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FOREWORD

INTRODUCTION

In developing resource management plans for
public jands over which it has management
responsibilities, the Bureau of Land
Management in Arizona began considering wild
and scenic river classifications as early as 1985.

By 1992, 15 river areas including 16 rivers (the
Gila Box area, discussed in the Safford District
Resource Management Plan, included the Gila
and Lower San Francisco Rivers) associated
with Bureau of Land Management administered
public land had been found eligible for further
wild and scenic study. Seven of river arsas
were discussed in the Safford District Resource
Management Plan (1993). Two river areas were
evaluated In the Arizong Strip District Resource
Management Plan (1991) and six were assessed
in the Kingman Resource Management Plan
(1993).

In 1993 four other river areas were evaluated In
amendments to the Yuma District, Phoenix
Resource Area, and Safford District Resource
Managemant Plans.

Following the public, other agency, and
internal review of the draft legislative
environmental impact statement, the State
Director modifled the proposed action by
incorporating the all suitable option for
Clenega Creek into the recommended
alternative. Thus, the recommended
allernative analyzed In the final
aenvironmemntal impact statement includes 14
river study areas. Where appropriate, the
changes in the relevant acreage and mileage
totals have been incorporated into this
document.

ORGANIZATION OF THE LEGISLATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Chapter 1 {Introduction)

Chapter 1 initiates the environmental Impact
statemnent. |t includes a statement of the

purpose and need for the actlon. This is
followed with a description of which Arizona
Bureau of Land Management offices administar
public lands through which the subject rivers
flow. A saction on interrelationships ltemizes
the major types of land use plans (resource
management plans, wilderness areas, areas of
critical environmental concern, and rparian
natipnal conservation areas) pertaining to
potential wild and scenle rivers. A summary of
federal, tribal, state, and local agencies and
private lands is included to ldentify other entities
associated with the river study areas.

The final section in chapter 1 discusses the
scoping procedures and identifies the significant
issues considered in the legislative
environmental impact statement.

Chapter 2 (Ahernatives)

Chapter 2 describes the alternatlves that were
developed to resolve the environmental Issues
and management actlons that are associated
with the implementation of those alternatives.
Four alternatives were defined.

The racommended alternative determines as
suitable and recommends to Congress for
designation into the Nationat Wild and Scenic
Rivers Systemn 14 niver study areas. The
recommended alternative determines six rivers
as nonsultable and doas not recommend these
for designation. The all sultable altemative
datarmines all 20 of the eligible rivers to be
sultable for designation. The legislative
protection alternative determines all or portions
of 15 river study areas that ara not under
legislative protection to be sultable for
designation and determines nonsukability for
river study areas and sagments that are in
wilderness or riparian national conservation
areas already under legisiative protection. The
fourth alternative, no action, determines all 20
eligible rivers to be nonsuitable.



Chapter 3 (Affacted Environment)

The chapter addressing the affected
environment identifies and summarizes tha
resources and other components that could be
affected by implementation of the aternatives.

Chapter 4 (Environmental Consaquences)

Chapter 4 is an analysis of the potential impacts
from implementation of the four alternatives.
The analysis focuses on the identified issues for
gach alternative, summarizes the relevant
elements of the affected environment, identifles
the appropriale management actions that may
cause impacts, and contains a conclusion
identffying tha nature and type of impact.

Chapter § (Consultation and Coordination)

This chapter details the involvement of the
public, and federal, state, and tribal agencies
In the development of the environmental
impact statement. Chapter 5 contains a list
of places and persons to whom copies of the
draft legislative environmental impact
statement were sent, and contains an
extensive record of public comments and
Bureau of Land Management responses.
This record includes the following.

— a summary of the public acoping
meeting comments;

= transcripts of the statements given
at the five public hearings, and
copies of materials submittad for the
record at those hearings;

- copies of letters commenting on
the draft legislative environmental
impact statement, and alachments
gent with those letters.

vi-

All original materials are available for review
at the Arlzona state office.

The River Appendix

The river appendlx contains 20 individual
environmental documents. Each river-specific
document discusses issues and evaluatas the
impacts of implementing two or mora
reasonable alternatives addressing sultabllity
and nonsuitability.

Other Considerations

The numbers of acres and miles mentioned and
discussed in the document are approximations.
River specific managament plans will be
developed alter Congress selects specific rivers
and segments for the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. Management plans will inciude
preclsely defined river corridors and boundariea
and detalled management approaches.

For the purposes of analysis an assumption
also was made that by the time any alternative
in this document is implemented, all plans
mentioned in this document that are now In
preparation stagas will be approved,

In compliance with the Council on
Environmantal Quallty raqulations for
Implementing the Natlonal Environmental Policy
Act, this document concentrates on significant
issues identified in the scoping process (40 CFR
1501.7). A number of concerns were identified
in the scoping meetings. All of the public
comments were considered. Howaver, unless
the concerns were regarded by Bureau of Land
Management personnel to be significant, they
were not analyzed in detail.

Major textual modifications to the draft
document are displayed in bold (dark) print
in this final legislative environmental impact
statement.
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SUMMARY

PURPOSE AND NEED

This document i5 a respanse to three separale
tederal legislative acts associated with land use
management. One is the Federal Land
Management and Policy Act of 1968 which
directs the Bureau of Land Management to
develop land use plans for the public lands (P.L.
94-579, Sec. 202(a)). Anoather is the Wiid and
Scenic Rivers Act which stipulates that in all
"planning for the use and development of water
and related land uses, consideration shall be
ghven ... to patential national wild, scenic and
recreational river areas ... (P.L. 90-542, Sec.
5(d)). The third is the National Environmental
Policy Act which requires agencies to develop a
"detailed statement” addressing environmental
impacts and alternatives of any proposal for
legislation (FL 91-190, Sec 102(C)).

Patential wild and scenic river areas were
identified during the development of seven
separate resource management plans by
Arizona Bureau of Land Management districts
and resource areas between 1985 and 1993.
The river areas were evaluated and, on the
basis of criterla in the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, 20 were determined to be eligible for
additional consideration becausa they were froe-
fiowing and possessed at least one
outstandingly remarkable value that required
special protection. The 20 eligible river areas
were assigned tentative management
classifications as wild, scenic, or recreational.

At this point (early 1983), the State Director
decided to prepare an environmental impact
statement and published a Notice of Intent
{February, 1993). An Internal evaluation was
Initiated to determine the suitability of the rivers
based on criteria defined in the Bureau of Land
Management Wild and Scenic Rivers Manual
(MS 8351.33). Suitability assessments
containing suitahility recommendations for each
river ware completed and made avallable to the
public In September, 1893. The suitability

xiil-

assessments were the basis for the State
Director's selection of the proposed action
discussed in the draft legislative environmental
impact statement to determine 13 river study
areas as suitable and recommend them for
designation by Congress into the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System. A rigorous public
involvement scheduls was launched and 14
public scoping mestings were held throughout
Arizona to identify public issues and concerns
regarding wild and scenic river designation.

Following the public, other agency, and
internal review of the draft legislative
environmental impacl statement, the State
Director modified the proposed aclion by
incorporating the all sultable option for
Cienega Creek into the recommended
alternative. Thus, the recommended
aRkernative analyzed in the final
environmental impaci statement includes 14
river study areas. Where appropriaie, the
changes in the relevant acreage and mileage
iotals have been incorporated into the this
document.

The purpose of the action Is to Identify Arizona
rivers with outstandingly remarkable values and
to (1) determine suitability and recommend
designation by Congress for Inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and (2)
recommend the remaining rivers as nonsuitable
for designation.

ISSUES

Two general types of issues emerged from the
scoping meetings held during March and April
1853. One of these types involved issues and
concerns specifically associated with a
particular river area. These issues focussed on
how desighation might impact access, grazing,
mineral exploration, water rights, recreation,
local development and other local concerns.
These specHic issues were addressed in the
alternatives developed and analyzed in the



QUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES

Rivar Study Arca Soank Recros- Finh and Cultural Gaologic Hydra- Paloon- Agquatic
tian Wildlife and logie talogic
Habitat Historic
Agua Fria River* YES YES YES
Aravaipa Cresk * YES YES
Big Sandy River® YES YES
BN Williams River™ YES YES YES
Bonlits Craak* YES YES YES
Burmo Creek* YES YES YES YES
Cianegn Crank* YES
Francis Croek YES YES
Gila Box: Gila River* YES YES YES YES YES YES
Hasaayarmpa River YES YES
Hot Sprngs Canyan YES
Gila Box: Lowaer San YES YES YEE YES YES YES
Francisco River*
Middla Gila Hiver® YES YES
Paria River®* YES YES YES YES YES
San Padro Rivar YES YES YES YES YES YES
Santa Maria River* YES YES
Swamp Springs YES
Turkey Crask YES YES YES
Virain River* YES YES YES YES
Wright Creek YES YES
—* = Included in tha recommendad altamative = e
YES = Outstandingly remarkable value present
individual river environmental documents ALTERNATIVES

contained In the appendix.

The second type of issues was statewide in
nature. Among the issues were concerns about
dual designation {e.g.: wild and scenic rivar
designation in wilderness areas), mineral
development, tourism, and the protection of the
outstandingly remarkable values. These
statewlde issues were major considerations in
the development of the four alternatives with
their differing combinations of river areas.

xiy

in compliance with the Councll on
Environmental Quality Regulations for
Implementing the National Environmental
Policy Act (40 CFR 1500} a draft legiglative
environmental impact statement waa
prepared and circulated for public review and
comment. The alternatives analyzed in the
draft legiglative environmental impact
ataterment included one that was identified as
the Bureau of Land Management proposed



action. In this final legislative environmeantal
impact statement, the term "proposed action”
has been replaced by "recommended
alternative.

The Bureau of Land Management's
recommendeéd alternative determines the
sultabillty and recommends for designation by
Congress into the Wild and Scenic River System
14 river study areas. Three other alternatives
are analyzed. The all suitable alternative
determines all of the 20 sligible river areas to be
sultable for designation. The legislative
protection altarnative, determines as suitable
those portions of eligible rivers which are not
already protected by wilderness or national
conservation status. A fourth alternative, no
action, determines nonsultability for all 20
aligible river areas.

Each alternative involves a different aggregation
of eligible river areas, acres, and miles. The 14
river areas included in the recommended
alternatlve contain 74,860 acres of public land
and total 241 river miles. The all sultable
alternative consists of 20 river areas
encompassing 103,100 public land acres and
315 river miles. Poartions of 15 river areas are
included in the legislative protection alternative,
This alternative covers 42,550 acres of public
land and 119 river miles. No river areas are
recommended in the no action alternative.

The management actions of each alternative
differ in a variety of ways. For example, each
alternative proposes a different mixture of wild,

scenic, and recreational segments. Since wild
and scenic river designation requires different
levels of protective management for the various
classifications, management actions for the
alternatives consequently vary.

Ongoing management actions associated with
wilderness, riparian national conservation area,
and area of critical environmental concern
administration also differ between alternatives.
This Is due to the different combinations of
legislatively and administratively protected lands
In the alternatives. Approximately 31,000 acrea
of lands in wildemess and 22,000 acres in
tiparian national conservation areas are Includad
in the recommendad altemative. In addition,
the recommended alternativa includes 14,500
acres in areas of critical environmental concamn.
The all sultable alternative has 36,000 acres in
wilderness, 22,000 acres in riparlan national
congervation areas, and 22,600 acres In areas
of critical environmental concern. In contrast,
none of the lands In the legislative protection
alternative are under the legislative protection of
wilderness or riparian national conservation
areas. This alternative does incorporate 21,600
acras under the administrative protection of
areas of critical environmental concern.

A third variation In the management actions is
created by the nonsultabllity recommaendations
in the alternatives. The recommendead
alternative recommends six eligible river areas
as nonsultable. Portions of 12 river eraas are
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recommended as nonsuitable in the legislative
protection alternative. The no action altemnative
recommends nonsuitability for all the eligible
river areas; the all suitable altemativa considers
all the river areas as suitable,

Finally, an additional variation in wild and scenic
river managemeant actions, and ongoing
management actions is caused by the different
combinations of outstandingly remarkable
values in the alternatives. For example, the
recommended alternative includes 11 rivers with
outstandingly remarkable scenic values; tha
legisiative protection afternative includes 12
study areas with outstandingly remarkable
scenic values. Because of this, recreation
management actions, or riparlan vegetation
management actions, or cultural resource
management actions, and so forth, are not the
same in each alternative.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The document analyzes the Impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable values, minerals
development, tourism and dual designation that
would resuit from implernenting the alternatives
that recommend suitability and nonsuitability for
the river arsgs.

Impacts from Implementing the Recommendead

Alternative

The outstandingly rernarkable scenic values on
66,650 acres would beneflt from long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Alver Act. The outstandingly remarkable scenic
valuas on 20,340 acres recommended as
nonsuitable would not have long-term legislative
protection. Protection would be provided by
ongoing management actions.

There would be a beneficial Impact on the
outstandingly remarkable recreation values on
54,330 acres of public fand from long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. On about 3,574 acres
recommended as nonsuitable, the outstandingly
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remarkable recreational values would not
recelve iong-term legislative protection under
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. However,
protection would be pravided by ongaing
management actions.

A beneficial impact from long-term legislative
protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
would affect the outstandingly remarkable
geologic values on 17,880 acres. There would
be no long-term legisiative protection under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for 424 acres
recommended as not suitable. Protection for
these outstandingly remarkable values would be
provided by ongoing management actions.

Thera would be beneficial consequences for the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wiidiife habltat
and aquatic habitat values on 75,440 acres. On
about 27,100 public tand acres there would be
no long-term legistative protection under the
wild and Scenic Rivers Act for the outstandingly
ramarkable fish and wildlife habitat and aquatic
habitat values identified in the eligibility
evaluations, However, protection would be
provided by ongoing management actions.

The outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic,
and paleontologic values on 45,660 acres would
beneflt from long-term legisiative protection
under the Wild and Scenic Aiver Act. The
outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic, and
paleontologic values on 9,600 acres
recommended as honsuitable would not have
long-tarm legislative praotection. Protection for
these outstandingly remarkable values would be
pravided by ongoing management actions.

There would be a beneficial impact on the
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values on
8,900 acres of public land from the long-term
lagislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. On about 430 acres recommended
as not sultable the outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic values would not receive long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. Protection would be provided by
ongaing management actions.



An adverse impact would occur oh minerals
developmeant from implementation of the
recommended alternative. About 2,600 acres
with a moderate-to-high potential for lo¢atable
minerals would be withdrawn. Qver 4,360 acres
with a moderate lpocatable mineral potentlal
would be withdrawn. Nearly 1,240 acres with a
low-to-modarate locatable mineral potentlal
would be withdrawn.

There would be no adverse Impacts on tourism
from implementation of the recommendad
alternative. Minor indirect beneficial impacts
from increased tourism would oceur in Graham
and Greenles counties.

Impacts from Implementing the All Sultable
Alternative

The outstandingly remarkable scenic vaiues on
87,470 acres would bansfit from long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
River Act. There would be a beneficial impact
on the outstandingly remarkable recreational
values on 58,800 acres of public land from the
long-term legislative protection under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. A bengficial Impact from
long-term legislattve protection under tha Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act would affect the
outstandingly remarkable geologic values on
18,300 acres.

There would be bensficial consequences for the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aguatic habitat values on 102,440 acres.
The outstandingly remarkable cultural, histonic,
and paleontologic values on 55,250 acres would
benefit from long-term legislative protection
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. There
would be a beneficiat impact on the
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values on
9,340 acres of public land from the long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act.

A long-term adverse impact would occur oh

minerals development from implementation of
the all suitable alternative. About 2,800 acres
with a moderate-to-high potential for locatable
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minerals would be withdrawn. Qver 5,700 acres
with a moderate lpcatable mineral potentlal
wouid be withdrawn. Nearly 2,480 acres with a
low-to-moderate locatable mineral potential
would be withdrawn. About 1,240 acres with a
low potential for locatable minerals would be
withdrawn.

Theara would be no adverse impacts on tourlsm
from implementation of the all suitable
aitematlve. Minar indirect beneficlal impacts
from increased tourism wouid occur in Graham
and Greenlee counties.

Impacts from Implementing the Legislative
Protection Alternative

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values on
34,010 acras would benefit from long-term
legisiative protection under the Wild and Scenic
River Act. The outstandingly remarkable scenic
values on 53,480 acres recommended as
nonsuitable would not have long-term legislative
pratection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, However, protection would be pravided by
ongoing management actions.

