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USDA Soil Conservation Service

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT FLOODWAY

MARICOPA AND PINAL COUNTIES

ARIZONA

Prepared in Accordance with Sec. 102(2) (C)
of P.L. 91-190

SUMMARY

I. Final

II. Soil Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture

III. Administrative

IV. Project Purpose

A structural measure for watershed protection and flood prevention
located in Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona, is to be imple­
mented under authority of the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act (Public Law 566, 83rd Congress, 68 Stat. 666, as
amended). The flood prevention purposes will be achieved by in­
stalling 27.36 miles of floodway.

V. Summary of Environmental Impacts

The Roosevelt Water Conservation District (RWCD) Floodway as
planned will reduce floodwater and sediment damage on irrigated
cropland, rangeland, urban land, and cultural features on these
lands. The degree of flood protection will vary with the distance
downslope from the floodway.

The floodway will provide an outlet for flood flows, for existing
and planned floodwater structures, through the Gila River Indian
Reservation to the Gila River, thus assuring the damage reduction
planned for the Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction-Gilbert, and Williams­
Chandler Watersheds. The floodway will intercept and divert flood­
waters and also provide an outlet for flood prevention measures
being planned for the Lower Queen Creek Watershed.
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Increased flows and sediment will be experienced in the Gila River.
Erosion will be reduced on the areas protected from flooding.

Installation of the floodway will have direct effect on 1,697 acres
of vegetation. Of this total, construction activity will result in
loss of 430 acres of cropland, 278 acres of desert riparian, and
505 acres of desert shrub. Diversion of flood flows will adversely
affect 132 acres of desert riparian vegetation which is within an
area bounded by the floodway and Highways 87 and 93. The wildlife
habitat losses will be mitigated.

The floodway and disposal areas will have a visual impact on the
area. Landscaping will lessen these effects.

Installation of the floodway will require the relocation of four
families and three businesses. Utility, irrigation, and trans­
portation facilities will be relocated.

Health, welfare, safety, and quality of living for residents in the
project area will improve because funds formerly used for flood
damage repair will be used for other community purposes.

When project measures are installed, the watershed economy will be
stimulated by allowing more efficient use of agricultural lands,
eliminating market delays, and creating 235 man-years of employment
and three permanent jobs.

VI. Alternates Considered

1. Accelerated conservation land treatment alone.

2. Structural protection of existing urban developments only,
with further productive cropland preserved.

3. Protecting prime agricultural land from premature or unnec­
essary urban encroachment.

4. Varying the RWCD Floodway size.

5. No project.
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VII. The following agencies, organizations and groups have been re­
quested to submit comments:

Federal Government

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Council on Environmental Quality
Department of the Air Force
Department of the Army
Department of Commerce
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Department of the Interior
Department of Transportation
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Power Commission
Office of Equal Employment Opportunity, USDA

State and Local Government

Governor of Arizona
Arizona Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology
Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture
Arizona Department of Health Services
Arizona Department of Public Safety
Arizona Department of Transportation
Arizona Game and Fish Department
Arizona Historical Preservation Officer
Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development
Arizona Power Authority
Arizona State Land Department
Arizona State Museum
Arizona State Parks

Natural and Cultural Resource Conservation Section
Arizona State Parks Board
Arizona Water Commission
Center for Public Affairs, Arizona State University
Central Arizona Association of Governments
Council for Environmental Studies, University of Arizona
Department of Anthropology, Arizona State University
Indian Affairs Commission
Maricopa Association of Governments
Mineral Resources Department
Prescott Historical Society
Governor's Commission on Arizona Environment
City of Chandler
City of Gilbert
City of Mesa
Flood Control District of Maricopa County
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors
Maricopa County Highway Department
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State and Local Government (Cont'd)

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department
Maricopa County Manager
Maricopa County Planning Department
Pinal County Board of Supervisors
Pinal County Highway Department

Other

American Telephone and Telegraph
Arizona Conservation Council
Arizona Public Service Company
Arizona State Reclamation Association
Arizona Water Resources Committee
Arizona Wildlife Federation
East Maricopa Natural Resource Conservation District
El Paso Natural Gas Company
Environmental Defense Fund
Environmental Impact Assessment Project
Friends of the Earth, Washington
Friends of the Earth, Arizona
General Motors Proving Ground
Gila River Indian Community, Governor
Gila River Indian Community, Natural Resources Committee
L. H. Bell and Associates
League of Women Voters of Arizona
Maricopa Audubon Society
Mountain Bell Telephone Company
National Audubon Society
National Wildlife Federation
Natural Resources Defense Council
Phoenix Historical Society Museum
Roosevelt Water Conservation District
Salt River Project
Sierra Club
Southern Pacific Transportation Company

VIII. Draft statement transmitted to Council on Environmental Quality
on August 15, 1977.
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PROJECT IDENTIFICATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

USDA SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT !/

For

ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT FLOODWAY, ARIZONA

Installation of the project constitutes an administrative action.
Federal assistance will be provided under authority of Public Law
83-566, 83rd Congress, 68 Stat. 666, as amended.

SPONSORING LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

Flood Control District of Maricopa County
Pinal County Board of Supervisors

East Maricopa Natural Resource Conervation District

INTRODUCTION

This program environmental impact statement is being written for
only the enlargement and extension of the Roosevelt Water Conservation
District (RWCD) Floodway. It addresses itself to the impacts in each of
three authorized watersheds, which are Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction­
Gilbert, and Williams-Chandler. These three watersheds comprise the
project area. This environmental impact statement also addresses the
impact which the Queen Creek Watershed has on the floodway. This water­
shed is authorized for planning under authority of Public Law 83-566.

Before man altered the drainage pattern in the project area, water
flowed in a northeast to southwest direction through numerous washes
into the Gila River. Floodwaters spread over the undeveloped desert.
The introduction of irrigated farming and the construction of the asso­
ciated irrigation canals altered the course of the floodwaters. Sub­
sequent improvements such as farm ditches and land leveling obliterated
the washes. Floodwaters can no longer follow their natural courses and
are forced across developed land and, in general, follow constructed
floodways, irrigation ditches, and roadways.

As development continues and property values increase, failure of
the manmade waterways to convey floodwaters creates ever increasing
damages. Inundation of the area, which historically served as the flood
plain, must be reduced.

Flood problems have been recognized for many years. In 1959 the
voters of Maricopa County approved the establishment of a county-wide
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flood control district. They authorized annual taxation to produce
revenues for the purpose of studying flood problems in the county and to
construct flood prevention measures.

In 1963 the Soil Conservation Service published three watershed
work plans that proposed a comprehensive flood control program for the
area between the Salt River and Queen Creek and east of Mesa and Chandler.
These reports were prepared under the authority of P.L. 83-566.

The land treatment measures that were planned have been installed.
A portion of the structural and nonstructural measures were installed
during the period 1966 to 1969 by the Flood Control District of Maricopa
County. Construction of the remaining dams and the RWCD Floodway has
been delayed because of.the inability of the sponsoring organizations to
raise funds for acquisition of rights-of-way.

/
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Following is a brief summary and status report for each of the
three authorized Public Law 566 watershed projects and the one project
authorized for planning. (See Appendix B Project Map.)

In 1962 the Flood Control District of Maricopa County published a
comprehensive flood control program report. 2/ In recent years the
Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Commission has published general
land use plans for study areas within the county. Both the u.s. Army
Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service have published
reports that outline flood control projects.

Flood control dams now control 296 square miles of the 711 square
miles of drainage area above the proposed RWCD Floodway. Construction
of the rema1n1ng dams that have been authorized would control an addi­
tional 43 square miles.

The Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed Work Plan covered the area between the
Salt River and Apache Trail. The Apache Junction-Gilbert Watershed Work
Plan covered the area between the Apache Trail and Ray Road. The
Williams-Chandler Watershed Work Plan covered the area between Ray Road
and Queen Creek (see the map on the following page). Land treatment,
nonstructural measures, floodwater retarding structures, diversion
structures, and floodways are included in the three plans to control the
flood flows originating east of the Roosevelt Water Conservation District
Irrigation Canal.

The three work plans have been approved for construction. They are
being supplemented to provide additional capacity in a floodway that is
adjacent to the Roosevelt Water Conservation District (RWCD) Irrigation
Canal and to provide an outlet for the floodway through the Gila River
Indian Reservation to the Gila River.
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Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed. Project measures include land treatment,
nonstructural measures, and five floodwater retarding structures with
associated structure outlets and floodways. The plan provides for the
diversion of the controlled flows from four of the floodwater retarding
structures into the Salt River upstream of Granite Reef Dam. The fifth
floodwater retarding structure will outlet into the wash below the dam.
The plan also includes an extension of the RWCD Floodway from Apache
Trail to 230 feet north of Brown Road. None of these measures have been
installed. A final environmental impact statement is available.

Apache Junction-Gilbert Watershed. This project provides for the control
of flood flows originating above the developed areas. It includes land
treatment, nonstructural measures, a floodwater retarding structure, a
diversion, and a floodway. The controlled flows from this watershed and
the Williams-Chandler Watershed, to the south, are discharged through
the Powerline Floodway to the RWCD Floodway. As a part of this project,
the existing RWCD Floodway will be enlarged to provide capacity for the
lOa-year event. The work plan for this project is being amended to
provide for this enlargement.

The floodwater retarding structure and the Powerline Floodway have
been installed. The enlargement of the RWCD Floodway remains to be
done.

Williams-Chandler Watershed. This project provides for the control of
flood flows above the developed areas from Ray Road to the boundary of
the Queen Creek drainage area. It includes land treatment, nonstruc­
tural measures, and two floodwater retarding structures which discharge
their controlled flood flows through the Powerline Floodway into the
RWCD Floodway. It also includes the enlargement of the existing RWCD
Floodway. The work plan for this project is being amended to provide
for constructing an outlet for the RWCD Floodway from the junction with
Queen Creek through the Gila River Indian Reservation to the Gila River.
The floodwater retarding structures have been installed. The enlarge­
ment and extension of the RWCD Floodway remains to be done.

Lower Queen Creek Watershed. In 1970 the East Maricopa Natural Resource
Conservation District (NRCD), the Gila River Indian Community Tribal
Council, Roosevelt Water Conservation District, Board of Supervisors of
Pinal County, Florence-Coolidge NRCD, and the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County submitted an application to the Soil Conservation
Service for P.L. 566 assistance for flood control below the Corps of
Engineers' Whitlow Ranch Dam. Preliminary investigations are still
underway to formulate an acceptable system of control within the Lower
Queen Creek Watershed. Two alternatives being investigated have pro­
duced the degree of control consistent with that used in this plan for
the floodway. Sufficient assurance has come from these investigations
to warrant the use of the controlled outflow as a basis for design.
This controlled outflow includes the effect of the existing Whitlow
Ranch Dam together with additional project measure considerations.
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~ If the anticipated control of Queen Creek is not attained, the
capacity of the floodway will be exceeded by the peak discharge from a
flood expected to recur on the average of once in 30 years (3.3 percent
chance of being equaled or exceeded). If the anticipated control of
Queen Creek is attained and the flood prevention structures constructed
in the Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed the intervening area downslope of these
structures and upslope of the floodway outlet is 258 square miles. A
separate environmental impact statement will be written for any project
proposed for the Lower Queen Creek Watershed.
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PROJECT PURPOSES AND GOALS

WATERSHED PROTECTION (CONSERVATION LAND TREATMENT)

The Sponsors' goals for installing land treatment and protection of
watershed lands during the project installation period include the
following:

a. Reduction of erosion rates and sediment yield to acceptable
limits.

b. Increase infiltration rates of the soils.

c. Increase crop production.

d. Improve irrigation water management.

FLOOD PREVENTION

The goals the local Sponsors have set for flood prevention in the
three watersheds include reducing flood plain scour and erosion and
providing a high level of protection for:

a. Highly productive irrigated lands.

b. Residential and retail-commercial properties, roads, and
highways.

c. Salt River Project and Roosevelt Water Conservation District's
(RWCD) Irrigation Canals and on-farm irrigation facilities.

d. Lands now undergoing rapid urbanization.

The overall objective of the plan is to restore, maintain, and
enhance the quality of human environment through watershed protection
and flood prevention. However, it is recognized that the planned pro­
ject may not provide for all of these goals.
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PLANNED PROJECT

LAND TREATMENT MEASURES

The land treatment measures proposed in the original work plans for
the Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction-Gilbert, and Williams-Chandler Water­
sheds were designed to reduce runoff, erosion, and sediment. They also
contribute to better irrigation water management and increased crop
production.

The measures installed include conservation cropping systems, cover
and green manure crops, crop residue management, irrigation water manage­
ment, minimum tillage, land leveling, irrigation field ditches, irrigation
pipelines, and irrigation ditch lining.

A continuing program of irrigation water management is in effect
and will result in more efficient use of irrigation water. Installation
of the land treatment program has increased efficiency of irrigation
water use by 10 percent over the last ten years to an overall efficiency
ranging from 60 to 65 percent.

When vegetation and soil armoring are disturbed during construction
of homes, accelerated erosion occurs. Landscaping around newly con­
structed homes usually shortens this period of accelerated erosion.

The East Maricopa Natural Resource Conservation District (NRCD) in
accordance with its long-range plans and objectives, has the responsi­
bility for coordinating the land treatment programs within its bound­
aries. The land treatment program is flexible and accommodates to changes
in land use. The district requests assistance from the Soil Conservation
Service and other agencies. The East Maricopa NRCD continues to provide
technical assistance through ongoing programs for non-federal lands when
property owners request assistance.

Land treatment measures have been installed on the Tonto National
Forest lands. Rangeland treatment measures below the Tonto National
Forest are limited to the existing management programs. Land treatment
measures installed on the Tonto National Forest have reduced sediment
yield. The measures installed were fencing, water bars, seeding, and
erosion control structures.

Fence construction enables the operator to control grazing. Clo­
sure of the managed areas has been sufficient to establish a protective
vegetative cover.

Water bars and erosion control structures have been constructed to
reduce erosion. Loose rock check dams in gullies have reduced water
velocities and have trapped sediment.
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Seeding has speeded up the revegetative process and retarded soil
movement; both are essential to good watershed conditions.

Title 7 CFR Part 656, which became effective on July 18, 1977, sets
forth Soil Conservation Service procedures for the protection of archeo­
logical and historic properties encountered in federally assisted pro­
grams. These procedures will be followed.

The national resource land is managed by the Bureau of Land Manage­
ment under the multiple-use concept. This land is presently used mostly
by outdoor recreationists and hunters.

NONSTRUCTURAL MEASURES

Nonstructural measures were considered in formulation of the pro­
ject. The damage area is an alluvial fan. Each acre has approximately
an equal chance of being inundated by a specific frequency event.

Two nonstructural measures are in effect in the project area. The
first is that Arizona revised statutes require the county to adopt flood
plain regulations and to delineate flood plains where urban development
is imminent or on-going. The Maricopa County regUlation is a two dis­
trict regulation which defines a floodway district and a floodway fringe
district within a flood plain. No structures or obstructions of any
kind are allowed in the floodway district, and development in the flood­
way fringe district must be elevated or otherwise protected from a 100­
year flood. All residential floors must be constructed above the ele­
vation of the lOa-year flood and all industrial or commercial devel­
lopments must either be elevated or floodproofed to the lOa-year flood
elevation.

The second is that regulations require onsite storage of runoff
water in urban developments. When subdivision plats are submitted to
county planning and zoning departments, the drainage system size is
reviewed to determine if runoff water can pass through or around the
subdivision without damage to housing.

The Maricopa County Board of Supervisors recently approved changes
to the subdivision regulations that require detention facilities be in­
cluded in all new subdivision plats to detain a lOa-year, two-hour
storm. The Board of Supervisors will enforce these regulations in such
a manner that the volume of storm water to be stored for the area
between the system of floodwater retarding structures and the RWCD
Floodway will equal or exceed one (1) inch over the neWly developed
area.

The city of Mesa recently passed regulations that require devel­
opers to make provisions in all new subdivisions to store onsite runoff.
The amount required to be stored for a minimum of 24 hours is the runoff
from a 50-year, 24-hour storm.

The City of Chandler has adopted regulations that require devel­
opers to make provisions in all new subdivisions, commercial and in-
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dustrial projects to store on-site runoff. The amount required to be
stored for a minimum of 24 hours is the runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour
storm.

STRUCTRUAL MEASURES

The northern end of the RWCD Floodway starts about 230 feet north
of Brown Road. From this point, the floodway flows south and follows
the alignment of the present manmade floodway and parallels the RWCD
Irrigation Canal for a distance of 18.23 miles. From this point, the
remaining 9.13 miles of floodway will be realigned and will end east of
Gila Butte at the Gila River. The location of this floodway can be seen
on the Project Map in Appendix B.

The depth of the existing channel between Brown Road and Apache
Boulevard averages about three feet and the bottom width about ten feet.
The soils in this reach are very uniform sandy to very sandy clay with
only minor occurrence of clayey sand. The fine textured fraction of
these soils possess low to medium plasticity. The soil consistency is
stiff to very stiff with the very stiff soils generally occurring below
five feet in depth. Another important factor in channel stability is
the presence of weak calcium carbonate cementation.

For the reach of channel between Apache Boulevard and Ray Road, a
typical cross section of the present channel has a depth of about 9 feet
and a bottom width of 60 feet. Soils encountered in the reach are
primarily moderately plastic sandy clays which are generally calcareous
and range from stiff to very stiff. Lenses of dense to very dense
clayey sand and sandy, clayey silt are common within the clay. In­
durated caliche and calcareous siltstone occur beneath these soils.

From Ray Road to Hunt Highway, the existing floodway has an average
depth of ten feet and a bottom width of about 110 feet. Soils that are
found in this reach are stratified deposits of silt, silty or clayey
sands, and some gravel. Older alluvial fan deposits are somewhat con­
solidated and slightly to well cemented.

From the Hunt Highway to the Gila River, the floodway has a new
alignment. Soils in this reach can be broken into two generalized
reaches. The first reach is from Hunt Highway to Gilbert Road where
alluvial fan deposits of variably cemented silty and clayey sands are
present. Also, intermittent coarse sand and gravel deposits occur in
the fan deposits and become dominant at higher elevations. The second
reach is from Gilbert Road to the Gila River. Soils in this reach con­
sist primarily of unconsolidated clay and silt with some sand and silty
sand lenses. Interfingering and overlapping lenticular deposits of
loose sand and unconsolidated or weakly consolidated clay and silt are
present throughout the remainder of the portion that is underlain by the
Gila River deposits.

The design of the floodway is predicated on: (1) projected land
use to the year 2000; (2) future urban developments providing that the

12



volume of storm water be stored for the area between the system of
floodwater retarding structures and the floodway to equal or exceed one
inch; (3) constructing structures as proposed in the Buckhorn-Mesa
Watershed; (4) constructing structures within the Lower Queen Creek
Watershed and achieving lOa-year level of control; and (5) enlarging the
capacity of the floodway to convey floodwaters resulting from a storm
occurring on the average of once every 100 years.

until the proposed floodwater retarding structures in the Lower
Queen Creek Watershed are constructed, the planned capacity of the
floodway will be limited to controlling floods expected to recur on the
average of once in 30 years downstream of the confluence of Queen Creek.
The local Sponsors are encouraged to carry out local implementation of
land use regulations or building ordinances as they deem appropriate.

This floodway is to be constructed primarily as a trapezoidal
earthen channel and will have a maintenance road on each side of the
floodway. During construction when pockets of soil are encountered that
cannot withstand the design velocity, they will be overexcavated and re­
placed with compacted soils that can withstand the design velocity. The
floodway will be seeded to native grass species. Areas seeded to native
grass species will not be irrigated. Pertinent data and typical channel
cross sections can be seen on the following pages.

The hazard from overtopping and breaching has been minimized by
planning the water-surface profile for design flow to coincide closely
with the natural ground level. This design concept will place the major
part of the waterway area in the natural soil. This design concept will
lower the water level from the existing floodway by four to six feet and
allow the downslope embankment to provide an increased degree of control.

There are no planned stabilization measures in the reach from Brown
Road to Apache Boulevard. From Apache Boulevard to Ray Road, there are
six short reaches of floodway lined with rock. Rock lined sections are
required for grade control and channel stability.

To provide channel stability at least cost, it was determined the
floodway will be concrete lined from Ray Road to the vicinity of Williams
Field Road. In the vicinity of Citrus Heights Road, a four-foot high
concrete drop structure is planned to allow design flows to remain at or
below natural ground level. A reach of concrete lined floodway is proposed
to be constructed about a mile upstream of Gilbert Road. At the confluence
of the floodway with the Gila River, an outlet structure will be installed.

To allow runoff from urban and agricultural lands to enter the
floodway, pipe inlets will be placed intermittently along the length of
the channel and through the upslope dike which serves as a maintenance
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Pertinent Data About The Roosevelt Water Conservation District F100dway

Approxi- F100dway Area Needed
Loca- mate Bot torn Water F100dway Spoil
tion Length Capacity Width Depth Side Type Velocity & Roads Disposal

Mi. CFS Ft. Ft. Slopes Lining Ft./Sec. Ac. Ac.

0.04 500 26 7.5 3:1 earth 1.9 1.0
Brown Rd.

1.10 1,200 80 7.5 3:1 earth 2.2 20.0 20
0.61 2,000 110 7.5 3:1 earth 2.4 15.0

Apache Blvd.
0.08 2,000 33 7.2 3:1 rock 4.1 1.5
0.51 2,300 90 7.4 3:1 earth 1.7 10.5
0.12 2,300 30 7.2 3:1 rock 4.4 2.5
0.16 2,300 90 7.6 3:1 earth 1.7 3.5
0.76 3,100 110 7.7 3:1 earth 1.9 17.5
0.02 3,500 110 7.8 3:1 earth 2.1 0.5
0.15 3,500 50 7.4 3:1 rock 4:3 4.0
0.15 3,500 110 7.7 3:1 earth 2.1 4.0
0.55 4,800 140 7.6 3:1 earth 2.4 13.0 150
0.04 4,800 140 7.6 3:1 rock 2.9 1.0
1.46 4,900 140 8:1 3:1 earth 2.2 37.5
0.18 4,900 75 7.2 3:1 rock 4.5 5.0

...... 0.38 4,900 140 7.7 3:1 earth 2.5 10.0
V1 0.04 4,900 140 7.4 3:1 rock 3.0 1.0

1.00 5,100 150 8.4 3:1 earth 2.2 31. 5
0.99 5,300 150 8.5 3:1 earth 2.4 29.0
0.61 5,900 170 8.5 3:1 earth 3.0 19.0
0.04 6,500 170 8.4 3:1 rock 3.6 1.0

Ray Rd.
1.06 6,500 50 8.8 2:1 concrete 7.0 13.0
0.07 6,500 75 7.9 2~:1 rock 6.3 2.5
0.81 6,500 200 8.6 3:1 earth 1.9 29.0
0.78 6,900 200 8.1 3:1 earth 2.1 24.5
2.48 6,900 150 7.1 3:1 earth 3.4 83.0
1. 64 6,900 250 8.3 3:1 earth 1.8 55.0
0.13 8,100 155 5.5 3:1 rock 8.4 5.0
2.56 8,100 250 8.2 3:1 earth 2.2 104.0 415

Hunt Hwy.
2.44 8,700 250 8.3 3:1 earth 2.2 78.0
0.01 8,700 158 8.5 3:1 rock 2.9 0.5
0.65 8,700 65 6.9 0:1 concrete 10.2 20.5
5.64 8,700 200 5.9 3:1 earth 3.9 185.5
0.01 8,700 183 6.0 3:1 rock 4.2 0.5
0.01 8,700 166 4.4 1~:1 concrete 7.4 0.5
0.08 8,700 200 5.9 3:1 earth 3.9 2.5

Gila River

Totals 27.36 832.0 585



road. A collector ditch will convey floodwaters to these pipe inlets.
Lined sections of the upslope channel bank will be constructed to allow
overland runoff to flow into the floodway. Entrance conditions of large
washes into the floodway will be transitional, and where needed, junction
structures will be provided. At points where sediment will enter the
floodway, sediment traps will be constructed. These structures are
planned to collect the annual bedload material before it gets into the
main channel. Floodwaters will flow through these structures and on
into the floodway. Sediment from large contributing areas will be
either deposited in the floodway or a contributing drainageway. The
floodway will be maintained to its designed capacity.

Between Brown Road and Apache Boulevard, an estimated 36 acres will
be needed to construct the f100dway and maintenance roads. Of this
total, about 33 acres are at present being used for agricultural purposes.
The existing floodway occupies .the remaining area. In the reach of
floodway between Apache Boulevard and Ray Road, about 192 acres will be
needed for construction. Of this total, about 59 acres are being used
for the existing floodway, 90 acres are being used for agricultural
purposes, 23 acres have riparian vegetation, and 20 acres have desert
vegetation. In the reach between Ray Road to the Gila River, there are
an estimated 604 acres required for construction. Of this total, 142
acres are at present being used for the existing f1oodway, 181 acres are
being used for agricultural purposes, 132 acres have desert vegetation,
and 149 acres have riparian vegetation.

Where possible and feasible, excavated material from the f100dway
will be used for such purposes as: leveling irrigated fields, extending
runways at the Williams Air Force Base, raising road fills, filling
abandoned gravel pits, and by subdividers for shaping subdivisions and
raising pads for housing. There have been indications made at public
meetings and by individuals that a substantial portion of the excavated
material will be used in these ways. Arrangements for use of the material
on individual properties will be made immediately before construction of
any segment of the floodway.

That portion of the excavated material that cannot be put to a
useful purpose will be placed in designated disposal areas. The maximum
depth of material placed will be 10 feet above ground. The disposal
areas will be shaped for moisture retention. These areas will be seeded
to native grass species at the end of each construction season. Areas
seeded to native grass species will not be irrigated. Tree and shrub
plantings will follow where necessary or desirable and will be irrigated
for two growing seasons or less depending on the species' ability to
become established.

The local Sponsors will obtain an easement for placement of the
spoil in the designated disposal areas. In these cases, development of
the land will be at the discretion of the landowner. Where the land is
purchased by the Sponsors, the land may be made available for public or
private use or may be sold at the option of the local Sponsors.
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Land for the purpose of disposing of excavated material coming from
the floodway is needed. The Soil Conservation Service has considered
spoil disposal site requirements. Conceptually, the spoil disposal plan
requires some 20 acres of agricultural land for this purpose in the
reach between Brown Road to Apache Boulevard. From Apache Boulevard to
Ray Road, there is a need for six disposal areas ranging in size from 8
to 44 acres and totaling about 150 acres. Of this total, 106 acres are
presently used for agricultural purposes, 33 acres are in desert shrub,
and 11 acres are in riparian vegetation. About 415 acres are needed for
disposal areas in the reach from Ray Road to the Gila River. In this
reach the six disposal areas that are needed range in size from 35 to 90
acres. Some 320 acres of the total in this reach are in desert shrub,
and 95 acres are in riparian vegetation. The Soil Conservation Service
and the Sponsors will jointly develop a spoil disposal plan for the
project as required for each reach of construction.

All road crossings will be landscaped on the upslope side of the
floodway in the reach from Brown Road to Hunt Highway. In this reach
there is not sufficient area available to landscape the downslope side
because the RWCD Irrigation Canal is adjacent to the floodway. In the
reach from Hunt Highway to the Gila River, where it is found desirable,
road crossin2s wl.II Be landscaped on bOth sides of the floodway. Approx­
imately 100 feet on each side of the road will be landscaped. The area
will be seeded to native grass species and planted to native trees and
shrubs. Trees and shrubs will be irrigated for two growing seasons or
less depending on the species' ability to become established.

The construction of this~6 mile floodway will require the
purchase of or the easement on about 832 acres of land along with the
relocation of a railroad bridge, 2,400 feet of railroad tracks, 1,500
feet of waterj?ipelines, 14,000 feet of telephone lines, 15,400 feet of
electric lines, 2,600 feet of gas pipelines, 3,400 feet of irrigation
pipeline, 600 feet of telephone cable, 4 owner-occupied dwellings, 3
businesses, 2 tailwater recovery ponds, and 1.7 miles of irrigation
lateral. The Sponsor will replace only highway bridges and roads that
are in existence. There are lj existing dediea1ed county road bridges,
2 dedicated county roads, 1 existing dedicated state highway bridge to

'be replaced, and 2 dedicated state highways bridged. One new railroad
bridge will be con~tructed.

Land subsidence and earth fissures have created no problems rela­
tive to the function and operation of the existing floodway and water
distribution systems. No problems are foreseen for the proposed flood­
way; however, earth fissures may occur in the future. Surveying monuments
will be installed during construction. These monuments together with
existing monuments will be checked periodically by the Soil Conservation
Service and the Sponsors to determine changes in elevations. Also,
periodic field checks will be made during the effective economic life of
the floodway to determine the extent of development of earth fissures in
the area.
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Soil Conservation Service policy requires that care be exercised
during construction to preserve and protect the natural landscape and to
minimize soil erosion, water, air, and noise pollution. All construction
work will be done in conformance with this policy. Plans may include
watering haul roads and earth fills to suppress dust, reducing erosion
by mulching of exposed areas, and burying unsalvageable material. State
and federal laws and regulations will be observed in minimizing air and
noise pollution.

Public use will be controlled by the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County. If future use is of such a magnitude as to damage the
structure or create health and safety problems, the district will limit
public access.

Many prehistoric and historic sites have been identified in the
project area. Most of which are on the Gila River Indian Reservation.
The Soil Conservation Service has worked with the Sponsors, the Gila
River Indian Community and professional archeologists to determine the
proposed alignment of the floodway on the Reservation. The alignment as
proposed causes the least possible affect on the cultural resources
present. However, some cultural resources will be affected and a cultural
resource management plan to minimize those impacts will be developed in
consultation with the Interagency Archeological Services and the State
Historic Preservation Officer and reviewed by the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation. The procedures used to effect protection of
archeological resources are set forth in Title 7 CFR Part 656. 11

WILDLIFE HABITAT MEASURES

An interagency team of biologists inventoried the wildlife habitat.
Using guidelines found in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service "Ecological
Planning and Evaluation Procedure," they determined values, called
"habitat units," of the various vegetative types by land uses.

The evaluation showed that the acreage and habitat units of desert
shrub and cropland will increase with the construction of the project.
The desert shrub vegetative type is composed of forbs, grasses, shrubs,
and some cacti. Desert riparian acreage and habitat units will decrease
significantly by adding the project. Desert riparian vegetative type
includes trees and shrubs together with other vegetation. Plans, there­
fore, are proposed to mitigate and compensate for wildlife habitat
losses on desert riparian vegetation only.

The impact of the project was determined by listing future habitat
units with and without the project condition and by calculating the
difference. Subsequent inventories showed that about 410 acres of
desert riparian vegetation valued at about 1,650 annual habitat units
will be lost. About one-half of the habitat units are in the area known
as the "triangle" bounded by the floodway and Highways 87 and 93. The
triangle is on the Gila River Indian Reservation, partly outside the
boundaries of the project. The remaining habitat losses are on lands to
be used for the floodway and spoil disposal.

18



From the "triangle" to St. Johns Mission there are trees and
shrubs along the natural Queen Creek drainage. This drainage receives
flood flows from the project area together with irrigation tailwater and
storm water runoff from other areas. Small, frequent flood flows flowing
from the project area dissipate rapidly after leaving the "triangle".
The impact on vegetation resulting from diverting flood flows, from the
area west of Highway 93, is judged to be minor and no mitigation is
included for this area in this plan.

Partial mitigation can be accomplished in the project area by
planting 75 acres of desert riparian vegetation such as paloverde and
ironwood trees and seeding to native grass species upslope of the collec­
tor ditch and within the floodway right-of-way. Trees and shrubs will
be irrigated for two growing seasons or less depending on the species'
ability to become established. These plantings would be equivalent to
about 400 annual habitat units.

The Soil Conservation Service and the Arizona Game and Fish Depart­
ment evaluated several hundred acres of wildlife habitat along the Gila
River, about 40 miles downstream of the floodway outlet. These lands
are near the Robbin Butte State Wildlife Management Unit and the Bureau
of Land Management Fred J. Weiler Greenbelt. A 280-acre parcel, equi­
valent to about 1,300 annual habitat units, was evaluated and will
satisfy the remaining need. In the event that this specific parcel
cannot be purchased, alternate sites will be evaluated and purchased.
An appropriate parcel will be purchased and fenced to preserve wildlife
values. This plan will be implemented by the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County.

Offsite mitigation requlrlng the purchase of 280 acres of land will
be concluded prior to the construction of the floodway upstream of
Gilbert Road. (12-CA.<-H ~)

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County will be responsible
for operation and maintenance of the RWCD Floodway. The District will
obtain all necessary funds for operation, maintenance, and replacement
from taxes or assessments levied by the Sponsors.

An operation and maintenance agreement will be entered into between
the sponsoring local organizations and the Soil Conservation Service
prior to the signing of a project agreement. An operation and main­
tenance plan will be prepared for the floodway. All phases of operation
and maintenance of the floodway will comply with applicable local,
state, and federal regulations.
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The Sponsors' responsibility for operation and maintenance begins
when a part of or all of the work of installing the fl00dway, related
appurtenances, and vegetative work are completed and accepted or are
determined complete by the Soil Conservation Service. This responsibility
shall continue until the expiration of the evaluated life of all the
installed project measures. This does not relieve the Sponsors' liability
which continues throughout the life of the measure or until the measure
is modified to remove potential loss of life or property.

It is planned that the landscaped areas adjacent to road crossing
and trees and shrubs will be irrigated for two growing seasons or less
depending on the species' ability to become established. Areas seeded
to native grass species will not be irrigated.

The responsible Sponsors' representative will inspect the floodway
at least annually and after each major storm or occurrence of any unusual
condition that might adversely affect the floodway. The Soil Conservation
Service will make inspections to determine whether or not project measures
are operating properly, and that all operation and maintenance is performed
in a timely manner and in compliance with the operation and maintenance
agreement. A written report will be made of each inspection. A copy of
each report will be provided by the inspecting party to the other party
within ten days of the date on which the inspection was made. The
report will describe the conditions found and list any corrective action
needed with a time frame to complete each action.

Representatives of the federal, state, and county governments will
have access at all times to the floodway for official activities.

Periodic removal of sediment and debris will be necessary for the
proper functioning of the floodway. Sediment will be spread within the
right-of-way of the channel or in spoil disposal areas where it will be
seeded'to native grass species. Debris will be removed to offsite
locations and disposed. Pipe inlets will be maintained and replaced as
necessary.

Surveying monuments installed during construction together with
existing monuments will be checked periodically by the Soil Conservation
Service and the Sponsors to determine changes in elevations in the
vicinity of the floodway.

Further guidelines regarding operation and maintenance procedures
are given in the Arizona Watershed Operation and Maintenance Handbook.
Sponsors of the project have copies of the handbook on file.

From experience, the Sponsors have determined that vandalism occurs
frequently and is prevalent on most existing flood control structures.
Plant life, fences, irrigation systems, and concrete and rock structures
are often severely damaged. This may occur throughout the life of the
structure and is, therefore, a very costly and time consuming problem
for the Sponsor. The design and construction of the floodway will take
into consideration features to minimize vandalism.
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The Soil Conservation Service will work with the Sponsors to ensure
that the design of the floodway considers the most efficient and economi­
cal maintenance practices.

If the Sponsor, the Secretary of the Interior and the Arizona Game
and Fish Department find that it would be in the public interest for the
offsite mitigation area to be managed for fish and wildlife purposes,
the Arizona Game and Fish Department will be asked to assume operation
and maintenance responsibilities. Under the authority of the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et.
seq.), the Secretary of the Interior, the Soil Conservation Service, the
Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County will develop and agree on a general agreement for use of
the area for wildlife conservation and management. Operation will
include periodic checks to assure that the area is not being grazed by
domestic livestock and that woodcutting is controlled.

PROJECT COSTS

The project installation cost includes all P.L. 566 and other
costs, including the cost of work required to comply with mandatory
state laws or regulations, in cash or its equivalent, for installing the
structural works of improvement and the cost of archeological work. The
work plan supplements for the Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction-Gilbert,
and Williams-Chandler Watersheds provide an individual watershed break­
down of costs. The RWCD Floodway total installation cost is estimated
to be $29,841,300, which includes P.L. 566 funds of $23,620,800 and
other funds of $6,220,500. Project construction cost for the floodway
is estimated to be $17,704,300. This cost will be borne from P.L. 566
funds.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

PHYSICAL RESOURCES

The project area is located in eastern Maricopa and northwestern
Pinal Counties, which is in south-central Arizona and totals 302,265
acres (472.3 square miles). The project area is the three authorized
P.L. 566 Projects (Buckhorn-Mesa, 69,172 acres; Apache Junction-Gilbert,
89,983 acres; and Williams-Chandler, 143,110 acres). Several cities and
communities are located within or in proximity to the project area.
These include Phoenix, Tempe, Mesa, Gilbert, and Chandler. The unincor­
porated community of Apache Junction, 10 miles east of the floodway is
within the project boundaries. The 1975 populations of these cities and
communities are: Phoenix, 669,005; Tempe, 93,822; Mesa, 100,763; Chandler,
20,034; Apache Junction, 6,000; and Gilbert 3,603. if Development is
predominantly urban in the northern half with agriculture concentrated
in the southern half. The population is 85 percent urban and 15 percent
rural.

The project area is located in the Lower Colorado Region, as desig­
nated by the Water Resources Council. The Lower Colorado Region includes
most of Arizona, and parts of Nevada, Utah, and New Mexico. The popu­
lation of the Region is concentrated principally in south central Arizona
and southern Nevada. The remainder of the Region's population is located
in small, widely scattered communities.

The Region is divided into three subregions; the project area is in
the Gila Subregion. Terrain of the subregion varies from the open
expanses of the desert to high, rugged mountains. Most developments and
population occur in the desert valleys in the vicinity of the floodway.
The long growing season, good soils and water, and mild winters combine
to make the irrigated croplands among the Nation's most productive. The
mild winters attract many tourists.

The upper watersheds drain onto a wide alluvial fan on which
valuable improvements, including residential and commercial, have been
established. Floodwater retarding structures installed or to be installed
protect about 92,900 acres between the dams and floodway.

Below the RWCD Floodway and within the project area, approximately
86,200 acres are flood-prone. Only 18,220 acres would be inundated by
the 100-year flood. The specific area flooded varies depending on where
breaks in the RWCD Floodway occur and on the amount and direction of
flow. The present land use in the flood-prone area and in a character­
istic 100-year flood plain is shown on the following page.
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Area Affected By Flooding - Acres

Flood-Prone Area 100-Year Flood Plain
Present Year Present Year

Land Use Condition 2000 Condition 2000

Cropland 67,580 40,000 14,290 8,460

Rangeland 2,760 2,760 580 580

Urban Lands 15,860 43,440 3,350 9,180
Total 86,200 86,200 18,220 18,220

The flood-prone area is undergoing a tremendous rate of population
and development growth. For instance, the 1970 population of Mesa was
62,850; by 1975 the population had increased to 100,763. This trend is
expected to continue.

Soils found in the irrigated farmland area are considered pre­
dominately prime or of local importance and are shown in detail in
Soil Survey of Eastern Maricopa and Northern Pinal Counties Area, Arizona.
The general soil maps of Maricopa and Pinal Counties encompass the entire
project area and show soils in terms of associations. The following soil
associations are the most common.

