,809.122 2.071,442
construction management costs

Contingency - 25% J 488250 I 610,679 1 363.466 1,440302 I 283453 1.540,630

Project implementation costs 9,459,263 10,196,290 8,708,068 9,170.616 8.226.386 9.774,591

Power costs - present value I 654.695 1 686 186 2652.884 2683949 2660224 2 851 138
(45-years)

Total project costs $I1,1l3.958 $11,883.476 $11 ,360,952 $1l.854.565 $10.886.610 $12.625.729

Ranking

Economic ranking - implementation 4 6 2 3 5
costs

Economic ranking - total project costs 2 4 3 5 6

Constructabiliry 6 5 3 4 2

Overall ranking 6 5 3 2 4

NOtes:

1 lowest implementation and total project costs and highest constructability.
6 highest implementation and total projects costs and lowest constructabiliry.

The evaluation of probable Clean Water Act compliance is based on analysis conducted as of March 1996 and does not reflect recent revisions to the nationwide pennit program. A Section 404 individual pennit would be required for the pipeline projecL

Source: Bookman-Edmonston Engineering, Inc. 1996.



An additional Lake Pleasant turnout alternative was also investigated; however, it was
dropped from further consideration because of noise and recreational effects on Lake Pleasant.
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Section 3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental
C.onsequences

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the affected environment and analyzes the environmental
consequences of the proposed action and the NO-Actiop Alternative. 'Fhe analysis addresses the.
following resomce topics: water resomces; vegetatiQnt wildlife, and special status species; cultural
resources and Indian trust assets; air quality;. noise; traffic and circulation; and land use, visual
resource, and environmental justice issues. The analysis focuses on the environmental consequences
of the. Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement and associated water delivery facilities and addresses
environmental issues associated with the No-Action Alternative in a qualitative manner. The No­
Action Alternative ~sumes that the proposed action would not take place and that The Villages
would he supplied by an alternative water supply (see Section 2, "Proposed Action and
Altemativest

'). Water supply Option I (Appendix A) is presented for illustrative purposes, to
identify the kinds ofeffects that may Gcc1lr under my ofthe water supply options.

3.2 WATER RESOURCES

Affected Environment

Hydrology and Drainage

The pipeline corridor is situated in the northeastern part of the SOBoran desert along upper­
elevation terraces of the Basin and Range physiographic province. The pipeline corridor
experiences climatic conditions typical of the arid southwestern United States; these conditions are
characterized by hot, dry summers and mild winters. The average maXimum daily temperature
is approximately 105Q F in July and 65°F in Deeember (U.S. Geological Survey 1989). Rainfall
averages 9.S inches annually near Lake Pleasant and can be substantially more in the surrounding
mountains. Two distinct seasonal periods of precipitation occur in the region. During the winter,
Pacific storms produce prolonged rainfall of moderate intensity. Approximately 50% of the
annual rainfall is associated with winter seasonal stOrms from November to April. During the late
summer, subtropical moisture moving northward tram the Gulf of Mexico and the Pa~ific Ocean
brings intense thundershower activity of short duration.
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The propased pipeline corridor is located in the Agua Fria River and the New River
watersheds. The constructed turnout on Waddell Canal and a small portion of the pipeline
corridor would be located in the Agua Fria watershed. Most of ,the 9-mile-Iong pipeline corridor
is within the New River watershed. From the turnout on Waddell Canal, the pipeline corridor
parallels the existing electrioal transmission line along a broad' crest that generally increases in
elevation from south to north where it crosses the former Reclamation haul road. Except for the
Reclamation borrow pit area, the haul road topography is generally level across a broad basin that
is bisected by the New River channel. East of the New River, surface elevations increase
gradually near 1-17, and relief in ~e terrain is greater near the terminus Qfthe proposed pipeline.
The eastern end of the pipeline corridor drains to Deadman Wash, which intersects the New River
several miles downstream.

The locations and directions of flow for predominant surface water drainage features within
the pipeline corridor are shown in Figure 3-1 in the "Vegetation, Wildlife and Special-Status
Species" discussion. New River, which would be the largest drainage feature intersecting the
pipeline corridor, forms a small valley that crosses the pipeline corridor in a northeast to southwest
direction. Numerous small sUrface drainage swales cross ,the electrical transmission line corridor,
the fonner Reclamation haul road, and the portion of the pipeline corridOr 'east ofNew River. All
of the smaH swales within the pipeline corridor are typical of intermittent desert washes that
generally have flow only ,after storms that produce intense or prolonged rainfall; several years may
pass between substantial streamf10ws (U.S. Geological Survey 1994). Stteamflow after storm
acti~ity is generally of short duration, with much ofthe water percolating into the sandy streambed
substrate. Although New River is also an intermittent stteamJ its flow can be substantial because
of the relatively large drainage area (approximately 83 square miles). The U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) operated a stream gauge on New River from 1961 to 1982. Data from this period indicate
that estimated peak flows are approximately 33,400 cfs for a lOO-year r~currence interval and
3,150 cfs for a 2-year recurrence interval (U.S. Geological Survey 1991). Within the period of
record, the highest actual peak flow, 19,500 cfs, occurred in September 1970.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain information indicates that
loo-year tlood flows for the New River are approximately 5 to 10 feet deep in the area of the
pipeline corridor (Fed,eral Emergency Management Agency 1996). The slope of the New River
channel within the area is approximately 1.0% and the designated floodplain ranges from 1,500
to 2,000 feet wide.

Groundwater in the area is generally at deRths greater than 200 feet below ground surface,
and seasonal high water tables do not occur in the soils of the area (Soil Conservation Service
1977). ConstrUction, a~ration, and maintenance of the pipeline and water treatment plant would
not intereept or change the nature of groundwater resources ~ithin the pipeline corridor.
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Water Quality and Soils

Surface water quality is primarily dependent upon the mineral composition of the soils and
associated parent materials and sources of contaminants within a watershed as wel1 as the
watershed's hydrologic characteristics. Terrain in the area of the pipeline corridor is composed
primarily of basin deposits of recent al1uvium that originate from erosion of the surrounding
granitic, metamorphic, and volcanic mountainous areas. The al1uvium general1y increases in
thickness with increasing distance from the base of the mountains. The soils that have formed
consist predominantly of fme-grained and coarser-grained sandy clays on basin terraces, with
clayey sands and clayey gravels occupying drainage channels and surrounding channel banks
(Bowden Design Group 1995). The soils show very weak profile development and are largely
covered with gravel; their use is primarily limited to desert range land. The lack of wel1 defmed
channels for the small drainage swales indicate that the soils are relatively resistant to erosion.

Based on the undeveloped status of the pipeline corridor area, the surface water quality of
natural streamflows would be expected to be acceptable for beneficial uses, such as intermittent
aquatic habitat, groundwater recharge, and water supply for wildlife. Streamflow from storms
would be expected to carry elevated loads of suspended sediment when runoff begins, fol1owed
by a dramatic decrease in sediment concentrations when the rainfall dissipates and flows recede
(U .S. Geological Survey 1994).

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Action

Impact: Temporary Alteration of Drainage Patterns and Floodplain Characteristics.
Grading and trenching activities associated with construction in the pipeline corridor would
temporarily alter the land surface and disturb existing drainage patterns. The potential effects
include minor changes to the shape of small swales in the area of the pipeline crossing that could
result in increased erosion and changes in the direction of drainage. Minor increases in soil erosion
in 17 small washes could ultimately result in increases in sedimentation effects in downstream
channels and offsite properties. Construction-related disturbance of the New River channel at the
pipeline crossing would cause minor effects similar to those for the smaller drainage features, but
the construction site could be exposed to much larger streamflows as wel1 as floods that have higher
potential for channel erosion.

Flooding of a river, stream, or wash may cause erosion that can be relatively deep in the
streambed. Often this erosion is fil1ed back in by sediment deposited as the flood subsides, but a
pipeline crossing the river must be protected against being exposed by the erosion. The technical
term for this erosion is scour. A scour analysis was performed for the pipeline crossings of the New
River, a tributary ofDeadman Wash, and other washes. The analysis used soils information obtained
from geotechnical borings of the river and wash beds. In addition, floodflow magnitudes and
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frequencies were used to detenmne a depth of scour (or erosion). Because the New River flows
intenmttently in a broad floodplain, it can change locations within the floodplain each time it flows.
The pipeline would be buried below the depth of scour for the entire floodplain width.

The potential impacts from the proposed action are considered minor because pipeline
construction would be of short duration, ground disturbance is likely to occur in only a small area
of each drainage feature, and the pipeline would be installed underground and would be inspected
and monitored on a regular basis. Given the nature of the desert climate and infrequent
streamflow activity, the potential for permanently altering the existing drainage patterns is very
small. Construction is also not expected to change the overall ground surface grade, and backfill
soil would be compacted to minimize erosion associated with the site. The Flood Control District
of Maricopa County (FCDMC) reviews construction practices within designated floodplain areas
of the county. The proposed pipeline may require a General License for construction within the
FCDMC ROW to assure that drainage features would not be adversely affected (Stroup pers.
comm.). Construction of the pipeline would also comply with regulations pursuant to Section 404
of the Clean Water Act under jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for
construction activities within jurisdictional waters of the United States. A Section 404 permit will
be obtained by Del Webb, which would also require Section 401 Water Quality Certification from
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality.

Impact: Temporary Construction-Related Effects on Surface Water Quality.
Construction activities in pipeline corridor drainages could result in temporary surface water
quality effects if construction were to occur during periods of storm activity. Any water quality
effects would primarily be associated with minor increases in soil erosion and associated
sedimentation of downstream aquatic habitat or desert vegetation and the potential for inadvertent
release of construction-related materials, such as fuels and oil-based materials. If contaminants
were to enter ephemeral stream channels they could affect aquatic organisms and wildlife and have
downstream impacts. The magnitude of the impacts is normally dependent on the hydrologic
environment, type of construction practice and contaminants used, extent of disturbed area, timing
of precipitation, and proximity to drainage channels.

The potential impacts on surface water quality associated with the pipeline corridor are
considered minor because surface flows are infrequent, construction activities would require a
relatively small amount of soil disturbance, the activities would be temporary, and the potential
release of contaminants could be minimized by following normal construction practices.
Construction staging areas used for onsite storage of construction materials would be located well
away from drainage channels (Wagoner pers. comm.). If storms and, consequently, streamflow
were to occur while construction activities are taking place, any piles of excess soils and any
disturbed areas in stream channels would be stabilized to minimize erosion hazards. Del Webb
will also comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater
general permit and will implement a stormwater prevention plan. The planned construction
practices and the timing of operations within jurisdictional areas would be reviewed by the Corps
in association with the certification process under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act to assure
that potential water quality concerns are addressed.

I
I
I
I
I
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No-Action Alternatiye

Under the No-Action Alternative, water supply Option 1 and The Villages development
could also result in water resources issues.

Topographic features along the water supply Option 1 pipeline alignment would be the same
as those along the 1-17 corridor. Most of the terrain is flat, open desert land interspersed with
occasional areas ofrock outcrops and desert washes. The alignment would cross Deadman Wash,
Skunk Creek, and several other intermittent streams. Construction of this option would involve
grading and trench activities that could temporarily alter drainage patterns and floodplain
characteristics in several intermittent streams and washes in a similar manner as described for the
proposed pipeline corridor. Construction activities in washes and intermittent streams could also
result in temporary effects on surface water quality if construction were to occur during periods of
rainfall.

Topographic features of The Villages development area vary to a much greater degree than
the area of the proposed pipeline corridor. Elevation ranges from 1,760 feet to 2,430 feet with
slopes averaging 6 %. Slopes of the New River Mountains are located in the northeast portion of
the development area, low hills occur adjacent to 1-17, and generally level terrain occurs in the
southern portions of the property. The total annual rainfall is greater at the upper elevations of
the property than in the New River valley. Many small drainages are located on the property, and
Deadman Wash drains a relatively large area of the central and southern portion. Skunk Creek,
a major channel that flows from north to south through the southeast comer of the property, has
a FEMA-designated loo-year floodplain. Deadman Wash is also subject to periodic flooding.

The soils east of 1-17 consist primarily of well-drained, gravelly-day loams with low
permeability. Issues concerning surface water quality in The Villages area would generally be
sintilar to those described for the proposed pipeline corridor; however, suspended sediment loads
during runoff events would probably be greater due to the increased streamflow velocities
associated with steeper slopes in the stream channels east ofI-17.

Substantial groundwater depletion has occurred in the western Salt River Valley area, which
encompasses the New River area. In some areas, the groundwater level has decreased by 150 to 250
feet from historic levels (U.S. Geological Survey 1989). As a result, groundwater withdrawals are
regulated pursuant to a Groundwater Management Plan for the AMA by the ADWR (Arizona
Department of Water Resources 1991, as amended). The overall goal of the groundwater
management plan is to establish "safe yield use" (i.e., nondepleting use) of groundwater resources
by the year 2025. To reduce groundwater depletion in the region, the groundwater management plan
requires all new developments to have an assured 1DO-year water supply from sources other than
groundwater. An assured water supply can be demonstrated in several ways, including, but not
limited to, the use of existing municipal supplies or CAP water, natural surface water supplies, water
transferred from specific extinguished water rights, reclaimed wastewater effluent, and membership
in the Central Arizona Groundwater Recharge District (CAGRD). The CAGRD was established to
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provide a mechanism by which water providers and developers can conveniently arrange to have
groundwater they pump replenished with recharged surface water.

The Maricopa County Department ofPlanning and Infrastructure Development has required
The Villages to provide a water supply in accordance with DMP Stipulation "r", which states:

The developer shall not use groundwater for golf course irrigation, residential, industrial, or
commercial uses. The only time the developer may use groundwater is on an interim basis
early in construction and on an interim basis for County and public uses (such as the fire
station, Sheriffs substation and utility yard, trailheads and potential school sites), until the
permanent water system is completed and hook-up is available to these facilities. Except for
water needed for construction of the main water delivery pipeline and of the water and
wastewater treatment facilities, the interim pumping of construction groundwater referenced
above shall in all events not exceed a maximum construction period of 18 months nor a
maximum amount of ISO acre-feet. All interim pumping of groundwater shall comply with
ADWR's regulations providing for protection ofexisting groundwater users in the area. At
a minimum this interim supply of groundwater shall be recharged into the aquifer as soon as
the recharge facility described in the DMP has been fully permitted and constructed (Bowden
Design Group 1995).

Stipulation "r" was required because of local concern about the possible effect ofnew wells for The
Villages on existing wells in the development area, and, in particular, the possibility that new
groundwater demands at The Villages could result in drying up existing wells. Consequently, Del
Webb is being required to import a water supply to the site, thereby eliminating the need to use any
groundwater from the development area to meet long-term community demands.

Under the No-Action Alternative, development of The Villages could ultimately result in a
decline in use of groundwater in the development area. The potential for developing ground water
recharge facilities is being investigated. Because groundwater in the development area would not
be the source of water for The Villages' residents, development in this area would ensure that small
parcel residential development with individual wells and septic systems would not occur in this area.
Interim use of a small amount of groundwater during early construction and for County and public
uses would be allowed until a permanent water supply system is completed and hookup is available.
Interim use of groundwater for these purposes would not adversely affect groundwater resources
because the amount of water pumped would not exceed 150 af and would occur for less than 18
months. Additional interim supplies, which may be pumped for construction of the pipeline, are
currently estimated to be approximately 50 af, although this amount is not limited by Stipulation "r".

Effects on surrounding existing wells are unlikely. Two primary water-bearing units exist
beneath The Villages site, an upper unit from 300 to 700 feet below land surface and a lower unit
from 1,100 to 1,500 feet or more below land surface. Separating these two units are poorly
permeable horizons ofdolomite, clay, silt, and basalt flows. The surrounding residences pump water
from wells typically 500 feet in depth from the upper unit. Del Webb would pump interim
groundwater for pipeline construction from the lower unit. Because of the poor permeability of the
horizons separating the upper and lower units, no adverse impacts are expected on surrounding wells

Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement
Final Environmental Assessment

3-6

Seelion 3.0 Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences

November /997



as a result of Del Webb pumping water for construction. Overall, elimination of the use of
groundwater for residential use would have a beneficial effect on groundwater resources.

The existing drainage configuration for The Villages property would be modified to
accommodate development plans for the 5,661-acre residential development, including a traffic
circulation system, golf courses, open space, and drainage channels. Construction of this residential
area is not expected to substantially increase the volumes and peak rates of stormwater runoff to
natural drainage channels because the requirements of the FCDMC have been incorporated into the
Master Drainage Plan. These requirements limit peak runoff rates and require the use of
retention/detention basins to provide for runoff control. In general, increased runoff rates can
increase soil erosion and movement of debris in natural drainages ifnot checked by proper drainage
channel design and construction, land grading practices, and soil stabilization measures. Increases
in soil erosion can also lead to increases in associated sedimentation of downstream channels and
offsite properties. If structures are constructed near the floodplains of major washes, flooding and
possible structural damage could occur in these areas. The potential for drainage and flooding
effects in The Villages development area would be reduced by implementing all phases ofthe project
in accordance with the Master Drainage Plan (Bowden Design Group 1995). Golf courses planned
for the community would be used to convey drainage.

Potential water quality issues under the No-Action Alternative associated with The Villages
development include possible short-term effects from construction-related erosion and construction
materials discharges and long-term urban runoff effects from residential areas and golf courses.
Urban runoff typically carries increased loads of pollutants, such as heavy metals, petroleum
products, and pesticides. Turfgrass management operations at golf courses have the potential to
increase runoff and percolation of pesticides, fungicides, and fertilizers to shallow groundwater
(Balogh and Walker 1992). Possible long-term water quality effects from implementing The
Villages would need to be addressed during implementation of the Master Drainage Plan, erosion
control, and turfgrass maintenance programs.

Potential construction-related soil erosion and contaminant discharges could be eliminated
through strict compliance with standard construction practices. Construction staging areas used for
onsite storage of construction materials, such as fuels, should be placed well away from drainage
channels. If storms and resultant streamflow occur during construction, areas of excess and
disturbed soil and disturbed stream channels should be stabilized to minimize erosion hazards.
Long-term impacts from urban runoff and golf course maintenance activities could be minimized
by proper maintenance of drainage facilities to allow settling and deposition ofpollutants that could
reach stream channels. In addition, the potential release of chemicals used to maintain turfgrass
could be eliminated by implementing the Integrated Turfgrass Maintenance (lTF) program outlined
in the Master Drainage Plan (Bowden Design Group 1995). The ITF should be implemented by
providing thorough training for all parties responsible for maintenance activities, monitoring of
turfgrass conditions to avoid overapplication of water and chemicals, and effective use of natural
biological pest controls to minimize the use of chemicals.
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3.3 VEGETATION, WILDLIFE AND SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

Affected Environment

This section provides information on vegetation and wildlife resources in the pipeline
corridor. Common and scientific names ofplants and wildlife and a description of drainage features
in the pipeline corridor are provided in Appendix B. Data were obtained by reviewing published and
unpublished reports, searching records of the Arizona Game and Fish Department's (AGFD's)
Heritage Data Management System (1996), obtaining a sensitive species list from u.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), contacting agency and local biologists (Spiller, Gatz, Olson, and
Mihlbachler pers. comms.), and conducting field surveys.

A Jones & Stokes Associates botanist and wildlife biologist conducted a field survey on
October15 and 16, 1996. The survey consisted ofwalking an approximately 100-foot-wide corridor,
covering the turnout and pumping plant site on Waddell Canal and the entire pipeline alignment
(Figure 2-2). The biologists also surveyed a 44-acre site for the proposed water treatment plant east
ofI-17. The survey effort emphasized habitat assessments for federally protected and state-protected
special-status animal and plant species. Additional survey work for a portion ofthe pipeline corridor
was conducted by SWCA, Inc. (1996a). Plant identification was based on Arizona Flora (Kearney
and Peebles 1960) and was confirmed using the Catalog of the Flora ofArizona (Lehr 1978) and the
Field Guide to the Plants of Arizona (Epple 1995).

Special-status plant and animal species that are known or have the potential to occur in the
pipeline corridor are presented in Table 3-1 and Appendices B and C. Special-status species are
defined as:

• federally proposed or listed threatened or endangered species (16 USC 1532),

• wildlife of special concern in Arizona (WSCA) identified by the AGFD (Olson pers.
comm.) (species included in WSCA are currently the same as those in Threatened Native
Wildlife in Arizona)(Arizona Game and Fish Department 1988), and

• protected native plants as defined in the Arizona Native Plant Law (1993) (McGinnis
pers. comm.).

Four habitat types are found in the pipeline corridor: Sonoran desertscrub, xeroriparian
scrub, seasonal drainages, and disturbed areas (Figure 3-1). Plants and animals associatedwith these
habitat types are described below. To calculate habitat acreages, the pipeline corridor and the
proposed treatment plant site were plotted on USGS 7.5-minute topographic maps, assuming a 100­
foot-wide, approximately 9-mile-10ng pipeline corridor (including a 200-foot-wide corridor for the
New River crossing) and a 44-acre site for the proposed treatment plant. The analysis assumes that
vegetation and wildlife in the entire pipeline corridor and at the treatment plant site would be
disturbed, even though portions of these areas could be left undisturbed.
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Figure 3-1
Habitat Types and Seasonal Drainages
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Table 3-1. Federally and State-Protected Special-Status Species That Could Oc<:ur in the Project Area
(see also, Appendix C).

Scientific Name

Fedenlly Protected

Plants

Agave arizonica

Purshia subintegra

Echinocereus trig/ochidjQJuS arizonicw

Mammals

Leptonycteris curosoae yerbabuenae

Anti/ocapra americana sonoriensis

Fbb

Cyprinodon macu/ariw

Poeciliopsis occidenta/is occidentaJjs

Xyrauchen toanus

BirdJ

Fa/co peregrinw anatum

Ha/iaeetus leucocephalw

Strix occidentalis lucida

EmpidonlU trail/ii ext;mw

Glaucidium bTosilianum cactorum

RaJlus longirostris yumanenris

State-Protected

Plauts

Agave mllTpheyi

Co/ubTina coli/ornico

Mammals

MOCTOtw ca/i/omicus··

Amphibiaos

Ranayavapo;emis

Reptiles

Gopherus agassiz;i

Birds

Ha/iaeetus leucocephalw

Buteo Tega/is··

Common Name

Arizona agave

Arizona cliffi'ose

Arizona hedgebog cactus

Lesser long-nosed bat

Sonoran pronghorn

Desert pupflSb

Gila topminnow

Razorback sucker

American peregrine falcon

Bald eagle

Mexican spotted owl

Southwestern willow flycatcher

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl

Yuma clapper rail

Hohokam agave

California snakewood

California leaf-nosed bat

Lowland leopard frog

Sonoran desert tortoise

Bald eagle

Fenuginous hawk

Starns

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

T

T

E

E

E

S,HS

S

we

s, we

S, we

T,S, we
we

T

E
S
we
HS..

"" Listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); protected by the federal Endangered
Species Act.
Listed as endangered by USFWS; protected by the federal Endangered Species Act.

"" Sensitive species on U.S. Forest Service lands.
"" Wildlife of special concern in Arizona.
- Highly safeguarded under Arizona Native Plant Law.
'" Jdentified by SWCA (1994a) as possibly occurring in the project area.
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Sonoran Desertscrub Plant Community

The proposed pipeline corridor and treatment plant would encompass approximately
94.5 acres of Sonoran desertscrub habitat (Lower Colorado River Valley subdivision) (Figure 3-1),
asswning a IOo-foot-wide corridor. The desertscrub community occurs at the proposed pump station
site on Waddell Canal and continues along the electric transmission line aligmnent to its intersection
with the abandoned Reclamation haul road. This community also exists on both sides of the
abandoned Reclamation haul road and is found east ofNew River in volcanic hills in the southern
portion of Section 21. The proposed 44-acre water treatment plant site is also within this
community.

VegetatioD. Sonoran desertscrub is characterized by the presence of saguaro, creosote bush,
mesquite, ironwood, saltbush, bursage, and cacti (Epple 1995) and is located in relatively
undisturbed uplands within the pipeline corridor. Cacti are among the dominant shrubs; saguaro,
teddy bear cholla, barrel cactus, beavertail, and strawberry hedgehog cacti were all observed. Cacti
are interspersed with scattered foothill palo verde. creosote bush, triangle-leafbursage, and velvet
mesquite. The understory below the cacti and perennial shrubs was often grazed, with annual grasses
remaining only in areas ofcacti or other obstructions. Vegetation found east ofNew River includes
species of cholla and prickly pear, brittle bush, creosote bush, triangle-leafbursage, foothill palo
verde, and tobosa grass (SWCA 19960).

Wildlife. Indigenous mammals, birds, and reptiles (or signs of these wildlife, such as nests
and tracks) observed during the field survey include kit fox (tracks), Harris' antelope ground squirrel,
white-throated woodrat (stick nest), black-tailed hare, desert cottontail, Gambel's quail, Harris'
hawk, loggerhead shrike. side-blotched lizard, and desert mule deer. The mixed cacti community
provides habitat for a variety ofcommon wildlife species, including woodpeckers, wood rats. owls.
and lizards. Wildlife observed in the eastern portion of the pipeline corridor include desert
cottontail, gila woodpecker. northern flicker, verdin, white-crowned sparrow, ruby-crowned kinglet,
and black-throated sparrow. Signs of coyote, mule deer, and ringtail were also observed (SWCA
1996a). No major animal migration routes that could be affected by a buried pipeline, are known
to occur in the area nor were any identified by AGFD or USFWS.

Disturbed Habitats

The proposed pipeline corridor would cross approximately 47.5 acres of disturbed
habitat along the fonner haul road, at the Reclamation borrow site. and east ofNew River (Figure
3-1).

Vegetation. The area along the haul road is dominated by brittle bush, which was seeded
for restoration purposes (Wonderley pers. comm.). Other plant species observed along the haul road
portion of the pipeline aligrunent are four-wing saltbush, desert holly, Russian thistle, and triangle­
leaf bursage. The former borrow site was also seeded by Reclamation following construction of
New Waddell Dam, but contains less cover than other disturbed areas. Vegetation at the borrow
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sites consists of Russian thistle, four.wing saltbush., trianglealeafbursage, and brittle bush. Areas
west ofNew River are heavily disturbed and generally devoid of vegetation.

Wildlife. The disturbed habitat lacks the diversity of plant species and amount of cover
required by many wildlife species. The biologists observed black-tailed bares, mourning doves,
black-throated sparrows, homed larks, and foraging red-tailed hawks along the haul road. The open
areas along the haul road and at the borrow site provide foraging opportunities for raptors. such as
the red-tailed hawk and American kestrel. Many of the same wildlife species that occur in
desertscrob habitats would be expected to occur occasionally in the disturbed habitats because these
areas are surrounded by desertscrub habitat.

Seasonal Drainages

The proposed pipeline alignment crosses 17 seasonal drainages (2 of the crossings are at
different locations in the same drainage [16 and 17]); the area of the crossings totals approximately
0.27 acre. Appendix B provides a description of the location., the dominant vegetation either in or
surrounding the drainage, and the approximate width of each drainage. Figure 3-1 shows the
location of these drainage features.

Vegetation. Cornmon trees, shrubs, and plants observed in the seasonal drainages include
catclaw acacia, foothill palo verde, velvet mesquite, creosote bush, and triangle-leaf bursage.
Drainages ranged from 1 to 15 feet wide; most were 10 feet wide or less. None of the drainages
contained standing water during the field survey. The five drainages crossing the former haul road
and borrow area had been substantially altered by the construction activities associated with the New
Waddell Dam. Downstream of the haul road, drainages were narrower, more eroded, and less
defmed than upstream of the haul road, where the drainages are significantly larger, with well­
defmed bed and banks.

Wildlife. Seasonal drainages provide a temporary water source for wildlife species but
probably do not provide standing water long enough to support amphibian breeding. Seasonal
drainages provide more cover than the surrounding desertscrub or disturbed habitats and serve as
movement corridors for wildlife species, such as the kit fox and numerous birds.

Xeroriparian Scrub Habitat

The proposed pipeline corridor crosses approximately 5.75 acres ofxeroriparian scrub habitat
in the New River channel (Figure 3-1).

Vegetation. The New River channel is the largest drainage that the pipeline would cross.
A patchwork of sandy areas and areas with medium- to large-sized cobbles and small boulders is
present in the channel. Vegetation in the channel is sparse and is subject to periodic scouring flows.
Common plants include burro brush, canyon ragweed, sweetbush, and desert broom. Vegetation on
small islands in the channel and on the western bank. of the New River is more dense and diverse.
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Species occurring in these areas include eatclaw acacia.. brittle brush, creosote bush, triangle-leaf
bursage, canyon ragweed, desert broom, and foothill palo verde. Saguaro occur in low numbers
between the abandoned Reclamation haul road and the west bank. of the New River. Many plants
present between the abandoned Reclamation haul road and thewest bank ofthe New River also occur
in Sonoean desertsaub. The east bank oftbe New River is heavily disturbed within the pipeline
corridor. Vegetation between the east bank and the southeastern comer of Section 19 (where the
pipeline corridor turns to the east) is sparse and consists predominantly ofweedy annual species.

W~dJire. Wash habitats such as the New River are important to wildlife because they add
diversity to the landscape. Riparian and wash areas provide water, thermal and hiding cover,
movement corridors, and diverse nesting and feeding habitats for wildlife species. Common species
that occur in washes include phainopepla, warblers, mourning doves, Gila woodpeckers, bats, and
desert collontails. Wildlife observed east ofNew River includes black-tailed jaclaabbit and northern
flicker (SWCA 1996a).

The proposed pipeline corridor is located south of an area previously proposed as critical
habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, as described in the December 12, 1994, Federal
Register (59 FR 63975-63986). In the final rule on cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, published in the
March 10, 1997, Federal Register (62 FR 10730-10746), USFWS delennined that designation of
critical habitat in Arizona was not prudent. Please refer to the "Special-Status Wildlife" discussion
below for survey results related to the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl.

Special-Status Species

Table 3-1 and Appendices B and C provide lists ofspecial-stalUs plant and animal species that
may potentially occur in the pipeline corridor. The USFWS (Spiller pers. comm.) identified 14
federally protected species that may potentially occur in suitable habitat in Maricopa County,
including three endangered plants, eight endangered fish and wildlife species, two threatened wildlife
species, and one wildlife species (cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl) that is proposed for listing as
endangered. (The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl has since been listed by USFWS as endangered [62
FR 10730-10746].) The Heritage Data Management System used by AGFD (Olson pers. comm.)
identified four additional special-status species that could occur in the pipeline corridor: one U.S.
Forest Service sensitive plant. one U.S. Forest Service sensitive and "highly safeguarded" plant, and
two state wildlife species of special concern (Appendix C).

A biological assessment (BA) was prepared, which concluded there would be "no effect" to
federally listed threatened or endangered species from direct or indirect impacts of the pipeline or
cumulative impacts associated with The Villages (Appendix D). Ofthe 14 species listed by USFWS
as threatened or endangered in Maricopa County, only four species that could potentially occur in
the project area, based upon their known geographic range and habitat requirements, were assessed
in the BA. These included the bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, southwestern willow flycatcher,
and cactus fenuginous pygmy-owl. Because the BA concluded there would be "no effect" to listed
species, fonnal consultation with USFWS is not required and Reclamation has satisfied the
Endangered Species Act, Section 7, requirements.
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Special-Status Plants. Except for plants protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law, no
special·status plants were observed during the field survey of the pipeline corridor and water
treatment plant site. There is a potential for one "highly safeguarded" plant, Hohokam agave, to
occur in the pipeline corridor; the Hohokam agave has been previously observed in the region
(SWCA 1994a). The four remaining special-status plants that could occur in Maricopa
County---<;alifomiasnakewoocl, Arizona agave, Arizonahedgehog cactus, and Arizona cliffros<>-are
found at higher elevations than the proposed pipeline corridor and are not expected to occur in this
area

Several native plants protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law were observed during the
field survey that are in one of three stole protected categories: salvage restricted, salvage assessed,
and harvest restricted. These plants are listed in Appendix B and include eight salvage-restricted
species (saguaro, strawbeny hedgehog, ocotillo, barrel cactus, teddy bear and chain fruit cholla,
desert Christmas cactus, and Englemann's prickly pear); three salvage-assessed species (blue and
foothill palo verde and desert willow); and two harvest-restricted species (western honey and velvet
mesquite). The Arizona Native Plant Law requires that a salvage permit and tags be obtained before
any of these native plants are removed from the site.

Special-Status Wildlife. No state orfederally listed wildlife species were observed during
the field surveys ofthe pipeline corridor and WTP site (Jones & Stokes Associates 1996 and SWCA
1996a, 1996b, and 1997). Surveys were conducted for all the species identified in Appendix C with
special emphasis on the American peregrine falcon, bald eagle, southwestern willow flycatcher, cactus
ferruginous pygmy owl, and Sonoran desert tortoise. Based on this information, a BA was prepared,
which concluded there would be "no effect" onfederally listed species from activities in the pipeline
corridor (Appendix D). The project site supports potential habitat for only one slilte special-status
wildlife species, the Sonoran desert tortoise. Other stale.protected species that are either b\own or
expected to occur in the area include the Califomialeaf-nosed bat and ferruginous hawk (SWCA
1994). Federally protected bald eagles and peregrine falcons could be transitory and may
occasionally forage in the area hut would not be adversely affected by the proposed pipeline
construction and operation.

Desert tortoises have the potential to oecur along the proposed pipeline corridor and at the
treatment plant site but were not observed during the field survey. The Sonoran population ofdesert
tortoises prefer rocky, boulder-strewn hillsides, but could also occur in the dosertscrub and disturbed
habitats throughout the pipeline corridor and in drainages and washes in the pipeline corridor.
Investigation of the volcanic hills in the southern portion of Section 21 found no evidence ofdesert
tortoise. Known forage plants for this species do oecur on the hills, but suitable tortoise shelter sites
are rare.

Although the proposed pipeline corridor at the New River crossing is near an area previously
designated as proposed critical habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, no owls are expected
to occur near the pipeline corridor because suitable nest sites are limited and riparian habitat along

Ale-Chin Option and Lease.AgrUIMII/
Fifltll Erwi"",,,ulnfal A.SSUJl7lflllt

3-13

$cctlon J.O Affe.cle.dEIIIII"""""'" alld
EIIYfrtm",e."rlll/ COIUe.qve.nuJ

No....",bcr /997



the New River is confined to a narrow and disjunct area. Habitat types in the pipeline corridor differ
significantly from those where cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl are known. No tape-playback survey
was completed along the corridor, but in two surveys for the species on The Villages property (along
the New River approximately 2.25 miles northeast ofthe proposed corridor and along several washes
east ofl-I?; SWCA 1994a, 1996b) and north of the proposed alignment approximately 0.5 mile
upstream. no cactus fenuginous pygmy-owls were observed. In addition, no cactus ferruginous
pygmy-owls have been observed in the New River Valley since 1892, and the nearest known recent
observations are from more than 100 miles away (SWCA 1996b).

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Action

Impact: Potential Loss or Protected Native Plants. A number ofstate protected native
plants that could be affected by construction and maintenance operations, including saguaro, blue and
foothill palo verde, and velvet mesquite, were observed along the proposed pipeline corridor and at
the water treatment plant site. Del Webb will conduct preconstruction surveys to determine whether
the construction activities would result in the loss ofnative plants listed in the Arizona Native Plant
Law (1993). IfDel Webb cannot avoid native species and proposes to remove native plants over an
area exceeding 0.25 acre. Del Webb will submit, in writing, a notice of intent to the Arizona
Department of Agriculture (ADA) at least 60 days before the plants are scheduled to be removed.
Del Webb wiD not begin removing native plants until it has received written confirmation from the
ADA and will comply with applicable stat. law concerning salvage and relocation ofnative plants.
In addition, Del Webb will coordinate with AGFD before reseeding disturbed upland areas with a
native seed mix appropriate for desertscrub habitat. Seasonal drainages and riparian areas will also
be reseeded with an appropriate seed mix to achieve an acceptable level of revegetation success.

Although Hohokarn agave (Agave murpheyl) was not found in the pipeline corridor or
treatment plant site during field surveys, field surveys conducted east ofthe pipeline corridor indicate
that Hohokam agave does occur in the region. Its presence in the region indicates that it has the
potential to occur in the pipeline corridor. Hohokam agave is listed as "highly safeguarded" under
the 1993 Arizona Native Plant Law. The highly safeguarded designation is applied to plants "whose
prospects for survival are in jeopardy or which are in danger of extinction throughout all or a
significant portion oftheir ranges". Ifencountered along the pipeline corridor, Del Webb will comply
with Arizona Native Plant Law regarding Hohokarn agave as outlined above.

Impact: Effects on Waten of the Uoited States and Xeroriparian Scrub. Constructing
the pipeline would result in temporary disturbance of drainage features that are considered
jurisdictional waters of the United States as defined by the Corps, including up to 7.7 acres within
jurisdictional waters as determined by the Corps in 17 seasonal drainages and New River. Pipeline
construction would likely disturb up to a IOO-foot-wide area at each minor drainage crossing and a
200-foot·wide area at the New River crossing. Approximately 5.75 acres ofxeroriparian scrub
habitat in the New River channel would be affected. Habitat loss would be temporary and would
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effect a marginal number of velvet mesquite, eatc1aw. and foothill palo verde plant species and
associated wildlife species.

As part ofthe proposed action. Del Webb will re-establish preconstruction conditions within
the corridor to allow natural colonization ofplant species in this area. This includes re-establishing
natural landscape contours and reseeding with an appropriate native seed mix. Del Webb has applied
for an individual Section 404 permit from the Corps and will comply with all special conditions set
forth therein.

Impact: Loss of SonoraD Desertscrub. Construction ofthe pipeline would result in the
temporJUY loss ofneatly S1 acres ofSonoran desertserub habitat; construction ofthe water treatment
plant could result in the permanent loss ofapproximately 44 8lUS ofthis habitat. Del Webb will also
reestablish preconstruction conditions within the pipeline corridor to allow natural colonization of
native plant species and will reseed disturbed upland areas, as necessary, with an appropriate native
seed mix. Therefore, the temporary and pennanent loss ofdesertscrub habitat is considered a minor
effect that is not anticipated to substantialJy affect plant and animal resources.

Impact: No Loss orFederal Special-Status Species. Construction in the pipeline corridor
would not adversely affect any federally listed special-status species because none are known to
occur in this area. A BA was prepared, which concluded there would be "no effect" to federally
listed threatened or endangered species from direct or indirect impacts ofthe pipeline or cumulative
impacts associated with The Villages (Appendix D).

Impact: Possible Effects OD Desert Tortoise. Although not observed during the field
survey, the desert tortoise could occur in the pipeline corridor and particularly near the volcanic hills
east ofNew River and the treatment plant site. Del Webb will conduct preconstruction surveys for
desert tortoise burrows. Iftortoises are found on the site, Del Webb will contact: the AGFD for
reconunendations and the appropriate pennits to move the tortoise before construction begins.
Construction oftemporary shelters or burrows also could be required, depending on the number of
burrows located in the area. Implementing the proposed action is expected to have little or no effect
on desert tortoise mortality or long-tenD viability.

N~Action Alternative

Under theNo-Action Alternative, water supply Option 1and The Villages development could
result in biological resources impacts.

Water Supply OptioD 1. During a preliminary survey conducted by SWCA on April 23,
1997, three plant communities were identified along the Option I pipeline alignment: disturbed
habitat, Sonoran desertsCNb, and xeroriparian habitat (SWCA 1997). Disturbed areas, such as those
occurring between the Deer Valley and Pinnacle Peak interchanges, are either devoid ofvegetation
or are only sparsely vegetated with non-native species, such as Russian thistle and red brame, and
provide minimal habitat for wildlife. Sonoran desertscrub habitat mainly occurs north ofthe Pinnacle
Peak interchange and is dominated by creosotebush. triangle-leaf bursage, velvet mesquite, and
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buckhorn choUa. Because ofthe proximity ofdesertscrub habitat to the 1-17 corridor and evidence
ofdisturbance, wildlife habitat value in this habitat type is generally considered low. Xeroriparian
habitat is extremely limited and mainly occurs at Deadman Wash and afew other minor washes north
of Carefree Highway. Common plant species observed in xeroriparian habitat include velvet
mesquite, creosotebush, desert ironwood, and blue palo verde. The water supply Option 1aligrunent
crossing at Skunk Creek has been previously disturbed and no xeroriparian vegetation occurs at this
loeation.

Nojedera/ly listed threatened, endangered, or previously designated candidate species were
observed along the alternative a1igrunent. Habitat along the alternative alignment does not resemble
breeding habitat that is currently known to be used by the southwestern willow flycatcher, bald eagle,
or peregrine falcon. Because bald eagles and peregrine falcons are extremely mobile species, they
may occasionally fly over and even forage within the area (especially in winter), but neither species
is likely to regularly occur along the aligrunenl. No cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl were detected at
the Deadman Wash crossing or any other pipeline corridor areas during the current or previous
surveys and the owl is considered unlikely to occur along this pipeline route. The state- protected
California leaf-nosed bat and ferruginous hawk may occur along the alignment, but none were
observed (SWCA 1994a). Numerous native plants, protected by the ArizonaNative Plant Law occur
within the Option I aligrunent.

The Villages at Desert Bills. The Villages development area covers approximately 5,661
acres of undeveloped land. Vegetation on the site is typical of the Arizona Upland and Lower
Colorado River Valley subdivisions ofthe Sonoran desertscrub community. Upland habitat occurs
on approximately 5,094 acres, and riparian habitat (ephemeral washes) covers approximately 567
acres. Aboul93S acres ofthe project site was burned during a 1993 wildfire.

The same stale andfelkrally protected special-status species surveyed for on the proposed
pipeline corridor also potentially occur in The Villages development area. The BA prepared for the
proposed action, consistent with the requirements ofthejedera/ Endangered Species Act, evaluated
the cumulative impacts associated with The Villages, concluding there would be "no effect" to
federally-listed species from The Villages (SWCA 19940, 1996b, and Appendix D). Bald eagles and
peregrine faJcons could fly over or occasionally forage on the site because they are known to occur
in the region, but none were observed during the surveys. Evidence of two state species of special
concern was observed on or adjacent to the property: Hohokarn agave (hiShly safeguarded plant)
and desert tortoise (SWCA 19940). The California leaf-nosed bat and ferruginous hawk are also
expecred to occur in the area (SWCA 19940). Development ofThe Villages property may have an
adverse effect on individuals ofthese slate special-status species.

Under the No-Action Alternative, construction activities in The Villages development area
would affect a variety of native plant communities and plant species. Impacts in xeroriparian areas
will be minimized because development will generally be avoided in drainages. Effects on plant
communities will also be reduced by implementing strategies in the Ecological Resources
Management Plan that calls for a number of habitat protection measures, including preservation of
hillsides over 15% slope and land use controls in sensitive or high-density plant communities. The
Villases and water supply Option I pipeline will be subject to The Arizona Native Plant Law, which
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will reduce impacts on plants protec:ted under the state's salvage restricted, salvage assessed, and
harvest restricted categories.

Construction activities in The Villages development area could temporarily affect habitat
in drainages, but are expected to largely avoid these areas. The development area contains
xeroriparian vegetation, including Palo Verde mixed-scrub, mesquittlPalo Verde mixed·scrub, and
desert broom mixed-scrub (SWCA 1994a). Palo Verde mixed-scrub""""" along Skunk Creek and
Deadman Wash, mesquiteIPalo Verde mixed·scrub occurs along a majority ofthe smaller washes and
arroyos, and desert broom mixed·scrub oCOJrs along the banks and within the braided channel ofNew
River.

The washes and arroyos that support the xeroriparian vegetation are considered potential
jurisdictional waters ofthe United States. Del Webb has applied for a Section 404 individual permit
from the Corps for activities within jurisdictional waters of the United States.

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

For the purposes ofNEPA compliance, and consistent with the organization ofthe rest oftms
EA, infonnation on cultural resource impacts from the pipeline and water treatment plant are
described in the Affected Environment and Proposed Action portions ofthis section. The effects of
The Villages development are discussed under the No-Action Alternative. However, for purposes
offulfilling the requirements of Section 106 ofthe National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the
"area ofpotential effect" (APE) includes the proposed pipeline corridor, water treatment plan~ and
the 5,661 acres ofThe Villages development. Section 5.1 ofthis EA provides more information on
Reclamation's compliance with Section 106 ofthe NHPA.

Affected Environment

Infonnation provided on existing cultural resources in the pipeline corridor and treatment
plant site is summarized from SWCA 1994b, 19960, and I996d.

Site Conditions

The pipeline corridor ranges in elevation from 1,460 to 1,860 feet above msl between the
AguaFria River to the west and the 44-acre water treatment plant site east on-I? Most ofthe area.
consists primarily of desertscrub habitat dominated by creosote bush. bursage, and grasses. The
geology is primarily gravel and cobble terraces covered by fine alluvium or areas with highly patinated
desert pavement. Three basaltic rock outcrops are located near the pipeline corridor east ofthe New
River crossing. The pipeline corridor TUns along the eastern edge ofthe NavajolWest Wing electrical
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transmission line corridor for approximately 3.3 miles and then extends along the abandoned
Reclamation haul road for approximately 2 miles ofthe 9-mile long pipeline alignment. East ofNew
River, the pipeline corridor crosses terrain that was disturbed during excavation of earthen rock
material used to construct New Waddell Dam.

Prebistorical and Historical Setting

The potential for prehistoric archaeological sites in the pipeline corridor and treatment plant
site is quite variable, ranging from sites that were used only for resource exploitation to intensively
used agricultural and habitation areas on river terraces. Few indications of historic activities have
been identified, other than ranching activities, isolated travel, or occasional recent or modem-age
trash dumping episodes (SWCA 1996c, 1996d).

In prehistoric times, the Archaic people inhabited the region from 8000 B.C. to 300 AD.
Much ofthe land was used for seasonal hunting and gathering. Lithic tools used for gathering and
building included various functional forms, such as scrapers, bifacial knives, unifacially altered Oakes
(various styles), drills, perforators, planes, bifacial and flake cores, and projectile points (Slaughter
et al. 1992). Archaic populations followed a mobile lifestyle, with movements being constricted to
specific geographic regions. As the Archaic Period continued, mobility decreased, reflecting a
tendency toward sedentism (Slaughter et al. 1992).

Following the Archaic Period, the area was occupied by a sedentary group ofpeople called
the Hohokam. The Hohokam were desert farmers best known for engineering an extensive system
ofirrigation canals in central and southern Arizona (Haury 1976). As their population increased, they
began to venture out and expand into other drainages. From AD. 700 until AD. 1450, the Hohokam
established villages in the New River and Agua Fria river valleys (Green 1989). This area, known
as the northern periphery, consists of sites suggesting an adaptation by small groups ofHohokam
settlers who mixed agriculture, including irrigation, with hunting and gathering technologies.

The Hohokam occupation ofthe area appears to have been concentrated along the New River
and Agua Fria drainages. Farming methods included reliance on direct precipitation and nmoffthat
was diverted to fields (SWCA 1996c and d).

Previous Studies

Various segments ofthe pipeline corridor and areas near the corridor have been previously
surveyed. In 1972, the Museum of Northern Arizona conducted a survey of the Arizona Public
Service Navajo Project 500 kV transmission line. Four cultural properties were identified along this
corridor. Results of the interim and final reports indicate that none of the sites occur within or
adjacent to the proposed pipeline corridor.

Vanous surveys were conducted between the Agua Fria drainage and 1-17 as part ofactivities
associated with construction ofNew Waddell Dam. Related archaeological surveys include those
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for the East Terracc Borrow Area (Green 1985), the New River Borrow Area (Fedick 1986), the
Eastern Addition of the New River Borrow Area (Green and Rankin 1988), the New Waddell Haul
Road (Hackbarth and Green 1986), and the Agua Fria Borrow Area (Green and Effiand 1985). Each
ofthese surveys included aportion ofthe proposed pipeline corridor, and none identified any cultural
resource properties in or near the pipeline corridor.

SWCA completed a cultural resources investigation ofthe 5,66I-acre Villages development
area in 1994 (SWCA 1994b). The investigation identified 13 sites and 205 isolated occurrences.
None ofthe sites and only one ofthe isolated occurrences occur in the vicinity of the proposed water
treatment plant.

Survey Methods

The archaeological surveys for the proposed pipeline corridor and associated facilities were
completed by walking parallel transects along the linear corridor (two transects within the 100-foot
wide corridor) and transects spaced at 20-meter intervals in the survey block of Section 22 (T6N,
R2E). Segments ofthe pipeline corridor were marked with flagging to ensure that the surveys were
conducted in the correct locations. All cultural materials identified during the survey were plotted
on USGS maps, and descriptions of all artifacts were recorded for later reference. Much of the
realigned portion of the pipeline corridor was swveyed previously as part of borrow activities for
New Waddell Darn. An additional survey of a portion ofthe proposed corridor was conducted on
December 12, 1996, east ofNew River in the eastern halfofSection 21. The survey was conducted
in a 200·foot-wide corridor for an approximately O.5-mile section of the pipeline corridor east of
New River that had not been surveyed previously (SWCA 1996d).

Survey Results

One previously recorded site and 44 isolated occurrences were identified during the initial
pipeline corridor survey (Alternatives A-I, B-1, and C-I). Site AZ T:4:171 (ASM) was originally
recorded in December 1964 as Site AZ T:4:13(ASU). It was recorded as a lithic and sherd area
containing plainware pottery, mana fragments, a chert knife, cores, hanuner stones, and chipped
stone. The site was relocated by SWCA in 1996 and presumably had been disturbed by borrow
activities conducted dwing construction of the New Waddell Dam. Much of the site is intact,
although no ceramics were found on any portion of the undisturbed site area. Flaked stone on the
site consisted ofthree chert flakes, one quartz flake, 77 basalt/rhyolite flakes, one basalt core tool,
and 10 basalt/rhyolite cores (SWCA 1996c). Site AZ T:4:171(ASM) is probably a surface site, with
amaximum depth of 10 centimeters. The undisturbed surface is desert pavement, and many artifacts
are difficult to recognize. The proposed pipeline corridor is located approximately 0.5 mile south
ofthe site.

No National Register eligible archaeological or historic sites, or substantial lithic scatters
were located within the proposed pipeline corridor. One site, AZ T:4:53(ASM), a surface artifact
scatter, is located immediately southwest ofthe survey area. The site was originally recorded by Don
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Simonis of the Bweau of Land Management (Green and Rankin 1988). At that time. it contained
limited lithic and ceramic artifacts. The site was reinvestigated as part of the New Waddell Dam
New River Borrow Area expansion. Green and Rankin (1988) documented the site as containing
only lithic artifacts. Both previous investigations recommended that AZ T:4:53 (ASM) was not
eligible for listing on the National Register ofHistoric Places (NRHP). During the current work, the
site was revisited and evaluated. It still contains no evidence to suggest that it should be considered
eligible for the NRHP. The proposed pipeline corridor would be adjacent to the extreme northern
portion of the site where only a few lithic artifacts are present (SWCA I996d). No artifacts are
located within the proposed pipeline corridor.

No archaeological or historic sites were identified in the 44-acre water treatment plant site
east ofl-I? (SWCA 1994b).

Isolated Occurrences. Ofthe 44 isolated occurrences identified during the initial survey,
39 are prehistoric and 5 are historic. Many of the prehistoric isolates are made from the black
porphyritic basalt that is common in the region. This material is commonly fine-grained with
crystalline inclusions, which VlU)' in frequency and size and often appear blue in color. Many ofthe
cores and flakes may have been the result ofcobble testing or expedient production offlakes. One
of the isolates is a cornel notched projectile point made of quartzite. The projectile point is
somewhat crude and resembles an Archaic period fonn. Six Hohokam Red-on-buff sherds that
appeared to be smaller pieces of a larger sherd, a Gila Plain, and Salt VBriety pot break were also
discovered. These were the only ceramic artifacts observed during the survey. The historic isolates,
including a trash scatter, were all cans and tins (SWCA 1996c, 1996d).

Traditional Cultural Properties. Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) are properties that
are eligible for listing on the NRHP because oftheir association with cultural practices or beliefs of
a living community that (a) are rooted in that community's history and (b) are important in
maintaining the continuing cultwal identity of the community. Cultwa! resowce swveys for the
proposed water delivery pipeline and water treatment facility did not identify TCPs in the area.
Reclamation has consulted with Indian tribes who have a recorded presence or who have claimed
ancestry to the area. The tribes are: Ak-Chin Indian Community, Ft. McDowell Mojave-Apache
Indian Community, Gila River Indian Community, Hopi Tribe, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian
Community, Tohono O'odham Nation, Yavapai.Prescott Indian Tribe, and Zuni Pueblo.

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Action

Impad: No Effect on Known Cultural Sites. Construction in the proposed corridor would
have no effect on historic properties, as defined by federal regulations. Site AZ T:4:53 (ASM),
located adjacent to the proposed corridor, would not be adversely affected because it is not
considered significant.
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Impact: No Effect on Isolated Occurrences. Construction in the pipeline corridor and at
the treatment plant site would not result in adverse impacts on prelUstoric isolated occurrences
because they have been recorded and the data potential has been exhausted.

Impact: Potential Daturbance of U.known Cultural Resources. Constructing the
pipeline and treatment plant could result in disturbance or alteration of unknown cultural sites that
have not yet been uncovered or discovered. Ground-disturbing activities, such as grading and
trenching. could uncover previously undiscovered resources. Access roads for pipeline maintenance
and operation would also provide access to nonnally untraveled areas. including potentially sensitive
archaeological or historic sites. Ifsignificant OJlturaJ materials are encountered during construction
or other activities, work would be stopped until a qualified archaeologist can evaJuate the finds.
Reclamation, in consultation with the Arizona State Preservation Officer (SHPO). would require
implementation of the following measures if significant culturaJ materiaJs are present:

• complying with the NHPA, Arizona State Historic Preservation Act of1982, the Arizona
Burial Protection Law of 1990, and the Native American Grave Protection and
Repatriation Act;

• securing an Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) permit from a federal land
management agency (Reclamation or U.S. Bureau ofLand Management);

• securing a State of Arizona Antiquities Permit from the Arizona State Museum; and

• preparing a mitigation plan, as appropriate, in consultation with the SHPO and the
ACHP, other participating parties, and the interested public.

Impact: No Advene Elfect on Indian Trust A"etJ. Indian trust assets (ITAs) are legal
interests in property and ISSets held in trust by the United States for federally recognized Indian tribes
or individual Indians. Such trust status is derived from rights reserved by or granted to Indian tribes
or individuals by treaties. statutes, and executive orders. ITAs may include land, minerals, water
rights, and hunting and fishing rights. Reclamation has reviewed the proposed action for possible
effects on ITAs. ITAs have not been identified within the pipeline corridor and would not be
adversely affected by construction in the pipeline corridor. The following Indian tribes were
provided an opportunity to comment on the draft EA: Gila River Indian Community. Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, Ale-Chin Indian Community, Tohono O'odham Nation, Hopi
Tribe, Pueblo ofZuni, and Fort McDowell Mojave-Apache Indian Community.