There would be a beneficlal impact on the
outstandingly remarkable recreation values on
18,070 acres of public land from the long-term
lagisiative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. OQn about 43,730 acres
recommended as not sultable the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values would not
raceive long-term legisiative protection under
tha Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Protection for
these outstandingly remarkable values would be
provided by ongoing management actions.

A beneficlal impact from long-term legislative
protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
would affect the outstandingly remarkable
geologic values on 3,240 acres. There wouid
ba no long-term legislative protection under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for 15,050 acres
recommended as not suitable. Protection
would be provided by ongoing management
actlons.



There would be beneficial consequences for the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aquatic habitat values on 41,940 acres. On
about 60,500 public land acres there would be
no long-tarm legislative protection under the
wild and Scenic Rivers Act for the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildlife habitat and aquatic
habitat values identified in the eligibility
evaluations. However, protection would be
provided by ongoing management actions.

The outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic,
and paleontologic values on 20,775 acres would
benefit from long-term legislative protection
under the Wild and Scenlc Rivers Act. The
outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic, and
paleontologic values on 34,480 acres
recommended as nonsuitable would not have
long-term legislative protection. Protection
would be provided by ongoing management
actions,

There would be a beneficial impact on the
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values on
3,240 acres of public land from the long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. On about 9,340 acres
recommended as not sultable the outstandingly
remarkable hydrologic values would not recelve
long-term legislative protection under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. Howaver, protaction
wolld be provided by ongoing management
actions.

A long-term adverse impact would occur on
minerals development from implementation of
the legislative protection alternative. About

2 B30 acres with a moderate-to-high locatable
mineral potential would be withdrawn.
Approximately 5,500 acres with a moderate
locatable mineral potential would be withdrawn.
Another 2,450 acres of low mineral potential
acres would be withdrawn under the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act.

There would be no adverse impacts on tourism
from implementation of the legislative protection

alternative. Minor indirect beneficial impacts
from increased tourism would occur in Graham
and Greenlee counties.

Impacts from Implementing the No Action
Alternative

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values on
87,490 acres recommendad as nonsultable
would not have long-term legislative protection
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
Protaction would be provided by ongoling
management actions. On about 58,800 acres
recommended as not sultable the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values would not
receive long-term legislative protection under
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Protaction
would be provided by ongoing management
actlons. There would be no long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act for 18,290 acres recommended as
not suitable; protection, however, would be
provided by ongoing management actions.

On about 102,440 public land acres there would
be no long-term leglslative protection under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act for the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildlife habltat and aquatic
habltat values Kdentified in the eligibliity
evaluations. Protection would be provided by
ongoing management actions. The
outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic, and
paleontologic values on 55,250 acres
recommended as nonsuitable would not have
long-tarm fegislative protection. Protection
would be provided by ongoing management
actions. On about 5.340 acres recommended
as not suitable the outstandingly remarkable
recreational values would not receive long-term
legislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. Protection would be pravided by
onqgoing management actions.

There would be no adverse impacts on minerals
development from implementation of the all
suitable alternative. There also would be no
adverse impacts on tourism from
implementation of the all sultable alternative.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED

INTRODUCTION

This document complies with the regulations for
implementing the National Environmental Policy
Act Issued by the Council on Environmental
Quality {CFR 1500), the Department of Interior
Environmental Manual (DM 516}, the Bureau of
Land Management Manual 8351 - Wild and
Scenic Rivars - Policy and Program Direction
for Identification, Evaluation, and Management,
the Bureau of Land Managemant Environmental
Handboak {MS 1792-H), and the Arizona
Bureau of Lahd Management Environmental
Handbook {1792-H}).

Environmental impact statements ara not
decision documents. They are a componant of
the decision making process. The
environmental impact statement, however, Is
important because It is developed around a
public involverment process. The process
begqins with public scoping meetings Intended to
focus on significant issues identified by affected
groups. Thesa groups include the public,
federal, state and local agencies, and Indian
tribes. The public involverment pracess
continues with a public review and hearings on
the draft environmental document. Transcripts
of the public hearings and letiers
commenting on the draft, along with
appropriate responses from the Bureau of
Land Management, are incorporated into the
final environmental Impact statermnent.

This document is a final legislativa
environmental impact statement. It has the
same contents as other environmental impact
statements but is prepared for Congressional
action, based on agency recommendations.
AfRer a 30-day public review period, this
document will be transmitted 1o the
Department of the Interior through the
Director of the Bureau of Land

Management. The Secretary of the Interior
transmits the document io Congress for
decisions.

In this document the environmental impacts of
Implementing four alternatives are examined.
One of these Is the proposed Bureau of Land
Managemant action; three other reagsonable
alternatives are examined. Congress can
select any of these alternatives, or portions of
sevaral, in its decision to include rivers in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

The purpose of the action Is to identify Arizona
rivars with outstandingly remarkable values and
to (1) determine sultabllity and recommend
daslgnation by Congress for Inclusion In the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and (2)
recommend the remaining rivers as nonsuitable
for designation.

Tha action is a responsa to the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-542), and complies
with the National Environmental Palicy Act of
1969 (P.L. 91-190) and the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act of 1976 {P.L. 94-579).

THE ELIGIBILITY AND SUITABILITY
PROCESS

The purpose of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542) enacted October
2, 1968, is to preserve in "free-flowing condition”
and to protect for the "benefit and enjoyment of
present and future generations ... certain
selected rivers of the Nation which, with their
immediate environments, possess outstandingly
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish
and wildlife, historle, cuttural, or other similar
values" (Sec. 1(b)).
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CHAPTER 1

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act further states
that in all “planning for the use and development
of water and related land uses, consideration
shail be given by all federal agencies involved to
potential national wild, scenic and recreational
river areas .... The Secretary of the Interior ...
shall make specific studies and investigations to
determine which additional wild, scenic, and
recreational river areas within the Unhed States
shall be evaluated in planning reports by all
Federal agencles as potential alternative uses of
the water and related land resources involved"
(Sec. 5(d)).

In developing resource management plans,
Arizona Bureau of Land Management personnel
became aware of the need to inventory and
classify rivers in the resource areas and districts
in order to develop management strategies and
techniques to protect each river's resource
values,

As mentioned earier, eligibility evaluations that
identifled rivers with free flowing characteristics
and outslandingly remarkable values were
conducted as part of the Arizona Bureau of
Land Management Resource management
planning process. By 1993 there were 19 river
areas identified as river siudy areas. The 19
river study areas contained 20 rivers. Half-mile
wide corridors were defined for each river
segment in accordance with the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act (1/4-mile on each side).

Waterways in the Study Areas were assigned
tentative classlHfications for protective
management as Wild, Scenic, or Recreational
on the basis of criteria in the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act.

(1) Wild rlver areas -- Those rivers or
sections of rivers that are free of
impoundments and generally
inaccessible except by trail, with
watersheds or shorelines essentially
primitive and waters unpolluted, These
represent vestiges of primitive America.

(2) Scenic river areas -- Those rivers or

sections of rivers that are free of
impoundments, with shorelines or
watersheds still largely primitive and
shorelines largely undeveloped, but
accessible in places by roads.

{3) Recreational river areas - Those
rivers or sections of rivers that are
readily accessible by road or railroad,
that may have some development along
their sharelines, and that may have
undergone some impoundment or
diversion in the past (P.L. 90-342, Sec.
2(b)).

The Bureau of Land Management has defined
management objectives and standards for the
three categorles of rivers. The following
summarizes the management objectives and
standards contained in the Bureau of Land
Management Manual 8351 - Wild and Scenic
Rivers - Policy and Program Direclion for
Identification, Evaluation, and Management,
Copies of the Manual are avallable for reference
in the Arizona Bureau of Land Management
Field Offices.

(1) Wild Rivers:

Management of wild river areas should
give primary emphasis to protecting the
values which make It outstandingly
remarkable while providing river-related
outdoor recreation opportunities in a
primitive setting.

Allowable management practices might
include construction of minor structures
for ... [improvement of fish and game
habitat, grazing protection from fire,
insects, or disease, rehabilltation or
stabilization of damaged resources],
provided the area will remaln natural
appearing and the practices or
structures are compatible and in
harmony with the environment.
Developments such as trail bridges,
occaslonal fencing, natural-appearing
water diversions, ditches, flow
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measurement or other water
management devices, and similar
facllities may be permitted i they are
unobtrusive and do not have a
significant direct and advarsa effact on
the natural character of the river area
(MS 8351.51A).

(2) Scenic Rivers:

Management of scenic river areas
should maintain and provide outdoor
recreation opportunities in a near-
natural setting. The basic distinctions
between a "wild" and a “scenic” river
area are the degree of development,
types of land use, and road
accessibillty. In general, a wide range
of agricultural, water management,
silvicultural, and other practices or
structures could be compatible with
scenic river values, praviding such
practices or structures are carrled on in
such a way that there is no substantial
adverse effect on the river and its
immediate environment.

The same considerations set farth for
wild rtver areas should be considered,
except that motorized vehicle use may,
in some cases, be appropriate and that
development of larger scale public-use
facilities within the river area, such as
moderate-sized campgrounds,
interpretive centers, or administrative
headquarters would be compatible if
such facilties were screened from the
river (MS 8351.51B).

{3) Recreational Rivers:

Management of recreational river areas
should give primary emphasis to
protecting the values which make it
outstandingly remarkable while
providing river-related outdoor
recreation opportunities in a recreational
setting. Recreational classification is a
determination of the level of

development and does not prescribe or
assume recreation development or
enhancement. Management of
racreational river areas can and should
maintain and provide outdoor recraation
opportunities, The basic distinctions
between a "scenic® and a "recreational”
river area are the degree of access,
extent of shoreline develapment,
histarical impoundment or diversion,
and types of land use. In general, a
variety of agricultural, water
management, silvicultural, recreational,
and other practices or structures are
compatible with racreational river
valuas, providing such practices or
structures are carrled on In such a way
that there Is no substantial adverse
effect on the river and lts immediate
environment.

Recreation facilities may be established
in proximity to the river, although
recreational river classification does not
require extensive recreational
development. Recreational facilities
may still be kept to a minimum, with
visitor services provided outside the
river area. Future construction of
impoundments, diversions,
straightening, riprapping, and other
maodification of the waterway or
adjacent lands would not be permitted
except in instances where such
developments would not have a direct
and adverse effect on the river and lis
immediate environment (MS 8351.51C).

In the summer of 1993, In response to a request
of the Arizona Congressional delegation,
suitability assessments for each of the 20 rivers
were prepared by the Arizona field offices. The
assessments addressed suitability and
nonsultability determinations for each of the
rivers. Factors considered in the suitability
determination for each study area were based
on the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (e.g.. Section
4(a)) and the Bureau of Land Management Wild
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and Scenic Rivers Manual (MS 8351: Policy and
Program Direction for Identification, Evaluation,
and Management).

The factors included the following
considerations:

+ Characteristics which make the area
a worthy addition to the Mational Wild
and Scenic Rivers System.

« Status of landownership, minerals
{surface and subsurface), use in the
area, including the amount of private
land invalved and associated or
incompatible uses.

= Reasonably foreseeable potential uses
of the land and related waters which
would be enhanced, foraclosed, or
curtailed if the area were included in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System, and the values which could be
foreclosed or diminished if the area is
not protected as part of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers Systam.

= Federal, public, state, tribal, local, or
other interests in designation or
nondesignation of the river, Including
the extent to which the administration of
the river, including the costs thereof,
may be shared by state, local, or other
agencies and Individuals.

« Estimated cost, if necessary, of
acquiring lands, interests in lands, and
administering the area if it Is added to
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System.

= Abliity of the agency to manage
and/or protect the river area or
segment as a wikd and scenic river, or
other mechanisms (existing and
potential) to protect identified values
other than wild and scanic river
designation.

« Valid historical or existing rights which
could be adversely affected.

» Additional issues and concerns.

Thage reports, completed in Septamber 1993,
ware distributed to the Congressional
delegation, affected state, federal, and local
agencies, Interast groups, and libraries
throughout the state. The Bureau of Land
Management, in wrlitten notification to nearly
1,000 people who had expressed interest in wild
and scenic rver information, and statewide
press releases, announced the avallabllity of
these reports. Coples were flled and made
available for review at libraries and Burgau of
Land Management offices In Arlzona and St.
George Utah. Chart 1-1 identifies factors
considered for suitability determination for
each river study area in the development of
the recommended alernative (P.L. 90-542,
Sec 4(a}); BLM MS 8351.33A).

The Arizona State Director reviewed these
assessments and concluded that all or parts of
13 Arizona rivers were sultable and should be
recommended for designation Into the National
Wiid and Scenic Rivers System. The State
Director's recommendation for the 20 Wild and
Scenic River study arcas was Identified In the
draft environmental impact statement as the
proposed action. In this final anvironmental
impact statement the State Director’s
recommendation ia identified as the
racommended sliternative.

The environmental impacts of the recommended
alternattve for suliability determination and other
reagonable alternatives are analyzed in the
environmental documaents contained in tha rivar
appendix. There are at least two alternatives for
each river study area: the recommended
alternative and no action. In the case of river
study areas where the recommended alternative
recommends suitability as Wild, Scenic,
Recreational tha no action altarnative
recommends nonsultabillty. Where the
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recommended alternative Is for nonsuitability,
another alternative examines the impacts of

determining all the eligible segments suitable.
In soma cases, where it is reasonable, a part

suitable alternative, which recommends
sultabillty only for part of the eligible segments,
is analyzed as a third altemative.

CHART 141
SUITABILITY ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

and importance in the region’s landscapa and
histery. Spacial protection of the free-flowing
values and outatandingly remarkable valuss iz
raquirad.

Meatropalitan srea could thrasten fras-
flowing values end values in the future.
BLM manages 94% of the acreage in
cotrider,

RIVER 3TUDY CHARACTERISTICS WHICH OTHER MAJOR SUITABILITY BLM SUITABILITY
AREA SUPPORT/DO NOT SUPPORT FACTORS RECOMMENDATION
PESIGNATION (RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE)
Agua Fria River Agua Fria has besn racognized for uniguensas Futurs population growth of Phoanix Throe ssgments (22.4 mi.)

racommended suitable.

Avavaips Crook

Due to the quantity ond divarsity, the craok
poriorsos Netionally significant outstandingly
ramarkable waluas worthy of racognition in the

NWSRS.

Dsignation would expend the
repressntation of the Mexican Highland
Saction of the Basin and Range
Physicgraphic Province in tha NYWSRS,

Only segment {10 mi.}
recorrwnendad suitabls,

Hig Smndy Rivar

Potential reiging of Alamo Qam would
threatan the frae-flowing valuas of Segmant
B, which includes an sxtrsmaely valusbla
riparian scosyztem, providing significant
habitat for birds, fish, andangerad species and
othar wildlifa, Spacisl managamant protection
in naaded in the recammended Hver ssgmaent.

Meat of the area in Segment A i
racommended az nonsuitabla bacsuaa it
ia in athar than public ownarship, 0
protaction of valuas by BLM would be
impractical,

Sagrmant A [19.0 mi
racommendad nonsuitable.

Segrmant B {892 mi)
racommeondad suitablo.

Bill Willimmes
River

This river would ba & uniqua sddition to tha
NWERS as a raprassniativa of tha Sonoran
Dassrv/Msxican Highland trsnsition of the
Basin and Rangs Physiographic Provinca;
doxignation would protect fise-flowing
characteristics and outstandingly ramarksbls
fish and wildlife, scenic and recraation values,

With dasignation, BLM woukd ba provide
pratection for tha outstandingly
rermarkable values of 21.1 miles of river
corridar, complasmenting the
management of tweo sdjacent wildernoss
areaa. The Fish snd Wildlifa Bervics,
administers, and has daterminad to be
aligible, an additionsl 11 mila gagment
furthar dawnstream,

All BLM segmente (11,1 mi)
recommuanded suitable.

Bonita Craak

Racommended segment hes netionally
#ignificant fish sod wildlife habitat, av well as
uniqus cultural sites of national importance in
Americen archasology. These desarve
protection, as part of tha NWSRS.