The Gilman-Estrella-Avondale association consists of deep loam and
clay loam soils on nearly level, broad, featureless valley plains and
flood plains. Slopes are usually less than one percent. These soils
formed in recent alluvium derived from a variety of rocks.

The Antho-Valencia association consists of deep sandy loam soils on
nearly level to gently sloping alluvial fans and valley plains. Slopes
are less than one percent on the valley plain but range to as much as
five percent. These soils formed in recent alluvium were derived from
a wide variety of rocks but are dominantly granitic. Antho soils are on
the alluvial fans while Valencia soils are on the lower lying valley
plains.

The Carrizo-Brios-Vint association consists of deep sandy and
gravelly soils which are in or adjacent to the major streams of the
area. The soils formed in recent alluvial material derived from a wide
variety of rock including acid and basic igneous and metamorphic rocks.
Slopes are less than one percent, but many short side slopes are over
three percent.

The Rillito-Gunsight-Pinal association is composed" of some deep
gravelly and very gravelly loamy soils and some soils which are shallow
to an indurated hardpan. They occur on nearly level to gently sloping
old alluvial and valley plains. Slopes are less than one percent but
range to as much as 15 percent. The surface is undulating because of
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the many stream channels which are entrenched from one to 20 feet.
Parent materials are derived from mixed origins but are dominantly
granite-gneiss, schist, basalt, andesite, and limestone. The Pinal
soils usually occur on the upper end of alluvial fans nearest the
mountains. Rillito soils are on the lower end of the alluvial fans.
Gunsight soils are in a position between these two.

The Laveen-Coolidge association is composed of nearly level, limy
loam and limy sandy loam soils on old alluvial fans and valley plains.
Slopes are generally less than one percent. These soils formed in
alluvium derived from a wide source of parent materials. Coolidge soils
are on the alluvial fans, while Laveen soils are generally on the valley
plains.

The Ebon-Pinamt-Tremant association consists of deep, gravelly loam
to very cobbly loam soils on gently sloping to moderately sloping old
alluvial fans. The surface is undulating because of the many stream
channels which are entrenched from one to 20 feet. Slopes are one to
nine percent. The soils formed in alluvium derived from a variety of
sources which are dominated by granitic rock. Ebon soils are on the
more steeply sloping upper ends of alluvial fans which are nearest the
mountains. Pinamt soils are midway down the slopes of the alluvial
fans, and Tremant soils are on the lower ends of alluvial fans at the
lowest elevations.

The Casa Grande-Harqua association consists of deep sandy clay loam
and very gravelly clay loam soils which contain excessive amounts of
salt and alkali. These soils are on nearly level old valley plains,
which are adjacent to some of the major stream channels of the area and
the lower slopes of alluvial fans. Numerous small stream channels run
through the area in a dendritic pattern but are seldom entrenched more
than a few feet. The soils formed in alluvium derived from a wide
variety of rocks. Slopes of the Casa Grande soils are seldom over one
percent. The Casa Grande soils are on valley plains which parallel some
of the major stream channels of the project area. Harqua soils are on
the lower ends of alluvial fans which are slightly above the valley
plains.

The Mohall-Contine association consists of deep loam and clay loam
soils on nearly level old valley plains and alluvial fans. Slopes are
less than one percent. This association is confined mainly to the area
near Chandler. The soils formed in alluvium derived from a wide variety
of acid and basic igneous rocks.

The Cherioni-Gachado-Rock outcrop association is composed of shallow
and very shallow gravelly and cobbly soils and exposures of bedrock.
Cherioni soils are on the lower slopes of most of the basalt, andesite,

24



•

25

Elevations range from 1,200 feet at the Salt and Gila Rivers to
5,100 feet in the Superstition Mountains. The general slope of the land
is to the south and southwest.

Summer rains are generally associated with thunderstorms. Rainfall
rarely lasts longer than 30 minutes. Gusty winds and blowing dust
usually precede the rain.. This "monsoon" season generally starts in
early July and ends in early September. Unusually heavy and prolonged
summer precipitation may fall as a result of tropical storms moving
northward from the Pacific Ocean. These storms often produce widespread
disastrous flooding.

The climate varies from arid in the valley and valley slopes to
semi-arid in the mountains. In the arid section the average monthly
precipitation exceeds one inch only in August and December. Winter
precipitation is much less dependable than that of summer. Winter rains
are generally associated with middle latitude storms that move eastward
from the Pacific Ocean. Cloudy skies and intermittent showers are
prevalent for several days. Snow is a rarity.

Gentle alluvial slopes extend basinward from the mountains. The
upper slopes in some places are underlain at shaliow depths by rock.
Valley fill consists of thick deposits of sand, silt, gravel, clay, and
caliche.

and rhyolite mountains and many of the granite-gneiss mountains. Gach­
ado soils occur primarily on the lower slopes of granite-gneiss moun­
tains. Rock outcrop occurs on most of the crest of low hills.

The project area is part of the Sonoran Desert Section of the Basin
and Range Province. The mountains are composed of igneous and metamor­
phic rocks, the most common being Tertiary dacite and Pre-Cambrian gran­
ite. Other rocks present in smaller outcrops are Pre-Cambrian schist
and quartzite, Tertiary andesite, Tertiary-Cretaceous conglomerate,
sandstone, and shale.

The Cellar-Lehmans-Rock outcrop association consists of rock out­
crops and shallow to very shallow, very gravelly, or cobbly soils that
are formed in place on gently sloping to very steep granite, granite­
gneiss, basalt, schist, rhyolite, andesite, dacite, and tuff mountains
and low hills. The slopes range from five to eighty percent. Rock
outcrop consists of exposures of bedrock. Cellar soils are on the lower
slopes of granite, gneiss, and schist mountains while Lehmans soils are
on the lower slopes of andesite, basalt, and tuff mountains.

The Class I soils are primarily on the flatter portions of the
valley. The land capability classes for irrigated soils are I, II, III
or IV. The land capability classes for non-irrigated soils are VII or
VIII.



The summers are hot. From early June until late September the
average daily temperature is about 80 degrees, with afternoon highs
frequently exceeding 100 degrees. During the early. part of this period,
the air is extremely dry. The evening temperature may fall into the low
sixties. During the "monsoon" season, the humidity may become relatively
high; and the temperature may not fall below the high eighties.

From late fall until early spring, the climate is mild. During the
winter months, the temperature rang~s from the high thirties or low
forties near daybreak to the high sixties in the afternoon. Afternoon
highs sometime exceed 80 degrees. Freezing temperatures are uncommon,
occurring on about 15 mornings during an average winter. Readings below
20 degrees are rare.

Average annual rainfall varies from 8 to 10 inches and the frost­
free period is from 240 to 300 days in the foothill and valley areas; in
the mountains the variation is from 10 to 16 inches and the frost-free
period is from 200 to 300 days.

Winds are quite light, being gusty during the summer thunderstorms.
Sunshine averages about 86 percent of the total possible days ranging
from a minimum monthly average of 77 percent in December and January to
a maximum of 94 percent in June. Lake evaporation averages about 70
inches per year.

The most significant potential mineral resources in the project
area are (in order of importance); sand and gravel, gold, and building
or decorative stone. The present and past courses of the Salt River and
Gila River contain large deposits of sand and gravel. The northeast end
of the area has produced important quantities of gold from mines in the
Goldfield and Superstition Mining Districts. Most, if not all, of the
past prospecting and mining efforts have been directed toward gold and
related silver.

The majority of the gold produced has come from two mines, the Bull
Dog and the Goldfield, also known as the Young or Mammoth. There are
presently no mines operating in the Goldfield-Superstition Districts;
however, a number of the old mine reports indicate the possibility of
the existence of medium size low grade gold-silver deposits.

Modern trends in landscaping are making extensive use of nearly all
types of rock for decorative purposes; and rock of any form, texture,
and color is used. Volcanic rocks, attractively weathered, outcrop
above the alluvial fill in many places within the project area, but it
is doubtful the occurrences within the project area are of any special
quality.
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I The project ar~a con~ains 302,265 ~c.e6 or 472 square mil~~ Of
th~s totQl, 80,775 acres (27 p~rc~n~) are irrigated croplQnd 44-565
acres (15 percent) are urbQn or commercial development, and 176,~25
acr~s (58 percent) are rangeland. (See General Land OWnership and
Irr~gated Cr~Plands Map - Appendix D). Most of the development has
taken place ~n the flood-prone areas. The following table gives a more
complete breakdown of land use by watersheds within the project area.

Roosevelt Water Conservation District F100dway
Area by Land Use and Watershed - Acres

Buckhorn- Apache Junction- Williams- Project
Land Use Mesa Gilbert Chandler Area

Cropland 10,905 29,760 40,110 80,775

Urban and
Commercial 18,095 16,980 9,490 44,565

Rangeland 40,172 43,243 93,510 176,925

Total 69,172 89,983 143,110 302,265

Irrigation water is brought to the cultivated lands from reservoirs
located on the Salt and Verde Rivers. The system of dams almost com­
pletely control flows in the river above the Granite Reef Dam. The
system has a total impoundment capacity of 2,000,000 acre-feet of
water. The Granite Reef Dam is located in the northern portion of the
project area. Water is diverted into the Southern Canal and then into
three canals; the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Canal, the
Eastern Canal, and the Consolidated Canal East Branch. These irrigation
canals traverse the project area in a north-south direction. The Salt
River is perennial above the Granite Reef Dam having an estimated average
daily flow of 1,300 cubic feet per second. Flows below the dam are
dependent on releases through the dam or runoff from drainages below.

Runoff water from precipitation within the project area supplies
some of the water needed for irrigation, but this source is undependable
and comes during short duration storms. The U. S. Geological Survey
(USGS) gaging station, located in Section 21, township 1 north, range 8
east, gives an indication of the flow frequency for the past eight years
of record. The days of measurable flows range from 0 to 8 days with the
average annual flow being 3 days. The average annual runoff volume is
0.50 inch for a square mile area.
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Except for the Salt River upstream of the Granite Reef Dam, the
Gila River and all washes in the project area are ephemeral--streams
that flow only during periods of surface runoff and are otherwise dry.
Washes in the mountains are unmodified, well-defined and have steep
grades. With the high runoff rates, a large volume of water is concen­
trated in the washes and developes sufficient energy to carry large
amounts of sediment. As the water reaches the flatter slopes at the
base of the mountains, the velocity of the water decreases rapidly; and
the sediment is quickly deposited. The channels become shallower and
less defined. Overbank flow occurs, and the water spreads onto the
alluvial fan.

Channel characteristics are based on four sample areas both in the
upper and the lower alluvial fans. The length of channels three feet
wide or wider varies per square mile from 30 miles on the upper fan, to
six miles on the intermediate fan, and four miles on the lower fan.
Approximately ten percent of the channels on the upper fan are greater
than 15 feet in width. There are no channels this wide on the inter­
mediate or lower fan.

Floodwater retarding structures and floodways in the area between
the Salt River and Queen Creek intercept the overbank flow. In the
Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed all flows, except those flowing down Weekes
Wash, will be diverted into the Salt River upstream of the Granite Reef
Darn. For the remaining area, existing floodwater retarding structures
intercept flood flows and channel them by way of the Powerline Floodway
to the RWCD Floodway. The RWCD Floodway carries these flows together
with floodwaters from the intervening areas south onto the Gila River
Indian Reservation. This water would not normally flow onto the reserva­
tion at this location. The existing floodway terminates just upstream
of the Southern Pacific Railroad and State Highway 87. Floodwaters then
flow in a northwesterly direction through several railroad and highway
bridges onto an undeveloped desert area, then overland in a westerly
direction to the Gila River near St. Johns Mission. Flows tend to
spread over the desert and soak into the ground with only the larger
flood flows reaching the Gila River.

The drainage area of the Gila River near Laveen is 20,615 square
miles. About 696 square miles of this drainage area is in Mexico, the
rest constitutes roughly the southern half of Arizona and the south­
western part of New Mexico. ~ The Gila River drainage above the RWCD
Floodway outlet, near Gila Butte, is about 20,000 square miles. The
project area represents 2.4 percent of the Gila River drainage area at
the Gila Butte location.

Since November 1928, flows from the area above Coolidge Dam (12,886
square miles) have been effectively controlled, enabling the San Carlos
Project to utilize most of the yield from the upper Gila River for
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irrigation purposes. The low flows entering the river below the dam are
utilized, but the larger flood flows cannot be utilized because of lack
of storage. The drainage area of the Gila River below the Coolidge Dam
down to the confluence of the RWCD Floodway is 7,114 square miles.
Buttes Dam, to be constructed on the Gila River as part of the author­
ized Central Arizona Project, will control an additional 5,300 square
miles. This dam is to be located 48.8 miles upstream from the Gila
River and the RWCD Floodway confluence. The area which will be uncon­
trolled on the Gila River below Buttes Dam to the RWCD Floodway con­
fluence is 1,814 square miles.

The Ashurst-Hayden Diversion Dam is located about four miles down­
stream of the proposed Buttes Dam and is used to divert river water for
irrigation purposes. Most of the time the entire river flow is diverted.
Flood flows that exceed the diversion capacity spillover the dam and
proceed down the river past the floodway outlet. During the year an
average of seven runoff periods occur in the river reach from Ashurst­
Hayden Diversion Dam to the Santa Cruz River confluence. The average
duration of flow from these events is only about 70 days during the year
or about 18 percent of the time. Because of the infrequent flows in
this reach of the Gila River, there have been no water quality measure­
ments made in the vicinity of the floodway outlet.

The primary use of the Gila River is to convey floodwater and
irrigation tailwater downstream. Analysis of river channel losses in
the Gila River indicates high recharge potential. The channel banks are
lined with riparian vegetation consisting principally of mesquite, salt
cedar, desert broom, seepwillow, quailbush, and grasses.

Most of the RWCD Floodway is within the Salt River Valley ground
water basin. A small portion of the floodway, including its outlet, is
located within the Lower Santa Cruz ground water basin. The boundary
between the two basins is considered to be arbitrary since a hydraulic
connection exists along the Gila River from the Santan Mountains to the
Sierra Estrella Mountains. §! Large quantities of ground water are
present in the Basin and Range Province. It is estimated that about
153.6 million acre-feet of water is stored as ground water within the
Salt River Valley Basin within a depth of 1,200 feet. About 91.1 million
acre-feet of ground water is stored in the Lower Santa Cruz Basin within
a depth of 1,200 feet. The accumulation of this ground water reservoir
occurred over a period of many thousands of years. At present, the
depth to the water table within the project area ranges from about 57 to
360 feet.

All of the area to be affected by the proposed project is within a
designated critical ground water area. As defined by state law, a
critical ground water area " ••• is any ground water basin or designated
subdivision thereof not having sufficient ground water to provide a
reasonably safe supply for irrigation of the cultivated lands in the
basin at the current rates of withdrawal." 21
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The annual pumpage of ground water is greatly in excess of re­
plenishment by ground water recharge. The average depth to the water
table has been declining since 1930. In some areas the decline has been
as much as 160 feet since 1930.

Precipitation generally evaporates, runs off, or is used by plants.
Only about one percent of the total precipitation is estimated to recharge
the ground water basins.

Runoff from storms, above the RWCD Floodway, is presently conveyed
onto the Gila River Indian Reservation. This amounts to about 6,700
acre-feet on an average annual basis. This runoff is estimated to
contribute 2,000 acre-feet to the ground water basins.

Data collected in 1966 and 1967 shows ground water quality is quite
variable within the area. Ground water from most of the area will not
meet the minimum recommended standards set by the United States Public
Health Service (USPHS) for drinking water. This is due primarily to
concentrations of total dissolved solids or hardness. One small area,
about five square miles, northeast of Buckhorn has water which has a
flouride content in excess of the maximum recommended limit established
by the USPHS. There are two areas with ground water of acceptable
quality for drinking water in accordance with USPHS standards. One of
these areas covers approximately 50 square miles and extends from a
point about five miles west of Apache Junction to the Lower Queen Creek
Watershed boundary southeast of Florence Junction. The other area with
water of acceptable quality extends from about one mile west of Chandler
Heights east-southeast for a distance of about 9 miles. This area
covers approximately 15 square miles. ~

Localized concentrations of sodium, chloride, iron, manganese,
chromium, lead, and cadmium ions may place some limitation upon useage
of ground water. In most of the area the ground water has a medium to
high salinity hazard and sodium (alkali) hazard for irrigation useage.
Locally high temperatures of ground water also create some hazard for
irrigation usage, but with proper management measures the ground water
of the area is satisfactory for irrigation purposes. ~

Wetlands found in the project area consist of three types as
designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Circular 39, Wetlands
of the United States. Type 3 wetland, inland shallow fresh marsh,
occurs along the Salt River upstream from Granite Reef Dam. This area
of approximately two acres has cattail and bulrush vegetation growing in
shallow fresh water along the edge of the river. In the project area
there are seasonally flooded basins or flats. However, these areas do
not contribute to wetland habitat because of the short duration that
floodwater is ponded. There are an estimated 60 small irrigation tail­
water ponds totaling approximately 60 acres which are termed inland open
fresh water and classified as Type 5 Wetland.

30



PRESENT AND PROJECTED POPULATION

The state of Arizona, and central Arizona in particular, is attract­
ing migration from throughout the nation. Arizona's growth rate is more
than three times that of the United States. The high population growth
rate is due to the increased mobility of the American public and the
mild winter climate which brings out-of-state visitors. Many of these
winter visitors return permanently for retirement or employment. Aero­
nautic, space, and electronic related industries have located in the
area providing increased job opportunities. Based on projections by the
Maricopa Association of Governments and the Pinal County Planning and
Zoning Department, the population of the project area will increase from
130,000 in 1975 to 330,000 in 2000.

At present the percentage of low-income residents is below the
state average. An estimated 9,200 persons have incomes less than the
poverty level.

The census data for Mesa is representative for the project area.
Based on the 1972 cencus, it is found that the minority population is
composed of 7992 persons of Spanish-surname (12.7 percent), 789 Negro
(1.3 percent), and 467 other (0.7 percent) for a total of 14.7 percent.

ECONOMIC RESOURCES

Land ownership is shown on the General Land Ownership and Irrigated
Croplands Map (Appendix D). The project area contains 302,265 acres of
which 182,887 acres (60 percent) are in private ownership; 8,660 acres
(3 percent) are in Indian trust; 77,494 acres (26 percent) are admin­
istered by the State Land Department; 3,668 acres (1 percent) are ad­
ministered by the Bureau of Land Management; 23,456 acres (8 percent)
are administered by the Forest Service; and 6,100 acres (2 percent) are
administered by county and municipal entities.

The agricultural economy of the project area is well established
and highly developed. Due to climatic conditions, all cropland is
irrigated with water obtained from the Salt River Project, Roosevelt
Water Conservation District, and private wells. Of the 80,775 acres of
irrigated cropland in the project area, an estimated 90 percent could be
considered prime farmland. The remaining cropland would not be con­
sidered prime farmland but rather of local importance. There are an
estimated 450 family-sized farms in the project area with the average
farm totaling 210 acres. The farms vary in average size from 83 acres
in the Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed to 285 acres in the Williams-Chandler
Watershed.

Cotton, alfalfa, and small grains comprise approximately 77 percent
of the total crops grown.

31



32

Average Acreage and Yield
of

Farm Crops in the Project Area

In addition to the agricultural production, there are various
complementary agricultural services and operations. There are several
cotton gin companies providing ginning services and several livestock
feedlots and dairies which supplement the hay production segment of the
agricultural economy.

Some
land

Yield

1,160 Ibs.

6 tons

1.5 tons

220 cwt.

400 cartons

18 tons

1.6 tons

640

3,525

4,375

8,820

20,870

21,380

80,775

21,165

Acres

Total

Transportation facilites are available and provide easy access of
farms and ranches to markets. U.S. Highways 60-80-89 traverse the area,
and the completion of the Superstition Freeway within the Apache Junction­
Gilbert Watershed will improve the market accessibility. The Southern
Pacific Railroad, serving agriculture and nonagriculture markets, is
within the project area.

Grain Sorghum

Cropland ranges in value from $1,500 to $3,000 per acre.
croplands are valued at $6,000 per acre. Urban and commercial
values on the average range from $4,000 to $6,000 per acre.

Although agricultural production and related services are an
important part of the economy, the nonagricultural segment is increasing
at a rapid rate. In portions of the project area, there are increasing
retirement and recreational developments. The trend toward urbanization
has created economic problems for some farmers. Farmlands are being
taxed at market values including values as potential urban land. These
high tax rates reduce net income to farmers which make farm operations
less profitable.

Vegetables

Citrus

Alfalfa

Sugar Beets

Small Grains & Miscellaneous

Cotton



Th~ pr~s~nt high unemployment does not represent normal economic
conditions. The unemployment rate was approximately four percent for
the project area in the 1970 census. The median family income is
currently about $9,600 per family. Approximately seven percent of the
families have incomes less than poverty level. Minority families gen­
erally have a lower median income and represent 14.7 percent of the
total population in the area.

The project area and Maricopa County are similar in economic and
social conditions. The growth outlook is optimistic with practical
planning and improved development techniques expected to complement
growth. Although land-use planners are aware of the desirability of
preserving quality agricultural lands, the problems of land ownership,
high land values, and taxing and zoning problems will need to be recog­
nized and resolved in order to preserve prime irrigated cropland.

The continuing influx of newcomers into the project area has been
instrumental in the growth of the construction industry. Approximately
nine percent of the employment is in the construction industry, and
twenty-two percent is in the manufacturing industry. In comparison, the
agricultural industry employs approximately two percent of the work
force.

The Hohokam Resource Conservation and Development Project has been
authorized for operation and includes all of Maricopa County and the
Gila River Indian Reservation in Pinal County. The RWCD Floodway is one
of the associated measures included in the Hohokam Resource Conservation
and Development Project Program of Action.

Pinal County was designated a Redevelopment Area by the Economic
Development Administration under Title IV of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965. The Four Corners Economic Development
Region includes Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah.

PLANT AND ANIMAL RESOURCES

Native vegetation found in the project area is typical of that seen
in the upper Sonoran Desert. In the mountain and valley slope zones,
vegetation is primarily shrubs with a light overstory of trees. There
is a fair growth of annual grass but perennial grasses are generally
lacking. Vegetation includes the giant saguaro and other cacti, palo­
verde; desert ironwood, crucifixion-thorn, and shrubs of the legume and
sunflower families. Annual grasses and forbs include the grarnas, filaree,
and Indian wheat. In the higher mountain areas minimum winter tempera­
tures limit the distribution of frost sensitive plants. Vegetation on
rock slopes is dominated by shrubby members of the lily and amaryllis
families such as yuccas, agaves, bear grass, and sotol. Leguminous
shrubs include the acacias and mimosas.
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The vegetation in the uncultivated areas along the floodway is
characterized by widely-spaced woody and succulent plants that are well
adapted to conserving stored water during periods of drought. These
desert plants are spaced so that a closed covering is not developed,
large size is not usually attained, and vegetative activity is not
maintained throughout the year.

As the floodway progresses farther to the south, the topography
flattens slightly and the vegetation changes to a creosotebush community
with scattered cholla and pricklypear cactus. The desert is cut by
numerous washes lined with paloverde, ironwood, mesquite, and saguaro.

Toward the outlet end of the floodway, the vegetation changes to a
desert saltbush community with scattered hedgehog and saguaro in the
higher areas and saltbush, mesquite, and wolfberry bushes in the lower
areas. At the outlet, the Gila River is lined with desert riparian
vegetation consisting principally of mesquite, saltcedar, desertbroom,
seepwillow, quailbush, and grasses.

Any plants that appear in the Arizona Protected Plants Law and are
found during construction may be salvaged, removed, and preserved in
accordance with state law.

The periodic floodwater plus irrigation tailwater that flows across
the undeveloped desert area on the Gila River Indian Reservation have
stimulated the growth of native vegetation in the area flooded. The
extent of this effect diminishes with distance due to channel loss. The
area which shows the greatest effect is immediately west and north of
the existing floodway terminus. This area is bounded on the east and
north by Highway 87, on the west by Highway 93, and on the south by the
proposed floodway. This area is referred to as the "triangle."

From the "triangle" to St. Johns Mission, there are trees and
shrubs along the natural Queen Creek drainage. This drainage receives
flood flows from the project area together with irrigation tailwater and
storm water runoff from other areas. Small, frequent flood flows
flowing from the project area dissipate rapidly after leaving the
"triangle".
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The Most Common Plants Indigenous To The Project Area 2/

Cornmon Name

Catclaw acacia
Ragweed
Fiddleneck
Milkweed
Locoweed
Quailbush
Desert Saltbush
Seepwillow
Broom baccharis
Desert baileya
Spiny hackberry
Blue paloverde
Littleleaf paloverde
Saguaro
Desertwillow
Drummond clematis
Hedgehog cactus
White brittlebush
California buckwheat
Filaree
Ocotillo
Ambrosia bursage
Triangle bursage
Creosotebush
Desert deervetch
Lupine
Anderson wolfberry
Little mallow
Tesota (ironwood)
Chollas, pricklypears
Phacelia
Desert indianwheat
Woolly indianwheat
Mesquite
Mediterraneangrass
Globemallow
Fivestamen tamarisk
Tree tobacco
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Scientific Name

Acacia Greggi
Ambrosia spp.
Amsinckia spp.
Asclepias spp.
Astragalus nuttallianus
Atriplex lentiformis
Atriplex plycarpa
Baccharis glutinosa
Baccharis sarothroides
Baileya multiradiata
Celtis pallida
Cercidium floridum
Cercidium microphyllum
Cereus giganteus
Chilopsis linearis
Clematis Drummondii
Echinocereus spp.
Encelia farinosa
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Erodium cicutarium
Fouquieria splendens
Franseria ambrosioides
Franseria deltoidea
Larrea tridentata
Lotus tomentellus
Lupinus spp.
Lycium Andersonii
Malva parviflora
Olneya tesota
Opuntia spp.
Phacelia spp.
Plantago insularis
Plantago Purshii
Prosopis spp.
Schismus barbatus
Sphaeralcea spp.
Tamarix pentandra
Nicotiana glauca



Wildlife species inhabiting the project area include a wide variety
of mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles.

Big game species are represented by small numbers of mule deer and
javelina and an occasional mountain lion. These species more commonly
inhabit the desert mountains and foothills but may occasionally be seen
in more open desert country•.

Small game species include cottontail rabbits, mourning dove,
white-winged dove, and Gambel's quail. These species are associated
principally with riparian vegetation but may be seen throughout the
area. These species also use agricultural crops and decorative land­
scape plants for food and cover. Small grain crops provide a ready food
supply for doves and quail. Citrus and decorative woody plants provide
some roosting and nesting cover for doves.

Populations of small game species are highly variable depending
upon short-term climatic conditions and human intrusion.

Fur animals generally are considered to include predatory animals.
This group is hunted for fur or sport. Trapping for fur is seldom
practiced in this area. Included in this group are: coyotes, foxes,
bobcats, beaver, muskrat, ringtail cat, and raccoon. Species such as
beaver and muskrat are closely associated with water and are found only
along the Salt River. Most other species in this category are found
throughout the desert, desert foothills, and mountains.

Waterfowl inhabiting the area, at least seasonally, include several
species of ducks, geese, shore, and wading birds. These birds, for the
most part, inhabit the open water and marshes associated with the Salt
River. Duck and goose populations are relatively low during season,
while many shore and wading birds are relatively plentiful.

About 200 species of song birds, insectivorous birds, and birds of
prey inhabit the area during some or all of their life cycle. Many
species live their entire life in the area while others spend only the
summer or winter there. Others stop over for short periods during their
spring and fall migrations.

Hunting for big game in the area is extremely limited. Increased
urbanization and associated human activity has severely reduced big game
populations. The increased human habitation has also reduced the area
usable for large calibre rifle hunting.

Hunting for small game remains relatively popular. White-winged
dove and mourning dove concentrate around grain fields in the fall,
creating conditions for an impressive hunt. Gambel's quail and
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The more important bird watching locations are those along the Salt
River and those along the foothills of the Superstition Mountains. The
type and distribution of vegetation in the area combined with climate
create conditions which support a wide diversity of wildlife species.

locally. Small-game hunting pressure is
Some waterfowl hunting for waterfowl also

The primary factor regulating wildlife populations and diversity,
however, is habitat. The major natural vegetative types include mesquite­
saltbush flats on low lands subject to overflow; creosotebush on gently
sloping alluvial fans; and paloverde, bursage, and saguaro on moderately
sloping valleys and foothills. Desert washes supporting scattered to
dense stands of mesquite, ironwood, and other woody riparian trees are
interspersed at fairly regular intervals throughout the major vegetative
types. This natural interspersion provides woody nesting and roosting
cover within a very short traveling distance of feeding areas and open
space.

Nature study, bird watching, and photography are probably the most
popular wildlife oriented activities in this area. The area is one of
the most diverse in terms of bird and animal species in the nation. The
importance of this area for bird watching is exemplified by the fact
that naturalists, both amateur and professional, venture from all parts
of the nation to observe the over 200 species of birds using the area.

cottontail rabbit are abundant
heavy locally and seasonally.
occurs along the Salt River.

The most widely used wildlife management tool employed by game and
fish agencies is the control of hunter use through seasons and bag
limits of game species. Over a large area, wildlife management practices
such as construction of watering devices, wildlife food-plot plantings,
and manipulation of nesting and cover, are prohibitive. No physical
habitat management of significance has been applied within the area.

Agricultural development tends to provide an abundance of a single
habitat requirement over a large area. Fields of small grain provide an
abundance of feed for some species, and citrus orchards provide woody
tree nesting for other species. These crops are in the field for only a
short period of time and are subjected to cultivation, spraying, and
harvesting activities which reduce the potential value to wildlife.

A small area of stream riparian vegetation consisting primarily of
salt cedar and mesquite parallels the Salt River along the northwesterly
watershed boundary. This woody vegetation associated with an abundance
of water adds dimension to the diversity of habitat, hence, to wildlife
species composition.
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RECREATIONAL RESOURCES

The following species list shows those endangered species poten­
tially occurring in the project area and their classification.

Scientific Name

Hailiaeetus leucocephalus
Falco peregrinus anaturn
Rallus longirostris yurnanensis

eagle are highly mobile. While the species
nest in or inhabit the watershed, observa­
the watershed would be possible.

Endangered Wildlife 10/

Endangered
Bald Eagle
Peregrine Falcon
Yuma Clapper Rail

Common Name

Species such as the bald
are not known specifically to
ations of this species within

Some fishing occurs in this area, but no attempt was made to quantify
the use of this fishery for this report.

Winter temperatures bring about conditions conducive to the sur­
vival of cold water fish species. Under these conditions, rainbow trout
may tend to move downstream from the trout fishing maintained in the
cold outflow of Saguaro Lake.

The Salt River provides the only fishery resources of the area.
Aquatic resources extend from Granite Reef Darn upstream for approximately
one and one-half miles and consist primarily of reservoir and reservoir
headwaters conditions.

Fish species found in these waters generally represent those of a
warm water fishery. 111 Fish species may be observed, however, which
typically represent a-significantly different water condition.

One of the recreational developments within the project area is the
Lost Dutchman Recreational Area which has been developed by the Bureau
of Land Management. When completed, this site will total approximately
320 acres. There will be 400 camping units provided with paved roads,
drinking water facilities, and restrooms with sewage treatment facilities.
The Bureau of Land Management has performed demand studies and estimated
300,000 recreation-use days annually for the area.



The Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department has developed
two areas -- Usery Mountain Park and Bush Highway Park. Usery Park
consists of ramadas, 16 picnic tables, and rustic restroom facilities.
Future expansion of the park will provide a 56-target archery range and
36 picnic tables. The Bush Highway Park consists of two ramadas with
tables and drinking water. One restroom facility with sewage treatment
facilities is available, and a golf course is being planned as part of
further park development.

The main scenic attraction near Apache Junction is the Superstition
Mountains which are reputed to be the site of the Lost Dutchman Mine.
Many people are still challanged by the thought of discovering the "Lost
Mine" and search the mountains for its location. At the base of these
mountains is Apacheland Movie Ranch and Studios, location for filming of
many western movies and television productions.

The Apache Trail winds north from Apache Junction and is a scenic
mountain drive to recreation areas such as Canyon Lake, Apache Lake, and
Roosevelt Lake on the Salt River. On land administered by the Forest
Service can be found other recreational developments. These include
camping and other outdoor activities, although no developed facilities
are available.

ARCHEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES

The project area is situated in a region that has received varying
degrees of anthropological attention for nearly a half century. Archeo­
logical interest centers around the attempt to link the culture of the
prehistoric Hohokam Indians to that of the modern day Indians that
inhabit the region. The following brief description of the Hohokam
culture gives some insight into why archeologists are continuing to try
to reconstruct the chronological void that exists between the Hohokam
era and modern times.

The first known permanent dwellers in the area were the
Hohokam Indians who were known as the "canal builders". It is now
believed that the Hohokam Indians settled in central Maricopa
County about two thousand years ago. Designated prehistoric time
periods are: Classic, Colonial, Pioneer, and Sedentary. They
lived in small farming villages and their dwellings evolved from
pit houses to structures built above ground, and then to concen­
trated villages which were eventually walled. They developed
extensive irrigation works and farmed the area over a period of
time. The largest of these canals was thirty feet wide and seven
feet deep. There were over 125 miles of canals.

Sometime during the 1300's, the Hohokam Indians abandoned
their fields and villages. Today it remains a mystery why they
left and what became of these ingenious people.
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The following list of brief site descriptions pertains to those
sites within the floodway right-of-way that will be affected by channel
construction and those that will be affected by realignment of the
lateral. 12/

Archeological reconnaissance and sampling surveys conducted along
the floodway right-of-way and proposed spoil disposal areas have located
and identified a total of forty-two archeological sites and one sherd
scatter that lie within the area of proposed project activities. Thirteen
of the sites are wholly or partially within the floodway right-of-way.
The remainder are within proposed spoil disposal areas or subject to
impact by access roads or realignment of an irrigation lateral.

AZ U:13:8(ASU)/
AZ U:13:150(ASM)

AZ U:13:49(ASM)

AZ U:13:50(ASM)

AZ U:13:58(ASM)

AZ U:13:60(ASM)

AZ U:13:64(ASM)

AZ U:13:65(ASM)

AZ U:13:67(ASM)

AZ U:13:75 and
76 (ASM)

An extensive site appearing to represent a series
of garden plots associated with habitation units.

Consists of a series of small sherd and lithic
scatters. Pottery types recovered from this site
represent nearly the entire Hohokam sequence ­
Estrella through Cevano phase.

Sherd scatter of pottery representative of the
Colonial and/or Sedentary phases.

Sherd scatter of pottery representative of the Santa
Cruz phase.

Site consists of a recent Pima adobe house super­
imposed on a prehistoric Hohokam village evidenced
by a Classic period mound, sherd assemblage, and
abundant stone artifacts.

A segment of historic or prehistoric canal border­
ing the existing irrigation lateral.

Consists of both an historic Pima component com­
prised of two adobe structures and a prehistoric
Hohokam component comprised of a large oval raised
area on which are situated distinct mounds. Ceramics
are indicative of Classic phase Hohokam.

Small sherd scatter representing the later Hohokam
phases (Casa Grande and Gila) and modern Pima.

The floodway right-of-way was re-aligned to pass
between these sites. Site 75 consists of a large,
oval mound with five distinct smaller mounds iden­
tified as Classic Hohokam. site 76 is an area of
scattered sheet trash dating to Sacaton phase
Hohokam.
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Section 8, T3S, R6E.
Scattered cultural material has been reported in the area. 13/

Sections 4 and 5, T3S, R6E.
Small clusters of artifacts are found throughout these sections.
One site, AZ U:13:47 will not be affected by the project.

Originally a thin sherd scatter. Subsequent in­
vestigations have not relocated the site.

A large Colonial and Sedentary phase Hohokam site
also known as the Gila Butte site consisting of
refuse mounds, a ballcourt, possible reservoir and
a canal system. Subsurface house remains may exist
between the mounds.

A segment of canal that appears to be part of the
historic Santan Canal. This segment is underlain
by at least one earlier canal, and possibly another
much earlier Pioneer period canal.

Section 13, T3S, RSE.
This section contains two habitation sites with extensive surface
concentrations and mounds. The sites have been designated AZ
U:13:18 and 19(ASU). Sites AZ U:13:20 and 21(ASU) are sherd areas
within the section.

Section 17, T3S, R6E.
This section contains sites AZ U:13:49(ASM), AZ U:13:16 and 17
(ASU) which are large areas of scattered artifacts but are without
evidence of significant trash mound development. Site AZ U:13:150
(ASM) represents an extensive area of surface features without much
depth.

Section 15, T2S, R6E.
Site AZ U:IO:15(ASU) is a light scatter of sherds and artifacts
dating to the Colonial/Sedentary periods. AZ U:IO:16(ASU) contains
three small, dense clusters of artifacts representing the Sedentary/
Classic periods.

AZ U:13:8(ASM)

AZ U:13:5l(ASM)

Sites outside of the floodway right-of-way may be affected by the
disposal of excavated material from the floodway. Brief descriptions of
these sites follow and are presented on a section-by-section basis
rather than individually.

Sections 1, TIS, R6E and 7, TIS, R7E.
The presence of agricultural crops prevented adequate investi­
gations of proposed spoil disposal areas. Resurvey and needed
testing will be done prior to construction.

AZ U:13:120(ASM)



Sec~ion 14, T3S, R5E.
This section contains six sites, one of which would not be impacted ­
site AZ U:13:22(ASU), an historic Pima house. The relocated irriga­
tion lateral will pass through the northern portion of AZ U:13:13
(ASU) which is a Classic period site consisting of three low mounds
and a considerable sherd and lithic scatter. Sites AZ U:13:57 and
59(ASM) consist of light density scatters of artifacts. Site AZ
U:13:62(ASM) is a possible historic cemetery and site AZ U:13:28
(ASU) is an historic adobe Pima house with an associated scatter of
historic sherds.

Section 15, T3S, R5E.
Proposed spoil disposal activities in this section could impact
three sites: AZ U:13:23 and 29(ASU) represent complexes of sites
of high historic and scientific value. AZ U:13:29 represents a
series of occupations from the Colonial Hohokam period into the
Historic Pima phase. AZ U:13:23(ASU) consists of a complex of
three mounds. One mound, AZ U:13:70(ASM) is associated with the
remains of a Pima round house and associated artifactual debris.
The remaining site, AZ U:13:65(ASM) was described in the section
dealing with sites in the right-of-way.

Section 16, T3S, RSE.
Site AZ U:13:25(ASU) grades into sites AZ U:13:72 and 75(ASM). All
are Classic period habitation sites containing sherd scatters and
other artifacts. Site 25 contains mounds. A neighboring site, AZ
U:13:24, is a Sacaton phase site consisting of sherds and other
artifacts.

Section 21, T3S, RSE.
Site AZ U:13:8(ASM) extends into a proposed spoil disposal area for
a limited distance. A nearby site, AZ U:13:27, was isolated as a
scatter of sherds and lithics that are representative of the Classic
and Sacaton periods.

The preceding inventory of cultural resources in the project area
is a compilation of site descriptions representing reconnaissance,
sampling and testing surveys conducted by professional archeologists
from Arizona State Museum and Arizona State University. 12/ The most
intensive investigation was conducted within the part of~he floodway
right-of-way that crosses the Gila River Indian Reservation. That
survey concluded a series of investigations by the Arizona State Museum.
14/ The off-reservation portion of the floodway right-of-way was surveyed
by the Office of Cultural Resource Management, Arizona State University.
15/ Proposed spoil disposal areas along the floodway were investigated
in 1976 by Arizona State University. 16/ Survey of additional disposal
areas on the reservation was completed in 1977. 13/

The significance of the cultural resources of the area is such that
the State Historic Preservation Officer of Arizona has declared that
they be part of an Archeological District.
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SOIL, WATER, AND PLANT MANAGEMENT STATUS

Land use changes show the primary trend is toward increased urban
developments. Those changes occurring between 1963 and 1975 are shown
below.