Impact: No Effect on Traditional Cultural Properties. Eight Indian tribes that have a
recorded presence, or who have claimed ancestry to the area, were consulted to ensure that reps
have been identified, recorded, and that impacts on them have been considered. No TCPs were
identified; therefore, construction of the proposed water delivery pipeline and the water treatment
facility will have no effect on known TCPs.
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NO=Actiop Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative. water supply Option 1 could have similar effects as those
described for facilities under the proposed action. The water supply Option I pipeline alignment
could encounter known and unknown cultural resources sites located along the 1-17 ROW during
the site selection and construction processes. Prehistoric sites encountered could include sites
associated with habitation of the area during the Archaic period and, later. the Hohokam period.
Historic period artifacts would be associated with agricultural use of the Black Canyon corridor.
Should historic properties or prehistoric artifacts be encountered, implementation of this option
would require compliance with applicable state law aod coordination with the SHPO to ensure that
sites are either avoided or protected.

Based on site surveys conducted by SWCA from August 3 to August IS, 1994, for The
Villages development, 13 archaeological sites aod 205 isolated occurrences (includiog prehistoric
lithics aod ceramics aod historic cans, glass and miscellaneous metal artifacts) were found on the
5,661-acre property (SWCA I994b). Sites include one large agricultural complex, three field
houses, three prehistoric artifact scatters. four historic trash dumps, one rock ring, and a road
alignment that is possibly related to old Black Canyon highway. Isolated occurrences are scattered
throughout the property, with concentrations apparent in the north and southeastern portions of the
property and northwestern portions of the property.

Ofthe 13 sites identified, six are recommended for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion (d)
because oftheir potential to provide important information to Hohokam and possibly Archaic Period
research in the northern periphery. These sites include: Site AZ T:4:119(ASMJ, a temporary
habitation (field house); Site AZ T:4:121(ASMJ, a temporary hahitation with agricultural features
(field house); Site AZ T:4:122(ASMJ, an artifact scatter; Site AZ T:4:124(ASM), a large agricultural
complex; Site AZ T:4:125(ASMJ, ao artifact scatter with field house; and Site AZ T:4:12S(ASMJ,
an artifact scatter. These sites are important resources in that they are indicative of the broad
subsistence farming pattern and natural resource exploitation strategies that were implemented by
Hohokam groups in the northern periphery ofthe Hohokam region.

A rep was identified at one archaeological site by tribal representatives during a visit to the
project area. The TCP will be avoided durinS construction and protected from furture development.

The remaining seven sites and all of the 205 isolated occurrences were detennined by a
professional archaeologist to not meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP because their data potential
was exhausted during the recording process (SWCA I994b). Reclamation and SHPO concur with
this recommendation.

3.5 AIR QUALITY

This section describes the existing air quality conditions and regulatory requirements for the
region. The air pollutants of greatest concern in the pipeline corridor are ozone, inhalable particulate
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matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PMlO), and carbon monoxide (CO). These pollutants are
considered to be ofconcern because ofthe potential health risks they pose. These health risks are
described below under "Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards".

Affected Environment

Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

Ozone is a respiratory irritant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections. Ozone
causes substantial damage to leaftissues ofcrops and natural vegetation and damages many materials
by acting as a chemical oxidizing agent. Ozone is of concern primarily during summer because it is
created by the interaction among high temperatures, the presence of sunlight, and atmospheric
inversion layers. inducing photochemical reactions among nitrogen oxides (NOJ and volatile organic
compounds (YOC) and/orreactive organic gases (ROO). For this reason, significance thresholds are
set for these ozone precursors rather than for ozone itself. lbe federal standards for ozone have been
set for a I-hour averaging time. The federal I-hour ozone standard is 0.12 part per million (ppm),
not to be exceeded more than three times in any 3-year period.

Federal PMIO standards have been set at 150 micrograms per cubic meter(~g1m') for a 24­
hour average and at 50 ~g1m' for an annual average. Federal 24-hour PMIO standards may not be
exceeded more than I day per year, and annual standards may not be exceeded at all. Few particles
larger than 10 microns in diameter reach the lungs, so PMIO is the focus ofthe federal standards.
Health concerns associated with suspended particles focus on those particles small enough to reach
the lungs when inhaled because they can lodge in the lungs and contribute to respiratory problems,
including pennanent lung damage. Fine particles interfere with the body's mechanism for clearing
the respiratory tract or by acting as a carrier of an absorbed toxic substance.

CO is a mildly toxic pollutant that bonds to hemoglobin in the bloodstream when inhaled and
interferes with oxygen transport to body tissues. The federal 8·hour average standard for CO is set
at 9 ppm and may not be exceeded more than I day per year.

EIisting Air Quality Conditions

In 1995, federal standards for ozone, PM10, and CO were violated in Maricopa County. The
two active monitoring sites closest to the pipeline corridor have recorded exceedances ofCO, ozone,
or PMl0 in 1996 (Brown pers. comm.). The nearest operating monitors are located in North Phoenix
and Glendale, Arizona. The proposed pipeline corridor and treatment plant sites are located within
the pollutant nonattainment area for CO, ozone, and PM10.
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Emissioo Sources

Ozone precursor pollutants (VOC and NOJ and CO emissions stem primarily from vehicle
traffic associated with urban development. A variety of emission sources contribute to current
particulate matter problems in the area. Major contributors to particulate matter problems include
agricultural activities, dust resuspended by vehicle traffic on unpaved roads, construction and
demolition, and aerosols fonned by photochemical smog reactions.

Attainment Status aod Air Quality Plaoning

Air quality management in Arizona is governed by the feden! Clean Air Act (CAA) , which
is implemented by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The Arizona Department of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) and the Maricopa County Environmental Services, Department of
Air Pollution Control (APe), oversee air quality planning and control throughout Maricopa County.
ADEQ is responsible for portable and refinery sources control, whereas APC is responsible for
stationary and indirect source contro~ air monitoring, and preparation ofair quality attainment plans.
The federal Clean Air Act mandated the establishment ofambient air quality standards and requires
areas that violate these standards to prepare and implement plans to achieve the standards. These
plans are called state implementation plans (SIPs). A separate SIP must be prepared for each
nonattainment pollutant. The SIPs for ozone, PMIO, and CO are currently being revised because
Maricopa County has not attained the federal standards for these pollutants as scheduled, and the
EPA reclassified all three from "moderate" to "serious". As part ofrevising the SIPs, the County is
in the process of preparing Serious Area Plans, which are scheduled to be complete in December
1997 for PMIO, February 1998 for CO, and December 1998 for ozone. (Crumbaker pers. comm.)

Conronnity Screening

The CAA conformity regulation states that for any new project using feden! funds or
requiring federal approval, the feden!agency must show that the project does not cause or contribute
to a worsening ofair quality in areas that violate the federal ambient air quality standards. The feden!
agency must perfonn a fonnal confonnity determination if the emissions from the federal action will
exceed certain threshold levels. These pollutant threshold levels, called de minimis emission leveJs,
vary from poUutant to pollutant and depend on the nonattainment status of individual air basins.

In the case ofthe Ak-ehin Option and Lease Agreement, the federal action is Reclamation's
provision ofleased settlement water under the Option and Lease Agreement. The leased settlement
water would be carried through a nonfederal pipeline constructed by Del Webb. Reclamation has no
financial or other involvement in, or control over, the construction or operation ofthe water delivery
facilities, or the ultimate construction ofThe Villages. Nevertheless, because the pipeline and water
treatment plant associated with the leased water would likely not be constructed without
Reclamation' 5 approval, Reclamation considered emissions associated with construction and
operation ofDe1 Webb's proposed water delivery and treatment facilities in determining whether a
conformity determination is required.

Ak-Cilin Optimt rmd lMu. AgrwlMllt
FJ1IIIJ1UMfOIIfMII1rJlA,IUI_nt

3-24

&elton J.O AffectedEtrViron.-fII rmll
EtrVirolllHllt"I Ctmlaqllcncll

N_berl997



The nonanainment status of the area is classified as "serious" for CO, PM10, and ozone
(Crumbakerpers. comrn.). The appticablede minimis levels are 100 tons per year (tpy) for YOC and
NO.. 100 tpy for CO, and 70 tpy for PMIO. Construction and operation emissions would be well
below the minimum threshold emissions level that would trigger the fonnal confonnity requirement
(see emissions estimates presented in Table 3-2). Thus, no confonnity determination is required. for
this project.

Environmental Consequentes and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Adion

Impact: Short-Term Inerease in YOC and NO, (Ozone Precunon) and CO Emissions
during Project CODstnlction. Construction ofthe pipeline and water treatment plant could result
in a oUnor short-tenn increase in the generation ofCO, VOC, and NOli emissions from the operation
of construction equipment. Measures are available to minimize VOC and NOli emissions during
construction. Construction-related emissions would be short-term. and would not exceed de minimis
levels because a relatively small number of construction vehicles would be needed to construct the
pipeline and treatment plant. Worst case totaI emissions were estimated to be 1.40 tpy for CO, 0.33
tpy for YOC. and 2.37lPY for NO.. which are well below a1Iapplicable de minimis levels (Table 3-2).
Total emissions includes combustion emissions from construction vehicles and equipment, as well as
use ofemployee vehicles by construction crews associated with construction ofboth the pipeline and
water treatment plant. (Sierra Research 1997.)

Impact: Short-Term Increase in PMIO Emissions during Project Construdion.
Construction ofthe pipeline and treatment plant would result in a short-teon increase in generation
ofPM10 emissions attributable primarily to earthwrnoving activities occurring over several months.
Worst case total emissions were estimated to be 45.52 tpy for PMIO, which is well below the de
minimis levels (Table 3-2). Total emissions includes fugitive dust emissions from soil disturbance
associated with construction ofboth the pipeline and water treatment plant. (Sierra Research 1997.)
As a condition ofthe construction contract, Del Webb would be required to submit an earth-moving
permit application to the APC and implement a dust control plan to reduce PMIO fugitive dust
emissions in accordance with Maricopa County Rule 310 for Fugitive Dust (Anthony peTS. carom.).
These PMIO-reducing measures are included as part of the proposed. pipeline and treatment plant
construction requirements.

Impad: Potential Long-Term Intrease in ROG and NOli (Ozone Precunon) and CO
Emissions during Project Operation. Operation of the water treatment plant could result in
emissions to the air of ozone precursors and CO only if operation of the water treatment plant
involves the use of internal combustion engines (thereby requiring the use of petroleum fuels). In
such a case, Maricopa County may require that Del Webb obtain an Air Quality Permit, depending
on the type of engines and the hours operated per year. The APC may also require that additional
engineering modifications be made to water treatment equipment to reduce emission levels prior to
granting an Air Quality Pennit (Anthony and Chiu pees. comms.). Before receiving an Air Quality
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Table 3-2. Comparison ofPipeline and Water Campus Emissions (tons per year) to Applicable
General Conformity De Minimus Levels Specified in 40 CFR 51.853(b)

Category PMJO VOC NO, CO

Emissions:

Pipeline 12.20 0.24 1.72 1.07

Water Campus 33.32 0.09 0.65 0.33

Total 45.52 0.33 2.37 1.40

Applicable De Minimus Threshold 70' 1001,2 100,,2 100'
Levels

PMIO - particulate matter smaller than or equal to 10 microns in diameter
voc = volatile organic oompounds
NO" = nitrogen oxides
CO ::::: carbon monoxide

I Maricopa County is a serious nonanainment area for PMIO aDd CO.
2EPA recently issued a proposed rule for reclassification oftbe Maricopa County ozone nonattainment area from
moderate to serious (Federal Rt-gistcr, Vol. 62. No. 169; [September 2, 1997]). Itfinalized as proposed, the
applicable de minimw levels for ozooe Pl'CCUJ'SOn in an area designated as "serious" bo::ome SO Ions per year for
VOC and NO. as stated under 40 CFR 51.8S3(b)(I).

Source: Sierra Research 1997.
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Pennit from Maricopa County, Del Webb must demonstrate that air emissions would not exceed
threshold levels. Operation of the pipeline is not anticipated to generate emissions of ozone
precursors and CO. Because ROG·, NO.-, and CO-reducing measures would be necessary prior to
construction, this would be considered a minor adverse effect on air quality. No operating emission
sources were identified (Sierra Research 1997).

Impac::t: Potential Long-Term Increase ofPMlO Emissions during Project Operation.
Operation ofthe pipeline and treatment plant is not expected to result in earth-moving activities that
would generate substantial PMIO. No operating emission sources were identified (Sierra Research
1997).

No-Action Alternative

Development ofwater supply Option I and The Villages would occur under this alternative.
Existing air quality conditions are the same as identified in the "Affected Environment" section.
The Villages and the water supply Option I pipeline aligrunent would not be subject to EPA's
general air quality conformity regulation because these projects do not involve federal funding or
Reclamation approval.

Air quality issues related to the water supply Option I pipeline would be similar to those
described for the proposed pipeline corridor. Short.term. constnlction-related ROG, NO.. and PMl0
emissions would result from trenching and pipeline placing activities involving heavy equipment.
Construction emissions under this option would likely be slightly greater than under the proposed
pipeline because the Option I pipeline corridor would be approximately 3 miles longer than the
proposed pipeline. No long-term pollutant emissions would result from this option because water
would be treated at the existing City of Phoenix water treatment plant.

Air quality emissions generated from The Villages development would be consistent with
air emission levels ofother urban or suburban developed areas. Potential emission sources resulting
from The Villages development include temporary construction-related sources and vehicular and
truck traffic from the more than 16,500 projected residential units, associated commercial
development, and proposed wastewater treatment plant facilities. As a result of the traffic expected
to be generated at buildout in 20 years from The Villages development. the No-Action Alternative
could be expected to generate long-tenn ROG, NOx, CO, and PMI0 emissions in a region currently
identified as a nonattaimnent area for federal standards.
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3.6 NOISE

Affected Environment

Relevant Guidelines and Regulations

Maricopa County has not established noise compatibility criteria for the pipeline corridor
(James pers. corron.). The EPA, however. has established sound level guidelines for various types
ofuses (U. S. Envirorunental Protection Agency 1971). A sound level of55 decibels (dB) day-night
average sound level (L..l was established as the outdoor level in residential areas that protects the
public health and welfare with an adequate margin ofsafety. The L.. descriptor is a 24-hour average
weighted to penalize noise that occurs during nighttime hours (10 p.m.- 7 a.m.) when people are
likely to be most sensitive to noise levels.

Eiliting Noise CooditioDS

No noise-monitoring data are available for the pipeline corridor. Existing noise conditions
in the areas ofthe proposed turnout structure, storage reservoirs, water treatment plant, and pipeline
corridor are typical ofnoise conditions in desert open space areas (relatively quiet). The area around
the pipetine, however. is generally uninhabited. Existing noise sources consist primarily of traffic
from local roadways and 1-17 as wen as Wadden Canal. which is a minor noise source.

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Action

Impact: Temporary Construc:tion-Related Noise. Construction of the proposed water
delivery facilities would result in a temporary increase in noise levels at the turnout structure,
pumping plant, pipeline, storage reservoirs. and water treatment plant construction sites. Figure 3-2
illustrates noise levels produced by various types of construction equipment. Properly maintained
equipment would produce noise levels near the middle of the indicated ranges. The types of
construction equipment that would likely be used for the pipeline construction would typically
generate noise levels ofBO-90 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of50 feet while the equipment
is operating (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1971, Toth 1979. Gharabegian et al. 1985). The
operations ofconstruction equipment can vary from intermittent to fairly continuous, and many pieces
ofequipment can operate at the same time. Assuming that a bulldozer (87 dBA). backhoe (90 dBA),
and front-end loader (82 elBA) are operating simultaneously in the same area, peak construction­
period noise could be approximately 94 dBA at SO feet from the construction sites.
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Although construction-related noise levels could be substantial at the proposed construction
site, they would be temporary and no construction would occur at night. In addition, there are no
sensitive noise receptors in the pipeline corridor. One homesite is located approximately 0.5 mile
north of the pipeline corridor; it would not be affected by construction~relatednoise.

Impact: Operational Noise. Operation of the proposed turnout structure, pumping plant,
and water treatment plant would create noise. In addition, operation of the water delivery system
wUl require occasional maintenance, which also would generate noisei however, noise from
maintenance activities would be temporary and would most likely be within the range of levels
previously mentioned. No sensitive noise receptors exist in the pipeline corridor vicinity.

No-ActiOQ Alternatiye

Under the No-Action Alternative, similar noise effects, as described for the proposed
pipeline, could result from alternative water supply facilities. Conslnlction of the water supply
Option 1 pipeline and booster pump plants would involve a temporary increase in noise levels in
the 80-90 elBA I1lDge adjacent to 1-17 between Deer Valley Road and The Villages site. Constroction
noise associated with the pipeline at this location would probably not be noticeable because of the
proximity ofthe 1-17 background traffic noise source. Booster pumping plant operation would likely
create a minor increase in noise levels at Happy Valley Road and north of the Carefree HighwaYi
however, no inhabited structures are present in these areas.

Noise levels generated from The Villages development would be typical of those in other
suburban areas around Phoenix. Noise levels would be greatest near roadways and in areas
identified for public use. Background noise levels on 1-17 could also increase by the time the
development is completed, which is estimated to be approximately 20 years.

3.7 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Affected Environment

The proposed pipeline aligmnent would cross seven roadways: SR 74, New River Road,
87th Avenue, three unnamed graveUdirt roads, and 1·17. Most areas of the alignment would cross
undeveloped rural land.

Highways and Road.

The primary roadway in the pipeline corridor is 1-17, which COIUlCCts Phoenix and Flagstaff,
Arizona. In the project vicinity,l-l7 is a four-lane facility. Average daily traffic (ADT) on 1-17 in
the vicinity of the pipeline corridor is 22,910 vehicles (Maricopa County Department of
Transportation 1996).
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Lake Pleasant Road (SR74) is a two-lane road extending north/northwest from Carefree
Highway and crossing the Agua Fria River south ofNew Waddell Dam. The ADT on SR 74 in the
vicinity ofthe proposed action is 678 vehicles (Hamlin pers. comm.). New River Road begins at an
intersection with SR 74 approximately 0.5 mile north of Carefree Highway and extends northeast
to 1-17. New River Road is a two-lane road that is paved for a portion of its length north of the
pipeline crossing; in the vicinity afthe pipeline corridor as well as to the south, New River Road is
improved gravel and dirt. The ADT on New River Road in the vicinity of the pipeline corridor is
approximately 2,500 vehicles (Hamlin pers. comm.).

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) has jurisdiction over 1-17 and SR 74,
and the Maricopa County Department ofTransportation (MCDOT) has jurisdiction over New River
Road.

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Action

Impact: Potential Alteration of Present Patterns of Vehicular Circulation aod
Increase in Traffic Hazards during Construction Activities. The proposed pipeline corridor
would cross 1-17, SR 74, New River Road, g7th Avenue, and a numher ofother unpaved roads. The
crossing of 1-17 and SR 74 would be accomplished by using conventional underground boring
methods. These methods would not disrupt traffic patterns on 1-17. Where it would cross New
River Road and g7th Avenue, the proposed pipeline would be installed using trench-and-bury
construction methods. Construction of the pipeline could result in lane or road c1osW'es, detours.
open trenches, and the addition of construction trucks and equipment on the surrounding roadway
system. This potential effect is considered minor because Del Webb has incorporated a traffic
control plan for all road crossings into the project design. The traffic control plan will be
coordinated with the MCDOT and ADOT, and construction will follow the standards of the local
jurisdiction. Elements of the traffic control plan could include:

• coordinating with state and local jurisdictions regarding hours of construction and lane
closures that would minimize construction impacts on the roadways;

• obtaining easements or encroachment permits from local agencies and ADOl, as
necessary;

• providing for detours or enswlng that at least one traffic lane remains open along
affected roadways and minimizing lane closures during the peak a.m. and p.m.
commuting hours;

• specifying types and locations ofwaming signs, lights, and other traffic control devices;

• providing access for driveways and private roads; and
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• notifying and consulting with emergency service providers to ensure that adequate
emergency access is maintained.

Impact: Iucreased Vebicular aud Truck Tnffic ou the Existing Roadway Facilities
during CODstnlction. Activities associated with construction of the intake structure, pipeline,
storage reservoirs, and water treatment plant are expected to result in additional traffic on the pipeline
corridor roadways. Because construction traffic would be temporary and truck volumes would be
low, this impact would have a minimal effect on daily traffic levels.

Impact: Temporary Effect on Roadway Conditions. Pipeline installation and heavy
equipment traffic could result in effects on roadway surface conditions at crossings. As part of the
project, Del Webb wiD be required to follow nonnal construction practices, including restoring all
road surfaces to original conditions and coordinating with local jurisdictions to ensure that
appropriate truck routes are used.

Impact: Minimal Increase in Employee Trame Volumes and Tramc Delays from
Operation and Mainten.Dce. Operating the water treatment plant would require additional
employees that would generate additional new trips during both morning and evening peak hours.
The possible generation ofnew trips during the peak hours would not result in a substantial increase
in traffic. Operation and maintenance of the WaddeD Canal turnout structure, pipeline, and storage
reservoirs would require minimal traffic from maintenancevehicles and may occasionally require lane
closures for maintenance activities. The maintenance activities would be relatively infrequent and
would involve only temporary effects on traffic circulation.

N~Adion Alternative

Under water supply Option 1. construction activities associated with the pipeline alignment
would result in temporary increases in vehicular and truck traffic on the local roadway network and
could result in temporal)' effects on road conditions (e.g., asphalt damage. detours. or delays) related
to construction equipment traffic. Operation and maintenance ofthe pipeline corridor would result
in minor operational traffic effects, and no additional employee traffic related to water treatment plant
operation would occur because the water supply would be treated by the City ofPhoenix.

Traffic and circulation effects that could result from implementation of The Villages
development were evaluated during the Maricopa County plan ofdevelopment approval process in
1995. MCDOT later developed the Northeast Valley Area Transportation Study (NYATS) (1996).
which addresses growth in this area of the state over the next several years. The study area
encompasses the New River and Desert Hills communities, including The Villages development
(Figure3-3). ADOT is currently conductingthePhoenix-Flagstaff-PageMultimodal CorridorProfile.
an independent study also addressing growth in this area over the next several years (Tognacci peTS.
comm.). Following is additional information on these studies and recommended traffic
improvements.
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Northeast VaDey Area TraDlportatioD Study. The NVATS isa technical plan and contains
traffic projections for the study area for the planning horizon year 2015. To develop a long-range
plan, future conditions for the study area were projected using a regional transportation modeling
program, which accounts for socioeconomic data and roadway network: data. Traffic estimates for
the base year 1995 were made using existing Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG)
socioeconomic data. and the model was calibrated against 1995lnlffic counts. For the horizon year
2015, population and employment projections were estimated by the County (based on MAG data
that were updated by MCDOT) to represent the highest level of development that could reasonably
be expected in the study area by 2015 (Miller pen. comm.). This included 80% buildout of The
Villages and development of lands not identified as sensitive by Maricopa County in an area south
ofthe Honda Bow aligrunent. Figure 3-) shows the current average weekday traffic and the existing
roadway network. and Figure 3-4 shows projected ADT volumes based on 2015 growth projections.
The NYATS also evaluated aN~Build option, which assumes 2015 growth and no long-range traffic
improvements.

Generally, the NYATS traffic modeling shows that ADT volumes on 1-17 would increase
from approximately 23,000 (in 1995) to 70,000-98,000 (in 2015) in the vicinity of The Villages
development area. with the greatest volumes south of Carefree Highway. In 2015, traffic volumes
on 1-17 are projected to be 129,000 ADT between the proposed interchange near Deadman Wash
and Carefree Highway and 142,000 ADT south ofCarefree Highway (Figure 3-4).

Improvements on 1-17 to interchanges and interchange approaches are recommended by the
County to accommodate the projected increase in traffic volume (Figure 3-4). At the maximum
zoning densities, the existing Desert Hills and Pioneer Road interchanges would require
improvements. The NYATS also recommends a new interchange be located near Deadman Wash,
2 miles south ofthe Desert Hills interchange. COMections to the new interchange would be provided
by six-lane major arterials that would parallel Deadman Wash and run northeast from the interchange.

The County also proposes improvements to arterial roadways within County jurisdiction to
facilitate the projected traffic increase. The arterial roadways would receive traffic from 15 proposed
major collector streets, two for the property west ofI-17 and 13 for the property east ofl-17. The
major collector roadway proposed for the property on the west side ofI-17 would be a north-south
roadway that would eventually COMect to the Desert Hills interchange. The major collector
roadways proposed for the property east ofl-17 would he a combination of east-west and north­
south roadways that would COMect to the arterial system. The major collector roadways would
penetrate the individual subdivisions, collecting local traffic and distributing it to the arterial street
system. Theywould also providetraffic circulation between neighborhoods and recreational facilities.
All of the major collector roads are proposed to be three lanes. including a two-way left-tum
channelization that will be widened to provide the appropriate intersection geometry required at
arterial streets. The existing Desert Hills Drive is proposed to be a four-lane minor arterial street
extending west and south along 1-17 to connect with the existing Pioneer Road interchange. Six-lane
major arterial connectors running east and west to the existing Desert Hills interchange are also
recommended.
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Implementation of Traffic Improvements. Traffic improvements in the NYATS are
recommended by the County, for both arterial roads in MCDOT jurisdiction and for 1-17 in ADOT
jurisdiction, to accommodate growth and traffic volume increases in the study area. Although ADOT
participated in the NYATS by serving on the Technical Advisory Committee and providing
comments, ADOT does not currently have plans to widen 1-17 (Tognocci pers. comm.). Funding has
not been secured for most of the improvements discussed and ADOT believes determining specific
improvements is premature.

Improvements to 1-I7 (i.e., interchanges and additional lanes) recommended in the NYATS
study are recommendations by the County, but would have to ultimately be implemented by ADOT.
Additional traflic lanes and interchange improvements are often funded by ADOT (or ADOT secures
the funding through federal, stale, local, and private sources), but ADOT does not fund projects until
they are placed on the ADOT Five-Year Highway Construction Program, which is updated annually.
The only improvement from the NYATS that has been placed on the Five-Year Highway
Construction Program thus far is theDesert Hills traflic interchange, which would be primarily funded
by Del Webb. Del Webb would also participate in the funding ofan additional interchange, but the
specific interchange has not yet been identified.

Improvements to arterial roadways are proposals that would be implemented by MCDOT if
within County jurisdiction at the time ofdevelopment. Specific roadway improvements have been
identified in the NYATS study with a proposed phasing schedule. However, funding of these
improvements has not been committed. As development occurs, it would be the responsibility of the
appropriate agency, developer, or jurisdiction to begin programming and funding the project. The
NYATS will be updated periodically to reflect changing conditions. (Miller pers. comm.)

1-17 Corridor Profile. ADOT is currently conducting the Phoenix-Flagstaff-Page
Multimodal Corridor Profile, an independent study to assess traffic conditions for horizon year 2020.
The 1-17 Corridor Profile, which represents the southern part of the Phoenix-Flagstaff-Page
Multimodal Corridor Profile, is one ofa series oflong-range studies being conducted to implement
the 1994 State Transportation Plan, a policy document developed in response to the federal
Interrnodal SurfaceTransportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). ThePhoenix-Flagstaff-PageMultimodal
Corridor Profile is anticipated to be complete in mid-I998 and will be used to help identifY highway
improvements for ADOT's Five-Year Highway Construction Program (Tognocci pers. comm.).

The Villages at Desert BU" DevelopmenL The Villages development plan includes several
arterial streets within The Villages to be developed by Del Webb. Additionally, intersections of
arterial streets and major collector roads may require traffic signals. These traffic improvements
would be funded by Del Webb. Existing access to residential areas south ofDesert Hills Drive would
not be affected by The Villages' circulation improvements.
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3.8 LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Affected Environment

Emting Land Use ConditioDs

The proposed pipeline would be located adjacent to WaddeU Canal, an existing electrical
transmission line corridor, and Reclamation's abandoned haul road for over halforits 9-mile length.
The pipeline corridor consists primarily ofdesert open space, with few improved land-use features
in the vicinity. The corridor would cross 17 minor drainages, the New River channel, the El Paso
Natural Gas pipeline corridor, six roads, and 1-17.

The construction of the pipeline would require both temporary construction and pennanent
ROW easements because it would cross land owned by several different state and federal agencies.
ROW access would be required from the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), State Land
Department of Arizona (SLD), ADOT, and MCDOT. State and BLM land is primarily used for
grazing and other open space uses. During pipeline construction, an approximately 1DO-foot-wide
temporary construction easement would be required for all but the New River crossing where the
construction site would be larger. Following construction, a 3D-foot.wide, SO-year access easement
would be required for the pipeline aligrunent.

The proposed project is located within the 216-square-mile New River Land Use Planning
Area in Maricopa County. The land that the proposed pipeline corridor crosses is currently zoned
R-43 (Rural Residential, I unit/acre). The New River Land Use Plan also provides for the
development of higher densities associated with a development master plan.

East of 1-17 several areas of scattered residential development exist on lots of 1 or more
acres. The Arizona Factory Outlet Shops are located on the west side ofl-l? at the Honda Bow
Road (Desert Hills) interchange. The area between 1-17 and Lake Pleasant Regional Park is mostly
vacant and consists of undeveloped Sonoran desertscrub. In addition, one home site is located
approximately O.S mile north ofthe pipeline corridor. No minority or low·income conununities are
located near the pipeline corridor. The Ben Avery Shooting Range, the Arizona Pioneer Museum,
and an RV Park are located approximately 2 miles south of the pipeline corridor, a federal
correctional center is located approximately 1 mile south ofthe pipeline corridor, and the New River
Landfill, a residential waste site, is located over 1 mile to the north.

Visual Resources

Visual resources near the pipeline corridor consist generally of typical Sonoran Desert
landscape features with scattered rural development. Background views in the area are typical ofthe
landscape setting in much ofcentral Arizona, consisting ofdistant views offoothills and mountainous
terrain, which are generally considered to have high scenic value. Middleground views in the area
are offlat desertscrub habitat in the lowland areas and orhigher elevation hills, bluffs, and mountains.
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Prominent features in the area that add visual variety to the otherwise flat desert habitat are Daisy
Mountain east ofl-I? (a relatively low volcanic outcrop I mile west ofI-I? and south ofthe pipeline
corridor). the New River channel, and the Agua Fria River. The surface ofLake Pleasant caMot be
seen from the pipeline corridor.

Prominent views in the area are generalJy only from 1-17, SR ?4, and New River Road.
Viewing opportunities in the area are also possible from a number of lightly traveled unimproved
roads.

Enviroomental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Action

Impact: Consistency with Land Use Goals and Planning Objectives or Maricopa
County. Construction of the proposed water pipeline is consistent with the goals and planning
objectives ofMaricopa County. Maricopa County bas identified the New River Planning Area as an
area ofdesired future urban growth. However, uncatainty concerning water availability in the New
River Planning Area is a severe constraint on future growth; 1000AJ ofthe current water supply comes
from groundwater sources that yield low volumes ofwater. Because the surface water supply under
the proposed action would provide a reliable alternative to groundwater, it is considered consistent
with applieahle plans and policies.

Impact: Coosisteoey witb Adopted Laod Use Desigoations aDd Zooing. The majority
of the area that the proposed pipeline corridor would cross is vacant land. The property is amentIy
zoned Ra43 (one residential unit per acre). Because this zoning allows for provision of utility
corridors and easements, the water delivery facilities are considered consistent with the intended land
use for this area. The New River Land Use Plan makes development provisions for higher-density
provided they are part of a Maricopa County Development Master Plan.

Impact: No CooDict witb Adjaceot Land Uses. Implementing the proposed action would
not result in substantial conflicts with surrounding land uses because the pipeline corridor is vacant.
The land inunediately surroundingthe proposed pipeline alignment is undeveloped, with the exception
of Waddell Canal, roadway crossings, the El Paso Natural Gas pipeline, and the existing electrical
transmission corridor (see the discussion ofrights..af-way below). The land uses in the area identified
above are not in the immediate vicinity of the proposed pipeline corridor and would not be affected
because construction activities for the water delivery facilities would be temporary and the pipeline
would be underground, No land use conflicts would occur with the one homesite located
approximately 0.5 mile north of the proposed pipeline corridor.

Impact: Possible Conflicls with Existing Local, State, and Federal Ageney Rights-of­
Way. Construction and operation ofthe proposed pipeline and treatment facilities would generally
create minimal effects on existing JocaI, state, and federal property and ROWs because construction
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of water delivery facilities is consistent with the general land use in the area and would not
substantially affect use ofproperty or ROWs.

Arizona State Lands Department. Most of the lands that the proposed pipeline
corridor would cross are Arizona State Trust Lands. The state's primary goal for these lands is to
maximize revenues from use ofthe lands for state schools. The proposed pipeline corridor has been
reviewed by SLD staff, which detennined that the pipeline would have only minor effects on State
Trust Lands. Construction-related activities would create temporary physical effects on State Trust
Lands; these effects would be minimized by measures incorporated into the pipeline design to restore
the conidor. (See Section 4, "EnvirorunentaJ Commitments", for additionallnformation on measures
to restore the construction corridor.) Additional revenue would be generated related to use ofstate
land for a pipeline easement. Therefore, the ROW conflicts associated with Arizona State Trust
Lands are not considered adverse, and the pipeline construction would have a beneficial economic
effect on Arizona State Trust Lands.

Bureau of Land Management. BLM is in the process of acquiring acreage on the
east side of Lake Pleasant for a dedicated conservation area, which may include portions of the
pipeline corridor. The pipeline corridor also includes crossing a narrow BLM ROW east of New
River that is known as the Black Canyon Corridor. Del Webb would be required to obtain a ROW
easement from BLM to cross the corridor. BLM is working toward establishing a designated trail
in the corridor to provide a public amenity for equestrian and pedestrian users. Constructing an
underground pipeline across the BLM ROW would result in only minor effects on BLM's plans to
develop a trail in their designated corridor (Ragsdale pers. comm.).

Arizona Department ofTransportation. The pipeline construction would involve
crossing 1-17 and SR 74. The ADOT has. policy ofnot allowing utilities in their ROW, with the
exception of perpendicular crossings. The ROW along 1-17 is 300 feet. A tunnel would be bored
under the 1-17 and SR 74 ROW to accommodate the proposed pipeline. Once completed, the
pipeline would not affect the ROW. However, construction activities associated with the pipeline
could create short-term impacts. Banicades and other traffic control measures would be required to
reduce potential safety impacts.

Maricopa County Department of Transportation. MeDOT allows recognized
public utilities to be placed in the ROW along county roads, but requires a permit. The proposed
pipeline would cross New River Road and several other small roads within the County. Necessary
permits have been obtained, and no impacts to the ROWs wiU occur. However, there will be short­
term, construction-related impacts on roadways. Following construction, Del Webb would be
required to restore the roadways.

Arizona Public Service Electric Utility Corridor. The proposed pipeline would be
sited adjacent to the electric transmission line corridor for approximately 3.3 miles from just after the
pumping station at Waddell Canal to the former Reclamation haul road. No adverse land use impacts
on the existing transmission corridor are anticipated because the transmission line towers would not
be affected by an underground pipeline. Because of the potential for the transmission line to induce
current in the pipe during construction, an induction survey would be conducted to detennine what
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grounding measures need to be implemented during construction of the pipeline. Additionally,
locating the proposed facilities adjacent to an existing utility corridor would minimize any potential
Jong-tenn land use conflicts because the facilities would be sited near an already disturbed corridor.
APS has been contacted and pipeline p1ac<ment will be coordinated with staffto ensure no conflicts
with the existing ROW would occur. Approximately 3S feet of APS's existing right-of-way would
be used as part of the l00-foot-wide construction easement, further reducing effects in the area.

El Paso Natural Gu Pipeline Corridor. The proposed pipeline would cross the
alignment ofthe EI Paso Natural Gas pipeline corridor. The proposed pipeline would not interfere
with operation of the gas pipeline because the pipeline would be placed beneath the gas pipeline.
Precautions will be taken during construction ofthe proposed pipeline to eliminate hazards associated
with the gas pipeline. EI Paso Natural Gas has been contacted to ensure no conflicts arise associated
with the water pipeline.

Impact: No Effect on Prime Agricultural Lands. Implementation ofthe proposed pipeline
and treatment plant would not require the conversion of prime agricultural land to nonagricultural
uses beQnse no prime agricultural land exists in the pipeline corridor. The proposed. pipeline would
cross existing grazing land. Provisions will be made to prevent livestock from falling into the trenches
during construction.

Impact: Effect OD Visual Resources. The proposed pipeline would not be visible during
the operational phase and would. therefore, not create any long-tenn impacts on visual resources.
Short-tenn effects on visual resources during construction are expected to be minor because
construction would be temporary, the affected area is relatively small. and no sensitive visual resource
receptors would be adversely affected. Minor changes to views of the desert visual resources would
be most apparent to motorists during construction at the SR 74 crossing and near 1-17. Visual
resource changes at the Waddell Canal turnout structure would be consistent with visual resources
at the canal.

Impact: No EnviroDmental Justice EfTeds. The proposed pipeline corridor construction
site would not affect any minority or low-income communities because none exist in the corridor area.
Environmental commitments identified for the proposed pipeline would also not direc:tJy or indirectly
affect such communities.

N~Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative. alternative water supply options would be used to serve
The Villages development area. Water supply Option I would be consistent with the land uses goals,
objectives, and designations ofMaricopa County and would likely not result in substantial land use
conflicts because the pipeline corridor would be sited adjacent to the 1-17 corridor. and the pipeline
would be buried. ADOT's policy ofgenerally not allowing utilities in its 300-foot-wide ROW would
require the pipeline to be sited over 150 feet east ofl-I? The pipeline alignment would not affect
any prime agricultural land, and no long.tenn visual resources impacts would result because the
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pipeline would be buried, the corridor would be revegetated, and the alignment would be sited
adjacent to an existing transportation corridor.

The Villages development is within the 216-square-mile New River Planning Area. The
Villages would be developed under aDMP that encompasses 5,661 acres ofvacant desertscrub in
the southern portion of the New River Planning Area. The site is currently vacant and is zoned to
accommodate the proposed development The DMP, NUPD, and planned development overlay are
reflected in the New River Land Use Plan (NRLP) text and map, as amended.

Land uses surrounding the development area consist of1-17 to the west, vacant hills and the
community ofNew River to the north, and scattered rural residences to the east and south. The rural
residential area south of Desert Hills Drive is the most concentrated residential area in the
development site vicinity.

The Villages development would convert 5,661 acres ofvacant Sonoran Desert habitat to a
master planned community environment. The development would include a mix ofresidential units,
commercial. employment. recreation. and open space uses. There could be a maximum of 16.526
residential units, as indicated in the adopted master plan, although recent announcements by Del
Webb suggest there may be 2,000 fewer units. The average residential density for the entire project
is 2.9 dwelling units per acre. Approximately 38% ofthe development plan is devoted to open space
and recreation areas, including undistwbed natural areas. hillsides with slopes over 15%, major
drainage ways. golf courses, and 300 acres of neighborhood and community parks. No prime
agricultural land would be converted in the development area.

The Villages development is consistent with the goals and objectives ofMaricopa County
and the NRLP. Additionally, numerous stipulations have been presented by the county with which
The Villages development must comply. These stipulations are observed in the NUPD and have
been incorporated into the plan of development or will be completed before construction.

The NRLP promotes using DMPs on large tracts in the area. provided that the project is
responsive to the physical and natural constraints of the property. The reduction of rural residential
sprawl and preservation ofnatural environmental features are goals of the NRLP that are taken into
consideration in the proposed Villages development. The development will be integrated into the
natural environment, allowing for the preservation of sensitive open space areas that contain visual
resources and natural environmental features such as riparian washes, scenic areas, open desert, and
steeply sloping desert hillsides.

A goal of the NRLP is to provide a land use environment which generates a diversified
economic base that fosters varied employment opportunities. and encowages business fonnation and
expansion. The Villages DMP meets this goal by providing commercial andjob employment centers
within the proposed Villages plan of development.

It is also anticipated that The Villages would be consistent with the socioeconomic and land
use goals of the County and the NRLP. which encourage higher density urban residential
developments that provide a mixture of housing types. Development of a treated surface water
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source and wastewater treatment plant for The Villages would eliminate the need for a groundwater
source and would ensure that groundwater quality problems associated with individual septic
systems do Dot occur in the development area.

Under the No-Action Alternative, The Villages development would not be expected to create
substantial land use conflicts with adjacent rural residences. Rural residences to the north, east, and
south ofthe property would be buffered from new development by the incorporation oflow-density
residential buffer areas into development plans. Daisy Mountain and the New River Range would
eliminate views from and buffer land use conflicts with the existing New River community. Skunk
Creek and over 300 acres oflow-density residential buffer area would substantially reduce land use
conflicts that could arise on the southern and eastern property boundaries. Based on the approved
DMP, buffer areas along Desert Hills Drive would retain an RI-43 zoning density.

The northwest portion ofthe site west ofl-17 near the Desert Hill interchange would include
commercial and mixed land uses. This portion of the site is compatible with surrounding uses
because it is adjacent to the existing Outlet Mall.

Under the No--Actioo Alternative, conversion of open desert habitat in The Villages
development area to a master planned community environment setting would substantially change
the current views of the site from 1-17 and surrounding rural roads. Del Webb plans to preserve
many of the natural drainage and hillside features and will provide 38% ofthe site for open space
and recreation/park features, which will help reduce visual resource impacts. The development area
will be landscaped and developed as a high-quality, master planned community. Background views
of the mountains would not be affected.

Under the No-Action Alternative, public services and utilities for The Villages development
area will be provided according to the DMP. Before adoption ofthe master plan, Maricopa County
identified the lack of infrastructure in the New River Planning Area as a constraint to future
development. The provision of public services by a developer is encouraged and many times
required as a stipulation of development. All of the public services required in the area will be
provided, as described below.

The Villages is in the Deer Valley School District. The Desert Mountain Middle School is
approximately 2 miles to the south, and the Deer Valley Junior High and Barry Goldwater Senior
High Schools are 10.5 miles south at Rose Garden Lane and 27th Avenue. The New River
Elementary School is approximately 3 miles to the north on the east side ofBlack Canyon Highway.
Land will be made available for elementary, junior, and senior high school facilities within The
Villages development area. To the extent possible, schools will be located adjacent to parks to
maximize shared use ofrecreational facilities. An agreement with the Deer Valley School District
for specific types offacilities has been executed. pursuant to a DMP Stipulation <lu" to dedicate a 50­
acre high school site and construct a $7 million elementary school. Pursuant to DMP Stipulation
"mm", The Villages has conunitted to reserve two additional school sites for a period of 10 years
to serve future populations if necessary. Pursuant to DMP Stipulation "ee", the first Information
Center will be converted to a library no later than 10 year.; from the opening of the fIrst model home
complex.
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The Maricopa County Sheri.fI's Department cUITently provides police protection and security
to the general area from a substation 18 miles from The Villages development. Police services in
the development area will also be provided by the Maricopa CoWlty Sheriff's Department. Pur.ruant
to DMP Stipulation "qq", Del Webb bas dedicated aI2-acn: site on the west side ofl-17 adjacent
to the Factory Outlet Mall for use by the Sheriff's Department, which may be operated in
conjWlction with a maintenance facility for the MCDOT.

The Daisy Mountain Fire District currently provides fire service in the area, with stations
located at 7th Avenue and Desert Hills Drive and at 27th Avenue and New River Road. Pursuant
to Stipulation "rr" of the DMP, a 2.5-acre site was donated in the development area to the Daisy
Mountain Fire District for fire station facilities.

No sanitation district currently exists in the area. The Villages development will provide a
sewer system and a wastewater treatment facility for both potable water and reclamation of 000­

potable wastewater. The 44-acre site for the water treatment plant identified under the proposed
action would also sezve as a site for a tertiary wastewater treatment plant that will accommodate the
entire development. Treated effiuent is planned as a future source of water for golf course and
landscape irrigation. The golf course lakes will serve as storage basins for the irrigation systems.
The wastewater treatment facility is anticipated to serve only The Villages development.

The Villages site is currently not served by solid waste disposal services. Trash collection
and disposal services in the development area will be provided by a private collection company and
will be disposed ofat either the Skunk Creek landfill or the Maricopa COWlty Northwest Regional
Landfill. Both have sufficient capacity to serve The Villages and would not need to be expanded.

The Villages site is not Ytithin an established water district. The Desert Hills Water
Company service area abuts the southeast comer of the property and the boundary of the Sabrosa
Water Company service area is approximately 1 mile to the northeast. Under the No-Action
Alternative, The Villages development win secure one of the alternative water supply options.
GroWldwater will not be extracted from local wells to serve the community. (GroWldwater can only
be used on an interim basis early in construction until a pennanent water system is completed). No
effects on existing water companies in the area are expected because no established water district
exists in the development.

A number ofdeveloped and undeveloped recreational resources currently exist in the pipeline
corridor near the ]·17 corridor. Lake Pleasant Regional Park, which is managed by the Maricopa
County Parks Department, is located approximately 10 miles to the west of The Villages
development area. The 141,400·acre park includes an extensive system of recreational facilities.
The Cave Creek Recreational Area to the east ofThe Villages development area includes 2,752 acres
of trails for hiking and equestrian uses.

The Ben Avery Shooting Range and Recreation Area encompasses 1,443 acres and has
facilities that include public shooting ranges and a lOO·space campground. An excellent archery
range with 5 miles of trails and a practice area is also present, and a trap and skeet range is lighted
for night use.
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Under the No-Action Alternative, The VIllages development would ultimately increase the
local population and demand for existing recreational resources in the area. The Villages, however,
will provide substantial new recreational amenities, such as 300 acres ofpublic and private parks and
open space areas with walking, biking, and equestrian trails. The community will also include a
number of private 18·hole golf courses and will feature public access to multi-use/equestrian trails
and pathways that will traverse the community and provide access to offsite destinations. Del Webb
is also required under its DMP to initiate discussions with the Arizona State Land Department to help
secure an interconnecting trail system across state and federal land to Lake Pleasant.

3.9 CUMULATIVEIMPACfS

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impact ofthe proposed actions when they are
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7).

The water delivery pipeline development that would result from implementing the proposed
action would have only minor environmental impacts on seasonal drainages, state special.status plant
and wildlife species, cultural resources, air quality, noise, land use, and traffic conditions as described
above for the proposed action topical analyses. Construction impacts of the water delivery system
would be temporary, operational impacts would be minimal, and facility construction and operation
would be subject to the environmental commitments identified in the document including those
enumerated in Section 4. The proposed pipeline corridor also has been selected because much ofthe
alignment has been previously disturbed (along the APS electric transmission line corridor and
abandoned Reclamation haul road), and biological and cultural resource conditions are generally
considered moderate to low quality in the area.

Other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions proposed in the area that would
contribute to cumulative background conditions (conditions that would occur with or without the
proposed action) include preliminary proposals for other water supply infrastructure projects and
scattered commercial, recreational, and residential development. The City ofPhoenix has indicated
that it intends to construct a future water treatment plant and distribution facilities in the vicinity of
Lake Pleasant to serve future development in northern Phoenix. It is possible that pipeline facilities
described under the proposed action could be considered for use or could be expanded in the future
for City ofPhoenix municipal and industrial (M&I) use. No detailed plans for City ofPhoenix water
treatment or delivery facilities are available.

The most notable development in the recent past that is located near the pipeline corridor is
the Factory Outlet shopping mall located to the north. Maricopa County has approved plans for The
Villages master planned community located east of the pipeline corridor and 1·17. The Villages
consists of 5,661 acres and was approved for 16,526 residential units as described in Section 2 under
the No--Action Alternative. Other planned projects include the BLM Black Canyon trail corridor,
City ofPeoria annexation and development plans near Lake Pleasant, and MWD's development at
Lake Pleasant. In addition, an estimated 1,150-acre parcel located northeast ofthe 1-17 and Carefree
Highway intersection is being planned for residential and mixed use development. The developer
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is currently in the zoning and annexation process and is negotiating for water service from the City
ofPhoenix.

Maricopa County's New River Land Use Plan, which covers the area that includes the
pipeline corridor, indicates that most of the property in the vicinity of the pipeline corridor is
cum:ntly designated as nJIa1 residential (I unit per acre). Higher densities can occur under this plan
if it is part ofa development master plan. Much ofthe area SUlTOunding the pipeline corridor is state
trust land, which can be sold or leased for residential and commercial development. The State Land
Department typically creates master plans for large expanses of land prior to sale or lease.

The existing or planned developments that contribute to cwnulative background
environmental conditions are those that have had or could have similar effects as described for the
proposed pipeline corridor. Such developments include all of the projects that could result in direct
physical effects from construction in the desert environment or that could contribute to indirect
growth-related effects. Cumulative hydrologic and water quality impacts in desert washes are
expected to be relatively minor because streamfIows in the area are infrequent and because the Corps
of Engineers regulates effects on jurisdictional waters ofthe United States, FCDMC regulates the
rates ofrunoffthat are allowed from new developments, and construction in or near drainages would
generally be temporary or minimized. Inadvertent release of construction materials, such as fuels
or oil-based products, could be minimized using standard construction practices and measures
required by FCDMC. Groundwater withdrawals would not increase in the area because water
supplies from either the City of Phoenix or surface water from the Colorado River, rather than
groundwater, would be used for domestic consumption.

Effects from other reasonably foreseeable actions would result in conversion of Sonoran
desertscrub habitat, including over 5,000 acres in The Villages development area, and reduction in
its value as habitat for common and state special-status wildlife species. Portions of desert washes
and xeroriparian vegetation could be temporarily affected in areas where cumulative development
would involve crossing the washes. Numerous minor washes and Deadman Wash and Skunk Creek
could be temporarily affected. The potential exists for federally listed threatened or endangered plant
or wildlife species to be affected by the cumulative background development that could occur in the
New River Planning Area, but no federally listed species were identified as occurring in The Villages
development area. The BA indicated that no cwnulative effect on federally listed species would
occur in The Villages area. Other special-status species that are either known to occur or have the
potential to occur in the area could be affected by cwnulative background development.

The potential for cultural resowce effects on identified or unknown sites exists in the area,
particularly near drainages, washes, and New River because ofthe prehistoric and historic Hohokarn
occupation. The Villages development area, for example, contains six cultwal resomce sites that
were detemrlned by Reclamation to meet the criteria for listing in the NRHP. Construction effects
on these resources would be avoided or minimized based upon recommendations of the SHPO or
as required by applicable state law.

Cumulative air quality impacts would involve minor. short-term, construction·related NOll
and PMIO emissions from construction equipment and earthmoving activities,long-tenn pollutant
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emissions related to increased population growth, and automobile emissions associated with urban
development. Cumulative noise effects would also involve short-term, construction-related impacts
in the range of80-90 dBA at a range of50 feet and longer term noise impacts primarily near major
transportation corridors. such as 1-17, that are typical of suburban or urban environments.

Please refer to the discussion oftheNo-Action Alternative under the "Traffic and Circulation"
section for a complete description ofprojected future average daily traffic volumes and transportation
improvements that could be required by 201S. Future development in the Northeast Valley Area
Transportation planning area is projected to result in traffic volume increases on I~17 from
approximately 23,000 in 1995 to 70,000-98,000 ADT by 2015.

The proposed action is not expected to result in substantial incremental increases in
cumulative impacts beyond thoseresultingfrom other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions
in the New River Planning Area. Impacts from constructing and operating the proposed water
delivery system would affect a relatively small corridor ofthe Sonoran Desert. Most ofthe effects
would occur only during project construction, and Del Webb will incorporate environmental
commitments into the pipeline design to minimize environmental effects (see Section 4.0).

CAP water is a major renewable water source available to provide municipal and industrial
supplies to accommodate future urban growth in the Phoenix metropolitan area. The cumulative
growth impacts that were anticipated to result from use ofCAF water were considered and disclosed
in Reclamation's final EIS entitled "Water Allocations and Water Service Contracting - Central
Arizona Project", which addressed CAP municipal and industrical, agricultural water, and Indian
Community allocations (Bureau of Reclamation 1982). That EIS identified similar types of
regionaVcumulative land use changes, growth, and biological resource effects, which may be
associated with use ofwater delivered through the CAP system and may be relevant to the types of
effects that may be associated with delivery ofthe Leased Settlement Water through the CAP.

3.10 IRREVERSmLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE
CO~NTSOFRESOURCES

Construction ofthe pipeline would result in the temporary loss ofnearly 51 acres ofSonoran
desertscrub habitat; construction ofthe water treatment plant would result in the permanent loss of
a maximum of44 acres ofthis habitat. Del Webb will re-establish preconstruction conditions within
the pipeline corridor to allow natural colonization ofnative plant species and will reseed disturbed
upland areas, as necessary. with an appropriate native seed mix (see Section 4.0). Therefore. the
temporary and pennanent loss of desertscrub habitat is considered a minor effect that is not
anticipated to substantially affect plant and animal resources.
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The;foUo~ cnVifonmenlBJ commipn'$lU hive- b incolpQr ci! into he design ofthe
pt.OPQsed water de1iver:y,imd ir.tmen Wu to ellSUJe potentialeffeQts on theenvironm
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Del Webb llini verse'Cft'eetS on dgUnage- and oodplain eh~Jistics by eumplyilrg
witltFrnMC permitand license requirements-as they apply to uses in the floodplain and minimizing
any divetsio~ to mtu1a1·SUIface . Sl . Del ebb will deailg' and 10 te e pipeU e moiti ies
o avoid a.reas of higb oSton potentiaJ. Dd1 Webb win also comply wi: theNPDES stGnnwater

general~ and :will implement a tonnwata: pollution preventioaplab.

Del W b will co du~t pipefute siang activities in -accordance with normal construction
pTadiceS to oUrUriU£e th1' po ~tia1 for release of~ QSSQciated ~th canitnlC$OD
equipment. tagin used for 0mit~storage;ofbazardous eriaIs be lbOated at leas 100
:teet fromth6:edge ofa wash or 6tber.dJrainag~ tiatur Ifeo~~[)n ~~pla~ duringsto~ 50'

piles and disturbed areas near dJ:ainagg$ will~ using-standard erosioJl control measures.
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rresul in the 10 ofnativ cacti and b'ees. Del YIebb canno avoid nativ,e plants and proposes to
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Del Webb will obtain and comply • anyspecial conditions included ina Corps pennil under
Sect10n 404 ofthe Clean W er Act for effects on~ ~sdictional waters oftlte United SW- Existing
wildlffi water catchments near thepipeline corridor will be avoided.

d Webb will conduct preconsuuetiOD surveys for deserttortoise burrow desert tortoises
are found 'QJltJte Pfoject sit~ DelWebbwill foUow GPDguideliil for handling d sert tortoISeS and
WIll contact AGFD ror recommerulations JIDd the approprlateepenni to move tb tortoise before
consuuolion begins. Construction of lemporary shelters or burrows alSo could be required
dependio on e number ofburrows in the area.