Lowaer portion recommendad nenguiteble
conaiderad unmanagesble as a
componant of tha NWSRS bacausa of
nghts and cperations of city primery
watsr gystam snd pressnce of 4 parcsls
of priveta lend totalling 350 acres.

Partial aagment (8.7 mi.)
recommended suitable,

Remainder of segment (0.9
mi.} recommended
nonsuitabla,

Burre Creek

Tha sagrients recornmended represent the
beat asctions in terma of zcenic quality and
primiliva racraation. The most apactaculer
canyonianda along Burro Creek are includad in
thesa segrmants, Specisl raxource protaction
of scenic, racreationsl, and cultural valuss
would ba afforded in the long term by
proposed dasignation on federsl portiona of
the river {7,190 ac.).

Substantial State Trust {2,840 &c.} and
private lands {3,350 ac ) axist in
Segments A, C, and E. Local sentiment
ig againgt designation of Burro Craak.
Etate of Arizona has not supported or
opposad designation. Same thraats to
acenic quality from mining activitias
sxist without designation,

Portien of Segmant A [2.2
mil; entire Sagment B (8.5
mi}; all of Sagment D (8.0
milaa) and portion of
Segrrent E (5.5 ra.) be
recommanded suitable.
Segment C (7.1 mi.),
portion of Segment A (11.3
mi.), and portion of
Seqment E (8.0 mi.)
racommandsd nensuitable_
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RIVER STUDY
AREA

CHARACTERISTICS WHICH
SUPPORT/
DO NOT SUPPORT OESIGNATION

OTHER MAJOR SUITABILITY
FACTORS

BLM SUITABILITY
RECOMMENDATION
(RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE)

Cianaga Crask

Tha asgments ara not nationally significant,
thera are no thraots to fras-flowing valusa or
outatandingly remarkable valuas, and no
sdditional pratactive management nesded for
habitat of endangered Gila topminnow.

No substential chenges in management
would occur if river asgmants wears
sdded to NWSRS.

Begments A (4.0 ml.) ewd
B {6.5 mi_} recommandad
wultwble.

Francis Creek

Thix is not a nationally significant river
sagrrenit, but is locslly significant since the
community of Bagdad gets 86% of its
domestic water from this stream and has a
accasn road and pumping station lacatad in the
midgaction of the segment. Ne known threats
to frew-flowing charactariatica in forazeanbla
future exist.

The msjority of this ssgment is in
private ownarghip {1,870 a¢,) and Stata
Trust land swnership (530 ae.).
Manageskility by BLM portions {1,380
az) could ba difficult since the private
land ownars oppoas designation.

Segment (11.4 mi.} Ia
racommandad nonauitabla,

Gila Box: Gila
River

This is & nationally aignificent waterway, and
an intagral part of the nation’s snd Arzona’s
history. Todmy the river eontinues ita role in
modarn sociaty providing water for mining,
egriculture, and domastic usas, habitat for
wildlife, and opportunities for racreation.
Dasignation would add pratastian to the
values, enaure continusd comirwrciel ard
recreational use, andgd to sansure its lagacy for
future genarations.

Thera are ne valid exiating rights,
current land uses, edjacent private land
uzay, land ownarship pattemns, upstrasm
wirter rights, ar othet Esuws that could
impair BLM's ability 1o prassrve the
fraa-flowing nature and outsiandingly
rervarkeble valuss,

Threo river ssgrmenis {206.0
mi.) sre recommended
suitabla,

Hassavarmpa
River

The Hassayampa River would be unmanageshle
as & whols. Tha majority of private land
ownership is by a multituda of pwners. Public
Land swnarship in Sagments A and C accounts
for about 24% of the total river area, Mining is
pradarninant use in Segment €.

The majority of Segment B is edequately
protactad in Hassayampa Rivar Canyon
Wikisrness. There are no threats of
davalopmant ar othar actiona which
could bas preventsd through a NWSRS
dexignation,

Three river segments (33.4
mi.} are racommended
nansuitable,

Hot 8prings
Canyan

The segment is not nationally =ignificant, there
are no threats to free-flowing valuea or
outatandingly remarkable values, and no
additiorial protective mansgement needed for
figh and wildlifa vaiues.

It not designated, would be managed as
part of the Swamp Springa/Hot Bprings
Watershad ACEC. If designated, there
would ba little, it any change from
currant managesmaent.

QOne segment (5.0 mi.) is
racommeanded ax
nonsuiteble,

Gila Box: Lowar
Sen Francisco
Rivar

This rivar ix nationally snd ragionally significant
dus to the rele it playsd in the sxploration and
mattlarment of tha Southwest, Dasignation of
recornmanded segmeants would axpand the
raprexantation of tha Maxican Highlands
saction of the Baxin and Rangs Physisgraphic
Pravines in thea NWSRS, whils providing special
protaction to the sutstandingly remarkeble
hydrologic and racraation valuas,

N axisting or plannsd uses would bs
advarasly affactad by dasignation.
Future slectnca neads at the mine in
Morenci and ths preasnce of privata
land aslong the river may create
managaability problaed in the uppet snd
of Sagment 1. Continuad growth of
tailing impoundments north of the study
fiver could dagrade tha sutstanding
acanary.

The lewer and of Sagment

1 {3.4 milas) snd Segment
2 (3.0 mi,) ara
racornmanded sulisble. The
uppar end of Segment 1
{1.8 wv.) is racommeanded
nonsuitable,
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RIVER 5TUDY
AREA

CHARACTERISTICS WHICH
SUPPORT/
DO NOT SUPPORT DESIGNATION

QOTHER MAJOR SUITABILITY
FACTORS

BLM SUITABILITY
RECOMMENDATION
{RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE)

Middle Gila
River

The faderal portions of Jegment 3 would
benefit by special mansgsmant protaction of
scenic, recraational, wildiife habitat, and
goologic valuas. Tha remaining segmants
racommanded a¥ nonsuiteble due to the
difficulty of mansgaability dus to ths amount
of private and tribal lands.

The Sen Carlos Apache Tribe which
owne 19.1 milss of shorsline out of the
32 milew of rivar ssgmant hay strongly
spposed siding the Middla Gila to the
NWERS, . No known groposale which
waould thraatan fras-flowing valuasz,
howaver, major flooding (1992-93) could
trigger futurs impoundment propoaals.

A pordon of Segment 3
(7.5 mi.) is recommmnded
suitabls.

Segiments 1 {56 mi.), 2
{12.6 mi.}, and the
rernainder of 3 {8.5 mi.) are
racomimancded nonsuitable.

Paria River

Quistandirg scenic velues conaisting of deep,

narrow colorful sandstone gorges to 2,800
fuet it depth. Exemplifias the clazsic
wtructursl gaslogic features of the Colorsde
Plateau in its 7 leyered formations and
srozive patterny. Faquires special
management protection bayond ths
protection provided by the wildarnasa
deaignation.

Dasignetion would not senously restrict,
curtail, or foreclose any on-going or
proposed activitias.

Tha Arizona Stri Rasource
Mansgement Plan (1892)
praviously recommended
BLM Arizoria st
suitable {28 mi.), ox well as
an edditionsd 7 miles
managsd by the Dapartment
of Intadior in Utah and
Arizana

San Padra Rivar

The river is a nationally prominent riparian
acoryatem and revke as the top aras in the
wasntern h hera for palsantcl | sitnn
aszaciated with asdy mankind, Groundvester
dapletion on sdjacant lands and in Maxico
coukl sdversaly aHact suriace flows.

The 2.0 miles recommanded as
nonauitable lia beatwesn the scuthern and
northorn saclions of the San Pedre
Riparisn NCA. Thess were found
nonauitabis bacauss a dacision waa
mirde not to acquire saserments for
accass.

Two river ssgments {44 mi.]
arw recornmended suitable.
A portion of ons sagment
12.0 au.| of privete land ix
racarmmandad noneuitabla.

Santa Maria
River

Potantial raising of Atameo Dam weould
thraatan the free-flowing valuas of Segment
A, which includes sn axtramasly walusbla
riparian ecosystam, providing significant
hebitat for birdz, fizh and gthar wildlifa, This
sagmant is currently an important
backeountry travel route in the Arraztrs
Mountain Wildsrnase Ares, Spacial
managerment protection is needed in the
racommendad rivar ragmant,

Tha gagmantz not recommandead for
dusignation wers determited nonsuitable
bacause tha protaction of outl'tnndinqu
remarkable valuex wauld be
unmanageabla by BLM, dus to the
interminglad land ownarship (private and
State Trust Lands).

Portien of Ssgmant & {17.8
i) in recammended
auitable, Tha remainder of
Ssgmant A

{3.4 mi.} and Segrment B
{17.8 mi.) ara racommendad
nensyitable.

Swirnp Springs

The sagrrent iv not nationally aignificant,
thera ara na known thraots to fres-flowing
valuss or autitandingly ramarkable veluss,
and no sdditional protective mansgement
nasded for witdlife apacias,

If not dasignated, wauld ba mansgad as
part of the Swamp Springs/Hot Bprings
Watershed ACEC. It designated, there
wisuld b littls, If any thangs frorm
current management.

One ssgmant (2.6 mi.) in
racormmanded nonsuitable,

Turkay Crask

Tha river acaa is not considarad uniqus or of
natisnal importance, thers are no thiests to
tha free-flowing charactediatica, and
outatandingly remarkabla valuas ae
adaquataly protected in an ACEC,

Wildernasa, ACEC, and riparian
managamant woukd provide essentislhy
thes sama protaction alordad by NWEBRA
designation.

Ona gagrmeant [3.2 mi.) is
recommendsd nonsuitable,

10




RIVER 5TUDY
AREA

CHARACTERISTICS WHICH
SUFPORT/
DO HOT SUPPORT DESIGNATION

OTHER MAJOR SUITABILITY
FACTORS

BLM SUITABILITY
RECOMMENDATION
(RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE}

The Viegin Fiver would ba » worthy sddition
1o tha NWESRS, bacauss it would be the anly
repreratative dver in B TaNSItIon Zone

LM reconmivends four
sagmanris in Arirons
recommended s mutshis,
but proposes thet Congress
drwcl affacted agenchs in

oly raquITe developmant upsiresm in sartasay Utah, Ariror, smd Maverin
mpacinl ITMEUHETMNTL PrOTieTtON. Ungh, to stwdy =n & MWERA S{n)
Study Fiver.

Whight Crwek The wning i not netionally or egionally Although geversl locel interest in O river sagrmant
wgraficant, no trasts 10 free-Rowing vk, Congrassiansl designation may be 113.0 mii} rmcommmandad
and curteiendingly remarkable velues have congdered modersts to high, Weight nommstsbls
sdecgante protection in Ares of Critical Croak by itsslf has garrsted Stthe
Environnsintel Concem spacific commant.

e
RIVER STUDY AREA MANAGEMENT The Phoenix Disirict
Arizona Bureay of Land Managament public The Phoenix Disirict consists of

lands are administered by a state office, four
district offices, and ten resource area offices.

The Arizona Strip Disirict

The Arizona Strip District administers nearly 2.9
million acres, or more than 54 percont of the 5.3
million-acre Arizona Sirip. The area s
composed of lands north and west of the
Calorado River 1o the Utah border, and west to
the Nevada border. The disirict and resource
area offices are in 5t George, Utah,

Mast Arizona Sirip Disirict lands are located in
the Colorado Plateau physiographic province;
the western postion Is located in the Basin and
Range province.

The Artzona Sirip Disirict administers public
iand in two of the wild and scenic river study
areas. The Virgin River stixly area Is
administered by the Shivwits Resource Area.
The Paria River study area ks administered by
the Yermilion Resource Area.
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7.1 million acres of land generally located in the
ceniral and western portions of the stale. The
district hags three resowsrce area offices, each
responsible for a different geographical subarea.
Eight wild and scenic river study areas are
managed by the Phoenbe District.

Five of these shxly areas are in the Kingman
Resource Area, which covers about 2.6 milllon
acres in west contral Arizona.  The study areas
include the Big Sandy River, Burmo Creek,
Francis Creck, the Sania Maria River, and
Wright Creelc

The Phoenix Resource Area manages nearly
one million acres of public lands in central and
eastem Arizona. Three of the wild and scenic
river study areas are administered by this
resowce area.  The study areas are the Agua
Fria River, the Hassayampa River, and the
Middis Gla River below Coolidge Dam.

The third Phoenbc District resource area office,
the Lower Glla Resource Area, manages over
3.7 milion acres in west cantral Artzona. A
postion of the Santa Maria River is in this
resource area. Tahle 1-1 lists the 20 rivers and
theair outstandingly remarkable values.
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TABLE 1-1
OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES
River Study Araa Sgenic Recrea- Fish and Cuttural Geologic Hydro- Paleon- Aguatic
tion Wildlife and logic tologic
Habitat Hintoric
Aguas Fria River® YES YES YES "
Aravaipa Creek " YES YES YES "
Big Sandy River* YES YES
Bill Willlame Rivar* YES YES YES
Bonita Creek” YES YES YES "
Burro Crook* YES YES YES YES “
Cianeaga Crask* YES
Francia Croak: YES YES
QGila Box: Gila River* YES YES YES YES YEZ YES
Haszsayampa Rivar YES YES
Hot Springs Canyon YES
Gila Bax: Lower San YES YES YES YES YES YES
Francisco River*
Middla GHia River* YES YES
Paria River* YES YES YES YES YES
San Padro River YES YES YES YES YES YES
Santa Maria River™ YES YES
Swamp Springs YEE
Turkey Croek YES YES YES
Virgin River* YES YES YES YES YES
Wright Creek YES YES

¥ = Included in tha racammeandad altemative
YES = Outstandingly remarkable valus pragant

The Safford District

The Safford District covers approximately 1.8
million acres of public land In southeastern
Arizona from Tucson east to the New Mexico
barder and south from Winkelman to the
Mexican border. Nine wild and scenic river
study areas are in the Safford District.

The Gila Resource Area, one of three resource

area offices in the Safford District, manages five
wild and scenic river study areas. These are
Aravaipa Creek, Bonita Creek, Gila Box: Gila,
Gila Box: Lower San Francisco River, and
Turkey Creek.

Four wild and scenic river study areas are
administered by the Tucson Resource Area.
These include Cienega Creek, Hot Springs
Canyon, the San Pedro River, and Swamp
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These include Clensga Creek, Hot Springs
Canyon, the San Pedro River, and Swamp
Springs Canyon,

No river areas were determined to be suitable in
the third Safford resource area, the San Simon
Resource Area.

The Yuma District

The Yuma District covers nearly 2.5 million
acres of public land in western Arizona and
about 80,000 acres in Calfornia. The Havasu
Resource Area manages public land in the Bill
Williams river study area. There are no eligible
rivers in the Yuma District's Yuma Resource
Area.

INTERRELATIONSHIPS

While the management of the wild and scenic
rivers discussed in this document would be the
responsibility of the Bureau of Land
Management, the administration of the river
study areas has a number of interrelationships.
Among these are the existing land uses
astablished by the Bureau of Land Management
for public lands.

This section summarizes four of the
management areas in which the wild and scenic
river study areas are located, and lists some of
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the federal, tribal, and state agencies that
wolld be affected by future river management.
County and private land data are also listed.

Management Areas

The Bureau of Land Management has
administrative responsibillties for more than 14
million acres of public land In Arizona.
Management actions and uses on all of the
Bureau of Land Management public lands are
governed by land use plans. In addition,
special management guidance governs actions
and uses on a variety of ather planning units
including wilderness areas, riparlan national
conservation areas, areas of critical
environmental concern, special management
areas, recreation management areas, riparlan
management greas, and livestock grazing
allotments, Details on four special categories of
management are discussed helow.