80,775

34,285

10,280
302,265

176,925

1975

o

19,915

99,545

1963

302,265

182,805

Land Use Trend - Acres

Total

Residential and Commercial

Ranchettes

Rangeland

Conservation measures to control erosion and maintain proper soil
condition are adequate. Improvement in the management of irrigation
water has resulted in an estimated 65 percent efficiency of water use.
The overall potential irrigation efficiency is 75 percent or more. To
improve this overall irrigation water efficiency, continuing emphasis
will be given to more accurate measurement of irrigation water and more
careful timing of irrigations. Drip or bubbler irrigation methods,
popular with citrus crops, are a means of controlling erosion and in­
creasing water use efficiency.

The ongoing land treatment program for rangeland will continue to
emphasize measures and practices to control erosion and sediment and
provide proper grazing.

Urban

Land Use

There are presently 89,236 acres of land considered adequately
treated within the project area. A breakdown of this acreage shows
60,784 acres of cropland, 15,414 acres of urban land, and 13,080 acres
in other land uses.

Cropland went out of production and decreased by 18,770 acres and
urban lands increased by 24,650 acres during this period. Cotton and
vegetable acreage is less now than in 1963. The acreage of citrus,
small grains, and sugar beets has increased. With the increase in
ranchette-type developments, varying in size from three to ten or more
acres, many landowners concentrate on production of hay and grain crops
for horses. The increase in citrus production is also attributed, in
part, to landowners with small acreages.

Cropland



Any sediment or erosion problems on urban land are normally handled
quickly by the owner.

The East Maricopa Natural Resource Conservation District (NRCD)
provides technical assistance to cooperators in soil and water conser­
vation programs. They have been actively engaged in a broad range of
soil and water conservation programs for more than twenty-five years.

There are 468 farm and ranch units of which 448 (96 percent) are
cooperators with the East Maricopa NRCD and 292 (65 percent) of these
cooperators have conservation plans. A total of 138,245 acres of
private land, representing 46 percent of the project area, is under
cooperative agreement with the NRCD. A portion of this land is state
land leased to private landowners. Conservation plans include 73,674
acres (53 percent) of the land under cooperative agreement.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs is furnishing technical assistance to
Indian landowners and users for application of needed land treatment
measures.

Federal lands administered by the Forest Service, about 23,456
acres, and the Bureau of Land Management, 3,668 acres, are included in
multiple-use management plans. The 77,494 acres of state-owned land are
leased to private landusers. The land use on state lands is rangeland.

PROJECTS OF OTHER AGENCIES

The Consolidated Canal East Branch and Eastern Canal are both
operated and maintained by the Salt River Project, while the RWCD
Irrigation Canal is operated and maintained by the Roosevelt Water
Conservation District (RWCD). The RWCD Floodway will provide floodwater
protection to these irrigation systems.

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers constructed the Whitlow Ranch Dam
on Queen Creek in 1960. This floodwater retarding structure controls
runoff from approximately 143 square miles in the upper portion of
the Queen Creek Watershed. The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers has been
authorized under Section 6 of the Flood Control Act of 1938 to study the
area west and downslope of the RWCD Floodway. This study concludes
that no Corps of Engineers flood control improvements west and down­
slope of the RWCD Floodway are justified at this time. The results
of this study are summarized in the "Summary Report for Flood Control ­
Gila Floodway".

The Bureau of Reclamation has started construction on the Central
Arizona Project (CAP). This is a multi-purpose project that annually
will convey an estimated 1.2 million acre-feet of Colorado River water
to central Arizona. The Salt-Gila section of the aqueduct will be
located east of the floodway. The distance will vary from,three to
seven miles.
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Poor Condition 54%

Good Condition 16%

forage produced on rangeland is comprised of
with yearly production extremely variable

The rangeland condition throughout the area is

As land is developed for urban use, vegetation and soil armoring
are removed. This leaves the land vulnerable to wind and water erosion.
This protection is reestablished shortly after the buildings are occupied.

Some native perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs have been elimi­
nated from some of the rangeland by continuous grazing pressure. This
vegetation has been replaced by drought tolerant or invading annual
plants and/or unpalatable or armored woody and succulent plants. A
great deal of time and careful management will be required to reverse
the present trends. The economic return per acre on rangeland is low;
therefore, most ranchers cannot afford to spend large sums of money for
land treatment measures. The less expensive practices such as proper
grazing are being established.

Poor Condition with Sufficient
Cover to Protect the Soil 15%

Fair Condition with Slight to
Moderate Erosion 7%

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT

WATER AND RELATED LAND RESOURCE PROBLEMS

Fair Condition with Sufficient
Cover to Protect the Soil 7%

Excellent Condition 1%

The majority of the
annual forbs and grasses
depending upon rainfall.
classified as follows:

Land and water management programs in the cropland areas of the
study area are among the most up-to-date and efficient in the nation.
Farmers are knowledgeable about input-output relationships and are
interested in making efficient use of factors of production. Costs of
production are high. High yields, which are necessary to offset the
high costs of production, are dependent upon the timing of inputs. The
landowners and operators are willing and able to install needed land
treatment measures in order to insure efficient production.



FLOODWATER DAMAGE

Historical records indicate forty· floods of varying magnitudes have
occurred in the project area since 1910. These floods have damaged
cropl~ds, urban and commercial properties, roads and highways, irriga­
tion canals, and other facilities. Twenty-seven floods occurred during
the summer months and thirteen floods occurred during the winter months.
Runoff in 1926, 1930, 1941, 1943, 1954, 1959, 1966, and 1971 caused
particularly serious damage. The floods, although varying in size, have
occurred on the average of once everyone and one-half years.

The flood damages experienced during 1954 are typical of damages
associated with larger storms. 17/ Approximately 35,370 acres of
highly productive cropland were-rnundated. This acreage included 9,500
acres of alfalfa, 2,130 acres of citrus, 15,650 acres of cotton, 6,140
acres of small grains, and 1,950 acres of vegetables. Damage to cotton
and vegetables accounted for the majority of the crop losses. The crop
loss experienced in 1954 would amount to about $4 million at current
values.

The depth of flooding experienced during the 1954 storm varied from
four inches to three feet in the residential and commercial areas east
of the RWCD Irrigation Canal. The urban and commercial developments
have increased since the occurrence of this flood. The present value of
urban properties subject to damage from a flood of this magnitude is
about $120 million.

There was also flood damage to approximately 100 miles of state and
county roads. Traffic on U. S. Highway 60-80-89 was interrupted for
several hours due to floodwater flowing across the road. Rail traffic
along the Southern Pacific Railroad was delayed as water threatened to
breach the tracks. The dike that protects the RWCD Irrigation Canal
broke; floodwater and sediment damaged the canal for a length of six
miles.

Floodwaters flowing overland often damage septic tanks. As a
result, floodwaters could become polluted.

The adverse effect on residents is apparent. Many retired couples
live on limited incomes. The economic recovery from floods requires
time as material gains are few and often obtained with much sacrifice.

Although the Powerline, Rittenhouse, and Vineyard Floodwater
Retarding Structures and the Whitlow Ranch Darn provide partial pro­
tection in the project area, a flood expected on the average of once in
100 years would seriously affect the economy of this area. A flood of
this magnitude would inundate about 18,220 acres below the RWCD Floodway.
The inundated area would consist of 8,460 acres of cropland, 580 acres
of rangeland, and 9,180 acres of urban ~ands.
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It is estimated at least 150 farms and 10,000 homes would be affected
by the flood occurring on the average of once in 100 years.

Runoff water that collects in the present RWCD Floodway is diverted
onto the Gila River Indian Reservation from an area in excess of 700
square miles. This water would not normally flow onto the Reservation
at the present location.

EROSION DAMAGE

Other than scour, erosion has not been a major problem. Erosion
rates in the uncontrolled drainage area upslope of the RWCD Floodway are
generally low. The estimated erosion rates range from .03 to 0.3 tons
per acre annually on the irrigated cropland. On rangeland the annual
erosion rates are estimated to range from 0.1 to 0.8 tons per acre while
the annual erosion rates on urban land range from .03 to 2.0 tons per
acre. The higher erosion rates on urban lands are due to disturbance of
vegetation and surficial materials during construction activities.
These disturbances are generally of short duration. The reestablishment
of vegetation by landowners and/or the natural developlnent of a protec­
tive gravel surface usually results in reversal of erosion rates to or
lower than the original rates which existed prior to the disturbance.

The erosion damage during flood events occurs mostly where flows
break through on-farm dikes and ditches. Farmers are required to haul
in fiil material to replace soil which is scoured and relevel the fields
in order to regain proper irrigation grades on cultivated fields.

In addition to the loss of soil due to flood plain scour, there is
loss of potential productive capacity of the soil. This loss is re­
flected in lower crop yields, change in cropping patterns, and more
intensive soil management practices.

SEDIMENT DAMAGE

Although erosion rates are low, sediment deposition is widespread
because of inadequate natural channel capacities and resultant lateral
sheetflow over wide areas. Sediment deposition occurs in floodways,
tributary channels, road ditches, and irrigation canals; and on agri­
cultural lands, urban lands, desert lands, and roadways.

There are two areas where a large amount of bedload sediment is
deposited in the floodway. One is downstream from the Powerline Flood­
way. The other is in the vicinity of Queen Creek. It is estimated that
the average annual deposition is 10 acre-feet (18,000 tons) of bedload
sediment. Between the end of the existing floodway and St. Johns Mission
on an average annual basis, about 7 acre-feet (11,000 tons) of sediment
is deposited while 17 acre-feet (25,000 tons) of sediment is transported
to the Gila River under present conditions. Downstream of St. Johns
Mission the Gila River, on an average annual basis, transports an
estimated 95 acre-feet of suspended sediment.
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To remove sediment from urban and commercial establishments as well
as roads and highways was estimated to cost $95,000 after the 1954
event. These problems will increase as the urban area expands.

On-farm irrigation ditches had to be cleaned out in order to main­
tain irrigation capacity. Private wells serving both agricultual and
nonagricultural interests also had to be cleaned out. Crop yields are
also reduced when debris and sediment deposits interrupt the proper
distribution of water on the fields.

The total acreage under irrigation is
used by crops is supplied by rainfall.
on the irrigated land.

IRRIGATION PROBLEMS

The irrigation water is supplied through the facilities of the
Roosevelt Water Conservation District, the Salt River Project, and
private wells. The source of this supply is from surface water which is
diverted from the Salt River system. Surface water from the Salt River
system allocated to cropland is estimated to be 670,000 acre-feet. The
Roosevelt Water Conservation District, Salt River Project, and private
individuals augment their surface water with water from wells.

Sediment damage to cultivated fields and associated farm facilities
in 1954 totaled $584,000. Fields with heavy sediment deposition had to
be releveled in order to maintain irrigation grades. Alfalfa fields
suffered heavy damage from the "smothering" effect of sediment. This
caused the loss of several hay cuttings. Crop yields are also reduced
when debris and sediment deposits interrupt the proper distribution of
water on the fields. Also, sediment was deposited in irrigation ditches.
This reduced the carrying capacity of ditches and did not allow proper
amounts of water to reach the crops. This resulted in reduced crop
yields.

All cropland is irrigated.
80,775 acres. Very little water
Urban development is·encroaching

Ground water levels are being reduced because of the continual use
of these wells to supply the present demand for water. This, in effect,
increases the cost of pumping and creates a higher cost of water for the
areas served. Both the surface and ground water sources of supply have
a moderate salinity hazard, but no serious salt problems exist. ~

The major ground water problem in the Salt River Valley and Lower
Santa Cruz Basins is the rapid rate of depletion of the resource. The
rate of withdrawal of ground water greatly exceeds ground water replen­
ishment through recharge. As a result, the depth to the water table is
increasing. Since 1930, the depth to the water table has increased as
much as 160 feet in some parts of the project area. During the period
from 1957 through 1964, the water table in the portion of the Lower
Santa Cruz Basin into which the floodway outlets declined 57 feet. 18/



Floodwaters cause major damage in the area of the RWCD
Floodway and adjacent agricultural lands. (Bureau of
Inqian Affairs photo)

Flood damage to crops and utilities will be reduced by the
construction of the floodway. (Bureau of Indian Affairs photo)



Floodwaters cause break of RWCD Canal and existing
floodway and loss of soils. (Bureau of Indian
Affairs photo)

Inundation of agricultural lands from flood
occurring December 1967. (Bureau of Indian Affairs
photo)



Because of large scale withdrawal of ground water, land subsidence
in this project area is a problem. 19/ Measurable land subsidence has
occurred in the vicinity of the floodway. Geodetic control data indi­
cates that subsidence of one to three feet occurred between 1948 and
1967 north of the Maricopa-Pinal County line.

An associated phenomena is the development of earth fissures.
These are linear features which generally appear as narrow openings on
the earth's surface. These fissures may extend to great depths. Where
these fissures intercept runoff water, they generally widen due to
erosion. The most common areas of occurrence of earth fissures appear
to be in alluvial materials adjacent to mountain fronts near locations
where ground water withdrawal is occurring. It is not possible to
accurately predict where they may develop. There are no known earth
fissures associated with the proposed RWCD Floodway alignment.

Land management systems for an estimated 63,595 acres of cropland
are considered adequate, while 17,180 acres are considered inadequately
managed. In managing cropland, the primary need is to increase the
overall irrigation water use efficiency. In managing citrus groves,
frost control is necessary.

Phreatophyte and insect borne disease control is not a problem.

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL WATER PROBLEMS

The principal source of municipal and industrial water is ground
water. The ground water ranges in depth from 57 to 360 feet. Ground
water levels are declining at an alarming rate of approximately ten feet
annually. In some areas, the depth to the water table has increased as
much as 160 feet since 1930. Future surface water for municipal purposes
may be acquired from either the Salt River or the Central Arizona Project.

The population is expected to increase from about 130,000 in 1974
to 330,000 by the year 2000. The demand for municipal and industrial
water is projected to increase approximately 250 percent or more.
Consumptive use per capita is about 140 gallons per day at present and
is projected to be over 175 gallons per day by the year 2020. Water
supplies should be adequate to satisfy demand in the year 2000.

RECREATION PROBLEMS

In the vicinity of the project, the only water available for
recreation is the Salt River. Water is of good quality with most sedi­
ment controlled by the upstream system of structures on the Salt and
Verde Rivers. Water-related recreational facilities are available
outside the project area at the system of lakes on these two rivers.
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Recreation resources are available to the public and a majority of
the developments are on public lands. These recreational facilities are
used on a year-round basis.

Recreation demand is greater than normally would be expected.
Residential development, much of which is oriented toward retirement
community accommodations, is expanding at a rapid rate. The population
in the Phoenix metropolitan area is expected to be 1.3 million in the
year 1980, 1.9 million in the year 2000, and 2.3 million by the year
2020. 20/

PLANT AND ANIMAL PROBLEMS

The current land use trend is the conversion of native desert land
and cropland to residential use. This land use conversion rate is high
because of the climate and the proximity of this area to metropolitan
Phoenix. This trend causes a reduction in wildlife habitat.

There is little loss of wildlife or habitat due to flooding. In
fact, natural vegetative growth is stimulated by periodic flooding. The
problem associated with this area is not one of providing additional
wildlife habitat but of retaining existing habitat in the face of urbani­
zation.

wildlife inhabits stream and desert riparian vegetation in greater
numbers than the other habitat types in the project area. Activities of
man are encroaching on both types of riparian vegetation.

WATER QUALITY PROBLEMS

The largest potential contributor to non-point pollution is crop­
land. The amount of pollution is dependent on land management and land
use practices. Poor land management significantly contributes to poor
water quality. Neither the extent of chemical and organic pollution nor
the turbidity and temperature in flood flows have been determined. There
are no water quality monitoring programs in the project area.

The existing washes are ephemeral in nature and have a very limited
capacity. During the runoff periods, channel capacities are exceeded
and water flows overland as sheet flow. The primary pollutant in the
runoff water flowing over the upland desert is sediment. Average annual
suspended sediment expected to reach the existing floodway is about
4,000 milligrams per liter.

Urban sewage waste is normally put in individual septic tanks.
These tanks are subject to flood damage; the resultant floodwater could
become polluted. Towns such as Chandler, Gilbert, and Mesa and the
Williams Air Force Base do have sewage treatment plants.
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Dissolved salts are the primary pollutant of drinking water in this
area. Concentrations sometimes exceed 500 parts per million (ppm). ~
Because of the lack of availability of water from other sources, water
with this undesirable quality is sometimes used to drink and to irrigate
crops. There are no known major adverse health effects from using this
water.

AIR QUALITY PROBLEMS

The rapid growth of population in the Phoenix metropolitan area has
contributed to a deterioration in the air quality. The increase in the
number of homes, offices, industries, and vehicles has resulted in air
pollution problems. These include the increased burning of fuel for the
additional power required to heat, cool, and light new homes and offices.
Airborne dust is also a problem.

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL PROBLEMS

There are an estimated 219 family farms located in the project area
and nearly all families have an income of over $3,000. Many families
supplement their farm income with off-farm employment. On the average,
one and one-half man-years of hired labor are used on 249 of the remain­
ing 468 farms.

The area is experiencing rapid urbanization. The population and
the economy are growing rapidly. Both irrigated cropland and desert
land are being developed. The cropland being developed for residential
and commercial use is among the most productive in the United States.
AS the desert land is developed, the scenery and desert ecology are
affected. The open space enjoyed by present residents is being replaced
by housing.

As more people establish residence farther from the principal city
centers where many of the jobs are, there will be an increase of energy
used for transportation.

The unemployment rate was estimated to be eight percent in Arizona
during December 1974. However, this does not represent the normal
economic condition. With the Phoenix metropolitan area in such proximity,
there are ample job opportunities.
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RELATIONSHIP TO LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES, AND CONTROLS

Planning departments of cities and the county in cooperation with
the Maricopa Association of Governments, Transportation, and Planning
Office have made estimates of the magnitude and distribution of future
(through year 2000) populations and concomitant housing for Maricopa
County. The Pinal County Planning and Zoning Department supplied the
projections for the portion of the project area in Pinal County. The
project, as formulated, conforms with these projections.

The Maricopa County Board of Supervisors recently approved changes
to the subdivision regulations that require detention facilities be
included in all new subdivision plats to detain a 100-year, two-hour
storm. The Board of Supervisors will enforce these regulations in such
a manner that the volume of storm water to be stored for the area
between the system of floodwater retarding structures and the Roosevelt
Water Conservation District Floodway will equal or exceed one (1) inch
over the neWly developed area. With this on-site storage of increased
runoff corning from all future urban development areas and an adequate
internal drainage system installed, projected residential, commercial,
and industrial properties will be subject to less flood damage.

In March of 1973 the Arizona Water Commission prepared a State
Flood Control Program. The RWCD Floodway is a part of the " •••physical
works required to protect the people already living in Arizona from loss
of life, extensive property damage, and inordinate inconvenience."

The Flood Control District of Maricopa County was established in
March 1959 and encompasses the entire county. In August 1973 the
District prepared a Comprehensive Flood Control Plan for the county.
The RWCD Floodway is a part of this coordinated flood control program.

The unincorporated areas of Maricopa County became eligible for
flood insurance under the National Flood Insurance Program on December
31, 1970. The Federal Insurance Administrator is responsible for iden­
tifying flood hazard areas and supplying the communities with the data
necessary for the development of a sound management program for flood­
prone areas. The plan is to provide flood insurance on existing struc­
tures and their contents and to discourage the building of additional
structures within the flood plain. The RWCD Floodway will be instru­
mental in reducing flood insurance rates.

The 1973 State Legislature enacted into law House Bill 2010 relat­
ing to flood plain management in Arizona. The law specifically requires
that local jurisdictions delineate flood plains where development is
ongoing or imminent. Further development within delineated areas is to
be restricted unless accomplished in accordance with regulations adopted
by the local jurisdiction or under a special use permit. Maricopa
County has submitted flood plain regulations as required.
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Efforts are being made to control air pollution in the area before
it reaches a critical stage. This responsibility is shared by the State
of Arizona and Maricopa County. Because of climatic factors, the Phoenix
metropolitan area, which includes the project area, has unique air
pollution problems. The area has difficulty meeting federal standards
for particulate concentrations because it is a desert environment, and
the wind constantly transports the desert particulates. Another federal
standard that the area has difficulty meeting is the carbon monoxide
standard. The gaseous pollutant problem is aggravated by the inversion
factor--pollutants build up during the day, and the sharp drop between
day and evening temperatures trap the pollutants in the atmosphere,
preventing their dissipation. The threat of inversion is especially
criticial during December, January, February, and March. The annual
average concentration of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide has not
exceeded federal standards since continuous monitoring was initiated.
Pollutants will be added to the air by equipment during the construction
of the floodway.

Determination of the suitability of water for domestic use is gen­
erally based on the dissolved solids content. The u.S. Public Health
Service Drinking Water Standards (1963) indicate that domestic water
supplies should not exceed a total dissolved solids limit of 500 milli­
grams per liter (mg/l). The quality of ground water varies depending
primarily upon the mineralogical composition of the aquifer from which
water is pumped. Most of the wells in the project area produce water
containing 500 to 1,000 mg/l dissolved solids, but some range as high as
1,500 mg/l.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

CONSERVATION LAND TREATMENT

The land treatment measures proposed in the original work plans for
the Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction-Gilbert, and Williams-Chandler Water­
sheds were designed to reduce runoff, erosion, and sediment. These
measures also contribute to better irrigation water management, an
increase in infiltration rates of the soils and an increase in crop
production. Erosion rates in the uncontrolled drainage area upslope of
the RWCD Floodway are generally low. The estimated erosion rates range
from .03 to 0.3 tons per acre annually on the irrigated cropland. On
rangeland the annual erosion rates are estimated to range from 0.1 to
0.8 tons per acre while the annual erosion rates on urban land range
from .03 to 2.0 tons per acre.

The average annual bedload deposition rate in the RWCD Floodway is
10 acre-feet. An area where some suspended sediment is deposited is in
the desert downstream from the end of the existing floodway. On an
average annual basis, about 7 acre-feet of suspended sediment is deposited
in this area. On the average, an additional estimated 17 acre-feet of
suspended sediment, from the project area, reaches the Gila River annually
under present conditions. Downstream of St. Johns Mission the Gila
River, on an average annual basis, transports an estimated 95 acre-feet
of suspended sediment.

Slight increases in erosion rates are expected in the future as
land development occurs. After installation of the RWCD Floodway,
bedload sediment deposition will occur mainly in the floodway sediment
traps and contributing drainageways or the floodway. The average annual
amount of bedload deposited will be about the same as at present (10
acre-feet). With project, the average annual amount of suspended sediment
transported to the Gila River will be increased by 8 acre-feet. This
increase is attributed to increased channel efficiency and land use
changes (1 acre-foot) and the elimination of ponded floodwaters (7 acre­
feet). No longer will this suspended sediment (7 acre-feet) be deposited
downstream of the existing floodway outlet or that sediment (17 acre­
feet) that reaches the Gila River be transported to the vicinity of St.
Johns Mission, but this amount (24 acre-feet) will be discharged into
the River at the floodway outlet. Hence, this sediment will be transported
through the reach of the river from the floodway outlet to the vicinity
of St. Johns Mission increasing the amount of sediment in suspension to
about 103 acre-feet. The average annual amounts of suspended sediment
transported or deposited can be seen in the following table.
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Average Annual Amounts
Suspended Sediment - Acre-Feet

Transported
Overland to Deposited Transported Transported
Gila River Downstream to Gila River by Gila River
in Vicinity from the at Proposed to Vicinity
of St. Johns Existing RWCD Floodway of St. Johns

Condition Mission Floodway Outlet Mission

Present 17 7 0 95

With Project 0 0 25 103

Change -17 -7 +25 +8

Suspended sediment concentration for the average annual runoff to
the RWCD Floodway is estimated to be about 3,920 milligrams/liter (mg/l)
under present conditions. In the future the average annual suspended
sediment concentration is estimated to be 4,213 mg/l, with or without
the RWCD Floodway.

Published water quality records for the U. S. Geologic Survey
gaging station at Kelvin were reviewed in order to get an idea of the
quality of water in the Gila River. For the period October 1965 through
September 1970, the average sediment concentration was 5,494 milligrams
per liter (mg/l). During the same period, concentrations ranged from 5
to 187,000 mg/l.

Gila River floodflows of less than 1500 cfs at Ashurst-Hayden
Di.version Dam are diverted into the Florence-Casa Grande Canal. Flows
greater than this will flow over the dam and will carry related suspended
sediment concentrations.

Average annual damage reduction benefits will amount to $1,996,230.
The degree of flood protection will vary with the distance from the
floodway. Reduction in flooding downslope of the floodway can be seen
on the following table.
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Reduction in Flooding Downslope of the RWCD Floodway
1975 Land Use - Acres

Present Condition Year 2000
Without With Without With

Land Use Project Project Project Project

Cropland 14,290 7,450 8,460 4,410

Rangeland 580 300 580 300

Urban Lands 3,350 1,750 9,180 4,790

Total 18,220 9,500 18,220 9,500

Ninety percent of the cropland in the above table is considered
prime farmland. The majority of that remaining is considered land of
local importance.

NONSTRUCTURAL MEASURES

There have been a number of studies related to the control of
floodwater runoff for the area below the RWCD Floodway. The intensity
of planning has been limited to the study of alternatives that would
provide solutions to storm runoff problems. There are at present no
existing floodwater collector systems or outlet channels for the deve­
loped urban area. Maricopa County officials recognize this problem and
are working toward a solution. Until the internal drainage system is
installed, flooding will continue. There will be reduced hazard to loss
of life when the project is installed.

As residential or commercial development occurs in areas subject to
sheet flow, the flood hazard should be recognized and adequate flood­
water removal systems should be installed. Areas of ponding behind
canal levees, elevated roads, or railroad embankments should be identi­
fied and development regulated.

STRUCTURAL MEASURES

The floodway will provide an adequate outlet to the Gila River for
one floodwater retarding structure proposed for the Buckhorn-Mesa Water­
shed and structures installed in the Apache Junction-Gilbert and.Williams­
Chandler Watersheds, thus assuring the damage reduction planned for
these watersheds. The level of protection in the project area is not
changed. The floodway will intercept and divert floodwaters and also
provide an outlet for flood prevention measures being planned for the
Lower Queen Creek Watershed.
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Relationship of Discharge to Frequency of Discharge
from Project Area and for Gila River

The 100-year annual peak discharge from the project area is equiva­
lent to the 3-year annual peak discharge from the Gila River.

Annual Peak Discharge - cfs
RWCD Floodway Gila River

8,700 78,400
6,100 60,500
2,200 24,500
1,200 13,900

350 5,600

Frequency
Avg. Recurrence-Yrs.

100
50
10

5
2

The relationship of discharge to frequency of floodwater coming
from the project area and by the Gila River is compared in the following
table.

Another downstream impact will be on a road and bridge that crosses
the Gila River which is about 12 miles downstream from the planned
outlet of the RWCD Floodway. This project will greatly relieve the
floodwater problem in the vicinity of the Maricopa Highway which is in
Maricopa County and within the flood plain. However, in Pinal County it
is readily apparent that the Maricopa Highway bridge crossing the Gila
River will experience increased floodwater and sediment problems. These

The peak discharge from the RWCD Floodway will be greatly reduced
by Gila River channel storage and transmission losses within the Gila
River channel and flood plain. The result will be that the peak flow
for any given discharge reaching the vicinity of St. Johns Mission, the
present outflow point, will be about the same as that now experienced.

The diverted floodwaters, on an average annual basis, is equivalent
to a volume of 6,700 acre-feet. This volume is compared to an average
of 16,600 acre-feet that at present flows annually and has been measured
at the gaging station on the Gila River at Laveen.

If the anticipated control of Queen Creek is not attained the reach
of floodway downstream of the junction with Queen Creek will be subject
to overtopping. Overtopping can be expected from flood flows recurring
on the average of once in 30 years. On the Gila River Indian Reservation
the floodway will reduce the area flooded by the 100-year event from
33,200 acres to 10,280 acres.

The diverted flows will cause an area along the Gila River to be
flooded more frequently. The 100-year discharge from the RWCD Floodway
is expected to inundate approximately 10,000 acres of native vegetation
in the reach of river from the floodway outlet to the vicinity of St.
Johns Mission. This same area is presently flooded, on the average,
once every four years from flows in the Gila River.



increased problems are considered insignificant because the bridge now
has limited capacity through which to adequately allow floodwaters to
flow. On the average, nine out of every ten years, and generally two or
three times in anyone year, floodwaters overtop the bridge.

Considering no flow in the river, the planned discharge from the
floodway will exceed the bridge capacity on the average of the once
every five years. Considering the combined flows and the associated
probabilities of resulting peak flows, it is concluded that the added
discharge from the floodway will have an insignificant impact.

The areas directly disturbed by construction or disposal activities
total 1,417 acres and are shown by vegetation type in the following
table.

Land Disturbance Resulting from Project Installation - Acres

Land Use Floodway Disposal Areas Total

Present Floodway 204 0 204
Cropland 304 126 430
Rangeland

Desert Riparian 172 106 278
Desert Shrub 152 353 5~

Total 832 585 1,417

Approximately 204 acres of the existing floodway will be needed for
project installation. The existing floodway is vegetated with relatively
low quality desert shrubs--primarily grasses and forbs--which provide
limited habitat for a few ground dwelling species of wildlife.

An estimated 430 acres of irrigated cropland are required for
project installation. The project area contains 80,775 acres of irri­
gated cropland. Crop production in the project area will be reduced
approximately 0.5 percent because of reduced cropland acreage.

Approximately 430 acres of cropland will be taken out of production
with the project. It is estimated that 390 acres of this total is prime
farmland and the remaining 40 acres is productive enough to be con­
sidered locally important. There are 80,775 acres of cropland in the
project area and the reduction in crop production is estimated to be .05
percent which is in direct proportion to the reduction in cropland.

About 278 acres of desert riparian vegetation and 505 acres of
desert shrub vegetation will be cleared during project construction.
The desert shrub vegetation consists primarily of paloverde, bursage,
and creosotebush. The desert riparian vegetation consists of ironwood
and·paloverde.
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Within the "triangle", the predicted changes in wildlife habitat
caused by project installation are that open stands of high desert
saltbush will not show any change. Open stands of mesquite and desert
saltbush will reduce in density and vigor; however, plant composition
will remain about the same. Medium stands of mesquite and desertbroom
will have severe die-off by the end of five years. Dense stands of
mesquite, desertbroom, seepwillow, wolfberry, saltcedar, and grasses
will have a severe reduction in vegetative cover. Phreatophytes will be
replaced by a desert riparian community.

The impact on vegetation resulting from diverting flood flows, from
the area west of Highway 93, is judged to be minor and no mitigation is
included in this plan for this area.

Utility services will be interrupted for short periods of time
during construction. About 1,500 feet of water pipelines, 14,000 feet
of telephone lines, 15,400 feet of electric lines, 2,600 feet of gas
pipelines, and 600 feet of telephone cable will be relocated. Inter­
ruptions will be held to a minimum.

Irrigation facilities will be relocated. These include 3,400 feet
of irrigation pipeline, two tailwater ponds, and 1.7 miles of irrigation
lateral. These relocations will be made so that interference with irri­
gation schedules will be minimal.

Fishing resources of the project area are restricted to the Salt
River and Granite Reef Dam area. Available fishing will not be affected
by project construction.

There are no impacts to known recreational areas resulting from
project action.

Ground water recharge will increase by about 1,300 acre-feet per
year. This will occur in the floodway and the Gila River. Analysis of
stream channel losses in the Gila River indicates high recharge poten­
tial. 21/ Considering the amount of ground water in storage, the
effects of the project will be minimal.

Construction of the floodway and outletting floodwater into the
river will provide an increased reach of riverbed to be used as a
recharge basin and, also, to supply supplemental water to be used by
riparian-type vegetation.

Air pollution in the form of dust will occur during the construc­
tion period. Noise levels and traffic disruption around construction
sites will increase.
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The land rights required will remove 945 acres from the tax rolls.
This includes 280 acres that will be purchased for wildlife habitat
mitigation purposes. The present tax foregone by project installation
is estimated to be $35,300 annually.

Along with the reduction of flooding downslope of the floodway,
flooding also will be reduced in areas on the Gila River Indian Reser­
vation. This will be the incidental result of extending the RWCD
Floodway to the Gila River.

portion of the floodway will pass through several
Four owner-occupied dwellings and three businesses

Relocations will be made in accordance with P.L. 91-

The northern
urbanized areas.
will be affected.
646.

There will be no closures of dedicated or accepted roads and
bridges resulting from the project. Seventeen road bridges and two
railroad bridges will be constructed. Travel time to any point in the
project area will not be significantly influenced.

Erosion and flood plain scour will be reduced in the areas pro­
tected from flooding. These problems will be materially reduced. In
areas protected, it will not be necessary to fill and relevel yards and
fields after flooding. Topsoil will be protected, and the fields will
be more productive.

Flood control will aid in stabilizing the agricultural industry in
the immediate area. It will also reduce the frequency and amount of
flooding on agricultural lands downslope of the floodway. However, with
or without the project flooding will still occur upslope of the floodway.
Impacts of agriculture on water quality are the additions of nutrients
from fertilizers and animal wastes and pesticides applied to crops and
livestock. With flood protection these impacts will be reduced.

The floodway and associated maintenance roads will have a visual
impact on the rapidly developing area. The reaches most affected will
be where the channel has a wide bottom width and is parallel to roads,
at road crossings, and where it is in proximity to urban areas.

The landscape design goal is to minimize the visual impact of the
floodway. A visual resource analysis has been performed that identifies
the landscape quality and also gives guidelines for landscape designs.
Specifically, it has been determined that the areas with the greatest
visual impact will receive the maximum landscape treatment. Landscaping
will include seeding native grass species and planting trees and shrubs
along the upslope side of the floodway on both sides of the roads. As
the trees grow they will block the view of the floodway from most viewers.

Disposal areas will also have a visual impact. To lessen this
impact, these areas will be planted to native vegetation. However, the
Sponsors could dispose of the spoil elsewhere, thus the visual impact of
these disposal areas could diminish in time.



Disturbed areas will be shaped and seeded to native grass species.
On the floodway bottom seeded native grasses may be covered with sediment
or lost because of maintenance operations. However, this vegetation has
the potential to return when sufficient runoff water flows down the
floodway. On constructed floodway banks or spoil disposal slopes such
seedings will be successful in spots depending on soil, moisture, and
weather conditions. Where necessary or desirable, within the floodway
right-of-way, desert riparian vegetation, including paloverde and ironwood,
will be planted. Runoff water originating upslope and flowing into the
right-of-way area will provide water for seeded grasses and tree and
shrub plantings.

These plantings partially mitigate wildlife habitat losses which
will be caused by construction activities. Wildlife populations that
depend on habitat destroyed during construction will be lost. These
popUlations are expected to be reestablished when planted vegetation
becomes sufficiently mature to satisfy food, cover, and nesting require­
ments.

The remalnlng mitigating measure to offset the wildlife habitat
losses resulting from the project, is to purchase, preserve, and manage
lands with comparable habitat values for wildlife purposes.

The archeological resources that have been identified in the project
area are listed and described in the Environmental Setting section of
this statement. Adverse impacts will occur to those archeological sites
that lie within the rights-of-way of the floodway and irrigation lateral.
The adversity being the disruption or obliteration of cultural features
and artifacts. The resources within proposed spoil disposal and access
road areas potentially will be adversely affected by construction activi­
ties and vehicular traffic.

In an effort to minimize and avoid impacts on as many sites as
possible, the Soil Conservation Service has modified the proposed
floodway right-of-way to avoid several large sites 14/; contracted with
Arizona State University to investigate the off-reservation portion of
the floodway 15/ and all proposed spoil areas 13/ 16/; consulted with
the State Historic Preservation Officer, the National Park Service- .
Interagency Archeological Services and the Office of Cultural Resources
Management-Arizona State University about comprehensive archeological
mitigation for the project; and has contracted with the latter for
development of an archeological resource management plan 12/.

The archeological resource management plan will include clearance
and mitigation recommendations made by Arizona State Museum 14/ as well
as testing requirements based on Arizona State University reports 13/
15/ 16/. The testing program will determine the needs for a comprehen­
sive plan of recovery, protection and/or preservation of cultural resources.
Certain sites have been identified as having in situ value and will be
avoided during project construction.
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Development and implementation of both the management plan and the
mitigation plan will be a team effort which includes the State Historic
Preservation Officer, the Interagency Archeological Services, and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Recovery and preservation of
data and resources will be in accordance with "The Archeological and
Historic Preservation Act of 1974", P.L. 93-291 (16 U.S.C. 469 et. seq.)
and Title 7 CFR Part 656. ~

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL

Floods disrupt the local economy and contribute to a general loss
of business. Property is damaged and property owners are inconvenienced.
Labor employed in productive endeavors must be diverted to repairs of
residential and commercial damages. These conditions will be greatly
alleviated, and residents and property owners will realize a better
sense of security and safety without the threat of flooding.

The effects of the project will be an increase in production of
goods and services. The additional production will require harvesting,
marketing, and processing; thus more jobs will be created.

The installation of the proposed structural measures will create
188 man-years of skilled employment valued at $4,700,000 and 47 man­
years of semi-skilled jobs valued at $700,000 during the construction
period.

The skilled jobs will be for such workers as equipment operators
and carpenters, while semi-skilled opportunities will be filled by
laborers involved in project construction work.

The operation and maintenance of the structural measures will
create an average annual employment equivalent of at least three per­
manent jobs.

There will be a separation of urban developments with the installa­
tion of the floodway. This will result in minor social impacts such as
lower visual quality of the surrounding area and limited access to
neighbors on the opposite side of the structure. However, roads will
cross the floodway at regular intervals.

Traffic disruption caused by flooding will be minor. Therefore,
business losses related to flooding will be essentially eliminated.

Harvesting of agricultural crops will be possible without delays
due to flooding of fields and roads.

Health hazards caused by flooded cesspools and ponded water which
quickly stagnates and becomes a thriving habitat for mosquitos will be
reduced.
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The construction of the floodway along the proposed alignment will
not result in any unusual land value changes. A floodway has been
anticipated in this general location for several years.

Cropland went out of production and decreased by 19,000 acres and
urban lands increased by 24,000 acres during the period between 1963 and
1975. Land use changes show the primary trend is toward increased urban
developments. The urbanization of irrigated land will continue with or
without the construction of the floodway. The Soil Conservation Service
does encourage the retention of prime agricultural lands. The conversion
of prime agricultural lands to urban uses is stimulated by rising land
prices and increased taxes on agricultural lands.

The overall per capita income, including that of minority and low
income persons, will not be appreciably affected by the project.

All relocations will be accomplished under the provisions of
P.L. 91-646. Relocation assistance advisory services will be provided
to relocatees in securing adequate replacement housing in an ample
amount of time. Multiple real estate listings indicate sufficient
availability of suitable housing. The change in friends and normal
activities will require adjustment on the part of individuals being
moved.