OURCES

eultunJ materials 81e encountered during constJ'Uction or other activities ISSQciated wi~
he proposed action, RQc1amation will be: notmed immediately and work will be stopped until a
qualified ard1aeolOg\st can evalua e the find. ecla'matioD, in GdDsultation with e SHPO 'Will
r~ 8$ ppropriat,e the-following measures if sigJii1icant QJ1tural ma erial is pr,esent:

• complying with the NHPA.. t~e Arizona te Historic Preservation Act of 1982, th
Arizona Burial Protection La of 1990, and the Native American rolection and
llt:palriBtionAct;

securing an Archaeological Resources Pro ection Aqt permit from a feaerat land
management agency (Reclamation or U,S. Bureau ofLand Management)"

.- secoriD a State ofArizona Antiquities Pennit from the Arizona tate~ and

preparing a mitigation plan in consultation with the HPO and the A liP, other partici­
pating parties. and the~t public

It sho~d al$o be noted hat 106 GOhsul ation has bejm condu~ fdr an area Ofpotcmtial eirce at
ineludes1hepipelineas weD as1'be Villages at DeseR BUrs. A Memorandum of1\greement (MOA~
eXists amongReclamatio.n. the.ACHP and SHP~Q whi includes an historic property&"Gidance and
treatment plan dUd will address the effects of the development on significant historic properties,
Reclamation will ensure that he reatment ptan is implem nted (Apj)endix G).
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4.4 AIR QUALITY

Del Webb will obtain all necessary permits in compliance with all applicable regulations of
Maricopa County Environmental Services, Department ofAir Pollution Control. Del Webb will also
apply dust suppression measures in accordance with Maricopa County Rule 310 for Fugitive Dust
to control excessive particulate matter emissions generated from construction and operational
activities in the pipeline corridor.

4.5 TRAFFIC AND ClRCULAnON

Del Webb will incorporate atraffic control plan for aU road crossings into the proposed water
delivery facilities design and construction plans. The traffic control plan will be coordinated with
MCDOT and ADOT, and standards of the local jurisdiction will be followed during construction.
Elements ofthe traffic control plan could include:

• coordinating with state and local jurisdictions regarding hours of construction and lane
closures that would minimize construction impacts on roadways;

• obtaining easements or encroachment permits from local agencies and ADOT, as
necessary;

• providing for detours or ensuring that at Jeast one traffic lane remains open along affected
roadways, and minimizing lane closures during the peak I.m. and p.m. commute hours;

• specifying types and locations ofwarning signs, lights, and other traffic control devices;

• providing access for driveways and private roads; and

• notifying and consulting with emergency service providers to ensure that adequate
emergency access is maintained.

Del Webb will restore all road surfaces affected by pipeline construction to original conditions
and shall coordinate with Maricopa County to ensure that appropriate truck routes are used.

4.6 LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Del Webb will ensure that the appropriate easements and ROW clearances are obtained from
the Arizona State Land Department, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Arizona Department of
Transportation, Maricopa County Department ofTransportation, and Arizona Public Service before
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beginning construction to ensure that no ROW or easement conflicts would result from construction
of the pipeline. Additionally. provisions will be made to prevent livestock from falling into the
trenches during construction (e.g.• temporary fencing).
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Encutive Order 11988, FloodplaiD MaDagement

Executive Order 11988 requires a construction agency to "avoid to the extent possible the
long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification offloodplains
and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable
alternative" within the lOO-year floodplain.

The purpose oflhis directive is to avoid, where practicable alternatives exist, the short- and
long-tenn adverse impacts associated with floodplain development. In carrying out their
responsibilities, federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of loss due to floods; minimize the
impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; and restore and preserve the naturaJ and
beneficial values served by floodplains. Del Webb would comply with any FCDMC pennit or license
requirements issued regarding activities in the floodplain (see Section 4.0). Pipeline construction
would require extending the pipeline corridor across a number of seasonal drainages and the New
River channel. No adverse effects ofthe proposed action on floodplain conditions are anticipated to
oeeur.

Eneutive Order 11990, Wetlands

Executive Order 11990 requires a construction project/company to "avoid to the extent
possible the long. and short-tenn adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of
wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is
a practicable alternative...."

Federal agencies, in canying out their land management responsibilities, are to take action that
will minimize the destruction, los~ or degradation of wetlands, and take action to preserve and
enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. Each agency shall avoid undertaking or
assisting in wetland construction projects unless the head of the agency determines that there is no
practicable alternative to such construction and that the proposed action includes measures to
minimize harm. Del Webb intends to avoid one possible wetland area near the proposed pipeline
conidor and to obtain and comply with the requirements of a Corps 404 pennit for activities
oecuning in jurisdictional waters ofthe United States (see Section 4.0).

Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately
high and adverse human health and environmental effects offederaJ programs, polities, and activities
on minority and low·income populations. Federal agencies are directed to ensure that federal
programs or activities do not result, either directly or indirectJy, in discrimination on the basis ofrace,
color. or national origin. Federal agencies are required to provide opportunities for input in the
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NEPA process from affected communities and to evaluate significant and adverse environmental
effects ofproposed federal actions on minority and low-income communities during preparation of
federal environmental documents. No minority or low-income populations would be adversely
affected by provision ofsettlement water under the Option and Lease Agreement or construction and
operation ofproposed water delivery facilities.

Farmland Protection Policy Act

The U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is responsible for administering
the Farmland Protection Policy Act. NRCS has not identified any prime or unique fannland in the
project area, and construction ofthe pipeline or other water delivery facilities would not affect any
prime or unique farmlands.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Att

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS,
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the state fish and wildlife resource agency hefore
undertaking or approving water projects that impound or divert surface water. This consultation is
intended to promote consetVation of fish and wildlife resources by preventing their loss or damage
and to provide for development and improvement offish and wildlife resources in coMection with
water projects. Federal agencies undertaJcing water projects are required to fuily consider
reconunendations made by USFWS, NMFS, and the state fish and wildlife resource agency in project
reports, such as NEPA documents, and include measures to reduce impacts on wildlife in project
plans. Reclamation believes the consultation requirements ofNEPA and the ESA are sufficient to
also meet any requirements for consultation under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

5,2 SUMMARY OF AGENCY AND PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES

On October 17, 1996, notices were mailed to 265 interested agencies, organizations, and
persons infonning them of the 3Q-day public seoping comment period and ofa public meeting for
preparation ofan EA for this project. Reclamation also published a notice ofthe seeping process and
public meeting in the Federal Register on October 15, 1996 (Volume 51, No. 200). Reclamation
conducted an agency coordination meeting on October 31, 1996, to present the proposed action and
elicit comments from interested and affected federal, state, and local agencies. The meeting was
attended by staff members from the USFWS, BLM, AGFD, Bureau ofIndian Affairs, and City of
Phoenil<, and was also attended by several members of the general public.
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Reclamation also conducted a public scoping meeting at New River Elementary School on
November 2, 1996. The meeting was attended by more than 60 people, of whom 15 provided
conunents on the scope and content of the draft EA Reclamation provided an overview of the
purpose of the meeting, the proposed pipeline route. and the NEPA process before accepting
conunents from the public. During the meeting, Reclamation announced it would extend the deadline
for written conunents to December 13. 1996. A second notice regarding the public scoping comment
period extension was sent to over 300 recipients on November 12, 1996.

Reclamation received 68 conunent letters from agencies and members ofthe public regarding
the scope and content of the draft EA

Comments received include numerous conunents on the merits of the Option and Lease
Agreement and The Villages development and a number of conunents on the scope and content of
the draft EA, including:

• requests for a full EIS to be prepared on the water delivery facilities and The Villages
development;

• concerns and questions about use ofgroundwater in the area;

• concerns about leapfrog development;

• questions about the reliability ofthe surface water supply;

• requests for early notice ofthe public meeting;

• requests for the EA to address air quality, traffic. and development density issues;

• concerns about vegetation and wildlife resources effects and cultural resource issues; and

• concerns about effects on the Agua Fria River and New River.

Reclamation has reviewed and considered all of the conunents received during the public
meeting and in writing and has incorporated relevant conunents on the content and scope ofthe draft
EA into the document, where appropriate. Copies of the transcript of the public meeting and all
comment letters are available at Reclamation's Phoenix Area Office.

Copies ofthe draft EA were distributed on June 9, 1997, to over 300 federal, state, and local
agencies, organizations and interested individuals. A public hearing to accept verbal comments on
the adequacy of the draft EA was held on June 28, 1997, in New River. Public notification of the
availability ofthe draft EA and public hearing was published in four local newspapers twice before
June 9, 1997. Approximately 150-200 people attended the public hearing; 25 people provided
conunents forthe public record. On August 6, 1997, the draft EA was sent out to approximately 60
additional individuals that had earlier requested to be placed on the mailing list for receipt ofa draft
EA. but whose names had been inadvertently omitted from the original mailing list. The comment
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period was extended until September 8, 1997. A total of36 writteo comments were received during
the public review and comment period. Copies ofthese written comments, a surnnuuy ofthe public
hearing comments, and Reclamation's responses are provided as Appendix H.

The EA analyses were conducted based on information from the following federal, state, and
local agencies,

• U.S. Bureau ofReclamation, Phoenix Area Office;
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;
• U.S Bureau ofLand Management
• U.S. Bureau ofIndian Affairs
• Arizona State Land Department
• Arizona Game and Fish Department;
• Arizona Depanment ofWater Resources;
• Arizona Department ofEnvironmental Quality;
• State Historic Preservation Officer;
• Maricopa Association of Governments;
• Maricopa County Air Pollution Control District;
• Maricopa County Department ofTransportation;
• Maricopa County Flood Control District;
• Maricopa County Planning Department;
• Ale-Chin Indian Community;
• Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe; and
• Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community.

I
I
I
I
I
I
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Seeti D 6.0 Citations

Arizona DepartmentofAgrlculturc. 1993. Arizona alive Plant La . hoeni AZ.

Anzoml Department ofWater. Gurces. 199.1. econd management plan, 1-990..20"0.(:) h.o'ehix
8cttve nultJag'ement area. --PJ.1oe~ AZ,

Arizona Game and FiSh Department. 1988. Threatened oi1iv wildlife in . na. P oe~ AZ.

____. 1996. Heritage data management system. PhQenix, AZ.

B~~J. mulW. Walktr.1992. Golfcoursemanagementand:eoJlSt:tuCtion: enVironmental issues.
LewisPublishers. Chelsea, MI.

-aookman-Edmansto~.1n . 1996. Evaluation ofalternative systems fOf th conveyance
Ofa Centml Arizona Project water supply to The Villages at DesertHills development; Ph nix,
AZ, Phoenix, AZ. Pre~d for the Del webb €orporatio Phoenix, AZ.

Bowden Design Groqp. 1995. Plan o.t:'de elopID nt for the Villag~ atD sert Hills. Volume 1 ­
Neighborhood unit p1ail of de elopmcnt, plann develop;tncrit overlay and special Permil
~pared,byBowdeI1DesigJLGmop and others..Phoenix, AZ.

Epple .A. Q. and L. Epple. 1995. -fi) ijd guid to th plants fAritOna. L~w,~'~1lUll1.1 uh1i~hing.

esa, AZ.

Federal EmergeneyManagememA ency.1-996. Flood insuraace study Maricopa CDun: Arizona
and unincorporated~. Roe • eel ep ember 30 1995. asbington.DC.

Fcdtek, . L. 1986: A CU1tUml resomce assessment 0 th proposed ew River hQIfo area.
oMar.icopa COWlLy. Arizona: the addendum st.u:vey. Ms. Qn fileat 11•. Bureau ofReclamation,
-ArizonaProjects Offic Phoem AZ. Archeological 0 nsulting ervices,Ltd., T 'e, AZ.

Gharabegian, A.,K. M. CosilOVC . R. ehrson and T. D. Trinh. 1985. otest fire ghter noise
cpgx>sure. Noise eontrOl EnglneetingJo~ 2S (3):9&JII.

Green M 19M. Acultural s urae nt ofthe roPSJsed~ Tcl1'8ce bOIro~ area (sections
23 and 26). Archaeological €onmilti'ng Serv.ices, Ltd. SIDpe, A!l.
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Soil Conservation Service. 1977. Soil survey of Maricopa County, Arizona, central part. U.S.
Department of Agriculture. Prepared in cooperation with University of Arizona Agricultural
Experiment Station. Phoenix, AZ.

SWCA, Inc. 1994.. Biological evaluation of the proposed villages at Desert Hills Project Site,
Maricopa County, Arizona. Prepared for Del Webb Corporation. Phoenix, AZ.

___-,--:. 1994b. An archaeological survey of the proposed Villages at Desert Hills on 5,661
acres in Maricopa County Arizona. Prepared for Del Webb Corporation, Phoenix, AZ.

_--;:-_-;-' 1995. Comments on the proposed designation of critical habitat for the cactus
fenuginous pygmy.owl in Maricopa County, Arizona. Prepared for Del Webb Corporation,
Phoenix, AZ.

_-::-_----:. 1996a. Technical memorandum, biological survey of the new pipeline alignment.
Prepared for Del Webb Corporation, Phoenix, AZ.

_--.,-_-,--' 1996b. Technical memorandum, results of cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl survey
along the proposed pipeline alignment for the Desert Hills offsite water supply system. Prepared
for Del Webb Corporation, Phoenix, AZ.

__.,---_. 1996c. An archaeological survey ofThe Villages at Desert Hills proposed offsite
water supply system. Prepared for Del Webb Corporation, Phoenix, AZ.

_-,-,---,--' 1996d. An alternative alignment for the proposed off-site water supply system:
addendum to an archaeological survey of The Villages at Desert Hills proposed offsite water
supply system. Prepared for Del Webb Corporation, Phoenix, AZ.

1997. Technical memorandum, biological survey of the Interstate 17 pipeline
alignment. Prepared for Del Webb Corporation, Phoenix, AZ.

Toth, W. 1. 1979. Noise abatement techniques for construction equipment. (HYDROSTATIC­
803 293; DOT-TAC-NHTSA-79-45; PB-300 948.) U.S. Department of Transportation,
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Washington, DC.

U.S. Bureau ofReclamatioD. 1990. National Envirorunental Policy Act handbook. Denver, CO.

----"7. 1992. Final enviromnental impact statement: water allocations and water service
contracting Central Arizona Project. Prepared by Lower Colorado Region, Bureau of
Reclamation in cooperation with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Boulder City, NV.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1971. Noise from construction equipment and operation,
building equipment, and home appliances. (NTID300.1.) Arlington, VA. Prepared by Bolt.
Beranek and Newman, Boston, MA. U.S. Government Printing Office. Washington DC.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1992. Handbook ofArizona's endangered, threatened and candidate
plants. Phoenix, AZ.

U.S. Geological Survey. 1989. Hydrogeology of the western part of the Salt River Valley area,
Maricopa County, Arizona. Water Resources Investigations Report 88-4202. Prepared in
cooperation with the Arizona Department afWater Resources, Salt River Project, and Arizona
Municipal Water Users' Association. Tucson, AZ.

_-=_----=-. 1991. Basin characteristics and streamflow characteristics in Arizona as of 1989.
Water-Resources Investigation Report 91-4041. Prepared in cooperation with the Arizona
Department of Water Resources and the Flood Control District of Maricopa County. Tucson,
AZ.

_.,.....:-:--:-.. 1994. Potential flood hazards and hydraulic characteristics of distrihutary flow areas
in Maricopa County. Water-Resources Investigation Report 93-4169. Prepared in cooperation
with the Flood Control District of Maricopa County. Tucson, AZ.

U.S. Soil Conservation Service. 1977. Soil survey of Maricopa County, Arizona, central part.
U.S. Department of Agriculture. Prepared in cooperation with University of Arizona
Agricultural Experiment Station. Phoenix, AZ.

6.2 PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

Anthony, Judy. Environmental planner. Maricopa County Air Pollution District, Division of
Environmental Services. Technical Services Division. December 3. 1996 - telephone
conversation.

Brown, Vi. Manager. Maricopa County Air Pollution District, Enviromnental Services Department,
Technical Services Division. December 3, 1996 - telephone conversation and December 4, 1996
- facsintile transmirta1.

Crumbaker, Jo. Manager of PIarming and Analysis. Maricopa County Environmental Sciences
Department, Air Quality Division, Phoenix, AZ. November 6, 1997 - telephone conversation.

Eta, Sandra. National Environmental Policy Act specialist. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Phoenix,
AZ. JWle 14. 1996· telephone conversation, facsimile; June 26, 1996 - telephone conversation.

Gatz, Tom. Biologist. U.S. Fish & WildLife Service, Phoenix, AZ. October 15 and 22,1996­
telephone conversations.

Hamlin, Scott. Traffic engineer. Maricopa County Department of Transportation, Traffic
Engineering Division. November 22, 1996 - telephone conversation.
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James, Michael. Planner. Maricopa County Planning Department. December 2, 1996 - telephone
conversation.

McGinnis, James. Manager. Arizona Department of Agriculture, Native Plants, Phoenix, AZ.
October 22, 1996 - telephone conversation.

Mihlbachler, Brian. Biologist. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Phoenix, AZ. December 1996 ­
meetings and telephone conversations.

Miller, Jamce. Senior planner, AJCP. Maricopa County Department ofTransportation, Community
and Government Relations Division, Maricopa County, AZ. November 12, 1996· telephone
conversation; November 6, 1997 - telephone conversation.

Olson, Nancy. Project evaluation specialist. Arizona Game & Fish Department, Habitat Branch.
October 31,1996 -letter.

Ragsdale, Jack. Phoenix resource area manager. Bureau ofLand Management. November 15, 1996
- telephone conversation.

Sheehy, Christine, AJCP. Director of planning. Del Webb Corporation. November 12, 1996­
telephone conversation.

Spiller, Sam F. Field supervisor. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Phoenix, AZ. October 23, 1996­
letter.

Stroup, Doug. Environmental program manager. Flood Control District of Maricopa County.
November 6, 1996· telephone conversation regarding review process for construction within
floodplain.

Tognacci, Lou. Senior Planner. Arizona Department of Transportation, Transportation Planning
Division, Phoenix, AZ. November 6, 1997 - telephone conversation.

Urban, Niel. Community planner. Maricopa County Planning Department, Maricopa County, AZ.
November 12, 1996 - telephone conversation.

Wagoner, Robert. Vice president. Del Webb Corporation, Phoenix, AZ. January 6, 1997 ­
telephone conversation.

Wilson, Mike. Right-of-Way Agent. Arizona State Land Department, AZ. November 14 and 21,
1996 - telephone conversation.

Wondedey, Wendy. Project manager, Bookman-Edmonston Engineering, Inc. October 15, 1996­
meeting and site visit.
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Young, Kara. Environmental planner. Maricopa County Environmental Services Department, Field
Services Division, AiI Pollution Control, Phoenix, AZ. February 27, 1996 - telephone
conversation and facsimile; March 7, 1996 - telephone conversation; and March 8. 1996 ­
telephone conversation and facsimile.
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List of Persons and Agencies Commenting on the Draft
Environmental Assessment

VERBAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE JUNE 28, 1997 PUBLIC MEETING

Public Spe.aken

Hank Lacey
Austin Carter
AI Barber
Jerry Jacka
Bill Dossett
Larry Speer
Betsy Dossett
Steve Brittle
Gloria Dossett
Roberta Bramlet
Wally Goldsmith
Marilyn Goldsmith
Harry Thurston
Gary Giordano
Mary Beth Baker
Mike Fiflis
John Sokol
Irene Semeniuk
Carol Zimmennan
Charles Collins
Lynn DeMuth
Chris Gehlker
Frank Henderson
Gary Schmitt
Gwen McAlister
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Comment Cards

Elizabeth Vaughan
Gary Giordano
Martene McLellan
Andrea Ouse
Don Steuter
Marge Otto
Ernest G. Garcia
Marcia Janssen
N. Fern Statten
Paula Kulina
Renee Guillom
Austin Carter
Robert Otto
Peggy Hicks
Leo Stout
Margie Stout
Walter B. Gura
Richard Jutzi
Doug Robinson
L. Tevipesto
June Ashton
Carol Zimmerman
Frank and Joan Landino
Michael Cobb
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WRI1TEN COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED

1. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau ofIndian Affairs - Deanette Hanna, Acting Area
Director

2. Advisory Council ofHistoric Preservation - Don L. Klima, Director
3. Arizona Game & Fish Department - Timothy Wade, Habitat Evaluation Specialist
4. Henry B. Lacey - Attorney at Law
5. Arizona Center for Law in the Public Interest - David S. Baron" Assistant Director
6. U.S. Department ofthe Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
7. Save New River Coalition
8. John J. Ward
9. Leo and Margie Stout
10. Robert D. Cocke
11. Horst Kraus
12. Marilyn De Moss
13. Helen Stephenson
14. Fred Troy
15. Amy Little
16. Andrea J. Ouse
17. Carol Zimmerman
18. Marge ComeJl
J9. Ann Caylor
20. Vicki Y. Myers
21. Valerie Pieraccini
22. Eliz.abeth Bucklew Vaughan
23. Mr. and Mrs. David C. Richmond
24. Repair-It Industries, Inc. - Larry Speer
25. Arizona Department ofWater Resources - Steve Rossi, Manager, Office of Assured Water Supply
26. Henry B. Lacey - Attorney at Law
27. Michael P. Fiflis - Attorney at Law
28. Art Coates
29. Raymond and Connie Crandell
30. City ofPeoria - William J. Mattingly, P.E., R.L.S., Acting Utilities Director
31. Bernice GuddaJI
32. Charles M. Collins
33. Brian LaPlante
34. Bob Henke
35. Mr. and Mrs. Cecil Grant
36. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

These letters are included in this appendix, beginning on page H-9. Each letter is followed by
responses to comments in that Jetter.
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Responses to Verbal Comments Received at the
June 28, 1997 Public Meeting on the Draft
Environmental Assessment

Comments received during the draft environmental assessment (EA) public hearing included
testimony from 25 speakers and written comments on 24 comment cards. as listed above. Comments
were received on the merits ofthe Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement and The Villages at Desert
Hills (The Villages) development and on the content and approach ofthe draft EA. These included:

1. requests for an environmental impact statement (EIS) to be prepared on the lease
agreement, water delivery facilities, and The Villages development;

2. concerns that the approach ofthe draft EA, focusing on evaluation of the provision of
settlement water under the Ale-Crun Option and Lease Agreement and subsequent water
delivery facilities under the proposed action, was too limited;

3. concerns that the alternative water supply options presented as support for the draft EA
approach are not viable;

4. questions about the appropriateness ofevaluating The Villages development as part ofthe
No-Action Alternative;

S. questions and concerns about interim use ofgroundwater during water delivery facility
construction and the resulting effects on existing private wells;

6. concerns about whether the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) public and
agency involvement process was adequate and whether scoping conunents were
considered; and

7. concerns about effects ofThe Villages development on air quality, traffic, special-status
wildlife species, desert habitat and archaeological resources.

The public meeting began at approximately 10:00 a.m. on Saturday. June 28. 1997, and
concluded at approximately 11 :40 a.m. U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) staff was
available following the meeting to answer individual questions.

The following is a general response to the comments related to the approach and content of
the EA (comments 1 through 4, listed above). Comments 5 through 7 are addressed below under
«Responses to Other Comments Made During the Public Hearing."
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE NEPA COMPLIANCE APPROACH
(pUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS 1-4)

Reclamation has received & number of comments during public testimony and in letters
indicating disagreement with and confusion about the overall approach to the draft. EA. Comments
are generally related to:

• confusion about the purpose ofan EA and content requirements for an EA;
• preparation ofa draft EA versus an E18;
• treatment ofThe Villages in the draft EA; and
• consideration of alternatives in the draft EA.

Purpose and Scope of the Environmental Assessment

The EA has been prepared to assess and disclose the environmental consequences of
Reclamation's provision of leased settlement water under the 1994 Ak-Chin Option and Lease
Agreement among the Ale-Chin Indian Community, United States of America, and nel Webb. As
indicated in the final EA on page 1-2, second paragraph, Reclamation determined that an EA
according to NEPA should be prepared to determine whether a finding of no significant impact
(FONSI) is appropriate or if an EIS should be prepared. Reclamation disagrees with comments
indicating that preparation of an EA is inappropriate. As indicated in Section 2~, first paragraph,
of Reclamation's October 1990 NEPA Handbook, "Ct]he purpose of an EA is to allow the
responsible Federal official to determine whether to prepare a FONSI or an EIS. In addition, an EA
may be prepared on any action at any time to assist in planning and decision making." Section 2~B
ofReclamation's NEPAHandbook further indicates that "[a]n EA shall not, in and ofitself, conclude
whether an EIS shall be prepared. This conclusion shall be made when the responsible officials
review the EA." This guidance indicates that preparation of an EA is clearly an appropriate and
necessary action to fully implement the letter and spirit of NEPA and its implementing regulations.

The EA addressed direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the federal action. Because
NEPA applies only to federal actions, the first step in detennining the scope of the EA was to
determine the precise scope ofactivities included within the federal action. In this case, the federal
action consists ofReclamation's provision of leased settlement water. Reclamation next needed to
identify factors ofthe existing environment that might influence or be affected by the federal action.
For Reclamation, this meant detennining whether or not development of The Villages would be a
consequence ofthe federal decision to provide leased settlement water to the Del Webb Corporation
(Del Webb). To that end, nel Webb identified alternative water supply options (Appendix A ofthe
EA), at least one ofwhich could reasonably be implemented in the absence ofreceiving the leased
Ak-Chin settlement water. Reclamation has independently verified the validity ofthree ofthe options
with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (please refer to comment letter 25 in this
appendix), and has independently verified the feasibility ofextending service to The Villages from the
City ofPhoenix water system with city officials. Based on infonnation provided and independently
coUeeted, Reclamation determined that it is reasonable to conclude that development ofThe Villages
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would occur in the absence ofthe proposed federal action. Reclamation has considered an adequate
amount of infonnation on this subject and does not believe it is reasonable to expect Del Webb to
secure binding contracts for alternative water supply options, as suggested by several comrnenters,
merely to show that other water supply options would be available in the absence of the federal
action.

Reclamation has concluded, based on its consideration ofalternative water supply options,
that the EA should focus on the direct, indirect. and cumulative impacts of providing leased
settlement water under the Option and Lease Agreement and the subsequent water delivery facilities.
The Villages development is not considered a consequence ofthe proposed action but is evaluated
under the No-Action Alternative as a condition that would be present regardless of the occurrence
ofthe federal action.

In making this detennination, Reclamation has considered guidance gjven in its draft NEPA
Handbook (August 1996) Section 3.14.13 on pages 3-62 and 3-63, which further addresses
approaches to water transfer-type actions and local growth issues.

One way to detennine ifthe transfer is causing growth is to use the EA to determine
whether the urban growth is a consequence of the project water supply, or whether
the growth will occur anyway, even in the absence ofthe project water. Ifalternative
water supplies are reasonably available. then the "future without" scenario is probably
very similar to the proposed action, at least with respect to population growth issues.
This can be documented in the "no action" ("future without") alternative, thereby
avoiding a detailed discussion ofissues and impacts which are not a consequence of
the Federal action.

The Villages at Desert BiDs Analysis

Some commenters have suggested that Reclamation has not considered the environmental
effects of The Villages in the EA and that Reclamation should have considered the effects of The
Villages in detennining whether its provision ofleased settlement water would constitute a "major
federal action significantly affecting the human environment.II As indicated above. Reclamation has
carefully considered its proposed approach to evaluating The Villages development in theEAand has
concluded, based on the best available infonnation, that The Villages development would occur
regardless of whether the proposed federal action occurs. Thus, The Villages is not an effect of
Reclamation's proposed action, The EA nevertheless includes in the discussion of the No-Action
Alternative a description ofthe affected environment ofThe Villages development site and asununary
of the environmental issues related to the inevitable development of The Villages, including
construction ofan alternative water delivery system. The analysis includes parallel discussion for all
ofthe environmental issues addressed under the proposed action. The EA also includes information
on the environmental consequences ofThe Villages in the cumulative impacts analysis, because The
Villages constitutes part of the background of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions
against which the incremental effects of the proposed action 8re assessed.
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Reclamation's approach is fuUy consistent with NEPA, the Council on Environmental
Quality's NEPA regulations, and NEPA case law. Reclamation further believes that The Villages
analysis under the No-Action Alternative is adequate and, in fact, has actually exceeded the
requirements and standards for evaluating consequences ofthe No-Action Alternative. Through this
approach. Reclamation has adequately evaluated all ofthe potential envirorunental effects associated
with its decision to provide leased settlement water under the Option and Lease Agreement.

Consideration of Alternatives

Some commenters have questioned the adequacy of Reclamation's consideration of
alternatives. Reclamation considered a No-Action Alternative to the proposed action, which is
evaluated in detail in the EA. Reclamation has considered a reasonable range of alternatives. A
thorough investigation was conducted for feasible water delivery alternatives that could reasonably
meet the objectives ofthe Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement. Reclamation's NEPA Handbook
(October 1990) recognizes in Section 4-9B, "Reasonable Alternatives" that:

In examining the range of reasonable alternatives, the CEQ [Council on
Environmental Quality) memorandum of July 22, 1983, states in part that "an
agency's responsibilities to examine alternative sites has always been bounded by
some notion of desirability." CEQ stresses that agencies should not disregard the
"common sense realities" of a given situation in the development ofalternatives.

Selection of the proposed pipeline aligrunent evaluated in the EA occurred as the result of a
detailed feasibility evaluation of the possible alternative alignments. Criteria for evaluating the
a1igrunent alternatives, as described beginning on page 2-11 ofthe EA, included: constructability of
the turnout structure and pipeline, pennit requirements, construction schedule considerations, right­
of.way issues, water quality and supply reliability issues, and costs.

Although the proposed alignment was not the least expensive, it was selected in part because
it would utilize a relatively disturbed corridor along the Arizona Public Service (APS) electric
transmission line corridor and the abandoned Reclamation haul road for much of its right-of-way.
All other alternative alignments considered would involve greater disturbance of previously
undisturbed land, including native upland Sonoran desert habitat. Table 2-1 of the EA provides a
summary of the feasibility evaluation carried out for the various pipeline alignments considered.
Because the other pipeline aligrunents evaluated at this feasibility level appeared to involve greater
envirorunental effects than the proposed action, no other pipeline alignment alternatives to the
proposed action warranted further evaluation in the EA. Please refer also to response to comment
4-3 below.

An alternative intake structure location was considered during the development of the EA,
involving construction ofa turnout structure on Lake Pleasant. Evaluation of this alternative was
dropped from further consideration before finalizing the draft EA because of noise and recreational
effects on Lake Pleasant.
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Considering alternatives involving delivery of less water under the Option and Lease
Agreement is not reasonable and would not meet the objectives ofthe proposed action. The amount
of water to be delivered is contractually agreed upon, consistent with the Ak-Chin Indian
Conununity's congressional authority to lease its surplus settlement water. Reclamation has also
found that the entire amount ofthe water to be provided could be replaced by alternative supplies in
the absence of the federal action.

RESPONSES TO OTHER COMMENTS MADE DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING
(pUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS 5-7)

Comments were received during the draft EA public hearing concerning the effect ofinterim
groundwater use on private wells, the NEPA public involvement and EA scoping process, and the
effects of The Villages on air quality, traffic, wildlife, desert habitat, and archaeological resources.

Interim Groundwater Use

Several speakers expressed concern about the interim use ofgroundwater for water delivery
system construction and short-tenn construction activities on The Villages site. The local
groundwater aquifer utilized by private wells in the vicinity ofthe proposed water delivery facilities
and The Villages site was analyzed. The analysis indicated that the anticipated use ofapproximately
50 acre-feet per year (aIlyr) ofgroundwater for pipeline construction and 150 aIlyr ofgroundwater
for construction and interim uses for 18 months would not adversely affect private wells because of
the small amount of groundwater involved and because Del Webb would pump from a lower water
bearing unit than surrounding private wells. Please refer to the additional infonnation presented on
page 3-6 of the final EA and in response to comment 7-5, below.

Public Involvement and Scoping

A number ofspeakers questioned the adequacy of the NEPA public involvement and scoping
process. Reclamation has exceeded the requirement for public involvement and seoping in its NEPA
process in the interest ofproviding an open, full disclosure process. Reclamation conducted a public
scoping meeting at New River Elementary School on November 2, 1996, early in the EA process.
Reclamation also extended the deadline for written scoping corrnnents to December 13, 1996, to
ensure that adequate time was provided to receive written scoping conunents. Reclamation
considered all of the EA scoping comments received before publishing the draft EA. Reclamation
also provided a public forum for comment on the draft EA on June 28, 1997, at the New River
Elementary School. All of the hearing testimony and written comments on the draft EA have been
considered, and revisions to the draft EA have been made where appropriate. Reclamation has gone
beyond what is required by regulation, as well as what is normally conducted for public involvement

AJc.chin OplfOll andLuI.Agrtlement
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and scoping ofan EA by providing for public scoping and draft EA hearings. Please refer also to
responses to comments 4-23 and 4-25. below.

Effects of The Villages at Desert Hills

Several commenters made reference to the environmental effects that could result from
development ofThe Villages site. Reclamation has provided a summary of the site conditions and
a discussion of environmental issues that would result from The Villages development under the
No-Action Alternative. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance
Approach" above for an explanation ofthe EA analysis approach. All of the relevant resource areas
were addressed under the No-Action Alternative, including air quality, traffic, wildlife, desert habitat,
and archaeological resources issues. The final EA adequately addresses aU of the environmental
effects that could result from the No-Action Alternative, including The Villages, as presented in
Section 3.0. "Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences."

Ak-Chi" Optio" andt.tu. A,re,_,tf
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Responses to Written Comment Letters Received

1bis section includes the comment letters with individual comments numbered in the right
margin. Responses to the comments follow each comment letter.

Ak-Chifl Option and utJ.W Agre'~flt
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LETTERl

United States Department of the Interior
aCRE.·\(; OF l~DI.~;': AFFAIRS
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Environmental Quality Se~vices

File 4301.7 Ak-Chin Wate~ E~

(602) 379-6750

Attention: PXAC-:500

Mr. Eruce Ell~s, Chief
Environmental Resource
Ma~ageme~c Division
3u=ea~ 0: Re~!a~a~ion

P.G. 30x 9980
Phoenix, Arizona 85068-G9aO

Dear M:-. :::11i5:

T~e Bu~eau of Indian Af:a~rs (S:Ai ?~oe~ix Area Off~ce has reY~ewed

t~e D~a:~ Envi=o~menta: A55essme~~ :~~: for the Ak-Chin ~ption and
Water Lease ~g=eement for the ~=opcsed De~ Webc Corporacion
nevelopmenc a~ :'~e Villages ac Ces-:r: Hills, Marico!=a County,
Arizona. We offer the :c:lo~:ng ccrr~e~LS for your =onsideracicn.

1. en the Cover page of the Final ~A we recommend speCifi~allYI

sC3ti~g t~e name of the propcsa: as pe~ your cover me~orandum dated
June 9, 2.997.

2. On page 1-2, first par5.graph t:.:!c.er Nationa! Environmer:.tal
?olicy Act (NEPAl Compliance it staces that ufinal environmental
clea~ance wi:l be based upon analys~s of the environmental impacts
of the Company' s plans fo::=- taking 3.r.d using Leased Settlement
Water, in acco::=-dance w~~h NEPA a~d applicabl~ environmencal
legislation" . Then under the Pu:::-pcse or this K~ it sta'tes chat
"based on che review of chese options, ~eclamacion believes it is
:::-easonable to conclude that developme~c cf the Villages would occur
in the absence of t~e 9r~posei fejeral act~0~· and ~h~~

"Reclamation is focusing ics evaluac~ar. on ~he impaci:s Wl.th the
constr~ccion af the wace::=- delive~y and t~eatment facilities needed
to cake and use leased sec;:':eme:1t ',.;a:er". If this is the case,
then the::=-e seems ~a be r~cm for i~~er;=ecation concerning how far
the analysis af the i~pac~s for a p~~posed development project
should be taken. The a~ternative wacer supply options that may
exist for che proposed development need to be evaluaced as they
relate to the aspect of take and use of leased sectlement ~ater.

The potentidl a~ea of impact for the water source should be further
addressed.

1-2
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~e ~eco~~e~d =~= ~ec~~~a:~c~ ==~=~£~~e= the propcse~ ac=~cr. a~d

whec~e~ ~~e ~~ s~c~:j a:sc ~~~:y== :~e ~mpac:5 assoc~aced w~:~ :~e

cropos =r'l ~,.~" "",-."'-" c'e""'" c-....""-- -_...= -,....- ;uc::- t;.., ... c; ..... e· '''''''' ....~~-cs-.. ~--:- /:---=~~ "'-- ~~L:__ J.'- c::-:-: --...I'~ = -."-...._~ .. -~ .. 10;;; ~_v::-- c'..L.

:o~ de~~ve~~ng t~= wate= anc ~nc~__a~J zac~.~~~es.

3. en pages 1-3 and Sec~ion 5.0 :~s~s and discusses the laws,
regulations and executive orde=s c~a= ~e~e evaluated in prepara~~on

of the EA. We re~ommend the fol:~w~~g laws and execut~ve o=de~s

also be addressed: Clean ~~= AC:i ~zecutive 12898 Enviror~encal

Juscicej Execu~ive Order 3~OO~ Inc~~~ Sacred Sitesj and Secre:a=ia:
Order 3206 regarding Trust Res;c:-.si;:'ilities and the Enda:1ge==d
Species ]l.C::'.

1-2

1-3

4. On page 2 -2,
Ina~an R=serva~~cn

the Figu== 2 -:. 5~c:...:.:dshow where the Ak-Chin I
is loca~=~ i~ =e:a:ion to the proposed projec=. 1-4

5. On page 2-5, i= discusses the ;=opesed location of the 9-~ile

pipeline crossi~g va=ious ~=de~a:, Stace, and County lands along
wi eh reql;ired ::-ight -of -wc.y eaSe!;lS!:C5. Are any of the lands
associated w~~h the ou~eau 0: La~~ Mar.agemenc's Sagua=o Nat~cna~

Park;~ake ?_e~san~ Land Ezcha~ge a::e~~ed by the proposed pipe:ine
a2.:'grune:l~? ... : sc. this needs t:: be discussed in the E.:'. We
re~ommend chat =i.g·.l~e 2-2 sho:... che 'ia.=:'aus land 5catus.

6. Sec~ions 1 and 2 of t~e E~ de ~o~ mention anything associated
with t~e use of iJ,OOO ac=e f=e~ ::f ~a=er by the Ak-C~in Ind~an

CCr:".mur.i=~· ~z the 1994 Lease Ag.=eemer-... :: was te=:ninated by the
pa~~ies. Does t~e T~ibe have :~e a~il~ty to use the wate~ on their
rese~va~ion or market it to a~othe= enci::y if the Del Webb proposed
development does not use t~is wate~?

7. On page 3-22, unde~ the pa=~g=~ph discussing Traditional
Cultural Prope~ties CTCPs) it s~ates that the proposed water
deliverJ pipeline and water treatme~t facility will have no effect
on kno~vn TCPs. When will consulta~ic~ take place with the seven
T~ibes thac have been identified to have ancestry ties to the area
concerning unknown TCPs? wil: th~s occur prior to a decision on
the EA.?

8. On page 5-5, we recommend t~at tie ~k-Chin Indian Community and
the BrA be included in the l~sc of Federal, Stace, Tribal and Local
agencies contacted and consul:ed. ~lso any other Tribes that are
to be consulted concerning TCP' s should be included in this
listing.

1-5

1-6

1-7

1-8

we appreciate the opportunity to c~mme~~ on the Drafe EA.
have any questions conce=ning the above, please contact
Environmencal Quality Services sta:: ac (602) 379-6750.

If you
the P_~O

H-12



Letter 1: Responses to Comments made by Bureau of Indian Affairs

1-1. Comment Doted. No change to the cover of the EA has been made because the focus of the
EA is on provision of settlement water under the Ak.-Chin Option and Lease Agreement.

1-2. As noted above in the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach".
Reclamation has concluded that The Villages development is Dot an effect of its proposed
action because The Villages (a private project) would occur regardless of whether the
proposed federal action OCClll'S. Reclamation nevertheless has included in the EA a summary
of environmental issues related to The Villages as pan of the discussion of the No-Action
Alternative and as part ofthe cumulative impacts analysis. As a result, Reclamation believes
it has adequately evaluated the relevant environmental effects of its proposed action.

1-3. The EA does address the Clean Air Act on pages 3-22 and 3-23. Additional references to the
Clean Air Act have been incorporated into the fmal EA on page 1-3 and in Section 5.0.
Reference to Executive Order 12898· Environmental Justice has been added to Section 5.0
ofthe EA. Impacts on "sacred sites", as defined by Executive Order 13007, were considered
in the cultural resources section under the heading of ''Traditional Cultural Properties". No
requirements ofSecretarial Order 3206 regarding trust responsibilities and the ESA pertain
to this proposed action as DO formal consultation has been initiated.

1-4. Comment noted. The Ak-Chin Indian Reservation is not located in the vicinity of the Central
Ariwna Project (CAP) facilities that are applicable to the proposed action or in the vicinity
of the proposed water delivery facilities. Therefore, the reservation boundary has not been
included on location maps included in the EA.

1-5. None of the project alignments would affect lands associated with the Bureau of Land
Management's (BLM's) Saguaro National ParkILake Pleasant Land Exchange. Additional
detail ofkey state and BLM landownerships crossed by the proposed pipeline corridor has
been added to the EA as Figures 2-3, 2-5, and 2-6.

1-6. Reclamation assumes that if the Option and Lease Agreement were terminated, sufficient
water demand exists in central and southern Arizona that the water supply could be leased
to another entity by the Ak-Chin Indian Community. The final EA has been revised to reflect
this.

1-7. In June 1997, Reclamation initiated consultation with eight Indian tribes that claim ancestral
ties to the New River area, as required by the National Historic Preservation Act. A written
response was received from the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe. During August 1997, a field
inspection of the archaeological properties was conducted with members of the Ak.-Chin
Indian Community and Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community. Input was provided
on the proposed historic property treatment plan. Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP)
consultation mth tribes was included during the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Section 106 consultation process. The fmal EA has been revised to reflect this consultation,
which will be taken into consideration during the decision-making process.

Ak.cJo/n OpiiOll tJIId UiUr AgrumtnJ
FiflQl EnviNJtOlMfllal AurufMnJ H·J3
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1-8. The additions to the list on page 5-6 of the final EA bave been made.

Ai-Chill OpliQrr and uO.Je AgrrefM/l1
FiNl/ Em>;romne,,'ol Auu.1rMn/ H-14
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Advisory
Council On
Historic
Preservation

The Old Post Office Building
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW. #809
Washington. DC 20004

June 20, 1997

Dennis Schroeder
Area Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
Phoenix Area Office
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix, AZ 85068-0980

LElTER2

JUL! 0 '97

REF: Provision ofLeased Ak-Chin Indian Community Wafer to Del Webb Corporationfor Use
af The Vii/ages af Desert Hills, JF/aricopa County. Ari=ona.

Dear Mr. Schroeder:

On June 16, 1997, the Council received your request that we review the draft Environmental
Assessment (fA) for the referenced project.

We are pleased that the Bureau is taking the steps to comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. We agree with Reclamation's consideration of the project's Area of
Potential Effects as including the pipeline corridor and related facilities, the water treatment
plant, and The Villages' development for the purposes of Section 106 compliance, as noted on
page 5-2 of the draft EA. We look forward to consulting with your agency on the effects of this
undertaking OD historic properties included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places.

Further, we note that the Villages at Desert Hills project will require a Section 404 permit from
the Army Corps of Engineers, a right-of-way or easement from the Bureau of Land Management,
and likely other Federal actions, possibly including a NPDES permit from the Environmental 2-1
Protection Agency and approvals from the Bureau oflndian Affairs, in addition to your agency's
actions. In this regard, we would like clarification as to whether the Bureau of Reclamation is
acting as lead agency for these other agencies for the purpose of compliance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act.

H-IS
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Ifyou have any questions or wish to discuss this funher. please contact Ms. MaIjorie Ingle
Nowick afthe Council"s Denver office at 303-969-5110 or via email at mnowick@achp.gov.

'-!~'Hf' Klima
tor

Office ofPlanning and Review

H-16



Letter 2: RespoDse to Comments made by the Advisory CouDcil OD Historic PresenratioD

2-1. Reclamation is acting as lead agency for compliance with Section 106 for other federal
agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Ak·Chin Oplion and LeQJ~ AfFTu"lIt
FiNJI wironfMn/al AsuufMnl H-17
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LETTER 3~
,/~~:'''' ..

J... • _.

....-,,- ----.;T t"d .-...

THE STATE ..... , ~.;=.' OF ARlZONA
;~i\ ~,~~....:Ii., ....~"'-, ..
'~'

G.A.ME & FISH DEP~;\RTlVIENT
~==l West Gre~nway Road. Phoeni:\. AnzonJ 850~3~399 (60:) 9~:-3000

(;..Jtl~""("

Firc s,. mln~'on

Ch~irm~n, :-;nni. Johnson. s""...n~k.
:>"o:~a":>1 G"h~hll~, F1~ill~!i

H~ID G,,(".tn~r. fa:n,
~·c~ llc Im:lJl , T"~I.,n

\1 :~;:,n HlIl~lI, S;~'IIJai<

Dlr~L·t,r"

DU:IIlc L Shroul.

r--_~r__-.;..... j

July 11, 1997

Mo!". Bruce E~lis

Chief
Env~~vnrnental Resource Manageme~:

Bureau of Rec:arnatior.
P.O. Sox 9980
Phoenix, Arizona 8506B-09aO
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j ,

Leased
Del ~'iebt

Re: Cornmem:s on
Provision of
Com..Llur,i::y to
Deser: H:'lls

Or- :.,....... 0 __

T~e ~~izcna G~Lle and fish ~e?a=::~e~: (:ep2r:me~L) has =eviewec the
Draf~ Environmental ImpacL Stateffie~c o~ the provision of leased CAP
wate= frem the A~-Chi~ I~dia: Co~~~~~:y to De~ Webb Corpora~ion for
use at The Villages at Oeser: P.~:ls. The De~artment provides the
follow~ng comments ccncer~~~g c~~s p=~posal.

Although the Bureau assumes tha~ development of the V:llages at
Deser~ Hi_ls will occ~r in ~he acse~ce cf the transfe= of CA? water
to Del Webb, the Depar:ment believes that the alternative water
sources cited may nOL be v:'able c~es a~ tnis poine i~ the process.
The viability of alter:1ative SOl:.r::es of wate= is an important
elemen~ in de~e~ining whether the V~l:ages is a consequence of the 3-1
Federal approval of provision 0: leased water. We believe that
const=uc:ion 0"'" this develcpme::~ !f,a:.: be linked to the federal
action of the CAP wate= t=ansfe=. The draft EA should therefore,
add=ess the viability 0: t:ose a:~e=na~ive sou~ces of wa~er, along
with a detailed analysis 0: the =esul:~ng development, either as a
d~=ect or indirecL effect.

A Finding of No Significant Impac: (FONSI) may not be appropriate
QL this time due to the nar=ow f~cus of the draft EA. If i~deed

the Villages Development is eithe= a resul~ of a federal action, or 3-2
is a "precedent setting aceion" I the EA must cover the entire
project, including the residential development, to determine if an
more deLailed scudy (S~S) is required.

H-18
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M:::. 8=uce =:ll:'s
Jl:.:Y 1:', :'?9:
2

Spec~a~ Sta~us Spec~es

The Depar~~en~ls ~e:::i:ag: C~~a Ma~age~e~~ Sys:em ~as bee~ e=:===ec
and current recorcs show t~at ~~e spEcial status species ::'s~ec

be:ow have been ccc~e~:ec as c~:~=r:'~g :.~ the p:::cjec~ v:'c:.~:.:y.

COMMON NI\ME SCIENTIFIC; NJiMt

bald eagle ~;:";gS~~S -e~c:cephalds

Califo~a snakewood C;:~9-:'~a ca::;;r~i;a

lowland leopard frog Ra~a v;7apa:'~~s:'s

Sonoran desert tortoise G·;;::'e-";: ag;ss:'::i:

STATUS DEFINITIONS

STATllS

LT,WC,S
S
WC,S
WC,S

LT - Listed Threatened. Species ice~~:'::'ec by the ~.S. ~is~ and
W:'l·jlife Se~7ice FJS:;iS) :.:::::6::: ~je :::~cai!ge=ed Spe·:ie.= A...:::
(ESA) as being i~ ~mr.,:'~enr jecp=:::jy of becoming E~da~ge=ed.

we - Wil~iZe of ~pacial Concern in Arizona. Spe~ies N~cse

occur=e~ce in A=i:ona :'5 or may OS :'n jeopa:::dy, or with ~nown

cr pe:::ce:'ved threa:s c::: pcpu:a~:'o~ dec:ines, as desc::::.ced by
the Departme~t's listing of W~ldlife of Special Concern in
Arizona (~vSCA, i:1 p:::s;:.). 5;;e-:ies included in WSC.:'. are
currently the same as those in Threatened Native Wildlife ~n

Arizona Idea).

S - Sensitive. Sgecies c:'a.ss':'::'e·:: as "sensitive" by the Reg:'onal
Forester when oc=u=:::':'ng on la:1cs managed by the U. S. D.JL
Foresl: Service.

!:l. addition, we reco~mend con~ac~i~g vS=WS, a~ :he address listed
below, for additional info~ation rega:::d':'ng ESA and how it a;;plies
to t~e species listed above as ":'T".

Mr. Sam Sp~:le:::

Field S;,,:,pe:::v::'sc:::
Arizona ~cologica: Ser~ices State Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, ~:'~ona 8S02l-49S1
Phone: (602) 640-2720

H-19



The r;epc.~t.iJ\er..: =ecoffiU',ends t~a: :::e ~::;cve lis~ed spe:::':"~:' ~t.a::.:s

species are considered in the p::~ni~g and impleT.e~~at.':"on 0: t~e

p.=oposec. prcvis :'on of leasec. c.::...? w~::er. Su':"table hac:" t.a: :''Jr 3-3special status wildlife listed accve s~culd be surveyed in order to
accurat.e~y access po-en:ial i;r.;:~.:ts of the proposed p.:-ojec: 't,,)

these species.

In cne ins~a::ce that an i::di ~;':"::'~al t,)rtoise or i - s ::Hj.~~C·.·; is
encou~tered ~rior to or during any co~struction =ela:ed to this
proj e.:t, we fu=~he= reccmrnend t!"l.a: the ;;epart:nent' s "Guidelines for 3-4
Handl':",g Sonoran Desert Torto~ses Encountered on Deve:opment
Pr-ojec::s" be usee. A ccpy 0= ~~ese re:e~L.ly updated guidelines has
bee~ enclosed :or you= infor~at~~~.

Habitat
7he ~rc~ect area is :ocated :..~ :~e Ar':":o;.o Upla~c Sop.cran Oeser:
sc.= b ::.:.or.i: cor..muni:y as desc:=:':::-ec by B::-own and Lowe (1980).
Wi:d:':":e spec:"e5 k~own to ':"~j~t.:..: :~e area i~clude jave:i~a, :n~le

deer, coyote, ra9tors, and a va.=':"e:y c: sma:l ma~~als, songbirds,
and .=e;n:i:.es.

Sonora~ deser: habitats are categcrized as Resource Category I:~ as
defined in the Department's Wild:':"=e and W:ldlife Habitat
Compe~sar.ion Guidelines (A.=izona Game a~c Fish Depar~men~ Operating
Manual, 12.3). Anticipated 105S-=5 to Category III habitats are
reco~e~ded to be compensated for by ::-eplacement of hab~tat values
in-k:'nd, or by substitution 0: ~igh value habita~ types, or by
i~=reased management of replace~e~~ habitats, so that no net loss
occurs.

T~e Depa=~~ent reco~~ends tha: unavoidable impacts to upland
habitats be mitigated. A mitigation plan specifying the mitigation 3-5
project location and a::-ea, im~le~en~a~ion time line, moni~oring

requi=ements, and mitigation success cri~eria should be developed.

We also reco~end that the remova: of ~a:ive vegeta:ion be limited
to the minimum amount feasible. When removal of vegetation cannot
be avoided, plant species 9rocec~ed under the Arizona Native Plant
Law, .~S Title 3, Chapter 7, such as cacti should be relocated to
an app=op=ia~e revege~ation site. Revegetation of disturbed s~tes

should be accomplished using locally native plant species.

Wildl.ife
Indi.7:'jual
associated

an~mals may become trap~ed or killed in excavated sites 1
w:"th water trans:e= fa:i:ities. The Department

H-20
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The 9~peline is a~5o :~ ~he v~~i~~:j of one c= mc=e nc~e=

ca:2:-t!:,e:1:S 1."i:J':"~~ c'.l==e!'u:::"1 o=::::v:'de ·:ia:e= ;:0 bc::-t w':"ld:"~~e c:1C
ca:~~e. ~ t~ese a=e des~=oyec as a =es~lL of the c~nsL=~~::cn,

-:::.e~l ~·i(:L:.:j r:ee~ i:C be ==bl,;.:':": cS =~c:; :::~ poss':"b:"e ... - -::-:he=
lQC.at:~:-:5/ as a9~rcve~ by the r:·e;:a!'~:ne:"'.:. P\'L~achec is a cop:.; :: one
of the :o~2:i~~ ffi~CS W~:~ ~~e a;pr::·:~=~~e loca:~ons ~ocet -- ~ed

i:1k.

3-7
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stou~~ be sc~e:"j s:o=ec to preven: sp:':":s
S::"':9.
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fa=~:i:y =~~s~=~=~ic~ =~u:j e~~e= ~~e ~~~a~s~ed or j~=s~~~~' ~::ec:

i~d~7ij~a: an~~a:s by c:n:ac~ C~ i~ges=~c~.

Department Properties
Tje pr--:;pcsei p':";eii::e ".t/o:.::':' ~e ';:::-.~-:::~C-:9fj jus~ :.c·!:"7:r: :I: !he
De?a=:Me:.~ls Se~ Ave=y Shco~:'~g :ac~:~:~-. !he Depar:ille:.t =:~~ests

t~a:: ',.;e ce i:1:o!':nec of a:": P::-:J90=:=::' -::·::ms,\:!'uc:ion acti~7:~ies,

incluc~~g im;:le~e~-a:':"c~ sc~ed~:es/ ~~ :je v~=i:1ity of our ~=ope::-ty

bcur..'::'a::-j.

