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System has been identified as the preferred alternative. The
rationale for selecting this action is also discussed.
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SUMMARY REPORT

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION: The study found that the

78 miles of the Verde River designated for study in the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, as amended, is eligible for inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. However, the proposed action
would designate only 39.5 miles of the river. A 38.5 mile section of
the river between the Forest boundary near Paulden and Ciarkdale is
excluded from the proposal. Of the 39.5 miles of river affected by
the action, 22 miles meet scenic river criteria, and the remaining
17.5 miles are suited for a wiid river classification.

This reconmendation, if implemented, would provide statutory protec-
tion of a highly scenic free-flowiny river. The action would also
provide opportunities fTor increasing the diversity of dispersed
recreation use.

The primary issue emerging from public involvement was, "should
the Verde River and its immediate environment (study corridor), or
portions thereof, be designated as a companent of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System or should present management direction

S continue.” This question was raised during each public meeting as

well as by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act itself. It is the primary
1ssue addressed in this study.

In addition, several other issues and concerns were identified by
the public and are addressed in this study. These issues include:

What is the effect of wild and scenic river designation on oppor-
tunities for future development, i.e., diversions, recreation
sites, roads, and power transmission line corridors?

I[f the river and its environment are designated, what would be
the extent, provisions, and consequences of easements acquired
on private land?

Are there possible conflicts between needs for more water storage
and a designation which would maintain a free-flowing river?

What effect would a wild and scenic river designation have on
habitat management for the bald eagle?

What effect would a wild and scenic river designation have on
geothermal leasing, exploration, and development?

No other Federal actions are discussed in this Environmental I[mpact
Statement.
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: During the study process, five alternatives

were considered. However, one alternative which added 10.5 miles to
the south end of the designated study area near Table Mountain,
was eliminated during the evaluation process.

A.

Alternative A. (No Designation - No Action) Under this alterna-

tive, none of the 78 miltes of eligible river would be added to
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The present manage-
ment policies and programs of the three Naticnal Forests involved
would continue. Future management of the National Forest lands
would be directed and controlled by the Land and Resource Manage-
ment Plans developed for the respective Forests in accordance
with the National Forest Management Act of 1976. The constraints
on existing or future uses of the private lands would be minimal.

Alternative B. (Designation of the segment of the river from

Bueasley Flats to the vicinity of Table Mountain.) This alter-
native would designate a total of 39.5 miles of eligible river,
The segment from Beasley Flats to the confluence of Fossil Creek,
22 wmiles, would be classified scenic. The remaining segment,
17.5 miles, would be classified wild. Soire access routes

would be improved and parking and sanitation facilities would be
provided as needed. Emphasis would be placed on protecting the
natural values of the river area. Zoning ordinances or the ac-
quisition of a scenic easement may  He used to control develop-
ment of the in¢luded private lands. This alternative was selected
as the preferred alternative {See map on page iv}.

Alternative C. (Designation of all eligible river segments
except for a 5.5 mile section of the river at the upstream end
of the study segment.} The alternative would designate all
eligible seguents except for a 5.5 mile section and would total
72.5 miles. The upstream 33 mile segment would be classified
recreational and the remainder would be classified as in Al-
ternative B. A portion of the included 737 acres of private
tand would be subject to land use controis in the form of
zoning ordinances, scenic easements or combinations of both.
Management and development of the river area would be the same
as in Alternative B.

Alternative D. {Designation of all eligible seyments.) Under

this alternative all eligible segments would be designated for

inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. A
total of 78 miles of the Verde River would be protected and
managed under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. This alternative
is essentially the same as Alternative C, except an additional
5.9 miles of recreational river would be designated and about
763 acres more of private lands could be subject to land use
controls.
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Environmental impacts associated
with the proposed action include protection of the free-flowing
character of 39.5 miles of the Verde River as well as protection of
scenic, fish and wildlife, historic and cultural values. The appor-
tunities for future water impoundments and hydroelectric power
developments that would have direct and adverse effects on the desig-

nated segments would be foregone.

Improved access routes with associated parking and sanitation
facilities would impose minor modification on the natural environ-
ment. Increased public use, in the general area of the improve-
ments, would cause minor soil compaction and vegetative alterations,
Recreation use is expected to increase as a result of designation,

Zoning ordinances or a scenic easement would restrict the development
potential on one parcel of private land within the designated river
segment.

CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS: Opportunities for public participation in
the study process were provided by five open houses and a workshop
session. In addition, contacts were made with Federal and State
agency representatives, state-wide user groups, County Board of Super-
visors, range permittees, landowners, c¢ivic organizations, and other
interested individuals. Preliminary alternatives were made available
for public review through publication of a newspaper tabloid.

Over eight hundred copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
were distributed to the following agencies and organizations, and comments
were received by those indicated with an asterisk.

Federal Agencies

Geological Survey Bureau of Indian Affairs

Water Resources Council Bureau of Land Management

National Park Service * The Secretary of Commerce

Fish and Wildlife Service Federal Highway Administration
Department of Energy * Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
USDA - Soil Conservation Service * USDI - Water and Power Resources Service

*

Environmental Protection Agency Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Dept. of the Army-Corps of Engineers Heritage Conserv. and Recreation Service
USDI - Office of the decretary * USDA - Rural Electrification Administ.

Congressional Delegates

Senator Barry Goldwater Representative John Rhodes
Senator Dennis DeConcini * Representative Boh Stump
Representative Eldon Rudd Representative Morris Udall
County
Gila County Board of Supervisors Yavapai County Board of Supervisors
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Arizona State Agencies

NACOG, Region III * Prescott Historical Society

State Mine Inspector * QEPAD - Hathaway

Office of Arid Land Studies * Arizona Natural Heritage Program

State Land Department * Department of Game and Fish

Department of Health Services Department of Parks and Recreation
Center for Public Affairs Arizona Department of Public Safety
Outdoor Recreation Coord. Commission Office of Economic Planning and Develop.
Agriculture & Horticulture Dept. * Central Az. Association of Governments

Department of Transportation

City Councils

Prescott City Council

Corporations
Phelps Dodge Corporation * Atlantic Richfield Company
Arizona Public Service Company * Dashney, Steel & Jensen, Incorporated
Arizona State Legislators
Senator Leo Corbit Senator Boyd Tenney
Congressman Frank Kelley Congressman John Hays
Congressman Jerry Everall
Organizations
Arizona Wildlife Federation * Arizona Resource Council
Coconino Sportsmen * National Audubon Society
Prescott Audubon Society * The Wildlife Society
Tucson Audubon Society * Salt River Project
The Prescott Junior Women's Club * Four Corners Wilderness Workshop
The Tzaak Walton League of America * Arizonans for Wild & Scenic Rivers
*

KOKOPELI (Adventures in Learning) Northern Audubon Society

Yavapai-Apache Tribe Yavapai-Prescott Tribe

Arizona Public Service AWWM-Arizonans for Quality Environment
SAEC-Southern Az. Environ. Counci) * Verde Nat. Resource Conservation District
Northern AZ. Council of Govern, * Coconino Nat. Res. Conservation District
Earth First {National Wilderness

Preservation Organization)

*

Individuats

Comments were received from 332 individuals. See listing of individuals
by preferred alternative in Appendix F of this document.
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[. INTRODUCTIUN

A. Backyround and Nature of Decision

In 1968, Congress passed the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (P.L.
90-542) and redirected the water policy of this nation.
Congress declared that:

"o..othe established national policy of dam and other construc-
tion at appropriate sections of rivers of the United States
needs to be complemented by a policy that would preserve
other selected rivers or sections thereof in their free-
flowing condition to protect the water guality of such
rivers and to fulfill other vital National conservation
purposes.”

Over the past several years public interest has increased to pro-
tect the remaining free-flowing segments of several rivers in
Arizona, as well as throughout the United States. With the
passage of the National Parks and Recreation Act (P.L. 95-625),
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was amended by adding 17 rivers
for study. Among these was the Verde River.

"The main stem from the Prescott National Forest boundary
near Paulden to the vicinity of Table Mountain, approximately
14 iniles above Horseshoe Reservoir, except for the segment
not included in the National Forest between Clarkdale and
Camp Verde, north segment.”

Because the phrase “except for the segment not included in the
National Forest between Clarkdale and Camp Verde, north segment”
required some clarification, Staff from the Subcommittee on
Energy and the Environment in the House of Representatives pro-
vided the following information:

The legislative intent was to excliude from the study that
segment of river from where it leaves National Forest lands
north of Clarkdale, Section 33, T17N, R3E, downstream to
where it again enters National Forest land near the south-
west corner of Section 26, T13N, R5E.

In addition to the designated study segment, the section of
river between Table Mountain and the junction of Tangle Creek

in Section 35, TIN, R6E, was also evaluated for possible in-
clusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The
decision to add the Tangle Creek section to the study was made
following a recommendation by the Central Arizona Water Control
Study, that the dam site at the Verde River/Tangle Creek conflu-
ence be dropped because of unsuitable geology.




B. Purpose of Report

This report, prepared by the USDA, Forest Service, Prescott,
Coconino, and Tonto National Forests, discusses the process
used to analyze and evaluate characteristics of the study
segment of the Verde River to determine whether it qualifies
for designation as a Wild and Scenic River as defined in the
1968 Act. The public had an opportunity to comment on a pre-
liminary decision published in a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). A final recommendation based on the DEIS
and subsequent public comment is documented in this Environ-
mental Impact Statement. Congress directed that a report

on the final recommendation be submitted to them not later
than April 198l. At that point, Congress may accept or modify
the recommendation when considering the Verde River for possible
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

In addition to documenting the preferred alternative, the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act requires the report to show the following:

Location (pg. 2); characteristics which do or do not make
the area a worthy addition to the system (pg. 31); reason-
ably foreseeable potential uses of resources enhanced,
foreclosed, or curtailed if designated (pg. 60); adminis-
tering Federal agency if designated (pg. 67); cost sharing

by State and Tocal government agencies (pg. 67); and the
estimated cost to the United States of acquiring easements,
lands, and of administering the area if designated (pg. 51).°

C. Location

The Verde River originates in Big Chino Valley north of Prescott,
Arizona, and is a major tributary of the Salt River, which
flows into the Gila River.

The study area is divided into two river segments -- A and B.
Segment A extends east from the National Forest boundary near
Paulden, Arizona, to the north edge of the private lands in

Section 33, T17N, R3E. Segment B extends south from the east

edge of the private lands in Section 27, T13N, R5E to the junction
with Tangle Creek in Section 35, TIN, R6E. The towns of Clarkdale,
Cottonwood, and Camp Verde are located along the river between

the two study segments. See maps on pages 14 and 15.



For the purpose of the study, boundaries were established

to average about 1/4 mile on both sides of the river. With
the exception of approximately 1,500 acres of private lands
the study area encompasses National Forest lands. The river
flows through Yavapai and Gila Counties.

Issues and Concerns

The primary issue emerging from public involvement is, "Should
the Yerde River and its immediate environment (study corridor),
or portions thereof, be designated as a component of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System or should present management di-
rection continue.” This question was raised during each public
meeting as well as by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act itself.

In addition, other issues and concerns, identified by the
public, are addressed in this study. The issues include:

What effect would the wild and scenic river designation
have on opportunities for future development, i.e., diver-
sions, recreation sites, roads, and power transmission line
corridors?

[f the river and its environment (corridor)} are designated,
what would be the extent, provisions, and consequences of
easements acquired on private land?

Are there possible conflicts between needs for more water
storage and a designation which would maintain a free-
flowing river?

What effect would a wild and scenic river designation have
on habitat management for the bald eagle?

What effect would a wild and scenic river designation have
on geothermal leasing, expleoration, and development?

The concerns were:

What is the effect of wild and scenic river designation
on rights and responsibilities regarding withdrawals for
reclamation purposes?

Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968
prevents the Federal Power Commission, now the Federal
tnergy Regulatory Commission, from licensing any project
directly affecting the river, and alsoc prevents other
Federal agencies from making construction loans or grants,



or issuing licenses for water resources projects.

What is the effect of designation on mineral prospecting,
exploration, and development?

All prospecting, mining operations and other activities
on mining claims which have not been perfected 1/ prior
to adding the river to the system shall be subject to
such regulations as the Secretary of Agriculture may
prescribe to effectuate the purpose of the Wild and Scenic
River Act. Also, subject to valid existing rights, the
minerals in Federal lands which are part of the system
and constitute the bed or bank or are situated within
one-quarter mile of the bank of any river segment clas-
sified wild are withdrawn from all forms of appropriation
under the mining laws and from operation of the mineral
leasing laws.

Would the access for maintenance of stream gauging stations
and development of additionai gauges ¥for an improved
flood warning system be affected by designation?

Unobtrusive gauging stations and their continued mainte-
nance are allowed under a wild and scenic river designa-
tion if there is no significant adverse effect on the
natural character of the area.

[f private landownership is retained, would road access
through the classified area be allowed?

Rights of reasonable access to private land would not be

denied. Road access through a designated area to private
land would be allowed to the extent it does not signifi-

cantly impact the natural character of the area.

1/ "Subject to valid existing rights, the perfection of or issuance of
a patent to any mining claim affecting lands within the system shall
confer or convey a right or title only to the mineral deposits, and such
rights only to the use of the surface and the surface resources as are
reasonably required to carry on prospecting or mining operations and are
consistent with such regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary
of Agriculture." ({Wild and Scenic Rivers Act P.bL. 90-542}.
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wWhat effect will designation have on grazing of domestic
Tivestock and development and maintenance of range im-
provements?

Livestock grazing would continue to the extent it does

not detract from the values for which the river was desig-
nated and classified under provisions of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. Unobtrusive fences and other range
improvements would be permitted if there is no significant
adverse effect on the natural character of the area.
Existing means of access for maintenance of improvements
would be allowed to continue as long as they do not
destroy the values for which the river was designated.

What is the effect on upstreamn communities and water
users particularly as it relates to maintaining water
quality and quantity standards of a designated river?

This concern was expressed by residents of upstream com-
munities located outside of the study area. The Act
specifies that the prescribed water quality standards
will be maintained. However, this does not relieve the
State of their water quality monitoring and enforcement
responsibilities. Designation would add emphasis to
maintaining the prescribed quantity of water required to
maintain a free-flowing river.

What effect would designation have on existing manmade
improvements?

Man-made improvements were inventoried during the study
process, and their impacts on eligibility and classifica-
tton were evaluated. Classification would not result in
elimination of existing improvements.
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[I.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A.

C.

Legal Setting

The Verde River flows through private and public lands. The
public lands were set aside from the public domain as reserves
prior to the Transfer Act of 1905. During the years that
followed, there were several name changes, acreage transfers,
etc., that resulted in the current boundaries of the Prescott,
Cocdnino, and Tonto National Forests. Except for approximately
1500 acres of private lands contained in eight separate parcels
along the river, the study area is managed by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Forest Service. Since the Forest Service
administers all the public lands, it has been designated as
Tead agency in conducting the study. Other Federal and State
governmental agencies, as well as utility companies, statewide
user groups, organizations and private individuals were consuited
during the study process.

General Setting

The Verde River Study Area is located within the boundaries of
the Prescott, Coconino, and Tonto National Forests. Management
questions are currently being addressed within the framework

of multiple-use guides established for the Chino Valley,

Verde, Sedona, Beaver Creek, Payson, and Cave Creek Ranger
Districts. General management has been directed toward mainte-
nance of natural conditions along the river corridor.

Because of the rugged terrain and lack of products sought by
early settlers, there has been little development or use
within the study area. However, there has been and is now,
grazing of cattle along the river and its tributary canyons.
Some mineral exploration has occurred in the past. However,
little evidence of mining activity is evident today. Fire
occurrence is low, and recreation use is limited to camping,
picnicking, fishing, hunting, and occasional river running
during peak flow periods.

Socig-Economic Setting

The local users of the river are from the compunities and
towns of Bridgeport, Middlie Verde, McGuireville, Jerome,
Clarkdale, Cottonwood, Cornville, and Camp Verde. In general,
these towns developed as service centers for ranching and
mining areas surrounding the Verde Valley. The fertile soils
adjacent to the river near the town of Camp Verde provided
ample agricultural opportunities.




The profile of the valley today has changed considerably. It
serves the tourism trade in Northern Arizona with nearby
Jeromne State Historical Park, Dead Horse State Park, Fort
Verde State Park, Tuzigoot and Montezuma Castle National Monu-
ments, National Forests and other scenic attractions, luring
thousands of visitors yearly. Retail and wholesale trade is
perhaps the largest single economic sector in the valley.

Besides attracting tourists, the valley has become a haven for
retirees. The mild year-vound climate is the major attractor.
1t is estimated that 20 percent of the Verde Valley's popula-

tion is over 65 years of age. 1/

There are a few small ranches in the vicinity of the river
that depend on National Forest lands for yearlong graziny.
The river often provides the only reliable source of water
during drought periods and plays an important part in the

overall range management program.

The Jocal economy is growing at a low to moderate rate. Mining
activities are restricted to production of cement by the Phoenix
Cement Company in Clarkdale and other small amounts of "deposited"
type minarals - gypsum, dolomite, halite, etc. If Phelps-Dodge
Corporation elects to open-pit mine the low grade copper deposits
beneath the town of Jerome, there will be a rapid social and
economic change in the Verde Valiey.

The local public interest in National Forest lands, as well as

the river, is quite high because the Forest provides a sub- |
stantial part of their outdoor recreational needs. Generally,

the Verde valley residents favor a full range of uses with a

minimum of constraints, rather than land classification, which

may preclude some existing or potential land uses.

The larger surrounding towns of Prescott, Chino VYalley, Ashfork,
Williams, Sedona, and Flagstaff, are not as dependent on the
river for recreation as the local population. However, it

does provide a variety when compared to their predominantly
"high country” recreation use opportunities. The river also

is an attraction for the residents of the Phoenix metropolitan
areas and out-of-state visitors. This use is expected to
increase if the river is designated in the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

1/ Arizona Office of Economic Planning & Development - Phoenix, Arizona
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“Jamas Cowlin, 1980

Verde River at the confluence of East Verde River-Tonto National Forest



Climate

The climate along the Verde River is characterized by hot
summers, mild winters, moderate precipitation and abundant
sunshine. Weather records have been maintained at Childs,
Arizona, since 1915. The hottest temperature recorded at this
site was 118°F in 1958. Normally, July is the hottest month,
with the average daily maximum being 102°F. During January,
temperatures sink to their lowest, with the averaye daily
minimum being 33°F. The coldest temperature ever recorded

was 2°F in 1937.

Precipitation averages approximately 16 inches per year (Sellers
& Hi1l, 1974). Almost half is received between November and
March as gentle rains, with much of the remainder falling during
the sumner thunderstorm period.

Cultural and Historical Background

The Verde River has long been known for its wealth of pre-
historic and historic sites and played an important role in
the development of Arizona. Six major divisions of this
history can be made.

Paleo-Indian Period (12,000 B.C. to 8,000 B.C.) People of
this era were primarily hunters who foTlowed the movements of
big game herds. Although no renains of this period have been
verified, sites may be buried beneath alluvial and colluvial
deposits.

Archaic Period (8,000 8.C. to A.D. 1) As the climate changed,
the game herds died out, and people became more knowledgeable
of other food resources, more emphasis was placed on the
gathering of wild plant foods. Possible camp sites of this
period are known and consist primarily of isolated projectile
points and scatters of flaked stone.

Agriculturalists (A.D. 1 to 1425) Most prehistoric sites in
the area date to this period. These valley inhabitants were
known as the Southern Sinagua. Although probably developing
from the earlier Archaic tradition, their culture was in-
fluenced by nearby groups. Earliest sites are pit house
villages in the uplands, suggesting a hunting and gathering
food base supplemented by farming areas along the Mogollon
Rim. Later, pueblos in the open as well as cliff dwellings
came into use, culminating in the large puebles such as
Tuzigoot and Montezuma's Castle.
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Historic Hunters and Gatherers (A.D. 1425 to 1865) When the
first Spanish explorers entered the Verde Valley 1n 1583, they
found it occupied by the Northeastern Yavapai Indians. The
Yavapal lifestyle was similar to that of thne Archaic Period,
being dependent upon a seasonal cycie of hunting and wild
plant food harvesting. Some irrigation farming was also
practiced.

The Pioneer Settlers {(1865-1875) Farmers first entered the
Valley from Prescott in 1865. Hostilities with the Yavapai
Indians developed as increasing numbers of settlers moved into
the Valley, disrupting the traditional Yavapai Tifestyle by
restricting access to food collecting areas. Fort Verde was
established as a military base to control these conflicts and
later became a reservation. The Yavapai [ndians were moved
out of the area in 1875 but returned to Fort Verde after 1898,

Miners and the Railroads (1875 to Present) In 1876, copper
mines near Jerome that had been used in prehistoric times were
rediscovered. In 1886, the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad was
completed into Prescott. Ore could then be hauled by mule
train from Jerome to Prescott, causing an economic boom in the
Valtey. When copper prices fell in 1891, the cost of hauling
ore by mule became prohibitive. Consequently, a narrow gauge
railroad from Jerome to Chino Valley was built and used until
the smelter at Jerome was moved to a new site on the Verde
River. This became the company town of Clarkdale. The Verde
Valley Railroad was constructed in 1911 to connect Clarkdale
with the Ash Fork-Prescott Railroad and is still used today.

Vegetation

The Verde River, as it meanders throuyh the rugged terrain,
creates a deciduous riparian forest and woodland subformation.
The adjacent landscape beyond the river's influence consists
of two distinct vegetative subformations. The pinyon-juniper
woodland type dominates the river seyment north of Clarkdale
and gradually gives away to the Sonoran desert type with large
inclusions of semi-desert grasslands in the segment south of

. Camp Verde.

The dominant plant species arrangement outside the riparian
zone is a shrub overstory with a grass understory. Pinyon
and juniper are often intermixed. The principal shrubby
species are mesquite, catclaw, shrub oak, prickly pear, and
creosote bush.
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The dominant grasses include sand dropseed, three-awn species,
galleta, blue grama, and sideoats grama.

The Verde River is virtually unsurveyed for threatened and
endangered plant species. However, it is suspected that nine
plants, that are listed or proposed for listing as threat-
ened or endangered, exist in the study segments. See list in
Appendix B of this document.

The riparian vegetation along the river is strongly influenced
by physical features such as geology, channel width, and stream
gradient which influence the existence of alluvial benches.
Other factors which also affect the riparian vegetation are
grazing and water level fluctuations due to seasaonal flooding
and withdrawals. Extrapolation of Forest Service research 2/
indicates that less than 20 percent of the river's length from
the Forest boundary near Paulden, Arizona, to the Tangle Creek
junction near Horseshoe Reservoir, is capable of producing
quality riparian vegetation. The most productive sites are
contained in the river segment between Beasley Flats and Tangle
Creek.

As a general rule, the riparian areas are dominated by hard-
woods and shrubs. The principal species are cottonwood,

willow, ash, Arizona oak, hackberry, seepwillow, burrohrush,
baccharis, desert willow, mesquite, salt cedar, and occasional
Arizona sycamore. The herbaceous ground cover i$ primarily
annual grasses and forbs with a high percentage of bermuda grass.

For the most part, the lands within the study area are rocky,
steep and classified as not suitable for production of commer-
¢ially valuable wood products. The minor amounts of Pinyon-
Juniper available for fuelwood is used by the general public
for recreation purposes.

G. Transportation

The study segments are not accessible by paved Federal, State,
or County highways. However, US Highways 89, Alt. 89, and
State Highway 79, provide access to county and Forest developed
roads that serve the river. See river segment location maps on
pages 14 and 165,

Access to both study segments of the river is timited. The two
major problems are public access through private lands and sub-
standard roads. Vehicle users can be separated into two major
groups. The larger group consists of the general public seeking
a recreation experience, and the second group is made up of
range permittees, private landowners, and utility operators.

2/ Action Program for Resolution of Livestock - Riparian Conflicts on
the Salt River and Verde River, July 5, 1979, US Forest Service.
-12-



1.

River Segment A Access

There are five Tow standard dirt access roads in this
segment. They are Morgan Ranch Road (FS #638), Bear
Siding Road (FS #182), Verde Ranch Road (FS #635),
Perkinsvilie Road (FS #354) and the Packard private lands
access road (FS #131). These roads all pass through
private lands within the study corridor. The Forest
Service does not have rights-of-way or easements granting
the general pubiic access.

The Yerde Ranch Road and Perkinsvilie Road can be driven
by passenger cars. The cther three roads usually require
a high clearance vehicle. 1In addition to the Tisted
major roads, there are several unconstructed trails and
cross-country routes, that provide access to the rim
above the river. Most of these require 4-wheel drive
vehicles.

The Verde Valley Railroad enters the study corridor two
miles west of Perkinsville. It remains in the corridor
for 20 miles until it climbs out of the river bottom,
between the Packard private lands and Clarkdale. The
railroad was constructed in 1911 to connect Clarkdale

with the main Ashfork-Prescott line. It does not carry
passengers and generally makes one trip a day transporting
cement from the Phoenix Cement Company in Clarkdale.

River Segment B Access

The north portion of this seyment is accessible by six
primitive dirt roads. They are Beasley Flats Road (FS
#334), the Falls-Sycamore Creck Road (FS #500}, Brown
Springs Road {FS #574), Childs Access Road (FS #502),
Powerline Road (FS #16), and 4-wheel Drive Road (FS #57).
The roads are constructed to various standards, requiring
high clearance and 4-wheel drive vehicles during wet
conditions. Horseback and foot access to this section

of the river is provided by Forest trails 41, 66, 67, and
the powerline trail extending north from Childs.

The South section of this segment, from the junction of
Fossil Creek to the boundary of the study area near Tangle
Creek, is accessible by Forest Roads Nos. 269 and 479.
Both roads join the river at the Sheep Bridge near the
Jjunction of Tangle Creek. Road No. 269 i1s constructed

to the highest standard and provides primary access.
Forest Trails 41, 11 and 20 provide the only other de-
veloped access to this portion of the river.

-13-
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The Verde Valiey Railroad was constructed in 1911 to connect Clarkdale
with the Ashfork - Prescott Railroad and is still used today - Prescott
National Forest.
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H. Recreation

Since access to most of the Verde River within the study area
is limited, recreation use is lower than on some other rivers
in Arizona. The absence of developed recreation sites coupled
with limited access, concentrates the recreation use around
areas served by the few improved rogads. Most of these roads
were constructed to provide access to the private land parcels
located along the river. This creates conflicts between the
recreation users and private landowners.

The majority of the picnicking and camping occurs in river seg-
ment A, north of Clarkdale. The alluvial flats adjacent to

the river provide the water, cover, and firewood necessary for
these activities.

There are several areas in both river segments that have good
fishing potential. Catfish is the most sought after species
but other fish, such as largemouth and smallimouth bass, blue-
gill, and other sunfish are also harvested. Local residents
visiting their favorite fishing hole account for most of the
fishing use.

In general, hunting does not ogccur in the study area as fre-
quently as in the more accessible surrounding area. Upland
birds and ducks are the most popular game animals.

The river segment north of Clarkdale has limited potential

for extended float trips. The average flow rate is less than

200 c¢fs and limits floating to innertubes, rafts, and occasionally
short cance trips,

The river segwent south of Camp Verde has good potential for
floating during the peak March-April flow period, but is
often hazardous because of rapids and tree obstacles. Docu-
mented float trips 3/ indicate that when the flow is below
800 cfs there is trouble with sand and gravel bars and above
3,000 ¢fs the river is turbulent and dangerous. The average
flow rate is less than 500 cfs.,

There are a few popular swimming holes within the study area.
The most popular area is the Verde Hot Springs. The springs
are surrounded by the remains of a twenty-room, two-story
lodge and spa that operated under a Forest Service special-use
permit. Although the resort building was destroyed by fire in
1962 and the special-use permit terminated, the hot springs
$ti1l draw large crowds.

3/ W. G. Weinel, U.S. Forest Service, 1973 and 1975,
-17-



“james Cowlin, 1980

Fishing along the Verde River west of Perkinsville private lands -
Prescott National Forest
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The recent RARE I 4/ process identified five roadless areas
that extend into the study area. The Muldoon, Hackberry, and
Sycamore Canyon Wilderness contiguous areas were recommended
for resource management other than wilderness. The Arnold
Mesa and Mazatzal Wilderness contiguous areas were recommended
for further planning and will remain essentially undeveloped
until Forest Land and Resource Management Plans 5/ are com-
pleted.

The Arnold Mesa roadless area begins approximately .5 miles

south of Brown Springs below Camp Verde and extends 4 miles

down river to the vicinity of Cold Water Creek. It is located

entirely on the west side of the river. The Mazatzal Wilder- !
ness contiguous area begins approximatety .5 miles south of

Childs and includes both sides of the river down to the junc- ,‘
tion of Tangle Creek for a distance of 20 miles. See wap on

page 15. _ |

I. HWater

The Verde River originates outside the study area in Big Chino |
Valley northwest of Prescott. From its origin, it flows gener-

ally south, 125 miles through State, private, and National

Forest lands. The river empties into Horseshoe Reservoir and o
Bartlett Lake, where it is stored for use downstream in the

Phoenix metropolitan area. The major tributaries are Sycamore

Creek {(north of Clarkdale), Oak Creek, Beaver Creek, West

Clear Creek, Fossil Creek, and the East Verde River.

Water quality samples collected by the U.S. Geoiogical Survey
above and below Camp Verde do not represent a complete testing
program. However, they do indicate the water inside the study
area meets the standards set by the State of Arizona for recre-
ation, wildlife, fisheries and agricultural uses. &/

The Roadless Area Review and Evaluation process (RARE I[) is a
comprehensive process, instituted in June 1977, by the Forest
Service to identify roadless areas and undeveloped land areas in

- the National Forest System and to determine their general uses for

both wilderness and other resource management and development.

Forest Management Plan required by Section 6 of the National
Forest Management Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-588).

U.S. Geological Survey Water-Data Reports.
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Spring river running of
Tonto National Forest

the Verde River
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The U.S. Geological Survey maintains four gauging stations on
the Verde River. The maximum, ninimum, and average discharges
are as follows:

TABLE 1
Station Years Max imum Minimum Average
(cfs)* {cfs)* {cTs)=
Paulden 1963 to 8,080 15 35.7
Present
Clarkdale 1915 to 50,600 55 187
1921 &
1965 to
Present
Below 1971 to 41,000 13 378
Caip Verde Present
Tangle 1945 to 91,400 61 439

Creck Present

* (cfs) - cubic feet per second.

The maximun flows usually occur during spring and winter months.
The minimum flows are recorded during dry swmmer months.

There are no diversions, dams or other waterway modifications
in river segment B. However segment A, north of Clarkdale
contains three sets of diversions. The uppermost of the diver-
sions Ties in Section 31, T18M, R2E (Perkinsville private
lands). The structure consists of a windrow of rock and earth
extending into the stream channel, forcing water into the
irrigation system by gravity flow. The second diversion is
similar in construction to the first and 1s located in Section
12, Ti2N, R2E (Alvarez private lands). It provides water for
agricultural purposes and serves a pasture permitted by a
special-use permit on National Forest lands. The third diver-
sion is located in T17N, R3E, Section 33, just inside the

study area. The water, which is used for irrigation, is diverted
out of the river into a ditch which leads to a private land
parcel. These diversions do not affect the free-flowing char-
acter of the river.

That portion of the river not designated for study between
Clarkdale and Camp Verde (Verde Valley) contains, or is subject
to, numerous agricultural and domestic diversions. Water is
drawn from the river by direct diversion and wells. It is
partially consumed in agriculture and domestic use, yet a
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portion of what is diverted is also returned to the river but
is delayed, by routing through irrigation systems.

The water rights on the Varde River are in the process of ad-
judication. Until adjudication is complete, no positive state-
qent can be made about water rights. See Appendices C and D.

Northern Arizona communities, including Prescott, Pine, Payson,
and Camp Verde and other Verde Valley comaunities have bueen
tentatively granted a share of Colorado River water when the
Central Arizona Water Project (CAP) is completed into Arizona.
salt River Project (SRP) currently claims all unappropriated
Verde River water. Some of these communities have expressed

an interest in exchanging their CAP allocation to SRP for

Verde River water. This could result in water beinyg removed
directly from the Verde River or its tributaries. However,
since the CAP project will not be completed until approximately
1987, it is impossible to determine what affect this exchange
of water rights will have on the river.

Fish and Wildlife

The riparian comnunity and the river itself provide niches

for over 60 percent of the vertebrates that inhabit the three
National Forests involved in this study. For example, 255 of
the 383 vertebrates known to exist on the Prescott National
Forest can be found along the river and its immediate environs.
Many of these animals reproduce and complete their entire life
cycles in the same community. Others use the river for repro-
duction and/or feeding, but seasonally. Still others use the
unique riparian zone as a highway for travel from summer Lo
winter areas and return.

The river provides valuable winter waterfowl habitat. The low
elevation promotes ice-free conditions which encourage use by
migratory birds during January and February. Also, the year-
round climate is such that a few waterfowl take up yearlong
residence.

Little is known about the furbearer population. The species
known to occur throughout the river influence zone are beaver,
coyote, bobcat, weasel, skunk, and raccoon. River otters,
listed by the State as endangered, are native to the system,
put have disappeared. The Arizona Game & Fish Department 1is
currently considering the feasibility of re-establishing the
otter in the study area.
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The primary game species inhabiting the area, but are not
dependent on the riparian habitat, are mule deer, white-tail
deer, Javelina, morning dove, quail, and cottontail rabbits.
Occasionally, a mountain lian or black bear will be observed
passing through the area.

The water quality for river segment A north of Clarkdale rates
high. A limited sample, taken near the Packard Place by Forest
Service personnel in 1974, indicated that dissolved oXygen was
at or close to saturation and water temperatures were well
within the range to sustain a warm water fisheries. Dissolved
solids, a good indicator of pollution, was well within the
range necessary for supporting a good mixed fish population.
Bottom fauna collected during the study also indicated good
water quality.

River segwent B south of Camp Verde is expected to be samewhat
Tower in quality than segment A, due to urban development.

The towns of Clarkdale, Cottonwood, and Camp Verde are situated
on the banks of the river and are suspected of contributing
pollutants into the system. The extent of the pollution probiem
is not known at this time. However, a special task force has
been assigned by the Northern Arizona Council of Governments
(NACOG) under the 208 Water Quality Program to study and propose
solutions te existing and projected future quality problems.

There are 25 species of fish known or suspected to occur in
the study area. Of these, 14 species are big enough to be
caught on a hook and line. The most popular game fish are
catfish, bass, bluegill and other sunfish. Suckers and carp
are sought by some people but usually are caught incidental to
fishing for other species.

The entire Verde River and one-quarter mile on both sides has
been identified 7/ as essential habitat for bald eagles. The
bald eagle is listed as an endangered species on both the
State and Federal lists. Bald eagles nesting north of Arizona
use the river for wintering, and a local population of bald
eagles use it for nesting and rearing young during the spring
and summer.

7/ Action Program for Resolution of Livestock - Riparian Conflicts
on the Salt River and Verde River, July 5, 1979, US Forest Service.
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The Verde River provides nesting sites and

bald eagle.
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There are only 13 known active nesting territories in Arizona
and New Mexico. The nesting birds tend to require the river
environs more than the wintering birds. Observations and
studies indicate the southern segment of the Verde River is
used for nesting, and the total length is used for winter
foraging. During the winter period, the eagles have been
observed as far as eight miles from the river canyon.

Many wildlife observers are of the opinion that regeneration
of cottonwood and other riparian hardwood trees along the
Verde River essentially ceased with the advent of unrestricted
cattle graziny about a century age. The existing trees are
nearing the end of their natural life span and attrition by
death, floods, etc., is occurring at an alarming rate. This
situation concerns wany wildlife managers and observers who
feel that the bald eagles prefer trees to cliff sites for
nesting. The same managers and observers are quick to point
out that cliff sites are unsuitable alternatives to trees
because of reduced fledgling survival. Trees are also impor-
tant as streamside foraging perches for capture of fish, the
primary food source for the eagles.