The construction of the floodway will be conducted in compliance
with all requirements respecting nondiscrimination as contained in the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, and the regulations of the Secretary
of Agriculture (7 CFR 15.1-15.12), which provide that no person in the
United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin,
be exluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
otherwise subjected to discrimination under any activity receiving
federal financial assistance.
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FAVORABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. Provide an outlet to the Gila River for the existing and
proposed flood control systems in eastern Maricopa County.

2. Provide an outlet for the storm drainage systems that may be
installed upslope of the floodway.

3. Provide complete 100-year flood protection for 8,720 acres and
varying degrees of flood protection for 9,500 acres of land.

4. Provide average annual damage reduction benefits of $2,285,070.

5. Loss of life due to flooding will be decreased.

6. Help stabilize the agricultural industry in the immediate
area.

7. Reduce erosion, flood plain scour, and sediment deposition in
the area downslope of the floodway.

8. Increase land productivity by providing flood protection to
14,290 acres of prime and locally important farmland.

9. Create 235 man-years of employment through construction of the
floodway and create an average annual employment equivalent of
about three permanent jobs to operate and maintain the project.

10. Increase the amount of ground water recharge by about 1,300
acre-feet per year.

11. Improve the health, welfare, and quality of living in the
project area.

12. Provide an additional amount of water to be used by natural
vegetation, thus improving the quality of wildlife habitat in
the Gila River from the floodway outlet to the vicinity of St.
Johns Mission.

13. Acquire and manage 280 acres of land for the use of wildlife
habitat. Existing habitat in this area is equivalent to about
1300 annual habitat units.

14. Reestablish wildlife habitat on 75 acres of land which would
be lost to urban development without the project. The estab­
lishment of this habitat is equivalent to about 400 annual
habitat units.
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15. Reduce the amount of fertilizer, animal waste, and pesticide
pollution flowing from the project area into the Gila River by
the reduction of cropland flooding.

16. Seed to native grass species and plant shrubs and trees
on 505 acres of floodway and disposal areas.

17. Provide recreation potential through multiple-use of the
floodway right-of-way.

18. Conserve "irrigation water by lining 1.7 miles of relocated
irrigation lateral.

19. Provide for retrieval and curation of archeological artifacts
that may have otherwise been lost through vandalism.
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ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

1. Annually introduce an additional 6,700 acre-feet of floodwater
into the Gila River in the reach between the floodway outlet
and the St. Johns Mission. With the planned project, the
additional flows will cause 10,000 acres along the Gila River
to be flooded more frequently. About 5,700 acres will be
inundated during a flood that would occur once in 10 years.

2. Increase amount of suspended sediment reaching the Gila River,
in the reach from the floodway outlet to the vicinity of St.
Johns Mission, from 17 to 25 acre-feet annually.

3. Constructing the floodway will cause permanent loss of 304
acres of prime and locally important farmland, 172 acres of
land having desert riparian vegetation, and 152 acres of land
having desert shrub. Related construction activities will
cause temporary loss of 126 acres of cultivated land, 106
acres of land having desert riparian vegetation, and 353 acres
of land having desert shrub.

4. Wildlife habitat will be lost on 915 acres of desert land:
783 acres in the proposed floodway and disposal areas (505
acres of desert shrub and 278 acres of desert riparian vege­
tation) together with 132 acres of desert riparian vegetation
in the "triangle" area on the Gila River Indian Reservation.

5. Sixteen hundred and fifty annual habitat units will be lost.-

6. Landscape of the area will be altered by constructing the
floodway. The floodway and spoil disposal areas will be
landscaped to lessen these impacts.

7. Air and noise pollution will increase because of construction
activities.

8. Traffic, utility services, and irrigation schedules will be
disrupted during construction.

9. Four families and three businesses will be relocated.

10. All archeological resources within construction rights­
of-way will lose in situ value through data and artifact
recovery. Those resources in necessary spoil disposal and
access road areas will lose in situ value through data and
artifact recovery.

11. Nine hundred and forty-five acres of private land will be
removed from the tax rolls.
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ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVE NO. 1

ACCELERATED CONSERVATION LAND TREATMENT ALONE

This alternative includes the land treatment program as described
in the Planned Project section. Total installation cost is estimated to
be $2,665,000.

The Sponsors' goals for watershed protection would be met. These
include:

a. Reduction of erosion rates to an allowable limit on rangeland,
cropland, and land being urbanized.

b. Increased infiltration rates of the soils.

c. Better agricultural water management.

This alternative would provide long term effects to areas within
the project area by reducing runoff, erosion, and sediment. However,
the level of protection afforded is not adequate to protect lives and
property within the flood plain area. Frequent and excessive flooding
causes extreme hardship upon residents in terms of fear of the potential
and actual occurrence of death and destruction. The goals the local
Sponsors have set for flood prevention would not be met. These include:

a. Alleviate damage to highly productive irrigated lands.

b. Alleviate inundation of residences, retail-commercial proper­
ties, roads, and highways.

c. Protect existing Salt River Project and Roosevelt Water Con­
servation District's (RWCD) irrigation canals and on-farm
irrigation facilities.

d. Reduce flood plain scour and erosion.

e. Protect lands now undergoing rapid urbanization.
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ALTERNATIVE NO. 2

STRUCTURAL PROTECTION FOR EXISTING URBAN DEVELOPMENTS ONLY,
WITH FURTHER PRODUCTIVE CROPLAND PRESERVED

This alternative would protect existing urban developments by means
of structural works. Future flood damages would be reduced by prohibit­
ing further intensive land use in the flood plain. Strict land-use
zoning, purchase of development rights, and other nonstructural means
would be used to prevent flood plain buildup. Implementation would be
dependent upon changes in state and local laws to reduce taxes on agri­
cultural and open space lands and to provide for public acquisition of
land development rights. To prevent increases in runoff from upland
areas which affect the flood plain, restrictions to further urbanization
would be required.

The structural measure as included in the planned project would be
installed. Environmental effects resulting from the floodway would be
the same. The land treatment program would be included.

An estimated 20,800 homes and businesses Subject to varying degrees
of flood damage would need to be floodproofed. Restrictions to urbani­
zation would tend to maintain the present status of urban development
and would result in more than about 27,600 acres of agriculture land in
"open space" in the project area than with the project plan. Productive
cropland would be preserved; scenic quality would not be affected; air
and water quality would be improved; energy use would be reduced; wild­
life habitat would be preserved; and there would be less traffic con­
gestion.

Ponding of floodwater at undesired locations would be increased.
This could cause structural damage and vector problems which could cause
residents to leave this area with these unresolved problems. The total
cost of this alternative would be an estimated $152,000,000. The effects
of requiring home builders to seek other sites would be an important
consideration for this alternative.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 3

PROTECTING PRIME AGRICULTURAL LAND FROM PREMATURE OR
UNNECESSARY URBAN ENCROACHMENT

This alternative contains structural and nonstructural measures
that would protect existing urban development in the flood plain.
Purchase of development rights and other nonstructural means would be
used to prevent further urban encroachment on prime irrigated land. It
would allow additional urban development on other land if floodproofing
and other nonstructural means are used to control flood damage.
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Agriculture is important to Arizona's economy. Conversion of crop­
land to urban development lowers food and fiber production and changes
associated air and water environmental values. The surface water rights
are adjudicated to specific lands. Urban encroachment on existing
croplands results in irreversible land use changes preventing food and
fiber production with surface water. The loss of land suitable for crop
production affects the economy locally.

There are about 70,300 acres of cropland located below the RWCD
Floodway in the Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction-Gilbert, and Williams­
Chandler Watersheds. One method of preventing irrigated cropland from
being further converted to urban uses is to purchase development rights.

This alternative would include the effects of the planned project,
plus the cropland below the RWCD Floodway within the project area would
no longer be converted to homes, businesses, or associated uses. Open
space, environmental quality, visual quality, and local economic impact
of the cropland would be maintained. The purchase of development rights
would shift urban development elsewhere. Urban development would also
increase in areas already set aside for urban uses. This alternative
would cost $237 million.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 4

VARYING THE RWCD FLOODWAY SIZE

Alternatives were considered in an attempt to reduce the size and
cost of the RWCD Floodway. One alternative studied assumed that a
floodwater retarding structure on Queen Creek would be constructed. In
urban and projected urban areas the floodway would be designed as in the
planned project. In predominately agricultural areas, the floodway was
designed to convey the planned discharge plus floodwaters resulting from
a flood that would occur once in 25 years. This latter reach of flood­
way starts at the confluence of Queen Creek and ends at the confluence
of the Gila River. Total installation of this alternative is estimated
to be $39 million. Agricultural land would be preserved in its present
condition and future urban development would have to be restricted
downslope from the floodway. Less native vegetation would be disturbed
and wildlife habitat would be preserved. Acreage needed for disposal
areas and floodway would be reduced by 100 acres. This alternative
would result in protecting the area downslope of the floodway from a
flood occurring once in about 56 years.

An alternative to this proposal would be not to construct a flood­
water retarding structure on Queen Creek. The design of the floodway
would be the same as the preceding alternative. This would result in
protecting the area downslope of the floodway from a flood occurring
about once in seven years. The level of protection would be consistent
with present land uses. The total installation cost would be $31
million and other effects would be the same as stated in the preceding
alternative.
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Construction of houses and other types of development is continuing
in the area downslope of the floodway. Construction of the floodway to
the proposed capacity may give landowners an added incentive to increase
development because of increased protection without regard to the level
of protection being afforded. Under such conditions, floodwaters ex­
ceeding the planned capacity may cause increased damages.

The lower level of flood protection afforded could adversely affect
residents. Initially the benefits derived could justify the cost.
However, as development takes place, this would change.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 5

NO PROJECT

This alternative includes the ongoing land treatment program. The
land treatment program continues to improve because technology, land
use, and land ownership change. The Soil Conservation Service, through
the Natural Resource Conservation Districts, will continue to provide
technical assistance for installation of this program.

Land use projections for the "No Project" alternative are the same
as for the planned project. As desert land and cropland are taken for
urban development, the following impacts can be expected: increase in
floodwater runoff; loss of productive cropland; loss in scenic quality;
reduced air and water quality; more energy use; loss in wildlife habitat;
and more traffic congestion.

Officials of the community recognize that a flood problem exists.
Flood insurance is available. With or without this project, a flood
plain management program will be developed. The flood plain management
program will encompass proper land-use planning, protective measures for
existing developments, and land-use regulations.

Specific flood hazard areas will be identified through detailed
flood plain information studies. Common recognition of these hazards
will be the key to the action program for flood plain management that
will follow.

The first item 'in the actlon program is adjustments in existing
structures and occupancy in the identified flood hazard areas. Because
of characteristics of the flood plain, the studies may show that most
present development is in a flood hazard area. From studies of aerial
photographs, it is estimated that there are 22,000 existing home or
commercial establishments that would need to be floodproofed. A pre­
liminary cost estimate to floodproof these establishments is
$70,400,000.
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Flood plain land use will be controlled through the following:
zoning ordinances; subdivision regulations, including utility exten­
sions; building codes; acquisition and evacuation; building financing
and related tax assessment adjustments; flood hazard warning signs and
notices; and flood insurance. The regulations will have two purposes.
One is to maintain adequate floodways that have sufficient cross-section
area for passing a specified flood flow through the developed areas
without damage. The second is to regulate development of the flood
plain to prevent damages to future development.

The same type of flood plain management program will be required
for both "no project" and "with project" conditions. The difference
being the size of the flood plain, the number of establishments requir­
ing floodproofing, and the size of the floodways for internal drainage
of present and projected development.

An outlet to the Gila River will need to be provided in the future
for the internal drainage system downslope of the RWCD Floodway. Studies
to date have assumed that the RWCD Floodway would be installed. If the
floodway is not installed, an outlet would need to be substantially
longer and larger in size.

The existing floodway would continue to collect floodwater and
divert flows to the Gila River Indian Reservation. The Gila River
Indian Community would like to avoid further damage to their crops,
land, and property. The tribe believes the floodway flows and water
from Queen Creek were illegally diverted. If the RWCD Floodway is not
constructed, the tribe has indicated that legal action will be initiated.

Under the "no project" alternative, a total of 3,520 acre-feet of
sediment would move downstream and cause damage to roads, bridges,
irrigation facilities, urban developments, crops, and other properties
over the next 100 years. Periodic floodwater and erosion damage, con­
sisting of scour damage to cropland and other unprotected land, would
occur. The proposed floodwater structures in the Lower Queen Creek
Watershed would be jeopardized because of not having an adequate outlet.

On an average annual basis, the RWCD Floodway would provide esti­
mated benefits of $2,285,070, while costs would be $1,092,220. The net
monetary benefits foregone by not implementing this structural measure
as part of the interdependent system of flood prevention measures of the
Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction-Gilbert, and Williams-Chandler Watersheds
is estimated to be $1,192,850 annually.
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SHORT-TERM VS. LONG-TERM USE OF RESOURCES

Use of land for project measures will not signfiicantly restrict
future options or limit productivity. The floodway and wildlife miti­
gation area will preclude full optional use of 0.4 percent of the
project area. Opportunities for productive use will be maintained or
enhanced on the remaining 99.6 percent.

This project fits within the framework of the Type I River Basin
Report for the Lower Colorado Region. This project will help alleviate
problems related to flooding, sediment, and erosion.

Land use projections indicate urban development will occur with or
without a project. If a project of flood plain management and flood
protection is not undertaken in the near future, land and water resource
problems will increase.

The plan provides an adequate outlet for flood flows to the Gila
River. Upslope of the floodway internal drainage systems could then be
installed in present and projected urban areas to provide the level of
protection consistent with the needs and anticipated use of the flood­
prone area. The plan will aid in orderly development of natural re­
sources of the area using conservation and environmental measures to
maintain the usefulness of the lands for future generations.

Land treatment measures and the floodway will continue to be effec­
tive as long as they are properly maintained.

The study area comprises about 1.0 percent of the total area of the
Gila Subregion within the Lower Colorado Region in Arizona. Five P.L. 566
watershed projects have been completely installed, and eight P.L. 566
watershed projects are being installed in the Subregion. Three other
projects have been approved for planning. Thirty-six additional water­
sheds in the Subregion have been identified as having development
potential. 22/ The table on the next page lists pertinent information
for watersheds in the Subregion.
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Status of the P.L. 566 Watersheds in the Gila Subregion

Drainage Area Sediment Floodwater Channel

Installation Dams Controlled storage Storage Improvement

Completed No. Sq. Mi. Ac. Ft. Ac. Ft. Mi.

Florence· 1 63.4 755 4,060 1

Frye Creek-Stockton 5 203 2,800 7,500 14

Magma 1 62 160 4,850 11

White Tanks 2 34 170 3,520 11

Vanar 0 0 0 0 6

Arroyos. No. 1 12 29 420 1,400 1

Subtotal 21 391.4 4,305 21,330 37

Authorized
for Installation

Buckhorn-Mesa 5 42.5 825 3,551 7

Wickenburg 2 1.9 26 274 0

Apache Junction-
Gilbert 1 49.9 175 3,960 15

Williams-Chandler 2 109.1 380 7,700 9

Guadalupe 1 1.9 25 265 0

Buckeye 3 88.9 2,310 8.,000 3.5

Perilla Mountain 2 32.8 330 3,018 6.5

Harquahala Valley 3 136.7 925 8,707 15.0

Subtotal 19 463.7 4,996 35,475 56

Total 40 855.1 9,301 56,805 93

Authorized for
Planning Location

Dos Cabezas Cochise County
Eagle Tail Maricopa County
Lower Queen Creek Maricopa and Pinal Counties



The project is not designed to correct land and water resource use
problems on a short-term or immediate basis, but for a 100-year period.

The project is expected to be effective in conserving land and
water resources long after its designed life. The degree of flood
prevention will remain high if land use changes have been projected
correctly. Sediment control will continue long after the designed life
of the structures, especially if hydrologic conditions are improved
beyond those proposed in this project or if sediment is removed.

Individually, the effects of the P.L. 566 watershed projects on the
main stem of the Gila River will be very difficult to assess. Taken
collectively, the 40 floodwater retarding structures proposed or in­
stalled in the 14 P.L. 566 watershed projects will control a drainage
area of 855 square miles. This is about 1.5 percent of the total Gila
River drainage area. About 625 square miles of the controlled drainage
area are located above the junction of the Santa Cruz River and the Gila
River. In other words, the P.L. 566 projects will control 2.2 percent
of the drainage area above this junction. Structures in these projects
call for 9,301 acre-feet of sediment storage and 56,805 acre-feet of
floodwater detention storage. Over 48 miles of floodways have been
installed and 45 miles are planned for construction.

Storage provided in these dams for floodwater detention amounts to
about 1.25 inches of runoff per acre controlled. Hydrologic studies of
large drainage areas indicate that this type of structure will influence
peak flow in the main channel generally in direct proportion to the per­
cent of the total drainage area controlled. This will indicate a total
reduction of about two percent in peak flows in the Gila River immedi­
ately below its confluence with the Santa Cruz River and a one and one­
half percent decrease in peak flows for the total drainage area of the
Gila River.

Works of improvement in this project are complementary to those in
other water resource projects in the Gila Subregion. The Corps of
Engineers has a system of floodwater retarding structures and channels
either planned or installed to give flood protection to portions of the
Phoenix metropolitan area. The Bureau of Reclamation, as part of the
Central Arizona Project, plans to build the Orme Dam or a suitable
alternative. A system of floodwater retarding structures to protect the
CAP aqueduct across the Paradise Valley area is constructed. At the
same time, these structures will be protecting developments downslope.
Floodwater retarding structures in the three projects associated with
the RWCD Floodway will supplement protection provided by the Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation projects by giving additional
protection to those developments in the eastern part of the Phoenix
metropolitan area.
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IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

Committed to the floodway, disposal areas, and mitigation area will
be 430 acres of cropland, 558 acres of desert riparian vegetation, and
505 acres of desert shrub vegetation. The areas devoted to the floodway
and wildlife mitigation will be essentially irreversibly committed as
long as the structures are used.

The commitment of the land and water resources described above does
not preclude the physical use of the resources for other purposes.

Labor required for construction and maintenance of the measures
will be irretrievably committed.

The recovery of archeological resources will be done by profes­
sional archeologists. The curation will be determined by the landowner
in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the
Interagency Archeological Services of the Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service.
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CONSULTATION AND REVIEW WITH APPROPRIATE AGENCIES AND OTHERS

GENERAL

Consultation with individuals, groups, and governmental bodies has
been a continuing part of developing this plan since interest began in
1960. Field surveys were made throughout the study area. Permission to
trespass for the field survey was obtained from each landowner; at that
time the reason for the survey was explained. In addition to the
landowners, the following people, firms, and agencies were among those
consulted during the planning process:

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service - Interagency Archeo­
logical Services; u. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District;
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service; U. S. Forest Service; U. S. Bureau of
Reclamation; U. S. Bureau of Land Management; U. S. Bureau of Indian
Affairs; U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare; U. S. Bureau
of Mines;
U. S. Geological Survey; National Park Service; Arizona State Land
Department; Arizona Water Commission; Arizona Game and Fish Department;
Arizona Department of Transportation; Maricopa County Parks and Recreation
Department; Maricopa County Planning and Zoning Department; Maricopa
Association of Governments; Arizona Office of Economic Planning and
Development; Arizona Bureau of Mines; Arizona Department of Health
Services; City of Mesa; City of Gilbert; Unincorporated town of Apache
Junction; East Mesa Area Development Association; Maricopa County Board
of Supervisors; Maricopa County Highway Department; Board of Supervisors
of Pinal County; East Maricopa Natural Resource Conservation District;
and the Roosevelt Water Conservation District.

Between 1960 and the present, numerous news articles and pictures
have appeared in local papers relating to activities and information
concerning the project. Letters have been written to federal, state,
.county, and city officials, as well as local organizations and indi­
viduals, in an effort to provide ample opportunities for the general
public to participate in the planning process. Television interviews
have been conducted explaining to the general public of Arizona the
project.

There has been a resurgence of consultation with individuals,
groups, and governmental bodies since the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 became effective.

Numerous meetings have been held with the Sponsors; State Game and
Fish Department; U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service; city mayors; city,
county, and regional planning groups; environmental and sportsmen groups
and individuals; as well as industrial people, in regard to land use
policy and environmental considerations.
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Discussion and Disposition of Each Comment on Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

Letters of comment concerning the draft environmental impact
statement were requested from each of the following departments,
agencies, organizations, groups, and individuals:

Federal Government

Department of Agriculture
Office of the Secretary

Agricultural Research Service
Phoenix, Arizona

Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service

Phoenix, Arizona
Economic Research Service

Berkeley, California
Farmers Home Administration

Phoenix, Arizona

Department of the Air Force
Williams Air Force Base, Arizona

Department of the Army
Assistant Secretary of the Army

(Civil Works)
Assistant Chief, Planning Division,

Corps of Engineers,
San Francisco, California

District Engineer,
Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles, California

Study Manager, Phoenix Urban Study
Corps of Engineers,
Phoenix, Arizona

Department of Commerce
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Assistant Secretary for Administration

and Management
Director, Office of Environmental Affairs
Regional Environmental Officer,

San Francisco, California
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Responded

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No



Federal Government (Cont'd)

Department of Housing and Urban Development
Director, Federal Housing Administration

Director, Area Office, Los Angeles, CA
Director, Federal Housing Administration,

Phoenix, Arizona

Department of the Interior
Office of the Secretary
Office of Environmental Project Review
Regional Director, Fish and Wildlife Service

Albuquerque, New Mexico
Field Supervisor, Fish and wildlife Service

Phoenix, Arizona
District Chief, Water Resource Division,

U. S. Geological Survey,
Tucson, Arizona

Area Director, Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Phoenix, Arizona

Land Operations Office, Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Sacaton, Arizona

State Director, Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix, Arizona

District Manager, Bureau of Land Management
Phoenix, Arizona

Chief, Bureau of Mines
Denver, Colorado

Regional Director, Pacific Southwest
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,
San Francisco, California

Regional Director, National Park Service,
San Francisco, California

General Superintendent, National Park Service,
Phoenix, Arizona

Western Archeological Center
Tucson, Arizona

Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation
Boulder City, Nevada

Project Manager, Bureau of Reclamation,
Phoenix, Arizona

Department of Transportation
Deputy Chief, Office of Marine Environment

and Systems
Environmental Protection Agency

Administrator
Regional Administrator, Region IX

San Francisco, California

Chairman, Federal Power Commission
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Responded

No

Yes
No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No
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Governor of Arizona Yes
Arizona Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology Yes
Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture Yes
Arizona Department of Health Services Yes
Arizona Department of Public Safety Yes
Arizona Department of Transportation Yes
Arizona Game and Fish Department Yes
Arizona Historical Preservation Officer Yes
Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development Yes
Arizona Power Authority Yes
Arizona State Land Department Yes
Arizona State Museum Yes
Arizona State Parks

Natural and Cultural Resource Conservation Section Yes
Arizona State Parks Board Yes
Arizona Water Commission Yes
Center for Public Affairs, Arizona State University Yes
Central Arizona Association of Governments Yes
Council for Environmental Studies, University of Arizona Yes
Department of Anthropology, Arizona State University No
Indian Affairs Commission Yes
Maricopa Association of Governments Yes
Mineral Resources Department Yes
Prescott Historical Society Yes
Governor's Commission on Arizona Environment No
City of Chandler Yes
City of Gilbert No
City of Mesa No
Flood Control District of Maricopa County Yes
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors No
Maricopa County Highway Department Yes
Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department Yes
Maricopa County Manager No
Maricopa County Planning Department Yes
Pinal County Board of Supervisors No
Pinal County Highway Department Yes

Federal Government (Cont'd)

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Assistant Director, Office of Review

and Compliance

Federal Highway Administration
Division Engineer

Phoenix, Arizona

Council on Environmental Quality

State and Local Government

Responded

Yes

No

No



Other Groups

American Telephone and Telegraph
Arizona Conservation Council
Arizona Public Service Company
Arizona State Reclamation Association
Arizona Water Resources Committee
Arizona Wildlife Federation
East Maricopa Natural Resource Conservation District
El Paso Natural Gas Company
Environmental Defense Fund
Environmental Impact Assessment Project
Friends of the Earth, Washington
Friends of the Earth, Arizona
General Motors Proving Ground
Gila River Indian Community, Governor
Gila River Indian Community, Natural Resources Committee
L. H. Bell and Associates
League of Women Voters of Arizona
Maricopa Audubon Society
Mountain Bell Telephone Company
National Audubon Society
National Wildlife Federation
Natural Resources Defense Council
Phoenix Historical Society Museum
Roosevelt Water Conservation District
Salt River Project
Sierra Club
Southern Pacific Transportation Company

Individuals

Ms. Sharon M. Strube
Mr. W. Dallas Brooks
Ms. Gina Blodgett
Mr. James A. Blasdell
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Responded

No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes

No
No
No
Yes



No response necessary.

Departments and Agencies of the
Federal Government

united States Department of Agriculture - Office of the Secretary
(Letter of September 7, 1977)

Delete the last sentence and
This study concludes that no
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Page 45, 7th paragraph:
insert the following:

Comment:

Response: The Economic and Social section has been amended to
show response to this comment.

Response: The Present and Projected Population section has been
expanded to give more detail on this subject.

Response: Additional information has been added to the Environ­
mental Impact section addressing the effects of the
project on minority population. The effects of this
project on people is shown throughout this Environmen­
tal Impact Statement. There is no concerted effort to
single out the effects this project has on just minority
populations.

2. Comment: Based on the information included in the EIS, it is
difficult to determine if the proposed project will
affect the civil rights of the concerned minorities,
either positively or negatively.

3. Comment: We recommend that you include in your final statement
a more detailed assessment of the effects the project
will have on the minority population. This should
be accomplished in accordance with Soil Conservation
Service guidelines for preparing environmental impact
statements (Federal Register, Vol. 39, No. 107,
June 3, 1974).

The following are replies to comments concerning the interagency
draft Environmental Impact Statement.

1. Comment: Census data reveals a minority population of 18.7
percent in Maricopa County and 48.5 percent in Pinal
County.

1.

Department of the Army - Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
(Letter of September 9, 1977)

Department of the Air Force - Williams Air Force Base
(Letter of September 23, 1977)



Corps of Engineers flood control improvements west
and downslope of the Roosevelt water Conservation
District Floodway are justified at this time. The
results of this study are summarized in the "Summary
Report for Flood Control - Gila Floodway" due for
public distribution in September 1977.

Response: Comment complied with.

2. Comment: Appendix A: The discount rate used should be ref­
erenced.

Response: The interest rate is 2-7/8 percent. As stated in
paragraph 3a(l) of Watershed Memorandum 92 (Rev. 4)
Soil Conservation Service policy is to use the in­
terest rate as shown in the original plan.

united States Department of the Interior
(Letter of November 2, 1977)

1. Comment: The draft environmental impact statement does not
adequately address the subject of recreation and its
impacts on the proposed floodway. The discussion in
the Recreational Resources section should identify
parklands which would actually be affected by project
implementation. If no parklands are involved, then the
draft statement should say that none are involved.
From a recreation standpoint, the channel right-of-way
could provide a significant length of bike and riding
trails. The disposal areas, once vegetated, could
provide space for such facilities as picnic grounds,
parcourses or adventure play areas. The statement
should discuss these opportunities and assess the
impacts of including recreation development alter­
natives.

Response: The Recreational Resources section identifies recrea­
tional areas within the project area. A statement has
been added in the Environmental Impact section that
states there are no impacts to known recreational
areas.

In the reaches where the floodway traverses urbanized
and projected urbanized areas, it is proposed that
the maintenance roads be paved. These roads can serve
as bike and hiking paths. Because of increased main­
tenance problems associated with motorized vehicles
it is not desirable to allow them to travel for long
distances on the bottom of the floodway.

82



83

Response: Reference is made to the following letter of response
from Thomas G. Rockenbaugh to Larry E. Meierotto, dated
December 8, 1977, which follows.

2. Comment: The fact that impacts are not quantified in the alterna­
tive discussion makes it difficult to compare alterna­
tives. In addition, there is no discussion of impacts on
prime farmland.

It is recognized that one way to max~m~ze the utili­
zation of floodway areas and spoil disposal areas is
to develop them to accomodate park-like activities.
To accomplish this specific objective will require
that a group of interested citizens work with a sponsor,
such as the Maricopa County Parks and Recreation
Department, who can obligate monies for recreational
purposes. They, together with the Soil Conservation
Service can develop a recreational parks plan and
implement it. If a plan is developed, then the
related impacts will be determined.

Response:
(cont'd)

Response: Impacts resulting from specific alternatives are, in
general, quantified in the Environmental Impact section.
Statements in the Environmental Impact section have
been included to clearly show that prime agricultural
land will be impacted.

3. Comment: According to the referenced 1975 report, efforts have
been made to mitigate damage to archeological remains
along portions of the proposed floodway right-of-way.
These measures included recovery of significant archeo­
logical remains at several of the cultural resource sites
recommended for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places. The mitigation program was not dis­
cussed in the draft statement, nor was it developed in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, al­
though a statement on page 43 indicated that such con­
sultation would take place.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

3008 Federal Building, Phoenix, Arizona 85025

December 8, 1977

Mr. Larry E. Meierotto
Deputy Assistant Secretary
U.S. Department of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Meierotto:

Thank you for your letter of November 2, 1977 (PEP ER- 77/774) trans­
mitting official USDI comments for the Roosevelt Water Conservation
District Floodway project draft environmental statement.

Two of the comments though, cause us some concern and we feel that a
direct reply to you is in order.

The first comment is found on page two, first paragraph. The state­
ment refers to lack of consultation during development of the "miti­
gation program." The commentator should be made aware that our records
show that the referenced report (An Archeological Investigation of the
Queen Creek Project by Danny Brooks) was the culmination of a series
of investigations initiated by the National Park Service at the request
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The comment carries the implication
that SCS caused 'the mitigation effort without regard to the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 or other laws, rules or regulations
in force during the period 1971-1975 which is an unfair distortion
of fact. Furthermore, the referenced statement indicating "that
such consultation would take place" is taken out of context. The
statement reads, "The archeological mitigation plan ~ be written
for this project will include all known archeological sites that
might be impacted~mphasis added).

The fact that the mitigation program was not discussed in the state­
ment is undisputed. We were not apprised of an impending mitigation
effort, ~ se. Neither were we provided complete copies of any of
the archeological investigation reports conducted prior to Brooks'
report, although we have managed to obtain site discriptions and
mitigation recommendations from the latter report. However, the
excerpted material was provided with the understanding that the report
is still not in final form and acceptance by NPS-IAS is pending.

The second comment that concerns us is the third one on page 3. It
would appear from the comment that the commentator has neither taken
advantage of the interagency planning process nor communicated with
SCS or Fish and Wildlife Service personnel in Phoenix. The comment
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Sincerely,

Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist

2

For

We recently hosted a meeting in Phoenix to discuss archeological work
remaining to be done for the entire project. Interagency Archeological
Services (NPS) was represented by Garland J. Gordon whose expertise
and candor contributed immensely to a sucessful interagency meeting-
a meeting that yielded positive results. We feel assured that future
dealings with lAS will result in decisions and agreements that we can
rely on during our environmental assessment and project planning pro­
cesses.

It seems obvious by the comments received that we are not, in all cases,
dealing with the proper echelon with certain U.S.D.I. Agencies. We
would like to have your advice on whom within USDI we should involve so
that futile meetings such as was held on the habitat mitigation can be
avoided in the future and comments such as were made on archeology can
be taken care of during the preliminary draft stage of the EIS.

The Wildlife Habitat Measures subsection of the draft statement dis­
cussed the "triangle" area habitat in terms of "habitat units" rather
than acres. Impacts and mitigation were based on an interagency
biology team report and were determined in terms of habitat units
as set forth in that report, taking into account land use projections
as planned by the Gila River Indian Community. This was discussed
extensively in the meeting. The U.S.F.W.S. representative indicated
that the habitat units seemed reasonable and foresaw no problem with his
agency accepting the plan. The Arizona Game and Fish representative
reserved comment until he could study the supporting data more closely
The USDI comment is a complete reversal from the position taken by its
knowledgable representative in the meeting, yet the backup data has
not changed and the Gila River Indian Community is still intent on
development in the "triangle", with or without the floodway.

is particularly disappointing because in August of this year members
of my staff met with a field representative of U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and a representative of Arizona Game and Fish Department to
candidly discuss the wildlife habitat mitigation proposal. The
meeting in essence, covered every point set forth in the comment.

Mr. Larry E. Meierotto



86

Response: Appropriate change made.

Response: This topic is discussed in the Operation and Maintenance
section.

The Office of Cultural Resource Management, Arizona
State University is in the process of developing a
comprehensive archeological resource management program
for this project. Pursuant to Title 7 CFR Part 656, the
program is being developed in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer, National Park
Service - Interagency Archeological Services and
Western Archeological Center (NPS). The Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation will be consulted
at the appropriate time.

Response:
(cont'd)

Response: As stated in the Operation and Maintenance section, the
design and construction of the floodway will take into
consideration features to minimize vandalism.

Response: A team composed of members from the Arizona Game and
Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
Soil Conservation Service initially made an inventory of
wildlife habitat in the areas to be used for construction.
If it is found that alternate areas are required, then a
new inventory can be made by representatives of the above
named agencies.

4. Comment: Page 16: The fourth paragraph states that the excavated
material from the floodway which cannot be put to a
useful purpose will be placed in designated disposal
areas. We feel that final selection of these disposal
areas should be made in the field by a team composed of
members from the Arizona Game and Fish Department, Soil
Conservation Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

5. Comment: Page 19, Paragraph 4: There should be a discussion of
the Agency which will manage the 280 acres of replacement
lands.

7. Comment: Page 20: The management of the mitigation area by the
Arizona Game and Fish Department must be spelled out
in a general agreement, and not a general plan. The
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act states that a general
plan is only used when Federal government land is involved.

6. Comment: Page 19, Operation and Maintenance: A statement should
be made to the effect that the 75-acre wildlife mitigation
area upslope of the collector ditch within the floodway
right-of-way be maintained without degradation from van­
dalism or other uses that would lower the carrying capacity
of the area for wildlife.



8. Comment: Page 41: It is stated on page 41 that the other seven
cultural resources, not recommended for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places, are described as
being significant. Possessing significant information,
however, is one of the broad criteria under which pro­
perties may be eligible for inclusion. Although data
recovery has already been conducted, the resources
should be further evaluated, and the final statement
should contain documentation that the State Historic Pre­
servation Officer concurs with the determination.

Response: The State Historic Preservation Officer has determined
that the project lies within an archeological district
which is eligible for nomination to the National Reg­
ister of Historic Places. The Archeological and His­
torical Resources section has been rewritten to reflect
a proposed cultural resource management plan for the
project.

9. Comment: Pages 42 and 43: In the survey report on proposed dis­
posal areas (reference 15), it is stated that at parcels
11 and 12 significant cultural remains were located. It
was suggested by the archeologist that alternative dis­
posal locations be sought. We concur with this recom­
mendation that, if possible, significant cultural re­
sources should be avoided and alternative disposal areas
be avoided and alternative disposal areas be considered.

Response: The Soil Conservation Service agrees that, if possible,
significant cultural resources will be avoided.

10. Comment: Page 45: The Central Arizona Project will convey an
average annual supply of 1.2 million acre-feet of water to
central Arizona.

Response: Appropriate change made.

11. Comment: Page 58: The narrative in this section 'and throughout
the entire statement on the "triangle" area is very super­
ficial. A full and complete discussion of the vegetation
on the triangle should be given, including total acres
of each habitat type. Also, an explanation of why only
132 acres of riparian habitat are identified as being
adversely affected and requiring mitigation when, in
fact, a total of about 1,300 acres will be lost or de­
graded. The discussion should also include a description
of present land use and future planning of the Gila River
Indian Community for the triangle.

Response: In the sections entitled Wildlife Habitat Measures, Plant
and Animal Resource, and Environmental Impact-Structural
Measures can be found information relating to the "triangle".
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Response: Appropriate change made.

13. Comment: Page 75: Reference No. 11 should read "Endangered and
Threatened wildlife of the United States."

Information relating to land use projections indicates
that in the near future about 50 percent of the total
undeveloped area of 2,150 acres will be developed to
agriculture with or without the construction of the
floodway. It was further indicated that over a 25 year
period the remaining undeveloped area will be converted
to agricultural use. These land use projections and vege­
tative inventories were used to calculate that 79 acres
of land, which has a medium density stand of mesquite and
desertbroom, and that 53 acres of land, which has a dense
stand of mesquite, desertbroom, quailbush, and grasses,
would be lost. Thus, the acreage of riparian vegetation
within this area is estimated to be 132 acres.

Response:
(cont'd)

Response: It is agreed that data recovery should be conducted prior
to construction whenever possible. It is a recognized
possibility that artifacts might be encountered in
tested areas during construction. Therefore, an on-call
archeologist will be utilized for sites that require
monitoring during construction.

Information relating to cultural resources located in the
disposal areas has been added to the sections entitled
Archeological and Historical, Resources and Environmental
Impact - Structural Measures.

1. Comment: Page 18, paragraph 3: Does not state whether intensive
surveys have been performed. What are "archaeological
reconnaissance surveys"?

United States Department of the Interior - Bureau of Land Management
(Letter of October 12, 1977)

12. Comment: Page 61: In a discussion of probable impacts, it is
stated that 14 cultural resources were identified and
"items of significance will be salvaged before and during
construction." In order to avoid undue project delays,
data recovery should be conducted prior to initiation
of construction activity. Additionally, the section deal­
ing with environmental impacts in the final statement
should also discuss cultural resources that were located
in the disposal areas.



Response: Archeological reconnaissance surveys are investigations
conducted by professional archeologists for the pur­
poses of locating, testing, and determining relative
importance of archeological resources that may be
affected by Soil Conservation Service assisted actions.
Results of reconnaissance surveys are used in making
project decisions and determining the need for detailed
survey, recovery, protection and/or preservation of
cultural resources prior to construction activities.

2. Comment: Page 19, paragraph 2: Indicates 410 acres and 1,650
annual habitat units will be lost. These losses are
not shown as such on page 64.

Response: The fact that 410 acres of desert riparian vegetation will
be lost has been clarified. The Adverse Environmental
Effects section has been expanded to include the fact
that 1,650 annual habitat units will be lost. Also, the
Favorable Environmental Impacts section has been expanded
to show that about 1700 annual habitat units have been
made available by the purchase of 280 acres of land and
the planting of 75 acres of desert riparian vegetation
in the floodway right-of-way.

3. Comment: Page 41, last paragraph: What are "negative archaeo­
logical remains"?

Response: The phrase "negative archaeological remains" is quoted
from a published archeological reconnaissance survey
of a portion of the floodway right-of-way and means that
the author encountered no archeological resources within
the area surveyed.

4. Comment: Pages 65-69, under "Alternatives": The archeological/
cultural impacts are not carried through alternatives.

Response: Alternative No. 1 includes the land treatment program
as described in the Planned Project section. As des­
cribed, this program applies to the privately owned
farmland. No archeological resources have been iden­
tified as being subject to impact under this alternative.
However, should these resources be found, the Soil Con­
servation Service will advise the Secretary of the Interior
and recommend that the landowner notify the State Historic
Preservation Officer prior to installing the conservation
measure. On privately owned farmland the disposition of
archeological resources will be decided by the landowner.
Alternatives No.2, No.3, and No.4 state that environ-
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Response: Noted.