T~e De~a=:~e~: a;~reci=tes :~a ~ppor:~~~:y ~o comment C~ this d=af:
SA for the proposed p=ov:s:on of lease~ CAP water from 'Lhe Ak-Chin
:nc:'a:1 Corr.mu .... :.t~, t.:> ::-.e De: ~ve:::: C~r;:::::== ..c:.or.. WE lock fc=~va=d ~o
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Gl.1DEU:-.r:S FOR HA:-IOLl",G SONORA." OESE.,<T TORTOISES
ENCOL-;.(TE.'<ED ON DEvr:LOP~,[E:-IT P!<OJECTS

.-\rizona Game and F~sh De?arnne:u
Re'/ised ianuar:: 1:-. 1997

Toe Arizona Game and Fish De:,aronent (De;>~e::lc) has de'le!oped the foUowin2' ~1..:idelines

[0 reduce poce:ltial irr.pacts to desert rorwises. and to promote the continued ;xis~e:;ce of
tortoises throughout the SLate. These guidelines apply to short-ce:m andior smaU-sc:J.le ?foje:ts.
depending on the number or" J,ffe::rcd cor.oi5es and spe:iiic type of project.

Desert :orroises of rbe Sonoran population are those occulTing south and e:J.St of the COlorado
River. Tortoises encountered in the open should be moved oU[ of harm's Way to adiac~:l[

appropriate habitat. If an occupied burrow is deter;nined co be in jeopardy of de~tructio~. [he
tortoise should be re!ccJced to the nearest appropriate alternate burrow or other appropriate
shelter, as determined. by a qualified biologis~. TotLoises should be moved less than ~8 hours
in advanc~ of the habitat disturbance so the'! do nct re~rn to the area in the interim. Tortoises
should be moved quickly, kept in an upright position at all times and placed in (he shade.
Separate disposable gloves should be worn for e~cJ. tortoise handled to avoid potential transfer
of dise3se berween tortoises. Tortoises must nOt be moved if the ambie:lt air te:r:perarure
e:o::ce::±i lCS d:gi"Ces fa.'1renheit unl~ss an aitl::nate burrow is avaiiable or the tOrto~se is in
imminent danger.

A tortoise may be moved up to [Wo miles, but no further than necessary from its original
location. If a re!ease site, or alternate burrow, is unavailable within this distance, and ambient
air temperature exceeds 105 degrees fahrenheit. the Depamnent should be contacted [0 place the
tOrtoise intO a Department-regulated desert tortoise adoption program. Tortoises salvaged from
projec:s which result in subsantial permanent habitat loss (e.g. housing and highway projects),
or those requiring removal dwing long-term (longer than one week) CODStrUction projecc;, will
also be placed in desert tortoise adoption programs. Managers ojprojects likely co Cl;.fJecr desert
torroises should obcain a scientific collecting pemtir from the Depanmenr co!acilitare remporary
possession oj tOTToises. Likewise, if large numbers of tonoises (> 5) are expected to be
displaced by a project, the project manager should contact the Department for guidance and/or
assistance.

Ple:lSe keep in mind <he following POinLS:

• These glJ.ideliDes do !laC apply to the Mohave population of dese:'! tortoises (north. and
west of the Colorado River). Mohave dese:'! tonOlses are sp~ific,Jlly protec:ed under
the Endangered Species Act, as adminisce:ed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sc:rvice.

• These guidelines are subject [0 revision at the disc;erion of the Department. We
recommend that the Department be conGlc:eu during the planning stages of any project
Wat may affect desert tortoises.

• Talce. possession. or hanssme:::H of wild desert tortoises is prohibited by suce law.
Unless specifically authorized by the Department. or as nmed above, project personnel
should avoid disrurbing any tortoise.

RAC::-il.O:rc
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Letter 3: RespoDse to Comments made by the ArizoDa Game & Fish Department

3-1. Appendix A of the EA includes additional detail in the analysis and substantiation of the
alternative water sources that would be available to The Villages development in the absence
offederal actiOIl- Based on independent verification with the Arizona Department of Water
Resources (ADWR) and the City ofPhoenix, Reclamation has concluded that at least one
viable alternative to the proposed action exists. For example, extension of the City of
Phoenix water distribution system north along 1-17 is an alternative the Del Webb
Corporation could reasonably implement. Substantial evidence has been presented in the EA
to indicate that water would be available to the Del Webb Corporation under one or more of
these options in the absence of the federal action. Please refer to the supplemental
information provided in Appendix A to this EA.

3-2. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.
Reclamation has considered the effects of The Villages development under the No-Action
Altemative for each topical area discussed for the proposed action. The Villages is not a
result of the federal action to provide leased settlement water under the Ale-Chin Option
Lease Agreement. While potential environmental impacts associated with The Villages
development are presented under the No-Action Alternative, impacts associated with The
Villages are not considered either direct or indirect effects ofReclamation's proposed action
for the purpose of determining whether that action will have "significant" environmental
effects. The effects of The Villages are relevant, however, as part of the background, or
context, against which the incremental. or cumulative, effects ofReclamation's action are
assessed. The discussion of the No-Action Alternative also provides a baseline against
which the proposed action is evaluated. Please also refer to response to comments 4-27 and
26-4.

3-3. The EA considers all of the special-status species identified in Arizona Game & Fish
Department's (AGFD's) letter and presents a similar listing ofspecies received from AGFD
in Appendix C. Reclamation has confirmed the ",sults of the special-status species surveys
conducted by Jones & Stokes Associates and SWCA in October 1996 and early 1997. No
state or federal special-status species were observed during field surveys of the pipeline
corridor and water treatment plant site. Reclamation does not anticipate any adverse impacts
on special status species resulting from construction of the pipeline or water treatment plant.
Please refer also to response to corrunent 4-8 regarding Endangered Species Act compliance.

3~. The EA indicates in Section 4.0, uEnvirorunental Commitments" under "Biological
Resources" (page 4-1) that Del Webb will conduct preconstruction surveys for desert tortoise
burrows along the proposed pipeline alignment. Ifdesert tortoises are found, Del Webb will
follow AGFD guidelines for handling desert tortoises and will contact AGFD for
recommendations and the appropriate permits. The EA also addresses the potential
biological and special-status species effects for the Option I water supply alternative
alignment (as described in Appendix A) and The Villages under the No-Action Alternative.

3-5. The EA indicates on page 3-14 that the pipeline project could result in temporary effects on
approximately 5.75 acres ofxeroripanan scrub and 51 acres ofSonoran desenscrub habitat

Ak-Chin Option and uast "rru_n/
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within the proposed pipeline right-of-way and could result in the pennanent loss of 44 acres
of Sonoran desertscrub habitat at the proposed water treatment plant site as shown in Figure
3-1. Del Webb has agreed to recontouc and reseed =as of the pipeline corridor not needed
for permanent facilities and will reseed upland areas as necessary. The EA indicates in
Section 4.0. '"Environmental Commitments", under ··Biological Resources" that Del Webb
will conduct preconstruction surveys for native plants in the water delivery and treatment
system impact =as. IfDel Webb cannot avoid native plants, it will comply with applicable
state law concerning native plants.

3-6. Adverse effects on individuals of common wildlife species at the pipeline construction site
are unlikely because pipeline construction would occur in limited, defined segments. and
disturbed areas would be backfilled as pipeline segments are placed in trenches.

3-7. Construction ofthe pipeline will avoid affecting all existing water catchments.

3-8. The EA indicates on page 4-1 under "Water Resources" that Del Webb will comply with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater general permit and will
implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan. Standard construction practices would
be implemented to minimize potential release of contaminants. and staging areas used for
onsite storage of any hazardous construction materials would be located at least 100 feet
from the edge of a wash or other drainage feature. Del Webb would also comply with the
Flood Control District ofMaricopa County's (FCDMC's) permit and license requirements.
Please refer to page 3-4 of the EA for a discussion of the temporary construction-related
effects on surface water quality that could result under the proposed action.

3-9. The Ben Avery Shooting Facility is located approximately 2 miles south of the proposed
pipeline corridor and is not expected to be directly or indirectly affected by pipeline
construction or operation. Reclamation will request that Del Webb forward to the AGFD any
infonnation available related to proposed construction activities or implementation schedules
for the water delivery facilities.

Aft·Chin Option anduw~Agn"''''''1
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HENRY B. LACEY
Attorney at Law

919 North First Street
PO Box 34262

Phoenix. Arizona 850674262
Telephone (602) 258-5050
F~(602)258-7560

Bruce Ellis
Chief, Environmental Resource Management Division
US Bureau of Reclamation
Phoenix Area Office
Lower Colorado Region
PO Box 9980
Phoenix, Arizona 85068-0980

July 14, 1997

Via FAX 395-5733 and Hand Delivery

Re: Comments of Sierra Club-Grand Canyon Chapter and Save New
River Coalition

Draft Environmental Assessment OD the Proposed Ak-Chin Option
and Lease Agreement

Bureau Reference I'o, PXAO-1500 ENV-9.00 97002941 8176

Dear Mr. Ellis:

These comments on the draft Environmental Assessment on the proposed Ak­
Chin Option and Lease Agreement are submitted by this office on behalf of the Grand
Canyon Chapter of the Sierra Club and the Save New River Coalition. The Grand
Canyon Chapter of the Sierra Club and its members are dedicated to the enjoyment,
exploration, and protection of Arizona's wild places, to the practice and promotion of this
state's ecosystems and natural resources, and to educating Arizonans to protect and
restore the quality of the natural and human environment. Many members of the Sierra
Club live and/or recreate in the New River area. The Save New River Coalition is a
group of residents of the New River, Arizona area who are concerned with protecting and
preserving the rural quality of the New River area and the natural environment and
ecosyStems ofthe Sonoran Desert.

1. Legal Background

The Bureau's proposed action must comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), which requires all federal agencies to prepare and circulate for public 4-1
review and comment a detailed environmental impact statement (EIS) prior to
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commencing a major federal action that may have a significant effect on the environment.
42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C); Rober/son v. Methow Valley Cirizen 's Council, 490 US 332. 336
(1989). When a federal agency is not cenain whether an EIS is required, it must prepare
an environmental assessment (EA). 40 C.F.R §§ 1501.3, 1501.4, 1508.9; Foundotionfor
North American Wild Sheep v. US Dep " ofAgriculture, 681 F.2d 1172, 1178 (9th Cit.
1982). lithe EA concludes that the proposed project will have no significant impact on
the human environment, the agency may issue a "Finding of No Significant
Enviromnental Impact" (FONSI) and proceed with the proposed action. If the agency
concludes that the proposed action may result in a significant environmental impact. if
must prepare an EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1501.4; see, e.g., Smith v. US Forest Service, 33 F.3d
1072,1074 n.1 (9th Cir. 1994); Greenpeace Acrion v. Franklin, 14 F.3d 1314, 1328 n.4
(9th Cit. 1992).

Vlhen preparing an EA. agencies must take a hard look at the potential impacts of
a project. and that a FONSI is issued only when the EA cODvincingly concludes that no
significant impacts on the environment will occur. An EIS must be prepared unless the
agency supplies a ··convincing statement ofreasons why potential impacts are
insignificant." Save the raok Committee v. Black, 840 F.2d 714, 717 (9th Cir. 1988)
(quoting The Steamboaters Y. FERC, 759 r.2d 1382, 1393 (9th Cir. 1985)).

In addition, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations recognize that
intelligent decisionmaking can be derived only from high quality infonnation. Thus, an 4.1
EA must provide "evidence and analysis" to support its conclusion that issuance of a
FONSI or preparation of an EIS is appropriate. 40 c.r.R. § 1508.9. (n addition.
infonnation included in NEPA docwnent must be reliable and current. "Accurate
scientific analysis ... [is] essential to implementing NEPA." 40 c.r.R. § 1500.1 (b).

An EA must include a careful examination of all of the envirorunemal impacts of
a proposed action, including direct, indirect,. and cumulative impacts. See 40 C.F.R. §
1508.8 (effects that must be considered are ecological, aesthetic. historical. cultural,
economic, social, or health impacts, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative). Indirect
effects

are caused by the action and are later in time or further
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.
Indirect effects may include growth-inducing efficls and
other effects related to induced changes in the parrers of
land use, population density or growth rate, and related
effects on air and water quality and other natural systems,
including ecosystems.

40 c.r.R. § 1508.8(b) (emphasis added).

The federal couns have confirmed that agencies are required to disclose all direct
and indirect environmental consequences likely to result from a federal action, even those
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that will occur on Doo·federal land. See City ofDavis lJ. Coleman. 521 F.2d 631, 677-81
(9th Cir. 1975) (agency must analyze development impacts in EIS where federal approval
of highway project likely to have impacts on development of surrounding area). See also
Sierra Club v. Marsh, 769 F.2d 868, 877-89 (1st Cir. \985) (rejecting EA where agency
failed to account for private development impacts likely to result from approval of
causeway and port facility); Coalition for Canyon Preservation lJ. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774,
783 (9th eir. 1980) (reaching holding similar to that in Coleman case); Mullin lJ. Skinner,
756 F.Supp. 904,920-22 (E.D.N.C. 1990) (rejecting EA where agency failed to account
for private development impacts likely to result from approval of bridge project). The
courts have especially emphasized the imponance of such disclosure where the project's 4-1
"reason for being" may be the facilitation of private development. See Citizen's
Committee Against Inrerstate Route 6~5lJ. Lewis, 542 F.Supp. 496,562 (S.D. Ohio
1982).

An agency must consider how the impact of its proposed action may combine
with "other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency ... or person undenakes such actions." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7; see, e.g., Save the
raak Cammittee 1'. Block. 840 F.2d 714 (9th Cir. \988). If the cumulative impacts of a
proposed project, considered in combination, are likely to result in significant impacts to
the environment, the agency must prepare an EIS. Resources Limited, Inc. lJ. Robertson, 8
F.3d 1394, 1400 (9th Cit. 1994); Inland Empire Public Lands CouncilI'. Schultz, 992
F.2d 977, 981 (9th Cir. \993).

The Bureau must prepare an EIS where there are substantial questions whether the
mitigation actions planned by the de,'eloper will "completely preclude significant 4-2
environmental effects." Connerv. Burford. 836 F.ld 1511, 1531 (9th Cir. 1988); Friends
a/the Earth 1'. Hinrz, 800 F.2d 822,836 (9th Cir. 1986).

The Bureau must consider all reasonable alternatives, including those that may
result from the actions of other federal, state. or local agencies. As explained by one
federal appellate court:

NEPA requires an integrated view of the environmental
damage that may be caused by a situation, broadly
considered, and its purpose is not to be frustrated by an
approach that would defeat a comprehensive and integrated
consideration by reason of the fact that particular officers
and agencies have panicular occasions for and limits on
their exercise ofjurisdiction.

Henry lJ. Federal Power Comm 'n, 513 F.2d 395, 406 (D.C. Cir. 1975). Thus an agency
must consider the consequences if another federal, state, or local agency denies a permit
or other approval required by applicable federal, state, or local statutes or regulations.

H-29
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The Depanment of Interior has issued regulations specifying that agencies within
its jurisdiction, including the Bureau. should nonnally prepare an EIS where (1) the
proposed project is a "modificationD to [an] existing projectD or [is] a proposed changeD 4-4
in the programmed operation of an existing project that may cause a significant new
impact;" or (2) the agency proposes to constrUct a project, or a major unit of a project, not
already covered by an existing EIS or where significant new impacts from the project, or
major unit of it, are expected. 6 US Dcpamncm of the Interior Manual 516 (Appendix 9­
Department ofInteriorNEPA Regulations), § 9.3(4), (5).

II. The EA Fails to Comply with NEPA

The draft EA on the Ak-Chin lease violates NEPA, and thetefore the Bureau
should withdraw the draft EA and prepare an EIS on this projecL The draft EA fails to
include some of the most basic information required by NEPA, including a reasonable 4-5
range of alternatives, infonnation about the direct and indirect impacts of the project. and
the impacts of other reasonably foreseeable projects that may, together with this project,
have cwnulative impacts on a variety of resources. J

A. The EA Does Not Adequately Consider a Reasonable Range of
Alternatives

NEPA and its implementing regulations clearly require agencies to consider all
reasonable alternatives to an agency action when preparing environmental review
documenlS, including an EA. NEP." provides that agencies must "[s)rudy, develop, and
describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources." 42
U.S.C. §§ 4332(2)(E), 4332(2)(cc). The duty to consider reasonable alternatives is
independent of and of wider scope than the duty to complete an E1S. In fact, an agency
must consider all reasonable alternatives even where it decides to prepare an EA and
issue a FONSI. See Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hadel. 852 F.2d 1223, 1228-29 (9th Cir. 4-6
1988) ("Consideration of alternatives is critical to the goals ofNEPA even where a
proposed action does not trigger the EIS process"), cerr. denied. 489 US 1066 (1989);
Sierra Club v. Watkins. 808 F.Supp. 852,870 (D.D.C. J991) (duty to consider reasonable
alternatives is independent of and of wider scope than duty to complete EIS); Sierra Club
v. Alexander, 484 F.Supp. 455 (N.D.NY 1980) (sarne). This rule is intended to force
agency decisionmakers to identify, evaluate. and take into account all possible
approaches to a panicular proposal. including those which would better address
environmental concerns and the policy goals ofNEPA.

I Ideally, an EA should be a "concise document." LaFlamme v. FERC, 945 F.2d 1124, 1129 (9th Cir.
1991). Though the draft EA's length and complexity is not itself a reason to conclude that a significant
effect on the environment will occur as a result of the Bureau's proposed action. the length and complexity
of the draft EA at issue here should reasonably lead the Bureau 10 conclude that an EIS is appropriate. See
Council on Environmental Quality. FortY Most Ask,d Qu'stjons Concemjn~CEQ's National
Envjronm,mal Pp1ic.... "ex S,r:u1atjons, Question No. 36b.
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The federal courts have explained. and the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA
confinn, that an environmental review document's discussion of alternatives is '"the heart"
of the NEPA process. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. [n ordeno "sharply defin[e] the issues and
provid[e] a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public,"
environmental review documents must explore and evaluate "all reasonable alternatives."
Id

As part of its analysis of the Bureau's proposed action, the EA must thoroughly
examine - not dismiss after a summary review or fail to discuss at all - alternatives,
including reieetine the proposed lease of Central Arizona Project (CM) water, approving
a smaller or djfferentlv located pipeline, or approving the lease subject to conditions
imposing a smaller maxjmum water allotmem to Del Webb Corporation. The Bureau has
failed to even discuss these possible alternatives.

1. The Bureau Has Failed to Adequately Analyze a "No Action"
Alternative

NEPA requires the Bureau to consider a "no action" alternative. As explained
recently by the Ninth Circuit:

The goal of the statute is [Q ensure that federal agencies
infuse in project planning a thorough consideration of
environmental values. The consideration of alternatives
requirement furthers that goal by guaranteeing that agency
decisionmakers have before them and take into proper
account all reasonable approaches to a particular project
(including IOtal abandonment 0/the project) which would
alter the environmental impact and the cost-benefit
balance.. Infonned and meaningful consideration of
alternatives - including the no action alternative ~ is an
integral part of the statutory scheme.

Alaska Wilderness Recreation & Tourism Ass 'n v. Morrison. 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9th Cir.
1995) (quoting Bab Marshall Alliance, 852 F.2d at 1228) (emphasis in original).

The Bureau has included some discussion of a "no action" alternative in the draft
EA, but the Bureau effectively renders its discussion meaningless by assuming that
"development oCthe Villages [at Desert Hills] would occur in the absence of the proposed
federal action.,,2 The Bureau's belief in this regard is not supported by the administrative
record before the agency and in any event is irrelevant to the agency's obligation to
comply with NEPA requirements.

! Draft EA at 1-:2.
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The draft EA itself makes it clear that Del Webb Corporation does not have any
other sources ofwater for the Villages at Desert Hills available. Assuming that
alternative sources of water for the development are relevant at all, rejection of a no
action alternative is not justified where the developer offers WlSupponed allegations that
it "could" develop this project absent the Bureau's approval of the lease.

The fact is, Del Webb Corporation has no alternative water supply. The City of
Peoria's water distribution system currently extends no further than Beardsley Road.
several miles south of the proposed development.3 Peoria has planned the construction of
a water treaunent plant that would handle CAP water, but the draft EA contains no
indication that Peoria and Del Webb Corporation have contracted for Del Webb's use of
that treatment plant or that Del Webb would purchase or otherwise obtain or use a portion
of Peori', CAP allotment.

Nor is there any evidence that the City ofPhoenix would provide water to the
Villages at Desert: Hills. The letter from Phoenix city manager Frank Fairbanks to you,
daled June II, 1996 and included as an anachment 10 the draft EA. plainly state, thaI
Phoenix and Del Webb Corporation have not "explored" any udetails of [water] service."
much less entered into any agreement or contract requiring Phoenix to provide water. In 4-7
fact, no such agreement or contract could be entered into unless the Phoenix City Council
approved, and no such approval has occurred. Thus, Phoenix has acrualJy taken pains to
let the Bureau know that it has made no promise to provide water to the Villages at
Desert Hills. Mr. Fairbanks' letter clearly indicates that it "is not intended to be a
commitment by the City of Phoenix to provide water service to the Villages at Desert
Hills nor a binding commitment of any kind by the City ofPhoenix.'~

The draft EA similarly fails to demonstrate that Del Webb Corporation could
obtain the water necessary to support the development through the Central Arizona
Groundwater Recharge District (CAGRD). There is no indication that Del Webb
Corporation has entered into any leases of or contracts to purchase groundwater wells in
the Phoenix active management area (AMA). attempted to obtain a permit for Type 2
non-irrigation grandfathered groundwater rights from the Arizona Department of Water
Resources. or applied for membership in the CAGRD. Nor does the draft EA include any
evidence that Del Webb Corporation has fanned, or attempted to form, a water company
for the purpose of serving the Villages at Desert Hills.

It is interesting to note that the draft EA indicates that the cost to Del Webb
Corporation of these alternatives is lower than that involved in obtaining necessary water
via the Ak-Chin lease. The estimated cost to obtain water from those other possible
sources ranges from $10,203,000 to S27,863,OOO,s but it would cost Del Webb
Corporation approximately $29.000.000 to obtain the water it seeks from the Ak·Chin

:; Draft EA, Appendix A. at A-6.
.. Draft EA. Appendix A. at A-28.
5 Draft EA. Appendix A. al A-II. A-14. A-11. A-25.
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tribe. 6 There must obviously be a good reason why the developer is willing to pay $29
million dollars for the needed water when other alternatives would be less expensive, and
it is reasonable to assume that the reason is that those alternatives are not actually
available to Del Webb Corporation.

But the question whether Del Webb Corporation could get its water elsewhere is 4-7
irrelevant in any event. Neither NEPA, its implementing regulations, nor any opinion of
a federal coun countenances the Bureau's totally unsupported claim that it need not
consider the indirect and cumulative impacts of its proposed lease of CAP water because
Del Webb Corporation may be able to obtain water elsewhere. The draft EA certainly
contains no citation to any authoritY that would support the Bureau's position in this
regard.

ObviousJy the impacts on the environment of the development itself must be
thoroughly considered if the Bureau is not, as the law indicates, entitled to disregard a no
action alternative. The draft EA includes some discussion of those impacts, but that
discussion is inadequate. 7

a. The Discussion of the No Action Alternative Does Not
Adequately Address Expected Impacts of the Villages
Development on Wildlife and Flora

The Bureau· s analysis of impacts of the no-action alternative on vegetation and
wildlife suffers from a significant procedural flaw. The Bureau has not obtained the
comments of the United States Fisb and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with respect to
expected impacts on wildlife species listed as endangered or threatened under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). Instead, the only evidence of an effort to coordinate the
study process with the USFWS is a letter addressed to Jones & Stokes Associates and

::~~c~~~:~~9;~7hich briefly list of endangered or threatened species, which is

More is required of the Bureau: the express policy ofNEPA is to involve other
agencies in the environmental study process. See 42 U.S.c. § 4332(2)(C); Sierra Cluh v.
Hodel, 848 F.1d 1068, 1093 (lOth Cir. 1988). The fact that USFWS apparently lacks
adequate funding to provide project-specific species lists and infonnation is not an excuse
for the Bureau to fail to fulfill this responsibility because the cost of that effon should be
bome by Del Webb Corporation, which agreed to underwrite the environmental
assessment process.

6 Draft EA at 2-4.
'The discussion off1aws in the draft EA's ueatrnent of the n~aetion alternative also apply to the draft
EA's treaunent of impacts likely to result from the pipeline itself. unless the text indicates the contraJ)'.
• Draft EA, Appendix C. Note that NEPA·s requirement that the Bureau coordinate its srudy effortS with
other federal agencies is not satisfied by the involvement of Jones &. Stokes biologists or by reliance on
srudies prepared by private panies in other contexts.
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Even if the data and test results discussed in the draft EA are adequate to comply
with NEPA. most do not relate to the impacts on wildlife caused by the Villages
development. The only "srudy" that allegedly does so - a paper entitled "Biological
Evaluation of the Proposed Villages at Desen Hills Project Site, Maricopa County,
Arizona" - bas not been provided as an attachment to the draft EA. Accordingly. the
Bureau has offered no factual or theoretical underpinnings for its cursory conclusion that
no federally listed species are likely to occur on the development site and that the Del
Webb Corporation development wiU not adversely affect such species. Nor does the
"Biological Assessment" for the proposed lease agreement provide this essential
information. That document does not address the Villages development site at al1.9

The Bureau concedes that several endangered or threatened species. and the
habitat they depend on, may be adversely affected by the pipeline and the planned
Villages development. For example, the draft EA includes a statement indicating that
bald eagle and peregrine falcon foraging areas may be affected by the development. 10

The draft EA does not explain the specific impacts that may be expected. Moreover,
although the Bureau has offered an opinion that the proposed Villages development will
not affect any listed species, the draft EA does not discuss any basis for that conclusion
other than that no listed species other than bald eagles and peregrine falcons were seen on 4-8
the Del Webb Corporation property. This statement alone is highly suspect. since the
Bureau concedes in a paragraph on the same page that [d]esert tortoise is known to occur
in The Villages development area"ll and elsewhere that desert tanoises occur in the
pipeline corridor. 12

The Bureau will be obligated to consult with USFWS before approving the lease
because listed species may be affected. 16 U.S.c. § I536(b). Similarly, the Bureau must
avoid any action that would jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species. 16
U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2). It therefore makes absolutely no sense to conclude that approval of
the lease will have no significant em'iromnental impact without first determining whether
USFWS agrees with that view. In this case, it is clear that USFWS does nor agree with
that view. In leners addressed your office and dated November 6, 1996 and June 12,
1997, the Arizona Ecological Services Field Office ofUSFWS informed the Bureau of its
belief that an EIS is required before approval of the lease may occur. CEQ regulations
indicate that USFWS' view is correct. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(9) (requiring agency to
analyze impacts on endangered or threatened species and/or their habitats and indicating
EIS may be required where adverse impacts may occur)..

9 To the extent the Biological Assessment prepared b~ Jones & Stokes discusses any impacts on species as
a result of the pipeline itself, such discussion is woefully inadequate. The public is not laid ohny specific
studies. !iteraNtC. or field survey results thaI would suppon the Jones & Stokes' conclusion that the
pipeline would have no impact on any lisled species.
10 Draft EA at 3-14.
11 Draft EA at3.14.
12 Draft EA at 3-1 J.
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In addition to the obvious flaw in the Bureau's discussion of impacts on the desen
tortoise, bald eagle, and peregrine falcon. the Bureau has failed utterly to provide an
adequate explanation ofwhy the proposed lease will not adversely affect the cactus
ferruginous pygmy owl. Although USFWS bas not designated critical habitat for this
species, the ESA nevertheless requires the Bureau to affinnatively seek to conserve the 4-8
species and avoid any action that could jeopardize its continued survival, and in any event
the law is clear that habitat destruction. even ifnot designated "critica1," may be a taking
under section 9 of the ESA" See 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(I)(B); Sweet Home Chaprer 0/
Communities/or a Great Oregon v. Babbitt, liS S.CL 2407, 2412-18 (1995).

The draft EA's treatment of impacts on species considered of special status under
Arizona law is also defective. The Bureau concedes that development of The Villages at
Desert Hills will "affect a variety of native plant communities and plant species~"
including several protected by Arizona law. 14 However, the BW'eau blithely assumes that
Del Webb Corporation will take appropriate steps to mitigate such impacts without
providing any supporting documents, study results, or other information that would 4-9
justify that assumption. The Bureau must independently evaluate how Del Webb
Corporation would mitigate or prevent losses of special status, as well as listed, species.
LaFlamme ". FERC, 852 F.2d 399, 400 (9th Cir. 1988). Nor may the Bureau rely on
potential, as opposed to actual. actions that may be taken by Del Webb Corporation to
conclude that the planned project will not have an adverse impact on the listed and/or
special starns species. See Preservation Coalition. Inc. v. Pierce, 667 F.2d 851, 860 (9th
Cir. 1982).

b. The Draft EA's Discussion of Air Quality Impacts is
Deficient

The draft EA recognizes that approval of the lease will result in shon-tenn and
long-term increases in ozone precursor pollutants (reactive organic gases and nitrogen
oxide compounds), carbon monoxide. and particulate emissions. 'S The Maricopa County
area is designated non-attainment for carbon monoxide, paniculates, and ozone. Yet the
Bureau inexplicably takes the position that the federal conformity regulation does not
apply to this project. The Bureau is \\TOng. Contrary to the Bureau's assenion.16 the
confonnity regulation applies to any project that receives any approval from any federal 4-10
government agency and is not limited in scope to federal funding or approval only from
the Bureau. Because this project will indisputably occur in a region designated as a non­
compliance area for several pollutants pursuant to the Clean Air Act, the Bureau may not
approve the proposed lease unless the result of doing so will not contribute to continued
non-compliance with national ambient air quality standards.

13 The Bureau should also consider the likelihood that activity related to construction of the pipeline and of
The Villages development will directly result in the death of birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty
Ace
'~DraftEA at3-15.
,~ Draft EA at 3·25. 3-26.
,~ See Draft EA at 3~26.
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The draft EA also is not supported by independent, or even proprietary, air quality
impact data. There is no discussion of specific air pollution impaet.s, although the draft
EA does indicate that a huge increase in local ttaffic levels and population will occur as a
result of the lease approval. In fact, the draft EA does not even discuss the ongoing effort
to prepare a study to determine whether the plarmed Del Webb Corporation development,
along with other developments in Maricopa County, will cause worsening of the area's
air pollution problem. This stUdY. supervised by the Maricopa Association of
Governments, is not expected to be ready for review until at least mid- to late-AulZUSt. 17

The Bureau's failure to provide such data, or to commit to a reevaluation of the air
quality section of the EA based on the results of the confonnity study, renders the EA
insufficient as to this issue.

With regard to mitigation of air quality impacts~ this section of the EA also fails to
specifically demonstrate acrua\ commitments by Del Webb Corporation and also does not
provide enough detail to detennine whether such commitments, even if they can be relied
upon, are in fact likely to justify the FONSI determination.

c. The Draft EA Does Not Adequately Address Traffic
ImpactS

The draft EA indicates that approval of the lease could result in as much as a
tripling of traffic on 1-17 in the New River area. II Yet the draft EA includes no
information that indicates any definite commiunent by or obligation of Del Webb
Corporation or the State of Arizona to improve traffic management in the area of the
proposed development. This section of the EA also fails even to mention the air quality
impacts, congestion, increased accident and injury potential, and wildlife habitat losses
that may be caused by increased motor vehicle use and presence in and near the
development and on surrounding roadways. Nor does the draft EA include any mention
of the most recent traffic impact data that may be available in the files of the Arizona
Depanment ofTransportation. Maricopa Association of Govemments, or Federal
Highway Administration. 19

17 Personal Communication belWeen Doug Eberhan. MAG, and Alica McMahon (Mr. Lacey's legal
assistant), July 14. 1997.
JI Draft EA at 3-35. The Bureau does not discuss the source of its traffic information or Ihe methodology
by which such information was obtained by the original source. This is a flaw in the draft EA that violates
NEPA.
"The draft EA apparently assumes that Del Webb Corporation will finance c;:onsO'Uction of two additional
interchanges and a widening oft-17 by several lanes. There is no evidence included in the draft EA thai
supports this assumption. and in fact it now appears that Del Webb Corporation will agree to finance only
Ofle additional imerchange and flO additional highway lanes on ]-17. Personal Communication between
Fred Garcia. Arizona Depamnent of Transponation. and Alica McMahon (Mr. Lacey's legal assistant),
July 14, 1997.
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d. The Draft EA Does Not Adequately Address Impacts on
Cultural and Historic f\rtifacts

The draft EA does not incorporate the results of the studies relied upon to
conclude that The Villages development will have no effect on cultural resoW'Ces. The
studies, literature, or data supporting this conclusion should be provided.

The draft EA admits that impacts on culrnral sites will occur when The Villages
development is built, and that the site (including that area of it used for the pipeline and 4-13
the water treatment plant) includes prehistoric and historic archaeological anifacts.20 In
faCt, the draft EA recognizes that at least five prehistoric sites eli~ible for inclusion on the
National Registry of Historic Places (NRHP) have been locatcd.2 Yet the Bureau does
not provide any indication of specific. irreversible commianents by Del Webb
Corporation to protect or preserve these sites or to otherwise allow mitigation of adverse
impacts upon them. Nor does the Bureau adequately explain its decision to concur in a
recommendation that eight of these sites be denied NRHP listing.

e. The Draft EA Fails to Adequately Analyze Impacts on
Land Use and Visual Resources

The draft EA seems intent on downplaying the basic reality ofIbe Villages
development: 50,000 people are to be housed, at almost 3 homes per acre, in a town less
than ten percent that number in size. Such an enormous and rapid increase in population
will unquestionably cause dramatic deterioration in the scenic quality of the New River
area and virtually obliterate existing rural land uses. Unfortunately, the draft EA unerly
fails to recognize that ~s horrific urban sprawl, in a metropolitan area already cursed
with worsening air pollution and trafric congestion, itself constitutes an inevitable and
highly destructive environmental impact of the proposed action. More than five thousand 4-14
acres of rapidly disappearing Sonoran Desen landscape are to be converted into suburban
homes, golf courses, roads, and other cookieooeutter suburban developments.22 The
Bureau recognizes that the noise resulting from construction of The Villages development
will be "typical of suburban or urban environments.'.23 The net consequence of all these
impacts, aside from the wildlife, air quality, noise, and cultural impacts discussed above,
will be the loss of the quality of life and freedom now enjoyed by residents ofNew River.

The draft EA recognizes only that The Villages development will increase
population and, consequently, demand for urban services in the area.24 The Bureau has
not seen fit to include any discussion of how ibis massive urbanization will affect existing
residents' lives, livelihoods, neighborhoods. schools. businesses, or recreational

20 Draft EA at 3·22, 3.:n.
~, Id aI3':!2.
21 Draft EA at 3-40.
~ Draft EA at 3-44.
2~ See Draft EA at 3-39-3.44.
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acnvItles. This oversight is a significant flaw in the draft EA and, standing alone. is
enough to require preparation of an EIS.

2. The Bureau Has Not Adequately Explained Why it Did Not
Consider Other Pipeline Locations or a Lease Involving Less
Water

4-14

The draft EA discusses one planned location for the proposed pipeline and the
associated water treatment plant. AJthough the draft EA briefly outlines the reasons why
the Bureau believes that other locations for the pipeline are not feasible, the document
includes no background on the feasibility srudy that determined that options A. B~ D, and
E are infeasible. The Bureau should explain the methodology of that study, the details as
to how each factor was considered with respect to each alternative, and the technical and
economic selection criteria dictated by Del Webb Corporation. 4-15

The draft EA also does not discuss any alternative that would invoJve a lease of
Jess than 10,000 acre-feet of Ak-Chin CAP water. TIlls oversight is panicularly
bothersome in light of the Bureau's assenion that Del Webb Corporation has alternative
sources of water to support the Villages development. If Del Webb could in fact obtain
all or some of its water from Peoria, Phoenix. or the CAGRD, then the Bureau certainly
should be able to consider leasing less than the full complement of water needed to
support the development.

III. Other Comments

The Villages development will occur on and between the floodplains of various
streams and intenninent water courses. Nevertheless, the draft EA contains no discussion
of how Del Webb Corporation will mitigate potential increased risks of flood damages.
Such infonnation is required under NEPA, as such risks may amount to a significant
environmental impact.

The draft EA contains no substantive discussion of water quality impacts, except
to briefly acknowledge that increased pollution is likely as a result of pipeline
construction as well as development of The Villages. The Bureau should include data
and/or studies indicating whether or not the proposed action, and the development of The
Villages, will cause violations of applicable water quality standards and/or regulations.
The Bureau also unlawfully failed to include in the draft EA infonnation indicating that
Del Webb Corporation has made a specific and irreversible commitment to mitigate
and/or prevent such water quality impacts and/or violations.

The draft EIS also fails to adequately disclose water quality impacts of the
proposed pipeline, water storage tanks, and water treatment plant. For example, no
anticipated specific suspended sediment runoff figures during stonn events are disclosed.
The Bureau also does not offer infonnation adequate to assess the risks of increased
erosion in the various washes crossed by the pipeline resulting from alteration in the
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shape of swales and flood events. No technical information regarding treattnent
operations is included. and there is no discussion as to the pollutant levels in the CAP
water being transported via the pipeline. stored in the proposed tanks, and treated in the
planned treatment plant.

The draft EA does not discuss the Bureau's plans to consult with USFWS. Such
consultation is required by the ESA in this case, and NEPA requires the Bureau to
disclose the results of such consultation.

An EIS is required in this case because approval of the Ak.-Chin lease, together
with Federal Highway Administration approval of additional highway construction
necessary to serve The Villages development, Corps of Engineers' and EPA approval of a
wetlands pennit pursuant to the Clean Water Act, and issuance of relevant ESA permits
by USFWS constitute "connected actions" that will, in combination, result in adverse
environmental consequences.

The draft EA does not adequately disclose, discuss, or analyze all funrre, related
or unrelated but reasonably foreseeable consequences of the proposed project that may
result in cumulative impacts. The Bureau must consider all indirect effects of the
proposed action, which are those effects "caused by the action and are later in time or
farther removed in disrance, but [which] are still reasonably foreseeable:' 40 C.F.R. §
1508.8(b). Moreover, because the action proposed by the Bureau will combine with
actions taken by other governmental agencies and by private actors to have a cwnulative
or synergistic effect on the environment, the Bureau must consider the impact of its
decision on Del Webb Corporation's decision whether or not to proceed with The
Villages development. See. e.g., Ciry a[Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308 (9th
Cir. 1990); Sierra Club v. Penfold, 857 F.2d 1307, 1320-21 (9th Cir. 1988).

An EIS must be prepared because the proposed project, as well as the indirect and
cumulative results of the proposed project, are likely to result in jeopardy to species listed
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act and result in "takings" of such species which are
prohibited by section 9 of the ESA.

4-17

4-18

4-19

4-20

An EIS must be prepared because the proposed action,. as well as the indirect and 4-21
cumulative impacts of the proposed action. will result in the loss of wetlands.

An EIS must be prepared because the project will result in a worsening of air
quality in Maricopa County, thereby further worsening the area's compliance with
applicable ambient air quality standards. and violate the federal conformity regulation.

The Bureau is not entitled to take into account, when determining whether to
prepare an EIS. the analysis and conclusions included in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Water Allocations and Water Service Contracting, Central Arizona Project. 4-22
An EIS on the proposed action is required pursuant to the Department of Interior NEPA
Regulations applicable to the Bureau of Redamation, Rules 9.3(A)(4) and 9.3(A)(5).
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NEPA requires the Bureau to consult with affected private interests, including the
residents ofNew River and other persons and/or organizations interested in the aesthetic,
environmental, economic, and recreational attributes of the Sonoran Desert in and near
New River. before preparing an fA and concluding that a FONSI is appropriate. Such 4-23
consultation is not achieved simply by holding a public hearing on the draft EA.

The Bureau violated NEPA by closing the scoping process on this project to the
public and/or by failing to inform the public of seoping meetings. the accepted scope of
the project., or other opportunities to panicipate.

The Bureau has not made an independent evaluation of the infonnation developed
and submitted by Del Webb Corporation. Thus the draft EA violates NEPA. 40 C.F.R. §
1506.5(a).

4-24
By allowing Del Webb Corporation to select the contractor to prepare the draft

EA. the Bureau violated 40 C.F.R. § 1506.5. That regulation requires the agency to select
the preparer of the EA. The Bureau has violated applicable NEPA regulations by failing
to take responsibilit:' for the content of the draft EA. 40 C.F.R. § lS06.5(b).

The Bureau has not complied with applicable NEPA public notice requirements,
including those relating to timeliness of Dorice as to scoping meetings, publication of
notices in appropriate newspapers. notification of community organizations, and posting
of notices on and off the site in question. 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6.

The Bureau has abused its discretion. and acted unreasonably, in issuing a draft
EA because Bureau personnel have already recognized and admitted that preparation of
an EIS on the proposed project is necessary and appropriate. The Bureau's awareness
that USFWS believes that an EIS is appropriate, and itS failure to follow that advice, is
also an abuse of discretion.

An EIS is required because the proposed action is highly controversial and
because the Bureau's action may establish a precedent for other. similar actions with
respect to Central Arizona Project water. See 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b).

The Bureau must consider indirect and cumulative impacts of its approval oCthe
Ak-Chin lease that may result from actions taken by other federal, state, and local
government agencies in the future. Such actions may include, but are not limited to,
issuance of other required pennits and provision of public services or funding that may
help cause such indirect or cumulative impacts.

On the other hand, NEPA does not authorize the Bureau to accept the unsupported
allegations as to possible actions by other governmental agencies offered by the
beneficiary of the project. The Bureau must independently investigate and evaluate such
allegations and base its detennination as to whether a FONSI is appropriate or an EIS
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should be prepared on the results of that independent investigation, the evidence in the
administrative record, and its own evaluation. Thus, the Bureau should not accept Del
Webb Corporation's unsupponed assenion., nor rely on its own unsupported assumption,
that the developer could obtain water necessary for The Villages development from
another source.

IV. Conclusion

The Bureau has failed to take the required «hard look" at its proposed project. 4-28
The no action alternative has not been adequately analyzed or discussed, and the Bureau
has not included an appropriate range of alternatives.. Nor have all of the relevant factors
have been considered. In sum, the Bureau has illegally and Wlwisely limited the scope of
its analysis to the construction of the pipeline and associated water trearment plant. But
NEPA does not permit the Bureau to avoid analyzing the expected indirect and
cumulative impacts of the pipeline and water treatment plant. The Bureau must consider
all ofthe environmental consequences ofits actions, including those caused by the
development that the water provided as a result of the proposed lease, before determining
whether issuance of a FONSI is appropriate. Consideration of those impaets should
induce the Bureau to prepare an EIS.

The Bureau should withdraw the draft EA and prepare an E15, after a new round
of seoping and public comment, on the proposed action.

Sincerely yours,

/
LAW OFFICE OF HENRY B. LACEY

r
Hank Latey

I

HL:W
cc: Michael Fiflis, Esq.

Wendy Keefover-Ring
Gary Giordano
Chris Gehlker

/

~
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Reclamation's Phoenix Area Office, 10888 N. 19th Avenue, Phoenix AZ 85029, upon
request. Based on these studies, a BA was prepared which concluded there would be "no
effect" to federally listed threatened and endangered species from direct or indirect impacts
of the pipeline or cumulative impacts associated with The Villages. Of the 14 species listed
by USFWS as threatened or endan8ered in Maricopa County, only four species (bald eagle,
American peregrine falcon, southwestern willow flycatcher, and cactus ferruginous pygmy­
owl). which could potentially occur in the project area based on their known geographic
range and habitat requirements, were assessed in the SA. The BA was included in the EA
sent to USFWS on June 9, 1997. as part of the general distribution for public review and
comment. In addition, a separate copy of the BA was sent to USFWS on June 20, 1997. in
response to a USFWS request. By regulation, USFWS has 30 days to disagree with an
agency's "no effect" determination. No correspondence to that effect has heen received by
Reclamation, therefore, formal consultation with USFWS is not required and Reclamation
has satisfied its Endangered Species Act, Section 7, requirements.

Furthermore, AGFD's comments on the EA did not express any concern pertaining to
possible impacts on federally listed species. AGFD did note, however, that state special­
status species may occur within the project area. Of the species listed by AGFD, only
Hohokam agave and Sonoran desert tortoise were identified in the consultant's reports as
either present or possibly occurring within the pipeline corridor or on The Villages site.
Impacts on native plant species, including Hohokarn agave, in both the pipeline corridor and
on The Villages site would be minimized by compliance with the Arizona Native Plant Law,
as committed to in Section 4.0 of the EA. Del Webb has also committed to conducting
preconsttuction surveys for desert tortoises on the pipeline corridor and The Villages site and
following AGFD's guidelines to relocate any individuals encountered. In addition, possible
impacts on these species would be minimized through Del Webb's compliance with its
development master plan for The Villages, which contains an Ecological Resources
Management Plan as well as a number of development stipulations imposed by Maricopa
County.

Please refer also to response to conunent letter 6, and response to comment 26·5.

4-9. Although it was not necessary for Reclamation to examine The Villages' effects at the level
ofdetail presented \Ulder the No-Action Alternative, Reclamation chose to go beyond what
is normally required in EAs and to develop more comprehensive information on the
No-Action Alternative. The environmental commitments presented in Section 4.0,
"Environmental Committnents", of the EA pertain to the proposed action, including
construction of the delivery pipeline and water treatment plant. Reclamation intends to
follow through with Del Webb to ensure these environmental commitments are implemented.
Although these EA conunitments do not specifically apply to Del Webb's construction of
The Villages, most are in fact already required by federal and state laws and Maricopa
COWlty requirements. Development of The Villages site would be subject to the
development master plan that has been approved by Maricopa County. The master plan
contains an Ecological Resources Management Plan as well as a number of development
stipulations imposed by Maricopa County. Effects on native plant species would be
minimized by compliance with. Arizona Native Plant Law, and effects on wash areas would
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be minimized by compliance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permit
conditions as required under the Clean Water A<:t. Del Webb has also conunitted to following
AGFD's guidelines for relocating any desert tortoises encountered. Please refer also to
response to conunent 2~S. below.

4-10. In general, the confonnity provisions of the Clean Air Act state a federal agency may not
engage in. support or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any
activity which does not confonn to an applicable State Implementation Plan (SIP). Where
the federal action is an approval for some aspect of a nonfederal undertaking, the activity
subject to conformity would be the part, portion or phase that requires federal approval (40
Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 51.852). In the case ofthe Ak-Chin Option and Lease
Agreement, the federal action is Reclamation's provision ofleased settlement water under the
Option and Lease Agreement. The leased settlement water would be carried through •
nonfederal pipeline constructed by Del Webb. Reclamation has no financial or other
involvement iJ\ or control over. the construction or operation ofthe water delivery facilities.
or the ultimate construction oCThe Villages. Nevertheless, because the pipeline and water
treatment plant associated with the leased water would likely not be constructed without
Reclamation's approval, Reclamation considered emissions associated with
construction and operation of Del Webb's proposed water delivery and treatment facilities
in determining whether a conformity determination is required.

The Clean Air Act conformity regulations provide that where the total ofdirect and indirect
emissions caused by the federal action is below prescribed minimum threshold levels, called
de minimis emission levels, a confonnity determination is not required. According to data
generated by Sierra Research (1997) for these facilities, construction and operation emissions
would be well below the minimum threshold emissions level that would trigger the fonnal
confonnity requirement. The EA has been revised to include the calwlations perfonned that
substantiate this conclusion (see Table 3~2). Thus, no conformity determination is required
for this project. In no case are the emissions associated with The Villages considered by
Reclamation as the direct or indirect result of the federal action.

Please refer to response to comment 4·2 regarding mitigation measures. Environmental
commitments presented in Section 4.0 of the EA have been committed to by Del Webb.
Reclamation will ensure they are implemented during Del Webb's construction ofthe pipeline
and water treatment plant.

4-11. No air quality mitigation measures are expected to be needed for the provision of settlement
water under the Option and Lease Agreement OT construction and operation of the water
delivery system because of the small scale of effects expected from construction and the
nature of water pipeline and treatment operational effects. Regarding the No-Action
Alternative, The Villages Plan ofDeveiopment requires, under Development Master Plan
Stipulation "n", the following:

As required by the Federal Clean Air Act, the developer shall submit an air quality conformity
statement to the Department of Planning and Infrastructure Development prior to the County's
issuance of any construction pennits for roads of regional significance.
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As previously stated in the EA, Del Webb will also obtain all necessary pennits in compliance
with all applicable regulations ofMaricopa County Environmental Services, Department of
Air Pollution Control, and will apply dust suppression measures in accordance with Rule 310
for Fugitive Dust. Please refer to the air quality envirorunental commitment on page 4-3 and
to Appendix E ofthe EA.

4-12. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach" above.
While potential environmental impacts associated with The Villages development are
presented under the No-Action Alternative, impacts associated with The Villages are not
considered either direct or indirect effects ofReclamation's proposed action for the purpose
ofdetennining whether that action will have "significant" environmental effects. The effects
orThe ViUages are relevant. however, as part of the background, or context, against which
the incremental, or cumulative, effects ofReclamation's action are assessed. The discussion
of the No-Action Alternative also provides a baseline against which the proposed action is
evaluated. As indicated in the EA on pages 3-29 and 3·30, the provision ofsettlement water
under the Option and Lease Agreement and construction and operation ofthe proposed water
delivery system would have minor effects on vehicular and truck traffic and roadway
conditions in the corridor area.

Effects of The Villages development as discussed under the No--Action Alternative were
based on a traffic analysis conducted during the master planning process by Kirkham, Michael
and Associates in 1995, as indicated on page 3·32 of the draft EA document. Since the time
The Villages traffic analysis was conducted and The Villages master plan was approved by
Maricopa County, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation completed the
Northeast Valley Area Transportation Study (NYATS) in late 1996. The NYATS projected
future average weekday traffic in 2015 in the vicinity of The Villages to be greater than
previously projected in the master plan traffic analysis. In 2015, the average weekday traffic
volumes on 1-17 are projected to be 98,000 immediately south ofThe Villages, 129,000 just
south of a planned new interchange at Pioneer Road, and 142,000 south of Carefree
Highway. These recent projections constitute a 17-35% increase in the traffic volumes
projected under The Villages master plan.

Section 3.7, "Traffic and Circulation", of the EA has been revised to provide additional
information from the NYATS. Regarding footnote 19, Del Webb has indicated to
Reclamation that it has never made any highway funding commitments other than
participation in interchange improvements, as described in Section 3.7 of the EA.

Transportation network improvements, including widening }·J7 to three lanes in each
direction and construction ofnew interchanges and roadway improvements, are proposed to
ensure that peak hour levels of service (LOS) at area intersections are acceptable. Please
refer to response to comment 20·3, below, regarding the source of assumptions related to
proposed future widening ofI-I7 to three lanes south of The Villages. Figure 14 of the
NVATS indicates that most intersections located in the vicinity ofl·17 would be at LOS B
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and C, which are acceptable. The letters A through F describe the best to worst driving
conditions, respectively. LOS A indicates free-flow operation, and LOS F indicates jammed
flow with substantial delay. (Maricopa COWlty Department of Transportation. 1996.
Northeast Valley area transportation study. September 17. Prepared by Lee Engineering, Inc.
and Logan Simpson & Dye, Phoenix, AZ.)

Although the new county traffic infonnation is only relevant to the No-Action Alternative
and does not change the conclusions of the EA or Reclamation's determination of impact
significance under the proposed action, the relevant text and figure changes in the EA have
been made to reflect the most recent transportation information available and to address this
comment. Del Webb's recent decision to reduce the number of dwelling units by 2,000
indicates that the NYATS traffic modeling now likely overestimates The Villages' probable
contribution to future area traffic conditions.

4-13. The EA indicates that construction in the pipeline corridor would have no effects on
significant archaeological sites, Indian Trust Assets, or traditional cultural properties. The
potential for discovery ofsubsurface resources is always a possibility for projects involving
excavation or trenching. Reclamation has consulted with the Arizona State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory CoWlcil on Historic Preservation (ACHP) as
required by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. A Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) among Reclamation, ACHP, and SHPO includes discovery provisions.

Evaluation of cultural resources in The Villages development area under the No-Action
Alternative is based on an archaeological survey conducted for the entire site in 1994. After
conferring with the ACHP and SHPO, Reclamation defined the Area of Potential Effects
(APE) to include The Villages development area for purposes of compliance with
Section 106 ofthe NHPA. Reclamation has had extensive communication, including field
visits, with the ACHP, SHPO,lndian tribes, and other affected federal and state agencies.
Reclamation, with SHPO concurrence, has determined that six (6) archaeological properties
are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and has recommended a
historic property avoidance and !realment plan as part of the MOA among Reclamation, the
ACHP, and SHPO. All parties have agreed with stipulations presented in the trealment plan
and MOA. Del Webb will comply with provisions ofthe treatment plan. Execution of an
MOA among Reclamation, the SHPO, and the ACHP indicates Reclamation's satisfaction
ofits historic resource identification, evaluation, and mitigation obligations.

4·14. While potential environmental impacts associated with The Villages development are
presented under the No-Action Alternative, impacts associated with The Villages are not
considered either direct or indirect effects of Reclamation's proposed action for the purpose
ofdetermining whether that action will have "significant" envirorunental effects. The effects
ofThe Villages are relevant, however, as part of the background. or context, against which
the incremental, or cumulative, effects ofReclamation's action are assessed. The discussion
ofthe No-Action Alternative also provides a baseline against which the proposed action is
evaluated. Please refer also to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance
Approach", above. On pages 3-38 to 3-40, the EA addresses visual impacts as well as
possible growth effects that could occur in The Villages area associated with schools, law
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enforcement, fire protection, sewage service and solid waste disposal, water supply, and
recreation resources.

4-15. The EA swnmarizes the results ofa feasibility study for evaluation ofalternative systems for
the conveyance of leased settlement water (Bookman-Edmonston Engineering, Inc. 1996;
referenced on page 6-1 of the EA) prepared as part of Del Webb's water delivery system
planning. Please refer to response to comments 4-6 and 4-7 and the "Response to Comments
on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above, lltis report is part of the public record and is
available upon request.