The Forest Service has been aware of the importance of the ri-
parian habitat along the Verde and other rivers for some time.
However, only in comparatively recent times has the probable
adverse effect on the bald eagle been of concern. In 1978,
the Maricopa Audubon Society contacted the Forest Service and
expressed their concern that the eagle habitat was not being
adequately protected and managed. As a result, the Forest
Service developed a position statement and proposed to proceed
with a short-range program of direct habitat improvement in
areas crucial to the nesting pairs accompanied by a Tonger
term program of range management designed to improve the
entire riparian resource on the Verde River. The short-range
program consists of excluding livestock in selected areas,
fencing of key areas and planting cottonwood cuttings. The
Audubon Society has endorsed both the short and tong-ranye
programs.

In addition to the bald eagle and river otter, the Verde
River and its immediate environs provide suitable habitat
for 16 other threatened, endangered or special interest 8/
wildlife and fish species. See species list in Appendix A.

8/ Special interest includes wildlife species listed by the State
of Arizona that are in danger of being eliminated, may be in
Jjeopardy in the near future, or because of limited distribution
within the State.
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wlames Cowlin, 1980

The Verde River is an important source of water for livestock.
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K. Range

Since the introduction of grazing, the Verde River has served
as a primary watering and foraging source. As a result, the
River and the adjacent bench lands have been areas of livestock
concentration. This use, coupled with the physical nature of
the river corridor {climatic and edaphic}, has somewhat changed
the ecology of the area.

Parts of 18 National Forest grazing allotments occur within

the study area. Administration limitations, resulting from
financial and/or personnel constraints, have produced managemant
variations between the allotinents. The overall net result is
that the grazing resource is not being managed to its potential,
thus adversely impacting other resources, uses, and activities.

Range improvements consist of allgtment boundary and pasture
division fences, water gaps 9/, corrals, tractor constructed
cattle trails, and salt grounds. A range headquarters is main-
tained on National Forest lands north of Childs. These improve-
ments are permitted by a special-use permit and consist of a
bunkhouse, barn, and corral. They are used in management of
the Skeleton Ridye grazing allotment.

Along river segment A, north of Clarkdale, there are 17 water
gaps located on both Forest and private lands. They are seldom
all in place at the same time and present a minor hazard to
river runners.

The Forest Service is currently implementing a program to resclve
an apparent conflict between livestock grazing and the riparian
habitat along the Verde River. The alternatives range from
complete removal of Tivestock to partial exclusion of grazing

by fencing key areas and scheduled utilization under an approved
management plan.

L. Minerals

Most of the Federal lands located in the study corridor between
Mormon Pocket {(Sec. 3, TI7N, R2E) and the junction of Tangle
Creek are withdrawn from mineral entry by Reclamation With-
drawals. There are no known mineral production sites within
the river section between Mornon Pocket and the west Prescott
National Forest boundary, which is open to mineral entry.

9/ Fences across the river that break away during periods of high water
flows.
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Prospecting has shown a very limited amount of base metals
within or adjacent to the study area. HNumerous non-metallic
discoveries have been made within three miles of the river;
however, only one quarry is located inside the study area and
it is presently inactive.

The area from Camp Verde to Bear Siding forms the southern
boundary of lands determined as prospectively valuable for oil
and yas. The rest of the study area is not considered valuable
for o1l and gas.

Verde Hot Springs currently produces surface hot water, and

U.S. Geological Survey reports show that water as hot as 120°C
could exist at depths of 6,000 feet. These reports indicate

the Verde Hot Springs area has very little potential for electri-
cal nower generation, but the area has potential for direct

use of the geothermal resource. 10/

M. Air Quality

The air quality over the Verde River is good 11/. The laryest
single pollutant in the general area is dust which is largely
the result of wind erosion from relatively undisturbed areas
and vehicular travel along the low standard dirt roads.

Thz large wetropolitan area of Phoenix, Arizona, is located
approximately 40 miles south and west of the extreme south end
of the study corridor. The prevailing southwest winds bring
some smog into the general vicinity of the river. However,
seldom can it be visually detected within the study area.

Future expansion of mining activities in the Jerome area would
increase the probability of contaminants reaching the study area.
Also, improvement of the unpaved roads adjacent to the river may
result in increased traffic and related dust.

N. Landownership, Restrictions, and Uses

The Verde River flows through Yavapai and Gila Counties. All
the private lands within the study area are located in Yavapai
County.

10/  State of Arizona, Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology.

1l/ Arizona Department of Health Services, 1978.
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TABLE 1a
SUMMARY OF OWNERSHIP, RESTRICTIONS, AND USES

River Segment A

Length of Segment 38.5 miles
Gross Acres in Study Area 12,320 acres
Acres Under Forest Service Administration 10,846 acres
Acres in Private Ownership 1,474 acres
Number of Privately Owned Parcels 1/ 94
Number of Private Landowners 11
Land Uses in Study Area
Gas Pipeline 2/ 1 crossing
Railroad 2/ 20 miles
Power Transmission Lines 2/ 4
Water Diversions 2/ 3
Special Use Pastures 2/ 2
Storage Yard 2/ 1
Water Gauging Stations 3/ 2
Reclamation Withdrawal 4/ 1
Water Gaps {Fences) 2/ 17

River Segment B 5/

Length of Segment 50.0 miles
Gross Acres in Study Area 16,000 acres
Acres Under National Forest Administration 15,974 acres
Acres in Private Ownership 26 acres
Number of Privately Owned Parcels 1
Number of Private Landowners 1
Land Uses in Study Area
Power Transmission Lines 2/ 3
Range Headquarters 2/ 1
Water Gauging Station 6/ 1
Reclamation Withdrawal Total Length
Childs Power Plant 7/ 1

These parcels vary in size from a Targe 446 acre tract down to
small lots,

Authorized by special use permit or easement.
Both gauging stations have access roads.

The east 1/2 of T17N, R2E and the west 1/2 of T17N, R3E have been
withdrawn for waterpower development purposes.

IncTudes 10.5 mile river section hetween Sheep Bridge and Table Mtn,
This water gauging station is maintained by helicopter.

The powerhouse and appurtenant facilities are located within the
study area. The water is diverted out of Fossil Creek, a tributary
of the Verde River. MNo water is diverted out of the Verde River
for power production,
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Verde Valley Railroad crosses the Verde River on the east side of
Perkinsville private lands - Prescott National Forest.

Ranch headquarters located in study segment A of the Verde River -
Prescott National Forest
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11I.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A.

Eligibility Criteria and Analysis and Determination

The first step in the study process is to determine if the
river is eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. In order to make this determination it
is necessary to understand Section 1{b) of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542} which states that:

"It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United
States that selected rivers of the Nation which, with
their immediate environments, possess outstandingly
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and
wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values,
shail be preserved in free-flowing condition, and that
they and their immnediate environments shall be protected
for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future
generations."

To evaluate whefher the river is outstandingly remarkable,
eligibility criteria were written to reflect the intent of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act as it applies to streams in Arizona
below the Mogollon Rim, an area which includes the Salt, San
Francisco, and Verde Rivers. These c¢riteria are definitions
of the terms “outstandingly remarkable” scenic, recreational,
geologic, fish and wildlife, and historic and cultural values.

Because this evaluation can be highly subjective, the eval-
uation criteria were reviewed and modified at a public work-
shop. The accepted criteria are as follows:

1. Scenic Value:

Landform - terrain highly varied and distinctive, may in-
clude vistas with sharp peaks and/or sharply serrated
ridges or isolated peaks with distinctive color contrasts,
deep canyons or distinctive gorges with vertical or near
vertical walls and/or unusual configuration or color.

Vegetation - highly varied distinctive with strongly
defined patterns formed by combinations of vegetative
communities, dramatic displays of seasonal color,; speci-
men stands of vegetation which may create unusual forms,
cotors or textures. Outstanding examples of threatened
and endangered plants or native riparian habitat are
present.

Water - Natural waterforms consist of rivers and streams
of a perennial nature (consistent flow), river or stream
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character varies from still pools or slow moving water to
waterfalls, cascades and rapids and may have unusual
channel configuration.

_Recreational Value: Variety of uses is high or numerous;

river is accessible to wide variety users, quality of
recreation is high and use is commensurate with values,
significance of the recreational opportunity extends at
least statewide and may be regional or national.

Geologic Value: Formations and structures carved by

wind and water erosion are unusual and worthy of study

and observation, they are unusually old or show many
periods and variety or unusuval geological features, e.qg.,
fossils, faults, etc., and either rocks are rare Qr uncom-
mon, or exposed minerals are unusual or distinctive, or
outcraps are colorful and of different forins or shapes.

Fish and Wildlife Values: Fish populations are self-

sustaining and abundant, distinctive or highly visible;
threatened and/or endangerad species are self-supporting,
isolated species are found away from their main geographic
ranges, wildlife and fish communities show unique associa-
tions, symbiosis, competition or unusual food chains,
abundance and/or variety of wildlife and/or fish is
unusual for the area.

Historic and Cultural Values: Sites are easily viewed or

interpreted, are geographically important; show distinct
characteristics of time period, construction or workman-
ship, are associated with significant events in the
nation's, state or local history or pre-history.

In addition to the eligibility criteria written in response to
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, there are four criteria con-
tained in the "Guidelines for Lvaluating Wild, Scenic and
Recreational River Areas---" written by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture and the Interior in 1970. They are:

}-.

2.

Free-Flowing River: The river must be in a free-flowing,

natural conditian.

Meaningful Experience Opportunity: The river must be

Tong enough to provide a meaningful experience for river
users.

Water Volume: The river should contain sufficient water

volume to permit, during the recreation season, full
enjoyment of water-related cutdoor recreation activities
generally associated with comparable rivers.
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4, Water Quality: Water quality should meet the criteria
for fish, other aguatic life, and wildlife as defined in
the chapter on Aesthetics - General Criteria of Water
Quality Criteria, Federal Water Pollution Control
Administration, April 1, 1968.

The study team, when applying the first five eligibility criteria
definitions, considered that if one or more elements of each
criteria definition applied, the river then had outstandingly
remarkable attributes for that particular criteria. The appli-
cation of these criteria to the study segments of the Verde

River led to the determination that the two segments are eligible
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,

The two segments meet three of the eligibility criteria for
“outstandingly remarkable"” values and also meets the four
additional criteria. Table 2 is an analysis of the criteria

as they apply to the Verde River Study Segments,

TABLE 2
SUMMARY 0OF CRITERIA SATISFACTION

Criteria Criteria Satisfied
Scenic Value Yes
Racreational Value No
Geologic Value No
Fish and Wildlife Values Yes
Historic and Cultural Values Yes
Free-flowing River Yes
Meaningful Experience Opportunity Yes
Water Volume Yes
Water Quality Yes

Scenic Value: The Verde River does possess "outstandingly remark-
able" scenic values. Evaluation of scenic qualities using the
Forest Service Visual Management System 1/ concluded that both
segments of the river and visual surroundings classified as Variety
Class A. This means the scenic qualities of Tandform, vegetation,
and waterform within the study area are extremely high, with great
variety and distinction, This free-flowing perennial stream
provides a unique situation in the typical southwestern landscape.

1/ The Visual Management System contains the management direction
and techniques for the protection and enhancement of visual char-
acteristics. Documents are available for review at the Prescott,
Coconino, and Tonto National Forests supervisors' offices.
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Recreational Value: Although the Verde River provides an excellent
opportunity for diverse recreation use and many people feel it

does provide a quality recreation experience, it does not meet

the "outstandingly remarkable" recreational value criteria. The
recreational opportunities are many, however, none are considered
outstanding or unique. The current use is not high, and at the
present time, the majority of the river is not readily accessible
to a variety of users.

Geologic Value: Altnough the yeoloyy of the river does contribute
significantly te the outstanding scenery of the Verde River and
presents an interesting geologic display, it is not considered
"outstandingly remarkable." The geologic characteristics are quite
common to the area and do not display unique or unusual geologic
features or provide evidence of geclogic processes which are unique
or unusual in character.

Fish and Wildlife Values: "Outstandingly remarkable" fish and
wildlife values result because of the high quality habitat for
threatened and endangered species and the variety of resident and
visitor wildlife species. The presence or suspected presence of

21 threatened, endangered or special interest wildiife species is
sufficient to support the unique status of the study corridor.

The entire Verde River has been identified as essential habitat

for the bald eagle, an endangered species. The lower river seguent,
south of Camp Verde, is currently recognized as critical nesting
tarritory.

Historic and Lultural Values: 0Unly limited surveys have been
conducted along the Verde River, however, information gained from

the recorded sites shows the area to contain "outstandingly remark-
able” historic and cultural values. Many of the sites are considered
to be geoyraphically significant and also represent an important

era in the development of the Southwest. Further investigation is
expected to produce many sites of Naticnal Register significance
which will probably give insight into changing land use strategies
and their relationship to changing social organization through

time.

Free-Flowing River: The minor existing diversions and associated
impoundments within the study area do not affect the free-flowing
character of the River.

Meaningful Experience Opportunity: The study segment provides a
variety of meaningful experiences as identified in the discussions
of scenery, recreation, and fish and wildlife.

Water Volume: The average annual flow varies from 35.7 cubic
feet per second (cfs) near Paulden to 489 c¢fs near Tangle Creek.
The lowest recorded flows range from 15 ¢fs near Paulden to 61
c¢fs at Tangle Creek. Although there i5 a significant drop in
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flow during the driest periods, the flow is considered sufficient
to permit full enjoyment of water-related outdoor recreation activ-
ities.

Water Quality: MWater quality data collected by the U.S. Geclogical
Survey indicate the waters inside the study area meet the standards
set by the State of Arizona for aquatic and wildlife habitat and
full body contact recreation use.

Classification Criteria and Uetermination

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides three classes of rivers
in the National System and defines them as follows:

1. Wild river areas: Those rivers or sections of rivers that
are free of impoundiments and generally inaccessible except
by trail, with watersheds or shorelines essentially primi-
tive 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 larygely 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 sowe development along their shorelines,
and that may have undergone some impoundment or diversion
in the past.

These are the criteria by which the study segments of the Verde
River were judged. The following analysis indicates how classi-
fication for each section of the river was determined.

1.  Segment A - This segment of the river contains three water
diversions, a gas line crossing, three powerline crossings,
17 water gaps with associated range fences, 20 miles of
railroad tracks, two stream gauging stations, and seven
parcels of private land. The private lands have been
developed as follows:

Morgan Ranch: Undeveloped except for minor livestock hand-
ling facilities.

Verde Ranch, Ranch headquarters and livestock handling
facilities. A portion of this private land section has
been subdivided into more than 75 residential lots. The
lots currently remain under one ownership.

Bear Siding: Undeveloped, used for dispersed recreation.
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Perkinsville: Ranch headquarters with livestock handiing
facilities, irrigated pastures and several buildings.

Alvarez Property: Year-round residence and is used for
farming and raising livestock.

Gold Tooth Claim: Subdivided into four parcels with one
dwelling under construction and one cabin in place.

Packard Place: Non-producing property with caretaker facilities.

The river bed is accessible by five Forest [developed] roads
and numerous undeveloped craoss-country routes and trails.

A primitive four-wheel drive road enters the study corridor
near the Yerde Ranch and provides access down the river

to Duff Springs, a distance of approximately 5 miles.

Forest Road No. 354 and the railroad cross the river by
separate bridges near the Perkinsville private lands.

After evaluating the combined impacts of the shoreline im-
provements and numerous access routes, the study team
determined that this section of the river does not meet
the criteria for wild or scenic¢c classification. However,
it could be classified as recreation.

Segment B - This segment of the river is totally free of
impoundments and diversions. It is divided into two
sections based on ease of access and presence of improve-
ments.

a. North Section: This section extends from Beasley
Flats to the junction of Fossil Creek, a distance of
22 miles. The study corridor contains two powerline
crossings, ranch headquarters, one stream gauging
station, and the Childs Power Generating Plant with
its support facilities. A power transmission line
extends up the river from the generating station for
5 miles before it leaves the study corridor,

Access is provided by six Forest [developed] roads and
four trails. There are also a few four-wheel drive
cross-country routes that provide access above the
riverbed. The roads are not highly visible from the
river and do not detract from the natural setting.

-The Brown Sprinas private lands are located less than
one-sixteenth mile from the river. Impravements con-
sist of a modern home, guest quarters, outbuildings,
hydroelectric system, and an underground irrigation
system.
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The study team compared the developwent in this sec-
tion to the development in segment A and determined
that a more primitive situation existed. The presence
of access roads, the Childs Power Plant, and the
Brown Springs Ranch preclude wild classification

but do not prevent classification of the section as
scenic.

b. South Section: This river section extends south from
the junction of Fossil Creek to the Sheep Bridge
near Tangle Creek Junction, a distance of 28 miles.
It is completely undeveloped and accessible only by |
foot and horseback. Forest Roads Nos. 269 and 479
provide access to the trail head located near the
Sheep Bridye. The study team made the determination
that this section of the river meets the criteria
for wild classification. |

C. Criteria for Evaluating Alternatives

These criteria are used to select a preferred alternative for
future management of the study segment of the Verde River.
They were identified from fegislation, regulations, and public
and management input relating to this Wild and Scenic Rivers
Study. '

1.  Preserve free-flowing conditions and outstandingly re-
markable characteristics of the river and its immediate
environment.

Source: Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 1{b).
Comment: The Act identified a national policy of river
preservation that is intended to complement a national
policy of river development.

2. Conform to availability and suitability of those lands
involved.

Source: National Forest System Land and Resource Manage-
ment Planning Regulations.

Comment: Lands must not only be available for particular

resource management, but must also be well suited, i.e.,

the intended management activities must be appropriate to

apply, without unacceptable adverse environmental effects.
3.  Minimize impacts on private land rights.

Source: Public meetings.
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Comment: This concern was expressed with particular refer-
rence ta the incidence of trespass and vandalism on private
lands. Also, private landowners indicated a concern regard-
ing possible loss of their ownership rights through the
scenic easement process. 2/

4. Display a high degree of compatibility with the desire
and recommendations of State and local govermments.

Source: Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 5c.

Comment: Local governmants bear a large portion of the ef-
fects, both positive and negative, of Federal designation
and management, therefore their input should receive special
consideration.

9. Increase the supply of ocutdoor recreation opportunities and
services through Forest Service programs that emphasize dis-
persed recreation.

Source: A Recommended Renewable Resources Program,
Final Environmental Statement, 1976.

Comment: After evaluating five alternative goals for Forest
Service outdoor recreation program, this one was selected.

6. Provide a mix of goods and services responsive to local
area economic growth.

Source: Special local problem from iocal open houses.

Comment: The growth of local population due to energy devel-
opiment will cause higher demands on Forest goods and services.

7. Ensure protection and enhancement of habitat for threatened
and endangered wildlife species.

Source: Forest Service Resource Managers.

Comment: By law and through mutual agreement with the
Audubon Society, the Forest Service will take necessary
measdres to protect and enhance riverine habitat for
threatened and endangered wildlife species.

2/ Under the terms of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, the Secretary
of Agriculture is "authorized to acquire lands and interest in lands
within the authorized boundaries of any component of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System..." The options available for acquiring such
interest in private tands are to purchase on a willing buyer-seller basis
or purchase of development rights through a scenic easement. 1In either
case, an appraised value will nave to be established with negotiations
being based upon this value.
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IV,

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

AC

Alternative Formulation Process

Because decisions made in this study affect water development
and uses and other related land uses, the Water Resources
Council's Principles and Standards for Planning Water and Re-
lated Land Resources were considered in the formulation and
evaluation of alternatives. See page 49,

In brief, the Principles and Standards require formulation of
plans serving co-equal national objectives of National Economic
Development (NED) and Environmental Quality (EQ). Once estab-
lished, the alternatives are analyzed and their effects are
displayed in an accounting matrix that considers regional
economics and social well-being, as well as environmental
quality and national economics.

A no action alternative is also formulated to provide a baseline
for comparison of effects of all alternatives. No action does
not mean that planned management is absent; to the contrary,

it is the deliberate continuation of the current management

and existing plans into the future. Under no action, the

river would not be designated as a wild and scenic river compo-
nent since that would be a departure from the current management.
Similarly, no major investments for economic benefit would be
made unless they are currently planned.

Two conditions underlie the formulation of a NED alternative.
First, there must be a need for economically measurable goods
and services of a resource and, second, the ptanning agencies
must be ahle to implement actions that satisfy the needs.

The affected environment section of this statement describes
the social and economic character of the region that includes
the study segments of the Verde River. Retirement, farming,
ranching, and tourism are the mainstays of the local economy.
The national economy, as characterized by a NED alternative,
could be enhanced by increased or more efficient production of
several commodities. Minerals, livestock grazing, water for
irrigation, or hydroelectric power, and recreation at developed
sites could all be considered as logical components of a NED
alternative,

The current management direction aimed toward protection of
riparian and bald.eagle habitat, as well as the need to maintain
grazing within the capacity of the range, indicates that in-
creases in livestock grazing are not possible. While there is
some mineral exploration and extraction activity in the region,
there is none going on in the study area nor has there been

any indications of deposits of economic value. . Developed
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recreation needs are increasing, but topoyraphy, restricted
access and lack of suitable sites precludes large scale devel-
opments adjacent to the river.

Although several potential water developuent projects have been
considered by various entities, none have economic or other char-
acteristics favorable enough for firm project proposal at this
time. The C1iff Dam site, currently being considered by Central
Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS), is located outside the river

study area. See Appendices C and U.

from this analysis, the study team concluded that no viable NED
alternative exists. The no-action alternative serves the NEU
objective best by keeping development options open.

Several Environmental Juality alternatives are possible. They
present different degrees of protection of the free-flowing
nature of the study segments of the Verde River and protection
and enhancement of the outstandingly remarkable scenic, fish
and witdlife, historic and cultural values.

Alternative Descriptions

ALTERNATIVE A - Alternative A is a continuation of present
management. The river, its immediate environs, and current
1and uses would remain essentially unchanged. This alternative
includes obtaining legal public access through private lands

ta the river or construction of short sections of road when
easements and rights-of-way cannot be obtained on a willing
buyer-seller basis.

Under this alternative, future inanagement of the National
Forest lands would be directed and controlled under National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plans scheduled for comple-
tion in 1982 and environmental assessments of individual pro-
posals. Management decisions would rest with the responsible
Forest Supervisors and District Rangers in accordance with
current delegated authority.

This alternative would allow development along the river and
would place minimal constraints on existing uses and activities,
including the planned cattle exclosures for protection of the
riparian habitat. The existing power project withdrawals

would remain in effect. The temporary mineral withdrawal
imposed by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would be lifted.
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ALTERNATIVE B - Under this
alternative, river segment

B 1/ would be designated

for inctusion in the National

Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

The 22 mile section from

BeasTey Flats to the junction

of Fossil Creek would be clas-
sified scenic and the 17.5

mile section from Fossil Creek

to the vicinity of Table Mountain
would be classified wild. The
designated segment contains
approximately 12,640 acres of
public and private lands. Both
classified sections would be
managed to enhance the scenic,
fish and wildlife, historic and
cultural values. Dispersed recre-
ation use would .be stressed in .
management. 8 km.

River segment A would not be designated under this alternative. Manage-
ment of this 38.5 mile river segment between the Forest boundary and
Clarkdale would be the same as described in Alternative A.

Designation may impose some constraints on the private land parcel
Tocated near Brown Springs. The intent is not to change the present
private land use, but to prevent future developments that would detract
from the values for which the river was designated and classified. The
management plan will evaluate the need for scenic easements or county
zoning which are desirable but not essential.

Should the river be designated, a detailed study would be made to deter-
mine access needs. Roads and trails would be improved or closed as neces-
sary. Also, sanitary and parking facilities would be needed at primary
access points.

1/ The 10.5 mile river section between Table Mountain and Tangle Creek

was excluded from the study during the analysis and evaluation process

(See C. Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration, page 44.) The
term "study segment B from this point forward includes only the river sec-
tion between Beasley Flats and Table Mountain.
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ALTERNTIVE C - Under this
dlternative, river segment B

and all but 5.5 miles of Beasley Flats

segnent A would be design-
nated for inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. The 33 mile
section from the Verde Ranch
to Clarkdale would be clas-
sified recreation, the 22
mile section from Beasley
Flats to the junction of
Fossil Creek would be clas-
sified scenic and the 17.5
mile section from Fossil
Creek to the vicinity of
Table Mountain would be
classified wild. The desig- 8 km.

nated segments contain

approximately 23,210 acres

of public and private lands.

The classified sections would

be managed to enhance the scenic,

fish and wildlife, historic

and cultural values. Dispersed recreation use would be stressed in
management.

The 5.5 mile river section between the west Forest boundary and the Verde
Ranch would not be designated under this alternative. Management of this
section would be the same as described in Alternative A.

There are 737 acres of private lands located along the designated river
segments. Designation would impose some constraints on future develop-
ment of a portion of these lands. The extent of the restrictions and
nunber of acres actually affected would be determined in a study to be con-
ducted if the river is designated. The study would also determine access
needs including sanitation and parking facilities. Roads and trails would
be improved or closed as necessary.
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ALTERNATIVE D - Under this
alternative, river segments

A and B would be designated
for inclusion in the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
The 38.% mile section from

the west Forest boundary to
Clarkdale would be classified
recreation, the 22 mile sec-
tion from Beasley Flats to the
Junction of Fossil Creek would
be classified scenic and the
17.5 mile section from Fossil
Creek to the vicinity of Table
Mountain would be classified
wild. The designated segments
contain approximately 24,960

acres of public and private land.

IForest

Bdry.

r— Private tand

This alternative is basically the same as Alternative C, with the addi-
tion of 5.5 miles of recreation classified river near the west Forest
boundary. Management and development would be the same as described

for Alternative C.

There are 763 acres of private lands located along the added 5.5 mile

river section. This brings the total private lands that could be
affected by designation under this alternative to 1,500 acres.
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Alternatives Eliminated Frow Further Consideratiol

in a letter dated August 29, 1979, from tne Forest Supervisor,
Tonto National Forest to the Progects danager, Burcau of Reclama-
tion (now the Water and Power Resources Service WPRS}), the Forest
Service indicated its intent to study the Verde River from Table
Mountain downstream to Tangle Creek in congunction with the leg-
islated study. Response from WPRS dated Uecewber 3, 1979, indi-
cated the Central Arizona water Control Study {CAWCS) was review-
ing viable aiternatives for needed flood control or protection
actions on the Verde River. During this same period, the Salt
River Project was in the early stages of evaluating tie installa-
tion or expansion of nydroslectric generation facilities on the
river. They indicated enlargement of Horseshoe Dam was a realistic
consideration for both flood control and hydroslectric generation.
The proposed enlaryement of Horseshoe Uaim would have resultad in a
Maximun reservoir level between an elevation of 2,160 and 2,170
feet. Tnis would impound the Verde River approximately eiyght
miles above Tangle Creek.

Flooaing in the Salt River Valley below the confluence of the Salt
and Verde Rivers is a seriocus problem - a problem highlighted by
the floods of the past tnree years. All involved agencies and the
public ayree that some sort of additional flood control actions
are needed.

Based on information provided by WPRs, SRP and the need for soie
type of flood control action on the Verde River, the 10.5 qile
river section between Table wtn. and Tangle Craek was drupped frow
the study. The alternative tinat contained the 1U.5 aile river Sec-
tion was identified as Alternative £ during the initial data gatn-
ering stage. The impacts of Alternative £ were not evaluated and
presented to the puplic in the draft Envirgnaental Statement.,
lowever, during the analysis and evaluation process, it was de-
termined tnat trne river section did seet botn the eliginility

and classification criteria in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Since the release of the Draft Environmental Lmpact Statesent in
August, 1980, the CAWCS has published a factbook. The study has
been completed through Stage II, which eliminates tie raising of
Horseshoe Dam as an alternative. The CHiff Dam site is currently
being considered for both flood control and regulatory storage.
Dain safety of Horseshoe Dam is also being considered in the study.
See CAWCS sumnary in Appendix C.

As a result of the information provided by CAWCS, the reasons for
dropping the 10.5 wile river section between Table Mountain and
Tangle Creek from the study are no longer valid. However, consider-
ing that the impacts of designating the river section into the Wild
and Scenic Rivers System were not evaluated in the vraft Environ-
mental Statement and presented to the public, the river section will
not be considered in the Selected Alternative section of this report.
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V.  EFFECTS OF IMPLEMENTATION

A. Alternative Effects

The tables in this section display specific comparisons of uses
and consequences of each aiternative, including costs and social
and economic implications. These values for 1978 are also shown
to form a basis for comparison.

TABLE 3

COMPARISON 0¥ USES FOR THE ALTERNATIVES IN 1990

Activity 1978 - Alter. A Alter. B Aiter. € Alter, D
Water Yield 1/ 354,300 354,300 354,300 354,300 354,300
Yater Quality NA O + + +
Reservoir

Canstruction :

Opportunities NA ) 0 - - -
Cattle {AUM) 2/ 1,190 1,190 1,190 1,190 1,190
Minerals 3/

Exploration 0 0 0 0

Development 0 0 0 - -
Wildlife Habitat 4/ 0O 0 + . + +
Fisheries Habitat = 0 0 + + +
Timber Production ~NA NA NA NA NA
Roadless Areas 0 0 0 0 0

LEGEND

NA  Not applicable _
+ Enhanced opportunities, quantity, quality
No effect, no change
- Negative effect on opportunities, quantity, quality

1/ Data taken from U,S5.G.S. water gauging station Tocated 1.3 miles south

T of Tangle Creek Junction (Average acre feet/year).

2/ Designation under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act will not -
effect livestock grazing capacity of the river corridor. Other manage-
ment activities such as protection of bald eagle habitat could effect
permitted numbers. An AUM is the equivalent of one cow and calf graz-
ing for 30 days. .

3/ 0141, gas, hardrock, geothermal.

4/ Including ripartan habitat.
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TABLE 4
CHANGES IN RECKEATION USE IN 1990 BY ALTERNATIVES

Present 1/ Alter. A 2/ Alter, B 3/ Alter. C 3/ Alter. D 3/
1978  RVD's/199C 4/ RVD's/1990  RVD's/1990  RVU's/1990

Picnick-

ing 5/ 3,200 4,984 5,562 5,996 6,191
Camping 6/ 6,000 8,440 9,683 10,047 13,376
Water- ~

based

Recreation 5,500 7,995 9,573 10,216 10,470
Bispersed

Motorized

Recreation 1,100 1,595 1,500 200 0
Dispersed

onmotor

Recreation 900 1,300 1,615 1,707 1,741
Hunting 2,000 2,407 2,547 2,547 2,547
Non-hunt -

ing Wild-

life 800 1,145 1,336 1.45%9 1,504
Fishing 5,700 7,705 9,732 10,101 10,236
TOTAL 25,200 345,571 41,548 42,273 43,065

1/ Recreation use for 1978 was estimated using available data collected
from the Forest Service Recreation Information Management System, in-
put from Forest Service personnel and other data collected by study
teaim.

2/ Alternative A use increases are based on average activity increases
estimated from the Forest Service Recreation Information Management
System.

3/ Alternatives B, C, and U use based on Alternative A plus an antici-
pated increase resulting from designation and improved access.

4/ RVD is defined as a recreation visitor day (12 hours of recreation
activity.)

5/ Picnicking - Picnicking is detined as picnicking in other than dev-
eloped picnicking sites.

6/ Camping - Camping is defined as camping in other than developed camp-
ing sites.
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Water yield would not be changed under any of the alternatives

as there is no opportunity to increase water yield within the
study area. Usually, an instream-flow claim for the amount of
~water needed for wild and scenic river purposes would be included
in this report, However, it would be impossible to determine

an accurate instream-flow claim with the timeframe of this

study. The determination of water needs usually takes an
interdisciplinary team several months, if not years, to complete,
It would be inadvisable to specify any instream-flow claims in
this document that are not fully defensible. Such data and

the methodology used to derive it would undoubtedly set off a
debate involving water rights issues.

The Verde River has a built-in safeguard against large upstrean
uses of water. Most of the river's water is currently being
used downstream from the study area for agricultural, industrial,
and domestic purposes under ajudicated water rights. Therefore,
existing downstream water rights should prevent excessive diver-
sion and loss of flow in the study segments.

The completion of the Central Arizona Project (CAP) in 1987,
could have an impact on instream-flow of the river. If the
communities that have been tentatively granted a share of the
Colorado River water are permitted to exchange CAP water for
Verde River water, it would be diverted from the study segments,
thus reducing the flow. Should the exchange become a reality,
an indepth study of the instream-flow needs to maintain the
river values will be required under Alternatives B, C, and D.

The required minimum flow would not be evenly distributed.

Flow data gathered from 1945 to present indicate that a minimum
flow of 61 cfs and a maximum flow of 91,400 cfs can be expected
near the Tangle Creek Junction at the extreme southern end of
the. study area. The past 35 year average flow is 489 c¢fs.

The existing water quality would be maintained or improved in
all alternatives. The State of Arizona has the responsibility
to set water quality standards and has designated the Verde
River for "Body Contact'. Under this designation, the water
quality will not be degraded below its existing condition.

The State however, could change or rescind the designation,

The increase in recreation use and possible construction/recon-
struction ot access roads, parking and sanitation facilities is
expected to have an impact on water guality under Alternatives
g, €, and D. Sedimentation is expected to iacrease sligntly
during periods of construction or reconstruction. However,

it would decredse below the current level once the tacilities
are constructed and off-road vehicle travel is restricted to
dasignated travelways., Increasvd recreation use at river
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access points, would tend to compact soils and cause minor
vegetative modifications. Periodic closing of highly used
access points may be necessary for rehabilitation purposes.
The net results of designation on water quality is expected
to be positive.

Reservoir construction opportunities would remain unchanged
under Alternative A and would be eliwminated within the desig-
nated segments in Alternatives B, C, and D. There is no mer-
chantable timber within the study area; therefore, designation
would have no effect on timber harvesting. Grazing production
would also remain unchanged.

Although no known economic minerals occur, the potential to util-
ize minerals within the study area would be reduced under Alter-
natives C and D. River segment B is currently withdrawn from
mineral entry by existing Reclamation Withdrawals, so classi-
fication under Alternative B would have no effect. The poten-
tial for geothermal development would be reduced under
Alternatives B, C, and D.

No activities to improve fisheries habitat are proposed in any
of the alternatives. Increased recreation use due to obtaining
legal public access and designation in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers system would perhaps increase pressure on existing
fish populations but would have minimal impact on their habitat.
The impact on wildlife habitat is expected to remain about the
same under all alternatives. However, the opportunities to
improve wildlife habitat would increase with Alternatives B,

C, and D, as emphasis is given to comply with Section 1G of

the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The projected recreation use
increase could have an adverse impact on wildlife populations,
making it necessary to impose administrative constraints on

the public during critical periods. For example, it may be
necessary to impose a closing order restricting public use on
segments of the river, during the nesting period of the bald
eagle to promote survival of the fledgings.

Motor vehicle use would be restricted to specified roads within
designated sections of the river. Therefore, dispersed motor-
jzed recreation use would decline under Alterpnatives B, C, and
D. Most of the current use is occurring in river segment A
between the Verde Ranch and Perkinsville; therefore Alternatives
C and D would have the greatest impact.

If the current recreation use trend continues, a 36 percent
increase in river use can be expected under Alternative A by
1990. The combined projected user increase due to the current
trend and designation would be 60 percent for Alternative B,
67 percent for Alternative C, and 71 percent for Alternative
D. Designating the Verde River as a component of the National
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Wild and Scenic Rivers System would have 1ittle effect on big
or.small game hunting. The increase in use would result
primarily from picnicking, camping, water-based recreation

and fishing activities. The two roadless areas designated for
further planning by the RARE II process would not be affected
by any of the alternatives.

Economic, Environmental, and Social Effects Displays

Including a river in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
may have significant environmental, social, and economnic effects.
Chapter IV described use of guidelines known as the Principles
and Standards for Planning and Related Land Resources (Federal

Register 38;174;111, Section 19, 1973). As outlined in the
Principles and Standards..., the study will include alternative

plans for future management of the study area. Generally, this
planning should serve two equal objectives of national economic
development (NED)} and environmental quality, (EQ). The effects
of achieving these objectives are displayed in tables called a
system of accounts, and include a national economic development
account, environmental quality account, regional development
account, and social well-being account.

Tables 3 and 4 provide the basic data for the system of accounts
displayed in this section. The outputs of the alternatives are
expressed as those obtained from the river corridor. They are
based on land suitability/capability and past trends.

As previously discussed, no NED alternatives were considered
because there are no firm proposals for economic development
within the study segments of the Verde River. All alternatives
for the river can be considered EQ alternatives although they

do have some economic benefit. Because the primary objective

of Alternatives B, C and D is environmental protection, and the
magnitude of the economic benefits is small, these three alterna-
tives are considered primarily EQ alternatives.