6. Comment: Page 73, under "Commitment of Resources": There is no
mention of the archeological resources.

mental effects would be the same as included in the
planned project. If there is no project, as Alternative
No. 5 suggests, then it can be concluded there are no
impacts.

Response:
(cont'd)

The Soil Conservation Service is working and will con­
tinue to work closely with the State's 208 Water
Quali ty Program.

Response: A copy of the draft Environmental Impact Statement was
sent to both the Maricopa Association of Governments
and the Central Arizona Association of Governments.
Their responses have been included in this final En­
vironmental Impact Statement.

Response: There are 711 square miles (455,040 acres) of drainage
area above the proposed RWCD Floodway - this information
is found in the Introduction section. There are 1,697
acres of land needed for total project (1,417 acres of
land being disturbed resulting from project installation
plus 280 acres of land needed for mitigation purposes) •
From this information 0.4 percent can be derived.

Response: An additional statement related to archeological resources
has been included in the Irreversible and Irretrievable
Commitments of Resources section.

5. Comment: Page 70, under "Short Term vs. Long Term Use", first
paragraph: The 0.4 percent should be clarified on how
it was derived.

2. Comment: The FEIS should be coordinated and comments elicited
from both the on-going Maricopa Association of Govern­
ments and Central Arizona Association of Governments'
208 Water Quality Management Plan studies.

1. Comment: The draft environmental statement has been classified
as Category LO-2, by the Environmental Protection
Agency.

United States Environmental Protection Agency - Region IX
(Letter of October 14, 1977)



3. Comment: It should be noted that population projections are
currently available for the communities within the
Phoenix Metropolitan area and the unincorporated com­
munity of Apache Junction from these studies.

Response: As stated, in the Present and Projected Population
section, population projections made by the Maricopa
Association of Governments and the Pinal County Planning
and Zoning Department have been used.

4. Comment: Please indicate the time frame for construction of the
proposed Queen Creek project, as the DEIS has stated
that the proposed floodway would be sUbject to flood­
ing by the 30-~ear flood without this project.

Response: It is projected that construction of the Queen Creek
floodwater retarding structure will commence in cal­
endar year 1981. It is also projected that the reach
of floodway which outlets Queen Creek will be under
construction during this period.

5. Comment: What is the status of the Gila Floodway Survey Report
by the u.S. Army Corps of Engineers that was due for
completion by August 1977? The relevant portions of
this report should be incorporated into the FEIS.

Response: The "Summary Report for Flood Control-Gila Floodway"
has been obtained and relevant portions of this report
have been incorporated into the final Environmental
Impact Statement.

6. Comment: The reference to urban sewage being "normally put in
individual septic tanks" is inaccurate. Williams AFB,
Chandler, Gilbert, and Mesa all have sewage treatment
plants. The FEIS should correct these errors.

Response: The above information has been included.

7. Comment: Diverting floodwaters from the flood-prone areas to
the proposed RWCD Floodway will increase goundwater
recharge by 1,300 acre-feet per year. How will this
affect groundwater recharge, percolation rates, and the
diminishing water supply in the flood-prone areas?

Response: Precipitation falling on the floodplain generally eva­
porates, runs off, or is used by plants. Only about
one percent of the total precipitation is estimated to
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Suspended Sediment - Acre-Feet

The suspended sediment transported or deposited can be
seen in the following table.

recharge the groundwater basins. Analysis of river
channel losses in the Gila River indicates high recharge
potential. Diverting floodwater to the Gila River will
allow a greater portion of the runoff to recharge the
groundwater basin. However, the effects of the project
will be minimal.

After installation of the RWCD Floodway, bedload sediment
deposition will occur mainly in the floodway sediment
traps and in the floodway. The amount of bedload de­
posited will be about the same as at present (10 acre­
feet annually) •

Response: The peak discharge from the RWCD Floodway will be greatly
reduced by Gila River channel storage and transmission
losses within the Gila River channel and flood plain.
The result will be that the peak flow for any given dis­
charge reaching the vicinity of St. Johns Mission, the
present outflow point, will be about the same as that
now experienced.

Response:
(cont'd)

8. Comment: There will be increased flow, bedload, and suspended
sediment transported to the Gila River due to construc­
tion of the proposed project. Sediment in suspension
transported to the Gila River will increase by approx­
imately 50 percent due to the project.

Transported
Overland Deposited Transported Transported

To Gila River Downstream To Gila River By Gila River
In Vicinity of from the At Proposed To Vicinity

St. Johns Existing RWCD Floodway of St. Johns
Condition Mission Floodway Outlet Mission

Present 17 7 0 95

With Project 0 0 25 103

Change -17 -7 +25 +8



9. Comment: There will be associated increases in pesticides and
nutrient loading from fertilizers and animal wastes
due to the project.

Response: The floodway will reduce the frequency and amount of
flooding on agricultural lands downslope of the floodway.
Thus the amounts of nutrients from fertilizers and
animal wastes and pesticides applied to crops and live­
stock carried by floodwaters to the Gila River will be
reduced.

10. Comment: The present beneficial uses of the Gila River and the
impacts associated with construction of the RWCD Flood­
way needs to be assessed in the FEIS.

Response: The primary use of the Gila River is to convey floodwater
and irrigation tailwater downstream. Analysis of river
channel losses in the Gila River indicates high recharge
potential. The channel banks are lined with desert
riparian vegetation consisting principally of mesquite,
saltcedar, desertbroom, seepwillow, quailbush, and grasses.

Constructing the floodway and outletting floodwater
into the River will provide an increased reach of river­
bed to be used as a recharge basin and, also, to supply
supplemental water to be used by riparian type vegetation.

11. Comment: Impacts of uncontrolled floodwaters to the Gila River now
versus the proposed RWCD Floodway conveyance of flood­
waters to the river needs to be discussed in the FEIS.

Response: Discussions of how the proposed RWCD Floodway impacts
the project area and the Gila River can be found in the
final Environmental Impact Statement in sections entitled
Planned Project and Environmental Impact.

12. Comment: The proposed RWCD Floodway is referenced throughout the
DEIS in the present tense. This has led to much con­
fusion in distinguishing present flood retarding struc­
tures from the proposed project while reviewing the DEIS.

Also, is there an existing floodway? How does the
existing floodway and the existing irrigation canal re­
late to construction of the new floodway? This is par­
ticularly significant if the proposed floodway is to
run an almost parallel course with the existing canal
and floodway.
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Response: This program environmental impact statement is being
written for only the enlargement and extension of the
RWCD Floodway. The northern end of the floodway starts
about 230 feet north of Brown Road. From this point, the
floodway flows south and follows the alignment of the
present manmade floodway and parallels the RWCD Irriga­
tion Canal for a distance of 18.23 miles. From this
point, the remaining 9.13 miles of floodway will be re­
aligned and will end east of Gila Butte at the Gila
River. The location of this floodway can be seen on the
Project Map in Appendix B.

13. Comment: The project financing needs clarification as total project
costs have been stated as $29,841,300 with $17,704,300
from P.L. 566 funds and $6,220,500 from "other funds."
What is the source of these "other funds"? Also, $5,916,500
remains to be funded. How will this amount be financed?

Response: The source of other funds for this project are the Flood
Control District of Maricopa County and the National
Parks Service. As is stated in the Project Cost section
$23,620,800 is a P.L. 566 cost. Project construction cost
for the floodway is estimated to be $17,704,300. This
cost will be borne from P.L. 566 funds also. If it is
correctly assumed that the $5,916,500 was derived by
subtracting $17,704,300 (P.L. 566 funds) from $23,620,800
(P.L. 566 funds) then it is also P.L. 566 funds.

14. Comment: The DEIS has not adequately discussed land use changes
due to construction of the RWCD Floodway. For example,
will the project encourage further conversion of prime
agricultural lands to urbanized uses?

Response: The Soil Conservation Service does encourage the reten­
tion of prime agricultural lands. The conversion of
prime agricultural lands to urban uses is stimulated
by rising land prices and increased taxes on agricul­
tural lands. The land use change from prime agricul­
tural land to urban land will occur without project
action.

15. Comment: Will there be related air quality impacts due to
urbanization?

Response: The urbanization of irrigated land will continue with
or without the construction of the floodway. Therefore,
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19. Comment: What is a "type 5 irrigation tail water pond"?

This project has no known impacts on any endangered
wildlife species.

no adverse impact is expected as a result of project
action.

Response: There are no known impacts on accessibility to public
areas which at present are designated for recreational
uses.

Soils in Classes I through IV are classified according
to their continuing limitations for sustained production
of cultivated crops. Some soils in Classes V, VI and
VII may be used for specialized crops that are normally
grown without tillage. Most soils in Class VI and
Class VII may be used for forestry or range. Those in
Class VIII are suitable only for watershed, recreation,
and wildlife.

Response: Capability classification is an interpretive grouping
made primarily for agricultural purposes. In this
classification arable soils are grouped according to
their potentialities and limitations for sustained
production of the commonly cultivated crops. ·Nonarable
soils are grouped according to their potentialities
and limitations for the production of permanent vege­
tation and risk of soil damage.

Response: Information relating to wildlife can be found both in
the Wildlife Habitat Measures and Environmental Impact
sections.

Response: As quoted from U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Circular
39, Wetlands of the United States, Type 5 Inland Open

Response:
(cont'd)

16. Comment: Will there be associated impacts on accessibility to
areas presently designated for recreational uses?

17. Comment: The DEIS does not adequately address the project's
impacts on the area's wildlife. This is particularly
significant due to the possible presence of three
endangered wildlife species.

18. Comment: What is meant by "land capability classes for dry land
soils" I-8?
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State and Local Government

No response necessary.

Fresh Water is "Shallow ponds and reservoirs usually
less than 10 feet deep and fringed by a border of
emergent vegetation."

Response:
(cont'd)

No response necessary.

Arizona Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology
(Letter of November 17, 1977)

Governor of Arizona - Arizona Water Commission
(Letter of August 22, 1977)

Response: The final environmental statement contains a discussion of
construction impacts on all known archeological sites in
the project area. As noted, the Soil Conservation Service
is aware of its responsibilities under federal law and is
following the procedures set forth in Title 7 CFR Part 656. A
cultural resource management plan has been developed by the
Office of Cultural Resource Management, Department of Anthro­
pology, Arizona State University, in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Interagency
Archeological Services (lAS). This, and the final plan to
recover, protect or preserve cultural resources which will
be developed at the appropriate time in consultation with the
SHPO and Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service - Inter­
agency Archeological Services will be submitted to the Advisory
Council for review and comment.

Comment: Nevertheless, until the requirements of Section 106 are met,
Council considers the DES incomplete in its treatment of
historical, archeological, architectural and cultural re­
sources. To remedy this deficiency, the Council will pro­
vide, in accordance with its "Procedures for the Protection
of Historic and Cultural Properties" (36 C.F.R. Part 800),
substantive comments on the effect of the undertaking on
these properties. Please call Michael H. Bureman at (303)
234-4946 to assist you in completing this process.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(Letter of August 29, 1977)



Agriculture and Horticulture Department
(Letter of September 2, 1977)

No response necessary.

Department of Health Services
(Letter of November 21, 1977)

No response necessary.

Department of Public Safety
(Letter of November 3, 1977)

No response necessary.

Transportation Planning Division, Arizona Department of Transportation
(Letter of September 12, 1977)

l~ Comment: Page 13, paragraph 5: Any consideration given to re­
ducing channel width at State Highway crossings?

Response: The planned floodway provides channel stability at least
total cost (this includes State Highway crossings).

2. Comment: Page 12, paragraph 6: Please coordinate floodway design
with existing and anticipated transportation facilities
and the expansion of those facilities. To (a) the year
2000 and (b) as the facilities are expanded to meet
urban growth demands.

Response: The Soil Conservation Service has coordinated and will
continue to coordinate this project with the Arizona
Department of Transportation.

3. Comment: ADOT design coordination should be acquired for cross­
ings as indicated on map Appendix B; State Routes 93,
87, and 360, US Routes 60, 80, and 89. None of your
maps indicate the location of State Route 360 which
traverses your flood control work area.

Response: Refer to response in comment 2. State Route 360 has been
put on the Location Map. In Appendices Band D it is
intended to only show the roads that the project has
impact on.

Arizona Game and Fish Department
(Letter of September 29, 1977)

1. Comment: We still believe there should be further clarification
of habitat losses to be incurred as a result of the
project.
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Response: Refer to the Wildlife Habitat Measures and Environmental
Impact sections for a description of wildlife habitat
and habitat gains and losses resulting from project
action.

2. Comment: An historic account of the "triangle" area which is bound­
ed by State Highway 87 and 93 would be beneficial for a
more complete understanding of project effects on wild­
life habitat.

Response: In describing the vegetative history of the "triangle"
area it needs to be pointed out that in the period from
1925 to 1927 the RWCD Canal and associated floodway
were constructed to Hunt Highway. After this irriga­
tion tailwater and floodwater were diverted to the south.
During the years from 1945 to 1947 this floodway was
extended south and west for about 1.5 miles. At the
floodway outlet these waters flowed westward. Another
source of diverted water flowing periodically into this
general area comes from the Santan Canal.

A photo taken in 1935 shows vegetation growing south of
Hunt Highway. Between the years 1935 to 1964, photos
showed that the vegetated areas fluctuated in size. In
1964 the area between Hunt Highway and Gilbert Road was
developed to be used for irrigated cropland and the
floodway extended to State Highway 87. Again in 1969
another block of land between Gilbert Road and State
Highway 87 was developed.

Aerial photos taken in 1964, 1969, and 1971, showed small
areas within the "triangle" had vigorous growth. The
effect of water spreading dikes within this area apparently
were helping to cause more water to be detained and used
by native vegetation.

3. Comment: There is still no mention made of the probable decline
of the habitat west of Highway 93 which also includes
mesic vegetation maintained in an arid area as a result
of the current location of the terminus to the existing
RWCD Floodway. We suggested previously, and still be­
lieve, there is a need for additional explanation and
details concerning the losses of these habitats. Such
detail would be most valuable if it included maps and a
tabular representation of "with" and "without" project
effects on the vegetation of this area.

Response: Additional information has been included in sections
entitled wildlife Habitat Measures, Plant and Animal
Resources, and Environmental Impact - Structural Measures.
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4. Comment: The "new" draft statement tends to downgrade the quality
of the wildlife habitat lost and does have figures much
less than originally displayed. We understand the rea­
soning for the reduced figures, in that it is presumed
these lands will be cleared for agricultural purposes
even without this project. The fact remains that there
are 2,240 acres of native vegetation at the present
floodway outlet of which 1,300 acres represent desert
riparian vegetation as reported in the "team" biologist
report.

We point this out, because we firmly believe the area
downstream from the present floodway outlet is very
important wildlife habitat. This area is one of the
better dove producing areas and provides some of the
best dove hunting in the state. We feel the environmen­
tal statement should reflect this.

Response: The above acreage figures are correct. With or without
the planned project it is projected that the majority of
the 1,300 acres of desert riparian vegetation will be
lost because of changed land use. It also can be pointed
out that this area is not ordinarily open to the public
for hunting.

5. Comment: Through the various coordination meetings this agency,
the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Soil Conservation
Service have discussed mitigation for the wildlife losses
incurred as a result of the project. We have generally
agreed that the 280-acre parcel, or its equivalent, along
the Gila River near the Robbins Butte Wildlife Area was
adequate. The draft statement, however, makes no men­
tion of the recommendation for fencing this property to
protect it from grazing and woodcutters. Without this
protection, the value of the mitigation lands would be
decreased and not equal ~o the projected habitat units
credited for mitigation.

Response: A portion of the proposed area is now fenced. That
portion that is not will be fenced. It is stated in the
Wildlife Habitat Measures section that "An appropriate
parcel will be purchased and fenced to preserve wildlife
values. "

Office of Planning, Department of Economic Security
(Letter of September 2, 1977)

No response necessary.

Arizona Power Authority
(Letter of September 6, 1977)

No response necessary.
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Arizona State Land Department
(Letter of September 22, 1977)

No response necessary.

Arizona State Museum - The University of Arizona
(Letter of August 25, 1977)

No response necessary.

Arizona State Parks - Natural and Cultural Resource Conservation Section
(Letter of January 30, 1978)

Comment: I understand that the Soil Conservation Service is requesting
the opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer con­
cerning the eligibility of the 42 inventoried archaeological
sites* located in the project area for inclusion in the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places and that my opinion may be
submitted to the Secretary of the Interior with a formal
request fora determination of eligibility on this property.
This statement confirms my consultation as part of the deter­
mination of eligibility procedures.

In my opinion, the property (as an archeological district) is
eligible for inclusion in the National Register.

* as listed in the Archaeological Management Program report
by Glen Rice (ASU), dated December 1977.

Response: Upon application of National Register criteria as set forth
in Title 36 CFR Part 60.6, the Soil Conservation Service
agrees that the cultural resources of the area are likely to
yield information important to prehistory and would be eligible
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places.

Arizona State Parks - Natural and Cultural Resource Conservation Section
(Letter of March 20, 1978)

No response necessary.

Arizona State Parks Board
(Letter of September 8, 1977)

No response necessary.

Arizona Water Commission
(Letter of September 30, 1977)

1. Comment: Page 13, 1st paragraph, lines 4 and 5: "(4) Achieving
additional control of floodwaters within the Lower
Queen Creek Watershed."
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Response: Appropriate addition to this section has been made.

Response: Appropriate change made.

"non-white"
"minority"

Appropriate addition made.

The use of the term "additional control" is vague and
could be replaced with a more specific description,
such as referring to a 100-year level of control.

Page 31, 2nd paragraph, line 15:
Page 33, 1st paragraph, line 5:

It appears that the terms "non-white" and "minority"
are used interchangeable. Mexican-Americans are classi­
fied as a minority but not as a non-white. If the
classification of non-white was incorrectly assumed to
include Mexican-American then the statement "fifty
percent of the non-white residents are Negro" would be
incorrect since it appears that most of the minorities
in the project area are Mexican-American.

Comment:

Response:

Response: Appropriate addition made.

Comment:
(cont'd)

Response: The term non-white has been deleted and the term
minority has been used.

It may be worthwhile to note that water is first di­
verted into the Southern Canal and then into the three
sub-canals stated.

If the sentence is to read correctly the word "of"
should be omitted.

2. Comment: Page 27, 2nd paragraph, lines 20-21: "The Granite
Reef Dam is located in the northern portion of the
Project area. Water is diverted into three canals;
the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Canal, the
Eastern Canal, and the Consolidated Canal East Branch."

3.

5. Comment: Page 48, 7th paragraph, lines 38-40: "About 17 acre­
feet (25,000 tons) of sediment from the RWCD Floodway
area reach of the Gila River annually under present
conditions."

4. Comment: Page 47, "Floodwater Damage": Specific types of damages
from the 1954 flood are discussed; however, the loca­
tions and concentrations of these damages are not
presented. If there were no specific concentrations
and the flooded areas were dispersed equally among the
watersheds, this information should be stated.



6. Comment: Page 51, 4th paragraph, lines 16-19: "The problems
associated with this area is not one of providing
additional wildlife habitat but of retaining some rem­
nant of existing habitat in the face of urbanization."

The term "some remnant of" is an emotional or judge­
mental phrase and, without quantification, should be
omitted.

Response: Appropriate change made.

7. Comment: Page 56, 1st paragraph, lines 1-6: The sediment concen­
trations discussed were primarily based on samples taken
from irrigation flows released from San Carlos Reservoir
to be diverted at the Ashurst-Hayden Diversion Dam.
Only larger flood flows will overflow the diversion
structure and have a downstream impact. The sediment
concentration for these larger flood flows will be sub­
stantially greater than the average concentrations pre­
sented.

Response: Related information has been added to clarify the impact
of larger flood flows and related suspended sediment
flowing past the Gila River Diversion which is upstream
of the Ashurst-Hayden Diversion Dam.

Center for Public Affairs, Arizona State University
(Letter of September 13, 1977)

1. Comment: There is no presentation of the reaction of the Pimas on
the Gila River, to this arrangement; nor of arrangements
to assure continuity of assurance of delivery and/or
acceptance of the water.

Response: This project has been and will continue to be coordinated
with the Gila River Indian Community. The proposed pro­
ject is the best way of conveying floodwaters across
reservation lands.

2. Comment: The mitigation of water pollutants received now by the
Pimas from upland sources is not a project benefit, since
such pollution is to be terminated by its originator.

Response: The proposed floodway will result in the reduction of
cropland flooding. Thus, the reduction of the amount
of fertilizer, animal waste, pesticide, and sediment
pollution flowing from the project area into the Gila
River will result.

3. Comment: Aggregates are given for costs and benefits: more detail
is needed.
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Response: Detailed information relating to costs and benefits
is available at the Soil Conservation Service office.
The address is shown on the cover sheet.

4. Comment: No information is given on flooding increase to be
caused by urbanization in the protected area.

Response: Information relating to the hydrologic studies for
this project consider present and projected urbaniza­
tion and is available at the Soil Conservation Service
office.

5. Comment: Erosion, scour, and sedimentation benefits downstream
in the project area protected are offset by the same
events occurring on the Gila Reservation.

Response: This topic is discussed in both the Planned Project ­
Structural Measures and Environmental Impact sections.
It is incorrect to say that, "Erosion, scour, and sedi­
mentation benefits downstream in the project area pro­
tected are offset by the same events occurring on the
Gila Reservation."

6. Comment: Construction and Operation and Maintenance employment
is not a project benefit.

Response: The benefits attributed to employment resulting from
the construction and operation and maintenance of the
floodway were not used for project justification.
However, the resulting employment from this project
was assessed as having a favorable impact.

7. Comment: There is no projection of future benefits and costs:
if future benefits increase, then these beneficiaries
are better able to pay any costs of projects preferred
by them. The separation of costs and benefits is not
discussed.

Response: The average annual damage reduction benefits are based
on reduced future flooding. The cost of operation and
maintenance is based on costs expected to occur during
project life.

For a further discussion of this topic refer to the
Planned Project - Project Costs and the Favorable
Environmental Impacts sections.

8. Comment: Recharge listed as a benefit, is not detailed in the
report.
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Response: As stated in the Environmental Impact section, "Ground­
water recharge will increase by about 1,300 acre-feet
per year. This will occur in the floodway and the Gila
River. Analysis of stream channel losses in the Gila
River indicates high recharge potential. Considering
the amount of groundwater in storage, the effects of
the project will be minimal."

9. Comment: The benefit of improved living mentioned is not support­
ed in the report.

Response: Refer to the Environmental Impact - Economic and Social
section for a discussion of this topic.

Central Arizona Association of Governments
(Letter of October 14, 1977)

1. Comment: The study appears to ignore the potential damage to an
additional 10,000 acres which will be flooded on the
Gila River (Page 64) in its evaluation of the cost effec­
tiveness of the project. These costs - when properly
considered would very likely make the entire project cost
ineffective.

Response: The 100-year discharge from the RWCD Floodway is expected
to inundate approximately 10,000 acres of native vegeta­
tion in the reach of river from the floodway outlet to
the vicinity of St. Johns Mission. This same area is
presently flooded, on the average, once every four years
from flows in the Gila River.

Our studies show there is no evidence to support the assump­
tion that the additional floodwater or suspended sediment
flowing into the Gila River will greatly increase erosion,
flood plain scour, and sediment deposition or additional
area flooded downstream from the project.

2. Comment: The assumption in the report that rapid urbanization will
occur in the flood area goes against any valid concept
of land use planning. Arizona has room for growth in
areas that are not flood prone.

Response: Urban projections used originated with the Maricopa Asso­
ciation of Governments and the Pinal County Planning and
Zoning Department. Urbanization of this area is going
on at present.

Council for Environmental Studies
(Letter of September 9, 1977)

No response necessary.
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Indian Affairs Commission
(Letter of September 2, 1977)

No response necessary.

Maricopa Association of Governments
(Letter of September 2, 1977)

No response necessary.

Mineral Resources Department
(Letter of September 2, 1977)

No response necessary.

Prescott Historical Society
(Letter of November 15, 1977)

No response necessary.

City of Chandler
(Letter of August 23, 1977)

Comment: The only comment offered, other than general concurrence
with the draft, relates to "Nonstructural Measures" under
the "Planned Project" section. Like Mesa, the City of
Chandler has adopted regulations that require developers to
make provisions in all new subdivisions, commercial and in­
dustrial projects to store on-site runoff. The amount re­
quired to be stored for a minimum of 24 hours is the runoff
from a 50-year, 24-hour storm.

Response: A paragraph reflecting the above information has been in­
cluded in this section.

Flood Control District of Maricopa County
(Letter of October 12, 1977)

1. Comment: Structural Measures (Page 12): This section of the
Environmental Impact Statement indicates that con­
siderable landscaping will be installed in various
reaches of the project and that irrigation will be
required. It should be pointed out that a source of
water for irrigation. purposes is not available and,
if irrigation is to be a part of the project, a source
of water must be developed. Also, the EIS indicates
that spoil-disposal areas and the floodway itself
will be seeded and irrigated. This office is of the
opinion that to irrigate the approximate 27 miles of
this channel is infeasible both from a cost point of
view and a nonavailability of a source of water.
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Response: It is possible that water can be purchased from in­
dividuals or groups such as farmers, and the City of
Mesa.

It is planned that just the landscaped areas adjacent
to road crossings and native trees and shrubs will be
irrigated for two growing seasons or less depending on
the species' ability to become established. Areas
seeded to native grass species will not be irrigated.

It is incorrect to assume that in anyone year the total
27 miles of floodway will be irrigated. The maximum
length to be irrigated would be two construction reaches
in anyone year.

2. Comment: Page 18 of the EIS states that an internal drainage
system will be developed upslope of the floodway. A
plan for the upslope drainage system has not been
developed and it is not clear who would design, con­
struct, and maintain such a drainage system. It is
suggested that all reference to this drainage system
be deleted from the EIS.

Response: The paragraph relating to the above subject has been
deleted. However, internal drainage systems upslope
of the floodway should be installed to carry the runoff
water through the developments to the RWCD Floodway.

3. Comment: The Draft EIS does not include fencing the project right­
of-way. This office concurs that fencing is not re­
quired; however, fencing of certain structures for
security reasons may be advisable. This requirement
may be deleted during design of the channel.

Response: It is agreed that fencing of certain structures may be
advisable. The 280 acres of :Land purchased for miti­
gation purposes will be fenced to keep cattle out and
to deter woodcutting.

4. Comment: Wildlife Habitat Measures (P~re 18): The Flood Control
District recognizes the need for mitigation of wild­
life habitat on this project. However, mitigation re­
quirements as are stated in ~1e Draft EIS are based on
1975 and 1976 land uses and land development construc­
tion. In view of this, we swrgest the following state­
mentbe included in the final EIS and Supplements.
"Final mitigation requirement::; are to be determined by
construction phase when a construction contract is ad­
vertised for that phase. Offsite mitigation may be
undertaken in the first phase with any reduction in the
280 acre present requirement used as mitigation for
future projects."
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Response: Projected land uses were used to calculate mitigation
requirements rather than the land use existing in 1975
and 1976.

The following paragraph has been added to the Wildife
Habitat Measures section.

"Offsite mitigation requiring the purchase of 280
acres of land will be concluded prior to the con­
struction of the floodway upstream of Gilbert
Road. "

NOTE: Subsequent discussion with the Flood Control
District of Maricopa County indicates they are willing
to purchase the 280 acres prior to construction up­
stream of Gilbert Road without further evaluation of
mitigation requirements.

5. Comment: Operation and Maintenance (Page 19): We suggest the
following statement be included in this section. "The
sponsor will work with the Soil COnservation Service
during the design of this project to ensure that design
contributes to efficient and economical operation and
maintenance practices."

Response: A paragraph relating to this subject has been included
in the Operation and Maintenance section.

6. Comment: Page 1, last paragraph: Delete last sentence.

Response: Appropriate change m~de.

7. Comment: Page 6, paragraph 6: "Maricopa County Flood Control
District" should read "the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County".

Response: Appropriate change made.

8. Comment: Page 16, paragraph 5: Change last sentence to read as
follows: "Where land is purchased by the Sponsors,
the land may be made available for public or private
use or may be sold at the option of the local Sponsors."

Response: Appropriate change made.

9. Comment: Page 17, paragraph 1: After first sentence insert:
"Soil Conservation Service has considered spoil disposal
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Response: Appropriate additions made.

Response: Appropriate addition made.

site requirements. Conceptually, the spoil disposal
program is as follows:"

After the last sentence add following sentence: "The
Soil Conservation Service and the Sponsor will jointly
develop a spoil disposal plan for the project as re­
quired for each reach of const:ruction."

Comment:
(cont'd)

Response: Refer to the response made to comment 1.

Response: Refer to the response made to comment 4.

Response: Refer to the response made to comment 2.

Response: The Operation and Maintenance section has been rewritten
to clarify the Sponsors responsibility for maintenance.

10. Comment: Page 17, paragraph 2: Change last sentence to reflect
a one year establishment period as specified in the
Workplan Supplements.

11. Comment: Page 17, paragraph 4: Replace third sentence with the
following: "Subsidence monuments will be included in
project design and installed under the construction
contract. Monitoring will be a project requirement
borne jointly by the Sponsor and the Soil Conservation
Service.

12. Comment: Page 18, paragraph 5: Delete entire paragraph referencing
offsite drainage systems.

13. Comment: Page 19, paragraph 4: Delete the last four sentences
and add the following: "The remaining mitigation of loss
of wildlife habitat can be satisfied by acquisition of
additional habitat by the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County. Currently, 280 acres would be required.
Actual mitigation requirement will be determined as of
the advertisement date for construction of each reach."

14. Comment: Page 20, paragraph 1: Redefine "establishment period"
to conform to comment on Page 17, paragraph 2 and with
Supplemental Watershed Plans.

15. Comment: Page 20, paragraph 2: After the first sentence add:
"Disposal of sediment will be in accordance with sections
of spoil disposal." Delete the remainder of the para­
graph.
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Response: Appropriate change made.

20. Comment: Page 57, paragraph 6: Delete.

Change wording in last sen­
for "should be".

Page 56, last paragraph:
tence: substitute "are"

Comment:

Response: Areas of localized flooding in the·project area have
not been delineated to the detail that specific areas
of ponding can be defined. Therefore, areas of ponding
behind canal levees, elevated roads, or railroad em­
bankments should be identified and development regu­

lated.

Response: Appropriate change made.

Response: This paragraph has been deleted. Refer to response
made to comment 2.

Response: Appropriate changes have been made.

21. Comment: Page 59, paragraph 7: In the first sentence add: "a
maximum of" preceding "945". Change second sentence
to read: "This includes a potential 280 that may be
required for wildlife habitat mitigation purposes."

Response: For the planned project there is a need for a maximum
of 945 acres. However, if spoil disposal requirements
dictate that spoil be placed to a height less than
that assumed then it is possible that more acreage
will be needed. Also, based on our studies there is
a need for 280 acres for wildlife habitat mitigation
purposes.

Response: The removal and disposal of sediment will be done
periodically. Spoil disposal will be done at the
time of construction. Therefore, the two operations
are not totally similar.

19. Comment: Page 57, paragraphs 2-5: Simplify the wording for
clarity. We suggest using the terms "30 year pro­
tection" and "100 year protection" and give reaches
in terms of road crossing or "miles from road" for
location.

18. Comment: Page 57, paragraph 1: Change to show Weekes Wash as
only structure in Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed outletting
into RWCD Floodway.

16. Comment: Page 22, paragraph 1: Change to show Gilbert as
incorporated community.
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22. Comment: Page 63, paragraph 2: Change to read as follows:
"Provide an outlet for the storm drainage systems
that may be installed upstream of the Floodway."

Response: Appropriate change made.

23. Comment: Page 63: Add new statement as follows: "Provide
through multiple use potential, increased public and
private recreation areas in floodway right-of-way."

Response: Appropriate addition made.

24. Comment: Page 68, paragraph 1: Do not agree that first sentence
is a correct statement. Para9raph requires clarifica­
tion.

Response: This paragraph has been deleb::!d.

Maricopa County Highway Department
(Letter of September 1, 1977)

Comment: Please include the requirements of the County Highway De­
partment, that all roads now crossing the RWCD canal and
proposed floodway shall be maintained by bridging the
channel with a structure sufficieni: to carry four lanes
of traffic.

Response: The Flood Control District of Maricopa County will coor­
dinate the design and construction of county road bridges
with the Maricopa County Highway Department.

Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department
(Letter of September 12, 1977)

Comment: We would appreciate receiving addi1:ional information re­
garding the Pass Mountain Dam const:ruction and its impact
on our Usery Mountain Park. We also express our continual
concern for the beautification of all structures and for
the use of the adjacent land for parks and recreation
purposes, including hiking and riding trails.

Response: The Buckhorn-Mesa Environmental Impact Statement discusses
the Pass Mountain Dam and its relat:ion to Usery Mountain
Park.

It is proposed the floodway will be landscaped.

In the reaches where the floodway t:raverses urbanized and
projected urbanized areas it is proposed that the main­
tenance roads be paved. These roads can serve as riding
and hiking paths. Because of increased maintenance problems
associated with motorized vehicles it is not desirable to
allow them to travel for long dista.nces on the bottom of
the floodway.
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III

Maricopa County Planning Department
(Letter of September 21, 1977)

2. Comment: Proposed floodway's impact on Leisure World. This is
an important subject that should be discussed, since the
floodway passes close to the development.

It is recognized that one way to maximize the utilization
of the floodway area is to develop it to accomodate park­
like activities. To accomplish this specific objective
will require a sponsor who can obligate monies for recrea­
tional purposes. Such a sponsor could be the Maricopa
County Parks and Recreation Department. They, together
with the sponsors and the Soil Conservation Service can
develop a recreational parks plan and implement it.

Response: The Soil Conservation Service and the Flood Control Dis­
trict of Maricopa County have had several meetings with
representatives of Leisure World. They would like to
realign and enlarge the floodway and make it more a part
of their development for both homes and recreation.
Their recommendations will be considered when they are
finalized.

Response: The Soil Conservation Service and the Sponsors have
considered spoil disposal site requirements. Sites
have been tentatively selected. However, because of
continuing land use changes and not knowing how the
spoil might be disposed of, at the time of construction,
it is not certain that these sites will be used. A
spoil disposal plan for each reach of construction will
be developed.

Response: Wildlife populations that depend on habitat destroyed
during construction will be lost. These populations
are expected to be reestablished when planted vegetation
becomes sufficiently mature to satisfy food, cover, and
nesting requirements. A 2 to 5 year period will probably
be required for planted vegetation to mature to a point
it will support wildlife populations. There are no known
species of wildlife that will be incapable of regeneration.

3. Comment: The wildlife populations lost during the construction
phase of the floodway. These should be delineated along
with the amount of time required to have the populations
re-established. In addition, the report should specify
any wildlife populations that will be incapable of re­
generation.

1. Comment: Disposal sites for the excavated materials, especially
for the area between Brown Road and Apache Boulevard.
Specific disposal sites should be listed in the E.I.S.,
because they can have an effect on the area in which
they are located.

Response:
(cont'd)



Pinal County Highway Department, Robert L. Stryker, Director
(Letter of August 31, 1977)

Comment: On page 2, paragraph 2, the following statement is made, "diver­
sion of flood flows will adversely affect 132 acres of native
vegetation on the Gila River Indian Reservation." This is
probably, true in the project area, however flood flows will
affect the Gila River Indian Reservation across Pinal County
and into Maricopa County some 20 to 30 miles distant from the
terminus of the channel. The annual addition of 6700 acre­
feet of floodwater into the Gi.la River, and onto the Gila
River Indian Reservation, plus the increased amount of sus­
pended sedimentation (17 to 25 acrl~-feet annually) which will
be deposited into the Gila River will create considerably more
flooding and destruction than this report indicates. True,
the floodway will reduce erosion, flood plain scour, and
sediment deposition in the area do,mslope of the floodway.
However, it will greatly increase l~rosion, flood plain scour,
and sediment deposition downstream from the project on the
Gila River Indian Reservation.

On page 60, of the report, mention is made of a bridge approxi­
mately 12 miles downstream from thl~ planned outlet of the
floodway. This bridge is located at the intersection of the
Gila River and the Phoenix-Maricopa Highway, which is a Federal
Aid Secondary Highway in Pinal County. The average daily
traffic on this roadway is in excess of 4,000 vehicles.
During local storms in the valley 1:0 the southeast this bridge
plus approximately 1/4 mile of roadway are impassable due to
floodwaters overtopping the roadway and bridge. Thousands of
dollars are spent after each storm removing sediment, debris,
etc., from the channel and also from under the bridge.

The Gila River has no defined channel therefore the waters
passing along the watercourse spread over miles of land. With
the additional water, sediment, debris, etc., which will be
added to the Gila problems downstream will greatly increase.

This Department would like to go on record as being opposed to
this project. It is very apparent the report minimizes the
amount of damage which will occur downstream on the Gila River
Indian Reservation. As the area along the project is urbanized
additional storm drainage will be Emtered into the floodway
and the acre-feet into the Gila will increase.

Response: Section V of the Summary has been changed to read: Diversion
of flood flows will adversely affect 132 acres of desert
riparian vegetation, which is within an area bounded by the
floodway and Highways 87 and 93.
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Response:
(cont'd)

It is important to place in the proper perspective that amount
of floodwater and sediment being discharged from the floodway
into the Gila River to that which is in the river with and
without the construction of the floodway. The following
information is presented to further explain the impacts of
this project.

There are two things to consider when evaluating present and
with project flood flow conditions on the Gila River. First,
it is important to understand that the average annual runoff
volume, estimated to be 6700 acre-feet, occurs in several
runoff periods during the year. It is expected that, in an
average year, 2 or 3 runoff events will occur. It is to be
understood that this annual runoff does not occur in just one
runoff event.

Second, the Gila River has a very limited channel capacity.
As a minimum it is estimated that 500 cfs can be conveyed
within the existing channel without significant out-of-channel
flow.

Flooding along the Gila River is expected to start with a
discharge occurring from the RWCD Floodway on the average of
once in 2.5 years. This is to be compared to annual flooding
caused by runoff from the Gila River.

The flowage area along the Gila River has been determined by
hydraulic analysis, field examination of the flood plain, and
aerial photos of historic floods (1972,1973 and 1977). This
evaluation has been compared with studies found in the "Report
on Buttes Dam and Reservoir, Middle Gila River Project, Arizona",
Bureau of Reclamation, January 1961.

Projected urbanization estimated to take place over the life
of the project is reflected in the determination of discharges
of floodwater and sediment from the project area.

Conditions described on page 60 relate to the lOa-year flood.
This is an infrequent flood event. Flood flows associated
with the lOa-year event and coming from the project area will
inundate 10,000 acres along the Gila River floodplain. This
area is in the reach from the f100dway outlet to St. Johns
Mission and is at present flooded on the average of once every
four years by the Gila River. The average annual area flooded
from water being discharged from the project area onto the
Gila River flood plain is about 1,500 acres. This can be
compared to an average annual area flooded, of more than 6,400
acres, caused by Gila River floodwaters.
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The 100-year annual peak dischargH from the project area is
equivalent to the 3-year annual pE~ak discharge from the Gila
River.

Response: The relationship of annual peak discharge to frequency of
(cont'd) floodwaters coming from the project area and by the Gila River

is compared in the following tab14~.

Annual Peak Discharge (CFS)
RWCD Floodway Gila River

8,700 78,400
6,100 60,500
2,200 24,500
1,200 13,900

350 5,600

Frequency
(Avg Recurrence-Yrs)

100
50
10

5
2

Relatively slow velocities of Gila River floodwaters flowing
overland are a result of the broad vegetated flood plain. The
slow velocities of floodwaters result in minimal streambank
erosion and flood plain scour for flood flows coming from
either the Gila River drainage or from the RWCD Floodway.