The EA indicates on pages I-I and 1-2 that "[i]n 1994, the Ale-Chin Indian CommWlity,
United States of America, and Del Webb agreed to an Option and Lease Agreement for
provision of between 6,000 and 10,000 aflyr of leased settlement water .. ,n Because the
intent of the lease agreement was to provide a contractually agreed upon amount of water to
Del Webb, because the Ale-Chin Indian CommWlity is congressionally authorized to lease
surplus settlement water, and because viable alternatives to the leased supply exist,
consideration of a lesser amount ofwater is not reasonable and does not meet the objectives
of the proposed action. Del Webb decided to exercise its option for 10,000 affyr in
December 1996. Further, evaluation of effects under the No-Action Alternative are based
on the approved Villages master plan, which will not vary based on which water supply
option is selected. Presentation ofalternative water supply options in Appendix A of the EA
supports Reclamation's belief that it is reasonable to conclude that development of The
Villages would occur in the absence of the proposed federal action.

4-16. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.
We would like to point out the EA on page 3-7, paragraph one, addresses the issues of flood
flows at The Villages:

Construction of this residential area is not expected to substantially increase the
volumes and peak rates of stannwater runoff to natural drainage channels because
the requirements of the FCDMC have been incorporated into the Master Drainage
Plan. These requirements limit peak runoff rates and require the use of
retention/detention basins to provide for runoff control.

4-17. The EA indicates on page 3-4, third paragraph, that temporary construction-related effects
on water quality from the provision of settlement water WIder the Option and Lease
Agreement and the associated water delivery system would be minor:

... because surface flows are infrequent, construction activities would require
a relatively small amoWlt of soil disturbance, the activities would be
temporary, and the potential release of contaminants could be minimized by
following nonnal construction practices.

The water delivery system would have no direct effects on groundwater resources, and use
of a surface water supply delivered through the pipeline could benefit the groundwater
aquifer by providing a renewable surface water source rather than relying on individual
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groundwater wells for a potable water supply. The No-Action Alternative water quality
analysis, which includes The Villages discussion, is presented on pages 3-5 to 3·7 of the EA.
The use of Colorado River water for municipal and industrial uses in central Arizona was
evaluated by Reclamation as part of the "Environmental Impact Statement on Water
Allocations and Water Service Contracting-Central Arizona Projecf' (Bureau ofReclamation
1982). TheEIS concluded that "... CAP water from the Colorado River is expected in many
instances to be of better quality than the existing sources ofgroundwater in central Arizona."
The final EA has been revised to address this concern.

4-18. The Endangered Species Act (ESA), discussion in Section 5.1 of the EA, has been revised
to indicate that the requirements of the ESA have been met. Please refer also to response to
comment 4-8.

4-19. Reclamation has considered the possible actions related to the proposed action, such as other
regulatory permit processes. These related actions are summarized in the EA in Section 5.0,
"Consultation and Coordination", and include among others, Clean Water Act compliance,
Endangered Species Act compliance and consultation, and NHPA Section 106 compliance.
The current Desert HillslI-17 interchange improvements being carried out by the State of
Arizona do not include Federal Highway Administration funding (Duarte pers. comm.
ADOT, July 23, 1997). See also response to comment 4-12, second to last paragraph.

4-20. The EA discloses the possible cumulative impacts ofthe proposed action on pages 3-40 to
3-43 and concludes that providing leased settlement water under the Option and Lease
Agreement and constructing and operating the proposed water delivery facilities would not
be expected to result in substantial incremental impacts in light ofthe other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable actions in the area (page 3-42, fifth paragraph). Please refer also to
response to comment 4·1 and the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance
Approach" above.

4-21. Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments 4-8 and 4·10. Reclamation has
made a"no effect" determination for listed species, which has not been disputed by USFWS.
No wetlands would be affected by the provision of settlement water Wlder the Option and
Lease Agreement and construction and operation of the proposed water delivery facilities.
It should be noted that loss of wetlands alone does not necessarily require that an EIS be
prepared. Although Del Webb has sought a Section 404 permit for impacts on certain
nonwetland waters of the United States, an EIS still would not necessarily be required. EAs
are often prepared to meet the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' NEPA compliance
requirements for issuance of dredge/fill permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

4-22. Reference in the EA to Reclamation's Water Allocations and Water Service Contracting­
Central Arizona Project final EIS is intended to indicate that additional infonnation related
to growth effects from use of water delivered through CAP facilities has been previously
evaluated by Reclamation and is relevant to this process. Reclamation has not "tiered" its
EA analysis off the previous CAP fmal EIS. Please refer also to response to comment 4-1
related to major federal actions.
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4-23. Reclamation has provided for substantial public involvement before and during preparation
of the draft EA. As indicated in the EA on pages 5-4 and 5-5, Reclamation conducted a
public seoping meeting at New River Elementary School on November 2, 1996. The
meeting was attended by more than 60 people, of whom approximately 15 provided oral
comments on the scope and content of the draft EA. During the meeting, Reclamation
announced it would extend the deadline for written comments to December 13, 1996. A
second notice regarding the public scoping comment period extension was sent to over 300
recipients on November 12, 1996. Reclamation received and considered approximately 68
comment letters from agencies and members of the public regarding the scope and content
of the draft EA. Reclamation also provided for an open public forum to hear comments on
the draft EA during the June 28, 1997 public bearing. Reclamation provided notices of the
draft EA public hearing in four local newspapers and sent notices and copies of the draft EA
to members of the public requesting a copy and those individuals on Reclamation's
distribution list (over 300 people). During the public hearing, Reclamation heard oral
comments from 25 members of the public and received comments on 24 comment cards.
Reclamation also extended the draft EA conunent period deadline beyond the 30-day
requirement to September 8,1997. Reclamation's public scoping and involvement program
for the EA bas met and exceeded the requirements of NEPA and its implementing
regulations.

4-24. Reclamation, as lead agency forNEPA compliance, determined the scope of the EA and has
reviewed and independently verified the information contained in the EA. Reclamation, as
lead agency, selected the NEPA compliance consultant. Reclamation is responsible for the
content of the EA.

4-25. Reclamation has provided adequate notices for scoping and public review meetings and has
gone beyond the requirements of NEPA in providing an open forum for comment on the
scope and content of the draft EA. Reclamation provided public notices on October 17,
1996, to 265 interested agencies, organizations, and persons before the November II, 1997
EA scoping meeting, and provided a notice of the scoping process and public meeting in the
Federal Register on October 15,1996 (Volume 51, No. 200). A second notice regarding an
extension of the public scoping process to December 13, 1996, was sent to over 300
recipients on November 12, 1996. Reclamation also provided adequate public notice of the
June 28, 1997 draft EA public hearing to over 300 individuals on Reclamation's distribution
list. Please refer also to response to comment 4-23.

4-26. As lead federal agency for this action. Reclamation bas the authority and responsibility for
determining the scope of the NEPA document, with input from affected and interested
federal, state, and local agencies and the affected public.

4-27. CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1508.27) indicate that in detennining the significance of an
impact, the context and intensity ofthe impact should be considered. When considering the
intensity of an impact., two of the ten considerations listed in subpart b. (4) and (6) include:
the degree to which the effects on the quality of the hwnan environment are likely to be
highly controversial and the degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future
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actions with significant effects or represents a decision 10 principle about a future
consideration.

These two factors are only a part of the overall consideration that must occur in determining
significance and considered alone do not imply a requirement for an EIS. In fact,
Reclamation's NEPA Handbook (October 1990) specifically states, " ...the presence of
controversy does not mean an E1S is automatically required." (Chapter 2, p. 2-8). With
regard to precedent,. Reclamation always evaluates what is the appropriate level of and
approach to NEPA compliance for every potential federal action on a case-by-case basis, by
applying the guidance found in its NEPA Haodbook aod the CEQ regulations. Accordingly.
Reclamation does not view its application of NEPA in this case as precedent-setting, but
rather the application ofour standard procedures to a unique set of facts. Our experience in
dealing with other water transfers of CAP allocations or other Reclamation water contracts
has been that each proposal is unique. Therefore, we will continue to approach each situation
on a case-by..case basis.

4-28. This comment is a summary of the preceding comments. Please refer to the previous
responses to comments in this letter and the "Response to Comments on the NEPA
Compliance Approach", above.
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SY !AX (602) 395-3733

Phoe~ Are~ Of~ice

ATTN: PV.O-:SOO
Bu~e~ O~ Rec~amaticn

P.C_ Box 9960
P!>oeni..><. AZ.. 85068,0580

as: !>~ae BIrviraDC!e.O~Assas~t (HA) - Ak-Cb.:.z1 Option and Lease
Agree7"'l~nt

We be~ieve 'Cb.a:: tbe :1:::8~, n.. is. de:fi.cient: I and t.hat a
Bnvircmme~t:a1. ~':Dpac~ S=2!:':.~t ;,S legall.y requi.=ed for
fol~~~~ reasons. .

::eull
the

In 2.g9~, ehe Ak-Cb.i.::l Ccm::J.lIli~y, Del WE:bb and the United Sta'C2s
a?,~ to a.c. option end. lease agreer..ent under w~ch Del Webb wcu.l(l
reoeive between 6. 000 aDd J.O .. OOO acre feet of water 'Per ye~ to
supp~y p!.p"'i"ed devel.cptDeJlc at 't.he Villages _ T.b.e &.g=ee:ment
expressly p:ovides that no .acer ~ be delive~ed unless Del Webb
obtains Pi..na.l !::1vi=onmenca.l Clearance from. the U"cited Sta't:es. It
furthe:r prav':"des that: FinC Enn!"canen:t2.l Clearance II-.ri.ll. be based
upon an analysis o~ the e!:l:vi:o::an&ntal impacts of the CCClpaIly 's 5-1
P~a:lS '!or o:aking and using- ::..ei5.s6d Settlemen~ Water t ~ acco=dance
with the NaticmaJ.. .8::lvir::u:::me:.~al Policy Ace lf J.greement: ~ LS
(empb.asis added). Contrary to the explicit tenus of t!l9 ag:e2:ne!lt t

~e :aureau is i~~=i:lS' the ~ronceI:!.tl!l. it!l?ac:.s of the use of ~e
:Leased water r aIld limit.:.n.g cb.e scope of t.he ~-.oomne."1taJ. ane.lysis
t:o impaots associ&~ed wi~ co~cr~ction ot del~very and treatment
facilities.

Nc~ ot:.ly d.oes 5"'J.ch a=. ~p~ach viola.te tbe agreemenc r !:Jut also
it also vioLi.tes ~PA. No e"""".lro:c:mentiiJ. anaJ.ysis wa5 prepa:ec1 a~

the :~ the ~ease ag::e~t was p~posed &o.d executed. '!'be oublic
"''"as assured tha'C such en ~~y.sis was unnecessary at: tbat - cime,
because the agreement:. ~1.ici:..ly =eqt.rlred ;:u:L envi=o=ne.nt2.l
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Letter 5: Response to Comments made by Arizona Center for Law in tbe Public Interest

5-1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above,
and pages I-I to 1-3 ofthe EA for an explanation ofReclamation's NEPA approach. Please
refer also to responses to comments 3-1 and 4-7 regarding the issue of alternative water
supply options presented in Appendix A ofthe EA.

5-2. Please refer to response to comment 4-20 and the "Response to Comments on the NEPA
Compliance Approach", above.

5-3. The EA evaluates the direct. indirect. and cumulative effects of the proposed action.
However, The Villages has been detennined not to be an effect of Reclamation's action.
Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.
The EA also summarizes the environmental effects that would result from The Villages
development in its analysis of the No-Action Alternative, Please refer generally to
Section 3.0, "Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences", of the EA.

Ak.(;hin Option "nd Lease Agnel7M/l1
Final £"",iro_nl,,1 Asuu"ulIIl H-59

Appendix H. Comments Oft the Draft £A ond RupallSts
No~mMr 1997



LETTER 6

In Reply Refer To:

AESO/FA
970579

United States Depanment of the:1:.~,~.. ~::-::--+;n=sM~..'f;;'-~II't'~:u~TE:
Fish and Wildlife Service : '!I":::~ .., ,-":-;-~~'-':"'7.,:-'--+.I~

. ~-'-"'-..L.L.
Arizona Ecological Services Field Offic:

2321 w. Royal P:lim Road, Suite 103 .
Phoenix. ArilDna 85021-4951 L.

(602) ~'!'r-O Fu (60'2) 640-ZT.10 ==~,~;:;,::--;,--,;..;r:r.';:-C'i0:::";:"-:,:,,,\;;-,_. '
~.' • _ , ,11[;:./
G . -~.-;/. -" ..

June 12. 1997 :: -", / - ;~~~~

::

Field SupervisorFRONl:

MEMORANDUM t: < -

f , .... ~,~::- ••• ":.":'" ---..:.-:---=a .:;
-:~~. r 100..-. .~.

Chief, Environmental Resource Management DMSi~lJI..eau.of Reelamation,, .'( .
Phoenix, Arizona =:::.'E:,',~:-r~.~,:-_d"-'-_-~f::::':""'~2<_ l"'_-

_'_:_"_Jl'-,-;fiJ~__~/_':=-=._:'~_..: ,)
"":":A--

TO:

SUBJECT: Draft Environmenr:d Assessment (EA) on the Provision of Leased Ale-Chin Indian
Communiry Water to the Del Webb Corporation for Use at The Villages at Desen
Hills, Maricopa Counry, Arizona

The Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed tile subject EA and offers the following comments
for your consideration.

On November 6. 1996, the Service provided a memorandum to your Area Manager regarding
scoping issues for this EA. In that memorandum we stated that:

1) The Service does not believe the scope of analysis for this EA should exclude the
Villages as a consequence of the Federal approval to provide leased CAP water
to Del Webb simply because Del Webb has alternative water supplies for their
development.

6-1

2) The Service believes that if Del Webb uses leased CAP water to develop the
Villages, the EA will need to include the impac~ of that development as a
consequence and result of this Federal action.

3) The conclusion and result of this Federal action is not only the delivery and
treatment facilities. but the use andlor development of the Villages.

The Service continues to believe this is a Federal action, tiered down from the 1982 CAP Water
Allocation and Water Service Conrracting Environmental Impact Statement. The Service
believes that this proposed action, including the Villages, is not only subject to the National
Environmental Policy Act but also subject to tile Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.
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The Service appreciates me opportunity to provide these comments. If you have any questions,
please contact Don Mett.

Sam F. Spiller

cc: Regional Director. Fish and Wildlife Service. Albuquerque. NM (GM:AZ)(AES)
Director. Arizona Game and Fish Department. Phoenix. AZ
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Letter 6: Response to Comments made by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sen-ice

6-1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.
Reclamation does not agree with USFWS' position. 1ms EA is not tiered from the 1982
CAP Water Allocations and Water Service Contracting EIS (please refer also to response to
conunent 4-22). The water being leased under the Option and Lease Agreement is water the
Ak-Chin Indian Community received as pan of its Water Settlement Act. Although this
water is Colorado River water, it has a higher delivery priority than CAP water.

Because the proposed action would not impound or divert, or modify surface streams as
described in the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA), Reclamation has determined
the FWCA does not apply. The proposed action is subject to the ESA; in compliance with
the ESA, Reclamation provided its BA. Impacts from development of The Villages were
considered in the BA as part of the analysis of cumulative effects, as required hy the ESA.
The BA concludes there would be no effect on federally listed threatened or endangered
species, including no cmnulative effect resulting from The Villages. Formal consultation
with USFWS under the ESA is not required. Reclamation has nevertheless provided
USFWS a copy of the BA and has solicited, received, and considered USFWS' comments
on the proposed action.
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LEITER 7

P.o BOl 42033-137
Phoenix, AZ 85080-2033

602-465-2695

WILL THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS ON
THE PUBLIC RECORD?

If Water Options are the Answer:

? Where are the signed, sealed, and delivered contracts for these other water sources?
? Why are the Bureau ~nd Del Webb wasting both taxpayer and Federal Agency time and money

if they really have four other water sources that don't require citizen or agency review? 7- ~

? How will this not set the precedent for everyone elsa to get out of having to do an EIS simply
by claiming they have other water sources when they apply to get federally administered CAP
water?

EIS on the Whole Project Being Avoided!

A full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required for federal actions that can result in impacts 7-')
on the public. We are the public! The Ak-Chin lease approval is a federal action! They are
required to do a fun-blown EIS!

The law says that potential impacts that must be evaluated, among others, are changes in land use
patterns, effects of changes in population growth, changes in population density, increased
traffic, increased air pollution, impacts on the quanttty and quality of water, negative economic
effects, effects on public health or safety, and destruction of ecosystems and wildlife habitats.

We all know that some of these negative impacts are already under way since the approval of this
project:

-- Changes in land use patterns: By getting our land use plan changed for themselves. the 7-3
precedent is set. Other big developers that want to do the same thing can·t be tumed down
anymore.

-- Changes in population growth: Until Webb got our land use plan changed. the projected
population for aUf area by 2010 was for fewer than 10,000 people. When Webb got their way.
the population projec::::m in the land use plan was modified to over 100,000 people for our area
by 20101

-- Changes in popUlation density: Our land use plan previously allowed a maximum of one home
per acre until Weob gO! it changed for themselves to allow 6 to 12 homes per acre. The
precedent has been sst for the county to continue to approve more of these denSity changes!

The remaining impacts af: soon on their way in our community:

-- Increased Traffic: '7':-:is project alone will put 40,000 more cars on the reads in our area caily.
-- Increased Air Pollution: This project will ruin our clean air and add to the a)reaay serious

pollution rating in Mar.::opa County



- Quantity and quality of water: Del Webb can use as much groundwater as they want. huncred I

of millions of gallons. They can go down to 1,500 fe9t to get it. What will that 00 to our well
water?

-- Negative economic effects: Our taxes will go up to pay for the additional 13 schools that 'Nill
be needed. to pay for additional police and fire protection, and for the enonnous inf;-astructur'e
and freeway expansion costs that 'Nill result. We know that Webb won't be paying for these
things in the future. jest as they haven't been paying their fair share of propeny taxes aU along. 7-3
at 25 cents an acre per year.

- Effects on pUblic health or safety: Violence. drugs, gangs and other crimes from 50,000 more
people will endanger our safety and destroy the rural lifestyle of our entire community. Our
health will be directly impacted by the destruction of our air quality, and health care costs will rise
as a result.

-- Destruction of ecosystems and wildlife habitats: Del Webb will completely bulldoze and
scrape every living thing from the desort floor to build their homes. E....en the Draft EA tells us
on page 3-4 that ·inad....ertent release of construction materials. such as fuels and oil-based
materials~ ..... could affoct aquatic organisms and wildlife and have downstream impaets.~

? Ask them why is Del Webb trying to get out of doing a full EIS on tho entire project?
? Ask the Bureau officials why they are intentionally .... iolating the law and making it easy for Del 7-4

Webb to circumvent full en ....ironmental compliance?

We already know why... 3ecause Webb will not get federal appro....al of the Ak-Chin CAP water
lease if they are forced t~ play by the rules!

Groundwater

Webb can use unlimited amounts of our groundwater. Thrs is fact, not conjecture. The same
stipulation 'r" that prohibi,s them from using groundwater for golf courses, residential, commercial.
and industnal uses. places no limit on how much groundwater or time they can use to build their
water and waste treatment fadlities. throughout the property (5,661 acres).

Webb has applied to AOWR to drill 2 more wells on the property to pump 200 acre feet or
65,170.200 gallons of g:-oundwater in just the first two years. They claim they need 150 gallon per 7-5
minute (gpm) pumping caoacity to build the water deli....ery system.

? What guarantee is there that any well they drill can produce 150 gpm? How many wells will they
end up with while lool\ing for that magical pumping power'?

? Ask them to pro....e that using 65.170.200 gallons (200 acre feet) of our groundwater just to
start with won't ha....e any effect on our wells.

? Ask them why they nEed to pump our groundwater to build a pipeline. when they should be
getting the water through the pipeline as they build it!

? Ask them why they also need 48.877,650 gallons (150 acre feet) of our groundwater for initial
construction and inte~m public uses as pro....ided in zoning stipulation -r'?

Submit your written comments, concerns, and encouragement tor a full-blown [IS on the entire
project prior to July 14, 1997 to:

Mr. Bruce ElIIs.Chief. EnvfronmentaJ Resource Management Division
P.O. Bo, 9980
Phoenix. AI. 85068-0980
Ann: PXAD-1500

Please contact SNRCfor more information or to find out how you can help!
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Letter 7: Response to Comments made by the Save New River Coalition

7-1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.
The EA presents substantial evidence that at least one of the alternative water supply options,
as presented in Appendix A, would be available for The Villages development in the absence
of the proposed action. Although Reclamation is aware that finalized contracts to secure the
viable water supply options have not been ohtained by Del Webb, a reasonable effort has
been made to show that other feasible options do exist. It is unreasonable to expect or
require that Del Webb obtain multiple finalized contracts solely to demonstrate that water
supply options are viable. Please refer also to responses to comments 3-1 and 4-7 regarding
Del Webb's preference for the Ak-Chin settlement water and response to comment 4-27
regarding precedence.

7-2. Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment 4-1 and the "Response to Conunents
on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

7·3. Please refer to response to the '"Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance
Approach", above. Reclamation has evaluated the full range of impacts that could result
from providing settlement water under the Option and Lease Agreement and construction and
operation of the proposed water delivery facilities under the discussion of the Proposed
Action in Section 3.0 of the EA and has evaluated effects of The Villages under the
No-Action Alternative. Infonnation on The Villages has also been provided under the
cumulative impacts discussion because The Villages is part of the background of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions against which the incremental effect of the
proposed action is measured. Analysis ofThe Villages' effects includes discltSsion ofeffects
related to water resources; vegetation, wildlife and special-stahlS species; cultural resources;
air quality; noise; traffic and circulation; and land use and visual resources.

7-4. Please refer to the uResponse to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

7-5. The final EA has been modified to include additional information related to interim use of
groundwater in The Villages development area under the No·Action Alternative. The June
1997 draft EA did not make complete reference to Stipulation "rn and has been corrected to
indicate that except for water needed for construction of the main water delivery pipeline and
water and wastewater treatment facilities. the interim pumping of construction groundwater
shall not exceed a maximum construction period of 18 months nor a maximum amount of
150 acre-feet (at). Additional interim supplies may be pumped for construction of the
pipeline and are currently estimated to be approximately 50 af, although this amount is not
restricted by Stipulation "rn.

Adverse effects on surrounding wells are unlikely because two primary water·bearing units
exist beneath The Villages site. an upper unit from 300 to 700 feet below land surface and
a lower unit from l. l 00 to 1,500 feet or more below land surface. Separating these two units
are poorly permeable horizons of dolomite, clay, silt, and basalt flows. The surrounding
residences pump water from wells typically 500 feet in depth from the upper unit. Del Webb
would pwnp interim groundwater for pipeline construction from the lower unit. Because of
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the poor penneability of the horizons separating the upper and lower w1its. no detectable
impacts are expected on surrounding wells from Del Webb pumping water for construction.
The final EA has been revised to include additional infonnation regarding use of
groundwater during construction.

Stipulation "r" as presented in the Plan of Development for The Villages at Desert Hills also
states on page 81 that "All interim pumping of groundwater shaIl comply with ADWR's
regulations providing for protection ofexisting groundwater users in the area. At a minimum
this interim supply ofgroundwater shall be recharged into the aquifer as soon as the recharge
facility described in the DMP has been fully permitted and constructed."

Ak·Chln OptlOf/ and uase Agrffment
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LETTERS

C!'flClAl ACT:OH BY
FII £COPY·,l JU£ ~WE

JUL 8 '97

1 July 1997

fvtr. Bruce Ellis, Chief
Environmental Resource Management Division
P. O. Box 9980
Phoenix, Arizona 85068-8080

Subject: Draft E.-\. Del Webb/Ak-Chin Water Farce

Dear Mr. Ellis:

The inflated Draft Environmental Assessment which references the option of leased Ak-Chin water to the
Del Webb Corp for delivery to the VLllages (nay, City) at Desert Hills is institUtionalized irresponsibility.
What's wrong with doing your job properly for once?

It's irrelevant that the great Del Webb Corporation claims to have other water sources.. however fraudulent.
What does that have to do with laying waste to some ofthe best remaining sections of the Great Sonoran
Desen in Maricopa County? They won't leave a living thing. Oora or bun&, remaining during construction
ofthe high density city with three waIer-guzzling golf courses.

The system is Uke a vending machine. Giant corporations (developer in this case) put money in one side and 8-1
out comes, on the other, favorable rulings and legislation fi"om the political establishment. Bureaus should
be a buffer between such shameful manipulations, but obviously your agency is in bed with the high-rolling
scoundrels.

This is not only a huge (city-making) project, but a precedent for an area W'ith vast areas of state land. In this
shameful fiasco, we all saw how easily the developers (nay destroyers) flimBam the politicians.

Ms. Eto exemplified your agency's anitude when she asked my wife, "Why are you doing this. Don't you
know you can't win?" Come on!

We demand you do your honest duty for once and order a. full EIS (Environment Impact Study.) It's the
least you can do.

~9W~
JohnJ. Ward
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Letter 8: RespoDse to Comments made by John J. Ward

8-1. Your comments on the merits of The Villages development are noted. Please refer also to
the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above, and response to
comment 3-1 related to the issue ofpreparing an EIS and the availability ofalternative water
supplies.
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Letter 9: Response to Comments made by Leo and Margie Stout

9-1. Your corrunents on the merits of the NEPA process and The Villages development are noted.
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Letter 10: Response to Comments made by Robert D. Cocke

l£hl. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach". above,
concerning Reclamation's EA approach and the need for an EIS. The analysis of the effects
of provision of settlement water under the Option and Lease Agreement, including
construction of the water delivery pipeline, contained in Section 3.0 of the EA, addresses
traffic, air quality, noise, water quality, wildlife habitat, culrural resources, land use, and
visual resource effects of the proposed action. The EA also provides a summary of the
environmental issues related to actions, including development of The Villages, that would
occur under the No-Action Alternative. The reference to an Inspector General opinion on
the proposed action is in error. No such opinion exists. The comments of the AGFD and
USFWS, and Reclamation's response are included in this Appendix (please refer to comment
letters 3 and 6).
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

Whereas, The Ak-Chin Indian Community (AlC) and Del Webb Corporation (Del Webb)
have requested the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) to provide leased settlement water to
Del Webb WIder the Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement; and

Whereas. Reclamation (phoenix Area Office) has detenmned that the provision of leased
settlement water under the Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement is an undertaking which
will have an effect, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.9(b), on historic properties eligible for
listing OD the National Register of Historic Places, and the State Historic Preservation Officer
has concurred with this detcnnination; and

Whereas, Reclamation has determined that the undertaking will have an effect on the
following eligible properties: archaeological sites AZ:T:4:1l9, AZ:T:4:121, AZ:T:4:122,
AZ:T:4:125, and AZ:T:4:128 (all ASM), and an indirect effect on archaeological site
AZ:T:4:124 (ASM); and

Whereas, Reclamation has consulted with the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) and the Advisory COWlcil on Historic Preservation (CoWlcil) pursuant to Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 4701) and the COWlcil's iroplementing
regulations 36 CFR Part 800; and

Whereas, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Ak-Chin Indian Community (AlC), Salt
River Piroa-Maricopa Indian Community (SRPMlC), Gila River Indian Community (GRlC),
Tohono O'odham Nation (TON), Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe (VPIT), Arizona State Land
Department (ASLD), Arizona State Museum (ASM), and Del Webb Corporation (DWC)
participated in the consultation and have been invited to concur in this Memorandwn of
Agreement (MOA); and

Now, Therefore, Reclamation, the SHPO, and the CoWlcil agree that the Wldertaking shall be
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the
effect of the undertaking on historic properties.

Stipulations

Reclamation will ensure that the following measures are carried out:

STIPULATION 1
Development and Implementation of a Historic Property Treatment Plan

Reclamation will ensure that a Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) is developed, in
consultation with the COWlcil, the SHPO, and concurring parties. The HPTP shall be
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and
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Historic Preservation. It shall be based on the data and results of the Class III (inventory)
cultural resource survey. consultation on traditional cultural properties, and field visits to the
sites by Reclamation archaeologists, SHPO, tribal representatives, and the developer's
archaeological consultant. Reclamation shall submit a draft HPTP to the SHPO, Council,
COE, AlC, SRPMIC, GRIC, TON, VPIT, ASLD, ASM, and DWC for a four week (28 days)
review period. Reclamation shall ensure that the HPTP is fmalized to address conunents by
those parties and then implemented.

At a minimum the HPTP shall address the following:

A. Avoidance plan for archaeological site AZ:T:4:124 (ASM) and that portion of site
AZ:T:4: 119 (ASM) that contains a traditional cultural property (TPC) as defined by tribal
representatives.

B. An archaeological data recovery plan for archaeological sites AZ:T:4: I19 excuding the
TPC, AZ:T:4:121, AZ:T:4:122, AZ:T:4:12S, and AZ:T:4:128 (all ASM). The plan shall
include discussion of the following:

1. Description of the eligible archaeological properties, including an explanation
of their significance;
2. Research topics and questions to be addressed, including theoretical orientation;
3. Field and analytical methods to be employed;
4. Data management techniques to be employed; and
S. Dissemination of data and results of the investigation, including draft and final
reports, number of final reports printed, and plans for their distribution;

C. A pLan for the pennanent curation of the project archaeological collection. including
artifacts, records, data, and other items, in a facility that meets the standards proscribed in 36
CFR part 79, Curation of Federally-owned and Adminisrered Archaeological Collections.

D. A schedule for implementation of the HPTP.

E. Native American Indian Tribes and Public involvement provisions.

I. Discussion of the views presented by Indian tribes. individual Native
Americans. and the general public on the identification. evaluation, and treatment of
historic properties;
2. Discussion of how their views have been addressed within the HPTP; and
3. Discussion of the proposed measures for continuing to involve the Native
American Indian tribes and the public in the future, including generation of a data
recovery report that is geared for the non-professional public

F. A plan for monitoring the effectiveness of the preservation mechanisms minimizing
future adverse effects on the historic properties.
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STIPULATION 2
Draft Data Recovery Report Review

Reclamation shall submit a draft technical report resulting from the implementation of
Stipulation I, to the SHPO, Council, COE, AlC, SRPMIC, GRIC, TON, ¥PIT, ASLD, ASM,
and DWe for review and comment. The reviewers shall have forty~five (45) days to respond
to Reclamation with comments. Failure to respond by any party within the comment period
shall not prohibit Reclamation from finalizing the report. Reclamation shall ensure that
comments received during the comment period are addressed in the fmal published version of
the report.

STIPULATION 3
Treatment of Human Remains and Associated Funerary Objects

Treatment of human remains and associated funerary objects shall follow the requirements and
specifications contained in an agreement document prepared under Arizona Law A.R.S. 41­
865. An agreement shall be flJlll1ized for any data recovery, or any feature studies. Human
remains shall not be disturbed prior to this agreement being in place.

STIPULATION 4
Discovery of Unknown Cultural Resources

Reclamation shall ensure that a plan for the treatment of historic properties discovered during
ground disturbing activities is prepared and implemented as part of the HPTP.

If cultural deposits are discovered during the project ground disturbing activities, Del Webb
shall cause a temporary halt to those activities that may affect such deposits, and take steps to
ensure that the area of the discovery is protected and secured as specified in the plan, and
shall immediately notify Reclamation. Reclamation shall, within 72 hours, notify the COWlcil,
SHPO. and concurring parties of the nature of the discovery and the proposed treatment,
which shall be in accordance with to the HPTP-Discovery Plan; written confirmation will
follow within seven (7) days from the discovery. Reclamation shall seek comment from all
parties on the proposed treatment plan. Reclamation shall eosme that the treatment plan is
then implemented, but no later than seven (7) days from the notification to Reclamation.

In addition, discoveries made during project groWld disturbing activities on state land,
including discoveries of human remains, shall be treated according to Arizona Law A.R.S.
§41-844.

STIPULATION 5
Curation

Reclamation shall ensure that all materials and records resulting from the implementation of
this agreement are curated in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79, except where an alternative
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·
plan for disposition of human remains and associated funerary objects is developed in
accordance with Stipulations 3 and 4.

STIPULATION 6
Archaeological Report Dissemination

Reclamation shall ensure that all final archaeological reports resulting from actions pwsuant to
this agreement will be provided to the Council, SHPO, concurring parties and interested
public. Reclamation shall ensure that the reports are responsive to contemporary professional
standards, and to the Department of the Interior's FoTmilt Srafllillrds for Final Reports of DaIa
Recovery Program (42 FR 5377-79).

STIPULATION 7
Professional Qualifications

Reclamation shall ensure that all historic preservation work carried out pursuant to this
agreement is conducted by or under the supervision of a person(s) meeting the minimwn
requirements for professional historic preservation personnel described in the Secretary of the
Imerior's Professional QualificaIions Stafllillrds (48 FR 44738-44739).

STIPULATION 8
Dispute Resolution

Should any party to this agreement, Native American Indian Tribe, or member of the public
object within 30 days to any actions proposed or carried out pursuant to this agreement,
Reclamation shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the objection. Reclamation shall
notify the SHPO of any objection. If Reclamation determines that the objection cannot be
resolved. Reclamation shall forward all docwnentation relevant to the dispute to the Council.
Within 30 days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council will either:

a. Provide Reclamation with recommendations, which Reclamation will take into
account in reaching the fmal decision regarding the dispute; or

b. Notify Reclamation that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.6 (b), and
proceed to comment. Any Council comment provided in response to such a request
will be taken into accOWlt hy Reclamation in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6(3)(2)
with reference to the subject of the dispute.

Any recommendation or comment provided by the Council will be understood to pertain only
to the subject of the dispute; Reclamation's responsibility to carry out all actions under this
agreement that are not subject of the dispute will remain unchanged.
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STIPULATION 9
Amendment of this Agreement

Reclamation, the Council, or the SHPO, may request that the MOA be amended, whereupon
they will cOQsuJt io accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5(e)(5).

STIPULATION 10
Termination of this Agreement

Reclamation, the Council, or the SHPO may terminate the MOA by providing thirty (30) days
notice to the other parties, provided that the parties wiJl consult during the period prior to
termination to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination.
In the event of termination. Reclamation will comply with 36 CFR Part 800.4 through 800.6.

Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement and implementation of its terms evidence that
Reclamation has afforded the CO\U1cil an opportunity to comment on The Villages at Desert
Hills Development and its effects on historic properties, and that Reclamation has taken into
account the effeclS of the undertaking on historic properties.

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON mSTORIC PRESERVATION

By: (-I)~ 1Ci-~J2
John Fowler, Executive Director

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Date:

ACT1N~Y:=-_-=,~~iLi~f::Z.---l...:.~~~;:)l.:-=- Date: / fl/;r/197
Thomas bey, Area Manager, Phoenix'-Area Office I

ARIZONA STATE mSTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

~ ~'By: lA.l'[.,~,
] es Gamson, State Historic Preservation Officer
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CONCUR

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

By: Dalc:-:- _
Robert L. Dsvia Colonel. CoIpo ofEoginec:r>, District Engi"""

AK-CHIN INDIAN COMMUNITY

By:._--;-;-:=,...---:-:-_-::;;--:-- DlIIz:: _
HODDIlII>Ie William Antone, OI8innan

SALT RIVER PIMA·MARICOPA INDIAN COMMUNITY

l!y:_---,.,.....-_--:_o-- Datc:. _
HoDOI8blc IVlID MIkd. President

GILA RIVI!R INDIAN COMMIINITY

By:::-_:-:-=-:::-_--;;- Datc:. _
HonDnlbI. Mary Thomas, Govnmor

roHONO O'ODHAM NATION

By: DlIIz::
Honorubl. Edward O. Man..!, Chainnlm .------

YAVAPAJ·PRIlSCOIT INDIAN TRIBE

By:::-:---;.,.....-,...--=-~-=-__:----- Date:. _
Honorable Stan Rice, Jr., President

ARIZONA STATE LAND DEPARTMENT

By: Date:
J. Dennis Wells, State Land Commissioner '------

ARIZONA STATE MUSEUM

By: Date:
nr=-."'";Qno:--rg-.-;"J."'";Gum:---c:rman.----:O:::irncto,...-:-r----- ,------
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DEL WEBB CORPORATION

By: Dm..· _
Aune L. Mariucci, Salior Vi",,"P=id<al
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Appendix F. Common Conversion Factors to Metric Units





Common Conversion Factors
to Metric Units

Class Multiply: By: To Get:

Area acre 4047.0 m2

acre 0.4047 ha (10000 m2)
N2 0.0929 m2

yd2 0.8361 m2

mil 2.590 km2

Length I N 0.3048 • m

in 25.4 • mmI

I
mi 1.6093 km

yd 0.9144 • m

Volume
, It'

I
0,0283 m'I

I gal 3.785 L ••
j

I II OZ 29.574 mL ••

yd' 0.7646 m'

I acre ft 1233.49 I m'
Mass oz 28.35 , g

Ib 0.4536 kg
kip (1.000 Ib) 0.4536 tonne (1000 kg)

stal rn (2,0Il b)

I
907.2 kg

short ton 0.9072 tonne (1000 kg)

Density

I
Iblyd' I 0.5933

I
kglm'

IblN' 16.0185 kglm'

Pressure psi 6894,7 , Pa
J<sj 6.8947 MPa (N/mm2)

IblN2 47.88 Pa

Velocity IVs 0.3048 • mls

milh 0.4470 mls
milh 1.6093 kmlh

Ught

I
foolcandle

I
' 0.764 lux (Ix)

(lumenlf1Z1 (lumenlm2)

Temperature

I
'F It.

c
= (I .,"32)" ,81 'C

• Esael

•• BOlh 'L' and or may be used lor liler. Hew.....r. 'L" is prale,ud 50 as not 10 be confused wrttllhe numeral·'",
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(602) 506-6700 • [FAX) (602) 506-6862

(1'Drn..vp- '""uv__"

Se
° De ."

EoviroameDtal mees partmeat •
Field Services DiviliGn - Air Pollution Coatrol •••

giiie:

ApplicatioD for Eartb Moville Permit, DemolitioD &: Dust Coatrol Piau

Applic.aDt: 0 0v1rcr/0penlDr1 Lasec C GeaeraJIPrime Comrador [] DeYeIoper
LepI Busia5s Nm=: _

Addres&: _

City/SWclZip: _

Phone: Fax: _

Primary Omtae:t PelIon: _

POa orrIca VS1I ....,

IllK••.,.,.
--'1; •."~
he kid.

~I¥

N'_ 1W1_

lee

~obiJe Osite 0fIiireTitle PhOne PbD8I PhoDe _

PJupeay 0wurJ'GeDm1 CoDtnaDr _

PhoDc ~Pasoa T"* _
Pro°ect Location/Street AddrasNJresC Major :.....--------------------------Intencction: Cily _

Lep1 DesciiJAm (&am Pboea1r. MeuopoIJIaD Map Book): Towaship Rqe Section~·IUU. _

Size ofProject ill Acra (mcJude -&ins aDd IUdpfIe areas: Projca Stan Dale: _

Jl'ee Scbedale:

Is asbestos prescm? AHERA DetenniDatian made by Dale _

Has 10 Day NESHAP U Yes, Copy of 10 Day
Natifiation bceD submitIed? date: NatificatioD. orbed? DYes DNo SIart Dale:

Ia a&:aII"dImt.e witIa RIlle 310, Sect.... 401.2,. plat pIaD is nquiI'ed. Prmde • plot _ sbUh OD • 112 fa. ..,
11 in. ..... wIaicIa ;neW- die tobd. ara to be diItIIrW. IacJlnte SOIII"Ce5 of fuPiYe dust emi'BSicw OR tIae plat
pIaD. iIIdadiDe deIiftr7, traasport, uuI~ uas. Be SIR ID iDcludc 1iDar dimC"'ions bI fa:t OD plot plaa.
PumwIt 10 Rule 310. Sedion 303. a dust CODErOl plan is required widl my c:adbmoviDg app1ic:ation.

Additional measures and commeuts may be aaacbrd to this form. Pursuam ro IWIc 310, Section S03. records
of adIIa1 implClDCIUdon or application of Ihe$e ,,"sma must be majntainoJ daily aDd kept Oil sUe IDd made
available upon request by the CoatrOl Ofticer 01' desipeeo 1be records must be retaiaed for at II:aIt 3 yc:ars
by die pc:rmitt=.
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DUST CONTROL PLAN
Choose at least ODe measure as a primary RACM (Reasonably Available Control Meam~) per category.
Unless designated, any other control measure in the categoxy will be considered a contmgcucy or back·up
coDtrol measure. You may prepare your own plan 10 submit by following the guidelines in Rule 310, Section
401.

EartbmoYioc I DmnoUIlau (ie. ,treuching, rough gndiDg. flnal grading, landscaping. maEeriaJ handBag)
__ Condud watering as aeeessaty to prevcnl "isible emissions

Prewetaile--__Cease operations (eoD1iDge:ncy only. cannot be used as a primaJy 1lACM)

DisCurbed mrface III'eaJ
On Ibe last day ofactive operations aDd when active operatiODS will not occur for not more &ban. f1fteeJl days;
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INTRODUcnON

The Ak-Chin Indian Community, United States ofAmerica, and Del Webb Corporation (Del
Webb) have entered into an Option and Lease Agreement that would allow the Ak-Chin Indian
Community to lease between 6,000 and 10,000 acre-feet per year (afiyr) of water to Del Webb for
100 years. In December 1996, Del Webb chose to exe",ise its option for 10,000 afiyr. Delivery of
water under the Option and Lease Agreement requires final environmental clearance from the Bureau
of Reclamation (Reclamation), including compliance with the Endangered Species Act.

Del Webb plans to transport the leased water by constructing a 9-mile-Iong pipeline from
Waddell Canal south of Lake Pleasant to a future 5,661-acre master planned community-The
Villages at Desert Hills (The Villages)--that would be located approximately 3 miles north of the
Carefree Highway (State Route 74) and 7 miles east ofLake Pleasant in Maricopa County (Figure
1). The Villages would have a maximum of 16,526 residential units: predominantly single-family
detached homes built in low to medium densities. The planned average density for the entire project,
including some high density units, is 2.9 dwelling units per acre. Approximately 38% (2,150 acres)
of the development would be retained as open space (e.g., natural areas, parks and playfields, golf
courses, and equestrian trails). The Development Master Plan also calls for the preservation ofmajor
ephemeral drainages and hillsides with slopes greater than 15%.

In compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, tltis
Biological Assessment has been prepared to analyze the anticipated impacts on threatened and
endangered species that may result from Reclamation's approval of the Option and Lease
Agreement. Direct and indirect effects are reviewed for the pipeline construction, as well as possible
cumulative impacts from The Villages development.

PROJEcr DESCRIPTION

Reclamation proposes to provide leased settlement water under the Option and Lease
Agreement to Del Webb for municipal and industrial use. Del Webb would construct water
transmission facilities that would extend from Waddell Canal below Lake Pleasant to a new water
treatment plant at The Villages. Pipeline facilities would consist ofa buried pipeline with a turnout
structure, pumping plant, and above-ground storage tanks at the tenninus of the pipeline. The
transmission pipeline and appurtenant facilities would be designed to deliver 10,000 af/yr of surface
water. The water delivery system would eventually be connected to a distribution system that would
serve The Villages development.
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EXISTING RESOURCES

Pipeline Corridor: Waddell Canal to The Villages

Four habitat types are found in the pipeline corridor: Sonoran Deserrscrub (Brown 1982),
xeroriparian scrub, seasonal drainages, and disturbed areas (Figure 2). See Appendix B of the
Environmental Assessment for a list ofcommon and scientific names of plant and wildlife species
mentioned in the text.

SODono Desertscrub Plant Community

The proposed pipeline corridor and treatment plant would encompass approximately 94.5
acres of Sonoran Desertscrub habitat (Lower Colorado River Valley Subdivision) (Figure 2),
assuming the corridor would be 100 feet wide. The desertscrub community occurs on the proposed
pumping station site on Waddell Canal and continues along the transmission tower alignment to its
intersection with the fonner Reclamation haul road. 1ms community also exists on both sides of the
former Reclamation haul road and is found east ofNew River and the volcanic hills in the southern
portion of Section 21. The proposed 44-acre water treatment plant site is also within this habitat
type.

Vegetation

Sonoran Desertscrub occurs on the relatively undisturbed uplands within the pipeline
corridor. Dominant plant species include cholla cacti, creosote bush, velvet mesquite, ironwood,
saltbush, foothill palo verde, triangle-leaf bursage, and brittle bush. Annual grasses account for
most of the understory ground cover because of heavy grazing in the area.

Wildlife

The desertscrub community provides habitat for a variety of common wildlife species,
including desert cottontail, gila woodpecker, northern flicker, verdin, white-erowned sparrow, ruby­
crowned kinglet, and black-throated sparrow. Signs ofcoyote, mule deer, and ringtail have also been
observed (Jones & Stokes Associates 1996, SWCA 1997).
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Figure 2
Habitat Types and Seasonal Drainages
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Disturbed Habitat.

The proposed pipeline conidor would cross approximately 47,5 acres of disturbed
habitat along the haul road, at the Reclamation borrow site, and east of New River (Figure 2).

Vegetation

The haul road and borrow area are dominated by brittle bush, four-wing saltbush, desert
holly, Russian thistle, and triangle-leafbursage. Areas west ofNew River are heavily disturbed and
generally devoid of native vegetation.

Wildlife

The disturbed habitat lacks the diversity ofplant species and amount of cover required by
many wildlife species, but black-tailed hares, mourning doves, black·throated sparrows, homed
larks, and foraging red-tailed hawks have been observed along the haul road. Many of the same
wildlife species that occur in desertscrub habitats would be expected to occur occasionally in the
disturbed areas because these habitats are adjacent to one another.

Seasonal Drainages

The proposed pipeline alignment would cross 17 seasonal drainages (2 of the crossings are
at different locations in the same drainage [16 and 17]); therefore, a total of .27 acre would be
affected (Figure 2).

Vegetation

Common trees and shrubs observed in the seasonal drainages include catclaw acacia, foothill
palo verde, velvet mesquite, creosote bush, and triangle-leaf burnage. Drainages range from I to 15
feet wide; most are 10 feet wide or less. The five drainages crossing the haul road and borrow area
were substantially altered during Reclamation's earlier construction activities and, therefore, support
only sparse native vegetation.
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Wildlife

The seasonal drainages provide a temporary water source for wildlife species, but probably
do not contain standing water for sufficient durations to support amphibian breeding. Seasonal
drainages provide more cover than the surrounding desertscrub or disturbed habitats and can be
important movement corridors for wildlife species.

Xeroriparian Scrub Habitat

The proposed pipeline corridor would cross approximately 5.75 acres ofxeroriparian scrub
habitat in the New River channel (Figure 2).

Vegetation

The New River charmel is a mosaic of sandy and rocky substrates that are sparsely vegetated
and subject to periodic scouring flows. Common plants include burro brush, canyon ragweed,
sweetbush, and desert broom. Vegetation on small islands in the channel and on the western bank
of New River is morc dense and diverse. Species occurring in these areas include catclaw acacia.,
brittle brush, creosote bush, triangle-leaf bursage, canyon ragweed, desert broom, and foothill palo
verde. Saguaros occur in low densities between the former Reclamation haul road and the west bank
of New River. The east bank of New River is heavily disturbed and the sparse vegetation is
predominantly comprised of weedy annual species.

Wildlife

Wash habitats, such as New River, are important to wildlife because they edd diversity to the
landscape. Riparian and wash areas provide water. thermal and hiding cover. movement corridors,
and a greater diversity of nesting and feeding habitats for wildlife species. Common species found
in washes include phainopepla, warblers, mourning dove, northern flicker, Gila woodpecker, bats,
black-tailed jackrabbit, and desert cottontail.

The proposed pipeline corridor is located south ofpreviously proposed critical habitat for the
cactus fenuginous pygmy-owl, as listed in the December 12, 1994, Federal Register (59 FR 63975­
63986). A Final Rule, published March 10, 1997, in the Federal Register (62 FR 10730-10746)
stated. however, that designation ofcritical habitat in Arizona for the cactus ferruginous pygmy~wl
was Dot prudent.
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The Villages at Desert Hills

Vegetation

The 5.661-acre area proposed for development of The Villages master planned community
is covered by relatively undisturbed Sonoran Desertscrob habitat, including large expanses of both
the Arizona Upland and Lower Colorado River Valley Subdivision (Brown 1982) (Figure 3).
Dominant upland plants include velvet mesquite, foothill palo verde, triangle-leaf bursage, creosote
bush, brittle bush, and cholla cacti. Several ephemeral washes with velvet mesquite, ironwood,
desert broom, catclaw acacia., wolfberry, burro bush, blue palo verde, and bricklebush also occur on
the property (SWCA 1994). Upland habitats cover approximately 9oo/, (5,094 acres) ofthe area, and
xeroriparian habitats cover approximately 10% (567 acres) (SWCA 1994). In 1993, a wi1dlfire
burned 13% ofthe site, affecting mostly upland habitat. Hohokam agave, a state-protected species,
has been located in low densities on portions ofthe area.

Wildlife

A wide variety of common wildlife species frequently observed in Sonoran Desertscruh
habitat have been docwnented on The Villages property (SWCA 1994). In addition, special-status
wildlife species, such as the desert tortoise, femJginous hawk, and California leaf-nosed bat, are
known or expected to utilize habitats of the area (SWCA 1994).

SPECIES OF CONCERN

In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended,
Reclamation requested from the Fish and Wildlife SelVice a list of all endangered, threatened, and
proposed species that may occur in the project area (Maricopa County)(see Appendix C of the
Environmental Assessment). Fow species were subsequently determined to have the potential to
occur along the pipeline alignment or on The Villages property: American peregrine falcon, bald
eagle, cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, and southwestern willow flycatcher.

Analysis

A comparison of the habitats observed along the pipeline alignment with the habitat needs
of the federally listed species indicates that no suitable habitat or resources for these species occur
in the area. The American peregrine falcon, a wide-ranging migratory bird, is a possible transient
in the area, but a lack ofwater and nesting habitat (cliffs and steep slopes) would limit its use of the
affected habitat. Bald eagles nesting at the upper end of Lake Pleasant could occasionally forage in
the vicinity of the proposed pumping plant, but they are not expected to be affected by the proposed
pipeline because no bald eagle nesting or foraging habitat would be directly affected. No suitably
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Figure 3
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dense upland or riparian habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher or cactus ferruginous pygmy­
owl exists along the proposed pipeline corridor. Field surveys in 1994 and 1995, which used the
established survey protocol, also failed to locate pygmy-owls along the pipeline alignment at New
River (SWCA 1996, 1997).

Suitable nesting and breeding habitat for the American peregrine falcon and bald eagle does
not occur on The Villages development site; however, these species could be transitory through the
area. Although several large desert washes occur across the site, dense riparian habitat capable of
supporting southwestern willow flycatchers is absent. Potential habitat for the cactus femIginous
pygmy-owl does occur within some xeroriparian habitats on The Villages development site, but field
surveys have not documented the presence of this species (SWCA 1994, 1996). Some uplands
adjacent to the xeroriparian habitat do support a higher density of ironwood and saguaro; a common
characteristic ofknown pygmy-owl habitats around Tucson, Arizona. However, overall plant density
and vertical canopy structure is significantly lower than documented in the pygmy-owl habitats near
Tucson.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on field surveys, literature reviews, and on-site habitat assessments, Reclamation has
determined that approval of the water lease agreement among the Ak-Chin lndian Community,
United States of America, and Del Webb, and construction of a water delivery pipeline from the
Waddell Canal to The Villages would not affect federally listed species. No direct or indirect
impacts on listed species would occur from construction of the pipeline because no suitable habitat
for these species is present in the area. Furthennore, cumulative impacts from the development of
The Villages are not anticipated because no suitable habitat is present for the American peregrine
falcon, bald eagle, and southwestern willow flycatcher, and field surveys have located no cactus
ferruginous pygmy-owls in the area.
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Attachment A. Common and Scientific Names of Plant and Animal Species Mentioned in
the Biological Assessment

Plants

Common Name

Barrel cactus

Beavertail

Brittle bush

Burro brush

Canyon ragweed

Catc1aw acacia

Creosote bush

Desert broom

Desert holly

Englemann's prickly pear

Foothill palo verde

Four-wing saltbush

lronwood

Russian thistle

Saguaro

Saltbush

Strawberry hedgehog

Sweet bush

Teddy bear cholla

Tabosa grass

Triangle-leaf bursage

Velvet mesquite

Western honey mesquite

Notes:
• Salvage restricted protected native plants
b Salvage assessed native plants
"Harvest restricted protected native plants

Scientific Name

Ferocactus wisIizeni,"

Opuntia basi/oris

Enceliofarinosa

Hymenoclea salsola

Ambrosia ambrosioides

Acacia greggii var. arizonica

Larrea tridentata

Baccharis sarathroides

Amplex hymenelytra

Opuntia phaeacanthlt

Cercidium microphyllumb

Atriplex canescens

Olneya tesota

Sa/sola iberica

Cereus giganteuS-

Atrip/ex sp.

Echinocereus engelmannU-

Bebbiajuncea

Opuntia bigelov"'''

Hi/aria mutica

Ambrosia deltoidea

Prosopis velutind

Prosopis glandulosd



Common Name

Birds

American kestrel

American peregrine falcon

Bald eagle

Black-throated sparrow

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl

Desert mule deer

Gila woodpecker

Homed lark

Mourning dove

Northern flicker

Phainopepla

Red-tailed hawk

Ruby-crowned kinglet

Verdin

White·crowned sparrow

Southwestern willow flycatcher

Mammals

Black-tailed hare

Coyote

Desert cottontail

Kit fox (tracks)

Ringtail

Attachment A. Continued.

Animals

Scientific Name

Falco sparverius

Falco peregrinus anatum

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Amphispiza bilineata

Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum

Odocoileus hemionus crooki

Melanerpes uropygialis

EremophikJ alpestris

Zenaida macroura

Colaptes auratus

Phainopepla nitens

Buteo jamaicensis

Regulus calendula

Auriparus flaviceps

Zonatrichia leucophrys

Empidonax traillii extrimus

Lepus californicus

Canis latrans

Sylvilagus auduboni

Vulpes macatis

Bassariscus astulUs





Appendix C. Special-Status Plant and Wild~feSpecies
Known or witb Potential to Occur at tbe
Project Site





THE STATE OFARlZONA
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October 31, 1996

Ms. Stephanie Myers
Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.
2600 V Street
Sacramento, California 95818-1914

! -

Re: Special Status Species; Proposed Pipeline Project (Township 5
North, Range 1 East, Section 4; Township 6 North, Range 1
East, Sections 23, 24, 27, 33, 34; Township 6 North, Range 2
East, Sections 19-22) Arizona

Dear Ms. Myers:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed your
letter, faxed October 18, 1996, regarding special status species in
the vicinity of the above-referenced area, and the following
information is provided.

The Department's Heritage Data Management System has been accessed
and current records show that the special status species listed
below has been documented as occurring in the project vicinity.