= Land use plans

Approximately 90 percent of the 14.2 milllon
acres of Arizona public lands are under
resource managament plans developed since
1984. The remainder is under a management
framework plan developed in 1983. Table 1-2
lists the subject rivers and associated land use
plans.
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TABLE 1-2
RIVERS BY RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

AESOURCE MANAGEMENT FLAN (RAIF) TOTAL RIVER STUDY AREA IN RMP
{BLM PUBUC LAND ACRES)

Phoonin Resowrcs Ares 710

Safford Dimtiict 3,200

Kingman Rowource Aros 4,220

Yisma District 4,650

Satford Districr 3510

Kingman Resowrco Aros 9,460

Safford Dhstrict Amondmont 3,200

Kingman Resawrco Arms 1,280

Saffon] District 7480

Fhoonix Rosowrce Area 6, 305

Hationd District 1,600

Sattord District 1,674

Gaffond Daortrt 8,130

Arrona Stvip DHstrict 8,800

Safford District Amendmont 12,266

Kingman Resource Arsa 7.080

Saffond District 640

Safford District 1,100

Arizons Strip District 9,14

Kingman Resource Ama 38481
= Wildemness Areas August 8, 1984), the Arizona Wildemess Act of

1984 (265,600 acres; August 28, 1984), and the

Wildemess areas are authorized by Congress. Arizona Desert Wildemess Act (1,260,000 acres;
The Asizona Bureau of Land Management Is November 28, 1990).
responsible for approximately 1.4 milion acres
of wildemess. Arizona wildermess areas wene Table 1-3 lists the dligible wild and scenlc river
ereated under three separate bills: the Aravaipa study areas and the approximate acres in

Wilderness Act of 1984 (6,699 acres; wilderness areas.

14
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TABLE 1-3
RIVERS BY WILDERNESS AREA

RIVER AREA WILDERNESS AREA TOTAL RIVER TOTAL RIVER STUDY PCT OF RIVER 5TUDY

STUDY AREA AFEA N AFEA IN

alLM PURLIC WILDERNESS WILDERNESS

LAND ACRES) (ACRES)
Agua Fria*® 6710 o0
Aravaips® Aravsipa Canyon 3,200 3,200 100.0
Big Sandy* Asrsstra Mountsin 4220 2,580 al
Bl Willarms " Rewhido Mountows 5.149 2.750 Gi4

Swanses 1.800 .0
Bonita Crook = 3,570 00
Burro Cresk® Uppor Burmo Creek 9,460 3,226 34.1
Cionogs Croek™ 3,200 0.0
Francs Crook Uppor Burve Crook 1,360 Ll 4] 395.3
Glils Box™ 7.460 0.0
Hassayampa Hassgyampa Fiver Canyon 6,388 A5 5.2
Hot Springs 1.600 0.0
Lowsr San Francisco 1.974 0.0
Mad Gilm = Noadia's Eyn 6,130 2,740 N5
Parin® Paxia-Veonmilinn Clitie 8,960 8880 1000
San Podio* 12,268 0.0
Santa Maria * Arrasira Mot 7.080 4 270 603
Swamp Springs Rodfickd Canyon 640 640 80.0
Turkay Crook Aravaipa Canyon 1.100 70 sa@
Virgin"® Palute-Beaver Dam 9. 344 5.000 5.5
Wiighs Craak 3,861 0.0
Totula 103,660 3B, 660 373
Management actions and uses in widemeass Table 1-4.

areas ane govemned by the Wilderness Act and
management plans developed by the Bureau of
Land Management.

« Riparian national conservation areas
Information on the approcdmate acreage of the

riparian national conservation areas in eligible
wild and scenic river shudy areas is shown In

Riparian national conservation areas are
established by Congressional authority. in
Arizona the San Pedro River Riparian National
Conservation Area (54,189 acres with an
additional 6,521 acres acquired by exchange)
was estahlished November 18, 1988; the Gila
Bax Riparian National Conservation Area
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{20,900 acres) was created November 28, 1590 by the Arizona Desert Wilderness Acl.
TABLE 1-4
RIVERS BY AREA OF RIPARIAN NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA (RNCA)
AIVER AREA RIPARIAN NATIONAL AIVER STUDY AREA AIVER STUDY AREA PCT OF RIVER
CONSERVATION AREA {RNCA) (ACRES) IN RNCA {ACRES) STUOY AREA IN
RNCA,
Agun Fria* 6,710 0.0
Aravaipa® 3,200 0.0
Big Sandy® 4,220 0.0
Bill Williams* 4,660 0.0
Bonlta Croak™ Glla Box Riparian National 3,670 3.%70 100.0
Coneervation Araa
Burro Creek*” - 9.460 a.0
Cienaga Crook* 3,200 0.0
Francis Creek 1,360 00
Gila Box™ Gila Box Ripadan Natlonal 7.460 B, 050 100.0
Congervation Area
Hasmayampa 6.286 0.0
Hot Springs 1,600 0.0
Lowar San Gila Box Riparian National 1,874 40 241
Francisco ® Conservation Area
Mid Gila* 8,130 0.0
Parla* B,960 0.0
San Pedro* San Pedro Riparian National 12,256 17,258 100.0
Conservation Araa
Santa Marla® 7,080 0.0
Swamp Springs 640 L1 ]
Turkay Creek 1,100 0.0
Virgin* 9,344 0.0
Wright Creek 3,861 0.0
TOTALS 103,660 23,326 229

= Racommended alemative

« Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Arizona have been established to protect and
preserve historic, cultural, scenic, fish and

Areas of critical environmental concern are wildlife habitat, riparian and vegetation,

gstablished by administrative action through the geologic, paleontologic, recreation, and

land use planning process in accordance with hydrologic resource values.

the Federal Land Management and Policy Act of

1969. Areas of critical environmental concern in Arizona has 621,286 acres In 55 separate areas

16
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of critical environmental concern. Table 1-5
shows the eligible wild and scenic river study

areas and appropriate area of critical
environmental concern acreage.

TABLE 1-5
RIVERS BY AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC)

RIVER AREA AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL TOTAL RIVER TOTAL RIVER PCT RIVER

CONCERN {ACEC) STUDY AREA STUDY AREA IN S5TUDY AREA IN

{BLM PUBLIC ACEC (ACREE) ACEC
LAND ACRES}

Agua Fria* Parry Masa 6.710 2,160 32.2
Aravaipa*® 3,200 0.0
Big Sandy " 3 Rivers Riparian 4,220 1,010 238
Bill Williams* 3 Rivars Ripatian 4,880 800 12.8
Bonita Crask * 3,570 0.0 It
Burro Crask * Burro Cresk Riparian and Cultural 9,460 4,535 52.2
Cisneaga Creak* 3,200 0.0
Francis Crask Burre Creek Riparian and Cultural 1,360 480 353
Gila Box* 7,460 0.0
Hassayampa 6,386 0.0
Hot Springs Swamp Springs /Hot  Springs 1,600 1,600 100.0
Lowesr San Francisco® 1,874 0.0
Mid Gila* 8,130 0.0
Parla™ 8.960 0.0
San Padro* 5t David Clanaga 12,258 190 1.6

San Pedro River b6 4.8

San Rafasl e 3.0
Santa Maria* 2 Rivers Riparian 7,080 1,080 16.0
Swamp Springs 640 0.0
Turkey Creak Turkey Creak Riparian 1,100 560 50.9
Virgin* Virgin Rlvar Carridar 9 344 9,344 100.0
Wright Creek Wright and Cottonwood Cresks 3,881 3,860 100.0
TOTALS 103,560 27,629 26,7

e

= Rescommandad altemative

Other Interior Department Agencies

Other agencies in the Department of the Interior
with lands adjacent to, or administrative
responsibilities associated with the subject
rivers, include the National Park Service, tha
Bureau of Indian Affalrs, the Fish and Wildilfe
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Service, the Bureau of Reclamation, the LS.
Geological Survey, and U.3. Bureau of Mines.

Other Federal Agencies

Federal agencles outside the Department of

interior with lands adjacent to or administrative
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responsibllities assoclated with the subject rivers
include the 1).S, Forest Service, U.S. Army
Caorps of Engincers, Department of the Ammy,
Department of the Air Force, Marine Corps, and
the Intemational Boundary and Waters
Commisslon,

MNative American Tribes

Tribal groups with lands adjacent to or
administrative responsibiliies associated with
the subject rivers Include the Colorado River
Indian Tribes, Cocopah, Quechan, Kabab-
Palute Tribe, Havasupal, Hualapai, San Carlos
Apache, Tohono O"Odham, and the Salt River
Pima-Maricopa Indlan Community and Gila
River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community.
Caltfornia tribal groups include the Mohave and

Chemehuevi with lands on the western shores
of the Colorado River.

State Agencies

Stale agencies with lands adjacent to or
administrative responsibilities associated with
the subject rivers iInddude the Arizona State Land
Depanment, Adrona Department of
Environmental Quality, Asizona Parls
Department, Arzona Game and Fish

Department, and Arizona Department of Water
Resources.

Countles

The 20 river study areas flow through portions
of 11 Arizona Counties. These are displayed in
Table 1-6.
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TABLE 1-6
RIVERS BY COUNTY -
RIVER AREA COUNTY
Aguas Fria™ Yavapal
Araveipe* Graham, Pinal
Big Sandy® Mok
Bl Wilinme ™ Mohave, L Paz
Bonita Creek® Guruham
Buwyy Croesk * Mohave, Yavapal
Cimnnga Craek *
Francie Crock Mohave, Yavepal
Gia Box " Graham, Grasnine
Hasaayamnpa Mwicops, Ysvepsl
Hot Springs Cochinn
Lower San Francisca” Gresnina
Maddle Gila* Gila. Pinal
Paria® Cocrndon
San Podro® Cochinn
Sata Maria® Soheve, La Pz, Yavapel
Swamnp Spdnge Graham
Turkay Crook Gesham
Vinggin * Mohave
Wright Creak Mohave
¥ = Rocommandad sitnmatis

Private

There are appradmately 80 mies of river that
cross private land (24,000 acres) in the 20 wild
and scenic river study areas considered In this
document.

Other

Several of the rivers on Arizona lands
edministered by the Bursalr of Land

Management flow from and into other
jurisdictions. The headwaters of the San Padro
River are in Mexico. The San Francisco River
flows into Arizona from New Mexico. The Paria
and Virgin Rivers flow south info Artzona from
Lhah. The Virgin River flows from Artzona into
Nevada
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Figure 1-1

ELIGIBILITY AND SUITABILITY PROCESS

Identification of Rivar Araa

|

Eligibility Datermination
and Tentativa Classification
{Wild/Scanic/Recreational)
(Resource Management Plan}
{Protactive Managemant)

Suitsbility Datermination
Environmental Impact Statement
{individual River Study Areas and

Statewide Impacts)

Recommendation
Department of Intarior
Offica of Management and Budget
White Housa
{Legislative Transmittal}

Congressional Detarmination

National Wild and
Sceanic Rivers Nondesignation
Designation

Final Boundary
Deatarmination

Bureau of Land
Management River
Management Plan
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SCOPING

Fourteen public open house meetings were
announced and held in 12 of the 15 Arizona
counties and one Utah county. Cver 450
people attended the open house meetings held
betwean March 29 and April 22, 19393, Issues
relating to wild and scenic river study areas on
Bureau of Land Management administered
public land were raised by the general public,
affected parties and groups, Indlan tribes,
commercial and Industral interests, and federal
and state agencies during the scoping period.

In addition, as part of the scoping process, the
Bureau of Land Management developed
mailings and newspapar anhouncemants
encouraging people to send their concerns and
issues to the field and state offices.

Scoping Issues

Chapter 5, Consultation and Caordination,
includes an extenslve listing of public comments
received during the scoping period. The list is
organized Mo categories that reflect specific
resource-oriented concems (minerals, lands,
recreation, fish and wildilife habltat, water
resources).

The Issues identlfied below summarize and
consolidate the individual items in the larger
listing. For example, the individual concerns
about recreation, fish and wildlife hablat,
riparian vegetation, and hydrology are
incorporated into the discussions for the
specific outstandingly remarkable values.

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable scenic
values

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
recreation values

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable fish and
wildiife habltat values

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable cultural
resource and historic values

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
geologic values

21

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic values

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable aquatic
values

« Impacts on mineral development

+ Impacts on tourlsm

= Impacts on water rights

» Impacts an water quality and stream flow
» Impacts of dual designation

+ impacts on rights of way and development
« |mpacts on private property

+ Cost to the federal government of Arlzona
wild and scenic rivers

» Need to evaluate the Colorado River

Issues consldered but not discus in detail

- Impacts on water rights.

Designation as a Wild, Scenic, or Recreational
river would nat affect existing, valid water rights.
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act creates a
federal reserved water right for a quanthy of
water sufficient to meet the purposes of the act
on designated rlver segments. The Bureau of
Land Management would have the responsibliity
to preserve each designated segment in its free-
flowing condltion to protact its outstandingly
remarkable values. The quaniity of water
necessary to Rulfill that responsibilty would be
determined through assessments of instream
Aow needs.

A new federal reserved water right asserted by a
wild and scenic river designation would be
lunior to all valid and existing rights. This action
would have no impact on existing water rights
either upstream or downstream because it
would be junlor to any existing right.

In addition, the Bureau of Land Management
would seok to acquire other meansa of
protection through the purchase, on a willing
seller-willing buyer basis, of sanior downstream
water rights, land exchanges, negotiated
agreements, or other appropriate arrangements.

This issue will not be discussed further.
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SCOPING MEETINGS
PLACE DATE REGISTERED
Parker, La Paz County, Arizona | March 29, 1993 19
Bagdad, Yavapai County, Aprl 5, 1993 9
Arizona
Kingman, Mohave Gounty, Apid 6, 1993 14
Arizona
Wickenbury, Maricopa County, (| Apri 7, 1993 17
Artzona
Winkelman, Pinal County, Aprd 12, 1993 9
Artzona
Tucson, Pima County, Arizona | Aprd 13, 1993 M
Phoenix, Maricopa County, Apri 14, 1933 54
Arizona
Benson, Cochise County, Aprd 15, 1093 10
Artzona
5L George, Washingion Aprd 16, 1993 n
Counly, Utah
Clihon, Greenlee County, Apri 19, 1983 45
Arirong
Safford, Graham County, Aprd 20, 1993 38
Arizona
Klondyke, Graharm County, Apri 21, 1993 21
Arizona
Sierma Vista, Cochise County, Apri 22, 1993 30
Artzona
Sonolia, Santa Cnz County, Aprl 23, 1993 10
Arizona
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= Impacts on water qualily and stream flow.

Since federal reserved water rights would be
junior to existing rights, there would be no affect
on stream flow from designation. Managament
plans for designated rivers will address water

- Impacts of dual designation.

Dual designation refers to the designation of a
wild and scenic river in an aresa already under
special congrassional protection such as in
wildemess, or a riparian national consarvation
area. This kssue resulted in the development of
the legisiative protection altemative analyzed In
the document. The kssue ks discussed in detad
under the legislative protection altemative.

« Impacts on rAghts of way and devalopment.

While new rights of way are discouraged, they
are noi prohibited in wild and scenic river areas.
Since wild and scenic river designation doas not
authorize the Bureau of Land Management to
regulate activities on private land there would be
no significant impacts 1 any private
developmenis.

= Impacts on privale property.

Wid and scenic river designation does not
authorize the Bureau of Land Management 1o
regulate or control activiies on private land.

» Wid and scenic river cost to the faderal
mVBITII'I'H'I.

The Bureau of Land Management Is required by
the Wid and Scenic Rivers Act to evaluate rivers
for wild and scenic river designation. Qutside of
the necessary expenses associated with the
cost of public irvolvement (meetings, document
publication), the cost of this effort in Arzona
has nol required additions to the normal

operating budget

« Need 10 evaluata the Colorado River.

Consideration of evaluating the Colorado River
below Hoover Dam for wild and sceni; river
eligihlity was considered but rejected boacause
of the number of agencies with river
management responsibiities. The Bureau of
Larnd Management would support the
development of an interagency environmental
impact statement addressing the eligiblity and
suitability of the Colorado River.

Chapter 5 contains an extensive selected list of
the puhlic conments recelved during the
scoping meetings and In letters.  Responhses o
the comments listed in Chapter 5 were prepared
and reviewed by Bureau of Land Management
personnel,

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION
ISSUES

An Interdisciplinary team of resource speciafists
reviewad public comments recelved during the
scoping meatings to determine the aneas of
major concem.  The 1aam, togethor with
respurce managers, incorporated these major
concems Into the design and selection of a
range of reasonable altematives. Review
comments submitied at public hearings and
in letters were carefully reviewed. Where
appropriate, the environmental impact
statement was revised in accordance with the
review commenis. The tmanscripts of the flwe
public hoaringa, and compiete coples of the
lefiers recelved during the 90-day public
commen period are included In chapler 5.