This project will greatly relieve the floodwater problem in
the vicinity of the Maricopa High~Tay which is in Maricopa
County and wi thin the flood plain.. However, in Pinal County
it is readily apparent that the Phoenix-Maricopa Highway
bridge crossing the Gila River will experience increased
floodwater and sediment problems. As related to floodwater
and sediment deposition, these increased problems are con­
sidered insignificant because the bridge ~ has limited
capacity through which to adequatE!ly allow floodwaters to
flow.

The amount of suspended sediment "Till be increased by an
average annual amount of 8 aCre-fE!et in the vicinity of St.
Johns Mission. On the average, tllis amount is delivered in 2
or 3 storms per year. This amount: is the difference between
the present average annual suspended load delivered to the
Gila River (17 acre-feet) and the future with project average
annual suspended load (25 acre-feE!t). This can be compared to
an average annual amount of about 95 acre-feet of suspended
sediment which is transported through the river reach in the
vicinity of the St. Johns Mission.

Our studi.es show there is no evidE!nce to support the assump­
tion that the additional average cmnual amount of 6,700 acre­
feet of floodwater and related suspended sediment flowing into
the Gila River will "greatly incrE!ase erosion, flood plain
scour, and sediment deposition downstream from the project."



Arizona Public Service Company
(Letter of September 29, 1977)

No response necessary.

East Maricopa Natural Resource Conservation District
(Letter of January la, 1978)

1. Comment: The only part of this project we disagree with is the need
for wildlife habitat mitigation. We question whether this
project will result in any loss in wildlife habitat.

Response: An interagency team of biologists together with other spe­
cialists made an assessment of the natural wildlife
habitat that would be impacted by the project. In part,
these specialists were assisted by the Flood Control Dis­
trict of Maricopa County.

The evaluation showed that the acreage and habitat units
of desert shrub and cropland will increase with the con­
struction of the project. The desert shrub vegetative
type is composed of forbs, grasses, shrubs, and some
cacti. Desert riparian acreage will decrease signi­
ficantly by adding the project. Desert riparian
vegetative type includes trees and shrubs together
with other vegetation. Plans, therefore, are proposed
to mitigate and compensate for wildlife habitat losses
on desert riparian vegetation only.

2. Comment:. We feel that the floodway will prevent much damage to irri­
gated cropland, an important forage area for indigenous
species, and at the same time put additional water into
the Gila River and thereby enhance feed production and
cover for wildlife along the river bottom.

Response: We agree with this statement.

3. Comment: On page 53 to 55 of the Draft EIS, the reason for miti­
gation is shown as a loss in habitat in the triangle
area on the Gila River Indian Reservation. The project
will divert the flow of runoff and tailwater from this
area into the Gila River. The triangle area is a man­
made habitat. Its present productivity is a result of
extra water received mainly from irrigated lands with
some runoff from the present RWCD Floodway. Furthermore
this area is one earmarked by the Gila River Indian Com­
munity to be brought into cultivation in the near future.
Essentially we are taking water from one area and moving
it to another area, and we feel that the overall impact
on wildlife habitat will be, if anything, better with the
project.
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Response: There are three general areas where wildlife habitat
is impacted. One area is the f100dway right-of-way and
the second are the spoil dispJsa1 areas. The third is
the area termed the "triangle".

The impact of the project was determined by assessing
present conditions and comparing them to future conditions
which included changes in land use.

Constructing the f100dway and out1etting floodwater
into the Gila River will provide an increased reach of
riverbed to be used as a recharge basin and also, to supply
supplemental water to be used by riparian-type vegetation.

4. Comment: It is our opinion that the purchase of 280 acres of land
elsewhere to mitigate losses due to the project is un­
necessary and a waste of taxpayers money. We also wonder
how the Game & Fish Department and Fish and Wildlife
Service can demand land be acquired for lost habitat when
the area affected is land over which they have nothing
to say as far as habitat management.

Response: The enactment of the National Environmental Policy Act,
P.L. 91-190, pointed out that there is a need to mitigate
the loss of wildlife resources as well as to other elements
of the environment. Soil Conservation Service policy
states that potential habitat losses caused by project
works of improvement must be :mitigated as fully as feasible.
It was determined that 280 acres of land would be needed
to partially mitigate wildlife habitat losses. An addi­
tional 75 acres of land within the f100dway right-of-way,
will be planted to desert riparian vegetation to fully
mitigate this loss.

Public Law 91-190 also pointed out that all agencies of
the Federal Government, in cooperation with State and
local governments, shall utilize a systematic, inter­
disciplinary approach in planning and decision making
which may have an impact on man's environment.

Other Groups

Gila River Indian Community
(Letter of October 12, 1977)

1. Comment: The present capacity of the Gila River is not adequate
to accomodate sedimentation and debris, in addition to
major floodwaters. As stated on Page 55, the project
will result in an annual increase in suspended sediment

116



117

Response: The Flood Control District of Maricopa County has
written a letter on October 25, 1977, to Governor
Alexander Lewis, Sr. of the Gila River Indian ~unity,

concerning the location of roads and bridgea.

Response: A set of plan-profile maps showing alignment of the
floodway and irrigation lateral 9-49 and the location
of ownership and designated spoil disposal areas was
given to your office on October 13, 1977. The selec­
tion of the designated spoil disposal areas was coor­
dinated with staff members of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs at the Sacaton Office.

of eight acre-feet, irregard1ess of the occurrence of
flood conditions. Such accumulated deposits will only
function to further reduce the carrying capacity of
Gila River during serious flooding. No mention is made
in your report of any proposed maintenance or removal
procedures to alleviate this inevitable result, nor a
designation of responsibility or liability for any
necessary maintenance methods.

Deposition of suspended sediment is a complex process
and difficult to predict. It is known that the average
annual volume of suspended sediment will not normally
occur within one flood runoff or be deposited in one loca­
tion. Any deposition from a flood runoff from the
project area will be affected by subsequent f1ows­
especially from the Gila River. The result will be a
continual scouring, shifting, and spreading process
that will not require maintenance.

Response:

Conunent:
(cont I d)

2. Comment: This Conunittee is concerned about the location specifics
of any road bridges and railroad bridges scheduled for
construction within the Reservation. We formally
request the opportunity to participate in reviewing
the sites for such structures, inasmuch as their loca­
tion can have serious impact on access and other
travel factors for residents of this Community.

3. Conunent: We request more specific information as to proposed
location for deposits of any excavation materials
connected with the entire project, insofar as they
affect Reservation lands. The statement (Page 62)
that "construction••• wi11 not result in any unusual
land value changes" is casual and undocumented. Res­
ervation land is perhaps the most valuable natural
resource of this Conununity, and its appropriate utili­
zation is of prime importance.
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Response: The Gila River is the present natural outlet for flood­
waters coming from the project: area. It is proposed
that the present point of outlet be mov~d upstream
about 25 miles.

5. Comment: It is not our intent to 0PPOSE~ this project, but our
comments reflect a serious concern as to the adequacy of
the project plans in preventing critical and irreversable
degradation of the environment: of Gila River Indian Reser­
vation. Again, we refer you 1:0 GR 179-73 (June 30, 1973):

The Soil Conservation Service, together with Sponsors,
intend to closely coordinate ..rith and ask for concurrence
from the Gila River Indian Council in the location of all
spoil disposal area on the ReE:ervation.

Response:
(cont'd)

On the average the 10,000 aCrE!S mentioned is within the
Gila River flood plain and at present is being flooded
by the Gila River, on the aveI:age of once every four
years. Floodwaters coming from the project area will
only flood this area on the average of once in 100
years.

4. Comment: As a result of the project, an additional flow of 6,700
acre-feet of water will be int:roduced in that reach be­
tween the outlet and St. John!:: Indian School (Pages 60
and 64) , resulting in 10,000 c:LCres being flooded more
frequently. We submit that this is a very generalized,
undocumented statement and, we feel, unrealistically
conservative. Therefore, we ..rish to go on record in
objection to this seriously ac~erse environmental impact.
Since the Gila River is the dE!signated "disposal area",
in the context of this project:, we would like to see
more effective provisions delineated for the protection
of the environment.

The flowage area along the Gila River has been determined
by hydraulic analysis, field examination of the flood
plain, and aerial photos of historic floods (1972, 1973
and 1977). This evaluation has been compared with
studies found in the "Report em Buttes Dam and Reservoir,
Middle Gila River Project, Arizona", Bureau of Reclama­
tion, January 1961. Our studies which have been reviewed
by your consultant engineer, sihow there is no evidence
to support the assumption that: the additional 6,700 acre­
feet of floodwater or suspendEld sediment flowing into
the Gila River will greatly increase erosion, flood plain
scour, and sediment deposition downstream from the
project.
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Response: These topics are discussed in the Environmental Impact
section.

Gila River Indian Community
(Letter of December 2, 1977)

the intent of the legislation was to support the project
and also "create minimum damage and utilization of reser­
vation lands." We wish to be convinced that this will
indeed occur. It is apparent that adequate maintenance
provisions have been insufficiently addressed in terms
of protecting the integrity of Tribal lands impacted by
this project.

This topic is discussed in the Operation and Maintenance
section.

Response:

Comment:
(cont'd)

The report suggests that the loss of wildlife habitat
be mitigated by establishment of an additional area
forty (40) miles downstream and outside the Reserva­
tion boundaries. This area, besides not being readily
accessible to G.R.I.C. residents, would not be under

The RWCD Floodway should be evaluated, and benefits and
damages determined for all alternatives, with and without
any anticipated upstream controls.

Response: This topic is discussed in the Planned Project, Environ­
mental Impact - Structural Measures, and Alternatives
sections.

1. Comment: The design capacity of the RWCD F100dway is 8,700 c.f.s.
The lOa-year flood, without Queen Creek controls and
retention structures, would result in peak flow at
about 19,000 c.f.s. in the RWCD; 8,700 c.f.s. would
represent a flood frequency of 30 years.

2. Comment: Groundwater recharge will be affected and floodwater
recovery will be reduced. Rights to existing water,
locations of recovery, and changes in sedimentation and
groundwater levels should be considered. Diversion of
sheet flow would be a natural consequence of the RWCD
Floodway project; this effect should be evaluated.

3. Comment: The area of wildlife habitat and usable range lands
that would be affected is considerable. Present
patterns of flooding, even in minor rains, contribute
to the heavy riparian vegetation along streambeds.
The economic value of these areas should be considered.



Conment:
(cont'd)

Response:

the jurisdiction of the Tribal Government. This entire
evaluation of land value loss, changes in wildlife
habitat, and land use changes in the project vicinity,
plus the resulting effect on the residents of G.R.I.C.,
does not provide acceptable an~jwers and should be re­
considered.

Refer to the following letter of response from Governor
Alexander Lewis, Sr. to Thomas G. Rockenbaugh, dated
January 6, 1977.
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~~GILA ]~IVER INDIAN COlv1MUNITY
C ) SACATON AZ 85247

ADf\m~ISTRATIVE OFFICES ' ,
P. O. BOX 97 - (602) 562·3311

January 6, 1976

Hr. Thomas G. Rochenbaugh
State Soil Conservationist
230 North 1st Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona

Dear Hr. Rochenbaugh:

The Gila River Indian Community has been informed that the Federal
Fish and lvildlife Service has declared an area within the Reservation
a prime Wildlife habitat. This habitat Deing formed and fed from
Queen Creek flood waters.

Within this flood prone wildlife habitat is 920 acres of San Carlos
Irrigation Project Class II land. Unless this land is properly sub­
jugated, its water rights may be jeopardized. For this reason, the
Tribe wishes to inform the State Soil Conservation Service and other
interested parties that this area will be developed into agricultural
lands with or without Federal assistance. Queen Creek flood waters
will be channeled on to the Gila River flood plain, which will in
turn bolster the ~~ite Wing wildlife habitat located there.

The Tribe would like to remind all interested parties that Queen
Creek was illegally diverted from its natural channel on to the
Gila River Reservation by upstream irrigation water users. Most
of the "identified rr wildlife habitat located just south of Last
Chance and lying between Highway 93 and 87 is land presently being
artificially sustained with upstream irrigation tai1water. In addi­
tion there is no adequate drainage for the water that collects there
and this invariably is a health hazard.

The Gila River Indian Community is one of many co-sponsors of the
Queen Creek Flood Project. It is anticipated tpat by channeling
flood waters and upstream tai1water that we can avoid further da­
mage to lands and property. The Tribe has corrunitted rights-of-way
for the flood channel in this multi-agency effort to protect all
people, their property, and the natural habitats.

The tribe invites all interested parties to discuss any aspect of
the Queen Creek and Gila River Flood Control Project with the Gila
River Indian Community Council and the administration.
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2);;~~L~
Alexander Lewis, Sr.
Governor

-2-
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4. Comment: Other than crossings of existing State Highways No. 87
and No. 93, and the rerouting of Gilbert Road, no con­
sideration is given to additional at-grade crossings.
The traditional routes of travel for G.R.I.C. residen~s,

and ease of access across the channel, should be in­
cluded in the plans.

Response: Refer to the response made to comment 2, of letter dated
October 12, 1977, from Gila River Indian Community.

5. Comment: No government agency or any other group has any program
to study flood prevention specifically throughout the
Reservation. The U.S. Corps of Engineers, traditionally
charged with such flood control projects and studies,
anticipate no future such analyses. Mr. Bill Worthington,
U.S. Corps of Engineers, confirms information from Mr.
Bill Mathews that the Corps will in general cease
making Flood Plain Information studies in F.Y. 1977.
Long range plans for flood plain studies should be con­
firmed at this time to specifically include Gila River
Indian Reservation.

Response: The Gila River Indian Community can request assistance
from the Natural Resource Conservation Districts to
study water related resource problems on the Reserva­
tion. Within the jurisdiction of Public Law 83-566
long range plans for flood protection may be obtained.
Another program administered by the Soil Conservation
Service is the flood hazard analysis program.

The flood insurance program can also be considered.
It is administered by the Federal Insurance Administra­
tion.

6. Comment: Some additional design consideration should be made
to include the most adverse flood conditions. What
is the effect downstream when all watersheds contri­
bute to maximum peak flow? What are the possible
damages from flooding and the reSUlting sedimentation?
To give a realistic evaluation of the effect of the
RWCD Floodway, a complete hydrological study of the Gila
River, from the Salt River to the east of the G.R.I.C.
should be made, and it should assess effects of addi­
tional flows under all circumstances.

Response: Our studies which have been reviewed by your constultant
engineer, did include using acceptable hydrologic and
hydraulic standard methods to analyze the floodwater
discharge relationships of the Gila River and the flood­
way. It was concluded that the effect of the flood­
water contribution from the project area to the peak
on the Gila River was insignificant for major storms.
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7. Comment: No provisions or commitments a.re included for any main­
tenance outside the R.O.W. limits of the floodway
project, or downstream from the end of the project.

Response: The floodway, spoil disposal a.reas, and the area man­
aged for wildlife purposes all will be operated and
maintained. For more detailed information refer to
the Operation and Maintenance section.

The configuration and size of the uncontrolled Gila
River drainage area (7,114 square miles), as compared
to the configuration and size of the uncontrolled
project drainage area (258 square miles) effects the
flood runoff in such a way tha.t the probability of
coincidental peak discharge is insignificant.

Public Law 566 precludes the ~:oil Conservation Service
from working on drainage areas larger than 250,000
acres. The area of your conCE!rn is larger than this
and would require a complex modeling which is beyond
the scope of this study.

Response:
(cont'd)

There appears conflict in the statements (Pages 63-64),
" ••• improving wildlife habitat in the Gila River from
the floodway outlet to St. Johns Mission" and the
annual introduction of " ••• an additional 6,700 acre­
feet of floodwater into the Gila River in the reach
between the floodway outlet and the St. Johns Mission."

Response: Refer to the response made in comment 3. Also, refer
to the Plant and Animal Resources and the Environmental
Impact - Structural Measures section for a discussion
of the "triangle" under present and with project condi­
tions.

Response: The Environmental Impact Statement sets forth the
actions to be taken to comply with federal law and Soil
Conservation Service rules and regulations regarding
protection of archeological properties.

8. Comment: All archeological reconnaissance surveys should be
completed, and all required procedures complied with.
Sites should be mapped, and mitigation plans developed
and approved, prior to preparation of final plans.

9. Comment: The statements (Pages 2 and 64) that adverse environ­
mental impact would affect 132 acres of Reservation
land are not adequately addressed. Much of this
"triangle" area is designated as Project Land (arable
but not previously cultivated) in the C.A.P. Definite
Plan Report (1972); it is also natural wildlife refuge.
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No response necessary.

Constructing the floodway and outletting floodwaters
into the river will provide an increased reach of
riverbed to be used as a recharge basin and, also, to
supply supplemental water to be used by riparian-type
vegetation.

Response:
(cont'd)

Response: At present 10,000 acres along the Gila River are flooded
on the average of once in four years. With project
floodwaters from the project area will flood 10,000
acres along the river on the average of once in 100
years. Therefore, land values are expected to remain
unchanged and potential development not to be inhibited.

Response: Refer to the response made in comment 3 of letter dated
October 12, 1977 from Gila River Indian Community.

Refer to the response made in comment 4 of letter dated
October 12, 1977, from Gila River Indian Community.

No response necessary.

11. Comment: "Designated disposal areas" for unusable excavation ma­
terial and construction spoil have not been identified.
We would like to review any such sites in advance, as
they related to G.R.I.C., not "immediately before con­
struction" as stated on Page 16.

Southern Pacific Transportation Company - San Francisco
(Letter of August 19, 1977)

Salt River Project
(Letter of October 13, 1977)

1. Comment: The floodway, which of course will not be carrying water
a great majority of the time, lends itself to use as a
parkway and recreational area. The impact statement
on page 63 under "Favorable Environmental Impacts" states

James A. Blasdell
(Letter of October 11, 1977)

10. Comment: The addition of flood frequency affecting 10,000 acres
of Reservation land (Page 64) will certainly result
in inhibiting future development and the reduction
of land value.
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Response: It is recognized that one way to maximize the utilization
of the floodway area is to develop it to accomodate park­
like activities. To accomplish this specific objective
will require that a group of interested citizens work with
a sponsor who can obligate monies for recreational pur­
poses. Such a sponsor could be the Maricopa County Parks
and Recreation Department. They, together with the sponsors
and the Soil Conservation Service can develop a recrea­
tional parks plan and implement it. To date insufficient
interest in sponsoring such features have precluded the
development of such a plan.

that the project will "improve the health, welfare,
and quality of living in the project area." This ob­
viously would be greatly enhanced with the inclusion
of a parkway into the project in those areas where
people live in the immediatE! surrounding areas.

In the reaches where the floodway traverses urbanized
and projected urbanized areas, it is proposed that the
maintenance roads be paved. These roads can serve as
riding and hiking paths. Because of increased main­
tenance problems associated with motorized vehicles it
is not desirable to allow them to travel for long dis­
tances on the bottom of the floodway.

Comment:
(cont'd)

Response:

2. Comment: The project, as proposed, is going to have a greater
visual impact than that which was acknowledged in the
impact statement. The most extensive landscaping will
be on each side of the road overpasses which will lessen
the impact from the road, but do very little to offset
the impact for those living in the area or using it for
recreational purposes. Again, the impact statement
states on page 60 that "The landscape design goal is to
minimize the visual impact of the floodway." To maximize
the utilization of this otherwise idle area, and to fur­
ther meet the previously mentioned landscape design goal,
a park type area seems the logical solution.

3. Comment: On page 51 in the impact statement it is mentioned that
"Recreation demand is greate:r- than normally would be ex­
pected. Residential development, much of which is oriented
toward retirement community accomodations, is expanding at
a rapid rate." Recognizing ·this to be the case, a recrea­
tional park area would meet ·the increasing demand, which is
being placed on projects of ·this nature, to provide for
these types of activities. 'rhis type of retirement com­
munity development is becoming most pronounced along the
floodway north of the Apache Trail where large developments
have recently been completed. and where more are to follow
in the near future.



Response: Public groups working together with sponsoring local
organizations and the Soil Conservation Service can
accomplish this objective.

4. Comment: The previous points should be given serious considera­
tion both in the planning phase as well as in the
ultimate construction of the project. These points were
discussed in a meeting on September 27 of this year, with
Herb Donald, S.H. Brase, Bill Jolly, Les Bond, John
Savicky, and Bob Ward of the Flood Control District of
Maricopa County. It was the consensus of those present
at this meeting that a park and recreational area should
be established and that it would be beneficial to both
the project and surrounding areas. It is our firm
belief that steps should be taken to insure that the
floodway will be improved in this manner.

To that end, we have retained Marv Larson of American
Engineering to prepare a cross-section enclosed herewith
as an alternative means to transport the anticipated
water flows. It is our feeling that this cross-section
will better provide for the recreational and esthetic
requirements referred to in this letter and the impact
statement. Of particular interest to us as property
owners is that section of the floodway which extends north
of the Apache Trail (Main Street) in the City of Mesa.
This area is experiencing rapid growth and development, and
the existing residents as well as those to come would
benefit greatly from the recreational and esthetic improve­
ments proposed in this letter.

Response: A design similar to the one you propose may be used if the
floodway is used for recreational purposes.
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APPENDIX A - COMPARISON OF BENEFITS AND COSTS

FOR STRUCTURAL MEASURES

Dollars

Average Annual
Damage Benefit

Evaluation Reduction Cost
Unit Benefits .y Costs y Ratio

RWCD FLOODWAY 2,285,070 979,880 2.3:1.0

Project Administration 112,340

GRAND TOTAL 2,285,070 1,092,220 2.1:1.0

.y Price base current normalized prices for agricultural
products and current prices for agricultural and non­
agricultural properties.

Appendix A damage reduction benefits are those estimated
attributable to the RWCD Floodway, although an interde­
pendent relationship exists between the flood prevention
structural measures of the Buckhorn-Mesa, Apache Junction­
Gilbert, and Williams-Chandler Watersheds.

y Price base 1977 prices.

August 1977
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APPENDIX C

LETTERS OF COMMENT RECEIVED

ON

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

NOTE: Page and paragraph numbers found in Appendix C
refer to the Interagency Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and not this Final Statement.
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TO: Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist

SEP 7 1977
WASHINGTON, 0 C. 20250

Census data reveals a minority population of 18.7 percent in Maricopa
County and 48.5 percent in Pinal County. Based on the information included
in the EIS, it is difficult to determine if the proposed project will affect
the civil rights of the concerned minorities, either positively or negatively.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Roosevelt Water
Conservation District Floodway was reviewed by this office to assess the
civil rights impact for the socio-economic effects on minority persons
living in or near the affected area,

THRU: Verne M. Bathurst, Deputy Administrator
for Management, Soil Conservation Service

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

We recommend that you include in your final statement a more detailed assess­
ment of the effects the project will have on the minority population. This
should be accomplished in accordance with Soil Conservation Service guide­
lines for preparing environmental impact statements (Federal Register,
Vol. 39, No. 107, June 3,1974) .

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Roosevelt
SUBJECT: Water Conservation District Floodway, Arizona

IN REPLY 8140 SupP1eme nt 8
REFER TO:

OFFICE OF EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

.... ./ _ • y .. ': 1. :" _. ( ~ j .. . "----
--JAMES FRAZ IER

// Di rector



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS 8ZND FLYING TRAINING WING (ATC)

WILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE, ARIZONA 85224

23 SEP 1977

Mr Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
USDA/SCS
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix AZ 85025

Dear Mr Rockenbaugh

The Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway draft
environmental impact statement has been reviewed by base
personnel, including the base environmental protection
committee. We have no comments on the statement and

plan at this time.

Sincerely

--;;:;>J,"1~~~ sl;dJtRD L~USSELL
Colonel, USAF
Ba~e Commander

C-2
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b. Appendix A: the Discount Rate used should be referenced.

Sincerely yours,

9 September 1977

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. O. BOX 2711
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90053

SPLED-E

--ReU1$,t~~
I NORMAN ARNO
~ Chief, Engineering Division

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

Itt. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh, State Conservationist
United States Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
Room 3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

This is in response to a letter from your office dated 15 August 1977
which requested review and co~~ent on the draft environmental impact
statement (ElS) for the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway,
Arizona.

The proposed plan does not conflict with existing or authorized plans
of the Corps of Engineers.

With respect to the ElS, we offer the following comments:

a. Page 45, 7th paragraph: Delete the last sentence and insert
the following: This study concludes that no Corps of Engineers
flood control improvements west and downslope of the Roosevelt Water
Conservation District Floodway are justified at this time. The
results of this study are summarized in the "Summary Report for Flood
Control - Gila Floodway" due for public distribution in September 1977.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft
statement.
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General Comments

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

NO'J 2 1977

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2024D

United States Department of the l::lterior

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

The fact that impacts are not quantified in the alternative
discussion makes it difficult to compare alternatives. In
addition, there is no discussion of impacts on prime farmland.

PEP ER-77/774

The draft environmental impact statement does not adequately
address the subject of recreation and its impacts on the
proposed floodway. The discussion in the Recreational Re­
sources Section should identify parklands which would actually
be affected by project implementation. If no parklands are
involved, then the draft statement should say that none are
involved. From a recreation standpoint, the channel right-of­
way could provide a significant length of bike and riding
trails. The disposal areas, once vegetated, could provide
space for such facilities as picnic grounds, parcourses or
adventure play areas. The statement should discuss these
opportunities and assess the impacts of including recreation
development alternatives.

This Department has received your letter of August 15, 1977,
requesting our review and comment on the draft environmental
impact statement for the Roosevelt Water Conservation District
Floodway. Our review has surfaced some comments which we hope
you will consider in your development of the final environ­
mental impact statement.
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According to the referenced 1975 report, efforts have been
made to mitigate damage to archeological remains along
portions of the proposed floodway right-of-way. These measures
included recovery of significant archeological remains at
several of the cultural resource sites recommended for inclu­
sion in the National Register of Historic Places. The mitiga­
tion program was not discussed in the draft statement, nor was
it developed in consultation with the State Historic Preserva­
tion Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
although a statement on page 43 indicated that such consultation
would take place.

Specific Comments

Page 16: The fourth paragraph states that the excavated
material from the floodway which cannot be put to a useful
purpose will be placed in designated disposal areas. We feel
that final selection of these disposal areas should be made in
the field by a team composed of members from the Arizona Game
and Fish Department, Soil Conservation Service and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Page 19, Paragraph 4: There should be a discussion of the
Agency which will manage the 280 acres of replacement lands.

Page 19, Operation and Maintenance: A statement should be made
to the effect that the 75-acre wildlife mitigation area upslope
af the collector ditch within the floodway right-of-way be
maintained without degradation from vandalism or other uses
that would lower the carrying capacity of the area for wildlife.

Page 20: The management of the mitigation area by the Arizona
Game and Fish Department must be spelled out in a general agree­
ment, and not a general plan. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act states that a general plan is only used when Federal govern­
ment land is involved.

Page 41: It is stated on page 41 that the other seven cultural
resources, not recommended for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places, are described as being significant. Posessing
significant information, however, is one of the broad criteria
under which properties may be eligible for inclusion. Although
data recovery has already been conducted, the resources should
be further evaluated, and the final statement should contain
documentation that the State Historic Preservation Officer con­
curs with the determination.

C-5
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Pages 42 and 43: In the survey report on proposed disposal
areas (reference ·15), it is stated that at parcels 11 and 12
significant cultural remains were located. It was suggested
by the archeologist that alternative disposal locations be
sought. We concur with this recommendation that, if possible,
significant cultural resources should be avoided and alterna­
tive disposal areas be considered.

Page 45: The Central Arizona Project will convey an average
annual supply of 1.2 million acre-feet of water to central
Arizona.

Page 58: The narrative in this section and throughout the
entire statement on the "triangle" area is very superficial.
A full and complete discussion of the vegetation on the triangle
should be g~ven, including total acres of each habitat type.
Also, an explanation of why only 132 acres of riparian habitat
are identified as being adversely affected and requiring miti­
gation when, in fact, a total of about 1,300 acres will be lost
or degraded. The discussion should also include a description
of present land use and future planning of the Gila River Indian
Community for the triangle.

Page 61: In a discussion of probable impacts, it is stated that
14 cultural resources were identified and "items of significance
will be salvaged before and during construction" (emphasis added).
In order to avoid undue project delays, data recovery should be
conducted prior to initiation of construction activity. Addi­
tionally, the section dealing with environmental impacts in the
final statement should also discuss cultural resources that were
located in the disposal areas.

Page 75: Reference No. 11 should read "Endangered and Threatened
Wildlife of the United States."

We hope these comments will be helpful to you.

/;cerr,y,
~o~, ~

Larry E. Melerotto

f>epUt,. lSl51StA.D\SECRETARY

C-6
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October 12, 1977

1792
IN K~PLY R~F~R TO

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Phoenix District Office.
2929 West Clarendon Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85017

United States Department of the Interior

page 41 - Last paragraph - What are "negative archaeological remains"?

page 18 - Third paragraph - Does not state whether intensive surveys
have been performed. What are 'archaeological reconnaissance
surveys"?

page 70 - Under "Short Term vs. Long Term Use" - First paragraph ­
The 0.4 percent should be clarified on how it was derived.

page 19 - Second paragraph - Indicates 410 acres and 1,650 annual
habitat units will be lost. These losses are not shown
as such on page 64.

pages 65-69 - Under "Alternatives" - The archaeological/cultural
impacts are not carried through alternatives.

page 73 - Under "Commitment of Resources" - There is no mention of
the archaeological resources.

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh, State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, AZ 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the
Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway and offer the follow­
ing comments:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.



UNITED STATES Er Vir">()1-';J/::':~TAI_ l:f~OTECTION AGD,,':''-

REGION IY.

lOa CALIFORN!A STREE:.T

SAN FRANCISCO. CAU;::ORNIA 0~ 111

OCT 14 1977

D-SCS-K36023-AZ

Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
Room 3008, Federal Building
230 North First Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

The Environmental Protection Agency has received and re­
viewed the draft environmental statement for the Roosevelt
Water Conservation District Floodway, Arizona.

EPA's comments on the draft environmental statement have
been classified as Category LO-2. Definitions of the
categories are provided on the enclosure. The classification
and the date of EPA's comments will be published in the
Federal Register in accordance with our responsibility to
inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Our procedure is
to categorize our comments on both the environmental conseq­
uences of the proposed action and the adequacy of the
environmental statement.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this draft
environmental statement and requests one copy of the final
environmental statement when available.

Sincerely,

~~4~
~~ Paul De Falco, Jr.
~ ~ Regional Administrator

Enclosure

cc: Council on Environmental Quality

C-8



DEIS - Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway

The over-all project concept is sound but the DEIS needs
considerably more work to satisfy EIS/NEPA requirements.

1. Other Planning

The FEIS should be coordinated and comments
elicited from both the on-going Maricopa Asso­
ciation of Governments and Central Arizona As­
sociation of Government's 208 Water Quality
Management Plan studies. It ~hould be noted that
population projections are currently available for
the communities within the Phoenix Metropolitan
area and the unincorporated community of Apache
Junction from these studies.

Lower Queen Creek Watershed Project

Please indicate the timeframe for construction of
the proposed Queen Creek project, as the DEIS has
stated that the proposed floodway would be subject
to flooding by the 30 year flood without this
project.

1. Gila Floodway Survey Report

What is the status of the Gila Floodway Survey
Report by the u.S. Army Corps of Engineers that
was due for completion by August 1977? The rele­
vant portions of this report should be incorporated
into the FEIS.

2. Water Quality
Urban Sewage Treatment

The reference to urban sewage being "normally put
in individual septic tanks" is inaccurate.
Williams AFB, Chandler, Gilbert, and Mesa all have
sewage treatment plants. The FEIS should correct
these errors.

Water Supply

Diverting floodwaters from the flood-prone areas
to the proposed RWCD floodway will increase
groundwater recharge by 1300 acre/feet per year.
How will this affect groundwater recharge, per­
colation rates, and the diminishing water supply
in the flood-prone areas?

C-9



-2-

2. Gila River

There will be increased flow, bedload and sus­
pended sediment transported to the Gila River due
to construction of the proposed project. Sediment
in suspension transported to the Gila River will
increase by approximately 50% due to the project.
Also, there will be associated increases in pesti­
cides and nutrient loading from fertilizers and
animal wastes due to the project. The present
beneficial uses of the Gila River and the impacts
associated with construction of the RWCD floodway
needs to be assessed in the FEIS.

Impacts of uncontrolled floodwaters to the Gila
River now versus the proposed RWCD floodway con­
veyance of floodwaters to the river needs to be
discussed in the FEIS.

3. Pages 6, 7, 12, 22, 28, 29, 45, 47, 48, 49

The proposed RWCD floodway is referenced through­
out the DEIS in the present tense. This has led
to much confusion in distinguishing present flood
retarding structures from the proposed project
while reviewing the DEIS.

Also, is there an existing floodway? How does the
existing floodway and the existing irrigation
canal relate to construction of the new floodway?
This is particularly significant if the proposed
floodway is to run an almost parallel course with
the existing canal and floodway.

4. Project Costs

The project financing needs clarification as total
project costs have been stated as $29,841,300 with
$17,704,300 from PL 566 funds and $6,220,500 from
"other funds." What is the source of these
"other funds"? Also, $5,916,500 remains to be
funded. How will this amount be financed?

C-10
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5. Land Use

The DEIS has not adequately discussed land use
changes due to construction of the RWCD floodway.
For example, will the project encourage further
conversion of prime agricultural lands to urbanized
uses? will there be related air quality impacts
due to urbanization? Will there be associated
impacts on accessibility to areas presently desig­
nated for recreational uses?

6. Wildlife

The DEIS does not adequately address the project's
impacts on the area's wildlife. This is partic­
ularly significant due to the possible presence of
three endangered wildlife species.

7. Definitions

What is meant by "land capability classes for dry
land soils" I-8? Also, what is a "type 5 irri­
gation tail water pond"?

C-ll



EIS CATEGORY CODES

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO--Lack of Objections

EPA has no objection to the proposed action as described in the draft
impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

ER--Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmen~al effects of certain
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has asked the
originating Federal agency to reassess these aspects.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency
believes that the potential safeguards which might be utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category I--Adequate

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental
impact of the proposed project or action as well as alternatives rea­
sonably available to the project or action.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not contain suffi­
cient information to assess fully the environmental impact of the pro­
posed project or action. However, from the information submitted, the
Agency is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact on
the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provide the
information that was not included in the draft statement.

Category 3--Inadequate

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not adequately assess
the environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the
statement inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The
Agency has requested more information and analysis concerning the poten­
tial environmental hazards and has asked that substantial revision be
made to the impact statement.

If a draft impact statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be
made of the project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on
which to make such a determination.

C-12



Advisory Counci I on
Historic Preservation
1522 K Street N.W
Washington. D.C. 20005

August 29, 1977

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

This is in response to your request of August 15, 1977, for comments on
the draft environmental statement (DES) for the Roosevelt Water Conservation
District Floodway, Maricopa and Pinal Counties, Arizona. We have reviewed
the DES and note that the undertaking will affect several archeological
sites that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places. However, we also note that the Soil Conservation Service
appears aware of its responsibility pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended, 90 Stat.
1320) with respect to the proposed undertaking. Accordingly, we look
forward to working with SCS in accordance with the "Procedures for the
Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties" (36 C.F.R. Part 800) at
the appropriate time.

Nevertheless, until the requirements of Section 106 are met, the Council
considers the DES incomplete in its treatment of historical, archeological,
architectural and cultural resources. To remedy this deficiency, the
Council will provide, in accordance with its "Procedures for the Protection
of Historic and Cultural Properties" (36 C.F.R. Part 800), substantive
comments on the effect of the undertaking on these properties. Please call
Michael H. Bureman at (303) 234-4946 to assist you in completing this
process.

Sincerely yours,

;.

Louis S. Wall
~ Assistant Director, Office of

Review and Compliance

C-13
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October 15, 1966 to advise the President and Congress in the field of Historic Preservation.
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EXOFFICIO MEMBERS

ANDREW L. BETTWY

MARSHALL HUMPHREY

MEMBERS

GLEN G. CURTIS
KEL. FOX

JOHN L. LEIBER

W. N. JACK SHAWVER

J. C. WETZLER

August 22, 1977

RAUL H. CASTRO, GOVERNOR

'~oenix. J\riwna 85004
TELEPHONE (602) 25SDJ{ 8596

222 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE. SUITE 800

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
Federal Building, Room 3008
230 North 1st Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

The Environmental Impact Statement for the Roosevelt
Water Conservation District FLoodway which you sent to
Governor Raul H. Castro has been received and forwarded to
the Arizona Water Commission. The Commission will review
the s ta temen tand furnish you with appropriate comments.

William D. Mathews, Chief
Flood Control Branch

Sincere\~',

) ,.\ '--7~, - ':"/. _,)
,..--// j J) / . :.": .: ... (" --, ' '-'

~ '- • I J • I

The opportunity to review this draft statement is
apprecia te d.

WILLIAM H. WHEELER, CH.

VICKIE MOONEY

SECRETARY

WESLEY E. STEINER

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

AND
STATE WATER ENGINEER

PETER F. BIANCO, V. CH.
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$ec:tion IV - R.m.lrk~ (Please reference the proper item numhl!T trom Sections I,ll or Ill, ifapplicable)

Section I - 7 - The primary structural measure is the Roosevelt Water Conservation
District Floodway. This floodway is for flood control purposes and
traverses three ~atersheds, which are Buckhorn-Mesa (SAl 76800047),
Apache Junction-Gilbert (SAl ), and Williams-Chandler
(SAl 76600059). This program ElS reflects the environmental impacts
in these ~atersheds which result from the construction of this 27­
mile long floodway which outlets into the Gila River.
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"mmcnt:s: (Cse additional shee~ if :tee:ssary)

....

~ return nus FORN AND ONE XEROX COpy to the deuinghouso no I.Jter than 17 workinQ days from the due noted UlO
2Se contaa the c:learinghouso it you need further information or additional !imll [or review.

Region I
Region V

7"1 - l' :; - 00 At:No,

O;llc.__...lllU[lL.__

T ..I,.~l,n,.. 6(;34-1.'14\

AZSIal.

,
,,~,

t'.'(.' :1

Economic Sec. Power
Indian Affairs Game & Fish
Mineral Res. Ag. & Hort.
Transportation Health
Az, Mining Ass'n Water
Arid Lands Studies Land
Parks AORCC
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
SW Minerals Exploration
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Public S'!fety
Az. Bureau of Geology & Mineral Teet
OEPAD: R. Kingery

J. Rich

COLLEGE of !~;:[{:.).
UNiW::iW:;ry C",:

A1\i:-v"i't

,., ').
I '·, ..:'

... ~

/
,.,

.;.. )

ii' ,
1._,
~r
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NOV 1 0 1977

Sl>IO AppliQuon )ccouJlcr (SAl)

Room 505

ArizJ~' RUfC2U of Geologv &
~incr~l Technology

University or Arizonn
Tucson, Arizona 85721

Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

.cnt n:&.rtDrL..

(1) the prognm's effect Up04 tJw plaru :utd programs of your agency

(2) the imporunca of iu contribution to Sute UId/or =wide goals and objectives

(3) its accord with :my appUClbla I.1.w, order or reguluion with which you U1l [iUTlillu

(4) additional c:onsidet3tioas

,.

rom:

!Us project is referred to you for review Uld comment. P1e:.se evaluate as to:

'ri No commel11 on this project .

bProposal is support:d as writtm

o Commenls as indioted below

.i~",Sil.,,~'l'!:\~!~J.,-L..__._._.__.._._---_._.....~._ ......~~~~.~ ... ~...__.