The values used in the analysis are those used in the 1980 RPA
recommended program. An economic impact analysis model (de-
veloped during the RARE II process for the Coconino, Gila, and
Yavapai Counties) was used to determine the impacts on each of
several economic indicators for the alternatives.

NED Account. Table 5 displays the outputs by alternatives,

annual costs, and the effects on the national economy expressed
as annual income and person years employment. Estimated initial
cost of acquiring scenic easements, construction of facilities,
and planning is als¢ displtayed for comparison purposes.
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EQ Account. The environmental quality account in Table 6 dis-

plays the effects of the alternatives on selected components
of the environment,

Regional Uevelopment Account. A Regional development account

is concerned with economic effects of a proposal on the immed-
iate region of study. It shows the direct and indirect effects

on economic activities induced by the alternatives. Table 7
displays the gross Regional product generated, Regional income
generated, and Regional employment generated for each alternative.

Social Well-Being Account. Social well-being is defined as the
number of choices peaple can make. When choice is broadened,
soctal well-being is enhanced or improved. Social well-being
is displayed for the alternatives in Table 8.




TABLE 5
ALTERNATIVE EFFECTS ON NATIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 1/

Account Component Alter. A Alter. B Alter. € Alter. U

Outdoor Recreation (RVD's} 2/
Picnicking 4,984 5,562 5,596 6,191
Camping 8,440 9,683 10,047 10,376
Water-based Recreation 7,995 9,573 10,216 10,470
Dispersed Motorized 1,595 1,500 200 0
Dispersed Nonmotorized 1,300 1,615 1,707 1,741
Hunting Z2,407 2,547 2,547 2,547
Wildliife-Nonhunting 1,145 1,336 1,459 1,504
Fishing 7,705 9,732 10,101 10,236

Total Annual Visitor Days 35,671 41,548 42,273 43,065

Recreation Annual Income $168,857 $201,119 $212,623 $217,521
Recreation Annual Cost 39,441 $11,080 $11,588 $11,845

Employment Created By
Recreation (Private Sector

Person Years) 24,37 29,05 30.73 ~_ 3l.44
Domestic Livestock '

Annual Output (AUM's) 3/ 1,190 1,190 1,190 1,190

Annual Costs $2,380 $2,380 $2.,380 $2,380
Locatable Minerals

Acres Withdrawn 4/ 15,82 15,820 15,820 15,820

Acres Upen for Entry 7,640 7,640 7,640 7,640
Leasabie Minerals

Acres Withdrawn 0 5,600 5,600 5,600

Acres Available 23,460 17,860 17,860 17,860
Transportation System

Development Cost 62,000 118,000 370,080 370,000

Annual Maintenance Cost $17.,480 $31,905 $44,100 $44,100
Recreation Facilities

Development Costs 0 102,500 225,000 225,000

Annual Maintenance Q) $3,600 $5,400 $5,400
Scenic Easement Acquisition 0 5/ $L,075,700  $2,041,500
Management Plan Preparation 0 $13,000 $23,000 325,000

1/ Unless otherwise indicated, all costs are expressed in 1980 dollars and
are one-time expenditures. The alternative effects are projected to the
year 1990,

2/ RVW's - Recreation Visitor Days, 1Z2-hour use period.

3/ AUM's - Animal Use Months.

4/ Acres currently withdrawn from mineral entry by Reclamation Withdrawals.

5/ See footnotes at the bottom of pages 38 and 56 for definition of Scenic
Easements.
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Protect and |

TABLE 6

EFFECTS ON CUMPONENTS OF THE EQ ACCOUNT

Alternative A

Alternative C

Alternative D

17.5 miles protected] 17.5 wiles protected| T7.5 mites pro-

as wild; 22 miles
protected as scenic;
33 miles protected
as recreation,

Components No Designation _ Alternative B
Free-Flowing Option to develop |
River water and power [ as wild; 22 miles
projects remain | protected as scenic.
open., |
| I
| |
Maintain and | Loss of habitat Habitat will be pro-|
Protect Bald from private land tected in segment B.
Eaglie Habitat development and
| inundation could
| occur,

Preserve His-
torical Arch-
ological Sites

Protected by
current laws.

Maintain Water
Quality and. {

study area.

[ tected as wild;

22 miles pro-
tected as scenic;
38.5 miles pro-
tected as recre-

| ation.
Hab1tat ‘protected in| Habitat protected
all but 5.5 miles of| in entire study

| corridor,

I

" Protection would continue under existing Taws, however,

National designation would attract more visitors which may
result in increased damage and vandalism.
and protection of sites would be stressed in management plan.

Identification

Existing State and
Federal law would |

Quantity be applicable.
Maintain Scenic| Natural beauty and
Qualities | open space on pri- |

Irreversible or
Irretrievable
Commitment of
Resources

vate land currently |
regulated by local |
zoning only. !
|
|
|

No assurances.

CTaSSIf1Cdtlon ‘assures protection of water qua]ity and

quantity.

Only those lands ~
within segment B
of the study area
would be subject to
constraints asso-
ciated with the
Wild and Scenic
Rivers System,

I

I

L

|
S 1

No assurances in
segment A. Assures
long-term options
for nonconsumptive
uses in segment B.

L corridor.,

| A total of 72.5
| miles the river

| would be subject to
| constraints associ-
ated with the Wild
and Scenic Rivers
System.

| Assures 1ong -term ~
options for non-

| consumptive uses

in all but 5.5
miles of the study

1
I
J
1
i
|

|
1
| Assures 10ng “tern
|
|
|
1

A1) the area with-
in the study area
would be subject
to constraints as-
sociated with the
Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

options for non-
consumptive uses
in the study
corridor.,




TABLE 7

ALTERNATIVE EFFECTS ON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT

No Designation
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Account Component Alter. A Alter. B
Gross Regional Product

Generated

Agriculture (livestock) 121 136
Agriculture (other) 51 60
Trade & Manufacturing 78,224 92,904
Minerals & Energy 337 401
Services (Rec. & Tourism) 100,913 119,998

ATl Other Economic Sectors 37,847 45,103
Total Product $217,493 $258,602
Regional Income Generated

Agriculture {livestock) 32 36
Agricuiture (other) 16 19
Trade & Manufacturing 32,5651 38,652
Minerals & Energy 53 63
Services {Rec. & Tourism) 52,463 62,483

A1l Other Economic Sectors 13,722 16,352
Total Income $98,836 $117,610
Regional Employment

benerated (Person Years)

Agriculture {livestock) .005 006
Agriculture (other) .002 . 002
Trade & Manufacturing 4,561 5.414
Minerals & Energy .003 . 003
Services (Rec. & Tourism) 10.199 12,181
A1l Other Economic Sectors 1.55 1.848
Total Employment 16.320 19,454

Alter. C

142

62
98,393
423
126,901
47,232

$273,153

37
20
40,947
64
66,103
16,686

$123,857

.006
.003
. 736
.004
. 898
.93

.574

Alter. D

144

72

100, 800
442
129,845
48,098

$279,441

38
20
41,955
68
67,635
17,418

$127,134

. 007
.003
5.878
.004
13,198
1.965

21.055
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Component
MNeed
Recreation
Experience

Freedom of
Travel

Private
Ownership
Rights

f??bﬁ'HEHTEH:"'$7ﬁiﬁﬁ¥ﬁ*7iﬁfﬁﬂﬁ?f"'

|  No Action
Alternative A
TittTe change from |
| existing status.
' Could be some
l
{

gradual decline due |
to private lands

| limiting access to
river.

| Some improvement,

| however many of the
| current access

| problems would

| remain,

Private land rights |

State law and county|

I
| constrained only by
I
| regulations., |

| be affected. |

| component. |

Safety
Emergency [ Currently, 15,820
Preparedness acres of the river

I
1 Alternative B
Segment B would be

Very Timited impact

4—7méﬁt?hﬁ'?iﬁ7?ﬁfﬁfd_‘_

TABLE 8

SOCIAL WELL-BEING

protected in near
natural condition.
Improved access in
segment B would en-
courage more recre-

ation use.

ORV travel restricted
on study segment B.
Improved road and
trail access in seg-
ment B.

Alternative (

T ATT but 5.5 miles of |

study area would be
retained in near

| natural condition.

Better access would
increase numnber of

recreationists.

|Alternative D
G Tength of
river would be re-
tained in near
natural condition.
Better access would
increase number of
recreationists.

ORV travel re-
stricted on all but
5.5 miles of study
area. Improved road
and trail access to
both segments.

on private iand
rights.

in tax base.

|
\

.
Tax base would not | Very slight decrease

ORV travel re-
stricted on entire
|study area, Im-
proved road and
trail access to
both segments.

Moderate impact on
private land rights.

| Acquisition of scenic|
easements could pro-
duce a much greater

| reduction in the tax
I

component, e

study corridor is |
withdrawn from
mineral entry by
Reclamation With-
drawals. The re-
imaining 7,640 acres
are open to entry
without restric-
tions.

No change from
Alternative A except
approximately 5,600
acres would be with-
drawn from mineral
leasing.

base but Tess than

| Alternative D,

Neutral for this
component,

This alternative
|would have the
|greatest impact
on private land
rignts.

Acquisition of

| scenic easements
jcould have the
greatest reduc-
tion on the tax
base, o
Neutral for thnis
component.

Approximately 7,160
acres of the open-to-
entry lands would be
subject to resric-
tions imposed by des-
ignation and approxi-
mately 5,600 acres
would be withdrawn
from mineral leasing.

S S E UG S

Approximately 7,640
acres of the open-
to-entry lands

would be subject to
restrictions imposed
by designation and
approximately 5,600
acres would be with-
drawn from mineral
leasing.




C.

summary of Effects

1.

Alternative A. The no action alternative would not cur-

tail private land uses or water developments. Power and
Reclamation withdrawals would remain in effect. Construc-
tion and maintenance of stream gauging stations and other
water related improvements would be permitted within
normal environmental constraints.

Development of private lands within the study corridor will
continue under state and county guidelines. For example,

a portion of the Verde Ranch Property has been subdivided
into over 75 residential lots. None of the lots have

been sold. However, the existence of the subdivision
indicates development potential. Similar type developments
on private lands could have an adverse impact on the
general appearance of the landscape, water quality, and
wildlife habitat.

Livestock grazing would continue within a balance of range
capacity as defined and directed in current allotment manage-
ment plans. Range improvements would be considered as needed
to effectively manage the river corridor. Cattle exclosures
necessary to protect key wildlife riparian areas and the
establishment of young cottonwood trees would be constructed
as planned without constraints that may be imposed by
desjgnation.

Recreation use would continue to increase at a slow to
moderate rate. The increase would be in proportion to

the general population trend., River use would also increase
as other more desirable rivers become congested. Uppor-
tunities for future recreation developments would continue
to exist.

There are no present plans for constructing new access roads;
however, there is a need to resolve the current river access
conflict between the using public and private landowners
along the river. {btaining road rights-of-way or construc-
tion of short road sections are both viable alternatives.
Future road development would be constrained only by

the necessary environmental considerations. The same

would be true for utility corridors, railroad and pipeline
rignts-of-way along or crossing the river. Current Federal
and State laws and regulations would apply to mining
activities.

This alternative does not provide permanent protection of
the free-flowing nature of the river. Construction of

dams and other developments for irrigation and hydroelectric
power would not be precluded.
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2. Alternative B. Under this alternative, river segment A be-
tween the Forest boundary and Clarkdale would not be desig-
nated and segment B between Beasley Flats and Table Mountain
would be designated and ¢lassified scenic and wild. The
effects listed for Alternative A apply to segment A to the
extent that any planned actions within the segment do not
destroy the free-flowing nature of the designated portion
of the river. The tollowing effects apply to river seg-
ment B.

Designation and classification may curtail some uses and
development on the included parcel of private lands. These
constraints could be in the form of State, County, local
zoning ordinances or scenic easements 1/ acquired by the
Federal Government. Private land uses such as commercial
development, erection of signs or billboards, subdivisions
and permanent trailers or mobile homes could be curtailed.
The private landowner would be fully compensated for loss
of development rights should it be necessary to obtain a
scenic easement. Present uses would not be affected with-
out the consent of the landowner. The landowner will
retain title to the land. Public¢ access provisions would
not be included in an easement for the Brown Springs prop-
erty since the privately-owned lands do not extend to the
river's edge. Recreationists and other river visitors
would not be allowed on private lands without the owner's
permission.

Following designation, a detailed study of the river's
access system would be made. Existing roads and trails
would be evaluated and upgraded or closed as needed to
provide reasonable public access or protect the values
which caused the river to be added to the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System. The need for parking and sani-
tation facilities would also be evaluated during the study.
Off-road vehicle travel would not be permitted within the
river corridor. New road construction and utility corri-
dors would be permitted immediately adjacent to the clas-
sified river sections, if they do not detract from scenic
values and meet the existing environmental constraints.

"Scenic easement” means the right to control the use of land {inclu-
ding the air space above such land) within the authorized boundaries
of a component of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, for the purpose
of protecting the natural qualities of a designated wild, scenic,

or recreational river area, but such control shall not effect,
without the owner's consent, any regular use exercised prior to

the acquisition of the easement. (16 U.S.C, 1286) In the case

of the Verde River, the terms of the scenic easement would be
negotiated with each landowner.
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Improved access and designation of the river segment is
anticipated to increase recreation use of the river. The
majority of the additional users would come from other than
focal communities, providing some economical benefit to the
Verde Valley. Primitive type recreation opportunities would
be retained for the designated river segment.

Cesignation would not preclude geothermal development along
the river. However, the developments must be compatable
with river segment classification.

Subject to valid existing rights, the minerals in Federal
tands which constitute the bed or banks of the river or are
within one-quarter mile of the bank are withdrawn from alil
forms of appropriation under the mining laws or mineral leas-
ing lTaws for the classified wild river section. HMining acti-
vities on valid claims within the scenic classified section
would be subject to regulations deemed necessary by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture for the protection of the river values.

Livestock grazing will continue to the extent it does not
detract from the values for which the river was selected

and designated under the provisions of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. Unobtrusive fences and other range im-
provements would be permitted if they do not produce a2 signi-
ficant adverse impact on the natural character of the river.

Designation would increase the opportunity to enhance the
habitat value of the river for the baid eagle and other
threatened and endangered wildlife species. Increased rec-
reation use resulting from designation could reach a point
where it adversely affects the nesting bald eagle and other
wildlife species. Should a user-wildlife conflict result,
some user restrictions would be required. The increased
number of people using the river would also produce a greater
wildfire risk and could have a slight adverse effect on

water quality.

Designation would not affect the current operation and main-
tenance of existing facilities such as Childs Power Plant,
gauging stations, transmission lines, fences, etc. Depar-
tures from current procedures, including access and new
construction that adversely affects the natural character

of the area could be prohibited.

This alternative protects the free-flowing nature and out- |
standing values of the river between Beasley Flats and Table ‘
Mountain., Dams and other diversion structures cannot be
constructed in this segment.
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Alternative €. This alternative designates all but 5.5

miles of river segment A and all of segment B into the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The effects
listed for Alternative A apply to the undesignated por-
tion of the river and the effects listed for Alternative

B apply to the designated and classified river segment 8,
The following discussion applies to the designated portion
of river segment A between the Verde Ranch and Clarkdale,
which would be classified recreation.

A recreational classification for the designated portion

of river segment A would curtail some uses and development
on five separate parcels of private lands. The constraints
could be in the form of State regulations, local government
zoning ordinances, and/or scenic easements acquired by the
Federal Government. Landowners would be fully compensated
for any loss in the market value of their properties if

it is necessary to acquire scenic easements. Present

land uses would not be affected without the owner's consent.
The landowner will retain title to the land. The necessary
rights to assure reasonable public access to and along the
river would be acquired.

A portion of the included private lands have potential for
subdivision. This type of development could have an adverse
impact on water quality. The river would require periodic
monitoring and enforcement of State Water Quality Standards.

Following designation, & detailed study of the river's access
system would be made. Existing roads and trails would be
evaluated and upgraded or closed as needed to provide reason-
able public access or protect the values which caused the
river to be added to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System. The need for parking and sanitation facilities would
also be evaluated during the study. Off-road vehicle travel
would not be permitted within the river corridor. New road
construction and utility corridors would be permitted immedi-
ately adjacent to the classified river section, if they do
not detract from scenic values and meet the existing environ-
mental constraints. Trail access to the river section south
of Perkinsville would be required.

There are three potential recreation development sites
along the river between Perkinsville and the Verde Ranch.
None of the inventoried sites are currently programmed
for development.

Except for primitive type improvements, future recreation

facilities (campgrounds, etc.) would be located outside
the river corridor.
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Mining and leasing activities on Federal lands within the
poundaries of the Recreation classitfied river section would
be subject to regulations deemed necessary by the Secretary
of Agriculture for pratection of the river values. Geo-
thermal development would be affected but will not be
prohibited.

The eftect of designation on Yivestock grazing and wildlife,
including the eagle, would be the same as described for
river segment B under Alternative B. Grazing will be
permitted and the opportunity for wildlife habitat enhance-
ment would be increased.

The effect of designation on operation and maintenance of
existing facilities would be the same as described for river
segment B under Alternative B. Deviation from current
methods of operation and maintenance that adversely affects
the natural character of the area could be prohibited.

The designation of any part of the Verde River in the
Rational Wild and Scenic Rivers System should increase
recreation use. Wild and scenic classification of river
segment B would tend to increase the number of out of state
users, and recreation classification of river segment A
with improved access would tend to increase state and local
users,

This alternative protects the free-flowing nature and out-
standing values of river segment B and all but 5.5 miles
of segment A. The river section excluded from designation
contains a high percentage of private lands.

Alternative D. Under this alternative, all of the eligible

river segments would be designated. The 5.5 mile river
section between the west Forest boundary and the Verde
Ranch would be classified as recreation resulting in total
recreational classification for river segement A. River
segment B would be classified as scenic and wild as in Al-
ternative C.

The effects of implementing this alternative would be
essentially the same as for Alternative C with the added
impacts of additional private lands. Scenic easements
or zoning restrictions would be required on private lands
that lie along 4 wniles of the designated 5.5 mile river
section.

This alternative protects the free-flowing nature and out-

standing values of the two Verde River segments designated
for study in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended.
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D. Relationships Between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity

1.

Alternative A. No loss in long-term productivity of the
environment would resultt from short-term uses in the fore-
seeable future under this alternative.

This alternative would allow for dams and other developments
that could affect the free-flowing nature of tne river.
These developments could reduce long-term productivity of
the river in providing water-based recreation derived

from the free-flowing condition of the river. However,
these same developments could provide long-term productivity
of hydroelectric power, irrigation water, dand recreation
activities oriented around the use of lakes created by a
dam,

Alternative 8. The short-term uses planned under this al-
ternative would not affect long-term productivity. This
alternative designates only segment B of the river between
Beasley Flats and Table Mountain. Therefore, potential
for water storage and/or power production in segment B
would be lTegislatively removed for the foreseeable future
but would remain a potential long-term option. Some
opportunities for intensive or incompatible development

on one parcel of private land may Dbe eliminated by zoning
ordinances or by Federal acquisition of scenic easements.
A very small acreage would be committed to roads, trails,
parking and sanitation facilities.

The relationship between short-term uses and long-term
productivity in river segment A between the west Forest
baundary and Clarkdale is the same as Alternative A.

Alternative C. This alternative designates all but 5.5

miles of the river within the study area. The constraints
on potential water developments within the classified
river sections are the same as for Alternative B. This
alternative affects 4 additioral private land parcels,
thus more development options would be foregone, This
alternative commits additional acres to roads, parking

and sanitation facilities, removing this land from vege-
tative production.

Alternative U. This alternative designates all eligible

river segments; therefore, constraints on water deveiop-
ments would be ptaced on the entire study length. Under
this alternative all private landowners could be affected
by zoning ordinances or scenic¢ easement acquisition.

This aiternative would also commit additional acres to
roads, parking and sanitation facilities.
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E.

Summary of Probable Adverse Environmental Effects Which

Cannot Be Avoided

1.

Alternative A. The probable adverse environmental effects

under Alternative A are limited. Additional subdivision

of the private Tands within the study area could occur,
Unless carefully planned, subdivision development can

have adverse effects on visual qualities, wildlife habitat,
and recreation experiences in the immediate river area.
Long-term probable adverse environmental effects are not
expected, but could result from implementation of economic
development options (reservoirs, highways, etc.) which
could occur under this alternative.

Alternative B. The probable adverse envirgnmental effects

under this aiternative are also guite limited. Some modif-
ication of the natural environment would occur with the
improved road and trail access and the additional parking
and sanitation faciliities needed in river segment B between
Beasley Flats and Table Mountain. Development options on
the private land could be constrained by zoning ordinances
or Federal purchase of development rights.

Alternative C. The probable adverse environmental effects

are the same as in Alternative B except additional private
land rights could be constrained. Also, some modification of
the natural environment would occur because of road construc-
tion, trail construction, and additional parking and
sanitation needs.

Alternative U. The probable adverse environmental effects

are the same as Alternative B except all private land parcels
within the study area could be affected by scenic easements
or local zoning.

Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

1.

Alternative A. None of the activities proposed under this

alternative would result in short-term irreversible or irre-
trievable commitment of resources.

Economic developments which could occur under this alter-
native in the future (water storage, hydroelectric develop-
ment, highway construction, utility corridors, mining) could
result in irreversible or irretrievable commitment of re-
sources but would be addressed after specific proposals

have been made, through the environmental analysis process.
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Alternatives B, C, and D. Designation into the National

Wild and Scenic Rivers System does not constitute an
irreversible or irretrievable conmitment for the future,
as Congress has the authority to change or rescind the
designation it the need occurs. Zoning ordinances

could be changed or eliminated and scenic easements could
be returned to landowners. The improved roads, trails,
and parking areas could be considered as an irreversible
commitment of the lands upon which they are constructed.
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VI. EVALUATION UF ALTERNATIVES
In Table 9 the four alternatives are evaiuated using the criteria
outlined in Section III, C. The ratings used to measure the degree
to which the alternatives meet the criteria are for relative compar-
ison purposes only and should not be interpreted to mean absolute
criteria attainment. Table 9 is used for a horizontal comparison
of the alternatives for each evaluation criterion. The ratings
must not be added vertically because the evaluation criteria are
not egualily important.
TABLE 9
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
CRITERIA ATTE T D
1. Preserving free-flowing conditions and
outstandingly remarkable characteristics
of the river and its immediate environment., - 0 ++ ++
2. Confarim to availability and suitability of
those lands involved. + + + +
3. Minimize impacts on private land rights. ++ + - - 1/
4. Display high degree of compatibility with
desire and recommendations of State and
tocal governments, 0 0 0 0
5. Increase supply of outdoor recreation
opportunities and services through
Forest Service programs that emphasize
dispersed recreation, 0 + ++ ++
6. Provide a mix of goods and services re-
sponsive to local area economic growth. + 0 - -
7. Ensure protection and enhancement of
habitat for threatened and endangered
wildlife species. 0 + ++ ++
++ Alternative meets the criteria to a high degree.
+ Alternative meets the c¢riteria to a moderate degree.
0 Alternative meets the c¢riteria to a minimal degree,
- Alternative does not meet the criteria.
1/ Neither Alternative C or D meets the minimum criteria. Alternative U

has twice the impact on private Tand as Alternative C.
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Following is a detajled discussion of the summarized information in
Table 9.

Criterion 1. Alternative D obviously meets the intent of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. Even though Alternative C excludes 5.5 miles
of river, it still meets the criterion to a high degree. Alterna-
tive B also meets the intent of the Act but to a Tesser degree.
Alternative A does not provide for long-term free-flowing condi-
tions or protection of outstandingly remarkable values for any
portion of the river; therefore, it does not meet this criterion.

Criterion 2. A1l four alternatives were designated to conform to
the availability and suitability of the lands involved; therefore,
they all equally meet this criterion. However, the present, un-
developed primitive condition of the river and its immediate environ-
ment makes it available and suitable for protection of its free-
flowing character and associated values under the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System.

Criterion 3. River designation could result in some loss of devel-
opment rights by private Tandowners. Alternative B may require a
scenic easement or zoning restrictions on a portion of the Brown
Springs private property although these restrictions are not essential
they may be desirable. This Toss of private land development rights
would be relatively minor when compared to Alternatives C and D.
Alternative € could impact 737 acres of private lands and Alternative
D could impact 1,500 acres of private lands and twelve Tandowners.
Alternative A is preferred by local landowners because it recommends
no designation and would have no impact on landownership rights.

Designation in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System would also
ptace some constraints on the general public. For example, vehicle
use would be restricted to designated roads within the river corridor.
These restrictions would be viewed by local river users as impacts on
their rights to use the river,

Criterion 4. There were seven state agencies that supported designa-
tion of the river and seven that did not indicate a preference. The
Arizona State Land Department indicated that designation of the river
would be premature at this time. They stated that until the watershed
has been adjudicated and the water rights of the State of Arizona, in-
cluding claims to CAP water, has been fixed by court decree, the State
Land Department must protest any proposal which may adversely impact the
claims of the State.

The Arizona Game and Fish Department strongly supports designation
under Alternative C. The Department feels that designation would pro-
vide the needed riparian habitat protection, zoning restrictions and
enhance the department's efforts to reestablish the river otter.

Comments received from the Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Com-
mission support the Wild and Scenic River designation. The commission
emphasizes the Timited opportunities for recreation on free-flowing
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rivers in Arizona and believe protection of these rivers is needed
as the state’'s "continued economic and population growth exert
increasing pressure on the state's limited resources".

Most of the river's study corridor is located within Yavapai County.
Approximately 17 miles along the east side of the river between the
junction of Fossil Creek and Table Mountain is located in Gila County.
Throughout the study process Gila County has stated its preference for
no designation (Alternative A}. Reasons include opposition to any
classification action which would restrict or reduce present multiple-
use of Gila County resources or increase county custodial services and
cost, such as Search and Rescue Operations. VYavapai County Board of
Supervisors were aware of the river study but did not comment.

The Prescott City Council supports designation of the river under Al-
ternative C. The council stated that this aiternative "would avoid
or, at lTeast minimize any potential conflict with the future use of
Prescott's water needs."

Local ranching interests favor Alternative A, the no designation al-
ternative. They have expressed the concern that there could be re-
strictions on grazing which would affect the lacal ranching economy.

Comments received on the Draft Environmental Statement from residents
of the Verde Vailley indicated 84 percent were in favor of no designa-
tion. A summary of all comments received indicates a preference of
51 percent for designation.

Criterion 5. A1l of the alternatives assure a short-term con-
tinuance of dispersed recreation management along the Verde River.
However, only Alternatives B, C, and D that contain designated river
segments assure dispersed recreation emphasis over the long

term. Alternative B designates 38.5 miles of the river's study
length and meets the criterion to a moderate degree when compared

to Alternatives C and D, which designates for 72.5 miles and 78
miles respectively.

The specific capacities and demands for dispersed recreation use
along the Verde River are not currently known. However, it can be
anticipated that, at some point in the future, demand will exceed
capacity under all alternatives. Alternative A would provide the
opportunity for reservoir development and thus increase the capacity
for reservoir-related opportunities, while at the same time reducing
the opportunities for dispersed recreation use associated with a
free-flowing river.

Criterion 6. River designation would have Tittle or no effect on
grazing or water outputs on the Tonto, Prescott or Coconino National
Forests. Also, the action would not change the Forest's ability to
meet rapidly-changing local needs. Designation over the long term
could have a minor negative effect on mineral and energy development.
Also, river designation prevents some recreation development and
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private land development opportunities which could increase revenues
in Yavapai and Gila Counties to some degree,

Alternative A best meets this criterion because it does not elimin-
ate future options for development on National Forest and private
lands. Alternative B meets this criterion to a higher degree than
C or D because river segment A between the Forest boundary and
Clarkdale remains open for develcopment,

Criterion 7. Pratection and enhancement of habitat for threatened
and endangered wildlife species are achieved by all four alternatives.
The emphasis currently being placed on management of the riparian
resource along the Verde River is the result of a plan prepared by
the Taonto, Prescott and Coconino National Forests to resolve 1ive-
stock-riparian conflicts. The plan contains a development program
which is designed to promote the establishuent of cottonwood regen-
eration along the river channel., The exclusion of livestock during
the seedling {cutting) establishment period is expected to enhance
the habitat for botn threatened and endangered and other wildiife
species. The program prescribed by the plan will continue to be
implemented whether or not the river is designated. River designa-
tion could constrain some proposed improvements, but little effect
is anticipated.

Scenic easements or zoning restrictions required by Alternatives €
and U would prevent development of private lands atong the river's
edge, reserving these sites for production of riparian vegetation.
The private Tand parcel in Alternative B does not extend to the
river's edge; therefore, the potential for destroying riparian
nabitat does not exist.

River designation with the recommended improved access would in-
crease the number of recreation visitors. This increase could

have an adverse impact on wildlite, specificaliy the nesting bald
eagle. The Forest Service is currently placing restrictions on the
using public during critical nesting periods. This practice is ex-
pected to continue whether or not the river is designated.

Designation under Alternatives B, C and D would ensure protection of
the existing eagle habitat by precluding dam construction and exces-
sive diversions on portions of the river. Under Alternatives C and
0, river segments B and all or part of river segment A would be des-
ignated. These two alternatives would provide more protection ensur-
ance for a greater length of river than Alternative B which only
designates river segment B. It should be noted that river segment B
contains established eagle nesting territories. None have been rec-
ognized in river segment A,
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VII. IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred Alternative.

Alternative B is the preferred alternative. This would classify
17.5 miles of the river as wild and 22 miles as scenic. The total
area designated as components of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System
would encompass about 12,640 acres of which 26 are private, and
12,614 are National Forest System lands. The estimated cost of the
action over a 10-year period excluding annual maintenance, is
$220,500. The Forest Service would administer the designated river
component and bear would all costs of the recommended action. State
and Tocal agencies would be asked to support the designation. See
preferred alternative map, page iv.

Alternative B is a compromise between local desires and other pub-
Tic interests. Designation under this alternative would preserve
the most prestine segment of the Verde River for future genera-

tions. It would also reduce the impacts on private landowners and
keep the options open for flood control and exchange of CAP water.

The reasons for selection of Alternative B, which is a change from
the preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment (Alternative C), are as follows:

1. The local public {Verde Valley) expressed strong opposition to
designation. The Valley residents represented over 46 percent
of the total respondents to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement of which 84 percent preferred no designation. The
reasons given varied from "get out-leave us alone" to concern
for excluding future developments.

2. The cost of implementing Alternative ¢ ($1,693,700) was ques-
tioned by several respondents. Those that preferred designa-
tion questioned if the expenditures were necessary. The re-
spondents that preferred to continue current management indi-
cated the cost of implementation was exorbitant and that the
American people could not afford the expense at this time.

3. There was a concern that designation would hinder or preclude
a possible exchange of Central Arizona Project water with Salt
River Project water along the Verde River. This was expressed
by several respondents including the Arizona State Land De-
partment and the Department of Interior - Water and Power
Resources Service., See discussion on Central Arizona Pro-
Ject in Appendix D.

4. The Central Arizona Water Control Study should resolve the
Phoenix VYalley flooding problems. However, the flooding of the
Verde Valley will continue unless some action is taken. The
current flood control study involving the old Clarkdale Dam
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site in river segment A has not been released to the public.
See CAWCS summary in Appendix C.

5. Al1T private landowners within the river study corridor that
responded to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement objected
to designation because of the Toss of private ownership rights
through scenic easements. With the exception of one 26-acre
parcel, all private lands involved (1474 acres) are located
in river segment A. While desirable, the acgquisition of scenic
easements or county zoning on segments is not essential for
management as a designated vriver.

6. Many non-Yerde Valley respondents that preferred designation
gave examples of their personal experiences in river segment
B. Some stated they had not yet seen or used the river but
would 1ike to keep it free-flowing for future generations.
It was apparent from the comments that river segment A re-
ceives more use by local residents that by other publics.

Alternative B meets all seven of the selection ¢riteria to a moderate

or minimal degree. It presents a reasonable mix of outputs requested or
expected by the public. The action would preserve the free-flowing
condition and the outstandingly remarkable characteristics of the river
segment between Beasley Flats and Table Mountain. 1t would increase the
opportunities for dispersed recreation and protection and enhancement of
threatened and endangered wildlife species and plants.

The alternative conforms to the availability and suitability of the
lands involved.

Local and County governments were divided with Prescott Town Council
favoring designation and Gila County favoring no designation. The re-
sponding state agencies that provided substantial comments were also
split. The Arizona Game and Fish Department and the Arizona Recrea-
tion Coordinating Commission supports designation, whereas the State
Land Department prefers deferring action until water rights have been
determined and CAP allocations made.

Designation would impose minor restrictions on lands currently open for
mining exploration and mineral Teasing. Off-road vehicle use would be
prohibited. However, this loss fto the Tocal economy would be more than
offset by income generated by increased recreation use.

B. Reason for Non-selection.

Alternative A. This alternative was not selected because it does

not insure preservation of any portion of the river in a free-flowing
condition, nor would it provide maximum protection for the outstand-
ingly remarkable values. Also, this alternative would not greatly
enhance dispersed recreational opportunities, because the funding

of improved access and construction of support facilities would
receive a relatively low priority without designation of the river.
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The alternative meets only one of the selection criteria to a

high degree and three to a moderate degree. It would eliminate
the impacts of designation on private lands and permit development
along the river, which could provide a mix of goods and services
to the Tocal area economy.

Alternatives C and D. The criteria evaluation table indicates that

Alternatives C and D are rated the same. This is not surprising
since the only difference between the alternatives is the desig-
nation of the uppermost 5.5 miles of the river. Alternative D
satisfies criteria 1, 5, and 7, to a slightly higher dedgree than
Alternative C., However, this satisfaction is offset by criteria
3, where the biggest difference between the two alternatives
exists., Since 4 miles of the 5.5 mile section is in private
ownership, Alternative D would restrict development on almost
twice as wany acres of private lands (1,500 acres) as Alternative
C, and substantially increase costs associated with obtaining
access and scenic easements. Uesignation of the private Tand
river section would also increase the cost of management plan
preparation and decrease the local tax base. Both Alternatives
C and D would preclude or restrict flood control and CAP water
exchange activities.

Alternative Eliminated (Alternative E). It was determined during

the study that the river section between Table Mountain and Tangle
Creek gquaiifies for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic

Rivers System. The only reason the 10.5 mile section was not added
to river segment B and recommended for designation under Alternative
B was because the effects were not evaluated and presented to

the public in the Uraft Envirgnmental Statement. We received
comments from 73 respondents requesting that the river section be
added to Alternative C or D for consideration.

Management Plan.

[f the Verde River is designated as a component of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, a management plan would be pre-
pared. The objectives of the plan would be to protect and en-
hance the values which enabled the river to be added to the
National System and at the same time, produce minimum impacts on
private landowners and existing land use practices.

As a minimum, the management plan would contain the following:
1, Specific boundaries of the designated river segments.

2. A determination of instream-flow needs for Wild and Scenic
River purposes.

3. River access system including sanitation and parking facilities.
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10.

1.

12,

13.

Measures for protection of fish and wildlife resources
with particular attention given to the baid eagle and
riparian habitat,

Measures for protection of scenic, historic and cultural
values,

An evaluation of private land to determine scenic ease-
ment and/or zoning ordinance requirements.

A determination of recreation use capacity and controls
including off-road vehicle use.

An evaluation of public safety requirements.
A pollution monitoring system.

Measures for protecting water quality.

Fire protection considerations.

Recurring operation and maintenance needs including law
enforcement requirements.

Coordination with State, county, and local governments.




VIII.

CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS

A.

Summary of Public Involvement

Public involvement for the study followed the Public Involvement
Plan developed to coordinate inforiration dissemination and
public participation for simultaneous study of the Salt, San
Francisco and Verde Rivers. In March 1979 an issue-scoping
meeting was held with Federal and State agency representatives
to discuss the study of the three rivers. At this time, initial
issues and concerns of these agencies were identified. Repre-
sented at the meeting were 19 agencies, (ffice of the Governor
and three Congressmen. Also in March, key citizens and county
governments were briefed on the study process and Congressional
direction. An issue-scoping meeting was held in Aprii 1979,

for representatives of typical statewide user groups and
organizations such as ranchers, hikers, campers, river runners,
timber industry, environmentalists, outdoor writers, etc.
Representatives from 14 organizations and groups attended this
meeting.