Four alteratives are analyzed in this statewide
wild and scenic river environmental impact
statement.  One, the recommended altemative
approved by the State Director, detarmines that
all or paris of 14 rivers are sultable for
designation into the National Wikl and Scenic
Rivers System. Anathat is an alternative that
determines nonsuitabliity and recommends that
Congress does not designate the river shudy
areas. This atemative would be a continuation
of present management. A third altemative
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determines all 20 aligible rivers as sultable for issue raised during the scoping period,
designation by Congress into the Natignal Wild determines sultabillty only for those eligible
and Scenic Rivers System. The fourth rivers and portions of rivers that have no other
alternative, based on the dual/multi-designation legislative protection.
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ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

INTRODUCTION

Four altematives for wild and scenic rivar
suitabllity recommendations are described in
this chapter. This is considered a reasonable
range of alternatives developed in response to
information gathered during the scoping
process.

Because of the statewide nature, the alternatives
in the statewide document differ from those for
each of the rivers in the river appendix., The
alternatives in the appendix deal specifically with
20 river study areas and individually address the
issues associated with determining suitability
and recommendations for river areas and
segments for designation. At least two
altematives were developed for each river;
whare appropriate, more were formulated.

In contrast, the alternatives in this document
have been designed to focus on the aggregated
impacts of various staiewide options. An
internal suitability report was developed to
evaluate the 20 rivers (40 segments) determined
to be eligible for further study. This internal

document identlfled 27 segments In 13 river
study areas as suitable for recommending
designation. The remaining seven rivers were
identifled as nonsultable. This combination of
rivers was identified as the Bureau of Land
Management proposed action in the draft
environmental impact statament; in thia final
environmental impact statement the Bureau
recommendation with 28 segments in 14 river
study areas is lhe recommended alternative.

Other reasonable combinations of eligible river
study areas have been constructed. They range
from one which recommends designation of all
the river study areas to one in which no
recommendation for designation is made (the
required no action alternative}). There is one
alternative that recommends only those rivers
that are suitable and not under any existing
legislative protection for designation,

Each sagment In the study areas was classified
as wild, scenic, or recreational in the eligibility
phase of the assessment. Table 2-G1 shows
the array of classHications in the phase.

TABLE 2-G1

ALTERNATIVES: SUMMARY OF MILES/ACREAGE BY CLASSIFICATION

ALTERNATIVE

AIVERS (BLM public land
acres)

WILD {BLM public
land acres)

SCENIC {BLM public
land acros}

RECREATIONAL (BLM
public lJand scres)

Recommendsad altamative 241 miles/74,B60 acres M.522 13,762 26,586
All Sultabla 315 milee/103,861 acras 49.478 23,433 28,880
Lagislative Protection 118 miles/42,660 acres 12,430 16,177 13,840
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The alternatives contaln different amounts of
public land already under legisiative protection
(widemess and riparian national conservation
areas) or special administrative protection
{areas of critical environmental

concemn). The differences are displayed in
Table 2 G2. (The al sultable altemative and the
no action altemnative have the same amount of
wildemess, riparian national conservation area
and aroa of critical environmental concemn

acreage.)
TABLE 2-G2
ALTERNATIVES
SUMMARY OF ACREAGE INCORPORATED BY MANAGEMENT CLASSIFICATION
ALTERNATIVE WILDERNESE (B1M RANCA LM ACFC {1l M public
public land acros) public land acros) land acves}

Facommandod altamative 3 480 21.918a 14,4850
Al Suitnbin 36,4590 21,816ac 21,6388c
Without o o 17, 650ac
Logiviative Frotsction

No Action 30,4598 21.010ac 21.63%ac

Table 2-G3 displays selected management
actions that would occur under the thiee
altematives recommending wild and scenic river

designation. Managemant actions identified
with an asterisk (*) are required for segments

designated as Wild. The ather management
actions are ongoing and are implemented
through resource managemant plans, or plansg
for wildemess areas, ripartan national
conservation areas, and areas of critical
environmental concern,
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TABLE 2-G3
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED MANAGEMENT ACTIONS BY ALTERNATIVE
— =
MANAGEMENT ACTION RECOMMENDED ALL SUITABLE LEGISLATIVE PROTECTION
ALTEANATIVE ALTERNATIVE ALTEANATIVE
*New mingral antry prohibited B, 230ac 10,997ac 12,338ac
*No surfacs patant 20,459 39,01 42,672
*Restrictad motorized use B,230ac 13,130ac 12,3380c
*Prohibit major watar developments 241 mi 31 Emi 106mi
*Prohibit major recrastion facllity 8, 230a¢ 13,130ac 12,338ac
davelopmants
*Prohibit naw road and trail 8,230ac 13,1308¢ 12,338nc
davalopment
*Prahibit woaadcutting 8,470ac 13,370ac 12,578ac
Minerat withdrawal in ACECs 2,488ax; 10,166ac 20.196ac
Acquisitionsa 17,94 3ac 20,034ac 18, 403ac
Discourage new ROWs 71,660ac 103,4468c 42,558nc
New roads prohibited B,230nc 13,1308c 12,.3388c
Aoads closed aA7mi 42ml &mi
No Surface Occupancy 14,194ac 27,245ac 28,2468ac
Restrict campground davalopment 10, 738ac 11,618ac 7.518ac
OHYV hmited to existing roade and 9,545a¢c 19,803ac 19,893ac
trails
OHV limited to dazignatad roade and 28,780ac 26,997ac 8.771ac
tralls
Intengive recreation restricted 10,73Bac 11,618ac 7.5t8nc
Helicoptar 1light ban 7. 48Bac T96Bac 7968ac
Seagonal racreation reatriction 7.18Bac 7968ac 7968ac
New water sourcos 26 az 13

= Wild and Sconic Rivers Act managemant action

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

The recommended alternative identifies 29
segments in 14 river study areas as suitable for
designation. The 29 segments In the 14 river
areas in the recommended alternative cover 241
miles, encompassing 74,860 acres. Twalve
segments {34,522 acres) are recommended for
designation and a Wild classification. Seven
segments {13,752 acres) are recommended for
designation as Scenic. Ten segments (26,586
acres) are recommended for designation and a
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Racreational classlification.

Twenty of the segments are currently under
special Congressional legislative protection.
Fourteen are in wilderness areas and six are in
riparian national conservation areas.

Table 2-RA1 displays details on miles and
acreage by segment. Acreage is limited to
public lands since wild and scenic river
management actions apply only to lands under
federal management.
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NOTE: Claasifications apply only to BLM acres

Management Actions

As indicated in Table 2-G3, Management
Actions by Alternative, two types of
managemment actions would occur, One type

TABLE 2-RA1
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE: BLM MILES/ACRES WITH CLASSIFICATIONS
re =t
RIVER AREA TOTAL [BLM SEGMENT 1 SEGMENT 2 SEGMENT 3 SEGMENT 4 SEGMENT &
PUBLIC LAND
ACRES)
AGUA FRIA 20.6/8710 4.7/1380 (Scanig) 10.0/3130 (Wild} 4.1/2090
(Sceanie)
ARAVAIPA 10.0/3200 10.0/2200
(Wildemeas/Wild)
BIG SANDY 6.7/2190 0.0/00 (N5) 6.7/2190
{Wildaress/Wild}
BILL WILLIAMS 17.4/4650 8.8/2314 1.4/488 (Scenic) 6.2/1850
IWildemess/Wild) (Wildernoss/
Wild)
BONITA CREEK 5.4/1810 B.4/1810 {RNCA/
Recraational)
BURRO CREEK 23. 777010 1.7/500 8.6/2750 0.0/0(NS) 9.0/2630 4.5/1130
{Wilderness/Wild) {Wilderness/Wild} {Wild} {wild}
CIENEGA CREEK 10,0/3,200 4.0/1280 (Scenic) 6.0/1920 {Bcanlc)
GILA BOX 28.59/7460 8.0/1940 {(ANCA/ 16.0/4250 |ANCA/ 4.5/1270
Recreatkonal) Scenic) (ANCA/
Recreational)
LOWER SAN 5.4/14B60 2.59/710 2.8/740
FRANCGISCO {Aecreational) (RNCA/S
Racraational)
MIDDLE GILA 5.0/1780 0.0/00(NS) 0.0/00[N5} 5.0/1780
(Recroational)
FARIA 28.0/8880 28.0/8360
(Wildermnexs/Wild)
5AN FEDRO 38.3/12266 2.0/840 0.0/00{NS) A8.3/11616
{RNCA/ [RNCA/
Racreational) Recreational)
SANTA MARIA 15.6/4840 15.5/4840 0.0/00(NS}
[Wildermess/Wild)
VIRGIN 208,2/2344 2.5/928 7.3/2336 7.4/2368 11.6/3712
(Wildamaxs /Wild) {Wildeameze/Scanic) (Wildermnmess/ [Recraational}
Recraational)
KEY: =HRipanan National Gonservation Araa; (NS) = Nansuitable —

consists of management actions required by
wild and scenic river designation. The other
type embodies ongoing management actions.
The list of ongoing managetnent actions
summarizes appropriate provisions specified for

28
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resource management plans, areas of critical
environmental concern management plans,
riparlan national conservation area management
plans and wilderness management plans.

+ Wild and Scenic River management
actions

Wild and Scenic River designation would require
certain management actions to ba initiated. In
accordance with the Wild and Scenic River Act,
the fallowing actions would occur on the 75,340
acres of the recommended alternative. If the
wild and scenic river management actions
overlap ongolng management actions, the more
stringent actions would be applied.

« Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales
would be prohibitied by withdrawal on 8,230
acres in 12 Wild segments. (The rest of the

acreage s already withdrawn.)

» Mining claims, subject to valid existing rights,
could be patented only as to the mineral estate
and nat the surface estate an 20,409 acres of
Wild, Scenic and Recreational segments.

= In 29 segments designated Wild, Scenlc, or
Recreational, new rights-of-way would be
discouraged.

+ In 12 Wild segments, new flood control dams,
levees, or other works would be prohibited.

« Construction of impoundments, diversions,
straightening, riprapping, and other modification
of the waterway or adjacent public Jands, would
be prohibited in 29 segments except where
such developments would not have a direct and
adversa effect on the river and lts immediate
environment,

» Al water supply dams and major diversions
would be prohiblted.

« Instream Aows would be quantified and
protected on the 29 segments. An instream
flow assessment would be made In order to
secure instream flow protection for applicable

29

outstandingly remarkable values.

- Construction of new roads or trails for
motorized travel would be prohibited in 12 Wild
segments.

+ New roads would be prohiblted on 8,230
acres 12 Wild segments,

= In 12 Wild segments, motorized use would ba
restricted. Exceptions could be for search and
rascue and other emergency situations. In the
17 Scenic and Recreational segments,
motorlzed travel would be permitted if there was
no Impairment of outstandingly remarkable
values.

« In the 12 Wild segments, campgrounds,
interpretive centers, or administrative
headquarters within the river corridor would be
prohiblted. In the 17 Scenic and Recreational
segments, moderate-sized campgrounds,
interpretive centers, or administrative
headquarters would be permitted

= Recreational use would be encouraged in
Wild river areas, but public use and access
could be regulated.

» In the 12 Wild segments, woodcutting would
be prohiblted. Exceptions could be to clear
trails, for visitor safety, or to control fire. In the
17 Scenic and Recreational sagments,
woodcutting would be permitied.

« Livestock grazing use would be restricted to
current levels in Wild segments.

« Ongoing management actions

The ongoing management actions listed below
are currantly in effect and would continue to be
employed after a Congressional designation
decision. The actions are provisions in
wilderness area management plans, riparlan
national conservation area plans, resource
management plans and area of critical
environmental concern plans.
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» Approved plans of operation would be
required for all mining related activities above
the level of casual use as defined at 43 CFR
3809.0-5(b). which are conducted under the
authority of the General Mining Law of 1872, on
7,488 acres covered by areas of ¢ritical
environmental concern. This would occur in the
Bill williams River, Big Sandy River, Burro
Creek, and Santa Maria River study areas.

+ Up to 7,086 acres would be acquired on a
willing seller-willing buyer basis or by exchange
in 11 river areas according to resource
management plang. This would occur in all
study areas except the Paria.

» Up to 42 miles of roads in three river study
areas would be closed in accordance with
management provisions in two riparian national
cohservation areas and one area of critical
environmental concern. Roads would be closed
in the Agua Fria, Bonita Creek, Cienega Creek,
and Gila Box: Gila River study areas.

» New road development would be prohiblted
within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle nest in four river
study areas (8,230 acres) In accordance with
management provisions in areas of critical
environmental concem. The study rivers
include Big Sandy River, Bill Willlams River,
Burro Creek and Santa Maria River.

» Camping would be restricted to a 14-day limit
on 10 river study areas in accordance with
resource management plans.

» Camping would be limhed to fewer than 14
days on three river study areas, according to
guidance in riparian national conservation area
and wilderness area management plans.

- Campground development would be
restricted to areas outside riparian zones and
the 100-year floodplain in five river study areas
(10,738 acres} in compliance with stipulations
for areas of critical environmental concern and
riparian national conservation area management
(Big Sandy River, Bill Williams River, Bonita
Creek, Burro Creek, Santa Maria River).
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» Intensive recreational activities would be
prohiblted within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle
nests/falcon nests during breeding season in
four river study area’s covering 10,738 acres
according to areas of critical environmental
concern. The study areas include Big Sandy
River, Bill Willlams River, Burro Creek and Santa
Maria River.

» Off highway vehicle use would be limited to
existing roads and traile on 9,645 acres of river
study areas according to requirements in area
of critical environmental concern management
plans (Agua Fria, Big Sandy River, Burro Creek,
Lower San Francisco, Middie Gila River, Santa
Maria River).

- Off highway vehicle use would be limltad to
designated roads and trails on 28,790 acres in
ten river study areas. Excluded from this are
the Aravaipa and Paria study areas which are in
wilderness, and the Middle Gila River study
area.

+ Helicopter flights would be prohiblted over
four study areas (7,488 acres) on the basis of
requirements In areas of critical environmental
concern. This would occur in the Bill Williams
River, Big Sandy River, Burro Creek, and Santa
Maria River study areas.

« Erosion control structures (stabillzation,
diversions) would be developed in the Cienega
Creek and San Pedro River study areas (39.3
riparan miles) in accordance with management
provisions In the riparian national conservation
area management plan.

+ Cottonwood and willow planting would occur
on up to 1,890 acres of the Agua Fria, Bill
Williams River, and San Pedro River study areas
in compliance with area of critical environmental
concern management plans.

» Woodcutting would be prohibited on 17,134
acres in five river study areas as provided in
area of critical environmental concern
management plans, riparian national
conservation area Plans, and resource
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management plans (Bonita Creek, Cianega
Creek, Gila Box: Gila River, Middle Gila River,
Virgin River).

« Wood collaction would be restricted to down
and dead materials in the Cienega Creek, Santa
Maria River and Virgin River study areas (7,7767
cres).

+ Wood collection would be prohibited on
8,710 acres in the Agua Fria study area.

+ Remaoval of native plants would be prohibited
in 2,600 acres of four study areas (Blg Sandy
River, Bill Williams River, Burro Creek, Santa
Maria River).

» Actions to eliminate exotic fish would be
implemented on up to 60 riparian miles in four
river study areas as provided by area of critical
environmental cohcern.

- Approximately 5,450 acres of salt cedar
would be removed from five river areas
according to provislons in area of critical
environmental concern and resource
management plang. This would occur in the
Aravaipa, Big Sandy River, Bill Williams River,
Middle Gila River, and San Pedro River study
areas.

+ Up to 15 miles of fencing that includes
exclosures wolld be developed in riparlan areas
in the Bill williamg River, Bonita Creek, and
Lower San Franclsco River study areas (8,409
acres) according to management provisions for
areas of crhical environmental concern.

+ In 16 segments (19,200 acres) included in the
recommendex] alternative for inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Systemn

cultural resources would be inventoried; site
protection strategies involving fencing,
menitoring, or stabllization would be developed;
research would be encouraged and selected
sites would be interpreted as appropriate for
public visitation.

= Proposed activities that could result in
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increased use or surface disturbance in 13 river
study areas would be reviewed by a cultural
resource specialist. In most cases, a field
inventory of the potentially affected area would
be completed.

- Sites evaluated as eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places would be avoided by
the proposed activity. |If avoidance is not
possible, impacts would be mitigated through a
data recovery program developed in
consuitation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer.

+ Protection measures, such as fencing or
periodic monitoring, would be developed for
selected cultural resources that have either a
high level of significance or a history of
vandalism.