~ project a referred to you (or ::vicw :md comment. Ple:u.e evaluate as to:

LSO rerum THIS FORM AND ONE XEROX COpy to tlle deari:ngho~ no later than 17' work; no days from the d,He noted above.

.sit cont:lC: :hll c1ca.ringhou.se if you need f14-me: infonnation or ldditional time (or review•.

~o commllnt on thi.s projaet

o I"roposal is sup~rted loS written

CJ Comments loS indicated below

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

No. 17 - 8 a- OO}9.

D3.~__•._2...::..2_: 7 '7

T e1epho n~ .....?.1!..-:...':!_~.J.!._'_". __

AZ51_

t-P;-'------'------ -----
. AU6 3 1"877

Economic Sec. Health
Mineral Resources Power
Indian Affairs Ag. & Hort.
Game & Fish Water
Transoortation Land
Bureau of Mines Parks
Az. Mining Ass'n AORCC
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

\"~o
~l,C~ \~\\

.... 0 \.... \I.'!\ ~'.

S'(.:<; ""C:' .':"J\"\\\
".~\~ ~\\"c.v '· y..':>~

,:O\\~o~ t.
...~.- ~\)<-

~\c.~
t-'"

Room 50S

Nr. James R. Carter, Director
Agriculture & Horticulture Dept. \
421 Capitol ~nnex West I

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 J
Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

(1) the pto~'s effect ".lpon the plan.s and prograr.u o( your agency

(2) the imPOrt:lnce of its contribution to State andfor =wide goili and objectives

(3) its accord with any appliQble law, order or ~uJ.tiOQwith whicll you are familiu .
(4) additional considerations

,m:

lmments: ('US4 additional sh~t.s if n=ary)

,iowo,-,Si"'ru~~="",,~~ _
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C3S8 retuf:' THIS FORH AND ONE XEROX COpy to the demn~ot= no later tha:l. 17 ','Iork; nq days
e:ue. contae: the cle.:u1ngho~ if you need furtber irjorm:ltion or additional time for review.

Region I
Region V

::rom the date ;)0 ttd ;wo_

77-60-001.}jNo.

N0\' 2 1 1:J?7
D:lf.e. __ .. _ •• •. •__.• _

AZSate

Economic Sec. Power
Indian Affairs Game & Fish
Mineral Res. Ag. & Hort.
Transportation P.ealth
Az. Mining Ass'n Water
Arid Lands Studies Land
Parks AORCC
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
SW Minerals Exploration
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Public Safety
Az. Bureau of Geology & Mineral Tech
OEPAD: R. Kingery

J. Rich

--------------------_.- .-

~ov 1 a 1977

J::'1\O .\j:7l1CJIJon .1ccot..:..:icr (SA.::

Room 505

........:..{3~~~s_~~.~~ _ __.._.
. .- "a' .. ••• ." ..,

\' ... ' .... , C-19·· - I

: l. H l' \. )!' 11 i 1-' " : t. n I­

.,! \J..:~c11t.h ~~::1·'.'''·;'·

"L .-\ .:'l..in:j ~~t rc·.: t.
·,.-t.:;onil 8 r ,r)l)7

Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street,
Phoenix, Arizor.a 85007

(1) the i'fognrn's effect upon the plaru;lnd prograr:u of your 1gency

(2) the irnporunce of its contribution ·to SLlte and/or m:awidc goals a"d objec:ives

(3) its lCCOrd with ;lOy lppuC1bte law, order or r:gulation with which you =: familiar
(4) additional consider:! tioc.s

]:( No comment on this project

o i"roposal is supported as written

o Comments as indicated below

'"his project ~ refened to you for review and comment. ?1~e evaluate <U to:

:rom:

:omment:s: (t:sa 3.dditional she:u il ile=sary)

:eviewe,·\ SignalUr: _



Comment!: (Us.o J..dditional she:ts it ne=sary)

'!c=e retur.: THIS FORN AND ONE XEROX COpy to the clearinghouse no later than 17 \'/orkinq days from the date noted w.
1e:ue cont:lC": thll c:le:uingilouse if you need fu.-ther infor:narion or additional time for review•.

Region I
Region V

77-bO-OO~No.AZSlatl

Economic Sec. Power
Indian Affairs Game & Fish
Mineral Res. Ag. & Hort.
Transportation Health
Az. Mining Ass'n Water
Arid Lands studies Land
Parks AGRCC
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
SW Minerals Exploration
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Public Safety
Az. Bureau of Geology & Mineral Tee
OEPAD: R. Kingery

J. Rich

NOV 1 a f377

Room 505
Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700· West Washington St=eet,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Vernon L. Hoy, Di_:.. :.:..:-~.x.'
cept. of Public safety
P.O. EoX 6638
Phoenix, Az 85005

(1) the ptogr:un's effect upon the plans :lnd prognlnS of your :lgenq

(2) the imporunc::s of its contribution to Sute aM/or =wide goals and objeetive3

(3) its accord with :lny &pplicab~ \;].w, order or regulation with which you .:= familiar

(4) additional considentions

.::;,> :.;' /( ;';
.-;\ ~/- <>, l........ J .. ~. .>'-.-/

. .• V'~~ ..........~ , ........C"Vlcwer , S,!n3.[u~"" '_··__ ··~ 1 -.---.--••- ••••--.--••------
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o No commerrt on thi3 project

proposal is suppor.ed a.s written

o Comments as indiated below

This project ~ referred UJ you for review and comment. P!= e-valuatll as to:

From:



Comments: (t:sa additional she::!S il Ole=sary)

This project ~ referred to you (or review :md COmment. ?le:u4 evallUte as to:

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

Te!"";'hon~ ..Z.~L::_?2:!i./ .

,,---.:.A.:::U~6-=3:.....:1~tJ~77_---:s~IU8:....-:.:..AZ~N_O--:._;!--_8_0_-_0_0_3
Economic Sec. Heal toll
Mineral Resources Powar
Indian Affairs Ag. & Hort.
Game & Fish Water
Transportation Land
Bureau of Mines Parks
Az. Mining Ass'n AOReC
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
5W Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
o of A College of

Arizona State Clearinghouse
liOO West Washington Street, ~orn 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

>rogram Evaluation Section
_rti~sportation Planning Division
\rizona Dept. of Transportation
06 South 17th Avenue, Room 310

'hoenix. Arizona 85007

R. Demetri, Highway Plans Services

Page 13; paragraph 5:
Any consideration given to reducing cha nnel width at State Highway

crossings?

(1) the prognm's effect upon the plans and prograr.:u o{ your agency

(2) :.he iroporunce of its contnoutioa to State and/or ueawide goili and objectiVe!

(3) its accord with 1I1Y appUClble !J.w, order at I~ularioa with whiell you = familia:
(4) add::ional consider.trions .

From:·

o ~o commeltt on this project

o ?roposal iJ support:d lj written

CB'Commenu :LS indlClted bdow

F.!Ze retu;n iHIS F0R14 AND ONE XEROX COPY to the clearinghouse no llcer than 17 'tlor!<ing days from tho date noted Jb

Ple:ue COntlC: :to clc:uingl:ouse if yOIl r.eed f.uther Worm:ltion or additional time ior :eview.

Page 12: Paragraph 6:
Please coordinate floodway design with existing and anticipated transportation facilities and t
expansion of those facilities. To (a) the year 2000 and (b) asr. the facilities are expanded to
meet urban .growth demands.

ADOT design coordination should be acquired for crossings as indicated on map Appendix Bi State
Routes 93, 87 and 360, US Routes 60, 80 and 89, None of your maps indicate the location of
State Route 360 which traverses your-flood control work area.



Hort.

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

Mr. Ibl:ert Japtzen, Director iI 8a 00'19
GaIre and Fish IEpt. l ..:A.:..:U~G-3~1...::'S:;:.:n~-....:.:.staa:::.:.-~A:..:.Z;;:..-...-No-•....;1.;.;..~7--_----;-· ,
2222 w. Greenway Economic Sec. Health
Phoenix, Arizona:>, 85023',. Mineral Resources Power

Indian Affairs Ag. &
Arizona State Clearinghouse Game , Fish Water
1700 West Washi~gton Street, ~om 505 Transportation Land
Phoenix, Ari%ona 85007 Bureau of Mines Parks

As. Mining Ass' n AORCC
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural ResourceS
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

(1) the pro~'s eifect upon tho plalU Ind Pt'Ogr.u:u of youllgenc:y

(1) tho impotUnca o{ its :::ontn'bution to State and/or =wid, goals and objectives

(3) its accord '.Vith any IppliQbla L1.w. order or 11llulatiOQ with whiclt you~ familiar

(4) .dditional .:onsider:stiolU

o :-10 comment on this project

o !'=oposal is supported as '....nUell

~c.,mments ~ jl'uiilOa'e:G 1l.low~TTAC Heii

iris project ~ reierred to you for ;evil:W :utd comment. PI=- enluato as to:

=58 ~tun: iHIS FORH AND ONE XEROX COPY to tlle cleariny:ousc no L1.rer t.":al1 17 '/lorkinG days from thodato ooted JhOVl

::130 CQnt:lC:: :be claringhousc i! you :'Ieed further infomntion or additional time {or r:view•.

:ommcots: (Use a.dditional she:ts i1 ne=sary)
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Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Statement for the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway (August 1977)
prepared by the Soil Conservation Service. We would like to offer the following
comments.

September 29, 1977

ARIZONA GAME~ FISH DEPARTMENT

2222UJd"rl~6CaL ~ Ar-85a23 f42-3lW

RAUL H. CA~TRO

We still believe there should be further clarification of habitat losses
to be incurred as a result of the project. Also, an historic account of the
"triangle" area which is bounded by State Highway 87 and 93 would be beneficial
for a more complete understanding of project effects on wildlife habitat.

The "new" draft statement tends to downgrade the quality of the wildlife
habitat lost and does have figures much less than originally displayed. We
understand the reasoning for the reduced figures, in that it is presumed these
lands will be cleared for agricultural purposes even without this project. The
fact remains that there are 2,240 acres of native vegetation at the present
floodway outlet of which 1,300 acres represent desert riparian vegetation as
reported in the "team" biologist report.

Mr .. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
Room 3008 Federal Building
230 N. First Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

On December 15, 1976, we sent you our comments on your pre-draft statement
for the above project. You have utilized several of our suggestions. However,
several were not used and we feel that they are important enough to repeat
since they still apply to this draft statement.

Further, there is still no mention made of the probable decline of the
habitat west of Highway 93 which also includes mesic vegetation maintained in
an arid area as a result of the current location of the terminus to the existing
RWCD Floodway. We suggested previously, and still believe, there is a need for
additional explanation and details concerning the losses of these habitats. Such
detail would be most valuable if it included maps and a tabular representation
of "with" and "without" project effects on the vegetation of this area.

\
,rnm;JJion"J: \
HARLES F. ROBERTS, 0.0., Bi,bee Chairman \

~ANK FERGUSON, JR., Yuma ~

IILTON G. EVANS, Flog,toff . "

GENE TOllE, Phoenix \
{ILL~AM H. BEERS, Pre,coN, A'

D",ur>< ,h'r

ROBERT A. JANTZEN 4/(.,...,.,,, ..'-
A11I. DiruJcn-, OprrMiC>ft.l _ ,.

PHIL M, COSPER
./

Ani. Di,,,,lW, S,.,M..cIJ

ROGER J. GRUENEWALL
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September 29, 1977

vtlw/
n N. Carr, Supervisor

Planning &Evaluation Branch

- 2 -Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh

Robert A. Jantzen, Director

Sincerely,

We point this out, because we firmly believe the area downstream from
the present floodway outlet is very important wildlife habitat. This area
is one of the better dove producing areas and provides some of the best ·dove
hunting in the state. We feel the environmental statement should reflect
this.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with these comments.

Through the various coordination meetings this a~ency, the Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Soil Conservation Service have discussed mitigation
for the wildlife losses incurred as a result of the project. We have generally
agreed that the 280-acre parcel, or its equivalent, along the Gila River near
the Robbins Butte Wildlife Area was adequate. The draft statement, however,
makes no mention of the recommendation for fencing this property to protect it
from grazing and woodcutters. Without this protection, the value of the miti­
gation lands would be decreased and not equal to the projected habitat units
credited for mitigation.

Although this project will have detrimental effects on the wildlife
resources, we believe the mitigation proposals adequately compensate for these
losses. We therefore can support the proposal as outlined in the draft statement.

cc: Don Metz, USFWS
State Clearinghouse (77-80-0039)
Bud Bassett, AGFD

JNC:dd



Comments: (t;s.o additional sheets i! ne=sary)

This project ~ referred to you (or tmew md comment. Pl= evaluate as 10:

Hort.

Health
Power
Ago &
Water
Land
Parks
AORCC

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

0.7.7-80- 003
Economic Sec 0 ,/

Mineral Resources
Indian Affairs
Game & Fish
Transportation
Bureau of Mines
Azo Mining Ass'n
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J 0 Rich
U of A College of

AUG 3 1 nn Stua AZ

Room 505

ChiefMr. Koger Root, - Acting

Office of Planning
Dept. of Econ. Security
1717 W. Jefferson
Phoenix, Ariz. 85007

Arizona State ClearL"1.ghousa
1700 West washington Scraet,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

RECEIVED

SEP 1 1977

SPECIAL PROGRAMS BUREAU

(1) the progr:un's eifect :lpon t.'1e plans and progr.u:u of your 1gency

(2) :"'1e imporUIl~ of:ts ~ntributioa to SUte and/or ueawide goals and objectives

(3) its accord '.vittI any lppliClble law, order or regulation with which you lIe familiar

(4) additior.:l! considentions

From~

~e:ue return THIS FORH AND ONE XEROX COpy to the dearin~house no bter than 17 't'/orkina days from the-date nOled.th,

P'!e:ue contac:: ~e clearinghouse it you need further information or additional time ior review.

Lment on this ~rojeet
o Propmal is supported u written

o Commenu u indiClted ~elow



Health
Power
Ag. & Hort.
Water
Land
Parks
AORCC

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

No. 7.7 - 80 - aO}.~

Tde;>hon" _ .. _ ..

AZ51&UI

Economic Sec.
Mineral Resources
Indian Affairs
Game & Fish
Transportation
Bureau of Mines
Az. Mining Ass'n
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

---------------- . --- ...__ .

AUG 3 t fJnMr. Les Ormsby, Admin.
Arizona Power Authority
1810 West Adams Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85005

-- -

Arizona Sta~e Clearinghousa
1700 West Washington St=eet, Room 50S
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

(1) the progr:un's effect apon the plalU and pro~ of your !gency

(2) thIS importln~ oi its cuntncution to Sut" and/or areawide goals and abje~ves

(3) its =rd with any appliClble !;lW, order or regulation with whiell you lIe familiar
(4) ldditional <::)nsidentiolU

M":-/o cc;nment on this project
,.O);,posaJ is suppor!:d 3.S written

o CJmments 3.S indicted below

."i~",,·, Si""U~..~..~aZ!~!::~_ .. ...._.__
y C-26

:1lis project i.1 reierred to you (or :eview and cumment. Ple:1J4 evaluaUl as to:

!e:1S1S retnrn i.-lIS RJRH AND ONE XEROX COpy to the c:!earingho~ ao !:leer than 11 '",arld ng days from thet date 110t:d abOI

'~e cuntac: ~c cle:1ringhouso if you need i'urther infarm:ltion ar additional time ior review.

:omments: (USIS additional she:C3 il ne=sary)



This project a referred to you for review and comment. P1= evaluato as to:

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

9-26-77Date.__...__.._ .. .__

Economic Sec. Health
Mineral Resources Power
Indian Affairs Ag. & Hort.
Game & Fish Water
Transportation Land
Bureau of Mines Parks
Az. Mining Ass'n AORCC
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
o of A College of

~at8 AAwUU6'~31" :771f

(SAl) .1'.. AZl ~ ~ - No. 17 - 80 - 00, ~

Roo~ 50S

l /J~._._ ......-...-

Mr. Andrew L . .tlettwy
COIIlIIl., Department of Land
1624 W. AdaIIls St. ~ 4th Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

a ~o comment on this project

o ~posai is supported as written

~CJmmentS :IS indicated below

(1) :he program's effect upon tho plans and prograr.u of your 3gency

(2) :he import:mce oC its contribution to Stato md/or =wide goals and objectives

(3) its aCCQrd with any 3ppUClble I:l.w, order or r~ulation with which you = familli:

(4) acditional co::sidentions

Copy of Response attached.

~e·,ie-.ver's Sjgnature...:dj~~.__R
,Kelly • Jo so C-27

i\(] 'II j n1.str-\or,. ffice 'of N3.tural Resource Conservation
'"f!· '1' r PI "~_' •. '4+

CommC:1ts: (Use additional she:ts it ne=ary)

'!= r:tnnl THIS FORM AND ONE XEROX COpy to the dearing,howe no later th:ll1 17 'Hork; no days from the date noted abo

'te:ue cont:lC: :te clearinghouse if you ::eed f\lrtller !nionnatioQ or additional time for review.

From~



~'7A'r \ ...... :, co ...· .... ,s~ n .... r~

602·271·4634

1624 WEST ADAMS

PHOENIX ARIZONA 85007

-' ~ril:omt

~t nt r i[ a nD Dl'p urhnrnt

September 22, 1977

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

NfSEt, Section 16, TlS, R7E lies approximately one mile east of the proposed
Floodway and should receive n0 adverse impact from the proposal.

The Arizona State Land Department acknowledges receipt of the draft E.l.S.
Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway (RWCD) as prepared by the
U.S.D.A., Soil Conservation Service.

C-28

A review of the Department's records indicates the following described Trust
lands lie in the vicinity of the proposed Floodway:

sEt of Section 17, TlS, R7E lies approximately It miles east of the proposed
Floodway and should receive no adverse impact from the proposal.

Part of the ~ lying west of canal, Section 19, TlS, R7E lies adjacent to the
proposed Floodway on the downstream side. The protection offered by the
project would certainly protect this parcel of trust land.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposal and
if we can be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Andrew L. Bettwy

State Lmd,;;0'RfIL--
. ;~~ Administrator
of NatGral Resource Conservation

Sincerely,

KRJ:fmr

The State Land Department supports the proposed project as it will serve
to protect the community as well as Trust lands of the State.

RAUl H CASTRO



Comments: (Use additional sheets if :1e=ary)
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Agriculture
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Economic Sec. Health
Mineral Resources Power
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U of A College of
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(1) the progr:un's effect upoa t!lO ptaI:.' and progr:u:u of your Jgency

(2) the irn"ortma: of iu conmcutian to Stat~ and/or ueawide goals and objectives
(3) iu accord with any Jpplioble L:1w, order or r~ulatioawith whiclt you are familiar

(4) additional considerations

a :-fo comment on this projea

q ?:oposal is suppor:ea as ....Titten

a CJmments as indicated bdow

Dr. R. Gwirn vivian
Arizona State Archaeologist
Arizona State Museum
Tucson, AZ 85721

Reviewer's Signa(ur--.Jg/}}]<'.n l._.-:t!;J~_.. _._ _ _.._-

This i'rojea i$ referred to you for :::view :uui comment. P1= evaluate as to:

?!e::uo rect= THIS FORH AND ONE XEROX COpy to the deanngholUC ::to I3ter than 17 '",ork; ng days front the date noted abc

'lease contac:: the c!earinghousc if you need further information or additional time for review.

-- -----
From: Arizona State 'ClearL-:ghousa

1700 West Washington Street, Raoe 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

•



ARIZONA STATE' MUSEUM

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

TUCSON. ARIZONA 85721

August 25, 1977

~tr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
United States Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

Your 1etter of August 15th requesting comments on the "Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway, Arizona" has
been received. Comments on the section entitled "Archeological, Historical, and
Unique Scenic Resources" follow.

The report is no doubt a condensed version of several more inclusive ones.
It has been well assembled and offers the basic facts required of an EIS. You
are aware of necessary preservation for cultural resources including proper
mitigation procedures. The fifial paragraph indicating federal laws to be
followed, joint cooperation with National Park Service, State Historic Preservation
Officer, and a professional archaeologist are highly recommended and encouraged.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report.

Sincerely,

it:,; ',/, / j' I ... >.... ). 7 . )
. 11 /.' ,. ." I r ,-" I' .. !Y" I : .... ~ ... \: ....- '"-" . \_". " ...~-

.'. Sharon F. Urban (Miss)
Assistant Archaeologist

SFU:sr

C-30



TO: Thomas G. Rockenbaugh, State Conservationist, Soil Conservat,'on Serv,' U S D tce, . . ep.
of Agriculture, 3008 Federal Building,. Phoenix, Arizona 85025

FROM: Natural &Cultural Resource Conservation Section
Arizona State Parks
1688 West Adams Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 271-4174 .

PROJECT: Roosevelt Water Conservation
District Floodway
DOA-SCS

Statement of the State Historic Preservation Officer concerning the eligibility

of a property for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

I understand that the Soil Conservation Service is requesting the
opinion of the State Historic Preservation Officer concerning the eligibility

of the 42 inventoried archaeological sites* located in the project area ----­
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places and that my opinion
may be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior with a formal request for a

determination of eligibility on this property. This statement confirms my

consultation as part of the determination of eligi'bility procedures .

. ~ (as an archeological Qistrict)
G(In my opinion, the property~s ellglble for inclusion in

the National Register.

()In my 0plnlon, the property is not eligible for inclusion
in the National Register.

()I have no opinion and prefer to defer to the opinion of
the Secretary of the Interior.

()Proceed according to Guidelines for Making "Adverse Effect"
and "No Adverse Effect" Determinations for Archaeological
Resources in accordance with 36 C.F.R. Part 800.

()In my opinion, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
criteria for making a determination of IINo Adverse Effect"
for archaeological resources have been met.

()In my opinion, it has been demonstrated that the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation data recovery requirements
for archaeological resources are to be met.

*as listed in the Archaeological Management Program report by Glen Rice (ASU),
dated December 1977.

Signed: JJ~k~ef"
State Historic Preserva~ Officer

C-31
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__-k:4r-u=2L;~~
State Hi~lol~h: f?'es~rvation Officer

Natural &Cultural Resource Conservation Section
Arizona State Parks
1688 West Adams Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
(602) 271-4174

FROM:

TO: Thomas G. Rockenbaugh, State Conservationist, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service, 3008 Federal Building, Phoenix, AZ 85025

PROJECT: Roosevelt Water Conservation District F100dway Project
Cultural Resource Mitigation Proposal
DOA-SCS

I have reviewed this project and offer the following comments:

<=)There are Inventory/Register properties in/near the project area as described in
the enclosed comments.

<=)An opinion of eligibility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
is enclosed.

This project will have:
<:> An apparent positive effect on cultural resources.

o No effect on cultural resources. (~AwLh~...(~~%)

~o apparent adverse effect on cultural resources ..AlJolle,,'el""1

OThe State Historic Preservation Officer and/or the State Archaeologist (Arizona
State Museum) should be notified if cultural resources are discovered during
construction.

OAn archaeologist should monitor the project during construction.

<=)Existing buildings/structures on the site should be recorded through
photographs and/or drawings.

<=)An archaeological clearance survey is requested.

<=) A Potential adverse effect on cultural resources. Therefore,

<:)An archaeological clearance survey is requested because of known sites and/or
properties in the area.

<:)An archaeologist should monitor the project during construction.

OThe impact on existing buildings/structures should be evaluated.
On the site. To be vacated if this project is undertaken.

OAn adverse effect on cultural resources included on/or eligible for inclusion
on the National Register of Historic Places. Please seek Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation comments and prepare a preliminary case report.

c=> The effect on cultural resources cannot be determined. Please submit information
requested in the enclosed comments.

~ Additional comments are enclosed.
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After reviewing the report by Glen Rice (ASU) entitled "An Archaeological

Management Program for the Roosevelt Water Conservation District F1oodway"

(dated 12/77)', it is my opinion that implementation of this proposed plan of

archaeological testing and data recovery will allow for a "no adverse effect"
determination to be made regarding the effects this project would have on

identified cultural resources. The proposed phased testing-data recovery

program, if implemented, should mitigate any potential adverse effects to

existing cultural resources and, in addition, will provide the additional

data needed for a more refined evaluation and selection of those sites which

might be nominated for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

I have already expressed the opinion that collectively the archaeological

sites identified for this project appear to meet the criteria of eligibility

for inclusion in the National Register as a district. The new information

generated from implementing this testing-data recovery program will be impor­

tant in helping to determine what continued course of action will be best to

protect and preserve the values of these archaeological sites.

Therefore, I support a "no adverse effect" determination pursuant to the

Advi sory Counci 11 s Gui del ines for Making "Adverse Effect" and "No Adverse

Effect" Determinations for Archaeological Resources in Accordance with 36

(.F.R. Part 800.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RE: Roosevelt Water Conservation
District F100dway Project

Cultural Resource Mitigation
Proposal

DOA-SCS



.s project is referred to you [or review :md comment. P1e:1$e evaluate a.s to:

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

No. 7. 7 - 80 - aO}9.
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Economic Sec. Health
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Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Roo~ 50S
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Michael A. Ramnes, Director
Arizona State Parks Board
1688 w. Adams Room 109
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

(1) :~e f'rogr.un's effect apon the plalU and progr=u of your 1gency

(2) :he importaIlce oC its comnoutioa to Sute and/or areawide goals and objectives

(3) its accord·,vitb any lpplicble law, order or r~ulation with whicll you 1le famili:J.r

(4) adcitional considentions

,mme::.cs: (Use additional slle:u il ne""~ary)

~o comment on this project

o ?roposa! is supported as ·.vritten

o Clmments as indicated below

:se return iH IS FORN AND ONE XEROX COpy to the dearin~ou.se no later t.1un 17 world no days from th~ date noted above.

s: contact t!lo cie3.ringhouse if you need further information or additional time for review.



Comments: (~so additional she:ts il nc=ary)

;bis project U reierred to you for :=view :md cornmeaL P1= evall1:1te as to:

Hort.

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

Telephone.~SJt=..ZgL.

, Economic Sec. Realth
Mineral Resources Power
Indian Affairs Ag. &
Game & Fish Water
Transportation Land
Bureau of Mines Parks
Az. Mining Ass'n AORCC
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

Mr. Wesley E. Steiner,
State Water Corrunission
222 N. Central Ave., Suite 800
Phoenix, Art~ona 85004

Arizona State Claaringhousa
1700 West Washington Street, Roo~ 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

(1) the progr:un's eife<:t upon the plaIU and progr.u:u of your 3geacy

(2) :hll importm~of its contnbutian to State and/or ueawide goals and objectives

(3) its accord '.vith any 3pplicble I:1w. order or r~ulation with whiell you J.re familiar
(4) Jdditional consider3tions

o ~o comment on this project

o ~poui is supported .u written

~ Comments J.S indiClted below

~= remnz THIS FORN AND ONE XEROX COpy' to the deuin~hollS4 no later t.'!an 17. 'Horking days from the date noted abo

!e:ull contaC': ;.'!e c'..e:uinghouse if you :leed I'.Uther inforn::ltion or ldditional time for review•.



GLEN G. CURTIS

KEL FOX
JOHN L. LEIBER

W. N. JACK SHAWVER

J. C. WETZLER

EXOFFICIO MEMBERS

ANDREW L. BETTWY

MARSHALL HUMPHREY

September 30, 1977

TELEPHONE (602) 258·7581

RAUL H. CASTRO, GOVERNOR

222 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE. SUITE 800

l'rl;:01w ~atcr illommlSSl011

The use of the term l1a ddi tional control I. is vague and could
be replaced with a more specific description, such as
referring to a 100-year level of control.

C-36

The Arizona Water Commission has received and reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement for the Roosevelt Water Conservation
District Floodway.

3. Page 31, 2nd paragraph, line 15 - "non-white"
Page 33, 1st paragraph, line 5 - "minority"

It appears that the terms "non-White" and "minority" are used

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

1 • Page 13, 1 s t paragraph, line s 4 and 5 - 11 (4) Achieving
additional control of floodwaters within the Lower Queen
Creek Watershed. 11

It may be worthwhile to note that water is first diverted
into the Southern Canal and then into the three sub-canals
stated.

2. Page 27, 2nd paragraph, lines 20-21 - lIThe Granite Reef Dam
is located in the northern portion of the Project area.
Water is diverted into three canals; the Roosevelt Water
Conservation District canal, the Eastern Canal, and the
Consolidated Canal East Branch. 11

The document is well prepared and realistically presents the
environmental impact of the proposed project. In general we concur
with the conclusions reached and have only these few minor comments:

Mr. Thomas G. nockenbaugh
State Conservationist
U.S, Dept. of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
230 North 1st Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona .85025

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

AND

SlATE WATER ENCINEER

SECRETARY

I~LIAM H \ .... t\~-(LlR. CH



The opportunity to review this draft statement is appreciated.

If the sentence is to read correctly the word "of" should
be omi tte d.

The term "some remnant of" is an emotional or judgmental
phrase and, without quantification, should be omitted.

Sept. 30, 1977-2-

C-37

Sincerely,

c!d.2Gj J: J!u/u~
Wesley E. Steiner
Executive Director

4. Page 47 - "Floodwater Damage"

Specific types of damages from the 1954 flood are discussed;
however the locations and concentration of these damages are
nut presented. If there were no specific concentrations and
the flooded areas were dispersed equally among the water­
sheds, this information should be stated.

interchangeably. Mexican-Americans are classified as a
minority but not as a non-white. If the classification of
non-white was incorrectly assumed to include Mexican­
American then the statement "fifty percent of the non-\:,rhite
residents are Negro" would be incorrect since it appears
that most of the minorities in the project area are
Mexican-American.

5. Page 48, 7th paragraph, lines 38-40 - "About 17 acre-feet
(25, 000 tons) 01' sediment 1'rom the RWCD Floodway area reach
of the Gila River annually under present conditions."

6. Page 51, 4th paragraph, lines 16-19 - "The problems associated
with this area is not one 01' providing additional wildlife
habitat but of retaining some remnant of existing habitat
in the face of urbanization. "

7. Page 56, 1st paragraph, lines 1-6
The sediment concentrations discussed were primarily based
on samples taken from irrigation flows released from San
Carlos Reservoir to be diverted at the Ashurst-Hayden Diversion
Dam. Only larger flood flows will overflow the diversion
structure and have"a downstream impact. The sediment concen­
tration for these larger flood flows will be substantially
greater than the average concentrations presented.

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh

cc: Governor's Office
OEPAD Clearinghouse
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Dr. Jatnes Becker
Center for Publ~c Affairs
Arizona State University
Tempe, Arizona 85281

om: ~i=ona State ClearL.ghousa
1700 West Washi::.gton Sceet, Roor.! 50S
?hcenix, Arizona 85007

·,t.

js project:'" refer>ed to you {or ::view wei comment.?!= evalU3te as to:

(1) the ptogr:un'; effect ~pon ~e !'uns and prog:r:u:u of your ~gency

(~) :.he importm~ of lis cont:.bulian to Stat~ and/or ueawide goals and objectives

c:n lts accord '.Vith :lIly lpplicable L.w, order or r~ulation with which you lIe far.Jili:u

(4) ldditional cortSidentions

:1SC :etur~ r:-lIS FORH AND ONE XER.OX COpy to L'le ctearir.gho~ 110 later u'l:m 17 'Horkina days- from the dale noted wOY>

:l.5e COntlct ;" ;!e:uing1:ouse if you :lee<! f'.lIther inforrr.:ltion or adwtianal time ior review.

c ~o comment on this project

G r.cposa.! i$ supported ;u writlen

~ Cumments as indiClted ;elow

omme:1U: (1..:5e additional she:t3 if ne=ary) 1. There is no presentation of the reaction of the Pimas on the
}ila River, to this arrangement; nor of arrangements to assure continuity of assurance of
ielivery and/or acceptance of the water. 2. The mitigation of water pollutants received now b,
the Piffi~s from upland sources is not a project benefit, since such pollution is to be terminate
by its originator. 3. Aggregates are given for costs and benefits: more detail is needed.
l. No information is given on flooding increase to be caused by urbanization in the protected
irea. Erosion, scour, and sedimentation benefits downstream in the project area protected
ire offset by the same events occurring on tr Gila Reservation. Construction and O&M employme
is not a project benefit. 5. fhere is no projection of future benefits and costs: if future
)cnefits increase, then these beneficiaries are better able to pay any costs of projects
oreferrcd by them. The separation of costs and benefits is not discussed. 6. Recharge, listed
~8 a benefit, is not detailed in the report. 7. The benefit of improved living, mentioned, ie
lot Supp(~ted in the report.
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so conne: ~ ~u.so if you~f~ ir.formation or a.dditiona! tim" for review.

o ~o comment on this project

o ?:-cpom u ~??Or.:d:u ·.vntt:nowmmer.u ;u ir.dicated :>dow
"

Hort •

Health
Power
Ag. &
Water
Land
Parks
AOReC

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

No. 7. 7- 80 - 003.9.

Dale. Cb/4-, /C)17
)

AZSta..:.

Economic Sec.
Mineral Resources
Indian Affairs
Game &,Fish
Transportation
Bureau of Mines
Az. Mining Ass'n
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD _. J. Rich
U of A College of
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- ---,' .-
St~L.a A"?;IC-t:On ,i: '.~I::':: ',::A.llC(::ltr<d. J..z. Ass'n of Gov'ts.

512 Eo Butte Avenue
Florence, Arizona 85232

I

vicwer"\ Sig;l:1CU~J),MI. Ch\,\ch;:...::..-.- .

s proj= ~=-~ :0 you for ::view and comment. Ple:ua evaluat4 uta:

The.. s-t0.dy o.prdJ-Y'S -+0 \'9'(Y.Y\e., -the rO~c-\1'o1 dorrc,q~ +0 0rI oAi~hono1
vihtch ~l\ ~ -Ao~~ OYl ~e G'I \<1. Q\.'0eJ/ C{(~~ b4-) \m '~\S e'v.:0.~'0 of
fre.Ca'S-t- e~d1')P,.J'e~ ~ -Re pm',~cJ;-, lfe Se- cosls - ~v"0'r'-. ~()P~o
CoY\SA.c\~'1~ \N~\O \)e'0f \'l\<e)~ Yl'O-k,e '*e. ~t\.,\t'f-e., px~~a co~ \meRCc.-hve...

-in G.~(h~-\1tv.) Q~ump--\~Y\ 'V1\ 4k~ r+ +t-oJ \lJf'\d \.lY"h::t.n\"Z.Q\t DYI
w\L\ occLU{' 'J',\. ~Ie.. -{'rood. o..'fbJ>.- 9joee~", 90JJY\-:J: Oft\:j \J~ CoY\cee-+ of .
\O-Y\J. lJ.hQ- p\Cll'\Y\\lY'q • A'(\"'2,cY'C; 'ro.s '(O~ +0'\ qr-c~lh un O-'("~s *<4- G.~
)'Y,T- -\(\:C~ ~~ -

Kec~'0\me...~A a-..J~-\t0tr)'\ etl s\u.~ <Yh- -ifu~ P-'fO'\e~ ,

(i) ~'1a ~·s effect :l?00 t.'"..lt plans and pro~ of your :lg::ner

(2). :.'14 importml;: of iu ;;ozrtribution to Slat" anti/or =wid" goals and ooj~es'

(3) its =Td with lIly 3pplic::Wle m.., order or~clationwith which you u=f~

(4) a.ddi tio r::Li con.si.i=rioos

.n: A1::"Z0n.a. St.3.';:a Clca=L"1g~ousa

1700 Wes~ (/2.shir.';ton St:="eet, RoOl:I 50S
P~o~~. ~izona aSOOT



This project i$ ;efe:'r':d to you for ::vie-;v and ::omment. P1= evaluate as to:

Hort.

Health
Power
Ag. &
Water
Land
Parks
AORCC

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

No. 17 - 8a- 00:

. C'gY_3S-
Tele?tlone 0 __ _ __._

f-/ l.. - 1 7Date. . . _

AZSUD

Economic Sec.
Mineral Resources
Indian Affairs
Game & Fish
Transportation
Bureau of Mines
Az. Mining Ass'n
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

AUG 31"877

Dr. Foger Cal~ll, DU".
ColIDcil for Enviro. Studies
U of A College of Agri.
Tucson, Arizona 85721

(n :he pro~'seffect '.1pon the plans and prograr.u of your 1gency

(:: :he importance of its contnoution to Sute :!.M/or :ueawide goals and objectives

(3) its a=rd with any appUClbLe Law, order or regulation with which you UCl familiar

(4) additional coxuidentions

Comments: ('l.:so additional sheets ifn~)

From: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Screet, Roo~ 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

?!~~ retem THIS FORM AND ONE. XEROX COpy to the dearingho~ no Later t.'lan 17 '/larkino days from t1tcdate noted:1­

Ple:: se cant:ll:: !be :;!.e:uinghousc if you need further infOml3tion or additional time for review.

~omment on this project

o ?roposal is supported as '.vritten

o Comments as indicated below



l:1is project i:; ;efer.ed to you (or :eview wd comment. Ple:ue evaluate as to:

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

No. 17 - 80 - aO} ~AZSlue

Economic Sec. Health
Mineral Resources Power
Indian Affairs Ag. & Hort.
Game & Fish Water
Transoortation Land
Bureau of Mines Parks
Az. Mining Ass'n AORCC
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

AUG 3 1 1;77

J·lr. C1i:1ton M. Pattea
Executive Secretary
Indian Affairs Commission
1645 West Jefferson St.
Phoenix, AZ 85007

(1) the ptogr:un's effect uiJon the plal13 and iJr'Ogr:1r.U of your 3gency

(2) thIS imporUn~ oC its contribution to Sute and/or :u-eawide goals 11ld objectives

(3) its accord with any 3PPUClbie law, order or regulation with which you are rarniliar
(4) additional ClJn.sid~r:1tions

~'1o comment on this project

o ?:oposJl is supported 1S written

a Comments :IS indiClted below

Comments: (Usc additional sheets it n=.ssary)

From: rtrizona. State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washi~gton Street, Roo~ 50S
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

P!nc return nilS FORM AND ONE XEROX COpy to the cle3rin~house no !:lter than 17 'Hork; ng days from the date noted 10<

?!e:ue conUet :he cl.e:uingi:ou3c if you ceed f'l4tl:Ier infom:ation or additional time for review.



~ project ~ referred to you (or review md comment. P1= evaluate u to:

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

No. 7. 7 - 8 0 - 00}9,AZSlue

Economic Sec. Health
Mineral Resources Power
Indian Affairs Ag. & Hart.
Game & Fish Water
Transportation Land
Bureau of Mines Parks
Az. Mining Ass'n AORCe
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

AUG 3 1 tJ77

~izona Sta.te Claaringhouse
1700 ~iest Washington Street, RoO::1 505
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

John']. DeBolske. Exec. Dir .
.Maricopa Ass'n of Governments
1820 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

(1) the program's effect upon the plaIU and programs of your agency

(2) :he imporance of iU contnbution to State and/or :ueawide goals and objectives

(3) its accord with any 3ppli~ble L3.w, order or r~u!ation with which you :u: familiar
~4) additional considenrloIU

t:J :-10 comment on this project

a ?ro~osai ~ supported u written

o CJmmenu u indicated below

:om:

= return nns FOR1Y1 AND ONE XEROX COpy to the clearinghouse no later- t..'un 17 world ng days from the date noted wov

e:ue cont:1C::: tbe c!.euinghouse if you need fur~er iniomntion or additional !ime [or review.