A public open house was held in Mesa, Arizona in May 1979, to
discuss the study and public concerns on the three Arizona
rivers. The open house was attended by 16 people. Also in May,
an open house was held in Camp Verde, Arizona to discuss specif-
ically the study and public concerns relating to the Verde

River. This open house was attended by seven people. Individual
briefings on possihle impacts of the study were also held with
congressional representatives in Phoenix during this period.

A1l these initial public participation opportunities were

announced in advance through statewide and local news media,
personal contacts with key individuals, local government officials,
organization leaders, and announcement in the Federal Register.

A special effort was made to utilize printed and electronic

news media for dissemination of information concerning the

study.

A briefing was presented on the study of the Verde River at
the Yavapai County Board of Supervisor's Meeting in March

1979, The County was invited to participate in developing the
eligibility criteria to be used in evaluating the three rivers.

On September 19, 1979, a workshop was held in Phoenix, Arizona
Lo receive input on the eligibility criteria for the three
Arizona rivers. The workshop was attended by 42 people repre-
senting Federal, State and local government agencies, affected
counties, statewide organizations and user groups.

In November 1979, an array of alternatives that considered desig-
nation and non-designation of the rivers was presented to the
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public by publication of a Forest Service produced Wild and
Scenic Rivers newspaper. Included in the newspaper were de-
scriptions of the alternatives with maps, franked return mail
comnent sheets, and information on pubiic open house meetings
scheduled for December 1979. Over 3,000 copies of the news-
paper were distributed.

The open house public meetings held in December 1979 in Phoenix
and Camp Verde were attended by 78 people. The newspaper and
December open house meetings resulted in 77 written comments
concerning the Verde River Wild and Scenic Rivers Study.

Throughout the study process there have been multiple contacts
with range permittees, landowners, civic organizations, local
government representatives and other interested individuals.

The contact methods varied, depending on the anticipated
public interest., A radio talk show conducted in Cottonwood,
Arizona, prior to the December Verde River open house meet-
ing, produced the largest public audience.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was released to the
public in August 198U. During the 9U-day review period, the
study received considerable newspaper, radic and television pub-
Ticity in the Phoenix, Flagstarf, Prescott and Camp Verde areas.
Individual meetings were held with interested private land
owners, range permittees, groups, organizations and agencies.

Summary of Comments Received

The participants at the September 1979 eligibility criteria work-
shop expressed their opinion that the Verde River, being a free-
flowing river located in the semi-arid southwestern region, was
in itself, unique. Workshop participants determined that the
river has outstanding scenic, fish and wildlife, historic and
cultural values.

A total of 379 written responses were received on the Draft kn-
vironmental Impact Statement. Substantive input by some respond-
ents resulted in changes in the statement including selection of
a new preferred alternative.

Tables 10 and 11 provide a brief summary of the respondents by
alternative preference and their residence.
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TABLE 10
SUMMARY OF RESPONDENTS

BY ALTERNATIVE PREFERENCE

Respondent Represented o ______Alternatives
Total AlB ¢ B | 2/|Unknown
Respondents| | = e
Federal Agencies 10 1 9
Congressional Delegates 1 1 | |
Arizona State Agencies 1% 1 6 1 7
State tlected Officials 0
Counties 1 1
County-Elected Ufficials| 0
Town & City Councils 1 1
Indian Tribes 0 | |
Corporations | 4 2 2
Organizations 19 2| 2 6 9
Individuals 332 164 | 2 { 75| 27 | 64| __
Total| 3831/ (171 {3 |85 |28 73| 18 |

1/ There were 379 respondents to the Draft Environmental Statement.
| ~ Gila County, Prescott City Council, Arizona Outdoor Recreation
Coordinating Comnission and the Southern Environmental Council
| responded prior to completion of the draft.

2/ These respondents preferred either Alternative C or D plus desig-

‘ nating the additional 10.5 miles of river between Table Mountain
and Sheep Bridge.
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TABLE 11
RESIDENCE OF INDIVIDUAL RESPONDENTS

BY ALTERNATIVE PREFERENCE

| Atternatives | |
{  Total AlTBT] C] D 1/
| Respondents| _ | i | __l___|
l l
Bellemont, AZ l 1 | % 1|
Bisbee, AZ | 1 } I | 1
Camp Verde, A/ | 78 | 75 11| 2| |
Carefree, A/ | 1 | T t
Chino Valley, Al | 17 | J | 17
Clarkdale, AZ | 4 [ 2 2
Cornville, AZ | 3 | 3
Cottonwood, AZ | 35 | 32 | 3
Vewey, AZ | 1 | 1] |
Dougias, AZ | I | 1
Flagstaff, AZ | 16 | 1 3 3 9
Fredonia, AZ [ 1 1 |
Kayventa, AZ 1 | 1
Lake Montezuma, A/ 7 7
McNeal, AZ 1 1
Mesa, Al 7 6 1
Page, AZ 1 1 !
Paradise Valley, AZ 1 | | 1
Paulden, AZ 1 i 1
Phoenix, AZ 17 7 | 4 1 5
Prescott, AZ 76 3 | 49 | 19| 5
Prescott Valley, AZ 1 " [
Rimrock, AZ 5 { 3| | 1| 1
Scottsdale, AZ 3 | 2 | 1
Sedona, AL 17 4 {3 10
Sun City West, AL 7 7 | I
Sun Lakes, AZ 1 1 { |
Tempe, AZ 6 3 | 1 2
Thatcher, AZ | 1 1 | E
Tuba City, AZ | 1 | | | 1|
Tucson, AZ 16 1 | 14 4 4 |
Yuma, AZ 1 1] | |
| i
Juneau, AK | 1 {1
San Francisco, CA 1 | | 1
San Mateo, CA ] 1 b1
Unknown _ 5 N - N
TUTAL 332 [1e4 | 2 ‘ 75 | 27| 64

1/ These individual respondents preferred either Alternative C or D
pius designating the additional lU.5 miles of river between Table
Mountain and Sheep Bridge.
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For purpose of analysis, the respondents were divided into two
groups. The local group is represented by Camp Verde, Cottonwood,
Sedona and communities within and surrounding the Verde Valley.
All other comments were analyzed together in the second group.

The tocal public indicated a strong preference for Alternative A
with less than 16 percent favoring designation. Other than local
respondents indicated a strong preference for designation with less
than 21 percent favoring Alternative A. Combining all individuai
comments received, slightly over 50 percent preferred one of the
designation alternatives (Alternative € was the most frequently
preferred}.

The most frequent reasons given for preference of a given alter-
native are summarized as follows:

Alternative A

Retains multiple-use management option.
- Provides for no change, keeps the river as it is.

- Not in favor of adding additional government regulation or
controls to the river.

- Provides least interference with private landowner's rights,

- Provides more opportunity for economic development flexibility.
- Designation would hinder needed flood contrel action.

- Keeps more options open for energy development.

- Designation would be a further burden on the taxpayer.

- UDesignation would increase recreation use which would increase
pollution and other adverse use effects.

- Continuation of present management is the best way to protect
and reduce adverse impacts on wildiife.

Alternative 8

)

Designation of the full length of the river would interfere
with private ownership rights and traditional uses.

River segment A is not conducive to most forms of river running.

This alternative will protect the beautiful lower reaches of the
Yerde River and the bald eagle.

The tandforms in river segment A are not exceptionally beautiful.
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Alternative C

This alternative will protect some of the few remaining ri-
parian areas in Arizona.

Continuing current management will eventually erode the
quality of the existing riparian habitat,

Provides protection for wildlife including threatened and
endangered species.

Designation recognizes the recreation values and opportunities
of the river,

This alternative preserves the river in its free-flowing
condition.

Designation will preserve the river for future generations.

The river has outstanding scenic beauty which needs to be
protected and preserved.

This alternative prevents development along the river.
Less impact on private landowners than Alternative J.

Designation will protect the scenic, geologic and aesthetic
values.

Provides protection for threatened, endangered and other
wildlife species.

The recreation values are worthy of protection.
It is important to preserve the wilderness values.

The remaining few free-flowing rivers should be protected
and remain free-flowing.

It is important to preserve riparian habitat because a large
portion has already been lost.

Entire Verde River should be designated regardless of private
ownership.

Opposed to dams or power plants, there is already abundant
power available for Arizona.
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Alternative C or U Plus Designation of 10.5 Miles Between Table

Mountain and Sheep Bridge

- Provides protection for threatened, endangered or special
interest wildlife species - maximum river designation,

- The maximum amount of the river's length should be protected
for riparian values considering the small amount currently
protected in Arizona.

- Provides maximuri recreation opportunities such as hiking,

swi

mming, fioating, etc.

- The area contains many sites of historical and cultural values.

- Preserves the free-flowing river.

- Preserves the beauty of the river,

- Let's keep the tast one for future generations to enjoy.

- Preserves the river in its natural state.

- The best way to keep the river the way it is is to put it into
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and maintain the
status quo.

The i
shoul
tion

nformation provided in the preceding portion of this section
d not be analyzed as a vote count, but considered a reflec-
of concerns and a rough indicator of public sentiment toward

management of the Verde River. The following conclusions were

drawn concerning public response to the Draft Environmental State-

mnent:

1.

Private Landowner Rights - A high percentage of the respond-

ents that preferred Alternative A gave the loss of private
landowner rights as their reason for non-designation of the
river. They expressed their feelings that a private land-
owner is already faced with too many government controls

and that additional development constraints are not needed.
All private landowners in the study area that responded to
the Draft Environmental Statement expressed their preference
for Alternative A.

Transportation Uevelopment - Several respondents expressed

their feelings that additional access routes to the river
were not needed. However, some improvement of the existing
roads and trails would be desirable if it could be done
without increasing the use. There is a concern that in-
creased use will degrade the riverine environment.
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8.

9.

10.

Recreation Development - There were few responses indicating

a need for developing recreation facilities. Most respond-
ents preferred "keeping the river as it is today" serving
dispersed recreation users.

Multiple Use - Considerable support was expressed for a con-

tinuation of present management under Alternative A. Several
respondents indicated they would Tike to see future options
left open for geothermal development, oil and gas exploration,
mineral extraction and hydroelectric power development,

Protection of the River - Respondents that preferred designa-

tion and those that did not used “protection of the river" as
their reason. Some were satisfied with the protection pro-
vided by current management and others preferred Congressional
designation to protect the river values. The local public
(Verde Valley) expressed a strong preference for continuing
current management direction.

Wilderness - Wild and Scenic Rivers - Several of the respond-

ents that preferred designation, expressed a desire to keep
the river, especially the South Segment {river segment B}, in
a near wilderness state. The major reasons given were to
preserve the river for future generations, protect the wild-
life and riparian vegetation, and preserve the natural beauty
of the area.

Increased Hecreation Use - In general, there was a strong

opposition to any action that would increase recreation use
along the river. The respondents cautioned the Forest
Service that increased use could adversely effect the nesting
bald eagle population and cause deterioration of the riparian
habitat.

Protection of the Bald Eagle - Many of the respondents that

preferred designation stated protection of the eagle as their
reason. They felt that designation would add emphasis to
management of threatened and endangered species.

Flood Control Needs - Considerable opposition to designation

was expressed by Verde Valley residents because it would
preclude flood control dams along the river. Excessive
flooding has occurred during the past three years which re-
sulted in soil loss and damage to private property. They
expressed a strong desire to keep the option open for con-
struction of flood control facilities. See discussion in
Appendix C.

CAP Water Exchange with SRP - Several agencies and individuals
comnented they would tTike to see the option left open to ex-
change Central Arizona Project water with Salt River Project |

-78- .



11.

water. They felt that designation would hinder or prevent
an exchange. See discussion in Appendix D,

Keep the River As It Is - This statement was made by many
respondents that indicated a preference for Alternative A.
in many cases, the same respondent stated they did not want
any changes in the river. Statements of this type were
difficult to evaluate because of the apparent conflict with
the Forest Service selected alternative presented in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Alternative A would
permit dams and diversions which could dry up the river
during heavy use periods. This could change the entire
river environment. On the other hand, designation under
Alterngtives B, C and D would preserve the free-flowing
nature of the river and thus be more responsive to "keeping
the river as it is.”

Several federal and state agencies and organizations responded to
the Draft Environmental Statement. Their comments and the Forest
Service responses to the comments are included in appendix F of
this document.
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APPENDIX A

STATE AND FEDERALLY LISTED THREATENED ANU ENDANGERED SPECIES

Bald tagle - {Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Bald eagles using the Verde River are federally and state listed as an
endangered species. The entire Verde River and one-quarter mile on
both sides has been identified as essential habitat for both nesting
and wintering bald eagles. Migrant bald eagles use the river for win-
tering and the resident bald eagles use it for nesting and rearing
young during the winter, spring, and summer periods.

There are only thirteen known active nesting territeries in the entire
Southwest United States. Two occur in the Verde River study area and
two occur in the Salt River study area. The nesting birds tend to
require the river environs more than the wintering birds. Ubservations
and studies indicate the southern segment of the Verde River is used
for nesting and both the northern and southern segments are used for
winter foraging. During the winter period, the eagles have been
observed as far as eight miles from the river canyon.

Many observers are of the opinion that regeneration of cottonwood and
other riparian hardwood trees along the Verde River essentially ceased
with the advent of unrestricted cattle grazing about a century ago.
The existing trees are nearing the end of their natural life span and
attrition by death, floods, etc., 1$ occurring at an alarming rate.
This situation is of concern to many wildlife wanagers and observers
who feel that the bald eagle prefers trees to ¢liff sites for nesting,
The same managers and observers are quick to point out that cliff
sites are unsuitable alternatives to trees because of reduced fledging
survival. Trees are also important as streamside foraqing perches for
capture of fish, the primary dietary item for the eagles.

The Forest Service has been aware of the importance of the riparian
habitat along the Verde and other rivers for some time, However, only
in comparatively recent times has the probable adverse effect on the
bald eagle been of concern. In 1978, the Maricopa Aububon Society con-
tacted the Forest Service and expressed their concern with threat of

a lawsuit, that the eagle habitat was not being adequately protected
and managed. As a result, the Forest Service deveioped a position
statement and proposed to proceed with a short-range program of direct
habitat improvement in areas crucial to the nesting pairs of eagles,
accompanied by a long-term program of range management designed to
improve the entire riparian resource on both the Verde and Salt Rivers.
The short-range program consists of excluding livestock through fencing
of key areas and planting young cottonwood cuttings. The Audubon
Spciety is currently evaluating the propesal. Classification of the
study area would enhance its value for bald eagle habitat. Bald eagles
require isclation from man's disturbing activities, as well as riverine

-80-




habitat for feeding and rearing young.

Peregrine Falcon - (Falco peregrinus anatum, a federally and state

endangered species)

The peregrine falcon is not knowh to nest along the Verde River system.
However, migrants have been reported in the state. The falcon is a
predator of small to medium size birds. The Verde River is a particu-
Tarly attractive travelway because of the high bird populations associated
with the riparian ecosystem. The major portion of the study area has

been inventoried and is deemed suitable or marginally suitable. The

Tonto National Forest is in the process of declaring their portions of

the study area as essential habitat.

Woundfin - {Plagopterus argentissimus}

The woundfin is federally and state listed endangered species of fish.
It is a silvery colored minnow that seldom exceeds three inches (75mm)
in length. Historic collections of this fish have not been inade above
the Salt-Verde confluence, however, the woundfin recovery plan (1979)
states that there is a good reason to believe that woundfin occurred
further upstream on the Verde River. The plan further identifies the
Verde River above Horseshoe Reservoir as a prime reintroduction site.
Target date for the beginning of transplanting activities is FY 8l.

River Otter - (Lutra canadenesis)

The river otter, a large mustellid, is native to the Verde River system.

It is now extirpated in the Verde. It is listed by the State of Arizona

as a species in danger of being eliminated from Arizona (Group 11). The
Arizona Game and Fish Department, with the support of the United States
Forest Service, is currently considering the feasibility of re-establishing
the river otter in the upper Verde River.

Gilberts Skink - (Eumeces gilberti)

A large (8-9 inch) olive or brown-colored lizard. An isolated Arizona
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population is reportedly located in the Hassayampa River. There is a
possibility this species could be along the Verde in the study area.
This species is listed by the state as being in danger of being elim-
inated from Arizona (Group Il}.

Desert Tortoise - {Gopherus agassiri}

This species is listed by the state as a species whose status in Arizona
may be in jeopardy in the foreseeable future (Group [II). It may be
found in the Sonoran Desert Scrub portion of the study area.

Gila Monster - (Heloderma suspectum)

This unique poisonous lizard of the Southwest is found mainly in the

semi~desert grassland portion of the study area. It is listed by the
state as a species whose status in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the

foreseeable future {Group III).

Black-crowned Night Heron - (Nycticorax nycticorax hoactle)

This medium-sized riparian and water-loving bird has been seen along
the Verde River. The state has listed it as a species whose status
in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the foreseeable future {Group III).

Zone-taitled Hawk - {Buteo albonotatus)

This medium-sized long-tailed raptor nests in riparian areas along
streams in the Southwest. It is another one of the unique raptors of
the Soutiwest. It is Tisted by the state as a species whose status
in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the foreseeable future {Group IIl}.

Black Hawk - (Buteogallus a. anthracinus)

This medium to large-sized bird is another of the riparian nesting
raptors that is unique to the Southwest United States. They are known
to nest on the Verde River and its tributaries. It is 1isted by the
state as a species whose status in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the
foreseeable future {(Group III).

Osprey - {Pandion haliaetus carolinensis)

The fish hawk 1S occasionally seen as a winter visitor along the
upper Verde River. It is listed by the state as a species whose status
in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the foreseeable future {(Group III).

Razorback Sucker - {Xyrauchen texanus)

This targe (30-40 inch) fish was once abundant in all large.streams in
Arizona including the study area. It is now believed to be extirpated.
The study area ts assumed to be a potential reintroduction site in the
absence of a species recovery plan. This fish is listed by the state

-H2-



as a species whose status in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the fore-
seeable future (Group [II).

Loach Minnow - (Tiaroga cobitus)

This small 2-3 inch minnow is a rifle inhabitant of small to medium
rivers in the Gila River Basin. They are thought to be extinct in
the upper Verde River. The state 7ists it as a species whose status
in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the foreseeable future. The study
area is a possible future transplant site,

Spikedace - {Meda fulgida)

This small fish, although once widespread in the Gila River System,
now exhibits a very reduced distribution, with populations occuring
in Southeastern Arizona and in the Verde River. Within the Verde
River the fish is known to occur only near the river bridge on Forest
Road #354 and the Packard Place.

Following is a list of birds, reptiles, and fish that probably occur
in the study area. The state lists them as species of special interest
because of limited distribution in Arizona {(Group IV).

Mississippi kite - Ictinia mississippiensis

Arizona mountain kingsnake - Lampropeltis pyromelana
Narrow-headed water snake - Natrix rufipunctatus
Round-tailed chub - Gila robusta seminuda
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APPENDIX B

THREATENED ANU ENDANGERED PLANTS
VERDE RIVER

The study segments of the Verde River are relatively inaccessible and
virtuwally unsurveyed for threatened and endangered plant species. How-
ever, some plant species that have been nominated for Federal protection
are suspected to exist in the study areas.

Some of these plant species are adopted to the type of micro-environnents
created by the mist and high humidity from fast, free-flowing, cascading
waters. Steep, dark, inaccessible habitats found along these yet unmod-
ified waters afford rempant islands of near pristine habitat conditions.
The habitat serves as a final retreat for some plant species trying to
survive in a harsh, ever-changing environment. These habitats and plants
cannot be sustained or duplicated with placid bodies of water.

The existance or aon-existance of currently listed threatened and en-
dangered plant species within the study area has not been verified. Des-
ignation of the river is not expected to have an effect ¢on the plants if
they do exist. Therefore, it was decided that consultation with the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was not necessary.

The following information is based upon collection records, literature
review, and probabite habitat comparison:

List of Plants That May Occur Within The Proposed Designation Area 1/

Nominated For Federal Protection 2/

Plant Species Category 1 3/ Category 2 4/
Erigeron lobatus X
Perityle saxicola X
Graptopetalum rusbyi X
Agave arizonica X
Agave toumeyana

var. bella X
Eriogonum ripleyi X
Eriogonum capillare X
Cheilanthes pringlei X
Cimicifuga arizonica X

1/ Source: Jerry Davis, Tonto N.F,; Reqgie Fletcher, R.O. _

ZI Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, Review of Plant Taxa
for Listing as Endangered and Threatened Species, Federal Register,
December 15, 1980, Part 4, Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife
Service.

Category 1 - Data supports listing as Endangered or Threatened.
?$§g?ggy 2 - Current data indicates probable appropriateness of
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APPENDIX C

STATUS OF FLOUD CONTROL AND HYDROELECTRIC GENERATING FACILITY
PROPOSALS ALONG THE VERDE RIVER

Central Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS) 1/

The CAWCS 1s a study under the direction of the U.S. Water and Power
Resources Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The purpose
of the study is to identify a preferred plan to reduce flood damage
along the Salt and Gila Rivers and provide regulatory storage of water
far the Central Arizona area. The Verde River is a major contributor
to the Sailt River and thus becomes a key element in the study.

The study is currently being conducted in three stages. Stage I was
completed in August, 1979. During this stage, one of the four control
elements {actions) being considered for the Verde River was dropped.
The Tangle Creek Dam was eliminated because of geotechnical problems
including hot springs deep under the dam site and unsuitable foundation
material for the left abuttment. The remaining three control elements
modified Horseshoe Dam, CIiff Dam and New Bartlet Dam were carried
forward to the next stage.

Stage I1 was completed in November-December, 1980. It consisted of a
“screening” process to select the best option of the remaining three

elements. The C1iff Dam was selected for the Verde River because of

moderate costs and environmental impacts.

The next step was to formulate concepts using the systems {elements)
selected during the screening process. Only those concepts that affect
the Verde River will be discussed in the following text.

Concept I:

options is to construct or enlarge a single structure on either the
Salt or Verde River. Should the Cliff Dam be selected as the pre-
ferred structure, it would provide flood control and additional
amount of water conservation space for CAP reguiatory storage. The
CT1ff Uam would replace the Horseshoe lam. The water Tevel eleva-
tion based on the additional CAP storage would be 1,991 feet. The
flood control level would be 2,043 feet with the crest at 2,090 feet.

Concept II: Sait and Verde Control - Under this concept, control of
both the Verde and Salt Rivers would be obtained through construction
of a single structure at the Verde/Salt confluence or a combination
of two structures, one on each river. Should the Cliff Dam be
selected as one of the structures, it would be designed multi-pur-
posed including flood control and regulatory storage. The C1iff Dam

1/ FACTBOOK, Public Forums, November-December, 1980, Central Arizona Water
Control Study, No. 271-0915.
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would replace the Horseshoe Dam. The water Jevel elevation for
CAP storage would be 1,983 feet. The flood control level would
be 2,062 feet with the crest at 2,110 feet,

The CAWCS is currently entering Stage 11l of the study process. The
construction of the C1iff Dam is still a viable alternative under both
Concepts [ & Ii.

In summary, it should be noted that neither of the two dams will back
water into the Sheep Bridge - Tangle Creek area except during periods of
extreme flooding. When this occurs, it will be for very short periods.

Relationship Between Safety of Dams and CAWCS

The [nflow Design Floods {IDF} 2/ for the Salt and Verde Rivers were re-
cently reanalyzed. The figures changed dramatically. The new Inflow
Vesign Floods currently being considered are nearly triple the old ones.

The importance of this new standard is that if the Inflow Design Floods
were to occur, the dams along the Salt and Verde Rivers would be over-
topped by 10-23 feet. As the dams are now, a safety problem would occur
Tong before the IUF level is reached. A study is currently underway to
determine what actions can and should be taken.

In one sense, the Safety of Dams study and the CAWCS are completely separ-
ate studies. But it is also clear that they are closely inter-related
since they might potentially involve the same structure. If, for example,
a new dam on the Verde River for flood control and regulatory storage

were constructed, it could eliminate the safety danger to Bartlett and
downstream developisent.

Unfortunately, the two programs are not on the same time schedule. Wait-
ing for the Safety of Dams information could delay the (Central Arizona
Water Control Study three to four months; and as it is, many people are
already upset with the length of time involved. Instead, the possibility
of Safety of Dam solutions has been taken into consideration in the alter-
native systems that have been developed in Stage Il of CAWCS. In addi-
tion, some systems may be carried forward into Stage III which would have
been eliminated if only regulatory storage and flood control were factors.

2/ Inflow Design Floods {IUF) is a standard set for the amount of water

T which a dam can withstand either by containing it or passing it on
downstreaw. The standard is established by computing the maximum
possible runoff, in peak flow, that could ever occur in the watershed
under extreme climatological and meteorological conditions.
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Verde River Flood Control Project

In 1980, Yavapai County requested the Arizona Department of Water
Resources to explore the possibility of constructing a flood control
dam in the general vicinity of where Sycamore Creek joins the Verde
River north of {larkdale. The study is currently being conducted by
Cella Barr and Evans and Associates of Tucson, Arizona.

The report has not been released. However, preliminary information
indicates the construction of a dam at that Tocation may not be feasible
due to economics.

Potential Waterpower and Reservoir Sites

The U.S. Department of Interior, Geological Survey provided the follow-
ing information concerning potential waterpower and reservoir sites in
the study area. The responsible local authorities have provided assur-
ance that all but one of the proposals are inactive. The one exception
is the Clarkdale reservoir site discussed under Verde River Flood
Control Project.

Clarkdale reservoir site was studied by the Bureau of Reclamation.
A 240-foot-high dam located on the Verde River in Section 17,

T17N, R3L, G&SRM, would provide a storage capacity of 150,000
acre-feet at a water surface altitude of 3,775 feet. The reservoir
would inundate portions of land in unsurveyed Sections 2 to 5,
inclusive, and Y to 13, inclusive, T17N, R2E, Sections 32, 34,

and 35, T18N, RZE, and Sections 7 and 8, and unsurveyed Sections

17 and 18, T17N, R3E, G&SRM,

Gittings waterpower site was studies by the Geological Survey. A
Z00-foot-high dam located on the Verde River in Section 28,

T17N, R3E, G&SRM, would provide & storage capacity of 100,000
acre-feet at a water surface altitude of 3,635 feet. The reservoir
would inundate portions of land in unsurveyed Sections 2, 3, 11,
12, and 13, T17N, R2E, and Sections 7, 8, 16, 21, 22, 27, and 28,
and unsurveyed Sections 17, 18, and 20, T17N, R3E, G&SRM. This
site has a potential installed capacity of 2.7 MW.

Camp Verde waterpower site was studied by the Geological Survey.

A 210-foot-high dam located on the Verde River in urisurveyed Sec-
tion 1, T12N, RBE, G&SRM, would provide a storage capacity of
478,000 acre-feet., The reservoir would inundate land along the
Verde River below an altitude of 3,100 feet in Sections 13, 24, and
25, T14N, R4E, unsurveyed Sections 1, 2, and 3, T1Z2N, R5E, Sections
5 to 9, inclusive, Sections 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 26, 27, and 28,

and Sections 33 to 36, inclusive, T13N, R5E, and Sections 29 to
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32, inclusive, T14N, RBE, G&SRM, This site has a power potential
of 6.9 MW,

Arizona Hydraulic Power Company waterpower project would consist

of a storage reservoir, diversion dam, two conduits, and three
powerhouses. A 165-foot-high dam located on the Verde River in
unsurveyed Section 30, T12N, R6E, G&SRM, would provide a storage
capacity of 35,660 acre-feet at a water surface altitude of 2,900
feet. The reservoir would inundate land along the Verde River in
unsurveyed Sections 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 25, T12N, R5HE,
unsurveyed Section 36, T12 1/2 N, R5E, and unsurveyed Sections 6,
7, 19, and 30, TI2N, R6E, G&SRM. Powerplant No. 3 would be located
directly below the storage dam. Powerplant No. 1 would consist

of a 20-faot-high diversion dam located on the Verde River in
unsurveyed Section 14, T11N, R6E, G&SRM, a 21,084-foot-long conduit,
and a powerhouse located in unsurveyed Section 36, T11N, R6E,
G&SRM. A 36,000-foot-Tong conduit would lead from the tail race

of Powerplant No. 1 to Powerplant No. 2 Tocatd in unsurveyed
Section 34, T10N, R6E, G&SRM. This waterpower development has a
potential capacity of 6.4 MW,

Other Proposals

The following proposals are not located within the study area; however,
they could have an effect on designation.

Chino Valley Coal-fired Generating Plant site is located in or near
Big Chino Wash, which is a major tributary to the Verde River (Sec-
tions 26 and 27, T19N, R4W, G&SRM). A power plant requires water
source - in this instance, groundwater. The Verde River head-
waters are primarily fed by springs that are thought to result from
a groundwater aquifer which undlerlies Big Chino Wash. Groundwater
pumping would probably have a noticeable effect on Verde River flows
especially in the north portion of study Segment A.

The possibility of developing the coal-fired plant was brought to
our attention by Salt River Project (SRP) in a letter dated July 31,
1979. To our knowledge, no action is currently being taken on the
proposal,

Verde River/Tangle Creek Confluence Potential Hydroelectric Pumped
Storage Facility Site was identified in 1978 by Sait River Project
{SRP}. The site was dropped from consideration Tate in 1978 when
on-site geological studies showed the area to be unsuitable for
construction of either a dam or the necessary underground facilities.
The findings were substantiated by the Central Arizona Water Control
Study recommendations that the area be dropped as an alternative dam
site because of unsuitable geclogy. SRP indicated the pump storage
proposal is probably dead for this entire river area; however, they
further stated that other sites probably could be found that are
suitable for smaller flood control structures.
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APPENDIX D

Central Arizona Project (CAP)

The Central Arizona Project will bring water to Phoenix, and eventually
to Tucson, via aqueducts from the Colorado River. Since a number of
states are dependent on water from the Colorado River, the amount of
water which can be taken from the river under normal conditions is
strictly prescribed by law. However, at times extra water is available
when the Colorado River reservoirs are essentially full or spilling.
During these periods, CAP would be able to withdraw water.

As stated on page 22 of this report, northern Arizona communities, in-
cluding Indian tribes located along the Verde River, have been tentatively
granted a share of CAP water, It is lTikely that this allocation of CAP
water will be effectuated through water exchanges with the Salt River
Project (SRP). 2/

On August 8, 1980, the Secretary of the Interior made proposed alloca-
tions of CAP water for Indian use. The proposed allocations included

three tribes which could take water from the Upper Verde or its tribu-
taries:

Yavapai-Prescotf--m=ccccmacuanana 500 acre-feet per year
Yavapai-Apache (Camp Verde)------ 1,200 acre-feet per year
Tonto-Apache----=-~--eceoo- 110 acre-feet per year

In addition, the Arizona Water Commission (AWC)} in 1977 recommended that
the Secretary of the Interior allocate CAP water to five municipal en-
tities along the Upper Verde River. Prescott, Cottonwood and Camp Verde
could divert water directly from the Verde River above or in the study
area. The other two (Pine and Payson} could divert water from the East
Verde or its tributary, Pine Creek. The AWC recommendations are cur-
rently being revised, but the October 1980 Department of Water Resources
staff recommendations for the five municipalities increase from an ag-
gregate of 4,533 acre-feet per year in 1985 to 18,396 acre-feet per year
in 2034,

It is proposed by the Water and Power Resources Services that the city
of Prescott and Yavapai-Prescott tribe receive up to 8,859 acre-feet
of water by year 2084. This could be diverted directly from the river
considering the minimum average daily flow at the Paulden stream gauge
2/ is 15 cubic feet per second (see page 21 of report}. The average

1/ United States Department of Interior, Water and Power Resources
Services letter dated wovember 18, 1980,

2/ See Flood Control/Hydroelectric map in Appendix C for location of
stream gauges.
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daily diversion rate would be over 12 cubic feet per second. This

could result in removal of aproximately 80 percent of the water which
would elevate stream temperature and reduce the saturated level for dis-
solved oxygen, The continual diversion would have a significant adverse
effect on downstream fisheries.

The existance of a reservoir site along the upper reaches of the Verde
River to serve Prescott area is a probability. The size of the storage
facility would depend on the needed delivery method and the schedule of
water use. It is possible to design a reservoir that would collect
water during peak flows, deliver it when needed for domestic and agri-
cultural purposes and provide for a water release that would support
downstream fisheries.

The proposed CAP allocation for Camp Verde area is approximately 5036
acre-feet of water by year 2034. To provide this amount of water, a
direct diversion of over seven cubic feet per second would be required
daily. It is doubtful that the water will be available for direct
diversion considering the recorded minimum flow at the gauging station
pelow Camp Verde is 13 cubic feet per second and Prescott area's di-
version would be located upstream. A high percentage of the water that
passes through the Camp Verde gauge is seepage back into the river from
irrigation use. It is obvious that if the CAP water is to be used dur-
ing the growing season (five-to-six-month period), the demand would be
over 14 cubic feet per second and require some type of water storage
facility.

The Pine-Payson area diversions from East Verde or its tributary, Pine
Creek, could be made with minimum impacts on the flow in the Verde
River. It would be desirable to specify a minimum flow between the
Camp Verde area diversions and the confluence of East Verde with the
Verde River to maintain the existing fisheries and riparian habitat.