COMMON NAME

bald eagle
California snakewood
Hohokam agave
lowland leopard frog
Sonoran desert tortoise

SCIENTIFIC NAME

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Colubrina californica
Agave murpheyi
Rana yavapaiensis
Gopherus agassizii

STATUS DEFINITIONS

STATUS

LT,WC,S
S
S,RS
WC,S
WC,S

LT - Listed Threatened. Species identified by the u.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) as being in imminent jeopardy of becoming Endangered.

WC .... Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona. Species whose
occurrence in Arizona is or may be in jeopardy, or with known
or perceived threats or population declines, as described by
the Department's listing of Wildlife of Special Concern in
Arizona (WSCA, in prep.). Species included in WSCA are
currently the same as those in Threatened Native Wildlife in
Arizona (1988).

An Equal OpponunllY Rca~onablc Accommodalion~ Agency



Ms. Stephanie Myers
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s - Sensitive. Species classified as "sensitive" by the Regional
Forester when occurring on lands managed by the U. S. D. A.
Forest Service.

HS - Highly Safeguarded. Those Arizona native plants whose
prospects for survival in this state are in jeopardy or are in
danger of extinction, or are likely to become so in the
foreseeable future, as described by the Arizona Native Plant
Law (1993).

In addition, the project occurs in the vicinity of proposed
Critical Habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (Glaucidium
brasilianum cactorum) (59 Federal Register 63975, December 12,
1994). We recommend contacting USFWS, at the address listed below,
for additional information regarding ESA and how it applies to the
pygmy-owl.

Mr. Sam Spiller
Field Supervisor
Arizona Ecological Services State office
U.S. Fish and wildlife Service
2321 West Royal Palm Road, Suite 103
Phoenix, Arizona 85021-4951
Phone: (602) 640-2720

At this time, the Department's comments are limited to the special
status species information provided above. This correspondence
does not represent the Department's evaluation of impacts to
wildlife or wildlife habitat associated with activities occurring
in the subject area. The Department would appreciate the
opportunity to provide such an evaluation when specific actions
become available.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information. If you
have any questions, please contact me at (602) 789-3606.

Sincerely,

-I19.d~
Nancy Olson
Project Evaluation Specialist
Habitat Branch

NLO:no

cc: Sam Spiller, Field Supervisor, Az E.S. State Office, USFWS
Kelly Neal, Regional Supervisor, Region VI, Mesa

AGFD# 10-18-96(06)



GUIDELINES FOR HANDLING SONORAN DESERT TORTOISES
ENCOUNTERED ON DEIIELOPMENT PROJECTS

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Revised November 29, 1993

Desert tortoises of the Sonoran population are those occurring
south and east of the Colorado River. Tortoises encountered on
short-term projects (less than one week). and not in a burrow
should be moved out of harm's way to adjacent appropriate habitat.
A tortoise should be moved no further than necessary, not to exceed
0.1 mile from its original location. If it is necessary to move a
tortoise more than 0.1 mile to safeguard that tortoise, the Arizona
Game and Fish Department (Department) should be contacted to place
the tortoise into a Department-regulated desert tortoise adoption
program. Moving a tortoise should be done quickly, handling the
tortoise as little as possible, while keeping the tortoise in an
upright position at all times. If more than one tortoise is to be
handled, separate disposable gloves should be worn for each one to
avoid potential transfer of disease between tortoises.

If a burrow of a specific tortoise is determined to be in jeopardy
of destruction, the tortoise should be relocated to the nearest
appropriate alternate burrow, as determined by a qualified
biologist. Failure to locate a suitable burrow nearby could mean
death for a tortoise, especially during May, June or July, before
the onset of the summer rains, or during the winter brumation
(hibernation) in December, January and February. If a suitable
burrow cannot be found nearby, the tortoise should be placed in an
adoption program.

Tortoises salvaged from projects which result in substantial
permanent habitat loss (e.g. housing and farm developments), or
those requiring removal during long-term (longer than one week)
construction proj ects, will also be placed in desert tortoise
adoption programs. Managers of projects likely to affect desert
tortoises should apply for a Department handling permit to
facilitate temporary possession of tortoises. Likewise, if large
numbers of tortoises (>S) are expected to be displaced by a
proj ect, the proj ect manager should contact the Department for.:
guidance and/or assistance.

Please keep in mind the following points:

• These guidelines do not apply to the Mohave population of
desert tortoises which are found to the north and west of the
Colorado River. Mohave desert tortoises are specifically
protect~d under the Endangered Species Act, as administered by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

• These guidelines are subject to revision at the discretion of
the Department. We recommend that the Department be contacted
during the planning stages of any project that may affect the
desert tortoise.

• Take, possession or harassment of a desert tortoise is
prohibited by state law. Unless specifically authorized by
the Department, or as noted above, project personnel should
avoid disturbing any tortoise.



In Reply Refer To:

AESOISE
2-21-95-1-468

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Arizona Ecological Services Field Office
2321 W. Royal Palm Road. Suite 103

Phoenix. Arizona 85021-4951
(602) ~2720 Fu. (602) 640-2130

October 23, 1996

u.s.
naMAWILDUn:

=
Ms. Stephanie Meyers
Jones & Stokes Associates
2600 V Street
Sacramento, California 95818

RE: Feasibility Study for Pipeline Project North of Phoenix, Arizona

Dear Ms. Meyers:

This letter responds to your telephone request of October 18. 1996, for a list of species which
are listed as threatened, endangered, or are proposed to be listed as such under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), which may potentially occur in this project area
(Maricopa County). The enclosed list may include candidate species as well. In the past, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has provided project-specific species lists and infonnation.
However, staff reductions no longer pennit us to provide this detailed level of assistance. We
regret any inconvenience this may cause you and hope the enclosed county list of species will
be helpful. In future communications regarding this project, please refer to consultation number
2-21-96-1-291.

The enclosed list of the endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species includes all
those potentially occurring anywhere in the county, or counties, where this project occurs.
Please note that this project area may not necessarily include all or any of these species. The
infonnation provided includ~s general descriptions. habitat requirements, and other infonnation
f~r ':3.ch species on the Us!. Also 0n tlt.e en':!I)~ed list i." tllp. CQt!~ of F'!d'!r3.1 F,=gu!at!!lns (CFR)
citation for each listed or proposed species. Additional infonnation can be found in the CFR
and is available at most public libraries. This information should assist you in determining
which species mayor may not occur within this project area. Site-specific surveys could also
be helpful and may be needed to verify the presence or absence of a species or its habi~t as
required for the evaluation of proposed project-related impacts.

Endangered and threatened species are protected by Federal law and must be considered prior
to project development. If the action agency detennines that listed species or critical habitat may
be adversely affected by a federally funded, pennitted, or authorized activity, the action agency
must request fonnal consultation with the Service. If the action agency determines that the
planned action may jeopardize a proposed species or destroy or adversely modify proposed
critical habitat. the action agency must enter into a section 7 conference with the Service.
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Candidate species are those which are being considered for addition to the list of threatened or
endangered species. Candidate species are those for which there is sufficient information to
support a proposal for listing. Although candidate species have no legal protection under the
Act, we recommend that they be considered in the planning process in the event that they
become listed or proposed for listing prior to project completion.

If any proposed action occurs in or near areas with trees and shrubs growing along watercourses,
known as riparian habitat, the Service recommends the protection of these areas. Riparian areas
are critical to biological community diversity and provide linear corridors imponant to migratory
species. In addition, if the project will result in the deposition of dredged or fill materials into
waterways or dredging in waterways, we recommend you contact the Anny Corps of Engineers
which regulates these activities under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

The State of Arizona protects some plant and animal species not protected by Federal law. We
recommend you contact the Arizona Game and Fish Department and the Arizona Depanment
of Agriculnuc for State-listed or sensitive species in this project area.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Tom Gatz.

Sincerely,

~Lf
~F. Spiller

Field Supervisor

Enclosure

cc: Director, Arizona Game and Fish Deparunent, Phoenix, AZ



USTED, PROPOSED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES FOR THE FOU.OWlNG COUNTY:

3121/96

Maricopa

LISTED TOTAL= 13

NAME: ARIZONA AGAVE AGA VE ARIZONICA

STAruS: ENDANGERED CRrneAL H.'.SITAT: No RECOVERY PlAN: No CFR: 49 FR 21055. 05--18--1984

DESCRIPTION: HAS ATTRACTlVE ROSEnES OF BRIGHT GREEN LEAVES WITH DARK
IrNIr.HOGANY MARGINS. FLOWER: BORNE ON SUB-UMBElLATE
INFLORESCENCES. EUEVATK)N

RANGE: 3()()C).6()OO FT.
COUNTlES:GILA, YAVAPAJ, MARICOPA

HMITAT: TRANsmON ZONE BETWEEN OAK..JUNIPER WOODlAND & MOUNTAIN MAHOGANY-oAK SCRUB

SCATTERED ClONES IN NEW RAtER MOUNTAINS AND SIERRA AHCHA. USUAUY FOUND ON STEEP. ROCKY
SLOPES. POSSIBLY MAZATAL MOUNTAINS. SHOUlD BE LOOKED FOR \'VHEREVER THE RANGES OF Agave
tot.meyana VI'. bIIIIa AND Agave dKystantha OVERLAP.

NAME: ARIZONA CUFFROSE PURSHIA SUBINTEGRA

STATUS: ENDANGERED CRmCAI. HABITAT: No RECOVERY PLAN: Yes CFR: 49 FR 22326 5--29-84

DESCRIPTION:: EVERGREEN SHRUB OF THE ROSE FAMILY (ROSEACEAEI. BARK PAlE
SHREDDY. YOUNG l'NIGS WITH DENSE HAIRS. lEAVES '·5 LOSES AND
EDGES CURL DONNWAAO (REVOlUTE). flOWERS: 5 WHITE DR YEUOW ElEVAnON
PETALS <0.5 INCH LONG. RANGE: <4000 FT.

COUNTIES: GRAHAM YAVAPAI MARICOPA MOHAVE

HA81TAT: CHARACTERISTIC WHITE SOILS OF TCRTlARY UMESTONE LAKEBED DEPOSITS.

WHITE SOILS OF TERITlA.RY UMESTONE lAKEBED DEPOSmi CAN BE SEEN FROM A DISTANCE.

NAME: ARIZONA HEDGEHOG CACTUS ECHINOCEREUS TRfGLOCHIDIA TUS ARIZONICUS

STATUS: ENDANGERED CRmCALHABITAT: No RECOVERYPI.AN: No CFR.: .... FR61~56.1O'15-1979

DESCRIPT10N: DARK GREEN CYUNDROID 2.5-12 INCHES TAU. 2·10 INCHES IN
DIAMETER. SINGLE OR IN CLUSTERS. 1-3 GRAY OR PINKISH CENTRAL
SPINES lARGEST DEFlEXEC AHD 5-11 SHORTER RAOlAL.. SPINES, ElEVATION
ROWER: BRilUANT RED, SIDE OF STEM IN APRIL· MAY RANGE: 3700-5200 FT.

COUNTlES: MARICOPA. GILA. PINAL

HABITAT: ECOTONE SElWEEN INTERIOR CHAPPARAl. AND MAOREAI\I EVERGREEN WOODlAND

OPEN SLOPES. IN NA.RRaN CRACKS BEl"'NEEN BOULDERS. AND IN UNDERSTORY OF SHRUBS. THIS VARIETY IS
BEUEVED TO INTERGRADE ATlME EDGES OF ITS DIS1RJBUTlON WITH VARIETlES MElANCAN'THUS AND
NEOMEXICANUS CAUSING SOME CONFUSION IN IDeNTIFICATION.
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U5TED, PROPOSED. AND CANDIDATE SPECIES FOR TliE FOLJ.OWlNG COUNTY:

3/21196

Maricopa

NAME: L.ESSER LONG-NOSED BAT LEPTONYCTERtS CURASOAE YERBABUENAE

STATUS: ENDANGEREC CRrneAL HABITAT: No RECOVERY PlAN: No

DESCRIPTION; ELONGATED MUZZLE. SMAUlEAF NOSE, AND LONG TONGUE,
YELLO\fVlSH BROWN OR GRAY ABOVE AND CINNAMON BROWN BELOW.
TAIL MINlJ'TE AND APPEARS TO BE LACKING. EASILY D1SnJRBED.

COUNT1ES:COCHISE. PIMA. SANTA CRUZ. GRAHAM. PtNAL. MARICOPA

CFR.: 53 FR 3&456, Q9.30.88

ELEVATION
RANGE: <6000 FT.

HABITAT: DESERT SCRUB HABITA.T WlTH AGAVE AND COLUNMNAR CACTI PRESENT AS FOOD PLANTS

DAY ROOSTS IN CAVES AND ABANDONED ruNNELS. FORAGES AT NIGHT ON NECTAR, POL1.EN. AND FRUIT OF
PANICULATE AGAVES AND COLUMNAR CACTI. THIS SPECIES IS MIGRATORY AND IS PRESENT IN ARiZONA.
USUAlLY FROM APRIL TO SEPTMBER AND SOVTM OF THE BORDER THE REMAINDER OF THE YEAR.

NAME: SOHORAN PRONGHORN ANTILOCAPRA AMERICANA SONORfENSfS

STATlIS: ENDANGERED CRmCALHABITAT; No RECOVERY PlAN: Yes CFR: 32 FR4001. 03-11~7

DESCRIPTION: BUFF ON BACK AND WHITE BELOW. HOOFED WJ11i SUGIiT1..Y CURVED
BLACK HORNS HAVING A SINGLE PRONG. SMA.L.LEST AND PA.L"EST OF
THE PRONGHORN SUBSPECIES. ELEVATION

RANGE: 2000-4000 FT.

COUNTIES: PIMA, YUMA, MARICOPA

HABITAT: BROAD, INTERMOUNTAIN AlLlMAL. VALLEYS WITH CREOSOTE-BURSAGE' PALO VERDE-MIXED CACTI
ASSOCIATIONS .

TYPiCAllY, BA.JADAS ARE USED AS FAWNING AREAS AND SANDY DUNE AREAS PROVIDE FOOD SEASONALLY.
HISTORIC RANGE WAS PROBABLY lARGER THAN EXISTS TODAY. THIS SUBSPECIES AlSO OCCURS IN MEXICO.

NAME: DESERT PUPFISH CYPRINODON MACULAR/US

STATUS: ENDANGERED CRmCAL HABITAT: Yes RECOVERY PlAN: Yes

DESCRIPTION: SMAll. (2 INCHES) SMOOTHLY ROUNDED BODY SHAPE WITH NARROW
VERTICAL BARS ON TIiE StDES. BREEDING MAl.ES BlUE ON HEAD AND
SIDES WITH YELLCM' ON TAJL FEMALES & JUVENILES TAN TO OUVE
COLORED BACK AND SILVERY SIDES.

COUNTIES: LA PAZ. PIMA, GRAHAM, MARICOPA, PINAL.. YAVAPAI. SANTA CRUZ

CFR:. 51 FR 10842, 03-31·1986

ELEVATION
RANGE: <5000 .FT.

HABITAT: SHAlLOW SPRINGS, SMAU STREAMS. AND MARSHES. TOLERATES SAUNE & WNUIo WATER

CRmCAl HABITAT INCLUDES aUrTOBAQUrrO SPRING, PtMA COUNTY. PORTIONS OF SAN FEUPE CREEK, CARRIZO
WASH, AND FISH CREEK WASH. IMPERIAL COUNTY. CAUFORNIA.. TWO SUBSPECIES ARE RECOGNIZEO: DESERT
PUPFISH (C. m. macularis) ANO QUITOBAQUITO PUPASH (C. m. entmus).
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USTED, PROPOSED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES FOR THE FOLLOWING COUNTY:

3/21196

Maricopa

NAME: GILA TOPMINNOW POECIUOPS/S OCCIDENTAL/S OCCIDENTAl/S

STATUS: ENDANGERED CRmCAl. HABrTAT: No RECOVERY PLAN; YIII CFR; 32 FR .cool, 03-11·1967

DESCRIPTION: SMAlL (2 INCHES), GUPPY-llKE. UVE BEARING. LACKS DARK SPOTS ON
rTS FINS. BREEDING MALES ARE JET BlACK WITH YEUQlNFINS.

ElEVA"nON
RANGE: <4500 FT.

COUNTIES: GILA. PINAL. GRAHAM. YAVAPAI. SANTA CRUZ, PIMA, MARICOPA, LA PAZ

HABrTAT: SMAU. STREAMS. SPRINGS. AND CIENEGAS VEGETATED sHALlOWS

NAME: RAZORBACK SUCKER XYRAUCHEN TEXANUS

CFR: 55 FR 21154, 05-22·1990;
59 FR 13374. 03-21·19904

ELEVATION
RANGE: <6000 FT.

COUNTIES: GREENLEE, MOHAVE, PINAl. YAVAPAI. YUMA. LA PAZ.. MARICOPA (REFUGIA). GILA. COCONINO. GRAHAM

STATUS: ENDANGERED CRmCAL HABITAT: Yes RECOVERY PlAN: No

DESCRIPTlON: lARGE (UP TO 3 FEET AND UP TO 16 POUNOS) LONG, HIGH SHARP·
EDGED KEEL-lIKE HUMP BEHIND THE HEAD. HEAD FLATTENED ON TOP.
OLIVE-BRO'NN ABOVE TO YEllOWISH BeLOW.

HABITAT: RIVERINE & LACUSlRINEAREAS: GENERAllY NOT IN'FASTMOVING WATER AND MAY USE BACKWATERS

SPECIES 1$ ALSO"FOUNo IN'HoRSESHOE RESERVOIR (MARICOPA COUNTY).. .' .. , . . . . . ., . - .

NAME; AMERICAN PEREGRINE FALCON FALCO PEREGRINUS ANATUM

STATUS: ENDANGERED CRmCAl HABrTAT: No RECOVERY PLAN: Yes CFR: 35 FR 160047, 10-13-70: 35
DESCRIPT1ON: A RECLUSIVE. CROW-SIZED FALCON SLATY BLUE ABOVE WHmSH FR 8.ol95, 0lH)2-70

BELQIN WITH FINE DARK BARRING. THE HEAD IS BLACK AND APPEARS
TO Be MASKED OR HElMETED. WINGS LONG AND POINTED. LOUD ELEVAT10N
WAlUNG CAllS ARE GIVEN DURING BREEDING PERIOD. RANGE: 3500-9000 FT.

COUNTIES: MOHAVE COCONINO NAVAJO APACHE SAHTA CRUZ MARICOPA COCHISE YAV/4PpJ GILA PINAL PIMA
GREENLEE GRAHAM

HABITAT: CUFFS AND STEEP TERRAIN USUALLY NEARWAT'ER OR WOOOLANOS WITH ABUNDANT PREY

ntiS IS A W1DE-RANGING MIGRATORY BIRD lliAT USES A VARIETY OF HABITATS. BREEDING BIRDS ARE YEAR.
ROUND RESIDENTS. OTHER BIRDS WINTER AND MIGRATE THROUGH ARIZONA. SPECIES IS ENDANGERED FROM
REPRODUCTIVE FAILURE FROM PEsnCIDES.
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USTED, PROPOSED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES FOR THE FOl1.OWlNG COUNTY:

3121196

Maricopa

NAME: SALD EAGLE HAUAEETUS LEUCOC£PHAL..US

Yes CFR: 60 FR 35999. 07·12-95

ELEVATION
RANGE; VARIES FT.

COUNTIES; YUMA, LA PI<Z, MOHAVE. YAVAPAI, MARICOPA. PINAL, COCONINO. NAVAJO, APACHE, SANTA CRUZ, PIMA,
GILA. GRAHAM

HABITAT; LARGE TREES OR CLIFFS NEAR WATER (RESERVOIRS, RIVERS AHD STREAMS) WITH ABUNDANT PREY

STAllJS; ntREATENED CRITICALHABJTAT: No RECOVERY PLAN:

DESCRIPTION: lARGE. AOULTS HAVE WHITE HEAD AND TAIL HEIGHT 28·38";
WINGSPAN 66·96". 1-4 YR$ DARK WITH VARYING DEGREES OF
MOTTL£D BROWN PLUMAGE.~ BARE OF FEATHERS.

SOME BIRDS ARE NESTING RESIOENTS 'MilLE A lARGER NUMBER WINTERS ALONG RIVERS ANO RESERVOIRS.
AN ESTIMATED 200 TO 300 BIRDS WINTER IN ARIZONA. ONCE ENDANGEREO (32 FR 4001, 03-11-1967; 43 FR 6233,02·
14-78) BECAUSE OF REPRODUCTIVE FAILURES FRaN PEsnCIDE POISONtNGANO lOSS OF HABITAT, THIS
SPECIES WAS DOWN USTED TO THREATENED ON AUGUST 11, 1995. ILl.EGAL SHOOTING, OISllJRBANCE. lOSS OF
HABITAT CONTINUES TO BE A PROBLEM.

NAME: MEXICAN SPOTTED OWL STRIX OCCIDENTAUS LUCIDA

STAllJS; THREATENED CRITlCAL HABITAT; Yes RECOVERY PLAN: Yes CFR: 56 FR 1"678, 04-11-91

DESCRIPTION: MEDIUM SIZED WITH DARK EYES AND NO EAR ruFTS. BROWNISH AND
HEAVILY SPOTTED WITH WHITE OR BEIGE.

ELEVATlON
RANGE: 4100-9000 FT.

COUNTlES:MOHAVE, COCONINO, NAVAJO, APACHE, YAVAPAI, GRAHAM, GREENLEE, COCHISE, SANTA CRUZ, PIMA,
PINAL GILA, MARICOPA

HABITAT: NESTS IN CANYONS AND DENSE FORESTS WITH MULTI-U.YERED FOLIAGE STRUCruRE

GENERAUY NESTS IN OLDER FORESTS OF MIXED CONIFER OR PONDERSA PINE!GAMBEl OAK TYPE, IN
CANYONS, AND USE VARIETY OF HABITATS FOR FORAGING. SITES WITH COOL MICROCLIMATES APPEAR TO BE
OF IMPORTANCE OR ARE PREFERED.

NAME: SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER EMPfDONAX TRA/WI EXTfMUS

CFR: 60 FR 10694, 02·27·95

ElEVATION
RANGE: <8500 FT.

COUNTlES:YAVAPAI, GILA, MARICOPA, MOHAVE, COCONINO, NAVAJO, APACHE, PINAl, LA. PAZ. GREENLEE, GRAHAM.
YUMA, PIMA, COCHISE, SANTA CRUZ

HABITAT; COTTONWOODNII'1L.LOW & TAMARISK VEGETATION COMMUNITIES ALONG RIVERS & STREAMS

STAniS: ENDANGERED CRmCAL HABTTAT: Yes RECOVERY PLAN: No

DESCRIPTION: SMALL PASSERINE (ABOUT 6i GRAYlSH-GREEN BACK AND 'MNGS,
WHITISH THROAT, LIGHT OUVE-GRAY BREAST AND PAlE YEUO'NISH
BEl.LY. TWO'MNGBARS VISIBLE. EYE-RING FAINT OR ABSENT.

MIGRATORY RIPARIAN OBUGATE SPECIES THAT OCCUPIES BREEDING HABITAT FROM LATE APRIL TO
SEPTEMBER. DISTRIBUTlON WITHIN ITS RANGE IS RESTRICTED TO RIPARIAN CORRIDORS. OIFFICULT TO
DISTINGUISH FROM OTliER MEMBERS OF THE EMP1DONAX COMPLEX BY SIGHT ALONE. TRAINING SEMINAR
REQUIREO FOR THOSE CONDUCTING FLYCATCHER SURVEYS.
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USTED, PROPOSED, AND CAN~DATE SPEC1ES FOR: THE FOLJ.OWING COUNTY:

3/21/96

Maricopa

NAME: YUMA CLAPPER RAil RALLUS LONGfROSTRIS YUMANENSIS

STAnJS: ENDANGERED CRrneAl HABITAT: No RECOVERY PlAN: Yes

DESCRIPTION: WATER BIRO wmt LONG LEGS AND SHORT TAIL LONG SLENDER
DECURVED BILL MOTTlEO BROWN ON GRAY ON ITS RUMP. F1.ANKS
AND UNDERSIDES ARE CARl< GRAY wmi NARROW VERnCAl STRIPES
PRODUCING A BARRING EFFECT.

COUNTIES; YUMA, LA PAZ. MARICOPA, PJNAl. MOHAVE

HABITAT; FRESH WATER AND BRACKISH MARSHES

CFR :12 FR 4001. 03-11~7: 48
FR341S2. 07·27~

ELEVATlON
RANGE: <4500 FT.

SPECIES IS ASSOCIATED WITH DENSE EMERGENT RIPARIAN VEGETATlON. REQUIRES WET SUBSTRATE
(MUOFlAT, SANDBAR) WITH DENSE HERBACEOUS OR WOODY VEGETATlON FOR NESTlNG AND FORAGING.
CHANNEUZATlON AND MARSH OEVELOPMENT ARE PRIMARY SOURCeS OF HABITAT LOSS.
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USTED. PROPOSED. AND CANDIDATE SPECIES FOR THE FOLLOWING COUNTY:

3/21/96

Maricopa

PROPOSED TOTAL= 1

NAME; CACTUS FERRUGINOUS PYGMY~WL GLAUC10IUM BRASIUANUM CACTORUM

CFA; 59 FR6J975. 12·12·94

FT.
ELEVAnQN

RANGE; «000

COUNTIES:MAAICOPA, YUMA. SANTA CRUZ. GRAHAM. GREENLEE. PIMA.. PINAL. GIlA, YAllfVJAI

STAruS; PROPOSED ENDANGERED CR1TlCAl HABrrAT: No RECOVERY PlAN: No

DESCRIPTION: SMALL (APPAOX. n. DIURNAl O'M.. REDOISH BRO'Ml OVERALL. Wlnt
CREAM-COLOREO BEllY STREAKED WITH REDOISH BROWN. SOME
INDMDUALS ARE GRAYISH BRaNN

HABrrAT; MATURE COlTONWOO~U.OW.MESQUITE BaSQUES, AND OESERT SCRUB

RANGE UMrr IN ARiZONA IS FROM NEW RIVER (NORTH) TO GILA BOX (EAST) TO CABEZA PRIETA MOUNTAINS
(WEST). ONLY A FEW DOCUMENTED SITES lNttERE THIS SPECIES PERSISTS ARE KNO'Ml. ADDmONAL SURVEYS
ARE NEeDED. CRJT1CAl. HABITAT HAS BEEN PROPOSED FOR THIS SPECIES.
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Table B-l. Plant Species Encountered along the Proposed
Water Delivery Pipeline Corridor

Page I of2

Common Name
Barrel cacnts
Bermuda grass
Blazing star
Blue palo verde
Bristle-lobed sandmat
Brittle bush
Broom snakeweed
Burro brush
Canyon ragweed
Catclaw acacia
Chain fruit cholla
Creosote bush
Desert broom
Desert Christmas cactus
Desert hackberry
Desert holly
Desert mistletoe
Desert senna
Desert tohacco
Desert trumpet
Desert willow
Englemann's prickly pear
Fluff grass
Foothill palo verde
Fountain grass
Four-wing saltbush
Globe mallow
Graythom
Hairy !ridens
Janusia
Mannon tea
Ocotillo
Rabbit brush
Rambling milkweed
Roughseed c1ammyweed
Russian thistle
Sacred datura
Saguaro

Scientific Name
Ferocactus wislizeni;'
Cynodon dactylon
Mentzelia pumila
Cercidium floridum b

Euphorbia setiloba
Enceliafarinosa
Gutierrezia saro/hrae
Hymenoclea sa/sola
Ambrosia amhrosioides
Acacia greggii VaT. arizonica

Opuntia fulgidd'
Larrea (ridentata

Baccharis sarathroides
Opuntia leptocaulir
Celtis pallida
Atriplex hymenelytra

Phoradendron californicum
Cassia covesii

Nicotiana triganophylla
Eriogonum inflatum
Chi/opsis lineariS>
Opuntia phaeacanthaA

Erioneuron pulchellum (fridens puJchellus)
Cerddium microphyllumb

Penn;setum setaceum
Atriplex canescens
Sphaeralcea ambigua
Zizyphus obtusifolia

Erioneuron pilosum (fridens pilosus)

Janusia gracilis
Ephedra sp.
Fouquieria sp/endensb

Chrysothamnus nauseosus
Sarcostemma hirtellum
Po/anisia dodecandra ssp. rrachysperma
Sa/sola iberica
Datura sp.
Cereus giganteu~
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Common Name
Seep willow
Six-weeks three awn
Skeleton weed
Strawberry hedgehog
Teddy bear cholla
Tobosa grass
Triangle-Ieafbursage
Velvet mesquite
Western honey mesquite
White-thorn acacia
White virgin's bower
Woolly tidestromia

Notes:

Table B-1. Continued

Scientific Name
Baccharis salicifoIia
Aristida adsensionis
Eriogonum deflexum
Echinocereus enge/mannil'
Opuntia bige/olli;'
Hi/aria mutica
Ambrosia de/loidea
Prosopis ve/uffner
Prosopis glandu/osa'
Acacia constric/a
Clematis ligusticifolia
Tidestromia lanuginosa

Page 2 of2

• Salvage restricted protected native plants
b Salvage assessed native plants
~ Harvest restricted protected native plants
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Table B-2. Wildlife Species Encountered along the Proposed
Water Delivery Pipeline Corridor

Common Name

Birds
American kestrel
Black-tailed gnatcatcher
Black-throated sparrow
Cactus wren
Common raven
Curve-billed thrasher
Gambel's quail
Gila woodpecker
Harris' hawk
Homed lark
House finch
Killdeer
Loggerhead shrike
Mourning dove
Northern cardinal
Northern flicker
Northern mockingbird
Phainopepla
Red-tailed hawk
Ruby-crowned kinglet
Verdin
Western kingbird
White-crowned sparrow

Mammals
Black-tailed jackrabbit
Coyote
Desert mule deer
Desert cottontail
Harris' antelope ground squirrel
Kit fox (tracks)
Ringtail
White~throated woodrat (nest)

Scientific Name

Falco sparverius
Po/ioptila me/anura
AmphispizQ bi/ineata
Campy/orhynchus brunneicapi/lus
Corvus corea
Toxostoma curvirostre
Lophorryx gambelii
Me/anerpes uropygia/is
Parabuteo unicinctus
Eremophila alpestris
Carpodacus mexicanus
Charadrios vociferos
Lanius /udollicianus
Zenaida macroura
Cardinalis cardinalis
Colaptes auratus
Mimus polyglot/us
Phainopepla nitens
Buteo jamaicensis
Regulus calendula
Auriparus flaviceps
Tyrannus vertica/is
Zonotrichia leucophrys

Lepus californicus
Canis latrans
Odocoileus hemionus crooki
Sy/vilagus auduboni
Ammospermophilus harris;
Vulpes macrotis
Bassariscus astutus
Neotoma a/bigu/a
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Common Name
Reptiles
Side-blotched lizard
Western whiptail

Table B-2. Continued

Scientific Name

Uta stansburiana
Cnemidophorus tigris
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Drainage Location

Table B- 3. Locations and Characteristics of Seasonal Drainages
Along the Proposed Water Delivery Pipeline Corridor

Vegetation
Approximate Width (feet)
Bed and Bank Condition

I.

2.

3.

4.

'"&. 5.

6.

,.

8.

9.

Between Waddell Canal and the proposed pump station, parallel to the
canal

First drainage crossing between proposed pump station and Carefree
Highway

Second drainage crossing between proposed pump station and
Carefree Highway

First drainage crossing from Carefree Highway to intem:ction with
haul road

Second drainage crossing from Carefree Highway to intersection with
haul road

Third drainage crossing from Carefree Highway to intersection with
haul road

Fourth drainage crossing from Carefree Highway to intersection with
haul road

Fifth drainage crossing from Carefree Highway to intersection with
haul road

Haul road; first drainage from transmission line 10 New River

Foothill palo verde, triangle bursage,
creosote bush, velvet mesquite

None

None

Desert senna, brittle bush, creosote
bush

Brittle bush, tobosa grass, foothill palo
verde, velvet mesquite, gray
thom,triangle bumge

Bristle-lobed sandmat, globe mallow

Velvet mesquite, creosote bush

Brittle bush, toOOsa grass, creosote
bush, foothill palo verde,triangle
bursage

Foothill palo verde,triangle burnage,
velvet mesquite

3 feet, cobble bottom with bed and bank

5 feet, nat gravel bottom with bed and bank

10 feet, sandy bottom with bed and bank

1 foot, shallow overland drainage with no bed
and bank

1 foot, shallow overland drainage with no bed
and bank

1 foot, shallow overland drainage with no bed
and bank

I foot, slightly incised, sand/cobble bottom with
no bed and bank

I foot, slightly incised with no bed and bank

2 fOOl, 2 to 3 feel incised with bed and bank

10. Haul road; second drainage from transmission line to New River

II. Haul road; third drainage from transmission line to New River

Globe mallow, triangle bursage, bristle­
lobed sandmat, calcJaw acacia., foothill
palo verde

Brislle-Iobed sandmat, globe mallow

15 feet wide with bed and bank, 5 foot channel
north of haul road, channel modified by haul
road and only slightly incised to the soulh

.5 feet, no bed and bank



Drainage Location

12. Haul road; fourth drainage from transmission line to New River

13. Haul road; fifth drainage from transmission line to New River

14. Reclamation borrow site to 1-17; first drainage

15. Reclamalion borrow site to 1-17; second drainage

l::J:j 16. Del Webb property from )-17 to proposed treatment plant; first,
0\ drainage adjacent to 1-17, is a continuation of#16

17. Del Webb property from 1-17 to proposed treatment plant; second
drainage

Table B-3. Continued

Vegetation

Bennuda grass, bristle-lobed sandmat,
six-weeks three awn, desert broom
triangle bursage

Bristle-lobed sandmat, brittle bush, six­
weeks three awn, triangle bursage

None

Velvet mesquite

Triangle bursage, desert senna

Canyon ragweed

Approximate Width (feel)
Bed and Bank Condition

20 feet wide, bed and bank with vegetated
channel

20 foot wide scoured channel north of haul
road, five foot wide vegetated channel below
haul road, with defined bed and bank

.5 feet wide wilh bed and bank

1.5 feet wide wilh bed and bank

10 feel wide wilh bed and bank

5 feet wide with bed and bank, deeply incised
wilh cobble bollom







APPENDIX A

PREFACE

WATER SUPPLY OPTIONS

The information iD this appendix was developed by Del Webb and its consultants at the
request of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Reclamation staff have independently reviewed
the information (including technical review of cost estimates and engineering feasibility) and
have sought additional review of this appendix from the Arizona Department of Water
Resources (ADWR) and the general public (see letters of comment in Appendix 11). In
addition, Reclamation solicited. the views of the city of Phoenix and had follow-up telephone
conversations with city staff (Garcia pers. camm.) regarding the accuracy of the information
presented in the appendix. Based upon this review, Reclamation has determined that it is
reasonable to conclude that Del Webb would be able to obtain alternative water supplies in
the absence of the Ak.QUn leased water. Reclamation is Dot relying on Option 4 as the basis
for this conclusion (see Appendix H, response to comment 2Sa l.) Del Webb bas provided
supplemental information and relevant correspondence related to the water supply options
which are found in Attachment I to this Appendix.

INTRODUCTION

WATER SUPPLY OPTIONS

This appendix describes the DOD·federal water supply sources that Del Webb CorporatioD (Del
Webb) could secure to provide water to The Villages at Desert Hills (The Villages) in order to
illustrate what would happen in the development area in the absence of the proposed action.
NODe of the water supply options desaibed below requires the approval of the Bureau of
ReclamatioD (ReclamatioD) or any other federal entity.

Four alternative sources were examined:

.. City of Phoenix service provided by extending the City's existing water distribution
system DOrth from Deer Valley Road to The Villages;

.. City ofPhoeoix service usingCAPwater conveyed through a separate. system takingwater
from the CAP system;

.. Extension of existing City of Peoria system. north to The. Villages; and

.. Enrollment of The Villages in Central Ariz.ona Groundwater Replenishment District
(CAGRD) and provision of replenished groundwater from wells located offsite. Service
would be provided by a newly.fonned water company.

Each of the options was evaluated to determine whether:

(1) There was an adequate supply to meet the projected demand;
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WATER SuPPLY OvnONS

(2) The water was legally available;
(3) The supply would be considered an assured water supply (AWS) pursuant to the

Groundwater Management Act (GMA);
(4) It was economically feasible to develop and deliver to The Villages; and
(S) It was tedmically feasible to construct facilities to deliver the water to The Villages.

Each of the above options is described in more detail in this appendix.

REGUlATORY AND lAND USE CONSIDERATIONS

DisC11SSed below are the most pertinent reguJatoty and land use considerations that apply to
water supply sources for The Villages.

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT

The Villages is located in the Phoenix Active ManagementArea (AMA) which was established
in 1980with the enactment ofthe Groundwater ManagementAet (GMA). All gnnmdwater and
its uses are, therefore, subject to the various laws and administrative rules which control
groundwater use in the AMA. The Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) is the
regulatory agency charged with enforcing the GMA. Following are the provisions of the GMA

that affect the development and use of water supplies that might be secured for The Villages.

Assured Water Supply

ARS Section 45·576 requires that before a subdivision in an AMA is approved by the local
jurisdictional authority and by the State Real Estate Commissioner, the subdivider must obtain
a certificate ofAWS or the subdivision must receive service from a water provider designated
as having an AWS. ADWR has adopted roles to guide the administration of the AWS program.

In general, water supplies for an AWS must be renewable. Development canoot occur based
on mined groundwater. A CAP supply delivered pursuant to a municipal and indusbial
subcontract is considered to be a renewable supply. Except for a small allotment for existing
providers, groundwater may not be used as a source for an AWS unless it is supported by
natural recharge, a permitted groundwater recharge project, or membership in CAGRD.

Service Area Rules

Groundwater use regulations apply to providers' water service areas and not to other
boundaries ofjurisdiction, such as city limits. In general, the service area is that area actually
being served water by the providers l system, i.e., the area inside the pipeline system which
distributes water. Service areas may be expanded to serve additional areas as they develop.
However, they may not be expanded for the purpose or incorporating a well field for a water
supply.
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WATER SUPPLY OPTIONS

Water Management Plans

ADWR is required to prepare and adopt groundwater management plans for each AMA for
identified periods. The Second Management Plan is now in effect. It will be replaced by the
Third Management Plan in the year 2000. Each plan establishes water conservation
requirements for all groundwater users for the management period. Each plan also includes
aiteria for ADWR to follow for permitting uses and the general plan to achieve the established
goals of the groundwater management program.

CITY UMITS AND PIJ\NNING AREAS

Figure A-I depicts City of Phoenix limit boundaries in the vicinity of The Villages as of
December I, 1996. Most or the area to be developed as The Villages is currendy not within
an incorporated city; however. the City of Phoenix has annexed the Factory Dudet Stores
immediately adjacent to The Villages and the portion of The Villages that is west of Interstate
17 (1·17). There are no immediate plans for incorporation of the rest of the area to be
occupied by The Villages into any municipality.

The City of Phoenix plans to serve water to the area. including The Villages, in the future. The
Phoenix Water Resources Plan. approved by the City Council in November 1995. indicates a
Water Service PlaDDing Area extending north to the Tonto National Forest boundary. Figure
A·2 shows the Water Service Planning Area.

DEVELOPMENT MASTEll PLAN STIPUlATION

A Development Master Plan Stipulation with Maricopa County restricts the amount of
groundwater that may be used at The Villages. The stipulation provides:

-rhe developer shall not we groundwater for golf course irrigation, residmtial, industrial or
commercial usa. The only time the developer may we groundwater is on an intmm b4Sis earfy
in construction and on an interim basis for County and public uses (mch as the fire statio~

ShrriJfs substation and utility yard, trailheatb and potential school sites), until the pn-manmt
water .system is mmpleted and hook-up is available to these factlities. Except for water needed
for c:otutruction ofthe main water delivny pipeline and o/the watO'" and wastewater treatment
faa1.ities, the interim pumping ofmnstruct'ion groundwater rejerenad above shall in all events
not ttCftd a ma.rimum construction period of18 months nor a maximum amount of1SO acre-­
Jeet (af). All interim pumping ofgroundwater shall mmply with ADWR's regulations providing
for protection of ttisting groundwater users in the area. At a minimum this interim supply of
groundwater shall be "charged into the aquifer as soon as the "charge facility desaibed in the
DMP has bun fully pennitted and constructed."
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WATER SUPPLY omONS

CURRENT AND PLANNED WATER PACILITIES

Groundwater is CUJ'T'eDdy the only source of water for the area surrounding The Villages.
Individual wells make up most ofthe water service. The Desert Hills Water Company, located
to the south, and Sabrosa Water Company, located to the north of the proposed new
development. are the only providers ill the immediate vicinity. The Desert Hills Water
Company operates two wells and serves 540 customers (1995 Annual Report) and the Sabros.
Water Company operates three wells and serves 72 customers (1994 Annual Report).

City of Phoenix water delivery facilities extend north near the Dynamite Boulevard alignment
close to where the CAP Aqueduct crosses ]·17. Water delivery facilities extend north to Happy
Valley Road with maiD trunk lines along Deer Valley Road.

The City of Phoenix has proposed to construct a 320 mgd treatment plant near lake Pleasant
that will use CAP water from Waddell canal. The plant will he constructed in stages with full
capadty several years away. Operation of the new plant is scheduled to begin about year
2005. The treatment plant will supply water to the areas south and north of the Carefree
Highway. A 78·inch trunk line will he constructed from the treatment plant along Carefree
Highway.

The City of Peoria distribution system currently extends only as far north as Beardsley Road.
Peoria water service is from groundwater at this time.

The City of Peoria currendy has plans for construction of a City-owned treatment plant near
Greenway Road and the Arizona canal to treat both CAP and SRP water supplies. The City
also has agreed to purchase a share of the City of Glendale's new Pyramid Water Treatment
Plant which will treat CAP water supplies.

ARIZONA STATE LAND DEPARTMENT PLANS

The Arizona State Land Department (ASlD) owns most of the public land surrounding and to
the west of The Villages. The land will be mmaged pursuant to the Urban Land Act which
provides that ASID develop plans for its development and disposal. At this time, there are no
plans adopted for the land's development.
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WATER SuPPLY OmONS

NON-FEDERAL WATER SUPPLY OPTIONS

OPTION 1 - SERVICE FROM EXISTING CITY OF PHOENIX SYSTEM

Under this option, the City of Phoenix would provide water service to The Villages from the
City's existing water supply system through a series of line extension agreements. The City's
distribution system and service areawould be extended to includeTheVillages. The exteDsioD
of Phoenix' water supply system to include The Villages' property is reflected in the Phoenix
Water Resources Plan approved by the Phoenix City Council in November 1995.

Phoenix has already annexed the 900 acres oCThe Villages lying west ofI-17. In a June 11,
1996, letter to Broce Ellis of ReclamationJ Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix City Manager, confirmed
that the City could be a water supplier to The Villages based. 00 the City's plans to serve the
area with CAP water from its proposed Lake Pleasant Water Treatment Plant..

A letter was also received from the City of Phoenix's City Manager's Office indicating that the
City has reviewed the two Phoenix water supply options addressed in the draft EA and that the
City staff "generally agree with the desaiptioD of the water supply situation in the draft
report ..." The City indicated that "design and timing of delivery facilities would be
determined with the City of Phoenix in accordance with their Master Plans and the needs of
development in the North Phoeoix area" (Garda peJ$. comm.). Additionally, Del Webb has
also presented considerable evidence about discussions to provide City of Phoenix water to
The Villages development, including past correspondence with City officials (s..Attachment
1 to this appeodix). Reclamation staff also independently contacted City staff on September
15, 1997, to confirm the accuracy of the information contained in Attachment 1 and to further
discuss the City of Phoenix options.

No part of this water service agreement would require the approval of Reclamation or any
other federal entity, BDd DO part of it would affect groundwater levels in The Villages area or
use unrepJenished groundwater.

Water Supply

The City of Phoenix currently has adequate existing and planned water supplies to serve The
Villages. In November 1995. the Phoenix City Council approved a revised Phoenix Water
Resources Plan that identifies an available water supply of 227.704 at per year for "off­
Proje~ areas, including The Villages.) The water demand for off-Project lands in 1995 was
175.300 at per year, leaving 52.404 at per year available to serve new development. The
projected demBDd for The Villages is 7.900 acre-feet per year at full build-out.

I Ccrtain l:m<b within the City ofPhoenix arc within Salt Riva Project (SRP) and haYe surf~ water supplies that are
not available to lands ouuide ofSRP. The Phoenix WatcrRC$OW'D;S Plan anal~ the "off-Project"' areas separately. becawe
the supply ofwater for SRP land i.s considered adcqwte only to meet future nc:c:ds in the SRP ara.
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WA'I'EIl SUPPLY omaNS

The City of Phoenix projects that water demand in the off-Project area may slightly exceed
available supplies by the year 204S. Additional supply opportuDities have been identified by
the City, but definite plans for their development have Dot been completed. UThe Villages is
served by the City of Phoenix. it may result in the use of portions of existing water supplies
with other later development being served. from other planned. supplies. Nevertheless, it is
clear that the City of Phoenix currentJy has adequate water supplies available to serve The
Villages.

City o(Pbocnis
Olf-Project aDd NOD-Member

Projected Watu Supplies and DemaDds

11,000 Aae-t<el
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a.d-'lDedw____ r... TIIrf ••• .. .. .. .. .. .. .._.w 15.0 IS.O IS.O 1S.0 15.0 15.0 1$.0 1S.0

~leo-s.-. ,.. ,u ,u ". ,u ". ,..
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_~''''d'' 79 ... " .. ,.

'" '"' ,on
Souroe: PhocniJ: W3tcr Rcsowa:s Pl3n, City ofPhocniJ: Watcr Scrvux Depamncnt, November 1995.

As can be seen from the above projection, the City has an adequate supply to meet all
demands until about the year 2025. Development ofadditional supply opportunities
will assure a full supply well beyond this time. Additional supply opportuDities
include reallocated CAP, State Land allocated CAP, recharge and recovery of
reclaimed water, and water from McMullen Valley. As discussed above, the projected.
City demand includes estimates for The Villages area. Service to The Villages by the
City would Dot increase the demand significantJy, if any, over that already projected.

Pursuant to ARS 4S-S76.E, the City of Phoenix is deemed to have an AWS until
January I, 1998. Because Phoenix is a deemed provider, The Villages could obtain
service from Phoenix and, by doing so, satisfy the assured water supply requirements.
The City of Phoenix has applied to ADWR to be designated as having an AWS for the
period following January I, 1998, and is expected to receive such a designation.
Receipt of water service from Phoenix as a designated AWS provider will satisfy the
AWS requirements for The Villages.
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Delivery Facilities

The most likely candidate for connecting the proposed Villages transmission line
would be the 66-inch transmission line adjaceot to Deer Valley Road that delivers
treated Phoenix system water from to areas west of 35th Avenue. The connection
point would be just east of 1·17 at Deer Valley Road, approximately five miles west
of the Union Hills Water Treatment plant. The Union Hills Water Treatment Plant is
used to treat CAP water.

The total length of tbe proposed pipe1ine would be approximately 63,000 feet (12
miles). The alignment would be parallel aod adjacent to tbe east right-of-way (ROW)
of 1-17, as shown in Figure A-3. The alignment would cross Skunk Creek, Deadmao
Wash, several minor intermittent streams, the CAP Canal, Carefree Highway, and
other minor roadways.

The Villages' transmission line configuration would consist of a 24-inch diameter
pipe1ine from tbe DeerValley Road connectioD pointto tbe Carefree Highway (43,000
linear feet), and a 36a inch diameter pipeline from Carefree Highway to The Villages
development (20,000 linear feet). Because tbe City ofPhoenix plaos to build tbe 320­
mgd Lake Pleasant Water Treatment Plant and a 78·inch line along Carefree Highway
before the full demand is realized at The Villages, the pipeline south of Carefree
Highway could be sized smaller (24-incb) to meetlhis intermediate level demaod aod
tap into tbe Phoenix 78-incb line when it is available (currendy plaoed for tbe year
2005). Design and timing of The Villages' transmission line would be coordinated
with the City of Phoenix ~ accordance with its Master PI8D5 and the needs of
development in the North Phoenix area.

A booster pumping plant located south of Happy Valley Road would be necessary to
deliver the treated water from the Deer Valley Road connection point to The Villages.
The pumping plant would be sized to meet the intermediate demand noted above.
Once the planned City of Phoenix 78·incl1 transmission line is operational, the
connection could be made at Carefree Highway, and this booster pumping plant
would no longer be necessary. The transmission line segment from DeerValley Road
to Carefree Highway would continue to be integrated with the City of Phoenix
distribution system. A booster pumping plant would, however, be necessary north
of Carefree Highway (on The Villages 36-inch transmission line) to deliver treated
water from the new connection pointto TheVillages. Figure A·3 shows the conceptual
layout for this alternative. Additional facilities and connections to the City ofPhoenix
water disbibutioD system may be required.

An altemative ronfiguration that does not include a connection to the future 78-inch
line would consist of a 36-inchdiameter transmission line the entire 12·mile distance
from Deer Valley Road to The Villages and one booster pumping plant sized for the
maximum day Villages' demand.
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WATER. SUPPLY OPTIONS

Because this system would be delivering treated water, a water treatment plant at The
Villages would not be necessary, and the terminal configuration at The Villages
development would be different. The pipeline would most likely terminate at a
storage facility with the storage facility sized and located with respect to distributiOD
system requiremeots (rather than treabDeot plant requiremeots).

System Operation and Maintenance

Because this would be an extension of service by the aty of Phoeni,,* the system.
would be operated and maiotaioed by the City. Users would be customers of the City
ofPhoeoix Water DeparbDeoL Water rates for customers would be established by the
City based on policy for service to simUar areas on the outskirts of the distribution
system..

Estimated Costs

A pr~feasibility·level cost estimate is presented in the table below. Costs include
ooDStrumoD costs (or the pumping plants and transmission line, and rights~(.way,

legal, engineering, construction management. administration, andcontingencycosts.
The total estimated cost for Option 1 is $12.7 million.

Estim:tte oCCost to Pro~deTreated Water &om the
&iBtiag City oCPboeaix Walei' Supply Syma.

(Optioa 1)

Item Dc:scriOtiOIl Coot

PWDping Plants
H'I'PY V.uey Ro.d S 1,000,000
Oudi=H;.hw.v (futuro) 800,000

Subtotal, Pamaia2 Plants $ 1.800,000

Trarutl\is$ion Pipeline $ 6,428,000
(20,000 linear feet, 36·inch diameter and 43,000 linear
feet, 24-inch diameter)

Ri¢us-of-Wav S 610,000

Subtotal $ 8.838,000

Legal.En~ Construction Management and S 1,326,000
Admini.uration (15%)

Contin~ncics(2596) S 2,541,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $12,705,000

The source of funding for construction could be negotiated between Del Webb and
the Qty. A number of variations of up-front funding and development fee structures
is possible.
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WA1F.R. SUPPLY omoNS

Pursuant to State statute, ARS 45·576.E, the City of Peoria is deemed to have an
assured water supply until January 1, 1998. Under this status, The Villages could
obtaiu. water service from the City of Peoria and meet the state's AWS requirements.
In order to continueits AWS status after JanulllY I, 1998, the City filed an application
to be recognized as having an AWS designation. In its AWS application, Peoria
anticipates pledging approximately 60,000 aae-feet of water per year from three
supply sources: 18,709 aae-feet of CAP water; 18,508 acre-feet of excess
groundwater; and 23,103 aae-feet of SRP water.

Supplies which Peoria can pledge for assured water supply purposes are currently
limitedby treabDent capacity. Peoria anticipates pledgingnearly SO,OOO acre-feetper
year of capacity in treabDent facilities including 24,600 al/yr of well capacity that
would be used to pump excess groundwater pursuant to the City's membership in
CAGRD. Such groundwater would be replenished by CAGRD with surface water
supplies. Given infrastructure constraints and certain supply constraints, however,
Peoria anticipates pledging approximately 43,000 ac:re-.feet per year.

IfPeoria does Dot become a designatedAWS provider, or later loses such designation,
The Villages could continue to receive water service from Peoria. In order to satisfy
AWS requirements for any remaining development, Del Wehb could enroll the
remaioder of The Villages' property as member lands of the CAGRD and obtaio a
certificate ofAssured Water Supply for those lands. Any groundwater pumped from
existing Peoria well fields by Peoria to serve those lands would be replenished with
surface water by the CAGRD. This service arrangement would not require the
approval ofReclamation, norwould it impact groundwater levels in The Villages area
or use unreplenished groundwater.

The estimated impacts of groundwater production to supply The Villages from the
Peoria system were evaluated with respect to the requirements for a 100-year AWS.
In order to demonstrate a 100·year water supply, the depth to water at the end of100
years needs to be less than 1,000 feeL

10 performing this analysis, it was assumed that 8,000 aae--feet per year would be
obtained from nine wells located in SectiODS 16 and 21 in Township 4 North, Range
1 East, as shown in Figure A-S.

The analysis shows that the maximum drawdown at the end of 100 years would be
about 185 feet indicating that the supply would meet the aiterion for a 100·year
AWS. The drawdoWD over time at the well field is shown graphically in Figure A~.
Because of the development of the well field, the drawdown at the closest City of
Peoria well (located in section 21)is estimated to be 115 feet after 100 years.
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WATER SUJI'PLY OPTIONS

Delivery Facilities

The required fadlities would include a oonnedion to the existing City of Peoria water
disbibution system, a well field. a booster pumping plant, and a transmission
pipeline. An estimated Dine wells would need to be drilled to a depth of
approximately 1,600 reeL Each well would requite a 400-horsepower pump. The
wells would be connected to the existing City of Peoria water distribution system in
the vicinity of Beardsley Road and 91stAvenue. The City ofPeoria operates a 16-inc:h
diameter water distribution pipeline at this location.

A booster pumping plant and a transmission line would need to be constructed to
deliver water to The Villages. A 36·incb. diameter transmission line would head west
from the booster pumping plant parallel and adjacent to the northern Beardsley Road
ROW, as shown in Figure A·S. At the Lake Pleasant Road. the transmission line would
parallel and be adjacent to the southern ROW of the Ulke Pleasant Road heading
north. The transmission line would head due east along the section line starti.ng at
the southern boundary ofSection 23, Township 6 North, Range 1 East to TheVillages.
It is estimated that approximately 19 miles of 36·inch diameter pipeline would be
required.

System Operation and Maintenance

Because this would be an extension ofservice by the City ofPeoria, the system would
be operated and maintained by the City. Users would be customers of the City of
Peoria Water DepaJ1ment. Water rates for customers would be established by the
City, based on policy for service to similar areas on the outskirts of the disbibution
system.