:omment3: (Use additional sheets it ne=sat)')
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A copy of an A-95 application form AZ-189 along with supporting project documen­
tation is attached for your review and comment in accordance with re1uirements of
OMB Circular A-95. Please review the proposal as it affects the plans and programs
of your agency and register your response below. Please return ONLY ~IS completed
form within fifteen (15) days of your receipt of this request.

Clearinghouse Staff Contact: Ken Driggs

Applicant: Flood Control District of Maricopa County

Project Title: Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway - EIS

State Application Identifier: 77-80-0039

MAG Log Number: 0908

Project Notification and Review

~ No comment on the above project.

~ Proposal is supported as written.

o Project is unfavorable. (Reason stated below)

o Comments are attached.

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Please contact the Applicant and advise the Clearinghouse should you desire a con­

ference with the Applicant, further inform2Jg~1forreview.

AU~i~d Representative

/: ~ L Itr!c/-D
Agency

TO:

MAQICOPAcA000CIAT-IONcOfcGOVEQNMENT8
1820 \\1[6T Wl\6liINCTON PHOENIX,l\QIZONA 85007 (602) 254-630"8

September 2, 1977
Mr. Ken Fooks, Hohokam RC&D



'!=o return nilS FORH AND ONE XEROX COpy to t.'1e clearinghouse no l:lter :~:!n 17 ','{ork; ng days from the date noted abo

'!e:lSe contac: :.':0 c'.e:uinghouse it you need further inform:ltion or additional time for review•.

Agriculture
Region I
Region V

C%/ :J--7~DalJ:.__/ __.._. .__

._.,;< 7/-. 2175

AZStua

Economic Sec. Health
Mineral Resources Power
Indian Affairs Ag. & Hort.
Game & Fish Water
Transportation Land
Bureau of Mines Parks
Az. Mining Ass'n AORec
Arid Lands Studies
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
Renewable Natural Resources
SW Minerals Exploration
OEPAD - J. Rich
U of A College of

AUG 3 1 '877

RoOI:1 505

RECEIVED

SEP 2 1971

,

Arizona State Clea=inghousa
1700 West Washington St=eet,
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. John Jett, Director
\'1i~eral Resources Departrnent
FaIrgrounds. Mineral Building
1826 West McDowell Road
P},npni-x- A ri zon::l RSn07

(1": the prog:r:un's effect upon t.'10 plans and progr:u:u of yOIlI 1gency

(1) tho importmte of its o:ontnbution to Stato and/or ~rnwidegoals and objectives

(3) its accord with any appUQble UW, order or r~ulationwith which you arc familiar
(4) additional cotuidentions

o :-10 comment C.1 this "reject

o ~posal is ~pport:d U IloTitten

o Comments as indic1tcd bdow

~tom:

. DEPT. !MINERAl RESOURCES
• fit-llX ARIZONA

This projea ~ referred to you for :cview md comme~P!$'JP'WLLittC.aS"tb:

Comments: (l:se additional sheets iI ne=suy)

Reviewer', s;gnUl#U'"....~~. !~7r ,, , ,_,, ,_
.d) ~ j/ C-44
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!'!= ~!ur.:nus FORI.,! AND ONE XEROX COpy to the c!eJring!':ouse 1:0 !.lte:' than 17 ',·/Orki no days from the date noted u
~!e:ue conta<=: L'":e c'..e:uir:g1:ouse if you need furtber infor.r.ation oc 1dditional :irne foc ::Yiew.

Te.

Region I
Region V

77-bO-OOJNo.

I, • -- .'7--'
D:l~ ..__ ....:..!::,. •. ._·_ ••__

AZSl.ll

Economic Sec. Power
Indian Affai~s Game & Fish
Mineral Res. Ag. & Hort.
Transportation Health
Az. Mining Ass'n Water
Arid Lands Studies Land
Farks AORCC
Environmental Studies
Archaeological Research
SW Minerals Exploration
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Public Sa=ety
Az. Bureau of Geology & Mine~al

OEPAD: R. Kingery
J. Rich

.. .: .~}

JJOY 1 a 1977

Room 50S
Ari=ona St3te Clearin~h9use

1700 West Washington Street,
Phcen~x, Arizona 85007

Dr. Kenneth Kimsey, Director
Prescott Historical Society
415 West Gurley Street
Prescott, AZ 86301

(1) the ;nograrr.· - : ''-~ upon r.'le plan.1 ;lnd prognr:u of your 3gency

(2) the irnportz. ~e of iu contn"butioa to SUte ar.d/or :lre;lwide go31s.lIld objec:::ves

(3) its 30::0rd wiL'! :lnY appUcble !:lw, order oc r:gc!:ltion with whi~., you = f.lmili3.r

(4) u1ditioruJ cor.sidc;:ttioru

8 :-10 comn::nt on this project

o ?;cpom is suppor-ed as written

o C:lmments as indicted below

From:

Comments: (US4 additional ~e:U if :le=ary)

, I ,..-

./, .
. . .?

. ., £_~. • \./' . I~' /-., :"..A.... .'-....1.- A
RevIewer, S'gn3Iure

T
._···· ..···_·.._········_··_· .-::-.-- -.--.----.-- - - - •

./ C-45

This projec-; ~ referred to you for review uui comment. ?1~e .:nlU.lte as to:
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August 23, 1977

Mr. Thomas C. Rockenbaugh
Soil Conservation Service
U.S. Department of Agriculture
3009 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

We are in receipt of and have reviewed the draft environmental impact
statement for the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway as
requested.

The only comment offered, other than general concurrence with the draft,
relates to "Nonstructural Measures" under the "Planned Project" section.
Like Mesa, the City of Chandler has adopted regulations that require developers
to make provisions in all new subdivisions, commercial and industrial projects
to store on-site runoff. The amount required to be stored for a nlinimum of 24
hours is the runoff from a SO-year, 24-hour storm.

Kenneth Thomas
Mayor

KT:cd
cc: City Manager

C-46
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The Flood Control District has reviewed the aforementioned document and
our comments follow:

BOARD of DIRECTORS
Hawley Atkinson, Chairman

George L. Campbell
Bob Corbin

Henry H. Haws
Ed Pastor

FLOOD COJVTROL DISTRICT
of

Maricopa County

3335 West Durango Street. Phoenix, Arizona 85009

Telephone (602) 262-1501

Page 18 of the EIS states that an internal drainage system will be
developed upslope of the Floodway. A plan for the upslope drainage
system has not been developed and it is not clear who would design,
construct and maintain such a drainage system. It is suggested
that all reference to this drainage system be deleted from the EIS.

Structural Measures (Page 12). This section of the Environmental
Impact Statement indicates that considerable landscaping will be
installed in various reaches of the Project and that irrigation
will be required. It should be pointed out that a source of water
for irrigation purposes is not available and, if irrigation is to
be a part of the Project, a source of water must be developed.
Also, the EIS indicates that spoil-disposal areas and the Floodway
Channel itself will be seeded and irrigated. This office is of
the opinion that to irrigate the approximate 27 miles of this
Channel is infeasible both from a cost point of view and a
nonavailability of a source of water.

The Draft EIS does not include fencing the Project right-of-way.
This office concurs that fencing is not required; however, fencing
of certain structures for security reasons may be advisable. This
requirement may be deleted during design of the Channel.

October 12, 1977

Re: RWCD Floodway - Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
230 North First Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

Herbert P. Donald, Chief Engineer and General Manager



Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
October 12, 1977
Page 2

Wildlife Habitat }1easures (Page 18). The Flood Control District
recognizes the need of mitigation for wildlife habitat on this
Project. However, mitigation requirements as are stated in the
Draft EIS are based on 1975 and 1976 land uses and land development
in the area may alter habitat conditions prior to Floodway con­
struction. In view of this we suggest the following statement be
included in the final EIS and Supplements. "Final mitigation
requirements are to be determined by construction phase when a
construction contract is advertised for that phase. Offsite
mitigation may be undertaken in the first phase with any reduction
in the 280 acre present requirement used as mitigation for future
projects."

Operation and Maintenance (Page 19). We suggest the following
statement be included in this section. "The sponsor will work with
the Soil Conservation Service during the design of this project to
ensure that design contributes to efficient and economical operation
and maintenance practices."

Enclosure One provides additional comments on the EIS, the Apache Junction­
Gilbert Supplemental Watershed Plan Agreement #2 and the Supplemental
Watershed Plan and, also, on the Williams-Chandler Supplemental Watershed
Plan Agreement #2 and Supplemental Watershed Plan #2. Comments on the
above documents are largely of an editorial nature.

SdLd-,j?~//J
- 1f~ert ~D~: p~

Chief Engineer and General Manager

Enclosure

C-48
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Page 1 - Last Paragraph

Page 6 - Paragraph 6

Page 16 - Paragraph 5

Page 17 - Paragraph 1

Page 17 - Paragraph 2

Page 17 - Paragraph 4

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Delete last sentence.

'11aricopa County Flood Control District" should read

"the Flood Control District of Maricopa County".

Change last sentence to read as follows: "Where

land is purchased by the Sponsors, the land may

be made available for public or private use or may

be sold at the option of the local Sponsors".

After first sentence insert: "Soil Conservation

Service has considered spoil disposal site require­

ments. Conceptually, the spoil disposal program is

as follows:"

After the last sentence add following sentence:

"The Soil Conservation Service and the Sponsor will

jointly develop a spoil disposal plan for the project

as required for each reach of construction".

Change last sentence to reflect a one year establishment

period as specified in the Workplan Supplements.

Replace third sentence with the following: "Subsidence

monuments will be included in project design and

installed under the construction contract. Monitoring

will be a project requirement borne jointly by the

Sponsor and the Soil Conservation Service.

C-49



Page 18 - Paragraph 5

Page 19 - Paragraph 4

Page 20 - Paragraph 1

Page 20 - Paragraph 2

Page 22 - Paragraph 1

Page 56 - last Paragraph

Page 57 - Paragraph 1

Page 57 - Paragraphs 2-5

2.

Delete entire paragraph referencing offsite

drainage systems.

Delete the last four sente~ces and add the following:

"The remaining mitigation of loss of wildlife habitat

can be satisfied by acquisition of additional habitat

by the Flood Control District of Maricopa County.

Currently, 280 acres would be required. Actual

mitigation requirement will be determined as of the

advertisement date for construction of each reach".

Redefine "establishment period" to conform to comment

on Page 17, Paragraph 2 and with Supplemental Water­

shed Plans.

After the first sentence add: "Disposal of sediment

will be in accordance with sections of spoil disposal".

Delete the remainder of the paragraph.

Change to show Gilbert as incorporated community.

Change wording in last sentence: substitute "are"

for "should be".

Change to show Weekes Wash as only structure in

Buckhorn-Mesa Watershed outletting into RWCD Floodway.

Simplify the wording for clarify. We suggest using

the terms "30 year protection" and "100 year protection"

and give reaches in terms of road crossing or "miles

from road" for location.

C-50



Page 57 - Paragraph 6

Page 59 - Paragraph 7

Page 63 - Paragraph 2

Page 63

Page 68 - Paragraph 1

3.

Delete

In the first sentence add: Ila maximum of"

preceding "945". Change second sentence to read:

"This includes a potential 280 that may be required

for wildlife habitat mitigation purposes".

Change to read as follows: "Provide an outlet for

the storm drainage systems that may be installed

upstream of the Floodway" .

Add new statement as follows: "Provide through

multiple use potential, increased public and

private recreation areas in floodway right-of-way".

Do not agree that first sentence is a correct

statement. Paragraph requires clarification.

C-5l
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September 1, 1977

Herb Donald, Chief Engineer & General Manager, Flood Control District

REVIEW AND COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR RWCD FLOODWAY

WfST

C-52

DATE

NEMO TO

SUBJECT

In your comments to the Soil Conservation Service regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for RWCD Flood\vay, please include the
requirements of the County Highway Department, that all roads now
crossing the RWCD canal and proposed floodway shall be maintained by
bridging the channel with a structure sufficient to carry four lanes
of traffic.

R. C. ESTERBROOKS
ASSISTANT COUNTY MANAGER

AND COUNTY E~'':':J'

ath pV(.,.lt/
IJn~~6Unty Engineer

FHL:mr

Enclosure #2

COuNTY l(:NG INII!:. R

R. C. ESTI-RBROOKS, P.E,

3325
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LEN JOHNSON

SAM RAMH:£Z

RECREATION 262-3716

WILLIAM J. RiCHWINE' ASS'T DIRECTOR

DALE K. DOMBEY

FRED M. GUIREY

CLARE FELSTEAD

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

September 12, 1977

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
United States Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 8 5 0 2 5

4701 EAST WASHINGTON STREET, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85034

M:R:s

The Maricopa County Parks and Recreation Department has reviewed the
draft environmental impact statement for the Roosevelt Water Conservation
District Floodway and has no comments on the material as presented. We
would, however, appreciate receiving additional information regarding the
Pass Mountain Dam construction and its impact on our Usery Mountain Park.
We also express our continual concern for the beautification of all
structures and for the use of the adjacent land for parks and recreation
purposes, including hiking and riding trails.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and review.

Si ncerely,

Robert H. Milne
Director

ADMINISTRATION & PARKS 262-3711

ROBERT H. MILNE' DIRECTOR

F. ROCKNE ARNETT' CHAIRMAN

DONALD R. LIEM • SECRETARY

MIKE AUGUSTINE' VICE CHAIRMAN
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111 S. 3rd Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 1:J.JffiP CONinOl DI~IRICT
RECEIVED

ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT FLOODWAY

Si d Brase, Flood Control District

~
--'i

< ~ ! -
Advance Planning Divisi6n'~ I '. -::>FROM:

300 County Administration Bldg.

SUBJECT:

TO:

MEMORANDUM

September 21, 1977

GM:cr

Enclosure #1

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for the Roosevelt Water
Conservation District Floodway, and we have found that it addresses the impacts of
the project very well. Several subjects, however, may need some clarification.
They are the following:

1) ,Disposal sites for the excavated materiols, especially for the area
between Brown Road and Apache Boulevard. Specific disposal sites
should be listed in the E.I.S., because they can have an effect on
the area in which they are located.

2) Proposed floodway's impact on Leisure World; This is an important
subject that should be discussed, since the floodway passes close to
the development.

3) The wildlife populations lost during the construction phas of the
f1oodway. These should be delineated along with the amount of
time required to have the populations re-established. In addi­
tion, the report should specify any wildlife populations that will be
incapable of regeneration.

Other than the above comments, we do not believe the project presents any adverse
environmental affect as for as the planning department is concerned.

C-54



Ve.aIl MIt. Roe.k.e.nbaugh,

In Ile.ply to YOM le.tteJt on AuglL6t 15, 1977, lle.que6:Ung c.omme.nU an the.
above. lle.neJte.ne.ed ile.m, tw Ve.paJttme.nt dbte.c.u YOM atte.ntion to the. noUowing
innoflma:Uon:

In Ile.vie.wing the. VMnt EnvVto nme.n..:tal S:ta:te.me.nt nOll tlli pllO j e.e.t ~ e.ve.M.t
~ :ta:te.me.nU Me. inc..tud ed whie.h e.o ne.eJtn tw Ve.paJr..tme.nt.

On page. 2 paMgtz.aph 2, noUowing ~:ta:te.me.nt -L6 made., "dive.Mion on nlood
n.tow~ will adVe.Muy anne.c.t 132 ae.lle6 06 na.:Uve. ve.ge.:ta:tion on the. Gila IncL.i...a.n
Re6eJtvilion." Tw -L6 pllobably ttz.ue. in the. plloje.c.t Mea, howe.ve.Jr.. nlood nlow~

will anne.c.:t the. Gila IncL.i...a.n Re6eJtva:Uon ac.Jr..M~ Pinal County and into MaJr..ic.opa
County ~ome. 20 to 30 mile6 futant nllom the. te.Jr..minLL6 On the. e.hannu. The.
annual addilionOn 6700 ac.1le. ne.e.t 0n nlood wateJt into the. Gila Riv eJt, and 0nto
the. Gila Indian Re6eJtvilion, p.tlL6 the. inc.Jr..e.a1Jed amount On ~lL6pe.nded ~ed..<.me.nta:Uon

(17 to 25 ac.Jr..e. 6e.et annually) whie.h w..ill be. de.po~iled into the. Gila RiveJt will
c.Jr..e.ate. e.onbide.tz.ably mOIle. 6100ding and de6:tfl.uwon than tw lle.poJr..:t ind..<.e.ate6.
T!lUe., the. nloodway will Ile.due.e. eJtMion, 6100d plain ~e.OM, and ~ ed..<.me.nt de.po~i­

lion in the. Mea downblope. 06 the. nloodway. Howe.veJt a will glle.at.ty inc.Jr..e.Me.
eJto~io n, nlood plain ~ e.OM, and ~ ed..<.me.nt de.pMitio n dOWnbttz.e.am nllom the.
plloje.e.t on the. Gila IncL.i...a.n RUe.Jr..va:Uon.

On page. 60, on the. lle.poJr..:t, me.ntion -L6 made. 06 a bflidge. apPlloUmatuy 12
milu downbttz.e.am nllom the. planned outlet 06 the. 6100dway. Th-L6 bJr..idge.-L6
10e.ated at the. inte.M e.e.:Uo n 06 the. Gila Rive.Jr.. and the. Pho e.nJ.x - MaJr..ie.o pa Hig hway,
whic.h i.A a FedVU1l Aid Se.c.oYLdaJly H.<-ghway '<-YL P.<-nal County. The a.ve.tz.age daily
t!l.annic. on th-L6 Iloadway -L6 in e.xe.u~ 06 4,000 ve.h..<.c..te6. VuJr..ing loe.at .6tOJUnl>
in the. valle.y to the. ~outhe.M:t th-L6 bflidge. p.tlL6 applloUmate..ty % mile. On 1l0adway
aile. ..<.mpa1J~able. due. to nloodwate.M ove.Jr..topping the. Iloadway and bflidge..
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P O. BOX 727
F LORE"'Ct:. AR'ZONA

tj:,232

AuglL6t31,1977

AITN: MIt. ThomalJ G. Roe.k.e.nbaugh
S:ta:te. Co YlJ.> eJtvilio yJ/.Jt

urU.ted S:ta:te6 VepaJttme.nt on AgJUc.uliuJte.
Soil COnbeJtva:Uon
3008 FedeJta1. BuJ.1ding
Phoe.nJ.x, AJUzona. 85025

RE: Vllant EnvVtonme.n..:tal Impae.t
S:ta:te.me.nt - Roo~e.vett WateJt
COnb eJtva:Uon V-L6bU..e.t Floodway.

ROBERT L. STRYKER, DIRECTOR

PHONE
8685801
EXT 245



ThoU1>an.cU, 06 doUaJtJ., Me. J.>pe.nt a6.:teA e.ac.h J.>.:tOJun Itemoving /.>e.d{me.n.:t, de.bw, e.tc..
oJtom the c.hannei. and oL6o oJtom undeJt the bJvi.dge.. .

. The Gili MVeJt haJ.J no de.Mned c.hannei. the.Jte60Jte. the. wa:t.eJt.6 pM.6ing ai.ong
the. Wa:t.eJtc.OuMe. .6pJte.ad ove.Jt mUu on .taYLd. WUh the. a.ddilional wa.:t.eJt, .6e.dime.nt,
debw, e.tc.. whic.h will be added ta the Gila. pJtob.te.m.6 dowYl.6:t.Jte.am wLU gJte.a:tty
..i.nCAeMe..

Thi.6 Ve.paJt:t.ment wouU like. to go 0 n Jte.c.oJtd M bung Opp0.6 ed to thi.6 pJto j ret.
It ..{.,6 veJty appaJte.n.:t the. JtepoJt:t. minim..i.z u the amoun.:t 0 6dama.g e. whic.h w..i.U
oc.c.U1l. dowYl.6:t.Jteam on the Gila. InMan RueJtva:t.ion. A6 the. aJte.a. ai.ong the pJtoje.c.:t.
..{.,6 UJtbanized additiona.f. .6toJtm d/tMnage. w..i.U be. e.n.:teJted ..i.n.:to the o.toodway and
the. ac.Jte 6e.e.:t. into the Gila will ..i.nc.Jte.M e..

Ro beJt:t L. S:t.JtykeJt , V..i.Jt
P..i.nal County H..i.ghwa.y V

RLS:kh

CC: BoaJtd 06 SupeJtV..{.,6oJt
County Adm..i.n..i..6:t.Jta.:toJt
County A:t.:toJtney
P.f.a.nning and Zoning
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Total relocation costs for the items indicated is $83,539.00.

P. O. BOX 21666 . PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85036

September 29, 1977

Attention: Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

Re: Estimated Relocation Costs for A.P.S. Gas Facilities for Soil
Conservation Service Flood Control Channel (Revised Letter, Original
Letter Sent to Mr. Rexford Stone February 25, 1975)

u. S. Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
Suite 326
Arizona Title Building
111 West Monroe Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Thank you for the plans of your proposed project. Our review is completed
and in answer to your request, we submit the following estimates for those
locations which apparently will require relocation of our facilities.

1. Apache Blvd. and Higley Road - Relocate 6" high pressure gas main,
regulator station and 2" mains, $42,364.00.

2. Williamsfield Road east of Power Road - Remove 4" high pressure gas
main from bridge and install beneath flood control channel, and
install regulator station and 2" - 4" main, $13,815.00.

3. Germann Road and R.I.D. Canal - Relocate 6" high pressure gas main,
$27,360.00.

We call attention to item 3, which was relocated in 1974. At the time,
we were told the channel would be 61 deep and 96 1 wide. The plans which
you recently provided indicated a channel 8 1 deep, approximately 200' wide.

Please understand that the estimated costs given here are based on today's
prices, and entirely new estimates must be given if your work is not done
within a period of three months.



Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
September 29, 1977
Page 2

It is possible that there may be other conflicts, and they will be
resolved when more complete plans are available.

We do appreciate your cooperation and will do our best to work with
you on this project.

Sincerely,

~ C. Hafler
Metro Engineering Services

RCH/gac

cc: Norm Colley
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WALTER D. WHITE, Chairman

GEORGE BI RCHETT, Vice·Chairman
JIM MILLER, Secretary·Treasurer

KEN FOOKS, Board Member

LOUIS MOYERS, Board Member
DANA NELSON, Advisory Supervisor
DALE BLACKWATER, Advisory Supervisor

Mr. John Peterson
Asst. State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
230 North First Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

January 10, 1978

Dear John,

Upon review of the Draft EIS for the Roosevelt Water
Conservation District Floodway, we, the supervisors of the
East Maricopa Natural Resource Conservation District, have
these comments.

We believe this project to be a valuable one. It is
well conceived and well designed and justly considers all
interests of those affected both on and off the Gila Indian
Reservation.

The only part of this project we disagree with is the
need for wildlife habitat mitigation. We question whether
this project will result in any loss in wildlife habitat.
We feel that the Floodway will prevent much damage to
irrigated cropland, an important forage area for indigenous
species, and at the same time put additional water into the
Gila River and thereby enhance feed production and cover for
wildlife along the river bottom.

On page 53 to 55 of the Draft EIS, the reason for
mitigation is shown as a loss in habitat in the triangle
area on the Gila Reservation. The project will divert the
flow of runoff & tailwater from this area into the Gila River.
The triangle area is a man made habitat. Its present pro­
ductivity is a result of extra water received mainly from
irrigated lands with some runoff from the present RWCD flood­
way. Furthermore this area is one earmarked by the Gila
River Indians to be brought into cultivation in the near
future. Essentially we are taking water from one area and
moving it to another area and we feel that the overall
impact on wildlife habitat will be, if anything, better,
with the project.
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110 N. Oregon - Chandler, Arizona 85224

WALTER D. WHITE, Chairman

GEORGE BIRCHETT, Vice-Chairman

JIM MILLER, Secretary-Treasurer

KEN FOOKS, Board Member

LOUIS MOYERS, Board Member

DANA NELSON, Advisory Supervisor

DALE BLACKWATER, Advisory Supervisor

-2-

It is our 0p~10n that the purchase of 280 acres of land
elsewhere to mitigate losses due to the project 1s unnecessary
and a waste of taxpayers money. We also wonder how the Game &
Fish Department and Fish & Wildlife Service can demand land be
acquired for lost habitat when the area affected is land over
which they have nothing to say as far as habitat management.

cc: Governor Wesley Bolin
Senator Barry Goldwater
Senator Dennis DeConcini
Representative John Rhodes
Representative Morris Udall
Herb Donald - Maricopa County Flood Control District

Sincerely,

J --0", /1 17 (7
VVl" YY IlXX(--
Jim Miller - Chairman
East Maricopa NReD
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A GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY
SACATON, AZ. 85247

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES
P. O. BOX 97 - (602) 562-3311

October 12, 1977

ATTENTION: Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist

United States Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
230 North First Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Statement - Roosevelt
Water Conservation District Floodway Project

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

In response to your formal request for comments on the above-named project,
this is to notify you that the Tribal Resource Development Committee is
currently conducting extensive review of the draft copy submitted.

While the Tribal Council has already gone on record (GR 179-73) in support
of the project in principle, as you note on Page 69, we are now addressing
our attention to certain specifics contained in the report. Further re­
view will also take place at the Tribal Council level subsequent to this
Committee review.

Serious concern has been expressed regarding the following factors:

- The present capacity of the Gila River is not adequate to accomodate
sedimentation and debris, in addition to major flood waters. As
stated on Page 55, the project will result in an annual increase in
suspended sediment of eight acre-feet, irregardless of the occurrence
of flood conditions. Such accumulated deposits will only function to
further reduce the carrying capacity of Gila River during serious
flooding. No mention is made in your report of any proposed maintenance
or removal procedures to alleviate this inevitable result, nor a desig­
nation of responsibility or liability for any necessary maintenance
methods.

- This Committee is concerned about the location specifics of any road
bridges and railroad bridges scheduled for construction within the
Reservation. We formally request the opportunity to participate in
reviewing the sites for such structures, inasmuch as their location
can have serious impact on access and other travel factors for resi­
dents of this Community.

- We request more specific information as to proposed location for depos­
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ACjcdt

October 12, 1977-2-Rockenbaugh. Thoil1as G.

- As a result of the project, an additional flow of 6,700 acre-feet of
water will be introduced in that reach between the outlet and St.
John's Indian School (Pages 60 and 64), resulting in 10,000 acres
being flooded more frequently. We submit that this is a very gen­
eralized, undocumented statement and, we feel, unrealistically con­
servative. Therefore, we wish to go on record~ in objection to this
seriously adverse environmental impact. Since the Gila River is the
designated "disposal area", in the context of this project, we would
like to see more effective provisions delineated for the protection
of the environment.

its of any excavation materials connected with the entire project,
insofar as they affect Reservation lands. The statement (Page 62)
that "construction ... will not result in any unusual land value
changes" is casual and undocumented. Reservation land is perhaps
the most valuable natural resource of this Community, and its appro­
priate utilization is of prime importance.

It is not our intent to oppose this project, but our comments reflect a
serious concern as to the adequacy of the project plans in preventing critical
and irreversable degradation of the environment of Gila River Indian Reser­
vation. Again, we refer you to GR 179-73 (June 30, 1973): the intent of
the legislation was to support the project and also "create minimum damage
and utilization of reservation lands." We wish to be convinced that this
will indeed occur. It is apparent that adequate maintenance provisions
have been insufficiently addressed in terms of protecting the integrity
of Tribal lands impacted by this project.

cc: Alexander Lewis, Sr., Governor
Donald Antone, Sr., Lt. Governor

~/~
Arnold Charles, Chairman
Resource Development Standing Committee



A GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY
SACATON, AZ. 85247

DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL RESOURCES
P.O. BOX G- (602) 562-3311

(602) 963-4323

December 2, 1977

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh, state Conservationist
United States Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
230 North First Street
Phoenix, AZ 85025

Ref: Review of Draft Environmental Statement ­
Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

As per our letter to you dated October 14, 1977, and as discussed further with
personnel of S.C.S., we are submitting these additional comments on the Draft
E.I.S. for the R.W.C.D. Floodway project.

Mr. T. Niles Glasgow has assured me that our remarks will be included in any
published future reports.

Our concern at this time is with unanswered questions in the Draft E.I.S. and
the preliminary plans. Many of these questions have been discussed with the
S.C.S. staff; h9wever, we believe the questions and answers should be on record.

As stated on Page 5 of the Draft E.I.S., the present flood problems exist be­
cause of man-made conditions which have changed the natural flow over the past
several decades. As more farm land was developed, and other construction took
place - such as canals, roads, housing and industry - natural water courses
were altered. Flood waters now cause damages and inundate areas in ever-increas­
ing degrees.

The R.W.C.D. Floodway will attempt to solve some of these problems, both on and
off the Gila River Indian Reservation; it is the conditions on G.R.I.C. lands
with which we are concerned.

The factors described below are stated briefly in the Introduction and text;
however, we believe they should be explained more fully and, if necessary, more
detailed work performed.

QUEEN CREEK WATERSHED CONTROLS

Recent studies indicate additional problems with the design and construction of
structures for control of flood water. Mr. Bill Mathews, Director, Arizona Water
Commission (Flood Control Division), stated on November 16, 1977 that soils of
low density had been encountered along the alignment, and that costs were rising

to the point where they threaten the benefit-cost analysis.
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WILDLIFE HABITAT

ACCESS ACROSS FLOODWAY

December 2, 1977-2-Mr. Rockenbaugh

Other than crossings of existing State Highways #87 and #93, and the rerouting of
Gilbert Road, no consideration is given to additional at-grade crossings. The
traditional routes of travel for G.R.I.C. residents, and ease of access across
the channel, should be included in the plans.

The report suggests that the loss of wildlife habitat be mitigated by establish­
ment of an additional area forty (40) miles downstream and outside the Reservation
boundaries. This area, besides not being readily accessible to G.R.I.C. residents,
would not be under the jurisdiction of the Tribal Government. This entire evalu­
ation of land vq)ue loss, changes in wildlife habitat, and land use changes in the
project vicinity, plus the resulting effect on the residents of G.R.I.C., does not
provide acceptable answers and should be reconsidered.

The area of wildlife habitat and usable range lands that would be affected is
considerable. Present patterns of flooding, even in minor rains, contribute to
the heavy riparian vegetation along stream beds. The economic value of these
areas should be considered.

Groundwater recharge will be affected and flood water recovery will be reduced.
Rights to existing water, locations of recovery, and changes in sedimentation
and ground water levels should be considered. Diversion of sheet flow wOuld be
a natural consequence of the R.W.C.D. project; this effect should be evaluated.

No funds have yet been set aside for the Queen Creek structure, but construc­
tion has been scheduled for completion in Fiscal Year 19B1.

The design capacity of the R.W.C.D. Floodway is 8,700 c.f.s. The 100-year
flood, without Queen Creek controls and retention structures, would result in
peak flow at about 19,000 c.f.s. in the R.W.C.D.; 8,700 c.f.s. would represent
a flood frequency of 30 years.

GROUNDWATER RECHARGE

The R.W.C.D. Floodway should be evaluated, and benefits and damages determined
for all alternatives, with and without any aniticipated up-stream controls.

FUTURE FLOOD PREVENTION

No government agency or any other group has any program to study flood prevention
specifically throughout the Reservation. The U.S. Corps of Engineers, tradition­
ally charged with such flood control projects and studies, anticipate no future
such analyses. Mr. Bill Worthington, U.S. Corps of Engineers, confirms informa­
tion from Mr. Bill Mathews that the Corps will in general cease making Flood
Plain Information studies in F.Y. 1977. Long range plans for flood plain studies
should be confirmed at this time to specifically include Gila River Indian Reser­
vation ..

Some additional design consideration should be made to include the most adverse
C... 64
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DISPOSAL AREAS

ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES

December 2, 1977-3-

C-65

cc: Governor Alexander Lewis, Sr.

Lt. Gov. Donald Antone, Sr.
Members of the Tribal Council
Mr. Kendall Cumming, B.I.A.
Mr. Lee Thompson, Director, P.& E.

Mr. Rockenbaugh

ADVERSE EFFECTS

No provisions or commitments are included for any maintenance outside the
R.O.W. limits of the f100dway project, or down-stream from the end of the
project.

flood conditions. What is the effect down-stream when all watersheds contrib­
ute to maximum peak flow? What are the possible damages from flooding and the
resulting sedimentation? To give a realistic evaluation of the effect of the
R.W.C.D. F1oodway, a complete hydrological study of the Gila River, from the
Salt River to the east of the G.R.I.C. should be made, and it should assess
effects of additional flows under all circumstances.

MAINTENANCE ON THE GILA RIVER CHANNEL

All archeological reconnaissance surveys should be completed, and all required
procedures complied with. Sites should be mapped, and mitigation plans devel­
oped and approved, prior to preparation of final plans.

The statements (Pages 2 and 64) that adverse environmental impact would affect
132 acres of Reservation land are not adequately addressed. Much of this
"triang1e" area is designated as Project Land (arable but not previously culti­
vated) in the C.A.P. Definite Plan Report (1972); it is also a natural wild­
life refuge.

There appears conflict in the statements (Pages 63-64), " ..•improving wildlife
habitat in the Gila River from the f100dway outlet to St. Johns School" and
the annual introduction of " ...an additional 6,700 acre-feet of floodwater into
the Gila River in the reach between the f100dway outlet and the St. Johns Indian
School". The addition of flood frequency affecting 10,000 acres of Reservation
land (Page 64) will certainly result in inhibiting future development and the
reduction of land value.

"Designated disposal areas" for unusable excavation material and construction
spoil have not been ·identified. We would like to review any such sites in ad­
vance, as they related to G.R.I.C., not "immediate1y before construction" as
stated on Page 16.

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on this proposed project.

Warren Walker, P.E.
Director



SALT RIVER PROJECT
P.O.BOX 1980

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 88001

TELEPHONE 273-~900

October 13, 1977

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
Room 3008, Federal Bui Iding
230 North First Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85025

RE: ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT FLOODWAY - DRAFT EIS

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

The above-referenced Draft EIS has been reviewed by our Water Group,
Power Engineering Department and Environmental Division and no sig­
nificant comments were made. We find no apparent confl ict with any
current or planned SRP faci lity or activity.

Sincerely,

~i1.~
Glenn D. Harris
Environmental Analyst

vem
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Southern Pacific Building. One Market Plaza • San Francisco, California 94105

H. F. DULLY
ASSiSTANT CHIEF

~NGINEER-MAINTEN'"NeE

IN RE~LY PLEASE REFER TO

.... J. KARLOVIC
DISTRICT ENGINEER

J. B.VERNON
DISTRICT ENCINEER-HOU5TON

G. L. MURDOCK
DISTRICT ENGINEER

r letter of August 15
a1 impact statement filed

t 1 Quality for the Roosevelt
odway, Arizona.

W. J. JONE:.

CHIEF EHCINIi.El't

August 19, 1977

This is in referenc
transmitting a draft envi 0
with the Council on Enviro
Water Conservation District
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Southern Pacific
lransportation Company

We are forwarding the im ct statement to our Division
Engineer, D. B. Zumwalt in Tucson, whose territorial
jurisdiction includes the area of the proposed floodway.
Mr. Zumwalt will furnish his comments and recommendations
directly to you after he has had opportunity to review the
statement and its impact, if any, on our lines and operations.

Yours truly,

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh:

Mr. Thomas G. Rockenbaugh
State Conservationist
United States Department 0
Soil Conservation Service
3008 Federal Building
Phoenix, Arizona 850

W. W. ALLEN
ASSISTANT TO CHIEF !ENGINEER

H. B. BERKSHIRE
,. SSISTANT CHIEF ENGINEER

T. H. KRUTTSCHNITT. JR.

ASSISTANT CHIEF

ENG I NEER-ADM I NISTRA.TION

B. G. GALLACHER

ASSISTANT TO CHIEF ENGINEER

J. F. LYNCH
MANAGER-PLANNING AND

BUDGET CONTROL



JAMES A. BLASDELL

7640 N. 10TH AVENUE

PHOENIX. ARIZONA 85021

October 11, 1977

Thomas G. Rockenbaugh;
State Conservationalist
United States Deparbnent of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
Room 3008, Federal Building
230 North First Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85025

Dear Mr. Rockenbaugh;

In reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Roosevelt Water Conservation District Floodway it became ap­
parent that there are a number of items which deserve further
consideration. They are as follows:

1) The Floodway, which of course will not be carrying
water a great majority of the time, lends itself to
use as a parkway and recreational area. The impact
statement on page 63 under "Favorable Environmental
Impacts" states that the project will "improve the
health, welfare, and quality of living in the project
area." This obviously would be greatly enhanced with
the inclusion of a parkway into the project in those areas
where people live in the immediate surrounding areas.

2) The project, as proposed, is going to have a greater
visual impact than that which was acknowledged in the
impact statement. The most extensive landscaping will be
on each side of the road overpasses which will lessen the
impact from the road, but do very little to offset the im­
pact for those living in the area or using it for recrea­
tional purposes. Again, the impact statement states on
page 60 that "The landscape design goal is to minimize
the visual impact of the Floodway." To maximize the
utilization of this otherwise idle area, and to further
meet the previously mentioned landscape design goal,
a park type area seems the logical solution.
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3) On page 51 in the impact statement it is mentioned
that ''Recreation demand is greater than normally
would be expected. Residential development, much
of which is. oriented toward retirement community
accommodations, is expanding at a rapid rate. "
Recognizing this to be the case, a recreational park
area would meet the increasing demand, which is
being placed on proj ects of this nature, to provide
for these types of activities. This type of retirement
community development is becoming most pronounced
along the Floodway north of the Apache trail where
large developments have recently been completed, and
where more are to follow in the near future.

The previous points should be given serious consideration both
in the planning phase as well as in the ultimate construction of the pro­
ject. These points were discussed in a meeting on September 27 of
this year, with Herb Donald, S.H. Brase, Bill Jolly, Les Bond,
John Savicky, and Bob Ward of the Maricopa County Flood Control
District. It was the consenus of those present at this meeting that
a park and recreational area should be es tablished and that it would
be beneficial to both the project and surrounding areas. It is our
firm belief that steps should be taken to insure that the Floodway
will be improved in this manner.

To that end, we have retained Marv Larson of American
Engineering to prepare a cross-section enclosed herewith as an
alternative means to transport the anticipated water flows. It is
our feeling that this cross-section will better provide for the recrea­
tional and esthetic requirements referred to in this letter and the
impact statement. Of particular interest to us as property owners
is that section of the Floodway which extends north of the Apache
Trail (Main Street) in the City of Mesa. This area is experiencing
rapid growth and development, and the existing residents as well
as those to come would benefit greatly from the recreational and
esthetic improvements proposed in this letter.

enclosure
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APPENDIX D

GENERAL LAND OWNERSHIP AND IRRIGATED CROPLANDS
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GENERAL LAND OWNERSHIP AND IRRIGATED CROPLANDS

ROOSEVELT WATER CONSERVATION
DISTRICT FLOODWAY

MARICOPA AND PINAL COUNTIES, ARIZONA
SEPTEMBER 1976

SCIIRCES:

11~~~Af,:i~rJ~;,~ LANDS_ARIZONA STATE LAND DEPARTMENT' NOV. 14

IRRIGATED CROPLAND "cROPLAND ATLAS OF ARIZONA"' ocr. 14

101 234~

N-
:l\;~LE IN MILES