In summary, it appears that some type of reservoir in River Segment A
would be needed to provide the proposed CAP/SRP water to the Verde
Valley area during the active ireigation period. The facility could
be designed to meet both the Prescott area and Camp Verde area needs
and at the same time maintain the free-flowing characteristics of
River Segment B.
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APPENDIX E

List of Preparers

Portions of this study were prepared by the Statewide Rivers Coordinating
Team, The members wera:

James F. Rathbun, Regional Coordinator, R-3

Philip M. Gilman, Statewide Coordinator, Tonto National Forest

Arthur H. Clinchy, Public Information Officer, Tonto National Forest

Charles L. Redding, Recreation and Lands Staff, Apache-Sitgreaves

National Forest

Vearl Haynes, Land Management Planner, Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forest

H, Dewayne Morgan, Land Management Planner, Prescott National Forest

Richard M. Harris, Lands Staff, Coconino National Forest

The Interdisciplinary Team members for the Verde River Study are:
H. ﬁewayne Morgan, {Team Leader), Forester, Prescott National Forest
Philip M. Gilman, (Member), Land Management Planner, Tonto National
Richard M. Harris, (Member),FEQﬁzz Staff, Coconino National Forest
Specific input and/or review for the study was provided by the following:

Washington Office

Charles R. Hartgraves, Director, Land Management Planning
Roy W. Feuchter, Director, Recreation Management

Robert H. Tracy, Director, Watershed Management

Melvin L. Yuhas, Acting Director, Lands

Douglas W. Shenkyr, Land Management Planning

Regional Office

Donald A. Renton, Director, Land Management Planning
William D, Zeedyk, Director, Wildlife Management

Don D. Seaman, Director, Range Management

Stanley Randall, Program Planning and Budget

Prescott National Forest

Donald H. Bolander, Forest Supervisor

Emitiio Lujanm, District Ranger, Chino Ranger District
Richard Rhea, District Ranger, Verde Ranger District
Charles Snyder, Forest Engineer

Thomas Dix, Fire, Timber, and Watershed Staff

John Bohning, Range and Wildlife Staff

Bruce Lamb, Recreation and Lands Staff

Robert Anderson, Hydrologist
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Prescott Natioinal Forest(Continued)

Carl Frounfelker, Wildlife Biologist

Neil Dickey, Geologist

Harlow Yaeger, Para-professional Archeologist
James Shores, Forester

Yonald Ranne, Forester

Vernon lLaney, Range Technician

Coconino National Forest

Michael A. Kerrick, Forest Supervisor

Robert Gillis, District Ranger, Sedona Ranger Uistrict
Don Howard, District Ranger, Beaver Creek Ranger District
Jack Utley, Timber Staff

Loyd Barnett, Watershed and Soils Staff

Don Freeman, Recreation and Lands Staff

Bi1l Buck, Fire Staff

Marlin Johnson, Land Management Planner

Gerald Mundell, Range and Wildlife Staff

Jerry McConnell, Forest Engineer

Peter Pilles, Archeologist

Thomas Holden, Landscape Architect

Bi11 Norrid, College Student

Gary Bell, Fisheries Biologist

Patrick Jackson, Hydrologist

Howard Hudak, Wildlife Biologist

Tonto National Forest

James L, Kimball, Forest Supervisor

Gerald Tower, District Ranger, Cave Creek Ranger District
Hugh Thompson, District Ranger, Payson Ranger District
William Pint, Range and Wildlife Staff

Walter Taylor, Recreation and Land Staff

Ernest McCrary, Watershed, Timber, and Fire Staff
Larry Forbis, Wildlife Biglogist

Jerry Davis, Wildlife Biologist

Gary Holder., Range Conservationist

Rich Martin, Hydrologist

Ted Oliver, Landscape Architect

Scott Wood, Archeologist

=492




APPENDIX F
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

AND FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE

Written comments on the Draft Environmental Statement were separated

by Alternative Preference. Each alternative section is organized
as follows:

1. Names and locations of respondents

a. State agency

b. County

c. City

d. Organization

e. Corporation

f. Congressional Delegates
g. Individuals

2. Letters that need a response

3. Example letters that do not need a response*

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Alternative A.ceve... rrarsssean Nerresesesrarasrtressacencracncans F- 94
AT LErNAatTVe Buvieeensstanacssasnrsnsossnssnnrarssnsosscsosnssansess F-113
Alternative Covvevernerncnnens Nrtesresssesrase st eeracsracesin s F-115
ATLernative Do eeeioneseoenmtnnnsoosrnarsossssasssoncacnsaansss F-128
Alternative C or D Plus 10.5 Tangle Creek Section...... treseans .. F-133
Alternative Preference UnKnown. ..o .eceseesenseorossocrannnansssnnes F-142

*Due te the large number of responses received, it was de-
cided to summarize the contents in Section VII, pages 72
through 79. Only those responses that require Forest Serv-
ice comment and Tetters from Federal, State, and County
organizations and Congressional delegates are reproduced
in this appendix.
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Mternative A (Oppose Designation)
Arizona State Land Department

Gila County Board of Supervisors

Verde Natural Resource Conservation District

Coconino Natural Resource Conservation District

Phetps Dodge Corporation
Dashney, Steele & Jensen,

Congressman  Bob Stump

Karen Tavasci, Clarkdale 86324
Jim Bergstrom, Cottonwood 86326
Joe Harrcock, Cottonwood 86326
Mr. & Mrs, Jay Roseherry, Thatcher

Hans Odelberg, Camp Yerde 86322
A. J. Mackey, Camp Verde 86322
Harold Avery, Camp Verde 86322

Herschel Lewis, Lake Montezuma
James Sheltrow, Lake Montezuma

Mr. /Mrs. 0.D. Arrowsmith, Mesa 85203

Jo Thomson, Sun Lakes

Frank Macek, Sun City 85375
Marlin Ranck, Lake Montezuma 86342
Cleo Tissaw, Cottonwood 86326
Jerry Torstveit, Phoenix 385006
J. L. Varga, Sun City 85351
Doyt Hirl, Camp Verde 86322
Mrs. R. E. Hargus, Camp Verde
Diana Ward, Camp Verde 86322
Paul Webb, Rimrock 86335
Imogene Heiskell, Camp Verde
Phyllis Teoque, Camp Verde
Evelyn Renner, Cottonwood

Teri Owen, Camp Verde 86322
Florence Gonzales, Camp Verde
W. J. Raithel, Scottsdale
Shirley Barnes, Camp Verde
Betty Lovett, Camp Verde 86322
Marjorie Lacey, Camp Verde

Anna Sawers, Camp Verde 86322
Loft Hollamon, Camp Verde
Harold Friedman, Camp Verde
Mr./Mrs. Lester Boren, Camp Verde

Inc., Consulting Engineers

Clarence Finch, Camp Verde 86322
William Jik, Sedona 86336
William Thompson, Dewey 86327
Lois Hall, Camp Verde 86322
Merlyn Talbot, Camp Verde 86322
Florence Mackey, Camp Verde 86322
W. P. Meyer, Lake Montezuma 86432
Betty Lewis, Lake Montezuma 86432
Neil Landers (no town)

Mike Foree (no town)
William Foree (no town)

Edwin Wangberg, Sun City 85375
Larry Biller, Lake Montezuma
Mr. /Mrs. Geo. Tissaw, Cottonwood
Betty Foree, Tempe 85283

Warren Carlson, Cottonwood 86326
Lorene Weed, Camp Verde 86322
Kelly Dunham, Prescott 86301
Pete Peterson, Prescott 86301
Virginia Webb, Rimrock 86335

Bud Teoque, Camp Verde 86322
Gene Hollamon, Camp Verde 86322
Paul Renner, Cottonwood 86326
0. E. Gonzales, Camp Verde 86322
Mary Denletman, Cottonwood 86326
Henry Skill, Lake Montezuma 86342
Joe Neff, Camp Verde 86322
Craig Lacey, Camp Verde 86322
W. F. Lacey, Camp VYerde 86322
Paul Sawers, Camp Verde 86322
Dewayne Barnes, Camp Verde 86322
Pat Friedman, Camp Verde 86322
Dolly Bliss, Camp Verde 86322
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Alternative A

Virginia Zellnes, Camp Verde

Bob Barkes, Camp Verde 86322
Harold Callahan, Camp Verde
Wayne Liuth, Camp Verde

Or./Mrs. J.F. Moon, Tucson 85719
Wayne Greer, Camp Verde 86327
Mrs. C.L. Aston, Cottonwood
James Giles, Sedona 86336
Dorothy Carlson, Cottonwood
Mr./Mrs, Wm. Moore, Camp Verde
tTaine Lee, Camp Verde

Minnie Maeck, Camp Verde

Kenneth Wade, Cottonwood 86326
Marion Moon, Sup City 85375
Gary Hall, Tempe 85282

Valerie Harroun, Mesa 85202
Robert Harrow, Mesa 85202
Glenora Hackett, Cottonwood
Charles Mead, Cottonwood 86326
Carroil Dintelman, Cottonwood
Gary Green, Phoenix 85021

K. A. Green, Phoenix 85021

Mike & Wanda Purinton, Camp Verde
Wilson Eldridge, Sun City 85375
Jim French, Camp Verde 86322
Leonard Staff, Tempe 85282

Nook & Donna Scott, Phoenix, 85031
Mr./Mrs. W. Miller, Camp Verde
Arnold Abbey, Camp Verde

Harry McCracken, Camp Verde

Mona & Norman Rask, Camp Verde
Charles Pettijohn, Camp Verde
0.J. Blewer, Camp Verde

Candace Murdock, Camp Verde

Bob Jackman, Prescott 86301
Elizabeth Tedford, Rimrock

Rosa Gates, Camp Verde

Allen Owen, Camp Verde

Mr./Mrs. David Wallin, Camp Verde
J. H. Scroggins, Cottonwood 86326
Betty Scroggins, Cottonwood
Arthur Holmgren, Cottonwood
Clinton Self, Cottonwood

F. . Dosips, Cottonwood

Inez Neff, Camp Verde

A. E. Mahan, Cottonwood

Wilfred Kinch, Cottonwood

David Gipe, Yuma 85364

Imogene Callahan, Camp Verde

Jon Huskell, Camp Verde 86322
Melanie Myers, Camp Verde

Voris Inman, Cottonwood 86326

Don & Fran Murdock, Camp Verde
Thelma Giles, Sedona 86336
Theodore Morris, Camp Verde
Mr./Mrs. S.J. Steven, Sedona

Randi Campbell, Fredonia 86022
Johnny Lee, Camp Verde

Russell & Dorothy Felton, Camp Verde
Mary Ann Hokes, Camp Verde

John W. Moon, Sun City 85375
Carole Kelley, Phoenix

Mr. /Mrs. Walt Jenkins, Phoenix 85029
Robert Haugh, Camp Verde

Myrtie Mead, Cottonwood 86326
Nels Peterson, Cottonwood 86326
Geo. W. Tignor, Cornville 86325
Henry Simonsgaard, Cornville 86325
Henry Golla, Scottsdale 85254
Gene Buliock, Mesa 85201

Janet Eldridge, Sun City 85375
Amy Mihaiiow, Mesa 85207

Gordon & Joan Huffaker, Page 86040
tlizabeth Foree, Mesa 85201

Irma Johnson, Cainp Verde

Jesse Reeves, Camp Verde

Dwight Reeves, Camp Verde

Lavonna McCracken, Camp Yerde
Laura Blewer, Camp Verde

E. Jodek, Camp Yerde

Steve Murdock, Camp Verde

Truman Hall, Camp Verds

William Gates, Camp Verde

Jeff Dutt, Camp Verde

Morgan Harper, Camp Verde

Jdohn £dge, Camp Verde

Darvin & Vivian Weitcamp, Camp Verde
Mrs. S.E. Gerken, Cottonwood 86326
Ralph Blackburn, Cottonwood

Nancy Self, Cottonwood

J. R. Stevenson, Cottonwood

Dave Perkins, Clarkdale 86324
0.H. McDaniel, Cottonwood

Ruth Harvel, Camp Verde

Mr./Mrs. Donald Scarsdale, Phoenix 85019

Mrs. Lyle, Price, Cottonwood
Joe Kinnelbieu, Cottonwood

L.R. Nickerson, Cottonwood
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- roH s
PATE LhbE oM BN R

FHOEMNIK, ARITOMNA SR0DT
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Hovember 19, 1980

11-24%—£0
UEDps - Forest Servige
Prescott National Forest Pegsogtt
P.Q, Box 1549 Yo Tiny 2

Prescort, AZ., 86302 Preceott

Gentlemen: B .
Jear Im,
In tegard to your rcgent drafe on the “Yerde River Environmental Statement

and Wild and Scenic River Sfudy™, we wish [0 make the follewing copmencs and L -= nte
obgervations:

1] As pored, the Yerde Biver watershed has been periticened for adjud-
fcation under the jurisdiction of the Stare of Ariropa Superior
Court (Maricopa County). The statemeut in the repert that certain

"water rights wera lost and the right ro divert forfeited”, is ri-kt to -
tnttle wniy

questionable, sinee sueh findings of Eact can only be determined
by » court of law within the context af the adjudication process.

Hatignal Foreut snnarvizor
5l

T

Sol-aler,

e Tor Toswi-oor
repat roralatin s

cazly in suepert of alter-ntive A,
amd YR touatnelcoo aa tley sre now

the piokte ¢f Toeel citluens
o7 o4 Ausztry or fhe
r7 agvicnltuee nnd

A povernment vgen catabtirhed for tre enfarcemen' of ."ur'.ther
2} The atatement, ',.,sihce 32lE Hiver Project presently claims most resulstians v enr Ty fe daur LSRR EELEN s BRI T S of B |
of rhe water, it ia doubtful that any additionsl diversions will hensti e tn 1roo 1 =Lt zend,
occur", is mizleading since the State of Arizoona, through the .
Stare Land Deparcment, has claims to water tights on the Varde I ~ei dm guspent o aTgoprnalive &,

River watévshed which have not as yet been deternmined or quantified.
Desigunation of any portion of the river as "wild and scenic" could
adversely impack those claims prior te rhe adjudication,

3}  Since the report atates that "it Is impossible to determine whal

dingerely,

effect this {CAP) cuchanpe of water rights will have on the rive:", F. b, Lobyrs

we question how an appropriate evaluation of the impace of a il ,—/
and scenic river degignation on water rights and uses can be made

at this time. f". % {/,/ f/yj . ﬁ_rﬁay&({z‘g g LA

In summary, it would appear that the proposed designation of the Verde rlvwer,
ax any portion thercof, as a wild and scenie¢ tivey is premature at this time.
Uncil chis watershed has beea adjudicated, and the water vights of the State
of Arizdna, including claims to CAP water, beon fined by court dectoe, the
Srate Land Deparcment must protest any proposal which may adversely impact
the claims of rhe State.

Your consideration in this matter iz appreciated.
Sincerely,

ve T. Fallim
State Land Commissionsr

FEP-0 337

Forest Service Response to Arizona State Land Dupariumnt's Coments:

L. The statement "other diversions have boen made 1n the pasl, hut

through non-use, water rights were lost and the right to df v
forfeited" was deleted on paye 21, : et

2. The statemsnt "Hwe\_fer_, since Sal4 River Project presentiy claims
st o the water. it is doubtful that any additiondl diversions
will gcur” was deleted on page 22,

3.

We ayree that iU is impossible to determine what effects 2 possikle
AP eachange af water rignts would have on the Yerds River. Until
such Lime the actual allocations have been made and debivery methods
detennined, we cdn unly speculate as to the possible resuits. S
the section on Central Arizona Project (CAP) in Appandix 0.

New developments that dare aot compabtible witio the Wild and $cenic
Hiver destgnatton would e probibited, owever, desionation would not
affect existing activities such as ayriculture and cattle raizing.
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November 22, 1980

Mr. Donald H. Bolander
Forest Supervisor
Frescott National Forast
P.0. Box 2549

HHHHHT R

Dashnev, Steele & Jensen, Inc., Consulting Engineers

Prescott, Arizone B6302

Dear Hr. Bolander:

In response to the Yerde River Draft Envirgmmental Statement & Wild & Scenic
River Study. we are subnitting our recent report on the Salt River study since
we feel that a¥l of the contents are applicable in principle to the Verde River

studg{.

We see the following differences in the two areas under study:

Due to tha fact that a greater portion of the Yerde River is accessible
to a greater number of Recreatjon seekers than the proposed study reach
of tha Salt River, we recognize need for a higher level of environmental
protection of river qualities on parts of the river.

Presotl Hatione! Ferst
Dragnl
H Bl Loyl
TITITTATITII, NOVRTISE Fage 2.
At
5 S 7. Failure to accommodate for this future need carries a1l of the same
GARY A DASHNEY, £ ramifications and implications as outlined in aur 3alt River report. WHe

urge you to heed a1l of the precautionary statements stressed in this
report prior to making a decision which could eliminate viable alterna-
tives to an even greater problem to the people of central Arizona.

We therefore highly recomsend the postponement of any decisjon on
designation of any portion of the VYerde River until the full flood control
needs concerning the upper watershed of the Verde River can be assessed,
Areas further upstream from the aforementioned area such as Camp Verde

te Cottonwood may also require such faciiities.

Sincerely yours,

Y
=f j)" 7y

Copr (L7 St ey 4, A’)/!

Philltp

Anderson, Geologist

2. However, Horseshoe and Bartlett storage dams were not designed for flood
contral #n their ariginal concept and consequently they would be wery
prone to overflow with possible failure during a major flood condition
and therefors must be protected from this potential catastrophe,
3. To safequard the above event From occurring, a Flogd control dam would Eurgst Selr\rh':e Response to Oashney, Steele & Jensen, Inc., Cunsulting
* - g f
be required somewhere on the Verde River between the Childs Power Plant tngineets comments:
and approximately one mile balow the junction at the East Verde, “edhsve discussed your concerns with the Corp of Engincers, later
and Power Resources Service and Central Arizonaz Water Control Sted
4, The major reason for the uncertainty jn the Tocation for a flood controi 4 udy
dan orsjthe Verde River in this general location is that there is not an ég'ﬂ‘;‘%g d”s;:g";‘]e“ There seems to be geseral agruement that some type
ideally situated dam site with good geslogic and engineering qualities, However ther: apggii!riﬁ zfszsgﬁg? ;Ersz;tiiﬁ%etzzt?;in;; zalleyi n
iti M antro 3
Additionally, contribution from Fossil Creek needs to be better assessed, floud waters than to construct a dam above Horseshoe Reservoir, See
5. MNevertheless, large flows from the Verde River watershed and the great h‘;"e "g}'*lﬂfgsi'gﬁccember Central Arizona Water Control Study Factbook
potential of floglis from a mafor event {100-500 year frequency storm) b @ - .
i f .
Ggf‘deis;‘i:::?‘gc;t:dw']:o::;o.lwgg ::t:&n;ego;::aalong this portion of the (_:uncermng the safety i_)f Horseshoe Dam, we have been told that it
. 15 usually more economical to medify the existing dam or take other
6, Therefore, this portion of the Verde River must remain withdrawn at all action rather than construct & mow dam upstream. The CVIFF law,

costs for the purposes of future flood control facilities, at least
untit 211 study of the area for such facilities has been exhausted.

whieh 15 the only proposal being considersd for the Lower Yerde River
at this time (CAMCS), takes into consideration the safety of Horse-
shoe Dam to the extent the existing earthen dam would be bresched.

The water currently Deing stored for SRP purposes would be held in the
now CTIff Reservoir.  See CAWDS section in Appendix C.

503 WEST MAMN STREET @ £.0. BOX L0T3 ® FAYSOM, ARIZONA S5541 & PHONE 474-5213

015 EAST THOMAS RIAD # SUNTE 10 # PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85016 @ PHORE 9577920 2 Fe—F-5-3 A
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JEKEL & HowaRD
ATTORNEYR AT LAW X
Lo u oEnEL
4 pda mOEIn RROWNE AERLE STL T TELERHGHT DA B0 A 2N MOOLE § MO R

SEATTSDALE, AAIZONA BLi51 BaRBuRA J RGHF

Hovembexr 28, 1980

Mr. H, Dewayne Morgan
Forest Planner

Prescott Hational Porest
PO, Dox 2549

prescott, Arizona 96302

RE: Verde River Draft Environmental Statement and
Wwild and Scenic River Study

poar Mr. Morgan:

Enclosed pleage find our Position Statement prepared
on behalf of by, and Hrs, John W, Moon, owners of Brown
springs Ranch, Yavapal County, Arigomna. This Position
Statement has been prepared by our firm in rosponse to the
subject Draft Statement and River Study.

Plzase direct any comments or inguiry regarding the
enclosed Position Statement to the undersigned,

Sincerely yours,

JEKEL & HOWARD
Attorneys at Law

Darbara J. R
Por the fi

BJR/br
Enclosure

ec;: Pr. and Mrs. John M. Moon with enclosures

BYO-5-U .,

POSTTION STATEMEWT OF D, AND MRS. JOHN W. MOON

This stakemegnt iz propared in respense Lo the Dratt
Epvivonmental Tmpacl Statcuwent on thie verde River, We pro-
pos. that this stacement contains assumprions and conclusions
that have ne basls in fact, or were arrived at based upon in-
complete data and review techniyues that should be thoroughly
ro-gxamined betore a final drafe of the statement is published.
Specifically, the information amd analysis presented in this
statement do nol adeyuately support the conclusion that Alter—
native C is the preferable alternative. Further, selection of
Alternative © dous not advanca Lhe purpese of Thoe wild and
Seeniv Rivers Act, under which aothorization for the preparation
and publication of this statument is prescribed.  Therefore,
it is our position and recommendatlon that more detailed and
chorowl data e gathercd and ipeluded in the statopent re-
garding the impect of this proposod altorpoetives in the statoe-
menk o0 the Diparian iebibal Jn che desiynated soection of
the Verde River thal is the subjoect of this study. We believe
such a review and analysis will show t£hit Alternative A shoald
be designated as the preferred alternabive in the final dreale
ol the Bavironmenial Statcment submittod ko Congress.

THE WILD AND SCEMIC RIVERS ACT

the purpuase of The Wild and Scenic Rivers hdot of 1068
is to institote a National wild and Scenic Rivers Syslem “"to
preserve selected rivers or sections thorcof in their free-
flowing condition, to protect the water guality of such rivers
ond to [ullill other vital nativnal copscrvation purposes.”

The Act Eurther provided that the MHaticnal Wild and
Svenic Rivers sSyatem shall be corprised of riverss

1. auwthorized for inclusicn by Act of Congress;

2. Desighated by an act of leyislature in the state
ar slates through which the river flows that are
found by the Secretary of the Interier, upon ap-
plication to the Govornor of the state or states
conccrned, to mect the criteria established in
the Act.

A wild, seenic or recreational river area is eligible if it
possecses one or more of the valucs described above in the
puUrpose ©f this Ack.
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In 197§, Section S5(a} of the Act, which prescribes
rivers designated for potential inclusion in the Mational
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, was amended to include the
folloewing paragraph:

“(63} VERDE, ARIZ. The main stem from the
Prescott National Furest boundary near Pauiden
to the vicinity of Table Mountain, approximately
14 mites above Horseshoe Resevoir, except for
the segment not included in the nat;onag foreat
betwsen Clarkdale and Camp Verde, Worth segment.”

Section 4 of the Act prescribes the procedura to be
follewed in analyzing whether the proposed river should be
included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,

"Each proposal shall be accompanied by a report,
inecluding maps and illustrations, showing among
other things the area included within the pro-
posal, the characteristics which make the area a
worthy additjon to the system, the current statas
of the Tandownership and use in the area, thne
reasonably foreseecable potential uses of the land
and water which would be enhanced, foroclosed, or
gurtailed if the arez were inclidsd (n the national
Wwild and scenic rivers system..." (emphasis added}

Tt is clearly the intention of Congreas that the focus
of the Draft Envirpnment Statement of a river, ar section of
a river, proposed for designation into the Wational Wild and
Scenic Rivers Systew should be how inclusion of the subject
river o river section will further the purposes set forth
in the Act as desceribed hereinabove. The focus of this
statement is not so directed.

The analysis and discussion of the impact of the pre-
ferred Alternative C on the wildlife and wvegetation is cursory
and shallow., It contains many statements and coaclusions that
are not documentsd and some that are even contradiected by the
information contained in the statement, For example, from
page 57 of the statement:

“Designation would enhance the habitab valuerof
the river for the bald eagle and other threatened
and endangered wildlife species by precluding
further developments on private lands adjacent to
the river." .

There is no documentation in the statement to support
this conclusion that precluding development of the private land
adjacent to the river will "enhance the habitat value of the
river® for the bald eagle. Further, there is no cwvidence pre-

-2 -

sented in the statement that would indicate that the privately
owned lands in the designated section of the Verds River present
any immediate danger to the riparian habitat. The only potential
dapger alleged is “future development", which ig never defined
or fully discussed anywhere in the statement,

It is clearly a requirement under the Act that specific
discussion and analyzis of the potential uses of the land,
the effect that use will likely have, and how the inclusion
of the river will enhance, foreclose, or curtail such uses
and the benefits derived therefrom be includad. The statement
does not adequately meet this requirement.

The parayraph cited above from page 57 of the statement
cantinues as follows:

"Increased recreation use resulting from de-
signation and yecognition of boating opportunities
of the river could reach a point where it ad-
versely affects the nesting bald eage and other
wildlife species.®

Throughout the statement, there are numercus allusions to the
increased recreaticnal use of tho ¥orde River that will result
from classification of the river, particularly under Alternative
c. {See pages 38, 41, 42, 46, 47, 48, 54, 56, 57, %9, 60, €1,
63, €4, 65, 86, &7.} Particularly, from page 52 of the state-
ment: “The designation of any part of the Verde River in the
Wational Wild and Scenic Rivers System should increase recre-
ational uwse”.

Increased recreational use is not justification por ne-
cessarily compatible and in furtherance of the purposes set
forth under the Act which can compel inglusion of a proposed
rivar or river section into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System. In fact, a8 pregented in the statement, increazed
recreational use of the desighated area may adversely affsct
the preservation and conservation of a propeosed area.

For example, in Appendix A of the statement it states
that:

"Rald eagles require isolatisn from man's
disturbing activities as well as riverine
habitat for feeding and rearing young.”
Page na-1.

Even the drafters of the statement acknowledge that an increase
in recreational activity will be damaging to thco bald eagles
and the riverine hahitat as cited above. Howower, the only
alternative proposed in the slatement which would not increase
recreational activity, Alternative A, was not selected as the
preferred alternative.
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THREATENED AMD ENDANGLELLD SPECTES AUD PLANTS

Anosther sewvers inadeguacy of Lhis statement is the lack
of adeyuate research and investigalion of the impact of the
proposal on endangered and threatensd species and plants in
the dosignated section of the Verde River. Appendix A STATE
AHD FERERALLY LISTED THREATEHLL AMD LNDANGLRED EP E5 and
Fppondix B THEEATENMLD RHD ENDANGERED PLANTS VERDE RIVER (sic)
cite cndangorod and threatened specics and plants that have
Lan classified, but contain only cursory and in sume Cases
no discussion of the Lmpact on these vited speciws and plants
this proposal may have. It is clear from the inforwation
prescnted in Appesdix & and Appendisz L othal adequale information
was not gathered and that thercfore, o proper analysis of the
jmpact on these endangoered and threeatened specics and plants
could not be Jone,  The natural conclusion from this defect
is that the impact on other species and plants not endangered
or threatoned were also not adequately regearched and analyzed.

WATER REBQUALES PLABNING ACT

Another inportant consideration that muse be discussed Lo
the stalement is the necessity of flocd control on the verde
River., The Natichal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act clecarly states
that:

"Evary such study and plan shall be eoov-
dinaked with any water rescurces piansaong
involving the same river which is being
comducted pursuant to the Water Resources
Planning Ace.” (citc omitted)

There is ho dizcussion of this important issue in the
draft statement and itsomizsion 15 & scericus dufect in the
dratl. Further, a discussion and analysis of Lhe impact of
[looding an the Yorde River on the ripacian hahbitat and other
wilidlife and vegetation in the designaled section of the river
is also omitted.

SECHION I¥  EVALUATION OF ALTERMALIVUES

Section IV Evaluation of alternatives of rhe statement
is another important area in the proposal that Joes not receive
adeguate information and analysis. For example, under Criteria
4., page 64:

"In general, Lhero geems to bo support
for designation of the Verde River into
Lhe Nativnal wWild and Scenic Rivers
System, .. "

In fact, the only support appcars to come from Lhe Forese
sovvice, which iz the agency responsible for the prepacation
and ymblication of this statement, Lhe Arizena Recroation
Coordinabing Commission and the Prescobt City Cowncil, Gila
County, local ranching interesls and at leazt 35% of local
residonls of Sedons, Jorome, and Lhe Verde valley are cited

in Lhe statuwent as indicating o prefecence for ne designation
(Allernablive A}, Qhero ave nany obher Lnterssted groups,

i.e. the Maracana Audelinon rheby who the statosent indicates
o et Al oof Appendix A toontucted the Porest Servaice and ex-
presssd their concern with vhireat ©f lawsuit, that bhe eagle
habiitat wags not being adoguetely protected and managed”, whose
prefvrence [or designation or oblher connments wore not inclodad
in L statoment.

The wethod used by the deafters of cthe statemont €o de-
herming Suppurt ofr non-support is nol indicated, Actual
commenes suaittod to the dratiers should be included in the
statenent to indicate what public support exists for tho de-
sigiation. Further, acluzl muabers ol residents and other
interested poople should be fneluded rather than total
percentagos.  The anclusion of thes information and sta-
tiskios are necessary Lo support a conclusionary statement
such a8 the one cited above that apprars in the statement.

CONCL

an

This Position Statemcnt conlaing spocific challenges
o the acouracy and adequacy of the information and analysis
contained  an the Draft Eavironpent Ievact Statcmont on the
Verde River. It contains specific reforences to detecls
in the Eoqus and scope of the statoment which are not com-

patible and iIp furtherance of the purposes and procedures set fortly an

the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. DRased oo the infor-
mation and challenges presented in this Position Stalemenk, il
is our recopendation that a mere detailed and thorough in-
vestigation of the impact of the proposal on the riparian
Labitat and other wildlife and vegetation In the desionated
area be conduceed; that & more detailed and thorowgh study

bz conducted of the reascpably foreseeable potential uses of
the land and water which would be enhanced, foreclosed, or
curtailed if the arca is included in the Matiovnal Wild and
Soonie Rivers Systom:  that this study be conducted ac
proscribed in the Act in coordinabion will any waler resources
planning heing conducted pursuanlk to Lhg Waler Resources
Planning Act, It is our position thal such o detailed and
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thorough investigation apd analysis of these relevant issues
will reveal that the most desireable alterpative with be not

to include the proposed section of the Verde River into the
Hational Wild and Scenic Rivers System, but to let it remain
under the contrel of the Prescott MationalForest and the limited
number of private landowners.

Forest Service Respense to Dr, & Mrs. John W. Moon's Position Statement:

1. We agres that preciuding developmant on private lands would not
gnhance the habitat value for the bald eagle and other threatensd
and endangered species. Howewer, the control of developments through
FoNing Or Scenic easwnents would provide the opportunity to add con-
straints that would prevent adverse impacts on the existing habitat.
The statement on page 5/ of the document has been revised to roflect
¥OUr cOnCer.

<. Throughout the docuwent, especially in Sectyon LV, Effects of
Inglementation, an attempt was made to analyze and discuss the reasen-
ably foreseeable putential wses of Lhe land and water which would be
enhanced, forclosed or curtailed 1f the ares were included in the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Flease note the United
States bnviromuental Protection hgoncy (EPR) has rated the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement a5 adeguate.

3. It has been acknowledged throughout the decument that recrealion yse
of the river would ingrease 1 the future. This would happen whether
or not the river 13 designated into the Mational Wild and Scenic
Rivers System. The driving force behind the {rcredse is the curvent
population trend and the need for watér-based recrealion. We also
stated that an additional wncrease can be expected as the result of
designation. [t 15 pbyious that at some point in time, 1§ recreation
use 15 hot controlled, the rivering environmest would start to deter-
iorate.  The necessary controls would be prescribed in the MiNa Jeibknt,
plan discussed on pages 6% and 70 of this document.

4. We agree Lhat an itndepth study of bath threatened and endanyered wild-
Fife and plant zpecies alung the Verde River would be desirable.  How-
ever, 10 evaluating che propossl it was found that the only factor
that could adversely effect either plants or wildlife was the sTight
incrzase in recreation use. The interdisciplinary team in consulta-
tign with wiltdlife biglogists from the three National Forests {nvolved
decided that people pressure could be controlled through existing
authority., Therefore, the discussions in this report were focusod on
the bald eagle, which 15 currently receiving manageuent emphasis.

Both Agpendices A and B were rovised 85 the results of public and
agency comments,

5. We agree that flood contral on the Werde River i3 of prime concern.
Seg added Flood Control section in Appondix C.

4

Lriterion 4 on page 64 has besn revised to reflecl your concern reyard-
1hy designation support.  Actual nuibers of residents and pther inter-
ested people, by prueference, have been displayed in TABLES 10 and 1]
on pages 73 and 74.

Farest Service Response to Steve Murdock s comments

Steve:

The intenk. of including the river intu the Wild and Scenic Rivers
System is Lo keep it free-Tlowing and prevent dans and other struc-

tures that would

ramgve water from tlhe river. As you can see, withoot

water thers would be no fish and very few species of wildlife to hont.

esignation does
where you can or

Should the river
Service will try
today.  Yfoung peo
the river values.

Aot prevent funting or fishing nor does it tell you
cannot hunt or fish.

be dusignated as & Wild and Scenic River, the Forest
to keep the stream and surrgunding area Tike it 1s
ple 1ike yourself will be able to continue enjoying
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Te:  H. Dewayme Murgan, Forest Planner
Prascelt Hational Forest
P.d. Box 2549, Prescott, Az, B63Q7

Commentd aml Discussion: Verde Hiver firaft Fovitonmetal
Study and Wild and Scenice River
Study

By: Dr. and Mrs. John W. Muoon
13215 Pomegranate Drive
Sun Clty West, fAz. 85175

Owners: Brown Springs Ranch
Yavapal Councy, Arx,

The Drafe Envirwnmental lwpacvd Statement on the Yerde
Rlver (to be referved to as the Elue Pook) was firse brought
to our attentlon in mid Qctober, 1980, Alcthouph we are the
only private propercy owpers un Segment B of the Blue bBook
pruposal, the Forest Serwvice falled to notlty ws., Therefore,
this 1% outr [(1rst opportunlty to comment. Qor time for prepar-—

arion of thesc comments has been ghort - too shert to cover
many of the toplcs before the November 24, 1980 cut-off date
set by the Presmcotr Natiomal Forest. Howrwer, we Lhave salic-

ired {nformarion frem (1} Nacloral Forest persenncl; (I

the Salt River Pralect: (1) the Arizona Cattle Grower's
Association; (4) the Audubon Society attaruey, Hlchard Katz;
(5) varloua Iindividuals from Camp Verde and private landouners
from Segment A. and {h) the Water and Powuer Resources JService.
Beravse we have hilked, back-packed, campid and Flshed the Verde
River from Beasley Flats Lo the East Verde's beginning

and down ¢o Horeashoe PDam, during all seesnons of the year, we
believe we are acqualated wlth the Verde River below Camp Verde.
We have combined what we have learnad from the above sources
with our practical knowledge gained from llving on the Yeride
Aiver fer over 20 yeary in preparing thig statement.

We recommend that Alternative A be seloected Tor the flnal

draft to be prepared far submlesien to Congrueus o Aprll of
1981.

Kecommend: & more detailed remment on the lapacz o an focrease
1n disperred recreativnmal acrlvity on wildidifel

Piscussion: The Blue Book imdlcates rhe Furest Service plans to
"loctease the supply of ouwtdoor recveatdion opportunitivs and
aervices through Forest Service programs thar emphasize dis-
persed recreatlon” {page I8). This ¥s supporiud by che pro-
posed hudget figures allacatling % 225,000 for development coscs
of recreation facilicies and $370,000 for costs of road develop-
wment (papge 51} Alse durlng an interview Mr. Horpan, Flaouer
dtustdd that there would be a "lavge"” lucrease 'n recroat Loaal
uge during the firat few years. HMre. Rhea, Forest Ranger, escol-
mated there would be a "300%" increase in use durlng the (irst
few years., Usc 1% thew eapected to gradually dimluksh, Thils
tnerease la uvse will be produced by the sdvertlsing cffect of
Lneluding the Verde Rlver info rhe System whieh will artrace
national actcentlon.

The impact of increased recreation, motorized especially,
but also dispersed, witl be adverse upon Lhe wildllfe and
eapecially the bald cagle, This 1s rvrecopnized by yaur =state-
ment on page 66. TRiver dJesianaclan with the [wproved accoss
would increame the pumber of rrecceation visltoura.,  This lo-
crense could have gn adverse im
the neeting bald eagla . ., . ."

ract on wlldlike, specilically

® ®

The efforta chus Ear have been to hide the cagles and
down~play public atcentlon to their lacation. The selection
of Alternscive C wil! ceversc that effert. Brown Springs Road
(FS50574) passes throuph an area of maximum Integresat to those
pecple fntent on preserving and Lmproving thelr habitat. Fraom
personal observation w¢ can state there haws boen a stecady do-
cresse in motor traific en F5 #574 over the pasc 20 years, It
is saurprising to ug that an agcurate couwnlf a0 moLor, Toove,
hotseback and koat traffic Was aet been done on this vital area

There never has heen heavy tralfle Io the river corrider by
foot, horstback or haat as the ¥oerde HWiver 15 a0l a good recre=
atlonal river. Under present management bl Vorws of tralile

in the river corrlder and on the Toad are wlnimal,

The Bluc Book places a delinite caphasls nn fncreaslng
recreational use of Lhe ¥erde Hiver under Alternative © {pages
V8, 41, 42, 48, 47, 48, 54, 5&, 57, 5B, 59, &0, 01, 61}, h4. 65
66, H67). Also the advaniage af Alternative A is clearly stated
on page 72 in thls regard, "Alternatlve A avaids recreatiun
use scimulus due to classillcatlon.”

Therefore, we helicve one of the mest serious €TTOCS ol
the Blue Book 1% thar Alternative © 1s the best way to protect
the wildlife ard thelz habitar. Thors is no gueation that wmicr
ptesent managemeant Impact on wildlife Ls minimal and we he=
lieve Alternative A is preferable unless further clarificarion
to supporlt the e decrlon of Aluernatlve 0 Jurthenming U Lhoe
[inal acatement.

Recommend: Ceorrection or deletion ol statements:

"During the atudy process, the prlhnary lasue emerphiog leom
the publle lnyalvement wah Tapould the stwly aepmont oof rhe
verde Riwer . o « o« i desipiated as 3 cempo voaf the
Natiomal Wild and Scenlc Rlvers Syscem 77 This dssue was
ralged by locsl goveruments, Salr River Projert, Local
Cattlemen, mining interescr, private landowuers, and
individual citizens as well as by the Wild ond Seente
Rivers Act lrself. 1t L& Lhe primury issue addresscd In
this srudy™. (page 11}

Discusgion: The Verde River 1s being considercd for Lnclu=
slon in the system at Lhe request of Congressman Mocrls Tdall,
That is commen Koowledge. We objece to the atpempr of the
BElue Book te fuslify this study by dmplyileg fc {5 ac che pub-
11¢"s tequest. He believe it would be dlfficult fur you to
document significant statewlde lnterest in this proposal helug
brought up for study by those vou List abowvo, An exception
would be the Audubon Scclety which you have not Inclulded Lo
your above list, The Salr River Pruject refuses to make a state-
ment but from a telephone cenverslon with a hligh-ranking affi-
clal we were informed that they ave not Ln Ffaver of thia pro-
posal. Therefore, we feel your above statement is inarcurate
and mialeading. it should be corrected.