Costs

A pre-feasibility.level cost estimate is presented in the table below which shows
construction costs for the well field, pumping plant, and transmission line, and costs
for rights""f-way, legal, engineering, construction management, administration, and
contingencies. The total estimated cost for Option 3 is $27.9 million.
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WATER SUPPLY 0P'I10NS

Estimate of Cost to Provide
Service from Existing City of Peoria System

COotion 31

Item Descrlntion Cost

WeII field (9 weIls, 1,300 feet deep) $ 2,860,000

Pumping Plant $ 3,200,000

Transmission Pipeline $12,342,000
(102,000 linear feet, 36·inch diameter)

Rights-of-Way $ 981,000

Subtotal $19,383,000

Legal, Engineering, Construction $ 2,907,000
Management and Administration (15%)

Contingencies (25%) $ 5,573,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $27,863,000

OPTION 4· CAGRD MEMBERSHIP; SERVICE BY PRIVATE WATER COMPANY

Under this option, the physical water supply for The Villages would be provided from
weII sites leased or purchased by the water company in the Phoenix AMA where it Is
determined that pumping over the next 100 years will Dot cause the water level in the
aquifer to decline to more than 1,000 feet below ground surface. The water
mmpanys service area would be established through the use ofType 2 Don-irrigation
grandfathered rights with water for the development being withdrawn from the off·
development well sites and piped to The Villages.

As with Option 3, groundwater pumped at these off-developmentwell sites would be
replenished by surface water supplies provided by the CAGRD as a result of the
enroUment of The Villages' lands in the CAGRD.

This option allows Del Webb to obtain water service for The Villages and an AWS
under Arizona law using an arraDgement that does not require the approval of
Reclamation or any other federal entity and would not impact groundwater levels in
The Villages area and would not use unreplenished groundwater.

Water Supply

The estimated impacts of groundwater production to supply The Villages under
Option 4 were evaluated with respect to the requirements for a 100-year AWS. In
order to demonstrate a lOa-year water supply, the depth to water at the end of 100
years needs to be less than 1,000 feet.
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WATER. SUPPLY omONS

In performing this analysis, it was assumed that 8,000 acre--feet per year would be

obtained from nine wells, located. in Township 5 North, Range 4 East, as shown in
PigureA-7.

The analysis shows that the drawdown at the end of 100 years would be about 155
feet. As ShOWD in Figure A.a, the depth to groundwater at the well field would be
about 730 feet at the end of 100 years of pumping. which indicates that the supply
would meet the ailerian for a IOo-year AWS.

The analysis used to assess the long.term impacts on groundwater assumes that the
8,000 acre-foot per year demand can be met by wells pumping at a constant rate of
about 11 d's or about 5,000 gpm over the year. However, in fa~ the demands will
vary dwing the year, with the demand for the peak day being about 28 ds, or about
12,700 gpm. The estimated costs are based on the number ofwells needed to provide
the peak capacity.

Delivery Pacilities

The required facilities would include a well field, a booster pumping plant, and a
transmission pipeline. An estimated nine wells would need to be drilled to a depth
of approximately 1,600 feet. Each well would require a 400·horsepower pump. The
wells would be connected to a common booster pumping plant, which would
pressurize the water for transmission to The Villages. A 36-inch diameter
transmission line would head northeast from the booster pumping plant to the
existing power lines, as shown in Figure A-7. The transmission line would then
parallel and be adjacent to the southern ROW for the power lines. At the carefree
Highway, the transmission line would parallel and be adjacent to the southem ROW
of the Carefree Highway heading west. At Interstate 17, the transmission line would
parallel and be adjacent to the eastern ROW of Interstate 17 and would bead north
to The Villages. It is estimated that approximately 14 miles of 36-incb diameter
pipelioe would be required.

System. Operation and Maintenance

The delivery facilities would be owned and operated by the water company
established to serve The Villages.
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WATER. SUPPLY omONS

Estimated Costs

A pre-feasibility.level cost estimate is presented in the table below which shows
coDSb'uction costs for the well field, pumping plants. and transmission line, and costs
for rights~f-way. legal. engineering. construction management, administration. and
contingencies. The total estimated cost for Option 4 is $19.2 million.

Estimate of Cost to Provide
Phoenix AMA GroUDdwater

Through CAGRD Membership
(Ootion 4)

Item Desa'iotiOD Cost

Well field (9 wells, 1,600 feet deeo) $ 2.794,000

Pumpin" Plant $ 1,000,000

Transmission Pipeline $ 8,847,000
(74,000 linear feet. 36-inch diameter)

Ri2hts-of-Wav $ 713,000

Subtotal $13,354.000

Legal. Engineering. Construction $ 2,003,000
Mana.ement and Administration (15%)

Contin.encies (25%) $ 3,839,000

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $19.196,000
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Appendix A- Allachmenl I

MEMORANDUM
CitY of Phoenix Water SURply Alternatives

Purpose;

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the current status of the activities the City of
Phoenix has been undertaking to provide water service to the private land owners along 1-17. This
service could be delivered to The Villages.

Prior Cprrespondence Which Has Beep Deliyered to the Bureau ofRecJamatioD;

Previously, Del Webb has provided copies ofa letter from Frank Fairbanks to Bruce Ellis dated June
11, 1996, outlining the ability of the City of Phoenix to serve The Villages with potable water
supply. During the time frame in which Mr. Fairbanks wrote this letter, the plans which the City of
Phoenix had in place were the overall plans for the City ofPhoenix to provide water service to this
area, pursuant to their acquisition of a water campus from the State Land Department, with the
anticipated delivery cfthe service in the year 2004.

In February 1997, David Garcia sent a letter to Tom Lucas further outlining the City's commitment
and ability to provide water services. Copies ofbotb letters have been provided to BOR and are
attached.

Subsequent Discussions;

In early 1997, Communities Southwest, a local real estate developer, opened escrow to purchase the
1150-acre site located at Carefree Highway and 1-17 from the Opry Land Publishing Company
(OPUBCO). Critical to the development of this property was obtaining water from the City of
Phoenix. While the OPUBCO has a Development Agreement which would allow the drilling of
wells, the groundwater underneath that property is not sufficient to support the density of
development desired by the buyer. Therefore, the buyer began discussions with the City ofPhoenix
to provide a water supply on an expedited basis in advance oftbe schedule in the City's Regional
Service Plan (then scheduled for 2004).

Around March, 1997, the City approached Del Webb about having Del Webb and Communities
Southwest enter into an agreement with the City to provide for the City's acquisition ofthe easement
for the Del Webb pipeline (in its current location), with Del Webb and Communities Southwest
agreeing to have water services by the City of Phoenix. As part of that plan, Del Webb and
Communities Southwest would build the first phase of the water treatment plant for the
City's ultimate master plan for the delivery ofwater to the property owners along 1-17. After careful
deliberation regarding the cost and benefits ofthat alternative, while feasible, Del Webb passed on
the proposal in the interest of continuing to pursue the Ak-Chin water supply. Thereafter,
Communities Southwest worked with the City ofPhoenix to devise an alternate water supply plan.
The results of that effort are attached in a letter dated AprilS, 1997, from Mark A. Voigt, whereby
Communities Southwest proposes either a deal utilizing the phased water treatment facility on the
City's future plan site or the extension of services from south of the CAP.
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As a result of this letter and discussions between Communities Southwest and the City of Phoenix,
the City ofPhoenix Water Services Staff held a meeting with private property owners along 1-17
which occurred June 24th, 1997. The strategy and agenda, as well as a list of the panicipants, is
attached.

At that meeting, the City outlined its plan for bringing a 54" water line from Deer Valley and 35th
Avenue up 1-17 to serve the OPUBCO site, with all other property owners having the ability to tie
into the line. A 54" line is significantly more than is needed by the OPUBCO site. and it is designed
with over-capacity to allow the other property owners to tie in. as well as to allow extension to The
Villages to serve the Del Webb project. The estimated cost ofthis line to Carefree Highway was $22
million, with Communities Southwest pledging to advance $6 million. The City was pledging to
contribute $5 million and was looking for the balance of the fimding to come from a combination
of Del Webb and the remaining private property nwners.

Comparison of the Cost oftbeAk-Cbiu Water and Pipeline to the City ofPboenix Alternatives
ip the Enviropmental Assessment;

In the draft EA, the Option #1. Service from the Existing City ofPhoenix System. showed a cost of
the system at $12,705,000. Option #2, which was Service from the City of Phoenix through
Constructed Facility, showed an altemative of$ I 0,203,000.

The selected alternative for the Ak-Chin water supply pipeline was Alternative C·I at a cost of
$11,360,952. One of the commentators raised the question about the viability of the City ofPhoenix
alternative ifDel Webb was choosing an alternative which was more expensive.

The cost to construct the facility is only one part of the analysis. There are additional costs which
would be required in utilizing the City of Phoenix option which are not detailed in a draft
Environmental Assessment. These would involve the cost ofhaving the water service delivered by
the City ofPhoenix in the form ofDevelopment Impact Fees which every home builder would pay
to connect to the City of Phoenix. Currently. the Impact Fee for Areas C&D (the closest
Development Impact Fee area to The Villages) is $5,056 per unit for the Desert View Tri-Villages
West. This Impact Fee assumes use ofthe City ofPhoenix water system with a private sewer system
(as would be the case with The Villages). A copy of the City ofPhoenix Development Impact Fees,
effective August I, 1997, through Januaty 31,1998, is attached. While the City ofPhoenix Impact
Fees do allow credit for the cost of offsite infrastructure (i.e. the pipeline), the overall cost of the
City of Phoenix alternative is still more expensive than developing in the County. While the City
of Phoenix alternative would not be cost prohibitive, cost is a factor in detennining whether to
proceed with utilizing the Ale-Chin water through the proposed pipeline, versus entering into an
agreement with the City of Phoenix and paying their Development Impact Fee.

TELucaslcb - 8/22/97
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City of Phoenix
OFFICE Of THE CITY MANAGEII

June 11,1996

Mr. Bruce Ellis
Bureau of ReclamaUon
23636 North Seventh Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85024

Dear Mr. Ellis:

Del Webb Corporation - The Villages at Desert Hills

'':'·I~· ;_~~ .--,
~~: r"l""": ,,-. I'J~ ;f,i,

JUK 12'96
.J

W~rofl'"
'-oi _lin,....

"".

Del Webb COrporation has asked the City to write to you concerning whether the City or
Phoenix would feasibly provide water service to The Villages at Desert Hills. We
understand lhat the Bureau of Reclamation has reque6ted this information as part or
the NEPA Compliance Process. The Phoenix Water SelVices Department prepared
lhis letter to provide you the necessary Information.

Our understanding at this time is that The Villages will be self-sufficient as to water and
wastewater treatment selVlces. The Villages, except for a small portion on the west
side of 1-10, is not in the City of Phoenix and has not requested selVices from Phoenix.
Given this, no details of service by Phoenix have been explored, at this time.

North Phoenix wlU ultimately be served water by the Clty'$ proposed Lake Pleasant
Water Treatment Plant, Which is currently included In Its water services master plans.
The planned long-term service area for this water treatment plant. which will treal and
distribute Central Arizona Project (CAP) waler trom Lake Pleasant, Includes the area
encompassed by The Villages. Although the master plans to dale do not assume waler
service to The Villages, the plans could be updated through the appropriate Cily
procedures to reflect such service and to include an ailocation of water resources for
that development from exIsting and fulure water resources identified in the Phoenix
Water Resources Plan that become available to the City of Phoenix.

There are two alternative ways in which Phoenix could serve The Villages area. if a
decision was made in the future to do so. First, It could be served as part of the
Phoenix water syslem, assuming thaI at some future point The Villages became part of
the City of Phoenix. Or second, if the area does not become part of the City of
Phoenix, a contractual agreement for treatment and delivery of The Villages waler
supply could be developed. We currently have such an agreement with the City of
Tolleson and we are exploring additional such agreement with westside cities. The City
of Phoenix has not formally explored these alternatives wilh Del Webb Corporation, but
we would be willing to do so.

200 Wnl .....uhi...lllon 5IrM.. Phoenlll, AtiZ<;J1l S5OO) E02·262·6941 FAX: 602-161-11327

~.....,-
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Mr. Bruce Ellis
Page 2
June 11,1996

The Villages' currenl infrastructura plans should be examined jointly with Phoenix to
assure that the watar system being Installed by Tha Villages is compatible with future
service by Phoenix, and the economies of scale are maximized and dupiication is
minimized. The Villages has pledged to engage In a joint planning exercise with
Phoenix 10 establish possible guidelines to achieve these objectives.

In summary, based upon the above. Phoenix could be a water supplier 10 Tha Vlllagas.
Appropriate planning and institutional procedures, InclUding Council approval, would
have to be Implemented befona adualservlce could ba provided.

This IeUer Is not inlended to be a commitment by the City of Phoenix to provide water
service to Tha Villages at Desert Hills nor a binding commitment of eny kind by the City
of Phoenix.

I hope this leUer answers questions you might have concerning the possibility of
Phoenix providing water service to The Villages. Should you have other questions or
need more information, plaase contact Mr. Michael Grilzuk, Phoenix Water Services
Director.

Frank Fairbanks·
City Manager

c: David R. Garcie
Michael Gritzuk
Jesse Sears
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• Ca ""milia BauIIt"..1I III l!IB~ arJlU"'buini 1,125: ...... tI!e.....u.­
_ar.I·171l111 CwI6te Hi8JlwIr(llle "'I'kDJlctl1").

• l1IiI P10(l&'1Ji iI pm '!I,y wIlIdIl ... CIty 01' """'ix (lII8 "Cil.J") 1114 bu •
DeveIar'. A&>- will> tile ·CitJ (C~ Ccm!Iact No. 75917) ClP'Ijpjge
pam"," fllrpooidlDa !aft""d.... tile Pruperty.

• o..r.. put SO¥IIII1 O"""iiiu!ljes 8wlllMIl has !wi onaaiDa c1i_ssj_
wilh IbI W_1lIII W DIpc1mcDt iliff.. sevaraI o1II:nIoIlws &ftiIabl; ..
• iIIpvrilllDaP""D-_ ...... ID tho Pwpert.y.

• WitIl IiiJejni.... or 111; pald1Mo of IIIld for W aIti'IIsfp "Lobo plea..... W..
T••w'.... 1'IIIlt, lbI CIty~ JIIltplilllD _ ••or Ibto impr<ha_1IIlII1
.,..2005.

~-­..... z _..,..._­
"7Mra.Ml!
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• CFiiEiiitinlllea SoaIb... wvaId tID til J'I'Q,~=1wUb..~at'lbe 1wped' •
'l"iddr • poMihl. hadIq fiIIIII PCI) .pp....1II, .... wwId lib to 1IIIlIldb.......ii...Uem,. a 1IIido1998.

• II nr cB'C"MfQDS wbh tb pt,r,,''11 Depa"II'enf ItIdf ad DdIIr City aft ..
IpPlt<iaIt dIt POlEUlW ........ !mplIOllnmiiftlii to liIe City by apliiIiag up 1IIt 1·17
Corridofto ('.",,""c:W ad raidmdfel .1lJDpm_

• W.1iiiiIim tIIIl diivcklpmIaIIoflIIlI ... JIIIlII JIlIIl' li1r1tJ _...,. I lliiIlne 1110 City
~.~tIIIldlt~~.~~ ~1D

baUd 1IIii qItl_ pi_ad City liciJities (i.e., 40 • no MOD _ Pam Of 7.­
hal iiihi";.1IIIiIII).

I -W ""IPs! tIliillbii Ip"dS. paIity qlltsllllllto _l'ttdllii'* or 11I"...."0 l\Dm lbe
City QoomciI11li\I1ia S=O."ii1iaoc io1bii tGIIawiIIa:

• !QtauId dIt -City aff limo iitd ...- 10 nqnti.... iiII iaIIial plliise of •
_ sonilz- lbiil iiIIOWI .... UvIIopmmt (iiS 1IdI u lIlIliir blll...oItcI
*"claj69-iij's) 1D taseaD p1Iaccl WIIb::r .It. Itdltriea tbat I1Iaw de'ftlopmMlt 1D
_babe....._"'Ji=iil_........ iiIIliDPiiD.. b1d1tCilJiD.200S?

8CWIlIl """'""dMii .... '""'"8td dIIIiIlC 0111' pro!im!n•.,. ......-- wf1Ia City
ad

I. CaaslIact • pUr" -litoiIIll' 10 ..... _ PftlpeIt} iitd .. PO""'''' to __
&dart City pIIIIl iiItzl sad _1iDa IAlMIii. Oar iIIiliiil plwiiii of_ IIlI\'ioto
0IIlIkI .. CQIIIId"" wIdl Ib..rlil piid:iclpiillon liom odlcr- pNji&'1 """""" Of
lIntiDpca wi11b11IIii City iiIoac lilt 1-17 Cmridor IIlIdIl at1bii CAP. 1lIis kIIhy
WlIlIId DjlCilIlI:: IIIIIiIlIlo :r=r2OQ5.

2. !lx,,,,,, _ ..... lam iiCI1Ilb of tilt CAP (Ulli0ll HiIII IIId Deems llatnoair
8~ to _lIlii _Illlllh 1IIIlil tbii )'IlIr ZOOS. 'IbiI iiIIaDaIIve1IIii7 iiIs> iD.c1udt
lIlIliir d&vtIOJIIft'_1a l!ul 811bjoat ..... III _,,".jii,.~_qndes' d
l!laa ...__ iitd 'I""""- of"\lGzmwiIlt' or Hm!t!q lID capacity 10
lIIiii~ Howe If capacity II JIlWI8I iiIIll ...... -.I ill dlii bdtiiau, lheno
CGIII411t~ .. 611101118 CiI)'.

'IlaiiIii ... IIIiiIIl' Cll1Itr iillonIiilMii l1r ..." • I:IDIIIliIliiII or .u-u... lbiitllOlO4 to ...
"","mol 'Iho DeoeIopmmt Apr...... conlolllplala otbo: """""'*1m wch u wtlb.
&-. .... do ... wIIb lilt &liiIf lhat III illiliiiI 1""'" ."...... I!llIIIs bo!e4 C1111IIt
piilIIIIt18m oflIIl v!rjm'" .,....." IIIIkn ...... to ... _min..0& dIis~
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W. ajip1eQlllo 1be time lIIIlI caope'Pliga 111&bodldlc P1-"'B IIIUi W..ea4 W_willet
IIIIIfo beva IpIlII& ID dale. "".-=IT."" lIoooIhDItr _ .. Gf tbIl Ptupc:zt, pcriallo 1110:
....,w......=GfIII CCCllIlIlIIlGeUjd i 7e~ _ dsIlWl)' 51......odlIoeI_o.... til
lbe SIltCesa ofIbis j1iapaud p1l:aaal c:ammuaity. W. wou14l1R ID maIlll"" 1IIio _
l!elhar poII!DIiol bcIiIno J"III1IiIII a PCD diIIrid deoipll!jDll. 10 olhor WIIJds, welloed a
da:iIlaIlquickly.

Wclaok Ib.wcd ID lbD SUlam"-Meed.. Oil ApilI6, 1997.

YOlllnay1nlly.

cc: ME. KayBIac!in.
ME. DaI4 Gon=la
ME. DaWI!IWIelt
.... WcJ!... 0dlZ0k
.... MaziD 5a!dammdo
Mr. Kay QuIr,y
Mr. CIIIoI Padilla
Mr. Kcidl r..a..
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July 17, 1997

Dear Interested Party:

-City of Phoenix
-FlANNING DEPARTMENT

Willnltr of Tht
(~,llrl'1lthmallll

I",i:r.t

m'·>.... ~• •• •, .­>, •

You are invited to attend a meeting held to inform interested persons of the possible
initiation of a Specific Plan for infrastructure financing. The area to be included in the plan
is bounded by Carefree Highway on the south, 15th Avenue on the east, New River on the
'Nest and en the f"!onh by the ridge line of hills runlling northwest from 15th Avenue and
Carefree Highway to 59th Avenue and Desert Hill Road alignment and then on the Desert
Hill Road alignment to New River.

Infrastructure Financing Plans are used by the City of Phoenix to calculate fees necessary to
pay for capital facilities needed to serve development in a part of the City. These fees are
assessed at the time a building permit is requested from the City of Phoenix. These fees
are not assessed in unincorporated areas. Unincorporated areas are included to help in
preparing infrastructure plans for the area.

The meeting will be held at 7:00 p.m. on August 14,1997, in the Main Lecture Hall at
Barry Goldwater High School, 2B20 W. Rose Garden Lane, Phoenix, Arizona. This
meeting will be conducted as part of the first meeting of a Village Planning Committee
charged with developing plans for this area and areas further north and south.

This letter is being sent to the mailing addresses of property owners of record in the area to
be included. Letters are also sent to other interested parties of which the Planning
Department is aware. Please inform others you think maybe interested in this meeting.

If you nEed mere information please cor:tuct Bill 1'...kc O1t 262· 6946.

D1:bRL+
David E. Richert
Planning Director

c:\vpc\newID71797.llr
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DISTRIBUTED BY CITY OF PBOEN.1J

NOTICE OF·MEE'TJNG."'~~
INFRASTRUCTUREFINAN G PIAN

Tnterested parties are invited to attend a meeting on August 14, at 7 p.m.
Lt Barry Goldwater High School, Main l«ture lblI. 2820 W. Rose we,
Phoenix. Arizona.

This meeting is being held to inform the public of the possible initiation of
a Speci.li.c Plan for .infrastructure fiDanciDg. The area to be included in the
plan is bounded by Carefree Highway on the south. 15th Avenue on the .
east, New River on the west and on the north by the ridge line ofhills run­
ning northwest from 15th Avenue and Carefree Highway to the 59th
Avenue and Desert HiD Road alignment and then on the Desert Hill Road
alignment to New River. The Desert Hill Road alignment is three mOes
north of Carefree Highway.

OaertHIlIa Dr. f--r'+--.....+E~+--/I--+--+--,­
(Alignment) .

Infrastructure Fmancing Plans are used by the CitY ofPhoenix to calculate
fees necessary to pay for capital facilities needed to serve development in a
part of the CitY.. These fees are assessed at the time a building'pennit is
requested from the City of Phoenix. These fees -are notassessed in unin­
corporated areas. Unincorporated areas are included to help in preparing
infrastructure plans for the area.

This meeting will be conducted as part of the first meeting of a Village
Planning Committee charged with developing plans for this area and areas
further Dorth and south.

At the hearing. citizens will have an opportunity to express their views cODcerning
the proposal.

For ADA information, caII the Planning Department, Theresa Damiani, at 262-6368
(voi~) or 49,5..3793 (fax) or Ciry!DD Relay 534-5500.

David E. Richert. Planning Director
Frank Fairbanks. Cit}' Manager

+

(i)
For more information, al\erl'lative fonnat/reasonable acx:ommoda­

? tions. contact the specific departments. The Ciry of Phoenix
• - TIYIIDD is '8' 534-5500. .__________• ai· ....:~
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DrSTIlIBUTE!l BY CIT! 07 PBOE:IlU

North Black ea.yoa/l-17 Corridor Proposed Slntegi..
MectiDI willi property owuen luo.:I4, 1m

VlSioa: lb. NOJ1h B1ad< CcIyaaII-17 Corridor will be a pIOlIIicr employmeat CDlIidar iD 1hc ..ney. llu:
arbm dclilll oflbe conidorwill be _dive iD ba1aoeiDs!he_.d<a:rtprescrvelaads
wid> dovdopm<Dl aad far aehiariDg -.portalioD ....m ..ility. Skaok er.ek Wash wiD b.......
aliaur poalc wilb a ....-l_oriag a.-aJ pohlie pIKe. 1adividaa1 ==ial, iDdustrial,
aad tesicleulial devol......... wiD be both ianovetive aad ofbigh dclilll quality.

Propoted S....tqi..:

I. Jobs and housin& acaIto be balanced iD III. [,,17 corridor to promo.... rwWnabl.
transportatioo 'YS-'

L lb. ecmidor will ""JlIlIld lb. city', high ead emplcymcatbase. R&Uil aad tesidmlial .....
wiD be buill .. suppon1hc empl_base.

b. The wrridor wiD be lhe ceo of. DCW rnmmme shed iD !he IlCIlth, mdepc:adcDl of1hc
rogioo's .-aJ employmeat shed Car....." be~ iD usiD&1hc aistiDg
capacity OIl 1-17.

c. 1bc urban (oan shoa1d be aricrmd to trmsit service tomDimizc devclopmc:al opportuDitics.

2. Unique desert Jancb JU<h u SIamI< Creek Wash and mOUlltaio na&.. will be part of the
Norlb Sonona pnsene and wiD guide Ibeurban form oflbe earridor.

L Dc'VcJopmem: oClad in the corridorwW be coordiDated with the Iumy Corps: ofEnginem
-Mlhlhe ol!jcctive .. JlRSOl"C ""IiOl.......~.

b. Desertp==e features are ameoities lbarwiD _bigh qua1ily dorelopmelll.

3. 1Dfrutrgcture will be built based on masterplaas for watt!' service cIclivery to tOme from
LW Pleumt 1D the north aDd sewu terriu to come (rom the WJUtrtw8Cet treatment plant ia
the: south near SkuDk Creek. AU "'atel" and sewu liner must be built to Ibeir ultimatr: Au.

a. Dcve10pcn IlR workiD& OD lID. agRlIJDUIt~g property OWDCIS to build the menorth·
soulb w_liDe. lhe City wilJ "",!rib... _ siziDg !he !iDe .. its_ate size.

b. ADi~ growlbline will beeslllblished oloag!he 1-17 cmidor SO tbat the
devdopmeat makes tflicieat use oflb. _liDe aad JlOl'Ilack opporlDllities are 0IlhaDced.
Right& to devolop laad withlo !he iDfrasltuemre growth liDe wilJ be oIJooated iD ph....
1Iuuugb lbe ZlJIlin& proeess.

c. The City will build • wastr:wltu treatment plantmthe south DCII' SJamk CRc.L Oe\'clgpe:rs
will build the sewer and reclaimed willa' distribution lines from the. plant north to Carefree
Highway with some city contribution.
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PARTICIPANTS IN THE
NORTH BlACK CANYON/I..17 CORRIDOR

MEETINC
JUNE 24, 1997

CO,\\PANY
I

,\()f)HfSS PliO/\![N/\i\\E FAX [-MAil
I

Brian Burch Metropolitan Land Company 4647 N. 32nd St. #235 957.Q604
Phoenix, AZ 85018

John W. Graham Sunb~/' HoIdin,s, Inc. 426 N. 44th Sa. Ste.375 244-1440 267-9114
Phoenix, AZ 85008

William J. Graham V~do,R~a/'yAdvisors 6534 N. 46th St. 228-9700 840-6252
Paradise Valley, AZ. 8525.3

Neil Irwin S'r~/ch Lang (OPVBCO) 2 N. Central 229-5614 229-5690
Pi'loenix, AZ 85004

Thomas E. Lucas The Villare at Desert Hills 14901 N. Scottsdal~ Rd. .5te.200 596-6000 596--6053 lucasl@delwebb.com
Scottsdale, AZ 85254

Richard Mallery Snell & Wilmer One Arizona Center 382-6232 382-6070 mallery@swlaw.com
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001

Harrison Merrill Van,uard ProperliH 3j32 Cobb Parkway #315 (404)
Allanla, GA 30]39 874·1128

Charles Parker MacEwen Trust 2425 E. camelback Rd. 51e. 900 954.fi277
P~oenh(, AZ85016

Christine Sheehy The Villa,. at De,er' Hills 14901 N. Scotlsdale Rd. 51e.200 596·6063 596-6053 sheehyc@delwebb.com
Scousdale, AZ 85254

Mark Voight Commun;t;~, Southwell 5341 N. 16th St Ste.460 265-1952 265-7740
Phoenix, AZ 85016



~
cityof Phoenix

O£VE.0Pt.4EHT SERVICES OEPA«1'MENT

PHOENIX DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE ~
'"".. ,.

" '
'!be City ofPhoenix has e.xperienced extr3Or1IiDaly growth both in popullllion and in geographic size.
As in most C('wmunities. Phoenix traditioually relied on bond financing approved by its citizellS 10
pay far capital facilities such as sewer lines. wmr lines. and m>Jor streets which are needed to
accolDlDOdate growth IDd new development These bond fonds have come from bond issues paid
by laXpa)'ClS and rotepa)'ClS at large.

Competition far bond fonds has intensified as dIl: City in..... in Iho n:vitalizatjon of largeled areas.
as facilities are planned to enbAnCe the City'S quaIity oflifo, and as Pboenix= and begins to
experience capital facility tq>lacoment demands. AdditionaDy. cirizOllS have exerted increasing
pressure for ne,. development to pay its proportionare share of infrastlueture costs.

In response to these factors. in July 1987, City Council adopted the Development Impact Fee
Ordinance also known as FISC81 Impart Fees.

This Fee OnIin""" provides for bnildet:s end developers 10 pay lbeir proporlionllle share ofcapital
facilities needed to serve their projects. Capital facility needs are based on populBlinn and
nonresidential space projectiOl15 derived from the adopIed General Plan for a planninl uea The
capital facility caregarles included in dIl: Developmenl Impact Fee Program =: equipment lepllir,
fire.librmies. major str=lS, parks, police, solid waste, storm drainage, wasteWater, and wau:r.

0mentIy. Deveiopmonl·Impact·Fees.... assessed in lbe Desert View Tri;ViIl."",,·EasI, Centrm. and
West, (formerly Area C1D) and in the Ahwlllllkee Foothills Village-Area B. (See artm:1led""'P.)

The methodology included in the Ordinance aDocares the oests for required capital facilities in a
planniog area to equivalenl dwelling anits (EDUs). The EDUs calculated for a specific developmenl
project are used to determine the impact fees for the pioject Additional costs ue assesSed for
projects lbat are remote from existing capital facilities or for projects requiring spiicialized capital
facilities.

The Impact Fees are paid at lbe time bnilding permits ICe issned. The rees are then eamwked for
use on specified capital facility categnries in lb. designated planning area

For additional information on bow this program may affect your project, pI.... call Michael Goreclci
at 495-5290.

200 Wtr.w.~~s~.1'hoena.MmN: 85003--
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city of Phoenix

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
Fees ERective August 7, 7997 thmugh January 31, 7998

(Fees will be adjusted evetY alx months according to the Specific Infrasuuetur8 Financing ptan Phasing Schedule)

RESIDENTIAL IMPACT:FEES

ImPlct Admin. Impacc Admin. Impact Admin. Impact Admin.
Fee Charge Fee Charg. Fee Chstge Fee Clwget

Single Family
Using City Wat8r Dd
CitY Sewer System
Paying $ 600 WBtffII & $600
Sewer DeY. Oec. Fees

Single Family
Using City WlftI1II System
(Privata Sewerl
Paying $600 Water
Dev. Dce.. Fee

Single Family
Using Private Weter
and PrIvate SlWer
Not paying Waw!Stlwer
Dev. Oce.. Fees

$922

$922

$922

$35 $4,239 $217 $4,751 $233 $4,470 $224

$35 $4,839 $217 $5,351 $233 $5,070 8224

$35 $&,439 .217 .5,961 $233 $5,670 $224

NOTE: H a developer makes capital facility imptovements and the Improvemems are Identified in
the $peci/ic infrastructure finandng plan, the dweloper Wl7J rec&ive credit JJ8sed on the cost
shown In the specific infrastructure rl1J8ncing plan. This is Why 80me dsv9Jopmenrs pay
a IDwer fee than stated in the above chBtt.

COMMERCIAL IMPACT FEES

The Development Impact Fee for a commercial project is based On the square footage of the building
and the use of the building. If the commercial project makes ~apital facility imprQvements and the
improvements are identified in the specific infrastructure financing plan, the developer will receive
credJt based on the cost shown in the specific infrastructure financing plan. Commercial projects
should be referred to Michael Gorecki (495-5290) of the Development Services Department for fee •
calculation.

The DevelDDment Im/»d J:ee is etJDectedby the
DevelopmentServices Department when the buildingpermit Is issuetJ.
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COUNCIL DISTRICTS .It URBAN VILueES lJISnIBtJTED BY CITY OF PBOENU.
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CITY OF PHOENIX
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_OIlT. ~oU'tOC SCA.I.l ., W1L1!S ;; !

9000 N

8000 N

7000 N
6000 N

4100 N

2900 N

1800 N

300 R

1200 S

5000 N

151100 S

17200 S

2800 S

4400 5

6000 S

7600 S

9200 S

t0800 S

12'00 S

14000 S

34'00 H

33000 N

31400 N

29800 N

28200 N

28t100 N

.zSOOO N

23400 N

21800 N

20200 H

11600 N

'7000 N

15400 N

13800 H

12200 N

10S00 N
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June 12, 1997

Bruce Ellis
United States D
Bureau ofReelam
Phoenix Area Office
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix, Arizona 85068-0980

-"-
~ ....

111 Tue You There I

Subject: Water use lease agreement Del WebbiAK-Chin Indian Community for use at the
"'Villages ofDesen Hills".

Dear ?vIr. Ellis,

Enclosed please find a copy of our letter to the Depamnent of Water Resources that expresses
our concern regarding the withdrawal of huge amounts of ground water in connection with the 11-1
above development.

While we welcome the "Villages of Desen Hills" as our neighbors, we are concerned that the
implementation of the above mentioned lease agreement could get bogged down by unnecessary
"Red Tape"' or worse, get cancelled altogether.

This correspondent, a former pipline contractor with vast experience in sensitive environmental 11-2
installations at the FERMI LAB in Illinois, has read the EA and found nothing objectionable in
the assessment.

It appears to us that Del Webb is making every conceivable and good faith effort to perfect their
lease option with AK·Chin in the most proper and environmentally conscientious way, We urge
you to take any possible steps to see to it that your deparonent will expedite whatever is
necessary to sign off on any and all pennits needed for this lease agreement

We thank you for your time and consideration.

SHANGRl LA II RESORT777::)5LC (O~er)

Horst Kraus

H-78
SHANGRJ IA. II REsoRT • 46834 N. Shangri u Lane • New River, AZ 85027-7953 • (602)465-5959 • FAX (602)465-5900 • 1-800-465-8760
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l'U Take You There'

June 12, 1997

Lawrence Ramsey
Deparnnent of Water Resources
Management Support Section
SOD North Tltird Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Dear Mr. Ramsey,

On Friday, May 16, 1997 we were contacted by phone by Mr. Khoury of Stanley Consultants,
Inc. on behalf ofDel Webb Corporation. We received a letter from Michael Buckley dated May
20, 1997 as a follow.up to the phone call. Mr. Khoury requested that we notify them of our
inability to supply them with water from our system for the construction of an 8 mile. 30"
pipeline that is to supply all of the water for the new Del Webb New River Development He
explained that this would aid them in securing a permit to drill and operate a new well on their
land west ofl·17. They project that this well would produce 300 or 400 gallons a minute.

This letter expresses our strong objection to any new high capacity well or wells that will
constantly endanger our limited supply of ground water. We operate 4 wells (from 395' to 1100'
deep) on a rotating basis, that produce from 4 to 10 gpm when each is pwnped for a maximum
of24 hours on and 48 hours off.

Skunk Creek passes through our land a mile above the Del Webb land and we believe that a
large withdrawal of ground water in the Skunk Creek or New River basins wilJ diminish our
limited supply. We also fear that should Del Webb's lease with AK·Chin for CAP water not
come to fruition., the developer might be tempted to use this, and additional wells, not just for
construction, but other uses as welL

The permit for this "Construction Water" well should be subject to:

1. No new well until all pennits, contracts. rights of way and other legal issues relative to CAP
water are resolved and actually signed and sealed by all State, Federal and Tribal parties.
2. Use of well limited to water for the construction of the pipeline and water treaonem plant
only.

H·79------------------- ------------------
'iHANGIU IA II REsoRT • 46834 N. Shangri La Lane • New River, I\.L. 0,1,,27-7953 • (602)465-5959 • FAX (602}465·5900 • 1~65~60



3. Well or wells currently on the project site, [0 be metered and same reponed to the
Depanment of Water Resources monthly. 11 -1
4. Toral maximum withdrawal to be no more than 90,000 gallons per day for a maximum
of 18 months.

We are very concerned as water is our lifeblood Please notify us of any hearings or meetings
we may anend relative to any large proposed use ofNew River ground water.

Thank you for your anention to this maner.

Sincerely,

SHANGRI LA II RESORT
KRAUS INVESTMENTS L.c. (Owner)

f-J-W
Horst Kraus
President

HK:sr

cc: Karen A. Jenkins, Conswner Service, Arizona Corporation Commission
Renz D. Jennings, Commissioner (Water Division), Arizona Corporation Commission
Dennis E. Schroeder, Area Manager, U.S. Depanmenl of the Interior, BOR
BNce Ellis, U.S. Depanment of the Interior, BOR
Congressman J.D. Hayworth
Senator JOM McCain, (R) Arizona
Senator Jon Kyl, (R) Arizona
Governor Fife Symington
Tom Carr, Permit Section, Depamnent ofWacer Resources
Supervisor Fulton Brock
Supervisor Don Stapley
Supervisor Betsy Bayless
Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox
Supervisor Jan Brewer
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Letter 11: Response to Comments made by Shangri La n Resort

11-1. Additional information regarding withchawals of groundwater during construction has been
added to the final EA. Also see response to comment 7-5.

11-2. Your comments on the merits ofthe NEPA process and The Villages development are noted.
Please refer also to the "Response to Conunents on the NEPA Compliance Approach",
above.
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LETTER 12
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June 29, 1997

Mr. Bruce Ellis, Chief
Environmental Resource Management Division
Bureau ofReclamation
P. O. Box 9980
Phoenix, Arizona 85068-0980

Re: PXAO-lSOO

Dear Mr. Ellis:

11'ITIAI r: I

I attended a Bureau of Reclamation meeting June 28th in New River. I had heard about
the proposed Del Webb development in this area., and I was given infonnation about this meeting
by a co-worker. I drove one hour, from Tempe, to go to this meeting.

Even though I live in Tempe, I am against the Del Webb development. I think it is
obvious that this project will have a detrimental affect upon the environment - which to me
means not only the quality of life for people in New River, but for anyone who breathes the air. 12-1

This is a prime example ofurban sprawl which has become a menace throughout the West.
As people move fanher away from the city, they must drive longer distances to get to their jobs
and other resources (a baseball stadiwn, airport or symphony hall). This causes more air poUution
which all of us in the Valley breathe.

We should be filling in the vacant land within the City ofPhoenix:, not leap-frogging over
parts of the desert to create another suburb. This type of development has gone on way too long.
It's time to stop it now.

In my mind, the environmental impacts seem obvious, so it almost seems like a waste of
time to do an EIS. However, my impression is that without an EIS, the project will be built.
Therefore, I urge you to do an EIS on the project.

Sincerely,
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Letter 12: Response to Comments made by Marilyn DeMoss

12-1. The final EA has been revised to specifically address air quality effects that would result
from provision ofsettlement water under the Option and Lease Agreement and construction
and operation of the proposed water delivery facilities (please refer to pages 3-24 and 3-25
ofthe f1nal EA). A general discussion ofair quality effects ofThe Villages is included in the
EA on page 3·25 under the No-Action Alternative. While potential environmental impacts
associated with The Villages development are presented under the No-Action Alternative,
impacts associated with The Villages are not considered either direct or indirect effects of
Reclamation's proposed action for the pwpose ofdetennining whether that action will have
"significant" environmental effects. The effects of The Villages are relevant, however, as
part of the background. or context, against which the incremental, or cumulative, effects of
Reclamation's action are assessed. The discussion of the No·Action Alternative also
provides a baseline against which the proposed action is evaluated. See also response to
commenI4-1O.

The comments regarding urban sprawl and leap-frog development concern local land use and
zoning decisions that are appropriately addressed at the local governmental level. It should
also be noted that preparation of an EIS does not necessarily preclude implementation of a
project.
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Letter 13: Response to Comments made by Helen Stephenson

13-1. Your comments on the merits oftbe NEPA process and The Villages development are noted.
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To:

CC:

From:

LETTER 14

Dennis E. Schroeder
Area Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
United States Deparunent of the Interior

Bruce Ellis
Bureau of Reclamation
United States Department of the Interior
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix AZ 85068-0980

Dan Beard
Depanmem of the Interior
1849 C. Street NW
Washington DC 20240-0001

Bruce Babbitt
Secretary of the Imerior
18th and C street
Washington DC 20240

John Kennedy
EPA
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco CA 94105-3901

Fred Troy 17

Date: July 7. 1997

'1Ill' '07..u 4""

t ."'\-::'"~

: 7 i"ii

This letter is regarding the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) on the provision of leased Ak­
Chin Indian Community water to Del Webb corporation for use at the Villages as Desen Hills.
Maricopa County, Arizona. The proposed development of 16,500 homes on 5,660 acres north
of Phoenix will use the leased Ale-Chin CAP entitlement delivered through a nine mile pipeline
across federal land.

This letter challenges the Depanment of the Interior's efforts to circumvent the NEPA process
by performing an Environmental Assessment on only the pipeline and not the resulting
development. This letter requests the Depanmem of the Interior to follow its own legislation and
do an EA and EIS on the pipeline and the development that it serves.
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The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was legislated [0 safeguard this na6on's natural
resources. In cases where federal resources or funds are involved, it provided a means for the
federal government to step in and take an objective look at the potential threat to the
environment. It was legislation that the Depanment of the Interior fought for.

The proposed Del Webb development is a textbook case. Maricopa county has one of the worst
air pollution problems in the COUntry. It is number twO in the cOUntry for paniculates. it has
been downgraded by the EPA to serious for Ozone and is out of compliance in all three 14-2
categories.

Phoenix does not have a heavy industrial base. The source of the pollution problem is
automobiles. The proposed development, the largest ever approved by the Maricopa County
Board of Supervisors has no provision for public transportation, is located twenty miles (of
interstate highway) from the nearest employmem center, and will contribute between 9.000 and
34,000 pounds of paniculates annually to an already very serious air pollution problem.

The stance that the Depanmenr of the Interior is taking is, "since it appears the development of
the Villages will occur in the absence of the federal action, Reclamation anticipates the EA will
focus on the impactS associated with construction of the delivery and treatment systems".

The reference to the development being buill, "in the absence of the federal action", is based on
a letter from The Del Webb Corporation listing the cities of Phoenix and Peoria as alternative
water sources. Letters from these cities indicate mat no such agreements are in place. Even if 14-3
agreements could be made, the fact remains that me development will use CAP water piped
across federal land.

In an internal memo, Bruce Ellis. chief of the environmental resource management division of
the Bureau of Reclamation stared, "The scope of the EA should not only include the impactS
associated wim construction of the water-delivery system, but should also include the impacts
resulting from development of the master-planned community, since this is how the warer will
be used".

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service agree, in a lener to the Bureau of Reclamation. Fish and
Wildlife Field Supervisor Sam Spiller StateS, "The service does not believe the scope of analysis
for this EA should exclude the Villages ... simply because De! Webb has alternative water
supplies for their development".

The individuals at the working level are pressing for an EA on the entire developmem, but the
package mat was sent out was an EA for only the pipeline.

Something is very wrong. The Depanment of the Interior should be raking the Opposile Saince.
They should see this as an opporrunity for NEPA to do what it was legislated for. To safeguard 14-4
the environment and its potential affect on me local population. As a person with respiratory
problems I know the effects of air pollution: increased mortality rates, shon.er life span, and just
recently a link to sudden infam death (SID).
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Is there a reason that the Depanment of the Interior is nO[ following its own legislation? Please 14·4
provide an answer to this question.
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Letter 14: Response to Comments made by Fred Troy

14-1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

14-2. Please refer to response to comments 4·10 and 12-1 regarding evaluation of air quality
effects in the EA. We have no information about the source of the commenter's reference
to the contribution of "9,000 and 34,000 pounds of particulates."

14-3. Please refer to the "Response to Conunents on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above, for
a discussion of Reclamation's NEPA approach and the decision to either issue a FONSI or
prepare an EIS. It should be noted that constructing the proposed pipeline would involve
crossing only a small amount offcderalland. Most of the land that would be crossed by the
pipeline is state-owned land (please refer to Figure 2-6 of the EA).

The final EA includes additional analysis and substantiation that alternative water sources
would be available to The Villages development in the absence of the federal action (see
Appendix A). Please also refer to response to comment 3-1.

The cited portion of an internal Reclamation memorandum was taken out of context. The
memorandum goes on to state:

The correct assessment of environmental impact rests on a comparison of future
conditions "with" and ''without'' the project Accordingly, the EA must describe the
conditions most likely to occur in the absence of the proposed action (provision of
water through the lease agreement). lbis No Federal Action (or ufuture without")
scenario becomes the baseline against which the impacts of the proposed. action are
measured. It is particularly important in this instance to determine if the Company's
master planned community would go forward in the absence of the water supply
made available through the Agreement.

This is consistent with the approach taken in the EA (see the "Response to Comments on the
NEPA Compliance Approach", above).

The comments of the USFWS, and Reclamation's responses, are included in this Appendix
(see comment letter 6).

14-4. Reclamation has disclosed and considered the relevant potential effects that could result from
the reasonable range of alternatives considered in the EA, while recognizing that land use
authority and development project approval in Maricopa County are the responsibility of the
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors.
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Letter 15: Response to Comments made by Amy Little

15-1. Your comments on the existing New River environment are noted.
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lvrr, Bruce Ellis. Chief
Environmental Resource Management Division
P,O. Box 9980
Phoenix, AZ 85068-0980

9 July, 1997
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Riparian habitats in the desert are precious as sources of vegetation. occasional water and
as corridors for wildlife. The interruption of such areas can seriously affect not only the
immediate disturbed area. but can have wide effects on wildlife and their habitat beyond
the immediate locality. However. the disturbance of seventeen seasonal drainage areas is
treated as though it is of minor significance.

In the discussion of the Sonoran Deserucrub community, it was stated that "no major
animal migration routes are known to occur in the area that could be affected by a buried
pipeline: ", however. no reference was made to previous studies that would detennine
specifically where wildlife is traveling. In two days. this type of infonnation could not be
adequately assessed.

Finally, in the last paragraph of Section 3.3. it is stated that «the washes and arroyos that
support the xeroriparian vegetation are considered potentia.l jurisdictional waters of the
United States:' This indicates that a full Environmental Impact Statement is in order
since the disturbance of these areas would be a federal action, I join others ;n the New
River community in demanding that this be done in accordance with the law.

16-2

16-3

16-4

Resp:ctfully,
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Letter 16: Response to Comments made by Andrea J. Ouse

16-1. Vegetation and wildlife field surveys were conducted for the entire water delivery system
corridor using standard field techniques. Conducting lengthy and intensive field surveys to
document all wildlife in the pipeline corridor is not required or practical for purposes of
NEPA. Plant and wildlife species encOlmtered during the field surveys are presented in
Appendix B nf the EA.

16-2. The draft EA indicates that construction within the pipeline corridor would temporarily
disturb up to 0.27 acre in 17 seasonal drainages and 5.75 acres ofxeroriparian scrub in the
New River channel. Because the pipeline would he buried and Del Webb would he required
to recontour and reseed those areas of the corridor not needed for pennanent facilities, these
temporary effects are considered minor.

16-3. The EA statement on page 3-9 reganling animal migration routes is based on knowledge of
Reclamation's biologist and professional consultants about the wildlife resources of the
project area and the reasonable assumption that a buried pipeline would not pose an obstacle
to animal movements.

16-4. The last paragraph of Section 3.3 of the EA is related to actions that would occur under the
No-Action Alternative in the absence ofReclamation's provision ofsettLement water under
the Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement The need for a Section 404 permit fnr activities
that result in placement of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States does not
mandate preparation of an EIS. Preparation of a NEPA document may be required
depending on the type of activity, amount of discharged material, and/or amount ofwaters
of the United States that would he affected. The Corps of Engineen wnuld make that
determination, and would prepare any NEPA document deemed to be appropriate, as part of
the Section 404 pennitting process.

Ak·Ch;n Option and UaM Agntnu",
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Mr. Bruce Ellis, Chief
Bureau of Reclamation
23623 North 7th Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85024

Ae: PXAO-1500

Mr. Ellis:

JUL 11 '37
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Carol Zimmerman

4 July 1997

I am writing to you on the Fourth of July, an apt date, considering one of the salient points
Thomas Jefferson made in the Declaration of Independence was the inalienable right of
the governed to challenge their government. Mr. Ellis, your Environmental Assessment
is seriously flawed. It does not adequately address negative environmental impacts. It
focuses on the proposed pipeline with little discussion of what will happen once the
water reaches New River. Four federal issues have not been adequately addressed: The
Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In addition, there is evidence that the Bureau of
Reclamation is in collusion with Del Webb Corporation.

Clean Water
The Environmental Assessment is inadequate in addressing not only the delivery and
treatment of the water, but the use of the water in the development of the "Villages". 17-1
The long-term water quality effects of run-off from residential areas and golf courses (the
result of implementing Del Webb's "Villages") is not adequately addressed. Pollutants
such as petroleum products, fertilizers, and pesticides will drain into our groundwater.

Clean Air Act
Page 3-25 states, ''Truck traffic associated with pipeline construction would be low... and
not expected to exceed the de minimis levels and no conformity analysis is necessary".
That statement is ludicrous. It's a scandal for you to expect the air quality to remain 17·
pristine as a result of this pipeline construction.

The purpose of this proposed pipeline is to support Del Webb's proposed "Villages at
Desert Hills", a Master Planned City. This city will house an estimated 50,000 to 70,000
people, most of whom will be driving cars and adding to the already polluted air.
Maricopa County is currently in violation of the Clean Air Act and is having to pay fines as
a result. The issue of air pollution is not adequately addressed in this Environmental
Assessment.

Endangered Soecies
The Environmental Assessment is inadequate in addressing endangered species, such
as the Pygmy Owl and the Lesser Long-Nosed Bat, both residents of the area under
attack.
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Page 3·10 of the EA states, "The final rule on cactus ferruginous pygmy owl... determined
that designation of critical habitat in Arizona was not prudent." Not prudent for whom?
Del Webb? The United States Supreme Court ruled recently that the habitat of 17-3
endangered species shall be protected as well as the endangered species themselves.
Your Environmental Assessment does not take this into consideration.

Discussion of the impact on the desert tortoise on page 3-13 is woefully inadequate.
Pages 3-14 and 3-15 state, "Evidence of two state species of special concem was
observed on or adjacent to the property: Hohokam agave (highly safeguarded plant) and
the desert tortoise. The California leaf-nosed bat and ferruginous hawk are either known
or expected to occur in the area." The MVillages" WILL have an effect on these state
special·status species. This alone should indicate an EIS is needed.

NEPA
NEPA requires a federal agency that wants to engage in a major federal action which
significantly affects the human environment, to study and report the environmental
impacts of its proposed decision. Federal approval for the lease of between 6,000 and
10,000 acre feet of Ak-Chin Indian CAP water per year requires that the Bureau of
Reclamation conduct a full Environmental Impact Study (EIS) on the human and
ecological effects of this development. These impacts include growth inducing effects,
changes in the pattem of land use, changes in population density and growth rate, as
well as severe negative effects on air quality, traffic, crime, water, taxes, infrastructure, 17-4
and natural ecosystems. Approval of Ak-Chin water lease is a federal action. An EIS is
required.

Details of the pipeline have changed, so now it's out-of-scope. (Del Webb has expanded
the area where they can take water.) Most importantly, Del Webb has no legitimate water
sources. (This should require them to do a full Environmental Impact Study.)

Constructing the pipeline, treatment plant, and the resultant "Villages" will result in
disturbances to unknown archeological sites that have not yet been discovered.

Del Webb Corporation must be in full compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and must complete an Environmental Impact Study.

These are not local issues, nor Maricopa county issues, nor Arizona state issues. These
are Federal issues. Del Webb must conduct a full Environmental Impact
Study.

The Bureau of Reclamation. an agency of the Department of the Interior. apoears to be in
collusion with the applicant. Del Webb Corporation.
Why is this EA so big? The length alone tells you that this project is so big and
complicated that it needs an EIS. The Council on Environmental Quality advises
agencies to keep the length of EAs to not more than 10 - 15 pages. In its document
Forry Most Asked Questions concerning CEQs National Environmental Policy 17-5
Act (NEP.4) Regulations, Question 36b asks "Under what circumstances is a lengthy
EA appropriate?" The response states that "Agencies should avoid preparing a lengthy
EA except in unusual cases where a case is so complex that a concise document cannot
meet the goals of Section 1508.9 (of the NEPA policy) and where it is extremely difficult
to determine whether the proposal could have significant environmental effects. In
most cases, however, a lengthy EA indicates that an EIS is needed."

2
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Mr. Ellis, your e-mail bemoaning your struggle with how to limit the scope of NEPA
indicates the Bureau of Reclamation's collusion with Del Webb. Mr. Ellis, what changed
your mind about an EIS? During the public meeting in New River on 28 June 1997 it was
stated that you once agreed for the need of an EIS, and now you are saying it is not 17-(
needed. What changed you mind?

The Del Webb Corporation has bullied its way through this whole process of getting the
land and attempting to udevelop" it. The Corporation acquired the land as the result of an
illegal land swap, and the link of this land to the Don 80lles murder is a matter of record.
In spite of citizens shrieking out how Del Webb Corporation has broken laws and
continues to break laws to get its way, our government officials continue to genuflect
before the great and powerful Del Webb Corporation. The Del Webb Corporation has
corrupted our government. Are you, Sir, among them?

Carol Zimmerman

3
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Letter 17: Response to Comments made by Carol Zimmerman

17-1. A general discussion of the water quality effects that would result from The Villages
development under the No-Action Alternative is presented on pages 3-5 tIuough 3-7 of the
EA. The potential for pollutants, such as fertilizer, petroleum products and pesticides, to
affect water resources is addressed in the second paragraph on page 3-7. Reclamation
believes this general analysis is an adequate description of the water resource effects that
would occur under the No-Action Alternative.

17-2. The federal air quality confonnity regulations indicate that a confonnity determination is not
required because the proposed action (provision of leased settlement water, including
construction of the delivery pipeline and water treatment plant) would not cause emissions
that would exceed pollutant threshold levels, called de minimis emission levels. The de
minimis levels that would apply to the proposed action are 100 tons per year (tpy) for reactive
organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NO.), 100 tpy for carbon monoxide (CO) and 70
tpy for PMIO (particulate matter smaller than or equal to 10 microns in diameter). The
construction-related emission levels have been estimated and are included in the final EA on
pages 3-24 and 3-25. Pipeline construction emissions would not begin to approach the
threshold levels because of the relatively minor amount of truck and heavy equipment traffic
associated with the construction effort. Operation of the turnout, pipeline and treatment plant
would not result in emissions because these facilities would use electricity. Please refer also
to response to comment 4·14 for a discussion of the conformity requirement.