+ Water quality monitoring would be conducted
as required by the State on 54 miles of five
rivars (25,724 acres) designated by the state as
Unique waters.

» Monitoring to determine minimum stream
flow requirements to protect ocutstandingly
remarkable values on 241 riparian miles would
occur on 14 rivers.

« Up to 26 new upland water sources would be
developed for grazing management in sihx study
areas, according to management provisions for
areas of critical environmental concern and
riparian hational conservation areas. The study
areas are the Big Sandy River, Bill Williams
River, Banita Creek, Burro Creek, Gila Box: Gila
River, and Santa Maria River.

ALL SUITABLE ALTERNATIVE

The all suitable alternative recommends all 40
segments ahd 20 river study areas as sultable
for designation. The 40 segments In the 20 river
areas in the all sultable alternative cover 315.1
riparian miles or approximately 103,061 acres.
Table AS-1 provides details on riparlan miles
and acreage by segment.
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There are 17 segments {approximately 42,518)
determined to be sultable and recommended for
designation with a Wild classification. The
remaining 23 segments (60,400 acres) are
determnined suitable for designation as either
Scenic or Recreational.

Under the all suitable alternativae, 53,305 acres
within the river study areas are under special
legislative protection. Seventeen segments
(35,979 acres) are in wilderness areas and six
segments (21,816 acres) are In riparian national
conservation areas.

Management Action

As Indicated in Table 2-G3, Management
Actions by Alternative, two types of
management actions are considered. One
consists of management actions required by
wild and scenic river designatlon. The other
embadies ongoing management actions. These
currently are in effect and would continue to be
employed after a Congressional designation
dacision. The actions are provisions in
wilderness area management plans, riparian
natlonal
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conservation plans, resource management plans
and area of critical environmental concern
plans.

- Wild and Scenic River management
actions

Wild and Scenic River designation would require
certain management actions to be initiated. In
accordance with the Wild and Scenic River Act
the following actions would occur on the
103,541 acres in the all sultable alternative. If
the wild and scenic river management actions
ovarlap ongolng management actions, the more
stringent actions would be applied.

+ Mineral entry, leasing, and malterials sales
would be prohibited by withdrawal on 10,997
acres In the Wild segments of six study areas.
(The rest of the acreage is already withdrawn.)

» Mining claims, subject to valid existing rights,
could be patented only as to the mineral estate
and nat the surface estate on 33,740 acres of
Wild, Scenic and Recreatlonal segments.
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TABLE 2-AS1
ALL SUITABLE ALTERNATIVE: BLM PUBLIC LAND MILES/ACRES WITH CLASSIFICATIONS
RIVER AREA TOTAL SEGMENT 1 SEGMENT 2 SEGMENT 3 SEGMENT 4 SEGMENT §
AGUA FRIA 20.8/6710 6.7/139045C) 14.2/53200{WL)
ARAVAIPA 10.0/3200 10.0/3200(WN/
WL}
BIG SANDY 13.8/4220 7.1/2030(5C) 8.7/21 BOIWN/
Wi
BILL WILLIAMS | 17.4/4650 9.8/231 4{WN/ 2.5/810(WN/SC | E.O/MB4T7(WN/
WL WL}
BONITA CREEK | 10.1/3570 10.1/3570
{RNCA/RE)
BURRD CREEK 31.4/9450 4.2/1180(WN/ B.5/27S0(WN/ 2.2/630(RE) 8.0/2030(WL} | 7.5/2260(5C)
WL WL
CIENEGA 10/3200 4.0/1 280(5C} 6.01820(5C)
CREEK
FRANCIS 4,2/12380 4,2/1360{RE)
CREEK,
GILA bOX 26.6/7460 6.0/1840(ANCA/ 15.0/4250 4.6/1270
5C} {RNCA/WL) {RNCA/SC)
HASSAYAMPA | 18.4/6386 0.9/250(RE) 11.8/2880 5.6/2890
{WN/WLI (WNWL)
HOT SPRINGS 5.0/1 800 5.0/1600{WL)
LOWER SAN B.2/1874 2,3/1134{RE) 2.8/740
FRANCISCOD {RNCA/WL)
MIDDLE GILA 5.7/6130 E.0/5B0(RE} 12.5/2630(WN;/ | 7.0/2920{RE)
WL}
FARIA 2B.0/8860 28.0/B080(WN/
wL)
SAN PEDRD 26.3/12256 38.3/12240
(RNCA/RE}
SANTA MARIA | 23.3/7080 17.1/6310 6.21770(5C)
(WHN/WL)
SWAMP 2.0/640 2.0/640
SPRINGS {WN/WL)
TURKEY CREEK | 2.211100 2.2/1100{RE)
VIAGIN 29.2/9344 2.9/928 7.5/2338 7.4/2368 11.6/2712{RE)
IWN/WL) {WN/SC) (WN/RE)
WRIGHT CREEK | 12.5/3861 12.6/3861{5C)
TOTAL s/
MILES/ACRES 103580

Kay: WL = Wild: WN= Wildarness, RE = Rocreational; 5C = Scenic
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» In 40 segments (103,061 acres) designated
Wild, Scenic, or Recreational, new rights-of-way
would be discouraged.

» In nine Wild segments, new flood control
dams, levees, or other works would be
prohibited.

« Construction of impoundments, diversions,
straightening, riprapping, and other modification
of the waterway or adjacent public lands would
be prohiblted In 40 segments except where
such developments would not have a direct and
adverse effect on the rlver and its immediate
environmant.

« All water supply dams and major diversions
would be prohibited.

« Instream flows would be quantified and
protected on the 40 segments. An instream
flow assessment would be made in order to
secure instream Aow protection for
outstandingly remarkable applicable values.

+ Construction of new roads or trails for
motorized travel would be prohibited in nine
Wild segments.

= New roads would be prohibited on 11,037
acres in the Wild segments of sx study areas.

« In the Wild segments of 11 study areas,
motorized use would be restricted. Exceptions
could be for search and rescue and other
emargency sltuations. In the 21 Scenic and
Recreational segments, motorized travel would
be permitted if there was no impairment of
outstandingly remarkable values.

+ In the 12 Wild segments, campgrounds,
interpretive centers, or adminlstrative
headquarters within the river corridor would be
prohibited. In the 21 Scenic and Recreational
segments moderate-sized campgrounds,
interpretive centers, or administrative
headquarters would be permitted
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« Recreation use would be encouraged in the
Wild, Scenic, and Recreational river areas, but
public use and access could be regulated.

» In the Wild segments of six study areas,
woodcutting would be prohibited. Exceptions
could be to clear trails, for visltor safety, or to
control fire. In the 21 Scenic and Recreational
segments, woodcutting would be permitted.

« Livestock grazing use would bea restricted to
current levels in Wild segmenits.

- Ongoing management actions

The ongoing management actions listed below
are currently in effect and.would continue to be
employed after a Congressional designation
decislon. The actions are provisions In
wilderness area management plans, riparian
national consarvation area plans, resource
management plans and area of critical
environmental concern plans,

= Mineral leases would have stipulations for no
surface occupancy in 14 river areas covering
27,516 acres in accordance with resource
management plans and management
prescriptions for areas of critical environmental
concern, All eligible rivers except for thoge
entirely in wilderness {Aravalpa, Parla, Swamp
Springs), or riparian national conservation areas
(Bonha, Gila Box: Gila River, San Pedro River)
would be included.

» Mineral entry, leasing, and material sales
would be recommended for withdrawal on
10,166 acres in six river study areas (Big Sandy
River, Bill Willlams River, Burro Creek, Francis
Creek, Santa Maria River, Wright Creek) in
compliance with management provisions in
areas of critical environmantal ¢concern,

+ Up to 20,033 acres would be acquired on a
willing seller-willing buyer basis or by exchange
in 17 river study areas according to
management provisions in Areas of
Environmental Concem and resource
management plans. There are no acquisition
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plans for the Aravaipa, Paria, and Turkey Creek
Areas.

« Up to 42 miles of roads would bea closed in
four river study areas (Agua Fria, Bonlta,
Cienega Creek, Gila Box: Gila River) in
accordance with management provisions In two
riparian national conservation areas and two
areas that are under area of critical
environmental concern plans or resource
management plans.

» New road development would be prohibited
within 1/2 rmile of a bald eagle nest in five
segments (7,968 acres) of five study areas in
accordance with management provisions in
areas of critical environmental concern. The
study areas Include the Big Sandy River, Bill
Williams River, Burro Creek, Francis Creek, and
Santa Maria rivers.

» Camping would be restricted to a 14-day limh
on 17 river study areas according to guidance
in resource management plans.

+ Camping would be restricted to fewer than 14
days in the Aravalpa, Paria, and San Pedro
River study areas in compliance with riparian
natlonal conservation areas and wilderness area
management plans.

« Campground development would be
restricted to areas outside riparian zones and
the 100-year floodplain in six river study areas
(11,518 acres) in compliance with stipulations
for areas of critical environmental concern and
riparian national conservation area management
plans. This includes the Big Sandy River, Bill
Willlams River, Bonita Creek, Burro Creek,
Francis Creek, and Santa Maria rivers

« Intensive recreational activities would be
prohibited within 1/2 mile of a bald sagle
nasts/falcon nests during breeding season in
five river study areas covering 7,968 acres in
areas of critical environrental concern (Big
Sandy River, Bill Williams River, Burro Creek,
Francls Creek, and Santa Maria River).
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« Off highway vehicle use would be limited to
existing roads and trails on 19,983 acres of 11
river study areas according to requirements in
area of critical environmental concern in the
Agua Fria, Big Sandy River, Burro Creek,
Cienega Creek, Francis, Hassayampa, Lower
San Francisco, Middle Gila River, Santa Maria
River, Turkey, and Wright Creek study areas.

« Qff highway vehicle use would be limited to
designated roads and tralls on 26,397 acres of
nine river study areas in compllance with
provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
The subject tivers would be the Big Sandy
River, Bill Willlams River, Bonlta, Burro, Francis,
Gila Box: Gila River, San Pedro River, and Virgin
River.

= Helicopter flights would be prohibited over
five study areas {7,968 acres) on the basis of
management requirements in flve areas of
critical environmental concern. The subject
rivers include the Big Sandy River, Bill Williams
River, Burro Creek, Francis Creek, and Santa
Maria River areas.

- FErosion control structures (stabilization,
diversions) would be developed in the Cienega
Creek and San Pedro River study areas (39 river
miles) in accordance with management
provislons In riparian national conservation area
management plans and resource management
plans.

+ Cottonwood and willow planting would occur
on 2,550 acres in the Agua Fria, Bill Williams
River, Hassayampa and San Pedro River study
areas in compliance with resource management
plans, areas of critical environmental concern
management plans and riparian national
conservation area management plans.

+ Woodcutting would be prohibited on 21,604
acres in the Cienega Creek, Gila Box: Gila River,
Hot Springs, and Virgin River study areas as
provided in area of critical environmental
concem management plans.
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= Wood collection would be restricted to down
and dead materials on 7,776 acres in two river
study areas (Cienega Creek and Virgin River) in
accordance with area of critical environmental
concern management provisions.

s Wood collection would be prohiblted on
13,100 acres in the Agua Fria and Hassayampa
River study areas according to provisions in
resource management plans.

= Removal of native plants would be prohibited
on 7,400 acres of six study areas (Blg Sandy
River, Bill Willlams River, Burro Creek, Francis
Creek, Santa Maria River, and Wright Creek) in
compliance with area of critical environmental
concern management plans.

= Actions to eliminate exotic fish would be
implemented on neardy 70 riparian miles in four
study areas (Agua Fria, Aravaipa, Cienega
Creek, Virgin River) as provided by resource
management plans, area of critical
environmental concern plans and wilderness
managemant plans.

= Approximately 28 miles of fencing that
includes exclosures would be developed in
riparian areas in the Bill Williams River, Bonita
Creek and Lower San Francisco River study
areas according to provisions for riparian
national conservatlon areas and resource
management plans.

» In the 40 segments (103,541 acres)
recommended in the all suitable alternative for
Inclugion In the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System, cultural resources would be
inventorled; site protection strategies involving
fencing, monitoring, or stabillzation would be
developed; research would be encouraged, and
selected sites would be interpreted as
appropriate for public visitation.

« Proposed activities that could rasult in
increased use or surface disturbance in 20 river

6

study areas would be reviewed by a cultural
resource specialist. In most cases, a field
inventory of the potentially affected area would
be completed.

« Shes evaluated as eligible in river study areas
for the National Register of Historic Places
would be avoided by the proposed activity. If
avoidance is not possible, impacts wouid be
mitigated through a data recovery program
developed in consultation with the State Historic
Praservation Officer.

+ Protection measures, such as fencing or
periodic monitoring, would be developed for
selected cultural resources that have either a
high level of significance or a history of
vandalism.

« Water quality monitoring would be conducted
as required by the state on about 85 riparlan
miles of rivers the Bonita, Burro Creek, Francis
Creek, Hot Springs, Swamp Springs, and Wright
Creek study areas designated by the state as
unique waters.

» Up to 37 new upland water sources would be
developed for grazing management in nine
study areas according to management
provisions for areas of critical environmental
concem.

LEGISLATIVE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

The legislative protection alternative
recommends 25 segments in 15 study areas as
suitable for designation. Table 2-LP1 shows the
information by river and segment.

The legistative protection alternative covers
about 119 riparian miles totalling approximately
42,547 acres of public tand. Table 2-1P1
displays the river study areas and segments
included in the alternative.
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TABLE 2-LP1
LEGISLATIVE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE: BLM PUBLIC LAND MILES/ACRES
e -
TOTAL SEGMENT 1 SEGMENT 2 SEGMENT 3 SEGMENT 4 SEGMENT 5
AGUA FRIA 20.9mif6710ac 7.7mi/1 380ac
50}
B3 SANDY 7. 1mi/ 20308c 7. 1mi/ 2030ac
150)
BILL WILLIAMS 1.4mi/G1 180 0. 2mi/148ac(WL} 1.4mi/483ac{SC}
BURRO CREEK 7.1/62308c 2.0mi/7108c 2. 2mi/B30ac 8, 0mif 2630ac 7.5mif 2260ac
(WL) [RE) {WL) {SC)
CIENEGA 10mi/32008c 4.0Mi/1280ac 6.0/1920
CREEK 15C) {50)
FRANCIS 4, 2mi/1 360ac 4, 2mi/ 1 I60ac
CREEK (RE)
GILA BOX 4.5mi/1410a0 1.5mi/4 20ac 3.0mi/390ac
(5C1 1SC)
HASSAYAMPA 2.8mi/2060ac 0.0mi/260ac 0.5mi/200ac 1.2ml/2410ac
{RE) WL) {RE)
HOT SPRINGS B. Omi/1 800ac 5.0mi/ 1 GOOac
{WL)
LOWER SAN 5.9mi/1B3ac 3.0mi/103%4ac 2.8mi/740ac
FRANCISCO {RE) {WL)
MIDDLE GILA 11.5mi/3650ac 2.0mi/500ac 0.6ml/230ac 8. 0mi/2820ac
(RE) (WL} (RE}
SANTA MARIA B8.5mi/2810ac 3.2mi/1040ac a.2mi/1770ac
WL} BC)
TURKEY CREEK A.2mif730ac 3.2mi730ac(RE)

YIRGIN

13.dmi/4 256ac

B.8mi/256ac({5C)

0.9mi/268ac
{RE)

11.6mif3712ac
(RE)

WRIGHT CREEK

12.5mi/3861 ae

12.5mi/3881ac
{5C)

= HBCfBﬂtIDI"I: §C=

105.4/42,668

I e
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Although there is ho speacial legislative

protection for the rivers and segments shown in

Table 2-LP1, nearly 17,700 acres are in
administratively designatad areas of critical

environmental concern, a category establishad

CHAPTER 2

by and defined in tha Federal Land Policy and

Management Act of 1969,

Rivers and acreage under areas of critical

environmental concern are shown in Table 2-

LP2.
TABLE 2-LP2
ELIGIBLE RIVERS AND SEGMENTS WITH ADMINISTRATIVE PROTECTION
ELIGIBLE RIVER TOTAL BLM SEGMENT 1 SEGMENT 2 SEGMENT 3 SEGMENT 4 SEGMENT &
AREA MILES/ACRES
Agua Fria 7. 7mif ACEC:2160ac
2160a8c
Blg Sandy FATL ACEC:100%ac
2030ac
Bill Williame 1.4mif ACEC:360ac
611ac
Burro Craek 7.1mif ACEC:710ac ACEC:2630ac ACEC:11300c
B8230ac
Cienega Creek 10mi/
3200ac
Francie Craek d_2mif ACEC:AB0Oae
1360ac
Qila Bax 4.5mi/
1410ac
Hassayampa 2.8mi/
2860ac
Hot Springs 5. Omi/ ACEC:1600a¢
16008z
Lower San 5. 9emif
Frangiscoe 1834ac
Middle Gila 11.5mi/
3650ac
Santa Maria 9.5mi/ ACEC:1060ac
2810ac
Turkey Craek 3.2mi/ ACEC:560ac
73080
Virgin River 13.3mi/ ACEC:268ac ACEC; 288ac ACECAT1 2ac
4256nc
Wright Crask 12.5mi/ 12.Bmi/ ACEC:3881ac
3B61ac ARG ac

The eligibility studies classified segments in the

river study areas into three categories: Wild,
Scenic, and Recreational.