Recommend: (1} & change manner of rteporring under "Summaty
of Comments Recelwed™. (page 71}

(2) A cevrection im the statemeut that all pri-
vate landewners were contacred §n person or by
lettep. We were not contacted as has bevn nointud
aut .
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Discusajion: In atudying the Blug beok we have found It Lo con-

tailn many gross exaggeratione, hall trwchs, and poorly substan-
tisted guesses. All of which tend to suppart the bias of tha
Foregt Service that adoptlon of the Varde inte the system ia
desirable., It 1s now apparent to us that the implementation
technigue of the Foreat Serviece ia to take thelr predetermined
goale; hold public meetdngs toe obtsln proof chey soliclced pop
ular opinicn on the praject {there will always be a Sierra Club
member in attendance to support the Farcesr Seevice' position);
and, thea justified by such public "input™, they can proceed
towarda their goal protected by this facade of democratic
process demanded by the law.

To support ovutr contentlon we reviewed the resgter of those
ia atteadance at the public weetings on thye Blue Kook, The
numbay in attendance waz emall and wany of those were reproe-
gentatives of other =tate and frderal agencies. Also during
our ioterview with Mr. MHorgan, Planner, he stated that rhe
Foreat Service tends to disregard welveen (oput, L.e. letters,
cegarding the Blue Back f they simply state preflerence for
Altepnative A, or "no actlou™. Such expresaions are consldered
nonconatructive. 1t appears that no eanttsr how many Jetters
you recefve expresslog 4 preference [ory Alternative A, the
Foreat Service has already predetermined chat Alternatlve €
15 whar will be submicted to Congress. The procedure appear:
to wock the democratic process that the Feresr Service so
diltgently appears to encourage. It Is a mattier of rthe
Planners co know what 1u best for ws.

Therefopre, we request that a meaninglul tabulatien of all
written comments® be inc¢luded in the Einal scarement. Ex-
preas the tallies, not in percentages, but ipn actwal numbers
in favor of each of the Alternatives. The responses shoauld
be further tabulated as ¢(1) loecal - oy Yerde Valley {2]

from within Arizona (3) from without Arizena (4) memher

of Audubon Soclety (5) menber of Sierra Llub or (&) state

or federal government employee.

Recommend: A mocve detalled report on the 1npn:t aof the pro-
posnal on fleocd concrel in the 5alct River Yalley ond on the
ripavian habitar ¢f the Verde River.

Discussing Flooding: The Blue Egok Planners ateate there are
certaln snvironmental advantages to the passage ef the

Propooal. In cesponae to direct question as to why Is the
Porest Service convinced that Alternative I i prelerable

aver A - Dewayne Morgan, Planner, replied that it would elim-
inate any Future dams on the Verde Kiver., However, as the

AR poelots out "Flooding in the Salt Hlver Valley below the
contluence of the Salt and Verde Rivers Ia a serlous problem =

a problem highlighted by the floods af the past Lhree years...
page &4 .. The Verde River is a majlor contributor to Lhe
flooding problem and it 43 likely thare addigtlanal floud cnntrol
faciliriea on the river wil) ba recommended in the CAWECS mtudy".
This draft doee not inciude eny input frow the povernments of
the citiee so drastically aFFected by thosd flonds. There is

no ststement from the CAMCS since December, 1979, and there

hae been much in the local news to indicate there Is congidarable
interear in flood contre) on the Verde. For example: The CMEE
Dex #ite has been nentieoned as a viable alternative to the Orme
Pam. #tc. The gquestiom of whether or not this propasal 1 adopted
will hamper peceasary fleod central for the falt River Valley
phould have greater discussion and glarfllcation.

The recent fleods have not only ceused prublems for populated
communitien, they have devastated much of ¢he viparian habitat
on the Verde River. The desttuctlon of old amd young treces,
the acouring away of alluvial shelves and all vegetatlon, the
total alrering of the river botrom from a green helt to a
boulder-strewn wazteland has to he seen to he believed. This
toplic 13 not dimcussed tn the Blue Bopk, The impact of rhe
floods, paet and future, on the ripartan habitat is of im-
portance in planning.

Request: More srcourate data be tacluded in Lhe flnal stato-
®ment to supporil the estimated cout of 31,643,700 ¢ Jmplement
Aletarnacive C.

Discussion: “The estimated cost of implemencing the pre-
farred Alternpative, excludfne annual maintenance is
$1,693,700." (page 67) This figure 1s misleading, OF that
tetal, over $1 million 15 allecated for sconle vascement
acqulnitfon. However, no appralsal data is included and
evidently bae not been done. When we iostuirced ol one of the
top planners as to how the allocation was made for scenic
esgements, he admilted it was o guess and ataced that "it's
untealistic but wé had to put something down”.

Therefore, we recomnend that more accurate cost data be
included in zhe final statement on the vust of Alternative C.
Le us Guagest that, since the maximun cost FoT scenlec ease-
menke will be in Segment A, we recommend an MAIL sppraisal of
repregentative river frontage private land which wvould be tp-
¢luded in scenic rasement negotfatlons. A spet check bvpe of
&pproath could be extrspolated to 5 meaalogful cost estimate
of this major expense ltem. It will give credibility te the
report which {8 now Jacklng. The polirical reality of today
enphasizea the need (or accuracy In cost estimates as well
as frugaliry,

Reguest: Correctlon of refrrence te Brown Springs as & raneh
headquarcers. Alsoc a correction of the statement Tegards the
improvements. (Page 36)

Discuasion: Brown Springs Ranch 1a a 50-acre parcel of deeded
property which 1lé2 on the west side of and adjacent to the
¥erde River abeur 17 miles downstream Erom Camp Yerde. We

have improved this property for over 20 yeara, MWe have bullt a
oedern home and guest quarters, a large steel barn, a work and
starage shed, & hydroelectric aystem, and have Installed an
axtensive uvnderground dome~tlc and ivrigaclon water svstem. #
few head of stock are ralsed on the property. We have no
grazing permlt on the Merional Furest although the sgurrounding
sTea ig known ae the Brown Springs Allotment. Swall graln crops,
pasture, wood let, orchard, and truck parden ¢Tops are ralged,
mainly for home use. Another family lives 1n their own gquarters
on the place and work with us. The property Jdoes nat cextend to
the river's edge as noled o page 56. Cur only access i5 a
graded FS Road #574 alse known as Brown Sprlopgs Kead.

Becommend: That the finab report include o Statement specifle-
ally assurlng us of unrvatricted acecss to Hrown Springs Ranch
via FS FS574 orv DBrown Springs Hoad.
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Diacusgion: Under each alternacive R, € and D (pages 41,
47, 43) the Blue Book etates “Hoadsw and tralls will he
Impounded or clpaed as necossary™.  And, page 48,

example, 1t may be teceafary te dmpoze o closure grder fe-
atriceing publlc use on svgments of the river, duriop the
nesting period of the bald eagle . . . . . ", Apgin on
Page %6, “Exiating roads and ctralls will be evaluated amil
upgraded of closed as reeded to provide reasunable pubilic
dtceds Or protect the values which cause the river to he
added to cthe Natlonai Wild and Acenle Rivers Syacem”.

On page 4 under queatian & "if Privace landawncraldp
is recained, will rgad Acce8s Lhreagh the classified area
be allowad™?

The snawer: “Rights of ressonahle accesg will net be denied,
Road Acceas through a destgnaced asrea tn Private land would
be allowed to the extent £t does not aigniflcantly impair

the natural chavacter of the area."

Since F8 #5274, PBrown Springs Road 1s the anly road to
Brown Springe Ranch, and singe EBrown Springa Ranhch 1s the
oenly private property affecred in Segment 8 by the proposal,

a direct srarement ageuring the owners af the pronerty of
unregtrieted accass shoold be included in the fMnal scatcwent.

el

Forest Service Response to Dr. 2 Mrs. John W, Moon's comnents.

1. See Terest Service response 1o the position slatument submitted by
dekel & Howard on benclf of @r. and frs. John W, doon.

o

The primary issue statoment in Subsection D. lssues and Congerns
an page 3 has been rovised to reflect your concern. The (hLent of
the statement was not to imply that the 3tudy was beiny donz based
ult pUllic demand.  Sec page 1 For explanation as to why the study
1% being conducted.

3. As recomiended, a tobulation of respondents by rosidence 1. 1n-
¢luded in Section VIL[ of Lhis report. We did not attempt to Lab-
ulate State énd Federal government employews or Sterra Gl and
Audubon Society meabers because most of Lhe respondents did nat
Brovide this informativn.  See Summary of Public Gomnents, Aopendix F.

4o The stutvamnt on paye 71 that A1 private |andowners wers conbocsmd”
was revised oo reflect that a reasonable attempt was made to conl..t
all privale landowners. [t was unfortunate that we sent prelimiary
informalion concerniig the study to the wrong Dr. Moon {your Talier)
and that you did not receivwe the message we left with ¥OUr privaile
Tand rcaretaker in Canp Yerde.

9e Vobr statement concerning a diseussion with Mr. Morgan 5 somewhat
wislgading,  Mr. Morgan is & menber of the interdisciplinary tuew
preparing Lhis report, and he indicated that his PESPUNSE Lo ¥OU Pe-
garding how public coments were Lo be used was "writien input that
states why & specrfic alternalive was preferrsd Lver another alterng-
tive would be more helpful in waking the tinal decision than a sinple,
boprefer alteenative..." AL wrikfen comments received on the Urall
Environmental Stateswnt were constdered in proparing the Final En-
vironmental Impact Statomant.

o

See sumeiry reparl of Flood Lontrol qelivities along the Yerde itfver
in Appendix (.

~

Wy admit that the costs included 1n the report are our hest estimates
based on current land values and 4 cursory review of scenic 2dSelknt
imacks on private lands.  llowover, the study Luan decided that an
Tndepth MIA appraisal would add little to the repart considering the
aclual mmpacts of scenic pasenents will nol be known until the HATAYE -
mefit plan for the river has been completed. The management plan will
not be dong unless the river is designated. Also, Ehe exefl cost of
scenic easements will not be kaown until each propesal has been nugo-
tiated with individual landowners,

g. The referenco on page 36 to Brown Spentns as g ranch headguarters ban
Leen corrocted. Also, the Tisting o TIPS Lttt s Has Dean wpha L,

9. To assure you ot unrestricued access ty dvown Springs private

raperty wia By it Sy wonld ieocataide Lo scope of this study.
Fherefore, we have eluChid ©) oroeils you an answer (o this ques-
tion through netaie] ©orest Sersisg procadans. | trus. the oo

BPENSE you have recetved Tu oo as boen satisfactory.
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ATTENTION!

FROM THE SILENT MAJORITY
OF THE VERDE VALLEY

With regards to the Wild. and Scenic River Study for the Verde
River, November 24, 1980 is the deadline to inform the Prescott Na-
tional Forest Supervisor of our choice of either Alternative A*B*C*D.

We of the Silent Majority have reviewed the Wild and Scenic River
Study and recommend that out of the four alternatives given, Alter-
native A is our recommendation. Alternative A states that we do not
want ta change the status of the Verde River,

By remaining silent you're voting for Alternative C which the
government favors and it will meon: '

1. More government control aver private lands.

2, Increase of people along the river.

3. No new or reconstruction of fences, buildings, or irrigation

ditches.

4, Livestock grazing will be limited.

5. No flood control dams could be built on the Verde River.

6. No hunting would be permitted,

-STOP THIS ACT BEFORE CONGRESS
VOTES IT INTO LAW-

Write to the Forest Supervisor today, stating that you are in favor of Alternative A

DO NOT WAIT-WRITE NOW

Plagsa write: Prescett National Forest, P.O. Box 2549, Prascolt, Arizong B6302
Attention: Mr. Bolander

*Also send o copy to your Congressman.

ons Tile VERDE VIO, Movmssbor 9 1ivam

Forest Service Response to Silant Majority's newspaper article:

This news article was published on Hovember 20, 1980 in the Yerds View,
4 weekly newspaper which is circulated throughout the Yerde Valley. We
are not sure what influence it had on written coments received follow-
ing publication, but statements 3, 4, and & were in ercor or wisleading,

3. The statement "no new or reconstructfon of fences, buildings or
irrigatien ditches” is misleading. The third paragraph on page 57
af the docunent states that “unobtrusive fences and other range
improvements will be permitted if they do nat produce a significant
adverse impact on the nateral character of the river.” The report
further states on page 56 that "present yses would not be affected”
by designation “without the ¢onsent of the landowner." The Scenic
Easement which will be negotiated with each private landowner will
be the document that places restrictions on private lands. Note
that affected landowners will be fully compensated for any loss of
development rights.

£

The statement "tivestock grazing will be limited" is also misleading,
The third paragraph on page 57 states that "livestock grazing wtll
tontinue to the extent it does not detract from the values for which
Lha river was selected gnd designated under the provisions of the
Hational Wild & Scenic Rivers &ct." It is expected that Tivestock
yrazing would continue within a balance of range capacity as defined
and directed by the current management trend. This includes consid-
eration for the bald esgle, watershed, vegetation, water quality

and other land management elemsnts.

6. The statement that "no hunting would be permitted" is completely in
error.  The Arizona Game and Fish Uepartment manages wildlife popula-
tions and controls hunting of individual species. Ulesignation does
not relleve the State of this responsibility. To our knowledge,
there are no plans to ciose the river to hunting. Perhaps the
"area closure” actions recently employed by the Forest Service and
agreed to by the Arizons Game and Fish Departsent were interpreted
as a trend toward & no-hunting policy. This is not true. The
closures are necessary to protect the active nesting sites of the
bald eagle and will probably continue with or without designation.
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‘z{ . @ 75 i s { . A Farpst service Hesponse To Elizebeth Ao Force's comments.
%:g 7 ./2:& 7{}{,{,‘ A, The cosl uf duglonenting Alternative [ oreferred Lo un page BT was

. - 7 - Lé‘ derived from Table 5 on page 51 e Tollowing costs were ingluged:
42 %4, W‘-& N o Transportation Systed DeveJOpiint vuoss s vaares b 370,000
- . /1.6__./) - u?/ 44;3/ 7&J- Hetruation Facilibies Yovelopment, oovaaiarronas 2%, 00
Pt 1Ll / SCenic Easemenl ACQUISILIMN. . aseeenennsrrennnnrs 1,045, /00
) Hanagement Pldn Prescrifftion. e ooaverrianairaia, o 23,000
( &7 10TAL 51,693,700

I

J iy M/ r M"“‘? A Camsidering the time avarlable for the sludy, thu best aveilable in-
"y - furmat ion was used to make the cosk esiingles,
el ton 7 Ardet _
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Forest Service Ruspunse to Mr, & Wes. George A, Tissaw's comments:

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act does not give the Forest Service the
right to buy grivate properoy at the "Towest minimum price” or to
"condein and teave the tand cwner with nothing”,

1f the river is dosignated, the Forest Service will not have the
suthority Lo conduin tor fee title. [t can condemn for scenic
easun;nts. The $CuIIC edscment cannot prohihit, without the land-
owner's perwission, any currenl regular use cxercised prior Lo the

acquisition of the vasenent.  Sconic easements are purchased ab the
fair warket value,
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David B. Gipe

1150 Avenue C
Yuma, Arizona 85364
{602) 783 8638

November 1Y, L1480

I'orest Supervisor
Proscott Hatiomsl Forest
F. 0. Dox 2543

Proscott, Avizona #6302

Dear sir:

The following are my official comments in regafu to
Lhe "Verds Rivor Draft Emvironmental Scatemsnt and Wild And
Scenic River Study.”

In general, T pave a numbor of questions as to the
accuracy amd credibility of Lhe enlire repork. In Table 4
the report says that in 1978 che Verde had 28,800 recrea-
tiomal wisitor days. Uavimg pooperty on tha Verde ond having
spent o lot of time on the river over the past £ years, 1
belveve this figure to be grossly exaggerated, The same table
imdicales that Alternative ¢ (the report's preferred aslterna-
fiva} will increase the uwse of river by 17,923 recreational
visitor days by 1998, Of this increase, 4,716 racreaticonal
visitor days tor 26% of the totall are projected to be in the
area of wator-based recreation., This seems highly impropable
when the report itsolf states that the river dogs not meet the
criteria for "sutstandingly remarkable" recreational value.
The onty recreational valuee that the river has in Seament A
is awimming. The river ls too shalluw for tubing, cancoing,
or boating. I make this statement without fear of contradie-
tion hecavse 1 have raised four children who have on numerous
occasions tried the above without success,

Laoking further at Table 4, the increase in recreational
visitor days Erom 1978 to 1950 (under Alternative C for plopic-
ing, camping, and water-based recreation} amounts to 11,533
recreation visitor days...an increase of £4% of the teotal pro=
jected increase. For a river that does not have “outstandlpgly
ramarkable recreational walue,™ this increase {even if the in-
gring base for 1978 was absolutely <orrect) will not happen.

The report projects a cest for Alternative C to ba
$1,693,000, If the report is accurate A% to CONStructlon CO05t:
and also in projecting 17,923 increased recreational visitor
days, than this amsunts ko a cost of $94.46 per recreational

FPorest Supervisor
Frescott National Furest
Movember 19, 1980

-

visitnr doy for iniclal consteuction in the implementarion of
Alternabive €. Usainy the same scenario, Alternative B would
aost $232,500 and would resalt in an ineredse of 17,1968 recrea-
tiondl wisitor dayvs, for a "per RVD" implementation cost of
513,58, I doubre that Alternative ¢ neets any reasonable bencfit-
cast test., Lf any desigpation on the river has to be, then
Aleernative B certainly comes much olozer to a favorable benefit-
vost relationship.  This 1s particularly important eo copsider

in light £ the fact thal Lhe river ducs not possess "outstand-

ing remarkable" recregational walue, The Verde should therefore

not be desigraled for recvreation ¢s is dofined under the Act.

In this period of higyh inflation the woice of the American people
Anems te be sayving to che dovernnt that it should cut out cost-
ly ineffective programs. I caepnnt believe that any individual
using the river for recreational purposes between now and 199340
would be willing to pay $%4.46 per day of use. Lf the pecple
would recognize that this is net & wood deal and is not worth
what it aosts, why should the yowverpment even consider going
forward?

Thw akove costs are based upon the report's own figures as to
use and cunstruction cost. If hath are exaggerated favorably
Ly 50%, then theo cost per day of use would ilncrease fuuriold
tu around §400 per day of use.

L believe it gocs withawut saving that in all probability the
uge of the river will increase over the next ten years without
the government spending any money.

Alternative C adversely impacts 737 acres of private land,
Alfernative D adversely impacts 1500 acres of private land.
Both are totally unacceptable when weighoed against the bensfit-
cost relationship fer the entire project.

O July 7, 197% I addressed a letter to the Forest Supervisor
on thig same subject, but more from the vantage point of a
permittes operating a cattle business on the forest. These
comments are still appropriate and aore altnched hereto as a

part of my official response.
Vﬁ' y tr;{{y IS,

David RT {4ipe

1150 Avenue ¢

Yuma, AT BS364
atk.
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David R, Gipe

1150 Avgnue C
Yuma, Arizena 85364
602} 7R3-8638

July 7, 1979

Hr, Donald W. Balander
Farest Supcrvisaor
Prescott National Forost
B0, Box 2549

Prescott, Arizona 86302

Doar Mr. Solander:

Thanks for your letter of kay 24 in regard to the Wild
and Scenic River Study involving the Verde River. In kecp-
ing with veur suggestion I have visited with Dewsyne rMoryan.

After qiving the matter consideraple tbought T haye G-
ious roscrvations about any of the de31gnatloqs. 1 thfnk
that any offirial Jdesicnation vould have an zdverse afiect
an owne}ship of decded lapd on the river. There would e
imereaced traffic flov, increassdéd pressure to arank ricohts
af ingress ond zoress, and impairmont‘af owaersmip by timit-
ing right Lo develop - a right that is Paranount.

As & Permittze usingy the Forcst Servige-;ands I ibink
that any desicnation would cause grrater difficulty in r:‘.w
ranching omcration und in the proger \ﬁanacementlof the re-
source, My expericoce is that increased usr_-‘hr_\h"% ano‘:r? .
areater pollution - ruch of it in the form of ou Tght Filth,
Hany of the peogle that use the river are totally_wr:ﬂ.s‘.x::n—
sitlae whon it comos to the basic ruiles of tezlth, and hraione.
"Atil T witne std it I wonld not have heiieved what I heve
seun albor heavy usne periods on holiday wookends,

In addition I have great concern about loss of ;at;_t'.e .
throeah theft,  Many people bthink that it is allviche to xill
a calf and help themsalvas to the meat - as long
et caeahb, It is obvious that the country is ;i
i)rf)p-'r arcvellicnees and law enfovcement S
rainbaiard,
lem Wikl

i se sond e a
When the study is completed c‘guld You please son .
rosume of the findings. T would like to reserve the right
to comment further after the studigs are completed and I have
had oppartunity te reviev the findings.

truly you

Forest Service Response to Vavid R, Gipe's comments:

L. Based un your concern that the recreation use figures in TABLE 4
were too high, we reviewed the methodology usud to make the esti-
mates. We found that the procedures used Were adequate.  However,
an error was found e the 1978 base data for fishing use which
reduced the total estimated recreation use to 25,200 R¥0's,  The
nucessary correctigns have been wade in both TABLES 4 and b. We:
agree that recrgation use 15 light in the general vicinity of the
Yerde Ranch and other private lands Jocated at the north end of
river segnent A, However, the relatively high use near ClarkdaTe,
BeasTey Flats and ¥erde HOL Springs must also be considersd when
coanputing total use of the river.

&. A river does not have te possess "Outstanding Remarkable" recrea-
Lion values te experience an increase in visitor use days. The
fcreases in tivis report are based on past use records, general
population increases and @ slight increase due to designation,

3

Your cost analysis of the alteratives is interesting., It assumes
that the developient Costs will be amortized in one year and only
the incrvased recreation visitors in 1980 wiil bewrefit from desiyna-
Lron.  We agree that Alternative © s perhaps more cost effective
than Alternative €. Howevur, it should bu noted that the ¢ost of
acquiring scenic caseinwnts on private lands 13 the W3aJor cost ele-
ment.  Recreation classification 135 not dependent on the anount of
Fecreation use being receivod by o river, The classification 15

based on deyrse of developimnt, aluny the shoreline, access, daws

and diversians, See section B, Classification Lriteria and Detpor-
mination on page 3b, -
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Hovember 22, 1980

De Wayne Morgan

Forest Planners

Frescott National Forest
F.0, BHox 2549

Preacott, Az. a0z

Tear Sir:

It has been brought to my attention seme of the actions pending in the

Prescott Forast area,

Thurefore, please register my protest against the proposed designation
of the Verde River for ope quarter mile on each zida from Beasley Flats to Table

Mountain inte the Wild and Seenic River shatus.

This would he am infrigement on pecple's rights of reasonable access to the
HPEA,
I would 1ike to suggest that "Allernative A" be strongly eonsidered and

acoepbed.

Singerely yours,

eernd S 0

Letnard Staff Jr., NO.

Forest Service Response to Leonard Staff, Jv.'s comments:

The Yerde Wiver Uratt Stedy identified sub-standard roads and lack of
legal zccess through private properly as Lhe two majer problems re-
stricting public access.  The managewent plan described on pages 69
and 70 would  analyze the access nepds and prescribe road stahdards.
Legal access to and along the viver would alse be determined.

URY access would be curtailed, lowever, the study Lean has cyncluded
that any access lost to ORY's would he offset by improving the sub-
standard roads and providing legal access to and along the river.

Eashington, B.C, 20515

October 20, 19680

The Honorable Bob Bergland

Secretary

Department of figriculture

14th Street & Independence Avenue, S
Washington, 0.0, 20250

Dear Mr, Secretary:

I am gpposed te the designation of the three river segments,
comprising 109 miles of Arizona rivers, as part of the Federal Wild
and Scenic Rivers 5ystem.

some of the reasons Tor not including these seoments of the Verde,
catt, and San Francisco Rivers are:

1} Current efforts toward vital flood control measures
could be hindered.

2} Designation of approximately 33,210 acres of land on
the river banks as "wilderness.”

3} Lost economic value to private ownership, mining, timber
and railroad interests.

4} Lost development potential.

£] Historical use of rivers by residentz.

6] Continued withdrawal of public lands from multiple use.

Thaugh 1 would prefer to have Arizona lands removed from federal
control and placed_hack inta local contro}, the only acceptable
slternative propesed dn the Draft Enviranmental Statement and Wild and
Scenic River Studies is that which leaves the rivers and their
jmmediate environs and current land uses essentially unchanged. Even
this alternative allows for continued federal contrel of too much
Arizona land.

Sincerely,

BOB STUMP
Member of Congress

BS:ed
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Coconing
Natural Resource Conservation District

ARG PO Box 2778 Flagruff, Arkrona 86001

November 23, 1980

H. Dewayne Myrgan, Forest Planner
Prescott Hational Forest

P.0. Box 254%

Prescott, AZ 86302

Dear Mr. Morgan:

The Coconina Hatural Resowrce Conservation District Board met on
Navember 16, 1980 and discussed the outcome of the Yerde River Wil
and Scenfc River Study, The following was agreed upon and passed by
the Board.

The existing river should be maintained in a

“Multiple Use" concept. In future planning of
such a concept we recommend :

1. Grazing be an important factor in planning use.

2. Stream bank vegetation should be managed for nesting
and cavity dwelling species of wildlife and only
those trees removed that are absoTutely necessary.

3. MWith the drastic increase in rafting and boating
use, aquisition of scenic easements he undertaken
where lang stretches of private exist and prasent
Forest Service managed Tands be used as scenic access.

4. That the management concept be kept up to date and that
prime riparian veqetation protection be a major priority

in that management concept.

5. That an exerted effort be made to follow the
Clzan Water Act and that the river remain free
flowing thmﬂgh the desfgnated study area.

Singerely ;7

13
<

. . o
b il )

LR

James R. David
Chairman of the Board

Verde Mamural Resourss Conservation District
2717 North Fourth St., Suite 136
Flagsteff, Az. 86001

e

November 7, 1580

Prescott Mational Forest
P.0. Box 2549

Prescott, Az. 86302
Dear Sirs:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Verde River
Wild and Scenic River Study Report.

We feel the only alternative that should be considered s Alternative A,
{no designation - Ko action),

With this alternative the Tollowing can be obtained:
1. retentien of multiple-use management options .
7. more opportunity for maximum economic development flexibility
3. more options kept open for engrgy development
4, ne interference with private landowner rights.
Sincerely,
I

John Edge

Chatrman .
v éy - ‘»"'.‘,,-IJ’
Ll A e
st *’SL Va1 -.
Henry™~Simonsgaard
Secretary- Treasurer

wasd

(\\Hw-\ \ \L\‘i
Wernzr Meyer
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Charles Yan Gorder

Herlynn Talbot
Vesratnn  Ee
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Eﬁim Copper Queen Branch,,Brebes, deipong BSELE

November 106, 1980

Mr. Dunald H. Bolander
Forest supervisor
presoott National Forest
P, Q, Box 2549

Prescobt, Arizona BH302

Dear Mr. Bolander:

The following comments on the Verde River Praft Environmental
Statoment and Wild and Scenic Rivar Study are provided for
your considaralion. The Forest Service hag prepared a
detailed and well organived report considering the time
constraints involved.

Phelps Dodge Corporation recotwmends Alternative A  (Continuwation

of Present Management}), as the preferred alternative rather

ERan Blternative © which is prefevred by the Forest Serviee
and designates 72.5 miles for inclusion in the Wational Wild
and Svenic Rivers System.

Alternative A retains multiple use management options, but
2till generally provides the amenities available through the
olher alternatives. There is po reason te conclude that
pdst Forcat Scrvice multiple use managoment has heen wanting.
The casc for the burgsoning wanagement requirements, that
acecompany Wild, Scenic or Hecreation Wiver Designation, is
weak at best,

The Forest Service report did net find outsztandingly remarkable
vecreation opportunities on the Verde River Study Area, and
yet, a Recreation Dosignation is preferred for the upstream
33 mile segment. Although minor recreational improvements
(rainly access) wonld be planned undar this Designation,
they would be little more than these available upnder present
mapngement. There are 71l acres of private land, including
a ranch headguarters, in this upstream segment alonc. 1In
addition, a railroad that uwsvally receives daily commercial
use traverses the area for about 20 miles upstream from
Clarkdale.

The Forest Service has recognized the walue of riparian tree
regeneration and bhald sagle habitat. Thus, appropriate
cattle exclosures in sensitive areas are already included
under present management plans and these exclosures would be
constructed "without constraints that may be imposed by
designation, " as stated in Lhe report,

G 23R

The report also states that "existing water guality would be
maintained or improved in all alternatives" to mect the
standards of the Stace of Arizenn., In addition, there are
btilt-in safeguards that preclude large upstream uscs of
water. This preserves essentially natural free-flowing
river conditionz without Wild and Seenie River Designatiaon.
Most river water is uwsed downstream and, according to the
report, “existing water rights should prevent excessive
diversion and loss of flow in the study segments."

The report ¢uncludes that a projected recreation use increase
in the study segments c¢ould have an adverse impact on archeo-
logical sitcs or wildlife populations, ineluding nesting

bald eagles. Although recreation wse is expected to increase,
regardless of the alternative choszen, it is interesting to
note that, with current trends, the incroase would be nearly
Lwice as qroat with Wild and Scenic River Designations than
under continuation of prasent manageoment. Thus, adverse
impacts on wildlife and damage or vandalism to archeoleogical
sitns would apparcntly be lezst likely to occur with a
cantinuation of present mapagoment options.

Present management scerves the dual objectives of proper
coonomic development and environmental guality. Both have
been served effectively in the past. Any Wild and Scenic
River Designation wonld foreclose future development oppor-
tunities as well as the multiples use mapagement concept that
provides a mix of goods and services welcomed by residents
in the area. The positive aspects of desigpation are out-
waighad by the negative aspects and by lost opportunities.
in additieon, the anticipated amenities are already largely
available without designation and will be praserved under a
continnation of present management as noted above.

We recommoend that Alternative &, the "no action™ alternative,
be selected. Qf cvourse "no action” deoss not mean that
management is absent. On the contrary, continuvation of
present managoment will provide the Forest Service the
necessary flexibility to maiptain an attractive free-flowing
river environment 8s it has in the past without an additional
layer of bureaveratic restrictions Lhat appear to represent
regulatory overkill.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide this response on the
Verde River wWild and Scenic River Study.

Keitg J. Coke
Chicf Geoloyist &
Besident Agent

RJC/T



Alternative B (Prefer Designation of River Segment B)

Arizona Wildlife Federation

Arizona Resource Council

Arthur Geldon, Flagstaff 86001
Marie Wheat, Camp Verde 86322
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- Tom Camp ¥ice President

ARIZONA WILDLIFE FEDERATION

PO Bow 27573 = Phoens, Aungons 85041 + Phore (6020 264-3684

Hoyember 11, 1930

Forest Supervisor
Prescott Matignal Flrest
P.0. Box 2549

prescott AZ 86302

Regards to comments on the draft notice of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement of Verde valley, Arizona.

After due consideration, The Arizona Mildlife Federation executive
board supports the prenise that the area on the Yerde River from Beasley
Flats to Table Mtn. should be conserved in he principal of mwltiple use.

The major use of this area should be managed for the benefit of the
public in that it has some natural Wildlife and Scenic benefits. Any
private construction or home building that would take place on the land
could be detrimental, thus depriving the general public of an area that
has natural beauty to be used for their enjoyment and appreciation of
their heritate.

Alternative "B* and “C" are the most highly considersd alternatives
of the four baing offered. 1f left with no other choice than to choose
one of the alternatives it would be "B". However, those aveas to be
considered for alternative “C we would make the recommendation that the
private developer Teave a park arga on the river front for the publics
access and enjoyment.

Because of the passtblity of a dam befng build just south of the
Table Mtn, area on the Verde River we would sunnest that the Wild desig-
nation area at the confluence of the Fossil Creek and Verde River point
to the Tabla Mtn, be considered to have some other designation that
would not prohibit the controls of water through the Verde River ares.

The main reason for this it in time of drought the willdlife suffer
pecause of lack of water. The bald eagle which resides in this area
would be Vimited in its food supply.

Respectsuﬂy Submi tred,

" - =

Arizona Wild)ife Federation

Tt P

Fouamlwhadt rn'!'\r.‘bmmnlv The Aripons Gaine Proleclive Astociarion « 51 afiifiate of The Natanal Wildlila Fadaratian Wagkingtas Fet

Arizona Resource Council
P.0. Box 790
Glendale, AZ 85311

Hovember 12, 1980

Forest Supervisor
Prescott National Forest
P.0. Box 254%

Prescott AL 86302

In vegards to comments on the draft notice of the Draft Envirgnmental
Tmpact Statement of Verds Yalley. Arizona.

After due constderation the Arizona Resource Counctl supports
Alternative "B", which encompaszes the Yerde River from Beastey Flats
to Tabie Mtn, and shovld be considered in the principal of multiple
use.

Areas to be considered for Altermative “C" we would make the recom-
mendation that the private deyeloper Teave 2 park area on the river front
far the publics access and enjoyment.

Lastly, it is pur understanding that the management of the river and
surirounding land would remain fn the hands of the Forest Service after
the inclusion into the Act and that Yittle to no improvemenis would be
dong until warranted. We understand the need to keep our wild rivers
just that, wild and natural and the inclusion into the Wild and Scenic
Rivers fct secms to do just that, protect our lands from industrial
and congercial expansion.

However, we do net understand why it took a National Act to get
people Lo look over the situation. Why couldn't the state of Arizona
implement this Act without the help of the rest of the nation. Surely
Ar]‘izona wou'ld have 4 beiter understanding of the situation than gnyone
else,

Respectfully,

NLate. A At

Hita 5. Heeter President
Arirona Resource Council

Darkone B dSeber.