Air quality effects ofThe Villages are not relevant to either the Clean Air Act confonnity
analysis or NEPA except in the context of the NEPA cumulative impacts inquiry.
Quantification of air quality impacts for The Villages has not been carried out because The
Villages is not part of the proposed federal action and is not being caused by the federal
action. The decision to approve The Villages, whatever its costs and benefits to the
community. is the responsibility of local government, specifically the Maricopa County
Board of Supervisors.

17-3. Reclamation has adequately addressed potential impacts on federally protected species by
preparing a BA and providing it to USFWS. Cactus ferruginous pygmy owls and
lesser-longed nosed bats do not occur within the pipeline corridor because habitat for these
species does not occur in this area. Critical habitat was proposed for the cactus ferruginous
pygmy-owl in Arizona in a USFWS proposed rule (59 Federal Register [FR) 63975).
However, because the pygmy-owl has been a sought.after species for birding enthusiasts, the
USFWS now believes that designation of critical habitat and the subsequent publication of
location maps and detailed locality descriptions would hann the species rather than aid in its
conservation. The publication of pygmy-owl localities in Arizona would also make the
species more vulnerable to acts of vandalism. The USFWS, therefore, has detennined that
designation ofcritical habitat for the pygmy-owl is not prudent (62 FR 10730 (1997)).
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Del Webb has committed to following AGFD's "Guidelines for Handling Sonoran Desert
Tortoises EncoWltered on Development Projects" should any desert tortoise be encountered
during development of The Villages.

17-4. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above,
regarding Reclamation's approach to NEPA Compliance, including the decision to prepare
a FONSI or an EIS and the definition of a "major federal action." Regarding potential
impacts on archaeological resources and water supply option viability, please see response
to comments 4-13 and 3-1.

17-5. Reclamation has considered CEQ's guidance for the length of an environmental assessment
and has endeavored to minimize the length of the EA. For this EA, Reclamation decided
to include additional information on the No-Action Alternative to be responsive to public
interest expressed about effects of The Villages. This resulted in an EA that is somewhat
longer than other EAs prepared by Reclamation. In general, the length of a document by
itself is not the detennining factor as to whether or not an EIS is appropriate. The need for
an EIS is based on Reclamation's consideration ofthe significance ofthe impacts that could
result from the proposed action. Please refer also to the «Response to Comments on the
NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

17-6. Your comments on the merits ofthe NEPA process and The Villages development are noted.
As noted in the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above,
Reclamation has developed guidance in its Draft NEPA Handbook (August 1996), whicb
specifically addresses approaches to NEPA compliance for water transfer actions and local
growth issues. This guidance was developed to address the sometimes difficult decisions
regarding the scope ofNEPA documents involving the use of federal project water. TIlls is
the difficult issue "bemoaned" by Mr. Ellis in his e-mail message. The statement you refer
to as being made in the June 28, 1997 public hearing in New River, that Mr. Ellis once
agreed to the need for an EI8, is in error. Mr. Ellis has never made any conclusion or
statement regarding the need for an EIS on this proposal Your comments on the Del Webb
Corporation are noted.
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MARGE CORNEll

July 9, 19!;/

Mr. Bruce Ellis
Chief, Environmental Resource Management Division
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix, AZ 85068-0980
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Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment Comments, Del Webb/Ak-Chin Option and
Lease Agreement

Mr. Ellis:

Can't you see, or don't you want to see that you are committing a flagrant breach of
duty to the public in your charge? You are not acting honorably. You are obligated to 18-1
serve the taxpayer and conduct a full-blown EIS concerning the Villages at Desert Hills.

It's true that New River does not want a city the size of Flagstaff in its midst. completely
ruining the unique desert we enjoy. Yet the very real concern is the wate(. In spite of 18-2
claims of Indian CAP water, or the remote possibility of Phoenix prOViding water, or
what ever other myths are tossed our way. if water must be brought 9 or 12 miles to
sustain a population otherwise unsustainable, then reason would have it that that
population does not belong here.

You and all of the other bureaucrats add insult to injury by allowing Del Webb to
deplete our well water supply (no matter what fairy tales we are told), with so-called
interim use of groundwater for early construction. Yet you know as well as we that
there is no limit on the amount of our groundwater that Del Webb can use, nor a limit 18-3
on how long they can use it to build their "water delivery systems".

In addition to the water, the impacts of traffic, pollution, crime, environmental
destruction, etc., must be fully analyzed! We all know why you are limiting the scope of
the NEPA document to only the impacts of the pipeline. You and your cronies from Del
Webb are not fooling anyone! You all know full well that when that EIS is performed
on the whole project area of 5,661 acres. Del Webb won't stand a chance of building
their "Villages"!

I would like to quote General Mark Clark from a speech he once gave about honor.
The General said "Honor is the ability to put morality ahead of expedience, duty ahead
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01 self-indulgence. and to do this instinctively and every time. But. this shining quality
does not occur spontaneousiy in people. It has to be learned. Parents. schools and
churches have to teach it. Unless they do. our society will begin to crumble."

The sense 01 honor that our ancestors knew has weakened and diminished. We no
longer understand how important honor is in the conduct 01 our daily lives. The men
who signed the Declaration 01 Independence did know. They pledged their sacred
honor.

Please act honorably. Make sure our precious resources are protected! Do the right
thing by doing a full-blown Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely.

Marge Cornell

cc: Robert Johnson, Bureau of Reclamation
Honorable John McCain. United States Senate
John Kennedy. EPA
Cindy Lester, Dept. 01 the Army Corps 01 Engineers
Bruce Babbitt. U.S. Department olthe Interior
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Letter 18: Response to Comments made by Marge Cornell

18·1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

18-2. The Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement is a binding agreement to provide up to
10,000 afIyear of settlement water. Use ofthis surface water, delivered through the Central
Arizona Project facilities, is intended to provide an alternative to the use of groundwater
resources for domestic conswnption. Regarding your comment on population growth in the
area, Reclamation believes local land use and zoning issues are appropriately addressed at
the local governmental level.

18-3. Please refer to response to comment 7·5 for an explanation of the interim use ofgroundwater
and the effects thereof. The EA presents analysis of the environmental effects that could
result from provision ofleased settlement water, including the effects of the water delivery
facilities and summarizes environmental issues related to The Villages under the No-Action
Alternative. The impacts of the alternatives addressed in the EA have been adequately
disclosed and considered. Please refer also to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA
Compliance Approach", above.

Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agree~nt
FifIQi Ewvironmen/a/ Assess~nl H·I03
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LEITER 19

Ann Caylor

Bruce Ellis, Chief
Environmental Resource Management Division
Bureau of Reclamation
PO Box 9980
Phoenix, AZ 85068-0980

PXAO-1500

:'_'_~_'
t/VI-' • f'C'~-.
: ~ ;

. :

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment Ak-Chin Option and Lease
Agreement

July 11, 1997

Dear Mr. Ellis,

I am a resident of New River and attended your June 28 pub­
lic comment meeting. I had previously obtained and read a
copy of your EA statement on the proposed Del Webb Villages
development. Al though I would 1 ike to see the Bureau of
Reclamation conduct an EIR on the project for a wide variety
of reasons, I understand that you would like more specific
comments on why residents think the EA is inadequate.

I am particularly concerned about the groundwater impact of
the construction phase of the proj ect and also about the
certainty of other available water sources, primarily those
from Peoria and Phoenix on which the Bureau based its as­
sessment that the Ak-Chin water lease was only one of sev­
eral alternatives for the Del Webb project. The EA states
that "An alternative to groundwater is needed to prove the 19-1
existence of an assured water supply under the regulations
promulgated by the" ADWR. (1-3) The report also discusses
the fact that groundwater could be used by Del Webb during
the construction phase, with certain limits.

I find that the EA does not discuss in enough detail the im­
pact this limi ted use of groundwater would have on the
groundwater supply currently serving the residents of the
area. I think an EIR is essential to fully understand the
impact of the project on current water use and that direct
testimony from the ADWR be included which would detail a
complete plan for replenishment. Addi tionally, the resi­
dents of the area need to know how this interim use of

1
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groundwater would effect current water supplies, whether
private wells now serving individual households would need
to be reconstructed, even on a temporary basis. The whole
concept of "safe yield ll needs to be clarified to the resi­
dents.

The other section of the EA which I feel needs further elab­
oration and clarification is the section covering al terna­
tive water sources for the project. These water sources are
pivotal to the Bureau's major conclusions about the Del Webb
project. The report states that because "alternative water
supply options are available to Del Webb that do not involve
a federal action, the EA assumes that development ... would
occur ll wi th or without Ak-Chin water. (2-1) These al terna­
tives include a water supply from Phoenix, from Peoria, and
enrollment of The Villages in CAGim through a to-be-formed
water company. Appendix A does not sufficiently cover these
alternatives. I think. the public needs to know whether
these other water sources have been approved by the relevant
public entities. As presented, the EA includes only a
statement from Phoenix on any possible future water system
in which Phoenix City Manager Frank Fairbanks concludes that
there is no commitment for Phoenix to supply the project and
that the City Council would have to approve such a plan,
which it has not. I think Manager Fairbanks points out the
many obstacles to an assured alternative water supply for
the project. These are the grounds upon which the Bureau
based its assessment that an EIR was not necessary.
Finally, nothing was included from the city of Peoria or the
state coverinq the other alternative water supplies.
Appendix A clearly seems to raise more questions than are
addressed in the EA and which should be answered in an EIR.

Lastly, because the EA refers to a range of envirorunental
impacts from the proposed project it leaves the impression
that the Bureau feels it is within the scope of their over­
sight to look at these impacts. Having read short summaries
of the myriad impacts of such a project (Cultural Resources,
Air Quality, etc.) it seems self-evident that the Bureau
should do a complete job of assessing them. If it is not
within the purview of the Bureau to address them why include
them in the EA? If it is, shouldn't the Bureau present all
of the relevant data which an EIR would do?

It seems that the Bureau of Reclamation needs to look beyond
the narrow letter of federal regulation to the spirit of
public oversight. The Bureau should protect public re­
sources by investigating the widest array of possible ef­
fects which could determine long-term degradation of land
and water. By examining the entire picture of public state
and local, as well as private (including Indian) interests
the Bureau could assess the future environmental viability

2
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of this area's land and water resources.

Thank you for considering my comments and I look forward to
hearing from you about the issues I have raised. I hope the 19-3
Bureau of Reclamation will serve the present and future
residents of this area by presenting an EIR for the proposed
Del Webb Villages project.

Sincerely,

~a~JJ~

3
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Letter 19: Response to COlQments made by Ann Caylor

19-1. The EA has been revised to include additional infonnation regarding temporary impacts on
groundwater from the interim use of groWldwater during construction of the pipeline and
water treabnent plant (see page 3-6 of the final EA). Please also refer to response to
comment 7-5.

19-2. Additional information has been included in Appendix A of the EA relevant to the viability
of alternative water supply options. Please also refer to responses to comments 3-1, 4-7, and
7-1.

19-3. The approach to the EA is discussed in the "Response to Comments on the NEPA
Compliance Approach", above. Reclamation has adequately disclosed the potential
environmental effects that could result from the Proposed Action and the No-Action
Alternative. Reclamation believes local land use and zoning issues are appropriately
addressed at the local governmentalleve!.

Ak.-Chin Option and uose Agrtelfle'"
Final EtrvirOlllflenllJl ASRSSlflent H-107
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Letter 20: Response to Comments made by Vicki Y. Myen

20-1. Please refer to response to comment 4-12. above. The fmal EA has been revised to include
the data from the NVATS, although the projections for The Villages may now be somewhat
overstated in light of the proposed rezoning of The Villages, which would result in fewer
residential units.

20-2. The traffic analysis referred to by the commenter indicates that traffic volwnes on several
roadway segments could be less with The Villages than without because of traffic
improvements asswned to occur in the traffic model. This projected traffic scenario would
occur because traffic volumes on minor roadways are assumed to be redistributed to arterial
roadways. Overall, the traffic modeling conducted for The Villages development and the
NYATS indicate that traffic volumes in the area would increase and would require roadway
improvements to maintain acceptable transportation conditions.

20-3. The Northeast Valley Area Transportation Study (NYATS) indicates on page 48 that:

This analysis assumed that the 1-17/Honda Bow Road (Desert Hills) traffic
interchange is reconsttucted to improve the existing awkward configuration. It also
assumed that 1·17 is widened to three lanes in each direction south of the proposed
new interchange to serve the Villages at Desert Hills Master Planned CommWlity.

The NVATS also indicates in Table 9 following page 62 that widening ofl-17 to three lanes
in each direction between Carefree Highway and the proposed new interchange near
Deadman Wash is recommended in the 5-to-1 O-year program. The NVATS also notes that
programing ofthese projects would occurwben projects are placed on Arizona's Departmeot
ofTransportation's (ADOT's) Statewide Transportation Improvement Program. Section 3.7,
"Traffic and Circulation", of the EA has been revised to provide additional infonnation from
NVATS. Also refer to response 4-12.

Ak-Chin Option and Ltase A~tlM"l
Ffn<:/ EmiirOJl~nlQl ,4sKsUMnf H-111
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Valene Pieraccini ;
lI~L 1 ;. ·0.....vI.. .:. • ...,{

21-1

I I
f'.-~---':-_-

To Bruce Ellis, !'. j
~~. ~,.,.:., 1@"f ( ,
1-·!.....S3 .F·· ';1. .~C II -\':"'.0::: I

My husband, Paul Pieraccini, and I are concerned with repons that only i~!/j~·I. ~J1': '?:~:[ }:jL.., 2 ~
En~ironmental A~sessment is planned for the .Del. Webb project in N~w ~r.~~;J~ til~il .'J 17:?+dJ-
ludIcrous to consIder only the effects of the plpehne on the area conside' "
the project. Air quality, wildlife habitat, sensitive vegetation and archeological artifacts
should be included in the assessment of the impact of the project on the area. We think
the SUlluran ut::it:n: is beautiful treasure that furure generations should be allowed to
enjoy. The unique beauty of the Sonoran desert largely defines much of what Arizona is.
As fairly new residents of three years, we were attracted to this state because of the beauty
of the area. We don't understand why Arizona does not attempt to protect this beauty.
Therefore, we feel strongly that an Environmenral Impact Study of the Del Webb project
is necessary.

Sincerely,

\L,,,,,,Je-' ?..._-'--
Valerie Pieraccini
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Letter 21: Response to Comments made by Valerie Pieraccini

21-1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

Ak·Chin Oprlo" and Lease Agree,u",
FiflQI E"";rtmn1#:,,,al ASJe#mt1'" H-I13
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July 7, 1997

";oj' -: . ,,:. . tJ, ..:.r" .

Mr Bruce Ellis. Chief
Environmental Resource Management Division
Post Office Box 9930
Phoenix. Arizona 85063-0980

Dear Mr Ellis;

• : ::-;1 ':t" ~.~

<

Thank you for coming out to our community on June 23th, to listen to our comments.

I know initially the meeting was supposed to gather comments regarding the
proposed water pipeline from the CAP to The Villages development. Many of the
comments went astray from this narrow topic. This is because the topic is NOT
narrow. We don't believe you can choose a pipeline path to study and ignore the 22-1
more than 5,600 acres of land that is to be developed.

If you are required to investigate the environmental impact of Federal actions - isn't
the entire development a result of federal action - if they use the Ak-Chin lease
option? And if you listen to the side of their tongue their speaking with at any given
moment. you may hear the Del Webb Corporation saying that this is their only option
for water supply.

You are in a position that was created to serve the PEOPLE, and to help protect the
ENVIRONMENT. Truly the majority of the people in this community are requesting,
and it seems so are your own laws, that you perform a tull blown EIS on the ENTIRE
project. The environment here begs of you to perform a full blown EIS. It is a
beautiful piece of property, supporting a rich supply of flora & fauna - and
encompassed by a community of good people who will surely suffer, if the
environment does.

1 am not "against" Del Webb or their development. Nor can I say that I am "in favor"
of it either. I'm not crazy about seeing that beautiful piece of property developed.
but I know that it will be· if not by Del Webb than by someone else. I do not agree 22-2
with the density of the proposed development,. nor do 1 agree with golf courses being
layed. THIS is a worthy piece of property to study!

Please, please reconsider. This is much more important than you know, not just to us.
but to the many generations that follow.

----Thank you for your time. ~ ~~/,.'/ fro. ':(\~L-.c;d ~~v.,# / .
'. - • I' y'! aJ r...<.f.u.:-J ..~ -:;I:.v-.-

Elizabeth Buckalew Vaughan W ~ 7"
. H-114 (..



Letter 22: Response to Comments made by Elizabeth Buckalew Vaughan

22-1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

22-2. Your comment on the merits ofThe Villages development is noted. Reclamation believes
local land use and zoning issues are appropriately addressed at the local governmental level.

Ak-Chln OpIiOtl and Leo.se Agrtenttnt
FiflDf E!rvirannttnlal ASJrsmKn, H-115
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July II. 1997

Mt. Bruce Ellis
Chief. Em;ronmem.al Rcsourc::
Management Division
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix. AZ 85069.J)9liO

De.ar Mr. Ellis.

. -
I ;:.:. .'0;: ~l'

We are AGAINST having :J full EIS done for the Del Webb project in New River. Some of our reasons:

1. A person/company that O\\ns the land shouid be :!ble to do what they please \\ith it. It is hard to
belie\'e tl1:u in America a lando\\l1er has to jump through so many hoops to usc their 0\\11 property,

2. A person/company th<1t ~'s one or fh'e 3C&eS to get out of the city should not think they arc entitled
to thousands of :lcres of undiStW'bed sc.:nery.

23-1

3. We are thinking ahe:ld about where the future generations \\iJllivc.

~. We currentJy drive 18 miles to the grocery Slore. post offic~ :lOd librn~·. We would welcome cuning
that disw.nce in half by making use of the nen' "iJlage.

S. We::.u-e Consen'ationistS of the Teddy Roosevelt stripe. We belie\'e we should be careful \\ith our
n.atur:l.1 resources and not waste them. Howe-rer. to displace 30.000 people over a Hohok:1m Agll\'i
plant is not re:1SOn.able.

6. The EIS demand is just to harass Del Webb - it does not represent a sincere concern for the
environmental effects. We beliC"e the roOt CJuse for the demand is selfishness as in -Let me and my
fumily enjoy the secluded. desert. but let all those other people find another place to li\'e.- Of course.
they nre not willing or able to buy up :ill the property - they just W:101 10 control it.

Sincerely.

Mr. and Mrs, Dn,;d c. Richmond

cc Del Webb
cc The Desen Advoc:lIe
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Letter 23: Response to Comments made by Mr. and Mrs. David C. Richmond

23-1. Your comments on the merits of the NEPA process and The Villages development are noted.

Ak-Chin OptlOll andU~ AgretfMNI
FiMI £1fVirOll/Mnlal Asst~fMn' H-1l7
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LETTER 24

Repair-It IndJ

Bureau. OfReclamation
Phoerrix Area Office
JJox9980
Phoena. AI8S068

Brua El/i:s

June 30, 1997

.--.-

I-.........,.---,!----:

r;., ( "
CL l;~lflr.:.n • "-'<J U' I, 'y

DearMr. Ellis: ,'r, rJ<'nl NiY;I/'>"''- ":."/ ./
Fn" ":11 1.lJ"7 FC/V... ) f -~ ....

17ris 1ettD- ;s J.-i-- sem to you .m /hat 1M7U dear/v~the lIP "IF ./ /~ ";I')-°5 J-- 'J VI ,. '-',/.) -.'

the meeting (III ./unt! 111, 1997, at tJrr New River Elementary sc/roo/. A copy ofthis letter
is 1Nmrg sent to RobertJohmon.. in NevadtL

T. None of1M residenJs a/New river enjoy having to lookat 1M BOR as adversaries.
You are ~OUT-puD/icjetleraJ ojficiszb. Your decisions.. by Itzw. must njlea the benifit
ofthe. pu6Uc. & a ravlJ ofyour~d~ the public shoulddeDI witIryour dqai tment
...i1h trust and~l. This is what tire citi;r:tq in New RMr would liJ:e to do.

2 When your Jqxzrtmurl seeks JD find reasons, and techniCDlloopholes in the law, that give
your 4yamnen1an acaw not to maRe rkcisions that IJenejit 1M public. just the opposite
hD[Jpem;- T1Ds apparenlly may be lite case wirh the decision you anl about 10 mob con- 24- I
ceming the~JWebbpro~CL

J. You have lIIDTe tJrtzn SlljJicientproof1holTldtherPhoenix norPUJritJ hmw CQIIImitIerJ to
SIIl'ply warer to the Del Webb projea. MOI'eOVf!T, Del Webb 17m c/eQr/y nated in writing
to everytJM JJu1t there choice isAJc-CJrin. This is an mdisputabk.faa HrmdTeds ofjIyen
weN circ.~edto everyone in New River and elsewhere 10 lhis effect. YDU have one inJIUtIT
ojJice.

4. Yet you are Irying to make a case w1rue tDf E.4 an"1hepipeline. is suificienlfar this
massiw project; notwiJJrstonding that thisproject "WIll inrpacJ Maricopa~ in a
1IIDn1reT thai will tlramaJiCD11y change the lifesl:yle of aUofits residmts. Your own ltzNtt
rnandtzte that an E1S is requind on this enJin proied. 5600 QD'I?S afpristiM Sononzn desert.
Yetyou seek 10 circ:umw?nJ your owns lawor, nuzIting a case /hal Nmszybe" the waJer
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SllpPIy i3 available from SOfITt%s thai are outside ofAJc-Chin-.andyov A:now tJraJ this i3 nol
JIre care.

5. You an: IIUJ/dng citizlm.r band li)gdter /0 SIll! their owngov 't, to mak the goy 'I

follow /he;, own laws.. Do not 14M tlU lightly. /fwhat we suspect is ne, not only
will the courts overrvle your ,*cision. buIyour~.frwdom. and thai ofall af
those imIolvedin Ilris rkcision, may be at risJc.

6. PresznJJy. sneralcriminal as weD as mviTonmmtaJ aJJomep are seriously
andClII"I!.fully l'f!Viewing allmpects ofthis maI1er. You were quotedS«Iions of
1M uiminuI CtxM at that meeting that shouldmobil cU!t1r /o)lOll. thaJ "'!Y collusion
011 the part offtderaJ officiJJls is Q W!J)' suious matter, that can ,.eSrdJ in Q heavyfine
and imprismrnumL 17tose laws were read 10you. andyfJU CQTI be ce11Din /hat iftile
eviJJmu i3 obtlZiru!d. they will be part ofan artion against the BOR. and /be individmlIs 24- 1
who wmJd be imorJ/JIed in thai suiL

7. DOES C0LLUS10NEXIST? MJ11rypeople believe /haJ Bru&e IJaJilJitl. $ecrf11a1Y oflite
buerior, who 1JistoriaI11y 11m 1ttIdauwith Del Webb. has iI{/1IImt:edyour dept» fD,IMI10 do an
EA. /imJiing die~ ofthe F.A Ii)jAft iJre 1t'Qter~Iine, tIItd IIttIItingafintJinK 0/110

sipijiamt:e. "I'1IU beliefis ntanift!SlJ!d fly the statementfrom Tom U1ClD ofDel Wehb who hils
S1DII!tl in Jhis SIIIIday.s Arizona ReprJJUc. Q copy ofwhidl is oJlt1ineJ in this /etIer, "he is
confident that th6 BOR win imIIt a SIJZJemem ofNo SigniJU:.an11mpa&t... He also stIINtJ thDJ
the Del WeIJIJ C01pOtalion isprepared to defend it Thai Del W~bb is scheJDled to begin
CDIISII1ICIion on the pipeliJl~ at the endoftheyear. He;3 sayingalluftJriJMr. EJ/Js, whi/4
)'011 t!IqJartnJent is suppo.tetJJy in the prot:U3 ofmaii1rg a tkdsian on dri.3 matter. T1Ds IaIdr
me to 1Jdiew tJJaz TOIIILuass andDel Webb already knr7w what JecUion your dqvtlMtull will
1ftGi&.•m- tJIIZt they are invohedin the decision moJdngpt'OCUS. Why 'Would .Del Webb be
Jl'epund to tkftnJan at:Jion wlridr)lOJl1" dJ!partment i.r moling. Haw do they know already
what JhDJ JviOon i.r.•.to /he point wlre:re dtHy have male plans to ctJTUII'Ud 1Mpipeline
D1ready. Mr. lMazs'~nJ to 1Mprus obviously indicatu tJrot Del Webb Corp. already
bIows)JOUr decision. What hDppened10 "acting in the flllblk: inJeres1". 17IDI dedsion is only
benefIting Del 'Webb.

8. Ifyour department Jou IIDt Jo an ElS on the mlin! Del Wellb project. JJris mailer wingo
ID COUT1. You are aware oftht:rL Bur abo be aware that Steve Brittle hDs mmJe it clear to you
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LETTER 26

HENRY B. LACEY
Attorney at Law

919 North First Street
PO Box 34262

Phoenix, Arizona 85067-4262
Phone (602) 258-5050

Fax (602) 258-7560

August 22, 1997

Bruce Ellis
Chief, Environmental Resource Management Division
US Bureau of Reclam:l.tion
Phoenix Area Office, Lower Colorado Region
PO Box 9980
Phoenix,Puizona 85068-0980

Via Certified U.S. Mail (Return Receipt Requested)

Inl':!AI 1("~~, '!! -:
: .. ! ~vi'f ~I ~;~Jl_'--,''c.:..1__,

I
I
I
I

t--................-+Po~;...c..::"'O--~ .....
--t----.-+---.J

Re: Supplemental Comments ofSave New River Coalition and Sierra Club
(Grand Canyon Chapter) on Draft Environmental Assessment Oil the
Proposed Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreement (Bureau Reference No.
PXAO-1500 ENV-9.00 970029418176)

Dear Mr. Ellis:

In light of the Bureau's decision to extend the conunent period on the draft
Envirorunental Assessment ("EA") for the proposed Ak-Chin Option and Lease
Agreement, this office hereby submits supplemental comments on behalf of the Save
New River Coalition and the Sierra Club· Grand Canyon Chapter. The corrunents in this
letter are in addition to, and do not replace or in any way negate, the comments submined
on July 14,1997.

The letter of July 14 identified -major areas of concern with the EA, as follows: I

1. The Bureau's decision to issue an Environmental Assessment ('lEA") instead of
an Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") is legally adequate only if the agency has 26-1
accurately identified the relevant environmental concerns. The Bureau must also provide
evidence of high quality, including reliable and accurate information, to support its
determination that a Finding of No Significant Impact ("FONS!") is appropriate. In
addition, the Bureau must ensure that any final EA issued includes a careful examination
of.all. direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Indirect effects include "growth-inducing

I This is not a comprehensive summary of the comments contained in the July 14, 1997 correspondence.
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effects and other effects related to induced changes in the patterns of land use, population
density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water quality and other natural
systems, including ecosystems," 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Cumulative impacts are the
results of the project in combination with "other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
futW"e actions regardless of what agency ... or person undertakes such actions." 40
C.F.R. § 1508.7. The Bureau must disclose all direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
that are expected to occur on federal and non-federal land. This requirement is especially
important, and is more emphasized, where the project under consideration may facilitate
private development.

2. The draft EA on the Ak-Chin lease and option agreement does not meet these
requirements. The Bureau has failed to consider all direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts on the environment, including the inducement of urban sprowl and traffic,
reduction in air quality in New River and elsewhere in Maricopa County, wildlife habitat
and plant loss in the area afthe pipeline and the proposed Villages at Desert Hills
development, destruction of archeological and historic artifacts along the pipeline route
and in the area of the proposed Villages at Desert Hills development, and damage to the
existing social, economic, and political conditions in New River and surrounding areas. 26-1

3. The cumulative impacts of this project are enough, standing alone, to require
preparation of an EIS because approval by the Bureau will inevitably result in significant
impacts to the environment.

4. An EIS is required because the draft EA fails to offer any evidence that would
support a conclusion that the developer of the Villages at Desert Hills will undertake
mitigation actions that wiU"completely preclude significant environmental effects."
Conner v. Burford, 836 F.2d 1521,1531 (9th Cir. 1988).

5. An EIS is required because approval of the Ak-Chin lease and option agreement,
together Ylith federal funding of highway improvements necessary to support the Villages
at Desert Hills development. federal approval to discharge po~lutants into "waters of the
United States" pursuant to section 404 of the Clean Water Act ("CWA"), issuance of
relevant Endangered Species Act ("ESA") permits, issuance of relevant state and local
pennits, and private sector actions are "connected actions" that will, in combination,
result in significant adverse environmental consequences.

6. The Final EIS on Water Allocations and Water Service Contracting for the
Central Arizona Project ("CAP"), issued by the Bureau in 1982, does not cover the
proposed project. Department of the Interior ("Dol") regulations require preparation of
an EIS on this ground alone. Dol regulations also require preparation of a separate ElS
on the Ak-Chin lease and option agreement because the proposed project is a
"modification" to an existing project, a "proposed change in the programmed operation"
of CAP which "may cause a significant new impact;" and will cause "significant new
impacts" of the CAP.
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9. The Bureau has failed to disclose or discuss the fact that its own employees, and
indeed some agency personnel assigned to work on andlor supervise preparation of this
very draft EA, have indicated that the draft EA should "address the reasonably
foreseeable environmental impacts resulting from [the Bureau's] approval of the lease­
including the developer's plans to take and use the water (develop a golf course)."
Memorandum from Bruce Ellis to ibr3dmlO.3LCADMIN.LNEILSON et a1., May 2,
1996. Another memorandum from Mr. Ellis to Phoenix Bureau officials confirmed this
point of view a year earlier, and also noted that the EA should adequately address impacts
on air quality, traffic, land use changes, loss of wildlife habitat, and loss ofNew River
residents' rural lifestyle. See Memorandum from Bruce D. Ellis to Area Manager,
Phoenix, Arirona (April 25, 1995), at 1-2.

10. The Bureau's failure to discuss the extent to which approval of the Ak-Chin lease
and option agreement would cause a violation of the federal air quality conformity
regulation renders the draft EA fatally flawed. See Conservation Law Foundation v. u.s.
Deparrmenr o[rhe Air Force, 864 F. Supp. 265 (D.N.H. 1994). Furthermore, the draft
EA is similarly fatally flawed because it does not adequately explain how approval of the
Ak-Chin lease and option agreement may complicate Arizona's and Maricopa County's
compliance with the Clean Air Act ("CAA~'), the costs to other industries if compliance
with the CAA is not achieved or the eAA is violated, or how such air quality impacts
may be mitigated. See Id

11. The draft EA is inadequate because it does not assess compliance with other
applicable federal. and state environmental laws, including but not limited to the CAA,
ESA, CWA, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, and
the National Historic Preservation Act.

12. The draft EA is inadequate because it fails to specify an alternative that is
environmentally preferable, as required by 40 C.F.R. § 1505.2(b).

13. The length of the draft EA indicates that an EIS is appropriate. Council on
Environmental Quality ("CEQ'') regulations require that an EA be "concise," and as a
general rule if the EA is langeI than 25 pages an EIS is necessary. The draft EA on the
Ak-Chin lease and option agreement, not including the appendices, table of contents, and
lists of tables and figures, and documents included without being assigned a page
nwnber, is 80 pages long.

26-7

26-8

26-9

26-10

14. The Bureau may not cure the flaws in the draft EA by issuing memoranda, data, I
or reports into the public record unless such supplemental information is made a part of 26-11
the environmental review document itself. Sierra Club v. Marsh, 976 F.2d 763 (1st Cir.
1992).
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Thank. you for the opportunity to provide additionaJ comments. Please contact me
if you have questions.

HL:hl
cc: eluis Gehlker

Gary Giordano

H-13J
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Letter 26: Response to Comments made by Henry B. Lacey, Attorney at Law

26-1. Please refer to response to comments 4-1 through 4-28.

26-2. Please refer to the "Response to Commeots on the NEPA Compliance Approach". above. All
of the factors cited by the commeoter apply to The Villages, which Reclamation has
determined is not included in the proposed action and is oot an effect of that action. Please
refer also to response to comment 4-27.

26-3. Please refer to response to comments 4-8 and 17·3. The EA indicates that no effects on
federally listed threatened or endangered or state special-status species, including those listed
by the commenter would result from the proposed action.

26-4. Please refer to response to comment 4-27. The ract that this water lease is from an Indian
tribe to a private developer is not relevant to the NEPA approach taken by Reclamation.
Whether the water lease or transfer is from an Indian tribe to a private developer, or from an
Indian tribe to a municipaJity, or from one CAP subcontractor to another, Reclamation applies
its NEPA guidance on a case-by-case basis.

26-5. Please refer to response to comment 4-2 regarding nutlgation measures. Del Webb
committed to the enviroronental commitments presented in Section 4.0 of the EA
Reclamation wiIl ensure they are implemented during Del Webb's construction ofthe pipeline
and water treatment plant.

26-6. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach" and
response to comments 3-1 to 3-9, 4-8, and 6-1. Reclamation has solicited, reviewed. and
considered all of the comments provided by state IIJld federal agencies. We do not believe
that disagreement with USFWS regarding the scope ofourNEPA document requires that an
EIS be prepared.

26-7. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach" and to
responses to comments 14-3 and 17-6. The position taken by Reclamation with respect to
the scope of the NEPA document is consistent with both memorandums referenced in this
comment.

26-8. Please refer to response to comment 4-10.

26·9. Reclamation's NEPA process has considered all applicable federal and state laws in
Section 3.0 and Section 5.0 of the EA. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) regulates
the intentional taking, killing, and possession of migratory birds. The MBTA is silent on
incidental taking and killing of migratory birds resulting from (as long as it is not the purpose
of) canying out an otherwise lawful activity, such as the proposed action. The reference to
an enviroronentally preferable alternative at 40 CFR 1505.2(b) applies only to records of
decisions in cases requiring EISs. It does not apply to preparation of an EA.

26-10. Please refer to response to comment 17-5.

Ak-Chl" OptitHI lmdUlu. Agrnmmt
FigfElMrorolfl."f"IAII.II1M'" H-13S

~ndlXH. COMnre"u Ofllhe Draft £t and R.spanru
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26-11. All reports used to prepare both the EA and BA are cited in Section 6.0, "Citations", of
the EA. It is not reasonable to make aU documents used in preparation of this EA a part
of the EA itself. Specific citations can be made available for review at Reclamation's
Phoenix Area Office, 10888 N. 19th Avenue, Phoenix AZ 85029, upon request.

Ak-Chin Opt jon and Lease Agrumllnl
FifUll brv/rotlfMnlolAs~"t H-136
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September 8, 19

MICHAEL P. F'IFLIS
ATI'ORNEY AT LAw

12647 NOR.m FIFI"ESNTH AVENUE
PHOENIX. ARIZONA 8~029-2801

(602) 862'()220

HAND pELIVERED
Bruce Ellis
Chief I Environmental Resource ManageIDent Division
Bureau of Reclamation
Phoenix Area Office
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix. Arizona 85068-0980

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment Relating to Provision of:
x.eaaed Ak-cAin ~an Couiiianit:y 'Water to' vel Wc!'bb·
corporation for Use at the Villages at Desert Hills,
Maricopa County, Arizona

Your Rete.rence Number: P,XAO-1500 ENV-6.0D
96007318 7997

Dear Mr. Ellis:

I represent save New River .Coalition and the Sierra Club. I
write to c:c:=nent on the proposed Environmental AE:seDsment (DEA A)
identified above. :MY comznents are intended to supplement couanents
previously sutmitted by my co-counsel Henry Lacey.

According to the Oratt EA, Del Webb CO%pOration has indicated
to the Bureau that it has water sourCes for its project other than
the leased Ale-Chin :Indian Community water. The EA contains no
supporting documentation for this claim. Moreover. Del Webb has
aparUy proclaimed that 1t fully intends to use and. 1s relying upon
the l.eased Ak-Chin Indian Comnn.a.nity water in the development of 27-1
the Villages. Del Webb. for exaq>le. has indicated in its
newslet.ter -UpPront: The Villages At Desert Hill.sM:

a. In an article entitled -WEBB kELIES ON WATER FROM CAP-,
Del Webb states: .MThe water for our proposed master plan . . .
will not burden local ground water resources. we have acquired
the right to purchase priority Colorado River water deliverable
through the CAP. The water under this agreement is sufficient to
meet the project requirements and mny be used as a stand alone
source, in combination with the water available under the Peoria
agreeD'lent or in tandem with other future sources . . .• This
admission by Webb eliminates the alternative to use local wellS
and groundwater and specifies that the Villages will use the
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Letter to Bruce Ellis
Chief, Environmental Resource Management Division
Bureau of aeclamation
September 8, 1997
Page 2 of 2

leased Ale-Chin Indian community water. A copy of the article is
enclosed.

b. In .another issue of the newsletter, Del Webb reproduced a
letter from its legal department indicating that it will not use
groundwater at the Villages other than for construction. A copy
of that letter is enclosed.

c. In a thi~d newsletter, dated August/September 1995, Del
Webb again stated it would not use groundwater. It also indicated
it would seek Bureau of Reclamation approval for -diversion of
water either f~om Lake Pleasant or the 'CAP canal.· A c.opy of the
article i= enclosed.

These newsletters are significant because Del Webb has since 27-1
indicated that: ·OUr plans for water usage at the Villages haven't
changed a.t.. a.lJ... _ ~ 'n:U.& is. jU$t. en ~e $t:.ep in. tbe cmg:cing.
development process and is required because we plan to use water
from the Ale-Chin congnunity.· Oraft of story for QpFrQnt, bea.ring
date stamp of OCtober B, 1996. .

·These admissions ~ Webb suggest that Webb's claim of
altp.rnative ~t~ sources for use at the Villages is without basis
and merely a subterfuge to skirt NEPA. The admissions also
indicate that the Bureau has not taken the "hard look- at the
proposed action and no action alternatives, as required by NEPA.
A reasonable review of the above statements indicates that the
Bureau's assumption that the Villages will be developed with or
without approval of the Ak-Chin lease is also without basis. Put
another way. Del Webb's statements lead to the conclusion that~
Villages will not be developed unless the lease is approved; Del
Webb requires and ~lan~ to use the Ak-Chin leased water. Thus, a
Finding of No significant Impact would be improper - the
development of the villages depends on lease approval. The Bureau
accordingly needs to take these facts into account ~ revising the
draft EA.
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Letter 27: RespoDse to Comments made by Michael P. Fiflis, Attorney at Law

27·1. Please refer to the "Response to Comments on the NEPA Compliance Approach" and
response to comments 3-1 and 4-7, above. We do not believe that Del Webb's identification
of the Ak·Chin leased water as its water source in the various newsletters is proof the
availability ofother water supply options is "without basis and merely a subterfuge to skirt
NEPA" as this commenter contends. Del Webb has, after all, signed a contract for the lease
of this water. The leased water has the advantage of being a renewable swface water supply
an~ in light ofcontinued public concern expressed regarding the use of local groundwater,
it is reasonable to expect Del Webb to highlight the advantages of using the leased water in
its newsletters.

Ak-Clrln Opl/em GfIdUtu~ Agn~mtnt

Fino( Emlironmenfal AutJJmf:'" H-139
Appendix H. CammenlS 011 fhe Draft EA andRt~s
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LETTER 28

(frlQll .,
IIl.LClJf'T.-r~ -;-- I,

Desert ~oc:ute
70 E. Mitchell Drive
Phoenix, AZ ISO 12

SEP 9 '97.

r--f--~-'l

Attention; Letters to the Editor

For maD)' years. my wife. Joyce iI11d 1have called this wonderful
The many mends we have met and spc:m special times with is s
cbI:rish. Although we have reached a pojnl in our li~1hat has caJJlSCG
move, New River wiD always be very close to our hc:am.

I have bad the pleasure ofbecoming close with many ofyou in the community and have
bad the opportunity to be involved with a number offine organi2:atioDS and ~mmittecs

such as the New River Community Association and the Tnmsportation Advisory Board.

Through these affiIiatioDS~ I have witnessed a sincere love atcommunity &y so many 28-1
dedicated local residents. (have also witnl:SSed the dedication ofothers to this
commlD1ity - most significantly the care and concern displayed by our Supervisor Betsq
Bayless.

.Betsey bas always made it a priority to listen and solicit valuable input from residents
regarding a number ofi:Jsues. She is a person ofintegrity and sincerely interested in
serving New RiverlDescrt Hills in the best way possible.

Your paper recently shared with the community the most recent example ofher desire to
benefit this area by getting Del Webb to reduce the number ofhomes in their project by
more than 2,000. That's significant and I know it is much in part ofBetsey's
commitment to the citizens ofNew River.

I will nUss all of the wonderful residents in this community. and all the Others who have
worked to look after our best intercm.

Art Coates

a~~
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Letter 28: Response to Comments made by Art Coates

28-1. Your comment on the merits of the New River Community is Doted.

Ak-ehlll Option rvwJ urut Al"ttlfWttt
Fi-J Lrv/7_1\I(J1A~_,,' H-141
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LETTER 29
•••·

Bruce Ellis

A1TN:PXAQ-lSOO
POBox 9980
Phoc:aix. AZ 85068-0980

....-.-
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CI'~ Laa~8r
fIJ:a.r.ua llUlloi.r ,

SfP 3 '97
Jl DftIT :r to ITIlf~: J-" '" 7r; i 1-- P'D .-~, II •• 'Q '.0; It. V'

,~ 't

Ifl;;-
~ 1.~ v.,. ..
V'l_ • ~ <1-/0• 'I "1 ~ ... ., _ If'

,. Ll. - ;r:-
I ;-,

..=$:::-WC1iave seen the work done to the land by the Core ofEugin~ etc for the dam
·;,J.·i!!~·CODStnJctiOD in the last ten 'years, and we see DO reason for more studies to be I

required.

We support the plan Del Webb has submiUed for the Villases at Desert Hills waler.
supply pipeline across the desert. We see DO reason for mended studies.

Sinoerely,

~~~~~~~f~~~~"""""" .
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Letter 29: Response to Comments made by Raymond and Connie Crandell

29-1. Your comments on Reclamation's proposed action and the proposed water delivery facilities
are noted.

Ak·Chin OplltHf and Lease A.gree__nl
Finol £m,irorv,.nlal Assus~ft( H-143
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LETTER 30

City of Peoria
8401 West Monroe Stn:et. Peoria, Arizona 85!Yf~ ott'IlOoJ IT.

fll reo,.,,·..vr{ DOl 'Nl"if

SEP 8 '97 I
DAlF ROlIn: Tn JNlTItl ·:
'"fill ; .... .1)"') ~• 6- --...."'t/'1 Inu y........,-

997 I· -
,~o

~Chicf
Resource Management Division C tosSIFreAn. ·lCD l L. o~.. Nn riA... ,---- ,,-F . I r. . 7 I ... 'W -riO fpP

068-0980 'l"'1a-? 7,

September S. 1

Mr. Bruce D. E
Envimmnerltal
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix. AZ IS

Re: Response to Draft Environmental Assewncn1 (EA) aD the Provision ofLeased Ak-Chin
Indian Couununity Water to Del Webb CArporation fur U~ Bt The Villages at Desert
Him, Maricopa County, Arimna

Dear Mr. Ellis:

The City ofPeoria has the following comments related 10 the above referenced Dmft
Assessment

The Draft Assessment discusses the "Option 3 Service from Existing City ofPeoria System" and
correctly notes that the proposed "Villa.ges at Desert Hi1Is" devdopmcut was DOt included in the 30-1
City ofPeoria Water Master Plan issued~ 1997. The extension oflbe City ofPeoria. water
system to serve the -Villages at Desert Hills" would require an amendment to the Water Master
Plan to specifically address this new service amL

We note that the COl\cept for extending the City ofPooria W2tcr system is at a "pre-fe:sihility
level" and therefor reserve comment on the concept presented in "Option 3" until it is further
developed.

We appreciate the opponunity to comment on this dmft Assessment.

William J. Mnttingly, P.E., RL.S.
Acting Utilities Director
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Letter 30; Response to Comments made by City of Peoria

30-1. Reclamation notes the city's comments on the feasibility of water supply Option 3 as
presented in Appendix A ofthe EA.

At-Chin Opr/on and Leost! A"."""nl
Final £m,>lr()ltmflllal AJHDrMnl H-145

Appt!ndix H. COmm,nl5 on Ihe Drafl £A and Rf!5p0IUf!3
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LETTER 31

ftIG 26 "97

31-1

t---+---+-----.IAugust 21/1997

Dear Mr. BruceE1~
[ recendy read abour the exreDSion of the draft environmemal asscssm

Webb prvjcd. I support the a$scssmc:nt your dt:partmcut publishal some ~1Irr."""'''''''''''''~''''''-Q

.can DOt sec wbcrc there would be a problem with the pipeline as poposcd... The City of
Phoenix has lecendy announced their pipel.ine wiJl go the SBme route. .

I believe the people who are complaiJUagjust do DOt WBDt the development and thal~s

tlu:ir only coac:em. I slnJng1y recommend the use ofttle CAP water for this project As a
n:sidat ofArizDDa I do DOt WIlDt to be in a sitiuation of losing1hc usc ofCAP W1dcr.

Bcmicc.~
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Letter 31: Response to Comments made by Bernice GuddaU

31-1. Your comments on the merits of the NEPA process and the provision of leased settlement
water and construction of water delivery facilities are noted.

Ak·Chin Option and Lease Agnu~f1t
Final UrvirOfltMfllal AJ.UJ1tMfI' H-147

Appendix H. Commen/S OIIlhe Draft £A and RupOflSu
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Letter 32: Response to Comments made by Charles M. Collins

32·1. Your comments on the merits of the NEPA process and the provision ofleased settlement
water and constIuction ofwater delivery facilities are noted.

Ak~hilf 0P';QII tmdU~A,nwlJlUlt
Fi_1 v.r;,_11141 Auus_nI H-149
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LETTER 33
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Letter 33: Response to Comments made by BriaD LaPlaote

33-1. Your comments on the merits of the NEPA process and the provision of leased settlement
water and construction ofwater delivery facilities are noted.

Ak-Chm Option and ume Agrumenl
FiNJI EmiirontMntQI AnuJ""nt H-151
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LETTER 34

~ i4~ I:DtJ '+ gAIL. apfruJualofthr. fbJ CWd' ?~~ t:h mod
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Letter 34: Response to Comments made by Bob Henke

34-1. Your comments on the merits of the NEPA process and the provision of leased settlement
water and construction of water delivery facilities are noted.

Ak-Chin Option and Lease Agreflmenl
Flnol £""'irtmmtntal Aut.sJlfWllt H-153
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LETIER35

Bruce .£111s
Attn. PlCAO-1500
P.O. Sax 9980
Phoenix. AZ 85069-09RO

Dear Mr. ~llis.

We a~t.ended - the meeting at ~ev River School
Environmental AS68ssment, Alt-Chin Option a-"....,.,.~

vas presented and v~ have reviewed a copy of EA.

its are sat.isfied that ~he Draft SA as presented is adequate
for the proposed pipe line -and does not require a fUll-blown
environmental impact study as the opponents are insisting
should be done. Kost or the opponent:. are against. anything
the Del. Webb Corporatian vants to do and much of their reasoning
has nO basis' in fact..

Yours trUly,

.,;,'U a.,J..,yh..wr, ~~c..1. ~A~
HI'. iIIld Kr s •.cecil Grant

H-154
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Lcttcr 35: Responsc to Commcnts made by Mr. aDd Mn. Cecil Grant

35-1. Your comments on the merits ofthe NEPAprocess and the general adequacy of the EA are
noted.

Ak-Chl" Opt/OIl aNiuau Agrrr,.fI'
Fi_J LwiNJNM:flltJl AUll.Jlftfl' H-155
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LETIER36

W'lIDII.. • f
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY r:"....w!..::;;;l:nI't;;;";";;;;...::.L...:::::..:::.i":'"':.....-_-_-_-_-_-;

flEe;,ON IX ,,
7'5 HawU'lorne Str••t I

San Frandaco, CA 941QS.3801

Seprembcr I, J997

Bruce Ellis. Chief
EnvirtmmcnlBl Resourt:C Managemca.t Division
Bureau of RceJamaricm
P.O. Box 9980
Phoenix. AZ &S061-Q980

Dear Mr. Ellis:

The US. EnvinmaJentJl Proicdiun Ageocy (EPA) h:s ~;iewed the Ak~ChiDOp:Jon
Draft EnvlronmenmJ AssessilieDt (DEAl. Our COlIIlDCllrs OD Uris DBA are provided punWUlt
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). emmcil CD EDviromncDtal Quiility (CTIQ)
~gulatiODS (40 aR Puts t.500-lS08). aod 309 oCthe Clean Air Act.. The DEA evaluates
potential environmental impacts assoc:i.:w=~rwilh'facilities D.CCCSsary to deliver Ai;:QUn
!dtIemcot water 10 Ihc Del Webb R:Sidcntial development DC4l' New River, Arizona. A "DO 36-1
action" alternative is also eonsidcred.

As you know. EPA received a congressional jnquiJy from Sco..lohn McCUn coocemiog
the Del Webb devdopment at New River in 'laic luly. Consiste.at ¥lith its response to this
inquixy, EPA bas reviewed the DBA 10dct~ whether approval of the .tease wllllitcJy cause
significant environmental impacts which canDOt be adequately mitigated., in which case the
prep3f3li0D of an EDvironmcntal1mpact Statement (EIS) may be wammr.cd. With resprd to the
NEPA analysis performed for the water delivery system. it is our opinion tballhe analysis
provided in the DBA is sound, and provides sufficient information upon which \0 base a cb:cision
lC issue a FInding of No SignificaDllmpa.c1. (FONSn or proceed to an EIS.

The Bureau or Rec1amaUou (BOR) chose nol to ilDa1~ the potential environmental
impacts of the Villages development in detail in this DEA. Page 1·2 states: --Bec:ause!be
VL1Iages 'could be devdoped in the~N" ofthe fed.en! action, Redamation is focusing it..
cVaiuatiOD of the propo:ied aa::Iion iii this EA OD me impHCl'S a.~lODCiated with c:onsauction of the
WQICr delivery and treatm=t facilities needed [0 take aDd use leased sc:ulemcnt water," We not~

that the DEA does. in fact. include summary infonnatioD iD Section 3.9 (Cumulative Impacts) 36-2
and Appendix D (Biological Assessment) tegMding potential impacts expected to occur a.~ a
result of development at the VilJascs site. ullbougb the disaAssioll is Fnetal1y limited to issues
:loch as vegetative cODveJSion and potential impacts La sensiti~ !ipccies. At issue i.~ whether
BOR should bave included a mo~ detailed di'iCussioD of growth-relarcd impacts stemming from
the developm.!Dt itself. such a~ tr.lffic c:ongcstion. Wasil: is..~ucs, and n:lared impacts to air and
walet quality. While we understand BOR's POSitiolllhal the villages could be developed wilhout
the: proposed fcc:ienll aajon. we ht:lleve thaf an il.DaJ)'5is of the indirect and cumulative impacts
from traffic. waslc. etc. would provide the public with a bene: undersuanding ~r the ~ope of

I'r...rld ... 1lr'r«I,,~1'.(.-,
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impaclS U¥ria1ed with the federal action. BOR should consider expanding its NEPA analysis
for this project to address the i5suc:s in '1uesti.....

w. opp=iatc the oppoltWlity to~ this DEA. II you Iav. IDY qucsli01lS. please cal1
Lcoaidas Payac olmy statral(41S) 744-1S71.

Si=ly.

cG:.- <~& -

David J. Fane~ O>icC
Federal Amvitias Office

cc: Sen. John McCain
Mr. NomIal1 TrzaskDwm

H-157
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Letter 36: RespoDse to Comments made by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

36-1. Reclamation appreciates the EPA's review of the draft EA. Your comment on the adequacy
of the analysis in the EA is noted.

36·2. Reclamation has included a suuunary of The Villages site conditions and environmental
issues associated with development under the No-Action Alternative for each of the topical
issue areas discussed for the proposed action. nus evaluation includes discussion of water
and biological resources, cultwal resources, air quality, noise, land use, and visual resources.
Please refer to Section 3.0 of the EA. Reclamation has provided more detail on the
No-Action Alternative effects than in other EAs prepared recently in the interest of
addressing the concerns of members of the public. Please refer to the "Response to
Conunents on the NEPA Compliance Approach", above.

Ak-Chln Opl/on and LeQSe Agrntnenl
FlrtD.1 brvironmtntQ! Assessment H-159

ApfUndu H. Comments on the Draft £A and Respoll$es
Nowm~r /997
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List of Acronyms
and Abbreviations

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Ld, day-night average sould level
ADA Arizona Department of Agriculture
ADEQ Arizona Department of Environmental Quality MAG Maricopa Association of Governments
ADOT Arizona Department of Transportation M&I municipal and industrial
ADT average daily traffic MCDOT Maricopa County Departmem of Transportation
ADWR Arizona Department of Water Resources MOA Memorandum of Agreement
AGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department msl mean sea level
af acre-feet
af/yr acre-feet per year NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
AMA Active Management Area NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
APC Maricopa County Environmental Services, NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

Department of Air Pollution Comrol NO, nitrogen oxides
APE area of potential effect NPDES National PollutanL Discharge Elimination System
APS Arizona Public Service NRCS U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service
ARPA Archaeological Resources Protection Act NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NRLP New River Land Use Plan
BA biological assessment NUPD Neighborhood Unit Plan of Development
BLM U.S. Bureau of Land Management NVATS Northeast Valley Area Transportation Study

CAA Clean Air Act PMIO inhalable particulate matter less than 10 microns
CAGRD Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment in diameter

District PMOA Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement
CAP Central Arizona Project ppm pans per million
CAWeD Central Arizona Water Conservation District
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
CFR Code of Federal Regulations ROG reactive organic gases
cfs cubic feet per second ROW right-of-way
CO carbon monoxide
Community Ak-Chin Indian Community Settlement Act Ak-Chin Settlement Act
Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SIP state implementation plan
dB decibels SLD State Land Department of Arizona
dBA A-weighted decibel SR State Route
Del Webb Del Webb Corporation
DMP Maricopa County Development Master Plan TCP Traditional Cultural Properties

tpy tons per year
EA environmental assessment
EIS environmental impact statement USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
EPA Environmental Protection Agency USGS U.S. Geological Survey
ESA Endangered Species Act

The Villages The Villages at Desen Hills master planned
FCDMC Flood Control District of Maricopa Counry community
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency VOC volatile organic gases
FONSI finding of no significant impact
FR Federal Register WSCA wildlife of special concern

1-17 Interstate 17 I'glm' micrograms per cubic meter
lSTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
ITA Indian trust asset
ITF Integrated Turfgrass Maintenance

kV kilovolt