The legislative protection alternatlve determines

30 segments (42,547 acres) to be sultable and
recommends them for designation. Eight
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(10,830 acres) segments are recommended as
Wild. The remaining segments are
recommended for a Scenic or Recreational
designation.

Management Actions

As indicated in Table 2-G3, Management
Actions by Alternative, two types of
management actions are considered. One
consists of management actions required by
wild and scenic river designation. The ongoing
management actions listed below are currently
in effect and would continue to be employed
aftar a Congressional designation daclsion. The
actions are provislons in wilderness area
management plans, riparian national
conservation plans, resource management plans
and area of critical environmental concern
plans.

- Wild and Scenic River management
actions

Wild and Scenic River designation would require
certain management actions to be inltlated. In
accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, the following would occur on the 42,547
acres of segments in the legislative protection
alternattva. If the wild and scenic river
management actlons overlap ongoing
management actions, the more stringent actions
would be applied.

« Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales
would be prohibited by withdrawal on 12,338
acres in nine Wild segments.

« Mining claims, subject to valid existing rights,
could be patented only as to the mineral estate
and not the surface estate on 42,547 acres of
Wild, Scenic or Recreational segments,

+ In 29 segments (41,942 acres) designated
Wild, Scenic, or Recreational new rights-of-ways
would be discouraged.

« In nine Wild segmems new flood control
dams, levees, or other works would be
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prohibited.

« Construction of impoundments, diversions,
straightening, riprapping, and other modification
of the waterway or adjacent public lands would
be prohibited in 40 segments except where
such developments would not have a direct and
adverse effect on the river and its immediate
environment.

+ All water supply dams and major diverslons
would be prohiblted.

« Instream flows would be quantified and
protected on the 29 segments. An Instream
flow assesament would be made In order to
secure instream flow protection for
outstandingly remarkable applicable values.

« Construction of new roads or trails for
motorized travel would be prohiblied in nine
Wild segments.

» New roads would ba prohibited on 12,338
acres in nine Wild segments.

» In nine Wild segments motorized use would
be prohibited. Exceptions could be for search
and rescue and other emergency situations. In
the 20 Scenic and Recreational segments,
motorized travel would be permitted if there was
no degradation of outstandingly remarkable
values.

» In the 12 Wild segments, campgrounds,
interpretive centers, or administrative
headquarters within the river corridor would be
prohiblted. In the 20 Scenic and Recreatlonal
segments moderate-sized campgrounds,
interpretive centars, or administrative
headquariers would be parmitted

- Recreational use would be encouraged in the
Wild, Scenic, and Recreational river areas, but
public use and access could be regulated.

+ In the nine Wild sagments, waodcutting
would be prohiblted. Exceptions could be to
clear trails, for visitor safety, or to control fire.
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In the 20 Scenic and Recreatiohal segments,
woodcutting would be permitted.

» Livestock grazing use would be restricted to
current levefs in Wild segments.

+ Ongoing management actions

The ongoing management actions listed below
are currently in effect and would continue to be
employed after a Congressional designation
decision. The actlons are provisions in
wilderness arsa management plans, riparian
national congervation plans, resource
management plans and area of critical
environmental concern plans.

» Mineral entry, feasing, and materlal sales
would be recommended for withdrawal on
12,338 acres on 13 of the 15 study areas, in
compliance with management provisions in
areas of critical environmental concern. This
would not apply to the Gila Box: Glla River or
Middle Gila River study araas.

« Up to 18,403 acres would be acquired on a
willing seller-willing buyer basis or by exchange
in 14 of the 15 river study areas in accordance
with resource management plan provisions.
There are no plans to acquire lands In the
Turkey Creak study area.

+ Up to six miles of roads would be closed in
two study areas (Agua Fria, Cienega Creek, and
Gila Box: Glla River) according to management
provisions In areas of critical environmental
concemn and resource management plans.

« New road development would be prohibited
within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle nest in the Big
Sandy River, Bill Williams River, Burro Creek,
Francis, and Santa Maria River study areag
(7,968 acres) in accordance with management
provisions in areas of critical environmental
concern.

» Camping would be restricted to a 14-day limit
on 15 river study areas according to guidance
in resource management plans.

« Campground development would be
restricted to areas outside riparian zones and
the 100-year flocdplain in five river study areas
(7,518 acres) in compliance with stipulations for
areas of critical environmental concern
management plans. The study areas are the
Big Sandy River, Bill Williams River, Burro
Creek, Francis Creek, and Santa Maria, rivers.

- Intensive recreational activities would be
prohibited within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle
nests/falcon nests during breeding season in
the Big Sandy River, Bill Willlams River, Burro
Creek, Francis Creek, and Santa Marla River
study areas covering 7,968 acres in areas of
critical ervironrmental concern.

« Off highway vehicle use would be limited to
existing roads and tralls on 19,893 acres of 11
river study areas according to requiraments in
area of critical erwironmental concern
management plans and resource management
plans. This would include the Agua Frla, Big
Sandy River, Burro Creek, Clenega Creek,
Francis, Hassayampa, Lower San Francisco,
Middle Gila River, Santa Maria River, Turkey
Creek, and Wright Creek study areas.

+ Helicopter flights would be prohibited over
five study areas (7,968 acres) on the basls of
management requirements in areas of critical
environmental concerns. The study areas
include the Big Sandy River, Bill Williams River,
Burro Creek, Francis Creek, and the Santa
Maria River.

- Erosion control structures (stabilization,
diversions) would be developed in the Cienega
Creek study area (1 mile), in accordance with
resource management plan provisions.

- Gottonwocd and willow planting would occur
on 1,430 acres In the Agua Fria and
Hassayampa River study areas in compllance
with area of critical environmental concern
management plans and resource management
plans.

« Woodcutting would be prohibited on 18,354
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acres in the Cienega Creek, Hot Springs, Middle
Gila River, Turkey and Virgin River study areas
as provided In area of critical environmental
concern management plans and resource
managemeant plans.

« Woaod collection would be restricted to down
and dead materials in two (7,456 acres) study
areas in accordance with area of critical
environmental concern management provisions.

« Wood collection would be prohibited on
9,570 acres in the Agua Fria and Hassayampa
River study arsas according to provisions in
resource management plans.

+ Remaval of native plants would ba prohibltad
in 7,080 acres of flve study areas in compliance
with area of critical environmental concern
management plans.

» Approximately 1,540 acres of salt cedar
would be removed from the Big Sandy River,
Bill Williams River, and Middle Gila River study
areas according to provisions in area of critical
environmantal concern and resource
management plans.

+ Nearly 18 miles of fencing that includes
exclosures would be developed in riparian areas
in the Bill Williams River, L.ower San Francisco
and Wrlght Creek study areas (6,306 acres)
according to management provisions for areas
of critical environmental concern and resource
management plans.

» In the 15 study areas (29 segments)
recommended In the legislative protection
alternative for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System cultural resources would
be Inventotled; site protection strategies
involving fencing, monitoring, or stabilization
would be developed; research would be
encouraged, and selected sites would be
interpreted as appropriate for public visitation.

+ Proposed activities that could result in

increased use or surface disturbance would be
reviewed by a cuitural resource specialist, In
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most cases, a field inventory of the potentially
affected area would be completed.

» Sites evaluated as eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places would be avoided by
the proposed activity. W avoidance is not
possible, impacts would be mitigatad through a
data recovery program developad in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer.

+ Protection measures, such as fencing ar
pericdic monltoring, would be developed for
selacted cultural resources that have either a
high leval of significance or a history of
vandallsm.

» Water quality monitoring would be conducted
as required by the state on 16 miles of Burro,
Francis, and Hot Springs study areas
designated by the state as unique waters.

« Up to 36 new upland water sources would be
developed for grazing management in seven
river study areas according to management
provisions for areas of critical environmental
concern.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the no action alternative currernt
management practices would continue. The no
action alternative would not affect existing
wilderness areas, areas of critical environmental
concern, riparian national congervation areas, ar
resource management plan managemaent
procedures and policies.

Management actions

« Wild and Scenic River management
actions

The no action alternative determines all the 20
eligible river areas to be nonsuitable for
designation. There would be no wild and
scenic river management actions under the no
action alternative.
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+ Ongoing management actions

The ongoing management actions listed below
are currently in effect and would continue to be
employed after a Congressional designation
decision. The actions are provisions in
wilderness area management plans, riparian
national conservation plans, resource
managemeant plans ard area of critical
anvironmental concern plans.

+ Approved plans of operation would be
required for all mining related activities above
the level of casual use, as defined at 43 CFR
3809.0-5, which are conducted under the
authorlty of the General Mining Law of 1872.

« Mineral leasas would have stipulations for no
surface occupancy in 13 study areas covering
33,709 acres as identified In resource
management plans and management
prescriptions for areas of critical environmental
concern.

« Mineral antry, leasing, and materials sales
would be recommended for withdrawal on
11,349 acras on seven river segments in
accordance with management provisions In
areas of critical environmental concern. {This
excludes 3,200 acres in the Cienega Creek
study area which has never been open 10
mineral entry.)

« Up to 20,033 acres In riparian areas would be
acquired on a willing seller-willing buyer basis or
by exchange, according to management plans
in riparian national conservation arsas, areas of
critical anvironmental concern arkl resource
managemeitt plans.

= Nearly 42 miles of roads would be closed in
four study areas in accordance with
management provisions in areas of critical
environmental concern.

« New road development would be prohibited
within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle nest In
accordance with management provisions in five
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areas of critical environmental concern (7,968
acres).

» Camping would be restricted to a 14-day limit
in riparian zones in 17 study areas according to
quidance In resource management plans.

« Camping would be restricted to fewer than

14-days in the riparian zones of three rivers in
compliance with riparian national conservation
plans and wilderness management plans.

+ Campground development would be
restricted to areas outside riparian zones and
the 100-year floodplain in six study areas
(11,538 acres), in compliance with stipulations
for areas of critical environmental concern
management plans.

« Intensive recreational activities would be
prohiblted within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle
nests/falcon nests during breeding season in
five riparian areas covering 7,968 acres,
according to management plans in areas of
critical environmental concern.

« Off highway vehicla usa would be limited to
existing roads and trails on 19,163 acres of 10
study areas according to requirements In area
of critical environmental concern management
plans.

+ Helicopter flights would be prohiblied over
five study areas 27,155 acres) on the basis of
management requirements in areas of critical
environmental concerns

- Eroslon control structures (stabilization,
diversions) would be developed on
appraximately 40 riparian milas in two study
areas in accordance with management
provisions in riparian national conservation
areas and resource management plans.

» Cottonwood and willow planting would occur
on up to 2,550 acres in four study areas in
compliance with area of critical envirpnmental
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concern management plans.

+ Woodcutting would be prohibited on 19,294
acres in four study areas as provided in area of
critical environmental concern management
plans,

+ Wood collection would be restricted to down
and dead materials in two study areas (7,776
acres) in accordance with area of critical

environmental concern management provisions.

= Wood edllsction would be prohibited on
13,096 acres in two study areas according to
provisions in resource management plans.

» Removal of native plants would be prohiblted
in 7,400 acres of five study areas in compliance
with area of critical environmental concern
management plans.

« Requlrements to locate campgrounds and
picnic areas away from riparian zones would
occur in five river study areas (7,968 acres) on
the basis of provisions in areas of critical
environmental concern management plans.

« Actions to sliminate exotic fish would be
implemented on about 70 riparian miles in four
river study areas as provided by area of critical
environmental concern management plans.

+ Approximately 5,450 acres of salt cedar
would be removed within five study areas
according to provisions in area of critical
environmental concern and resource
managemeant plans.

+ Approximately 28 miles of fencing that
includes exclosures would be developed in

riparian areas in four study areas (14,454 acres)
according to management provisions for
riparian national conservation areas and a
resource management plan.

« Proposed activities that ¢could result in
increased use or surface disturbance in 20
study areas would be reviewed by a cultural
resource specialist. in most cases, a field
inventory of the potentially affectad area would
be completed.

+ Sites evaluated as eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places would be avolded by
the proposed activity. If avoldance Is not
possible, impacts would be mitigated through a
data recovery program developed in
consultation with the State Historle Prasarvation
Officer.

» Protection measures, such as fencing or
periodic monltoring, would be developed for
selected cultural resources that have either a
high level of significance or a history of
vandalism.

» Water quality monitoring would be conducted
as required by the State on nearly 85 riparian
miles of nine rivers designated by the State as
uniqua waters.

= Up to 36 new upland water sources would ba
dseveloped for grazing management In nine
study areas according to management
provisions for areas of ¢ritical environmental
concern,
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TABLE 2-IMP
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
ISSUE RECOMMENCED ALL SUITABLE LEGISLATIVE NO ACTION
ALTEANATIVE PROTECTION
Curtstandingly Baneficial impact from Benaficial impact from long- Benasficial impact from Mo long-term

Ramarkable Scanic
Valuss

long-term lagislative
protection on 67,130
acras; No Wild and
Scenic River Act
protection for 20,340
atroa

tormn |agislative protection
on 87,459 acres

long-term legivlative
protection on 34,011
acray: Ne Wild and Scenic
Rivar Act protaction for
53,470 acray

lagislative protaction
on 8T,489 acres

Outstandingly
Rernavkcable Racraations|
Valuss

Banesficial impact from
long=term legislative
protection on 54,810
acrez;No Wild and Scenic
River Act pratection for
3,950 acres

Benslicial impact from lemg-
term legiziative protection
an 58,803 adras

Bensficid impact fram
leng=tavm agislative
pratestion an 16,071
acray; Na Wild and Scenic
River Act protection for
43,732 acren

Ne lang-tsrm
lagislative protaction
on 58,803 acres

Crtstandingly
Remarkable Geolagic
Valuss

Banaficial impact from
long-term legislativa
prolaction en 17,870
actew; No Wild and
Scenic River Act
protection for 424 acres

Banaficial impact from leng-
term lagislative protection
on 18,284 acras

Benaficial impact from
long-term logislative
prataction on 3,244 acres;
No Wild and Sconic Rivar
Act protection tfor 16,060
oras

No long-term
legislative protection
on 18,294 acres

Cutmandingly
Ramarkable Fish snd
Wildlife Hawtat and
Aquetic Habiurt Valusa

Banaficial impact fram
long-teerm |egislative
protaction on 72,160
acras; No Wik and
Sconic River Act
protection for 30,300
acros

Banaficial impact from long-
tarm lagislative protection
on 102,480 scres

Aanaficial impact from
long-term lagisiative
protaction on 41,942
acraw; No Wilkd and Scenic
Rivar Act pratection for
80,518 acres

Mo long -tedmn
leginlative protaction
on 102,480 acrea

Outstandingly
Remariable CuHural,
Historic, snd
Palaontalogical Values

Banshcal impact from
long-tarm laginlative
protection on 45,858
ncren; No Wild snd
Sconic River Act
protaction for 9,596
acras

Bunaficial impact from long-
term lagisfative protection
on 55,251 scran

Banaficial impact from
long-tarn legislative
protlaction on 20,775
acraw; Mo Wikd and Scenic
River At protection for
34,474 acres

Mo long-tarm
lagislative protaction
on 55,151 acras

Outstandingly
Remarkabla Hydrologic
Valuax

Banaficial impact from
long-tarm lagistativa
protection on B,310
scras; No Wild and
Scenic River Act
protection for 434 acrez

Baneficial impact frem lang-
tarm lagislative protection
on 9,344 acres

Banaficial impact fram
long-termn logislative

protaction on 3,244 acrez:

Na Wild and Scenic River
Act protection for 9,344
acres

No lang-tetrn
lagislative protaction
on 8,344 acres

Minarsis Davaloprmant

Long-term advarsa Impact
from Withdrewal of
2,830 acrea of moderate
to high potential, 4,380
of moderate potential and
1.240 acres of low-tor
maderate potantial in
sagmente deaignatad \Wild

Leng-term adverse Impact
from Withdrawal of 2,830
acres of moderate-to-high
potential, 5,330 acras of
mioderate potential, and
2,457 acres of low-to-
mixiorate potential in
segmantz designated Wild

Long-term adverae Impact
from Withdrawal of 2,830
acraw of moderate-to-high
potentinl, B,E60 scres of
moderats potantial, 1,040
acras of low-to-moderate
potential and 1,410 acras
of low in ssgmantz
dasignatad Wild

No sdversa impact

Teurism and Traval

Neo Adverse Impacts;
indirect beneficial impacts
tor Graham and Grasnles
Countias

Ne Adversa Impacts; indiract
benaficial impacts for
Graham and Gresnles
Countisa

Mo Advarss Impacts;
indirezt Boneficial impacts
for Greham and Gresnles

Caunties
—_

No Adveras Impacts




CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

This chapter focuses on selected resources in
the 20 eligible river study areas. The purpose of
the chapter is to identify resources that could

be impacted by implementation of the
recommended alternative and other alternatives
described in Chapter 2.