Darlens K. Weber Vise President
Arizona Rescurce Council

nh
W
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Alternative C (Prefer Designation of River Segments A & B, Excluding
5 1/2 Mile Private Land Section)

Arizona Game and Fish Uepartment

*Center for Public Affairs

*Department of Health Services

*Arizona Department of Public Safety

*NACUG, Region III

*Central Arizona Association of Governments

AORCC, Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Committee
Prescott City Council

Coconino Sportsmen

National Audubon Society

Prescott Audubon Society

The Wildlife Society

The Prescott Junior Women's Club

S5alt River Project

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service

*Submitted State Clearing House Standard Form - "Proposal is Supported
as Written"

Geoffrey Platts, Carefree 85377 A. W. Scott, Prescott 86301

Mrs. Buster Estes, Sedona 86336 Bert Leper, Clarkdale 86324
David Duckett, Prescott Bill Brent (no town}

Peri Harkins, Prescott William Gaud, Flagstaff
May Overton, Prescott Arthur Frost, Sedona
Francis Moore, Prescott Virginia Miller, Prescott
George Pearson, Prescott M.E. Pearson, Prescott
Larry Langstaff, Tempe Eloise Moore, Prescott
Peter Corbett, Clarkdale Vera Walters, Prescott
Marcia Herriott, Prescott Phil Herriott, Prescott
Bill Fleishmann, Prescott Thomas Fleishmann, Prescott
Lester Womack, Prescott Beverly Womack, Prescott
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Alternative ¢

Roy Houser, Prescott
Berdella Bancroft, Prescott
Edward Rackas, Prescott
Gertrude Armitage, Prescott
Carl Tomoff, Prescott

David Preston, Prescott
Margaret Laird, Prescott
Peggy Ford, Prescott
Charles Spenser, Prescott
Don Williams, Phoenix
Mr./Mrs. R.0. Withers, Prescott
Peg Briney, Prescott

Alma Greene, Sedona
William Evans, Prescott
Thomas Ferrell, Rimrock
Kenneth Hodges (no town)
John Heckman, Prescot

Maria Carccia, Prescott
Anne Bower, Prescott

Susan Kiesel, Prescott
Wayne Watson, Phoenix

Rick Alexander, Prescott
Sam Vaughns, Camp Verde
Grace Palier, Prescott

Gary Vesperman, San Mateo, CA
Lynn Jacobs, Cottonwood

David Wolf, Flagstaff

Ruth Backas, Prescott

Charles Armitage, Prescott

Peg Boyce, Prescott

Douglas Hulmes, Prescott

Sandra Scott, Prescott
Georgette & Robert Sullivan, Prescott
James Spenser, Prescott

Frank Lett, Prescott

Nolan Hester, Prescott

Anne Valentine, Prescott Valley
Alan Loeake, Tucson

Steve Fletcher, Prescott

Jo Ellen Bernstein, Prescott
Jeanne Clarke, Prescott

Loucile Heckman, Prescott

Lin Sonnenberg, Juneau, AK
Sandy Simpson, Prescott

Jeff Bann, Prescott

Mr./Mrs. John Crane, Camp Verde
Peggy Chaikin, Flagstaff

Robert Rothrock, Cottonwood
Mrs, Dale Carlsen, Cottonwood
Jim McCarthy, Phoenix

James Cowlin, Phoenix

-116-



Lit

BRUCE BABMTL. Goverwor

G i
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FRANK FERGLIEON, 4., Tuma
FAANCES W. WEANER, Tucaon
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; ARIZONA GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT
2222 Wit Gy Font  Ploorin. Ayoma 85023 9423000

November 21, 1980

Mr. Donzld H. Bolandey
Forest Supervisor

Prescott Wational Forest
P. 0. Box 2549

Prescott, Arizona 86302

Ra: Verde River - Draft
Envirceomental Statement
and Wild & Scenic River
Etudy

Dear Mr. Bolander:

The Arizena Game and Fish Departmant has reviewed the referenced
documents, and the following comments are provided:

The Department strongly supperts the preferred alternative,
Alternative C. This alternative will provide much peeded riparian
habitat protection, 2oning restrictions, and enhance the Department’s
efforts to reestablish the River Otter.

) For the most part, we believe the Service did an excellent job

in the wildlife portions of the draft document, however, we do have
several specific suggestions that would more accurately depict species
acourrence and resource values.

Paye A-2, Gray Hawk

There is oply one record of Gray Hawk north of the Gila River
and no breeding records. Listing this speacies here is probably not
warranted.

Page A-2, Tiger Salamander

ambystoma tigrinum stebbinsi does not ocour in this part of
Arizona, though otheér more cotmen subspecies do.

Page A-4

The Buff-breasted flycatcher may possibly occur in this pare
of Arizona, although ther2 are no recent records, Even when formerly

1553330

M EDUAL CFPORTUNTY AGEMCY

Mr. beonald H. Bolander -2 - Movember 21, 1980

Page R-4 (Cont'd)

more common in the State, the apea in guestion was at the extrene
northern limits of its range.

Gila robusts feminnds is restricted to the Virgin River and
does Tot ocour in the yerde River., Minckley {1973) lists G. r.
robusta in the Verds, not G. r., grahami.

Pages 25-27

The Department supports the proposed program of excluding live-
stock grazing in areas of vital riparian habitat along the Verde
River. This habitat is essential to maintaining those gualities
that have made wild and recreational designations possible. Re~
moval of livestock will affectively enhance and protect the long-term
value of the river.

Pages 32-34

The report statez that the river did not mest the criteria
for "recreation value" becayse 1t didn't have one or more of the
elements of that criteria. With all the hunters, fishexrmen, back-
packers, birdwatchers, picnickers, and others that are atiracted
to the Verde on weekends, ik is hard to believe that the river didn't
meat a griteria based on variety of 'users,

Page €8

In several areas of the report, the need for increased access-
ikility and facilities ie stressed as necessary, due ko a protective
designation. Thig would certainly seem to contradict and defeat
the objectives of the proposed management plan. Certainly thare
is a need for sanitation facilities at some points along the river,
even how, but there is no apparent nead to ingrease acecess. The
wildlife and the primitive nature of the river will be jecpardized
if reads are built and increased usze ig eéncouraged. The main
directive of the Forest Service sheould be to maintain and improve,
where possible, the natural gualities of the area,
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Mr. Donald #. Polander - 3 - Hovember 21, 1980

The Department appreciates the opportunity to review the
subjact documents and to offer comments.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Jantzen, Director

Gt bty .

Habitat Evaluation Coordinator
Planning and Evaluation Branch

REW:d4

co: Levi Packard, Superviser, Flagetaff Regional Office

Forest Service Response to Arigona Game § Fish Ugparfment s comments:

1. The Gray Hawk was rewoved from the Threatened and Endanoered Species
List a5 svggested.

2. The Tirger 5Salamander was remaved from the Threatensd and Endangered
Species L1st.

3. Considering there are ne regent records of the Butf-breasted Fly-
catcher in the Yerde River area and the river being at the axtrame
northern l1imits of ics range, the bird was renoved from the Threat-
ened and Endangered Species List,

4. 4ils Robusta Seminuda was removed fron the Threalened and Endangered
Speties List a5 suggested.

5. Please note that the current policy of excluding Tivestock grazing
in areas of vital riparian habilat aleng the Verde River is not the
result of this study,  See statement on page 25

6. The study team did agres that the recreation gpportunities weve many
#long the Verde River. However, considering the current use 8 ¢oi-
paratively low and access is Vimited iU was decided that the river
did not have “sutstanding remarkalile” recreation value. The sitya-
tion could change if legal a¢cess s obtained and the need for
stream-31de recreation increases in the future.  See Rocreation
Value sectioh on page 34.

7

There are no current plans to construct new access roads to the
river. A1l references in the report to consiruction andfur recon-
struction apply to exisiing roads.  Some new Construction would pe
negessary 1n the vicinity of the river To avoid private lands or to
provide a satisfactory river crossing. The proposed improvemanis
consist of sanitation facilities and parking areas which are needed
for obvious reasons.

B0 1908 PHUENIN, ARIZOMA BSULL

Salt River Project

WAVER i POWER

November 21, 1980

Mc. Conald H. Bolander, Supervisor
Frescott Hational Forest

P. 0. Box 254%

Prescott, Arizona 86302

Dear Mr. Bolander:

BE: Verde River Wild and Scenle River Study -
Draft Enwironsental Statement

The above report has been yeviewed by several departments within the
Salt River Project and we have the following comments:

SEECIFIC COMMENTS
Page 3, Secord Parsgraph: The Dratt BIE states that:

“he primary issue emerging Erom public inwolvemeni is, "ghould the
Verde River and its immediate environment (study cg:ndor]l, or portions
thereof, be designated as a component of the Hational Wild and Seenic
Rivers System? This guestion was raised by local governments, Salt
River Project, ...'

We such question was included in previous SFP comments.

Page 4, Fourth Paragraph: ‘This reads:

“Unobtrusive gauging stations and their continued malntznance are
allowed under a wild and scenic river designation if there “is no
significant adverse effect on the natural character of the area.

efinitions should be provided for the terms "uncbtrusive™ and
vsignificant adverse effect.”

Fage 35, Bighth Paragraph (1.Sagment A):

This should mention that there are two stream gaging stations located
on this segment: Verde River WNear Paulden and Verde River Heat

Clarkdale. hcocess to both gqages is by road,

Page 37, Secand Paragtaph (Reference Lo Segment B, South Section

It should te mentioned here that an existing SEP stream gaging Station
{Verde River Below East Verde River) is located on this stream seghent.
Belivopters ate the only operaticnal means of access.

A57-0-4.

TELEPHUONE 755000
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Page 37, Section C, Criteria for Evaluating Altermatives:

These criteria should fnclude consideration of potential nesd for
futurs stream tlow  monitoring facilities and  water Testurece
developments as may be teeded to meet local and downstream power, water
and flood control requirements.

Page 41, Foornote: The change frem the original "stody segment BY to a new
study seqment B’ that is about 11 miles shorter is confusing. The
modified stody segment should have been called something else.

GEWERAL COMMENTS

This draft report appears to be well written, comprehenzive and readable.
We would like to complement the authors on an unusuvally ¢lean and complete
teport.,

Should Alternative € be ad d a5 fec ded, the lower portion of
Segment A (proposed for Recreation designation} and the wpper portion of
Segmant B (proposed for Scenic  designation) could be made uusable as
potential sites for coal~fired power plants and water exchanges by 'Verde
Valley residents for CRP water ¢ould become impossible. Tt is our
urderstanding that Recreation designation would have no effect on the
operation and maintenance of either the Verde River Near Paulden or the
Verde River Wear Clarkdale stream gaging stations.

While we have concerns about the need for foture water development amd
£10¢d control facllities and s0 have same reservations about placing any
restrictions on such actions within the SPP watershed, SRP will not object
to the recommendsd Recreatrion and Scenic designations.

Under Alternative C the lower portion of Segment B would be assigned a wilg
River designation., The Draft EIS does not specifically discuse the SRP
Verde River BPelow East Verde River stream gaging station that is located
within this area, This gage is maintained by helicopter as no rosd acoess
exlsts, We doubt that this gage would be conmidered to be "unobtrusive
and doubt that it can be made less conspicuous. As you are awars, Stream
flow monitering 1= a major oomcern of SRP, state and federal agencies and
the residents of the Fhoenix area. Any actions that could impact the
operation, maintenance, and even the ;;glgmmt of :feug _ggir%iigatx
would be met str opposition, While is not oppo:

Bosic t?wr:y des%?laums per se, we are, as mentioned above, concerned
about limiting opportunities for future water supply and flood control
actions, and, especially, azbout adverse impacts op existing and future
stream gaging stations,

If the Wild Rivet designation can be written in such s manner that this
gaging station and al) future reconstruction or replacement, operation and

maintenance actions, including helicopter access, will not be effected by
such designations, the Salt River Project will pot ofpose it.

It sppeats that designation of an area as wilderness or wild an? scenic
river tends to atiract wuser attention to the designated area. The
resulting  increased use often s accompanied by severe impacts on the very
values that were to be protected by the designation. th suspect that this
effect may occur on the Verde River, should it be designated, with
resuliant water quality problems and other environmental impactz, This

Draf;. E.1.8. does mot address this possibility, and we believe that it
should.

In smsary, the Salt River Project can support the recommended Alternative
Cy provided that the proposed designations will not adversely effect the
existing stream gaging stations or the operatiom and maintenance actionz
that will be associsted with them.

Sincerely,

Pogn ). st

Glenn D, Harris
Envircnmental Services Department

GIB:rsy

Forest Service Response to Salt River Project's comments:

L. The primary issue statement in sub-section D on page 3 has been
revised to reflect your concern,

2. The Hild and Scenic Rivers Act requires a Mamagement Plan to be de-
veloped for vach river included {nto the Hational System.  This docu-
ment will be based on more indepth studies and witl address the terms
and defimition you want clarified. SRP will be contacted for their

input during the develgpment of the plan.
3. The two stream gauging stations have been added on page 35.
4. The stream gauging station has been added on page 37.

5. The cvaluation criteria were developed early in the study process

from existing legislation, regulations and public input. They were
written broad enough Lo cover the issues and concerns voiced during

our early scoping meetings. The study team has considered your

request and have conciyded---even though not specifically mentioned

in the evaluatton criteria, stream flow monttoring facilities and
waler resource developments are wnvolved in one er more of the

criteria,

6. The study segments were not modified. The study of the additional
10.5 mides was considered as a separate Altermaltive E, See page 44,
Alternative Eliminated From Further Consideratiaon.

?. The fifth paradraph on page 57 has been rewritten to reflect your
Loncerns.

8. 5See the last paragraph on page 47,
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Mowvewmber 20, 1980

Mr. benald H. Bolander, Forast Supervisor
Prescott Mational Forest

P. O. Box 2549

Prescott, Arizona 86302

Dear Mr. Bolander:

Thank you for sending a copy of the Verde River Draft RIS
and wild and Scenic River Study. The following are suggestions
you might Eind wseful in preparing the final RIS,

We concur with the U.S8. Forest Service's recommendation that
Rlternative ©, the preferred alternative, should be implemented
on the Verde River. We support adeguate protection for the wet-
land and aguatic habitats of the river, thereby helping to ensure
the contimed syrvival of pumerous wildlife species which are
dependent on thess habitats for their survival.

several localities mentioned in the text of the report do
not appear to be listed on any map. Locating thesc names on a
map in the final BEIS would be helpful:

1} Page 13 - Bear Siding Road (FS #182), Packard
private lands access road (FS #131), and Forest
Trails 41, 66 and 67.

2} Page 19 - Brown Springs, Cold Water Creek, Sycamore
creek, Dak Creek, Beaver Creek, West Clear Creek,
and Bast Verde Rivar,

We alsg urge a reevaluation of the section "Alternatives
Eliminated From Further Consideration" beginning on page 44,
before the writing of the final EI3S. By January 1981, the

Central Arizona Water Control Study (CAWCS) should have eliminated

saveral structural and nonstructural elements and formulated
five or six systams (combinationa of elements} for flood control
and regulatory starage. If a modified FAorseshoe Dam, Hew
Horseshoc Dam and the twe larger size Cliff Dams are not part of
the formulated systems, then the section of the Verde River be-
tween Tangle Creek and Table Mountain should be included in

PR TN AN RN

Mr. Donald H. Bolander -2 - November 20, 1980

the final EIS as proposed for wild river designation. If any
of the aforementioned eleménts are included in the propeged
systems, then the consideration and evaluation process for this
section of the Verde River should be delayed until completion
of Stage 1T of the CAWCE. If the selected system for floed
control and regulatory storage will not impact this section of
tha Verde River, then the evaluation progess for wild river
desigqnation should be regumed.

If possible, in Table 4 on page 46, the future with and
future without date of 1990 should be extended farther ineo
the future.

Finally, a Literature Cited section or Bibliography should
be included in the final EIS and would be most helpful.

We thank you again for considering our suggestions. We
look forward to reviewing the final EIS.

Sincersly,

ol Dasicle

Bob Barsch
President

BR:dd

Forest Service Response to the Wildlife Soriety's comments:

1. We have added the localities to the river se
. 4 qmenL maps on pages L4
and 1% Tharnk yon for bringing this overstght Lo our atteﬁt?on-

2. The section on Alternatrves Eliminated From Further tvaluatyon,
page 44, has pccn reyised.  See section tn Appendiz © on Flood
Control AcLivities (CAWCS) and Section VII, Tdentification of ihe
Preferred Alternative, page b7, : B

b

In makinyg the retreatton use projections to year 1999, we have
assuned Eihat the past use trend will continue 1n Lhe future. To
progect Lhe expecled recreation use for a period of more than 19 to
12 years would involve many more variables such as eneryy shortage
employment? inflation, and ete.  For the purpase of this report !
1t was decided Lhe informeticn in Table 4 was adequate. '

3

Considering Lhe 11mi§ed anpunt of publisied literature cited 1n Lhe
docunent, it was decided a biblivgraphy section would not be requred.
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Forest Service

e have reviewsed the Verds River Draft Enviranmental Statement and Wild amd
Seenic River study as requested in your Bugust 22, 1920, memprandum, The
report clearly lays oui four alternatives. It 1% our considered opinfon
that Alternatives B or © offer the most compatible configuration given all
invoTved factors. Alternative C appears to be a wise selection as the
perferred alternative. It presents a mix of outputs expected by both Tocal
and broader interest groups.

The Principles and Standards require formulation of plans serving coequal
national objectives of National Economic Develgpment {NED)} and Environmental
Quality {from page 39}, Alternative A Is considered the MED alternative, as
it does not foreclose future development. There are no firm proposals for
development. Conjecture of future development was not used to establish
possitle value of future developient. Conseguently, no mopetary value was
determined for the option of future development. This distorts the effects
shown in tables & & 7. According to these tables, Alternative D is the best
HED plan,

Regeneration of hardwood concerns wildlife mansgers according to the second
paragraph on page 25, The statement implies cattle grazing is the cause of
the problen, Will regensration occur with implementation of management plans
prepared under the alternatives?

The Cultural and Historfc Background on page 10 1s interesting. Ue suggest
reveysing the first two phases of the Archalc Period to read, "As the climate
changed, the game hards died out,...”

(o 'ﬂg\(ﬁ-.—;farf{'/ 4

EDGAR H, WELSON SEP =23 1380
Director

Basin and Area Planning

Forest Service Response to $oil Conservation Seryice's cominents:

Y. Bug to the number of comients recedved regarding the NED alterna-
tive. the study team reanalyzed the NED account and concluded no
true NED alternative exists. See statements on pages 34, 40 and 49,

2. As stated an page 24, the Forest Seryice has completed an action
program for resolution of the apparent livestack - riparian con-
flicts. [t has been determined that the program, with winor cun-
straints on fence constryction, is compatible with designation.
Livestock will be excluded from key riparian areas that need cotton-
wnod regeneratton regardless of desionation action taken.

3. We have made the change on page 10 as sugyested.  Thank
YOUP comment. % you fer
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Forest Service Response to Don William's comments:

1. Thark you for brinytng to our attentfon the error on page 17, We
have corrected the year the VYerde Hot Springs Resort burned to 1962,

2. As stated on page 68 of the report, z wanagement plan would be pre-
pared if the Verde River is designated as a compenent of the Natignal
Wild and Scenic Rivers System.  The existing "public nudity" policy
would be reviewed at that time.

WNNCITY OF PRESGOTT,

AR . 0. 30X 2059. PRESCOTT, ARIZONA. 82302

January 16, 1380

My, Dewayne Morgan

U. 5. Forest Seryice
Prescott National Farest
P. Q. Box 2549
Prescott, Arizona 86302

Dear Mr. Morgan:

In response to the National Forest Servize s request for reactions
and comments to the alternatives proposed For management of the
Yerde River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, the Prescott

City Council considerad this matter at its January 14, 1980 meeting.
However, ftrst, I would like to teke this opportunity on behalf of
the City of Prescott to express our gppreciation fur encouraging
comments on these riyér managemént proposals. Participation and
cooperation such as this cervtainly helps to insure more compatible
and acceptable use of pur hatural rescurces.

After an explanation and discussion of the proposed alternatives,
the Council unanimously passed a motion endarsing Alternative "C"
and gpposing Alternative “[",

The explanation of each alternative as provided in the December,
1979 issue of "Wild and Scenic Rivers of Arfzoma", along with con-
sideration by the Council as to which alternatives would completely
avoid or, at Teast, minimize any potential conflict with the future
use of Prescott's water needs, led to this particelar endorsement.

Again, the opportunity to conment upon this matter is vary much
apprectated, as is the ¢onsideration you will give this endorse-
ment. IF any further elaboration on this matter i5 destred, please
contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Andy Tomlinso
ity Manager

AT:vbs
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rresgott auduben doclety
Shl Glenwood avenus
Frescott, arizona B6301
3 November 1580

somald H. polander, Forest Superviser
fresocott bational Torest

oo, pox 254G

Prezcott, arizona 86302

sear Lr. solander:

embers of the Frescott avcubon coclety, comprising over 200
individuals, have reviewed the verde ilver vrafv nnviropmental .tate-
ment and H1ld wne senlc iivers ctudy ano offer the following comments
for your consineration.

e feel that Joncress was wige in redirectine the water policy of
our nalivn ana imnstructing ue 10 set aside riparian areas in their
neturel state, riparian hapitats left
i ths arig Lout 1 atated, over £0: of the verte=

T in Furgsi fervice lands ne the serca alver use or reguire
for oeyrvival.,  hese incluce the epcancorced Jouthern ozld
srrine faloon,  sote of the most canplex blologlcal com-
~ot only in the southwesl, but in the entire Unlied .rtates,
poequr alin- the Jerde,

e tirmly beliewe that the Verde aiver should pe preserveo in its
frec-flovinT connitien ann given as much protection as pesaible, It
is clear Crom our review of your comprohensive stuay thal large portiond
of the Verds meet the exacting gqualifications for 1ld and wcenlc
atatug, o ienore this and do nothing, as alternative a Sugpesty or to
malke anly a token effort, as implied by alterpative 5, woulo b2 a
betrayal of public trust. ,lthoush some members prefer alternative o,
wRigh provides maximum protection, otners comsiider it less praczical o
implement and support .lternative .

rherefure we wish to #0 on record ag supporting the roreat cervice
in selectinr elthor slternative 5 or w.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this planning
process, e offer our name and support ln this efforx. If we can be
of further assistapce in this or 1n other reguurce matuers, please
feel free to call an our grganiwation.

Aespecifully suomivie
72T By
Car}/’?. dorigtf, Frésiuent

D5 (#x

wer, vonservatlon Chalrman

-2~

NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY

PO BOX 3987 » DOULDER. COLORADD 80307 + 304 4000110
October 29, 1980

Mr. H.D, Morgan
frescott Mational Forest
P.0. Box 2549

Prescolt, Arizona BH302

Qear Mr. Moroan,

Qur regional office would 1ike to go on record
as supporiing erther alternative C or D For
the Yerde River Wild & Scenic Rivers Act
proposal.

1 am quite familiar with several stretches of
this very important river as my fanfly Jived
in the immediate area for Close to 15 years.
Gogd riparian habitat is an gndangsred

comnad 1ty in the Sovthwest ang as experis have
pointed out, provides extrvemely important
hakitat te most species of wildlife,

Sincerely.,\ "

-

# REbert X, Turner
Reyional Representative

AMERICANS COMMITYED TO CONSERVATLION
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Coconino Sportsmen Coconino Sportsmen

PO BOX 1301 LIFE MEMBEAS
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in the Mational Wild and Scenis Rivep Inventary. CB WiLED IR
VEZDE RIVER
DREAPT INVIROMAZNPAL STATEWMENT FLEITNT RIVER--llzre again, the value of this tem cannot
AND be canpubed dn g positive valwe, Adverse 2onditlons durine
JILT ALD SOUMIC RIVER STUDY Tasding, arkie Feom deviess or dang, and irra-
Rorest Suparviser . ) . o ) .
Frescott Mational Topz2shb #ation walowd san casily B2 sarputatlad,  Uowps a3 our wild and scerie
F.0. Box 2540 . . i
?r‘es.;‘ wE A7 Aéang Priveng nwe rated, are aopis values a4 visbls measurlrr stick &8 to
e obamal oalus AT o vrtean® e feliove Lhey are ovok,  Tther measures pust

Dear
ieal Qesiras, asl

mits and saleetion of a desired altermalive to the Draft .

i

Zheioaed are our Lo]

trrpaazal amacaiestoqhioe, Aemted an o fha eiver's

ailined above,  We w111 comment on severa? speeilie itema, not

waktary fret

Akl s o

rily thA2 *ntul Drafk,

~

PTIT e aThe qaal the Yepde Tiver nesd bo he furthen

ile im sons inskavces acexie valuss affaotsd in bhiz atudy

T oraAllES--

tested apd noriraled, af quallby waker zup
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Alternative D (Prefer Designation of River Segments A & 8, Including
5 1/2 Mile Private Land Section)

Arizona Outdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission

Laura Corbin, Tucson
C.0. Minckley, Flagstaff
Edward Zuk, Prescott
Daniel Fischer, Tucson
David Palwmer, Prescott
Grace Paliner, Prescott
Martha Fabian, Prescot
Charles Aid, Prescott
Cari Bloor, Prescott
Renee Mason, Prescott
Madeline Alston, Prescott
Letitia Morris, Prescott
Kim Reynolds, Prescott
Randy Bergan, Flagstaff
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Michael Berry, Tucson

W. Gary Lockrow, Flagstaff
Douglas Hulmes, Prescott
C.J. de Ward, Tucson

Joni Bosh, Phoenix

Mike Borgen, Prescott
Philip Latham, Prescott
Kathaleen Fletcher, Prescott
Joanne Mecs, Prescott
Marifanne Laocke, Prescott
Joel Barnes, Prescott

Kate Udall, Prescott

Maria Patterson, Prescott



621

1% Septerber 1980
ZEI0F lst Street
Flagstaff, Arizona 260C1

Forest 3upervisor
Frescott Mational Forest
F. 0. Box 254%

Prescott, Arizona 86302

dJear 3ir,

f have just reviewsd the Verde HRiver Draft Invirommertal
Statement and Wild and 3cenic River utudy, and have commenrts
or the status of the spikedace ard aguatic srails ocourring
it the Varde Aiver and along the proposed coreidor.

The spikedace, lMeda fulpids, although once widezpread
ir the ila fiver svitem, now exhibits 2 wvery reduced
d ritution, with populations ocfurring in southeastern
Arizora and in the Verde River. Withir the Verde River,
“hiz Fizh has beern found to ococonr only in a & mile reach near
the river kridge on F¥ -3534, in River Zaction A, shy this
“ish eorly sccurs in this seetion is unknown, but makes it
inperative that this area be pres¢rved, if this species Is
%0 survive in the Yerde River. This fact was not apparent in
your roport, and T fael it zhould have been brought out.

Also, in relation to the agquatic srall launa, several
erdente, undescribed spesies, exist in the proposed area, and
should have also been addrezsed, in my opinion. Such species
=re present in the Verde Hot 3prings and Srowms Sprivg, and I
an sure seversl other species are present in the preposed
corrider, I would soggest you comtact br. Jorry Landwve, 3066
L. Jamison, Flagstaff, an expert op southvestern snailsz,
for additional information on these interesting invertebrates

Additionally, in response to the cwrarall plan, 1 would
prefer to see Alterrative D implemerted, Dollowed by O ard
H. I find Alterrative A unacceptable.

/(( ///{aé//(/

Forest Service Response to C.0. Minckley's camprent :

Thank you for bringing the spikedace to our
attention.  Ne have
included the additional fnformation un pige &3 in the Appendix.

A ro=pO
Pitacsl? Merrmat Freas
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Forest Service Response to .oni Bosh's comments:

L. Table & has been revised.

2. The tabie on page 53 evaluates economic affects of designation baswed
solely on the flow of recreational expenditures. For analysis of the
alterntives, this was the only Factar that could be quantified.
Criterion & on page &5 evaluates bath the short and long-term abflicy
to provide a mix of all goods and services. The study team felt that
the future options of development eliminated by Alternative D more
than offgebts the increased revenue brought into the area by the
recragtionist.

3. The study toam decided that for comparative purposes, the nunber of
private land acres were important. The individual affect of scenic
essements cannot be determined until the Management Flan is written.

Lo

One of the requirements of the "Requlations for Implement ing the
Mational Enviranmental Policy Act” is to keep the document shoert
and analytical. For this reason, we did not include much of the
suppart material. This data ts on file at the Forest Supervisor's
Office, Prescott Matipnal Forest, Prescott, Arizona,
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PRESCOTT CENTER COLLEGE
October 3, 1950

Prascote Watilonal Ferest
P.0. Box 28070
Freagott, AZ 85301

To Whom It May Copcera:

I am writdng in vegards Lo the recormended desipnation of Wild and Scenic River
Status for the Verde. T would like to conmend your offlca for producing the
well written management plan. 1 personally would like to offer my support for
Alternative D giving the maxinum avount of protection for the Verde River. I
do Feel that Altermative € is also acceptabla, ond being unfamiliar with the
characceriscic of private ownerahip on the 5.5 miles nesr Faulden, I will trust
your judgement In making the wisest cholce.

I have spent o consilderable gomount of time on the lover seceion of the Varde

in numerous capacities, Tn 1971-72 I parcicipated in an extensive hird study
of Riparian Communities along the Yerde wnder the supervision of Pr. Roy Johmaon
and Dr. Steve Curuchers of the Museum of Worthern Arizoma. I hawve participated
in YCC conservation projects at the sheep bridge near Table Mtn. and I have
rafted and hiked most of the area being considerad.

1 have noted bold eagle, golden eagle, black hawk, and the highest species
diversity cof birds in AZ long the Verds, The recreational potential for
Vhitewater rafting and Hayaking Is excellent., The Wilderness quality and
opporconlty [or solitude 15 also high.

¥ feel tr is vitally lwportant that these sections of the Verdse Biver be given
Wild & Scenfic Status in order to maintzin and protect the Wildernesz, recreational,
and ecolegicel values of this river.

Sincersly,

Dovglas Hulmes
Professor of Environmental] Studiea

oF T
sd-a-2-2 e Ve i
2EQ GROVE AVENUE / PRESCOTT, ARIZDONA 86301 / (B2 778-2030



Alternative C or U Plus 10.5 Mile Tangle Creek Section

tarth First (A National wilderness preservation organization)
KOKOPELI (Adventures in learning)

Four Corners Wilderness Workshop

Arizonans for Wild & Scenic Rivers

The IZAAK Walton League of America

Tucson Audubon Society

AWWW (Arizonans for Quality Environment)

Northern Audubon Society

Southern Environmental Council

Steven Rouzek, Karpenta
Steven Thompson, Tuba City
Mike Schultz, Phoenix
Michael Hilty, Phoenix
Sylvia Forbes, Tempe

Alan Seegert, Bishee

Joan Field, Phoenix

Rudi Lambrechtse, Bellemont
Bill Williams, Flagstaff
Daniel Kaplan, Prescott
Kelene Kaplan, Prescott
Jim Rooney, Chino Valley
James Foster, Chino Valley
Kate Allison, Chino Valley
Fred Snyder, Sedona

Rob Little, Prescott
Heather McKay, Flagstaff
Carrie Nevill, Chino Valley
Michael Boswell, Tucson

Dan Daggert, Flagstaff
James R, David, Flagstaff
Rita Wuehrmann, Chino Valley
William Hence, Chino Valley

Wayne & Sharon Haughton, Chino V.

Sheila Thompson, Chino Valley
Wm. & Evelyn Helmeke, Sedona
Deborah Camiy, Flagstaff
Trish Jahnke, Flagstaff

Rebecca Peck, Douglas

Marie Burling, McNeal

W. G. Walker, Phoenix
Carolyn Downey, Tempe

Bruce Berger, Paradise Valley
James Posedly, Tucson

John Guild, Scottsdale
Julianne Weigel, Tucson
Gary Lewallen, Chino Valley
Deede Lewallen, Chino Valley
Dave Healey, Flagstaff
Linda Wilson, Prescott
Nigel Dickens, Chino Valley
Pat Dickens, Chino Valley
Gregory Vanuk, Prescott
Douglas Koppinger, Tucson
Gref Green, Flagstaff

Betsy McKellan, Flagstaff
Patty McDaniel, Flagstaff
Hank Chaikin, Flagstaff
C.R. Wueben, Chino Valley
Gary Beverly, Chino Valley
Molly Beverly, Chino Valley
Warren Wasser, Mesa

Eugene Thornesberry, Chino Valley

Anita MacFarlane, Sedona
R. J. Longtin, Sedona
Will Osborn, Sedona

-133-



Alternative C or D Plus 10.5 Mile Tangle Creek Section

Sidney Hyde, Rimrock
Jane Welton, Sedona
Wayne Van hoorhis, San Francisco
Jim Vaaler, Phoenix

Donna Baken, Sedona
Maleese Black, Sedona
Sandra Lopez, Paulden
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SET

Arizonans for Wild and Scenic Rivers
Box 87

Cortare, AZ 85230

Hovember 15, 1980

¥r. Donald Belander, Sunervisor
rrescott ational Forest

P.0, Box 2549

Prescott, AZ 86302

Dear r. Zolander:

Plesse epter these remargs as part of your public review
peried for the draft enviropmmentzl statement and wild and scenic
river study for the Verde River.

Qur organization has carefully examined your sltermatives
ad do not support any of your alternatives. We suppert the

following:

1, Hecreation desimation for river from Porest boundary

neir Pealden to Beasley Flats (38.5 miles) including the five

znd o half miles of private land.

2., Scenic designation for the 22 mile section from Deasiey

Plats to the juncition of Fossil Lreek.

1. fld designation for 27.5 miles from Fossil Creex to Shesp

Bridge, 2 short distance below Tangle Creex.

The Central Arizona Water Control Study Augast, 1980 newsletter
stetes that the enlargement of Horseshoe Dlam has been eliminated
frow consideration on the basis of having toe grestest environmental
impact. Esrlier, the Tangle Creex/Verde River confluence dam wes
drapped from consideration due {o unsuitable geology. There are no
dnm sites being actively sought now in the 27.5 mile segment. With
thiz in mind and the fact that ¢ur rivers diminish Qaily, we can only
urge tkat this lower segment achieve full protection.

we disagree with your analysis of the recreational value of
the Yerde River including your statements on page 34. We feel that
eny river that affords the desert dweller a wiite water experience
of the guality that the Verde affords is providing an outstandingly
remargable recreaticn sxperience, Length of river use seéason is of
ne bearing when discussing a descrt river's white water quality.

2

How many places in the world can one drive a few hours from

s larse metropolitan center, tesa a raft, tube, canoe, or Kayak
in the water snd flow through a Saguare .landsecape on a river that
atill flows frae?

Realizing that over 10,000 dams constrict stremms or rivers
in this eountry and that 0035 of vegetation in Arizona is con-
sidered riparian, it is essential that we place major portions
of Arizona's rivers in the Wational %ild and Seenic River System.

e are pleaszed to have the opportunity to comment on the
dgraft znd loos forward to hearing from you in the future.

Sineerely

o) Foame

PhoTon Lans
Chairman

Forest Service Response to Thoron Lane's comment:

Lo As stated in the report, the evaluation criteria were ruvi
5ta e . 2 iewed and
modifieg at a pubTic workshop.  Pages 31-34 of Lhe docuuent explain
how the determination was made. White there has bees nume question
as o whether or not the river has "Outstanding Remarkable” recrea-
tion value, the study team decided to accept the WOrkslop's precom-
nkendat ions . '
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Ihe placement, consbruction and maintenance of wator gaps would be
considered in (he Managewent Plan for the river.  See ltem 8 under
Lry Managemenl Plan, pays FU. The responsible watvonal Forest was
netified of Lhe existing hazard upon receipt of your letler,
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P wiLpLIFE
Formecly ARIZOMANS FOR WATER WITHOUT WASTE

November 24, 1980

Hr. Donaid Bolander, Supervisgr
Prescott National Forest

P. 0. Box 2549

Frescott, A7 86302

Dear Mr. Bolander:

We would Tike these coments to be entered as a part of the
record of your public review for the draft EIS and Wild and Scenic
River Study,

We feel that your recommendations do not give adequate
recognition of a valuable, vanishing resource. There are very few
stretches of whitewater Teft fn Arizona., Even though the season
is short - or intermittent - it does provide unique recreation for
a large nymber of enthusiasts. Protection of the riparian
vegetation i3 essential to the wildlife which otcupies that
anv roimental niche,

Since the enlargement of Horseshoe Dam from study by the
Central Arizona Water Control Study {Newsletter, August 13801,
thare are no dam sites under consideration in the Fossil Creek
to Sheep Bridgestretch.

We therefore urge the following designations,

1. Recreation designation from Forest Boundary near Paulden
to Beasley Flats.

2. Scenic designation for section frem Beasley Flats to
Junction with Fassi) L{reck.

3. Wild designation from Fossil Creek to Sheep Gridge.
Sincerely yours,

.

Roy M. Emrick
Cochairman
FME:eac

F27-2-4-3-F

toen 2T

Southern Arizona Envivonmental Council
P.0. Gox 40966
Tunsan, Ari.ena 85717

Phil Gitman, River Study Coordingtor
Tonto Mational Forest

P.0. Box 13705

Phoenix, Arizona 85002

Dear Mr, Gilman,

The Southern Arizona Envirommental Council {SBECY hat reviewed indtial studies
of the salt, VYerde, and 5an Francisce rivers for wild river status and would
like to make the foliowing comments.

In referance to the portions of the VYerde River under study, SAEC believes
that a combination of alternatives "0 and "€* would provide maximum
protection, both wild and scenic, for the 38 mites of river.

SAEC also strandly supports classifring the 22 mile study area of the Salt
River to wild river status, We therefore urge alternative "B for the Salt,

The San Franrisco River initial studies present a greater dilemma for the
SALL o comment om. SALD rcarnot support any of the three proposed alter-
natives because the Forest Service has unfortunately failed to study the
full length of the river that was congressionally required for study,

Unce this s accomplished, we feel that the Forest Service will be able

1o propose amost loyical alternative: (a) wild river status for the lower
San Francisco snd the segment of the upper reach between Harden Ciencga and
the New Mexico border, and (b) recreational status for the stretch batween
the Forest Service boundary and the cienega,

Querall, we wish to reiterate that the Southern Arizpma Environmental Council
strongiy encourages protection of this scarce resource, Arizoma's rivers,
wherever possible. flease make sure that we receive any pertinent information
in the fyuture,

‘Thank you far the spportunity to comment.