Although all resources have been conskdered in
the wild and scenic river evaluation process,
only those relevant to the issues Identified in
Chapter 1 and the impacts addressed in
Chapter 4 are discussed. Currently the eligible
Avers are protected by special management. In

this chapter tha resources ara described as they
would be managed without the special
protection for the rivers.

GENERAL ENVIRONMENT

Table 3-1 displays the river study areas
administered by the Bureau of Land
Management, public land acres by office
management area, end total acres. As shown in
Table 1-8, the river study areas are in 11 of the
15 Arizona counties: Coconing, Cochise, Glla,
Graham, Greenlee, La Paz, Maricopa, Mohave,
Yavapai, Pima, and Pinal.
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TABLE 3-1
RIVERS BY DISTRICT AND RESOURCE AREA

RIVER AREA DISTRICT AND RESOURCE AREA [RA) BLM TOTAL RIVER

PJBLIC STUDY AHREA

LAND ACRES

ACRES
Apgua Fria"® Phoanix District/Phoenix RA &,710 7.160
Aravalpa*® Sattord District/Gila RA 3,200 3,200
Big Sandy " Phoenix District/Kingman RA 4,220 8,730
Bill Willinrma* Yuma District/Havasu RA 4,650 4,617
Bonha Creak * Safford District/Qila RA 3570 4,640
Burra Crask® Phoaenlx District/Kingman RA 8,460 15,650
Cianega Crask " Safford Digtrict/Tucann RA 3,200 3,360
Francis Cresk Phoenix District/Kinoman RA 1,380 3,560
Gila Box* Safford District/Gila RA 7.460 7.960
Hagsayampa Phoenix District/Phosnlx RA 6,388 9,980
Hot Springa Safford Distrlot/Tueson RA 1,600 1,820
Lawar San Francisco* Safford Distrct/Qila RA 1,874 2,464
Middla Qila* Phoenix DRigtrict/Phoenix RA District 8,130 8,615
Paria™ Arizona Strip District/Vermilion RA B.960 8.960
San Padro* Safford District/Tucson RA 12,268 14,720
Santa Maria* Phoanix District/Kingman RA 7,080 12,000
Swamp Sprnge Satford Distriet/Tucson RA 640 800
Turkey Creok Satford District/Gile RA 1,100 1,100
Virgin* Arizona Strip District/Shivwits RA 9,344 11,040
Wright Craek Phoeanlx District/Kingman RA i 881 4032

?_HUCDMmsndud altarnative; ﬁumumﬂ Aroa

The study areas are located in three Central Mountains province; and the rest are in
physiographic provinces: Paria River and Wright the Basin and Range province. Table 3-2
Creek are in the Colorado Plateau province; provides detaifs.

Burro Creek and the Aqua Fria River are in the
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TABLE 3-2
BAILEY AND KUCHLER POTENTIAL NATURAL VEGETATION AND
ECOREGIONS OF THE UNITED STATES

RIVER STUDY ECOREGION PHV 1 PNV 2 PNV 3 PNV 4 PNV B
AREA PROVINCE
Agua Fria Palouse Grassland JPW 0w APF GTSS
MMOS
Aravaipa Maxican Highland Shrub Steppa GTSS oJw PDFF CBBS
MMOS
Big Sandy Amaerican Degert CBBS PVCS
Bill Willlams American Desert CBBS PVCS
Bonita Craek Mexican Highland 5hrub Steppa GTSS oJwW cBBS
Burro Creek American Desert Palouss cBes PYCS GTSS o0Jw AFF
Grassland MMOS
Ciensga Creak Mexican Highland Shrub Steppe GTSS oJw PDFF
Francls Creek Palouge Grassland GTS5S8 oJw oJw APF
MMOS
Gila Box Meaxican Highland Shrub Steppe CBBSs GT55 0w POFF
Hagsayampa Palousee Grasaland GTSS OJwW APF
MMOS
Hot Springs Maxican Highland Shrub Stepps GTES OJW PDFF
Lowar San Maxican Highisnd Shrub Stepps CBBS GTSS OJwW
Francisco
Middls Gila Meaxlean Highland Shrub Steppe CBBSs GTSS oJw
Paria Intermountain Sagebrush GBS GGS JPW
Ean Pedro Mexican Highland Shrub Steppe GTSS QJw PDFF
Santa Marlms Palouse Gragsland CBBS PVCS GTES oJw AFF
American Desert MMOS
Swamp Springs Mexican Highland Shrub Stepps aT55 oJw POFF
Turkey Cresk Mexican Highland Shrub Steppe GTSS oJw PDFF
MMOS
Wright Cresk Palousa Grassland JPW GBT55 0Jw
MMOS
Virgin Amancan Dezert CB
PNV = Potential Natural Vegstation APF = Anzona Pine Forest
PDFF = Fine Dougias Fir Forest JPW = Junipar Finyon Woodland
OJW=0ak Juniper Woodland MMOS = Mountain Mahogany Oak Scrub
QTS5 = Grama Teboss Shrub Steppe CBBS = Craosote Bush Bursagse
PVCS = Palo Verda Cactug Shrub QG5 = Grama Gailleta Stapps
CB= Craosote Bush GRS = Oraat Basin Sagebrush
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OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES

Table 1-1 in Chapter 1 displays the range of
outstandingly remarkable valuss identified in the
eligibility studies for each of the 20 rivers.

Outstandingly Remarkable Scenic Values

Fifteen of the wild and scenic river study areas
possess outstandingly remarkable scenic
values.

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values are
varled. They include undisturbed panoramas
with diverse landforms composed of canyons,
mountain slopes, rolting hills, and the broad
river channels. Pristine canyons and gorges
provide exceptional aesthetic experiences.

Rugged mountains, rocky canyons, and
imposing cilff faces provide exceptional
opportunities for sightseelng and photography.
Riparian forests and heavy stands of vegetation
offer sharp contrasts in areas where the
surrounding vegetation is dominated by desert
shrubs. In areas with perennial waters, the
riparian vegetation creates a dramatic green belt
that magnifies the overall scenic quallty of the
area.

Qutstandingly Remarkable Recreational Values

Nine of the 20 river study areas contaln
outstandingly remarkable recreational values,
The river study areas provide opportunities for
ptimitive outdoor recreation in which local and
regional resldents as well as tourists from
around the country and world participate. The
outstandingly remarkable recreational values
include opportunities for hiking, backpacking
camping, horseback riding, sightseeing, wildilfe
observation, hunting, fishing, photography, off
highway vehicle use, rockclimbing, swimming,
rafting, kayaking, canoeing, and geologic,
ecologic, and cultural resource observation and
interpretation.

The rivers are elther the basis of recreation
activities (floating, swimming, fishing) or

contribute to the quality and intensity of an
activity (riparian areas provide excellent hiking
and camping opportunities as well as wildife
habitat for wildlife observations and hunting).
Dramatic canyons such as the Paria, Burro
Creek, and the Gila Box provide uncommon
opportunities for photographic and artistic
projects. Cultural and historic resources in the
study areas also attract visitors.

utstandingly Remarkable Fish Wildll
Aguatic Habitat Values

Fish and wildlife habitat was ldentified as an
outstandingly remarkable value In all of the 20
river study.areas. Outstandingly remarkable
aguatic habitat values were identHfied in one
rivar study area.

The outstanding value of the habitat is
intrinsically associated with the fish and wildlife
populations it supports. A variety of special
status species, species listed by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service or the Arizona Game and
Fish Department as threatened or endangered,
Category 1 and 2 species, and sensitive species
are found in the river study area (see Table 3-7).

Outstandingly Remarkable Cultural Resource,
Historical, and Faleontological Values

Nine of the 18 study areas contaln prehistoric
and historic archaeological sltes and are
regarded as having outstandingly remarkable
cultural resource values. These nine areas,
distributed throughout Arizona, are indicated In
Table 3-9. Prehistoric sites are present in ail of
the areas; six contaln historic slites. [t is likely
that all 20 study areas contain sites of sufficient
scientific potential or historic importance to be
eligible for nomination to the National Register
of Historic Places. The nine study areas having
outstandingly remarkable cuitural resource
values contain sifes regarded as rare of
exceptionally important in terms of historic
significance, scientific informational potential, or
geographic location.

Sites currently listed on the National Register
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include the Perry Mesa Archaeological District
along the Agua Frla River, the General Kearny
campsite overlooking the Glla Box, and the
Lehner Mammoth Kill She along the San Pedro
River. The Lahner site also is a National
Historic Landmark. SHes along the San Pedro
Alver are widely regarded as among the oldest
and most imporant Paleo-Indian manifestations
in Notrth America. At the Lehner and Murray
Springs shtes, occupied about 5,000 B.C., bones
of extinct Pleistocene mammaoths were found in
association with human artifacts.

In addition to the bones of extinct Pleistocene
animals associated with archaeological sites, the
San Pedro study area contains other significant
paleoniological resources, including late
Cenozoic fossils which are one to five million
yaars old. The San Pedro study area holds the
remains of Santa Cruz de Terranate, a Spanish
presidio that served as an outpost in battles
with the Apache. These types of sites are quite
rara in Arizona.

Examples of the outstandingly remarkable
cultural resources in other study areas include
the Peale Wagon Road near Wright Creek,
established in the 18503 as the first road across
northern Arizona; Pueblo Duval near Bonlia
Creek, a rare Anasazi ruin in Mogolion country;
pueblos with walls eight feet high near upper
Burro Creek, representing the westernmost
extension of the prehistoric Prescott culture;
and pueblos at the edges of the Agua Fria River
Canyon and its tributaries.

Outstandingly remarkable cultural resource
values in nine of the study areas are rare and
slgnificant, but nonetheless threatened by
damage from erosion and by human activities
such as vandalism and off-road vehicle traffic.

Quistandingly Remarkable Geaolagic Values

Qutstandingly remarkable geologic values are
found in three of the 20 river study areas.
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This category includes river areas with colorful
volcanic and obsidian deposits. Striking
geologic upliits and associated faulting with
steoply tited limestone formations, and deeply
incised narrow canyons and gorges
characterize geologic values in some of the
study areas.

Outstandingly Remarkable Hydrologic Values

Two study areas have outstandingly remarkable
hydrolagic values. Water quallty is a basic
factor in identifying an outstandingly remarkable
aquatic value, Perennial water flow In a desert
environment Is a primary factor in assessing
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values.

MINERALS DEVELOPMENT AND POTENTIAL

Many of the 20 eligible study areas have
produced, or have the potential to yield,
locatable minerals.

Table 3-3 describes the known locatable mineral
potential of the 40 eligible segments within the
study areas. A total of 103,000 acres is covered
by the river study areas. Twenty-three river
segments, Incorporating a total of approximately
51,600 acres, are considered to have either no
mineral poltential or a low mineral potentlal.
Twelva segments, incorporating a total of
approximataly 42,810 acres, are estimated to
have a low to moderate or moderate mineral
potential. Five segments, Incorporating an
approximate total of 9,646 acres, are classified
as having a moderate to high, or high mineral
potential. In one segment (8,960 acres) the
locatable mineral potential ranges from low to
high.

No large commarcial mining operations
currently exist within the river study areas.
Large open-pit copper mines operate in the
vicinity of the Lower San Francisco River, the
Middle Gila River, and Burro Creek. Copper
mining also occurred historically along the Bill
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Williams River. Mines producing primarily gold
or sliver have existed along the Hassayampa,
Agua Fria, Big Sandy, Santa Maria, and San
Pedro rivers. Molybdenum, manganese, lead,

zinc, and uranium are among the locatable
minerals that have been produced within or
near the study areas.

TABLE 3-3
LOCATABLE MINERAL POTENTIAL BY ELIGIBLE RIVER SEGMENT
WILD AND SCENIC RIVER SEGMENT 1 SEGMENT 2 SEGMENT 2 SEGMENT 4 SEGMENT &
STUDY AREA
AGUA FRIA L{1390ac) Mi6:320ac)
ARAVAIPA L{-3200ac)
BIG SANDY L/M{2030ac) L/M{2130ac)
BILL WILLIAMS L/M(2992ac) N(610ac) N{1547ac)
BONITA CREEK N/L{3B70ac)
BURRO CREEK L{1190ac) L/M(Z7508c) H(630ac) M/H(2630ac) M(Z2G80ac)
CIENEGA CREEK N[12B0ac) N{1910nc)
FRANCIS CREEK L{1360ac)
QLA BOX L{1940ac} Li4250ac) N/Li1270ac)
HAS5AYAMPA M/H{260ac) M/H{3246ac) M/H{2B904ac)
HOT SPRINGS N(1600ac)
LOWER SAN FRANCISCO L{1134ac) L{740ac)
MIDDLE GILA M{580ac) M{2630ac) M{2920ac)
PARIA L/H{8960ac)
SAN PEDRO L/M(12256ac}
SANTA MARIA L/M{5310ac} LIM{770nzc)
SWAMP SPRINGS N{B40ac)
TURKEY CREEK L1 100ac)
VIRGIN L{9zBac} L{2336ac) L{2368ac) L{3712ac}
WRIGHT CREEK L{3816ac)
————

Eev: N= None.L = Lew: M= Moderats: H= High

Table 3-4 displays the acreage currenily
withdrawn from mineral entry in the 20 eligible
river study areas. Withdrawn acres include
thosea lands closed to hew mining claims by
legislative decree or administrative action.
Other acres include areas on non-federal lands,
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as well as public lands that remain gpen to
mineral entry. The data show that
approximately 50,000 acres have been
withdrawn from mineral entry in the 20 eligible
rivar study areas. Thig represents about 48
percent of the total acreage.
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TABLE 3-4
WILD AND SCENIC RIVER AREAS LOCATABLE MINERALS BY ACREAGE
RIVER AREA POTENTIAL PUBLIC LAND ACRES WITHDRAWN ACRES
Agua Fria® 6,710 4]
Aravaipa® 3,200 3,200
Big Sandy* 4,220 2,682
Bill Williame* E.660 4,164
Bonlta Creek* 3,670 3,570
Burrg Creck ™ 9,480 3,223
Clenaga Creek* 3,200
Francia Creak 1,360 480
Gila Bax ™ 7.480 7,460
Hassayampa 6,388 3,528
Hot Springs 1,600 o]
Lower S5an Francleco* 1,874 40
Middie Gila*® 6,130 2. 240
Faria”® 8,960 B 860
San Padro* 12,256 12,258
Santa Marin*® 7,080 4,270
Swamp Springe &40 G40
Turkey Crask 1.100 370
Virgin* 8,344 5,088
Wright Cresk 3,851 31,861
TOTALS 103,560 50021
T=Th mended Altarnative o

None of the Hver study areas has more than a
low potential for leasable mineral development.
Hot springs, with a geothermal potential, exist
ngar Burro Creek, the Gila Box, and Hot Springs
Canyon, but no plans or efforts ha