%ﬁze]i, f ———

Arlan WM. Colton
President-elect, SAEC
January 9, 1980
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fAncarvatinn adwnmaation

TUCSON AUDUBON SOCIETY
.«-TJ’ 30-A N. TUCSON BLVD. TUCSON, AZ 85716

hovamber 20, 1980

tr. Donald Dolander, Supervisor
Preceatt Mational Forest
P.C. box 2549
Preseott, Al 35312

“lease enter these romards as part of your publiec review
period Jeor tiae dralt envirvonmental statenent and wild and scenic
river atudy for the Yerds Diver,

The Tutson Awdabon Sowiety has carefully cxamined your draft
including all alternatives and we do aot cuppert any of your
qriermatives. e suppert the Fellowing:

L. Recrexvion stotun for river Trem carsst boundary near
Taulden to seasley Plats to total 35,5 . miles. Included ia
the 3.3 miles of private land.

2, BSeenie designation Jor the 22 mile se¢tion from beasley
Flats to the junestion ¢f fecail Ureed.

3. Wilc desipnation for 27.5 miles from Possil Jreex to
Sheep sridge.

ow that the Central Arizona Water Zontrol Study nas elimineted

from consideration bots the enlargement of lerseshoe Dam and the

Tangle Creew/Verdse River confluence dam, tae entire 27.5 mile section

should be designated wild. rated

e pre pleased you havehfish and valdlife walues as outstandingly

remarable bul we disagree with you reersgational value rating. Ve

feel strongly that a river allowing walte water sports in the desert
can only be rated oo outstandingly remarwable. ITn addition, watching

wildlife on such @ river can be rated as cutstandingly remarizable
due to the wide variety of epecies ac well zs the opportunity o
cbzerve a threatengd or endongered specics.

The Wild and Scenic itivers dct is 2 unique form of legislation
z1llowing federal pretection of rivers that flow beth though federal
and private land as well as tarcuch state lznd.  Your preferred

) e A R
e 25

renreation

alternative, Alternative €, would prevent this apscial capebility
from beipy utiliged, I the private lopndowners are not informed
sronerly, they con easlily mistonsirue the Act and the intent of
tie Act. I mest of the private landowners aleng the river have
expressed 2 desire to keep the river as 1t iz todsy as you say
on pase B7, the bopt woy would be to puit it in the Uational River
System and meintain the status quo. Perhaps the study tean did
net 40 a good job of educating these folis or fell &own in their
public relations. In any case, we camnel support removal of the
5 miles an you sugssest.

Tg oare alecsed ¢ have the epportunity to comment on the
study draft and look forward to hearing of your progress.

Sincerely,

.jbu,;:-..p_ Jhivs (‘::"-—1‘,\

Linnea Eolland

President
} et _— L e e
e [P .
[ [T RN -f-é—ng I
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FOUR CORNERS WILURKNESS WORESIOP
71% West Apache
Farmington, HNew Mexico
87401

Movember 7, 198¢

Farest Supervisor
Prescoly Mitlonal FoTest
PO Box 2548

Prescott, AT HOHM

Dear %]r:

e purpasc of uur groan is €8 seek monsures Lo preserce examples
of muny varvieties of natural ecosystems in sufficient size to pre-
serve  theiv genetic pesources and funcrional character. Riparian
apeas in the Southwest aTe a particularly important habitat twpe,
We strongly support protéction of these vsalues alung the Yerds
Rivesr.

We jein other gunservation groups in culllng for vecrearzion tlesig-
pation Cor the Yerde River near Pawlden to Beasley Flats {32.5 miles).
We ask for scenic designation for vhe 22 mite section from Bease-

ley Flats to the junction of Fossil Lreek and Wild designaticn

for the 27.5% miles on o Sheep Bridge below Tangle Creek.

Sincerely yours,

A}wﬂ‘f’L 4{ kﬁfﬁy iﬂfh\

Tonavon H. Lyngholn
Box L3 .
FlagstafEf, AZ a6002

Gf -G
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KOKOPELI e B, sssss
Levember 24, 1950
Adventures in Learning

Suneryls Ero o r .
F. O, Box 1557, Flagstaff, Arizona 86002 Prescoé;?r;ﬁ:rcggigé Atrenal Forest,
60% f774-3776 FG doax 2343 '
uear Hir:

Hovenmber 1%, 1980
T wirh To amora 1w lether to vou of Llast ueek cobgorr!:

Farest sunervisor el=zzificatior of che Yerde 21- ; il
. i - : ! rde [ver, I hove just recelved i v
Presentt iztyranal Forest fhet olarn Bo enlsrve opscgd L & Jush reo ivfarnatian
i) = i HaEha lerve Harscsioe Jon have been d e
P.O. Bax 2549 TopRed.
frageott, Ariztns ABIIP I'erefoare wouly [ [ L
z . N clumnifieanioe? I wouls like ko Tecomaerd the falbying plar for

“lease mecent theze comnehits reaATding the Verle Wiver KIS and i1
nd joenic “*iver 3tuly. Asuopeli adventures in Lesrnlos feals 13 -zict, nlu ot onf b

3ltermctive D would bast zerve and nrotest the Verds River under [ taln Sheep Arie -‘—g ol j(r _°f the river from rable “owr -
and Goiaie Thver o went, 11 this alternative were sliered to in- frine Lhe river [rom BRe mmis & mE £ otner uwdmis, clessi-
clods the section of river tran Trahle ountain 1o SGheew Sriden. + ag aile, ir "i-'(il‘d'iot’ﬂ to sh *_vlﬂ”?f Fasall CreeX to Sheen Sric
velow Pansile Creelk, ’ 1oh t3 the sards of Alternntive L.

tne caregs Servlcc dlberrabive « be umea for the

Sk Sire
dogenreh study done by the ‘uscun of Horthern srizona on the Verde far clg:.;tf?gzt‘iﬂgz ;;Cé:n re Ealy
~iver [3.4, Caratkers, 7.2, Jobnzon, S.8. sitchisen, Mpapulation B h fie Jerd
Ftructure and 3ocial 0"‘"”1"}1?u\t1"‘n ot Sorthwestern Rinarian Rivds,"
1374: Americon Zealasist, ¥l 97-108,} shows that rvinariei Mblht
is extremely 1amariant to birds and sther wildlife, Jith only L1 Slneerely rours
sr atl vegeilabisn in Arizona considered rinarien apd i%a knovn fmnar- . #‘_
tmnce, this zecbion from *able <lountain Lo $heen Mridre should he in- d-("( ”J_

ctudsd in slterastive D For protectisn,

+g 1y aterdel regoimerdatior
Adver,

Sidney *yue

_ ) {rorthern Arizono Aug : iet;
de mppreciate the effeort and fAavih af your atudy And snniously =walt d sudubor Soclety)

the Pinal 2[4 an the Yerde Ziver,

jlncerely,

iams, Dirsotor

\
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Alternative Preference Unknown

*Prescott Historical Society

*Jepartment of Transportation, Socio-Economic Analysis Section
*State Mine Inspector

*Agriculture & Horticulture Department

*QEPAD - Hathaway

*)ffice of Arid Land Studies

*Arizona Natural Heritage Program

Atlantic Richfield Company

Arizona Public Service Co.

U.S. Department of the Interior - Office of the Secretary

U.S. Department of the Interior - Water & Power Resources Service
United States Environmental Protection Agency

Bepartment of the Army - Corps of Engineers

Department of Energy

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

U.S. Vepartment of Agriculture - Rural Electrification Administration
Department of Housing and Urban Uevelopment

The Secretary of Commerce

*Submitted State Clearing House Standard Form - "No Comments on
This Project".
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y 5% Slrest
Denvat, Colorado 80217 \
Telephane 303 576 T57T ‘ '
J. B. Milchel

Public Lands Coordinator

MNovember 20, [380

Forest Supervisor
Prescott National Forest
PO Box 2549

FPrescott, Arizona 36302

Re: Draft Enviconmental Impact Statement for Verde River
Dear Sir:

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates the eppartunity 1o comment
on the Forest Service's Draft Enviconmental Impact Statement {DEIS}
regarding the addition of a segment of the Yerde River in Arizona
into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System,

Atlantic Richfield Company supports the multiple-use concept for
public lands and watsrways. Additionaily, we support the concept of
reasonable environmental protection; and we take the necessary action
to assure its protection, We believe that the naticn's energy require-
ments and environmental concerns are not mutually exclusive, The
natlon can have an improved enerpy future by using an effective and
responsible multiple-use land management plan on public properties
under its jurisdiction. Too often, rigidity rather than flexibility has
characterized environmental laws and regulations relating to the use

of public lands and waterways. This ridigity has resulted in reducing
the additions to the nation's domestic energy supply, increasing our
dependence on foreign oil imports, reducing the stability of the natlon™s
economy and has endangered our national security, We believe that

all efforts should be exertad to find ways in which necessary energy
activities may be conducted while providing for reasonabie environmental
protection and preservation of the scenic values of our rivers,

industry has shown that petroleum exploration and development activities,
environfnent pressrvation and other multiple-use needs are a compatible
combination. For exampie, other murtiiple-use acrivities have been
engaged successfully conducted concurrent with the execution of
environmentaily sound energy activities on federal and state lands

such as the Kenal Moose Range, Prudhoe Bay in Alaska, and wildlife
refuges along the Gulf of Mexlco.

& small area along the Verde River, within Township 1l-i2 South and

R&-7 East, has been classified by the Arizona Bureau of Geology and
Mineral Technology as being a “region of high chemical geother mometers”
and cantains the Verde Hotsprings. The Verde location is at the inter-
section of two major fault systems. Thus cambination suggests that

Forest Supervisor
Wovember 20, 1980
Page No. 2

the geothermal potential of this area ls promising. The attached
maps show the location of these geothermal features. The DEIS
should recognlze this potential, and an alternative should be
developed that would provide access for geothermal exploration along
the river systemn. The outcrop along the river bank frequently afiords
a unligue opportunity to observe the local geology. Therelore,
reasohable access to these sutcrops would be beneficial to any
exploration and development programs related to oil, gas, and
geothermal resources which may exist in the area,

Atlantic Richiield Company recommends that the Forest Service
provide for reasonable access for energy exploration and appropriate
development along the Verde River system in any wild and scenlc
river alternative that it may select.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide our commaents to the
Forest Service on this issue. If you need any additlonal information,
please contact us

Sincerely,

Ay Vol
LA L
", R. Mitcnet]

Attachments

Forest Service Response to Atlantic Richfield Lompany's comrent:

The study team has analyzed the geethermal and of

ofl and gas data f
the area and decided tuat the area does not contain suf?ir.ient o
potential for developuent of a special alternative that would 2]iow
for exploration and/or development of the resources.
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Unitcd States Department of the Interior

WATER AND POWER RESMUURCES SERVICE
ARIZONA PROJECTS OFFICE

SUITE 2200 VALLEY CENTER @
I M NDRTH CENTRAL AVENUE
workwe 330-1 50 PHOENIX. ARIZONA RS)TY
12040
WV 4 g luby

Mr. TDonald 1. Bolandér @

Farest Supervisor

Prescott Harlenal Forest

F.0. Beox 2549

Frescott, Arizona B6302

Dear Me. Rolandee:

We lwve teviewed the Verde River Drafr Favirunmental Statement and Wild and @

Seanie River Study repori. Our review was primavily with respect to aoy

cffects chat the proposed action would have on Water and Power Resources

scrvice projects, Specific comments as te mochedofogy, content, and conclu-

sions are slso provided. @

The atlocatlon of Cearval Arizoma Project {(CAF) water Lo municipalities and
tndisn tribes along the Verde Hiver would likety be elfectuated through

water exchanges with the Salt River Prijeci, On Aogust 8, 1980, rhe Sccretary
of the Interior made propesed allocations of CAPF water for lndian use. These
proposed allocaticons iwcluaded three cribes which could take waker frowm the
upper Verde or ics eriburaciss: Vavapai-Prescott - 00 acre-fesr per year;
Camp Yerde = 1,200 acre fest per year; and ‘ionto-Apache - 110 arre-fzet per
year. In adlition, the Arizona Water Commission (AWC) din 1977 recommended
that the Secretary of the Interior allocate CAP water to [ive municipal
entcicies along the upper Verde Hiver, three of whieh {Prescotr, Cottonwood,
and Camp Verde) could divert water directly [rom the ¥erde River above or In
the study atea, and two athers (Plne and Payson) which could divert water
from the East Yoerde or its tributary Pine Creek, The AWC recommendations are
currently being vevised, but Lhe October 1950 Deparcment of Water Resources
staff reconmendations for these [ive municipalitles ineredase from am ofgreogate
of 4,533 acre-feet per year in 1955 to 18,396 acre—feer per yoar in 2034,
Diversions of this magnitude could adversely affect iInsticam flaw of the
Verde River within the study arca.

It is our concern that potentlal CAP-SRP warer exchanges net he precluded
ot unduly complicated by Verde River designations. The potential impacts
on instream flow resulting [rom Verde River dlversfons should be analyzed
prior to designations, since such divevsions could affect the river values
Enr which designation is proposzed.

$pecific comments on the content of the reperr follow:

Page 17 par. 7-=Yerde Wlot Springs is a popular reeveacion area and, as
svidenced by the remains of the lodge and spa, hes excellent petential fer
receeational development. Would designation preclude private recreational
develupient at the hob springs, of would such development already be precluded
ander Forest Service land management criteria?

Page 35, pur. 1--The most veccnt dara on eagles disagree with your figures.
We suggest Chat they be checked, Thirteen neating territoriss have been
identified im Arizona and Mew Mexice by De. Robert D. Ohmwart of Arizona State
Universiky,

The present development In the Werde River atuly area dees not threaten
eagles, nor is it cxpecred that development of private lands will dimpact the
cagtes in the fucure due Lo the remote locatlon of che nescs.

Page 28 i-=Thc referenced repare indicates Lhat Lhe ¥erde Hot Springs
area hias po : for ditcet use of the geothermal rescurce, Would designa-
bien limic or preclude develepment of this georhermal resource?

Page 5%, par, 4=-The paragraph on Livestock grozing indicates that desig-
natign may impode conslraints an the construction of carrle exclosurea necessary
for che establishment of young coftoowosd trees, What s the nature ol these
eonstralnes?

Page 5¢, par. 4--Tha primary threats to aagles in the study segments are
recreation disturbances and cattle grszlng.  Sincs recrsatlen will increase
wider the algernarives and grazing will remain the same, the sum of che impacts
on enplen aad other endangered specles is viewed az bainy adverse.

Appendix Tisting--The discugsion on endangared plants is totally in ervor-
Dne cactwe, Enchinocereus eriglochidiatus vae. arizomicys has beem listed as
endangered (FR 44, No. 208, Occober 25, 1979} as opposed to your listlng [c
a5 "proposed endangered.”™ The Fndanpersd Specles Act pf 1973, as amended,
requites that all Pederal agencies whose actfons may affest an cndangersd species
sorer inte consulcation wich the U.5, Fish and Wildlife Service to deteraine
Lhe effect of the actlon on the speciles. There is no indicaclon in your draft
E1% that othis congultation process has heen carrded outb.

The npther 18 plants on your list were withdrawm from consideration because
they dld not meet the requirements of the 1979 amendment to the Eodangered
Species Act (PR 44, Mo. &3, March 6, 1979}, Two plants are Jisted ineorrectly:
Lcheveria orpentii should read Graptoperalum rusbyi; and ppave bella should
tead Agave Toumeyana war. hella. Perl gaxicola should be liste
“neminated chreatensd” as spposed to propesed cndangered™.

Considering the lnaccuracies and false impressinns in the discussion wnd 1he
appended 1iat, these sectlons shguld be either entirely rewricren or slimlnated
From the dvaft EIS. The final EIS should discuss yout consultation proceas
and the [indings of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servive for E.t. war. ac aonlcns.



St1

Supplemental evaluation for the effects of the proposal on the identiFied
Water and Power and Department of the Interior programs, as well as consid-
earation of the above specific comments, would improwve the sverall quality of
the review document,

Sincerely,
_ -
. o
e
Edward M. Hallenbeck
FOR Froject Manager

Forest Service Response 1o Water & Power Resources Service comagnts.

1. M agree that an exchange of CAP water for Verde River water would

3

4

I

have an fipact on maintaininy the water flow in Lhe river.  Ho

" 1 . wevLr
a3 stated on page 22 of this document, it would Le inpossible to ’
determing the actyal affects ustil the atlocations are made and an
exchange propased.  See Central Arizona Project {CAP) section in
Appendiy b,

The pErnEted activities or development of Verds Hot Springs would
b deterwined by the Management Plan which would be completed {f the
river 15 designalted into the Hational Wild and Scenic #ivers Systen.
See section C, Management Plan on page 69, Future development of
the Hut_springs would nob be prohibited by designation. However
should it he determined through norinai Forest Seryice pmcedures,
that development is desirable, soue reslrictions would be necessary
t? comply with the scenie classification of that parcion of the
Fiver.

We have correctud our stakensnt on page 25 of the document to reflect
13 bald ea_g'leluestlr_!g territories in Arizong and New Mexico. Thank
you for bringing this errer to pur attention.

Designatl.ian would noL preciude gecthermal devalopment of the Yerds

HOt Springs.  Nowgver, developients adyacent to the river channe [

st be compatible with the Scenic classification. Alsg, other

gg:ﬁ-‘s;gr‘y developments would have to be located outside of the river
.

- Uesignation would impose minge constraints on fence Tocations.  New

fences would be tocated out of sight of the river channel when possiple.

- Tne Threatened and Endangered Planls Listing in Appendiz B has been

redfsed. The section alse includes a consensus statement regarding
the need for consultation with the 0,5, Fish and WETdlife Seryice,

pi-¥RUWI
FS

Departiment of Energy e !:I
Washington. D.C. 20585 o

Lpw v

Honorable Beb Befgland
Secretary of Agriculture
Weshington, D.G. 20230

Dear Mr. Secretary:

This is in response to your August 26, 1980, Tetter requesting commenis
on the proposed veportfdraft environimental fmpact stateméent rs;corrmending
designation of twe segments of the Verde River for inclusion in the Wild
and Scenic Rivers. system.

Pursuant to Section 4{b) of tha Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, we offer the
fotlgwing comments:

°

tie appreciate this

The proposed study/draft environmental imgact statement does
not clearly discuss the impact of a Wild and Scenic River
designation on the Childs Power Generating p!ant'located
within the study area. In addition, hydroelectric and other
energy resource potential of the area cannot be properly
evaluated Lecause investigations wiil not be complete for
sometime.

The Droposed reportidraft enyivonmental impact stotenent does
no% Epegiﬂcaﬂsr address the energy resource potential of the
study area or the impacts of development on energy resources.
Ar estimated 15,280 acres of land is currently withdrawn from
mineral entry by water-power wi thdrawals. lnder Mternagi\re
€, an additional 7,160 agres would be subject to regulations
inpgsed by the Wild and Scenic River figt. chther-mal and
hydrgelectric resource potential as we!_! as oil, gas, helium,
and uranium potential has been fdentified. These potept’:a?
resources and the jmpact on them from designation of Lie Verde
River should be quantified through further study.

sppartunity t¢ provide comments and Yook forward to

receiving a copy of the final environmental impact statement.

Sincerely,

A A S
Ty

Ruth C. Clusen

Assistant Secretary
for Envirgnment

Forest Service Response to Departmgnt of Energy‘s coumments:

1. See paye 57 for the affects on Child's Power Plant.
2, Sec Appendices © and O.

3. Since there are no firm proposals for mingral development and there

was insuffigient time to undertake the kind of study you propose,
we had to rely on other ayency's help and data, especially the USLs.
We have reviewed their mineral potential data for the area and have
amended the various mineral portions of the ducument accordingly.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

DEG 40 1980

In Beply Refer To: /

ER BO/242 26 — YZ.BJ/‘
FS

Honoeable fob Bargland

Secratary of Agriculture
Waghingkon, D.C. 20520

Dk Mr. Segretary:

Wa are pleassd to provide our commenta on the draft envircnantal
starament and wild and seenle viver study for o Verde River, Yavapai
and Gila Counties, Arizond. The raport 1s clearly written and
nitragtively presantad. However, we queation the deslqnarzlon of
Altevnative A (Mo Neslgnatlon) as the Hatlonal Bconomle Development
Alkernative. Econonle {Cost-Benefit) analyses of the fowr proposed
altarnarivea do nnt appear to conform t6 bhe Mater Tesourcas councll
[WEZ} Principles and Standavds For Planning Water and Related Land
Wesouroes.  Specifically, Tabla 5 does not ideantify the perlod of
anulysis for the proposed action costs and bsnafits lisked (Section IV,
F of the WR? Principles apd Standarde)., Hor have tha cosks {scenic
Acqulsition, recreation and tranaporbatien Pacilities Asvelopmant) been
dlgoountad o parmit conpariscn of annual henefits as anngal, Averaga,
or Year 1 of plan implemsntation. Furthermore, increased recceation and
eervice generated income can serve as the basis for the Hational
Economlc Davelopment Dhjective (Sectlon ¥.R. 1{21}. Comparisen of
dlacounted henefits and ¢osks is appropriate to determine which, if any.
»f thé slternatives actually qualifies as the NID alrernative. We
racomnend selection of Alternative D {Dasignation of all =ligible
Fagmants) .

In regard ko the Summary of Criteria Satisfaction {Table 2, page 331), a
detérmination that the geology of the river atudy segments does not
possess "outstandingly remarkable” valuss should be reconsldered.
Encloged 18 a4 briaf and map for Hackberry Mouakaln Caldera, a potential
National Matural Landmark, Significant gecloyic fedtutws ace Jascribed
in tha hrief, iscluding a vaviety of wvolcanic--erosional--depnsitional
foatures locatad Lh the Verde River canyon.

We encourage afforkas to identlfy cultural reasourcar and tha devalopment
of measures deaiqgned to pravent damage and vandalism ks the rescurpssg in
the area. This should be done in consultation with the State Himtoric
Presarvation Officer (Mr. Jamea E, Ayren, hrizena State Parks Poapd}.

United States Department of the Interior Z i

Honorable Aob Bergland z

Recreatlon develapment proposed in concert with wild and scenis rlwvar
degignatlon should include consideration of the problems, needs and
solutiona presantaed in the Arizona Comprehansive Gutdoct Recreation
Flan:, Tha Rrizona Outdooy Recreatlon Coordinating Commizaion, Arizona
3tate Parks Board, the appropriabe lagional Counclls of Government, and
the Gila and Yavapal Counties Park and Recreatlon Departménts ahould be
afforded tha apportunity to participates in the planning and devslopment
of racreatlonal facilitiesr along ehe river gagments.

Additional commenta are enclosed. I hopa that these comménts will ba of
agsistante to you in finalizing the Verde River aavironmental statement

and study report.
Sincerely,—%y/[/\J_
! ‘-‘-—-‘-‘-
o 3. B

thissharser
»preial Asaistaot te
*RETARY

Enclaogures

1. Due to the mmber of comments recelved regarding the NLD alterng-
tive, the sludy tean re-analyzed the NED dccount and cuncluded no
Lrug WLD alterndbive exists., Yee stobements on payes 39, 40 and 49,

The pericd of analysis fur the propysed aclion cosls has been
entered a5 tootnote 17 on Table 5. Thank you tor bringing this
aversight ty our attention.

2o i Forest Service rusponse Lo the Aeizanans for Wild and Scenie
Rivers leiter in Uis Appendix section. Based on the results of
the worksiop, the tvam concluded the river did not pussess '
"Dutstamdting Kemarkabile® geologic values.

3. 0N pades 32 and e The need to Tdentity and protect cultural

rusgurces 15 discussed.  This weuld be June in conscitat ion with
the State Historic Proservation Ofticer.

4. The various recreation groups would be centaclod during the writing
af Lhe Mandgenwent Plan.
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General Commants

Minaral Valpes

Payea 27, 48, and 51, +We believe that it is inoorrect to state thakb the
tand withdvawn forv waterpowsr purpodod ia not open to minaral entry.
Public Law 35% of August 11, 1955 (A9 Stat. 6A1}, permits the mining,
development, and yelllzation of the minaral ressurses of all publlc
lands withdrawn or reserved for power davelophent except those lands
"{1} which aee included in any project opevating or belng conatructed
undere 4 license or permit issued under the Federal Power Ackt or other
ack of Cannrzgs or (2} which ara under examination and surwey by a
proajective licensee of the Faderal Powey Commission. 1f such
proapactlye licenges holds an wncancalled preallminary permit lasued
uadar the Fedaral Power Act authorlzing him to conduct such examinatlion
and suevay with reapect bto gach lands and such permit h4g heen renswed
ln the casa of auch praspective licenaes mare than once.”

Fvthermore, 1t appears bhat parks oF the area being congidered for
classiFication En the Wwild aad Scanle Rivar System are @las valuabls for
©il, gas, and scdian eanpounds. 3 lack of clear Aafinitleon of just what
areas ace undsr conatderation for clamsiflication, however, makas Lt

A Efioult to ke speciFile abour tineral valuss.

Fage 2. Tha Verde Hik Springs should he shown on a map or thelr
lozation described ip the toxt. The 120°C reserveir tasperature
suppogedly reporrad by the 1,5, Zaslogleal Survey (no raferance
clelation L3 given? Llx probably very cptimistic. Our interpratatien of
geothermetris caleglations based on the water chemistry suggesta thatk
rege:vuir remperatures do sot sxcesd 90°¢ and very likealy do not excesd
STC.

Two nlneral proparties are mentloned on page 36 but ara not preclsely
located on any Mmap or in the text itsalf. hlso, & coppar proepscht is
locatad in geqment A, Unitaed Statas Mines, in sectlons 27 and 28, T,
1B¥., R« 1E.; & quarry ln NT1/4 sactlon 31, T, 8 K., R+ 2E.; and a
graval plt, SE 1/4 gection 31, T. 18N., R. 2B, In river sagment B there
is Angther gravel pit, 1/4 gaction mile north of Beasley Flat in 3B 1/4
sesction 27, T. 13 H., R § E,

It would be helpful to ghow mineral locations on tha river segment maps
and axpand the digcussion under L. Mintralg and Gacthermal.

Water megources Development

A potantial dam and regervelr glte axlers bebwean Pauldin, Arizona, and
Sullivan Lake Eor a vlable diverslon of Verde River wate¢ for the cley
of Pragoott. Central Arizona Project watar would he supplisd te
downgtream wsars with prior water rights through sxchange agreaments.
Even though the dam and resesrvoic gite appears to be north of tha river
naguents undar condlderation, impoundment and Aiversion may affect

Jown tream Flows and should be congldered during the decision-making
proc.eas for the Wild and gcenic River deslignation For the Varda River.

FPormat

Paye 1K, Vigqure V. Comeunities and racreation areas ldentified in
%acklon I1. C {pages 7 and 3) showld be included.

Page 1P, Section IL. H. Recreation. The RARE II Wilderneas Study areaa
sheuld he shown in a separate flgure.

Pages 35 and 36, Seotion ITI. B.i. Land uses desoribed in the study
sugmants giduld he included in the figures om page 14 and 15.

hn oanalysis of the alternatives would be eaaier if features dlscussed in
the narrative such g2a tributary gireams, xocegs roads, and springs had

been included on the river maps providad on pagsa 14, 15, 41, 42, and
43.

Specific Cormants

Page IV, "Prefarred Altearnatlve” is misapalled.

Torest Service Response to U,5. Pepartment of Interiur commeats:

5. The study taam Sversinlificd e witivrawal situstion by Fump i ne
the various withdrawals intu "withdeawals for Waterpower purposes.”
We have corrected the draft to show the most restrictive withdrawal
the Reclamation Withdrawal,

6 See paye 3 for description of study area (174 wile on each side of
the river).

¥o The location of the Verde Hat prings is shown on the river sey-
ment B map, page 16. The information regarding the tempecatyre of
(he Hot Sprmgs was provided by the State of Arizona, Bureau of
tl.g?;r)agy and Mineral Technology {James C. Witcher, September 27,

8. The mineral propertics have been included on the location Wags on
pages 14 and 15.

9. See Appendices © and D.

10. The maps have been revised as you suggested.
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OEFARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELEE QISTRICT, CORAL OF ENGINIERS
U, WMOX 2710
LO5 ANGELLS . CALIFORNIL 30083

SPLED=-E 24 Hovenqowr 198N

Mr. Donald H. Bolander, Foresr Supervisar
Uniced States Depaciment of Agriealryrs

Foprest Scvvice, Prescote Maclomal Forest
PoO, Bow 2349

Prescotr, Atizona B30I

Dear e, RBolotder:

Thiz is in response ko a letter from your of Mice dated 26 Auwgusr 1081
which reguested review and comments on Lhe “Verde Wver Dralu Bavird
mental Stacement {DEIS) and Wild & Seewic River Studyv."

1t 15 noe ¢lear tf the Verde BEiver sectlon from Table Mowutain to Tapgie
Creek is ducluded in the study area, According to starements on pases

1 oaml 37, rt im jneluded and yer it iz ot discuzscd in chre alternacives
Page 44 notes that this Eormerly veprzsented Alvernative E which wae
subsequently eliminated from conzideration beeavas of [lood control
facilitics. Sinee the Corpe of Epgincers is no longer considering this
arca Eor a dom site under the Central Arlzoma Warer Control Stuly
(CAWCEY, Lt appears that 1t should be considered as an alteruative onee
again and discussed in the DRI In the sawe manner 28 the oiher Four
aleernatives.

Aee the average [lows as listed on page 21 grear enough such that they
will walneain Fish and wildlifeT Alse, van Focreased recreational wse
Le reasonsbly expected bascd on these flwws? ‘Theee considevatiens
should be discussed in the DEIS.

Discussion slould be presented in the DETS as to whao type, if any, of
recreat ionul yses will be permitted within the designated areas. IDHs-
cussions of restelcted wses withln wild and scenic arceas as well as the
recreational area should be prosented in the DRTS.

Reference 1s made to Sectlon J, Flsh and Wildlife, paze 21, last subpara-
graph. This should be amended oo indicace the posiclon, i any, that has
been raken by Arizema Game & Fieh Deportment as to where they wonld like
to comslder reestablishing the otter, Reestablishwent of the otter and
ingpessed recreational use would he in direct ecrmllice, if tiey are in the
same designated arca.

AR

Rinee rhe ares between Segment A and Segnent B 1is net included for
designation within the study area, problems might arisze from the
discontinuwous designation, For example, 1f dnner-tulbers or other
Tecrearionalisls decide to use the arvea how will rhey be kept Evom
entering private lands below Segment AY Tt is conceivable thac
Lrespasging could become a problem.

The wild and seenlc dezignation of the 72.% miles of the Verde River
will pave ne {mpact on the Central Arlgzons Water Comtral Study
copeelally stnee che Tougle Creek portisa has been dropped Erom our
studies.

Thark wou ror che eppertunity to review and comment on this document.

Sloeerely,
(ot T ot
SHOBMAN A0

ferChdef, Englocering Mvision
-

Fuorist yurvicg sospouee Lo i artineal of The ary's cuoeats.

L. Your interprelation of diow bhe river sect1on botween Table Mountain
il Tangle Lreck was tredted 1n the report is correct.  The lanyte
Lreck section was evaludted with Lhe south pertion of river Suyuent
u_and tound Lo possess "Uutstanding Hemarkable" valuws. 1t qudli-
Fivd for wild classification, as noted under 1tem b on page 3750 The

Tangle Crock section was elininated Vrow constderation duriny the
alterngtive Tt}[‘lllu!ﬂtlﬂl’l procoss.  As shated in yeur tetter, the
reason for excluding the Langloe Creek soction is wo fonger valid.

hergfore, we have reconsidersd adding the river scction back 1nto
the Preferred ATternative.  Sue paye 34,

2y The river has deacnsirated over Lhe Yedrs Lhat it can support Lhe
current. fish and wildltfe populations.  Alse, the vxisting rocrea=
tion une 45 well g5 Lhe prpjected use could be considered 1ight as
conpared Lo other rivers loceted near pognlited dreas.  For these
reasens and considurind the Forest Service already s the responsi-
BiTaby Lo warntain fish habitat and Lhe authority to conira) recrua-
Tion use. 11 wis dectded Lhat informalion other than provided in
Seetion ¥, Lffects of luplemmntaliun, page 4% was nol needed Lo
suppart the recommendations Tn tWTs study.

o

a!.:_s stated on page L9, 4 wanagenent plun wouda be pirzpared for Lhe
river 1f AL is desiynated foto Lhe Hattonal Wild and Scente Rivors
S¥STen A determinat len would be made 4t That Lime as to permitted
recrealion activitios and the recessdry controls. 1t ts doubbful
that were than a fuw mnor changes would b neCessary escept for
off-ruad travel. See page 44,

4. fefur Lo Mrizond Game and Tish Ugpartment's Tebter wader Allernd-
tive B of this appendixz section for thevr position ou ostablishuent
of the river otter.  Determining the exacl area [or reintrodueing
thi otter along the Verde Riwver is outside Lhe scope of this Study.

w

- DEsCoRtituous designation of i eiver world rat Create a trespdss
problen thal does not already exfst. As auked in the report, river
sequent A has Tinited potential for floating or boatinyg.  Those
types uf activities are yenerally resiricted o river jegment B
below Cafip Verde where trgspass on private lands is a winor problen.
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U} rrme Smmvies Gumeany

O BOx IETe PHOLNIK, ARIZONA BS23S

Novenber 18, 1980

Mr. Donald H. Bolander

Forest Supervisor

U. §, Department of Agriculture
Foresi Service

Prescott Hatiomal Forest

P, 0. Box 2549

Prescotf, Arfzona 96302

Rear Mr. Bolander:

Thank you For sending us a copy of the Verde River Draft Envirgnmental
Statesent and Wild & Scenic River Study. We have reviewed it thoroughly
and believe it is 2 good study.

Arizona Public Service Company, as you know, i5 a certificated utility,

This means we are Tegally bound to serve all persons who request service
and who meet the terms and conditions set up by the Arizona Corporation

Commtssion, This is why we already have several distribution and trans-
mission 1ines crossing the Verde River,

He are concerned about our ability to operate, maintain or repiace these
facilities with major facilities, when required. It is not clear from
the ETS how your proposed desigrations on the river would affect aur
ability te do these things. The EIS states that it would be possibie to
establish a corrider paralleling the boundaries of the classifed river
sections, but we are certain it will be necessary to also provide for
future river crossings.

Mr. Donald H. Bolander
November 18, 1930
Pange 2

Mr. Jesse Thomas
120 N. Marina Street
Station 4717
Prescott, Arizdna

Again, thank you for giving us the opportuntty te comment to this statement,
Yery L’ry'ly yours,
Coo = Jedt

R. Ei Kary, PhiD., Hanager
Enyironmental Management

REX:RF:cah

Forust_Service Response te Arizona Public Service Company's commenls.

A partion of the summary of affocts on page 57 has been rewritten
to wgre specifically cover your concerns, As requosted, we have
also added the two peopie's nams to our mailing list.

We would most deffnitely be interested in participating in the management
pian which will be prepared. I presums you will be asking for public input.
If so, will you please place the two people Tisted below on your mailing list
for any future notices concerning further actions on this subject:

Ms. Judith lmhoff

Arizona Public Service Co.
P, 0. Bax 21666

Phoenix, Arizena 85036
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Lt Slatas Ruial Washington
Depanimgnt Electilicaon oo
of Agueuture Adrminstr ation 202540
Forest service Hesponse to Rural Electrafication dauinistratians'
OCT 02 1980 Comisnt . - s o S
1. We hdve revised paye 57 tu inciude new transmission lines,
SUBJECT: Drafr Covironmental Impact ?. Since there are no firm proposals for geothermat development and
Sratement there was insufficient Lime fo underloke the king of study you
Verde Rlver, ATizona propose, we had o rely on other ayency's telg and data, especially
the U8G5, We haws reviewed the existing datd and have amended the
TO: Charles H. laTtgraves vartous gesthermal portions of Lhe document accordingly.
Director, Land Management ]
Flanning 3. See CANCH section in Appendixz C.

U.5, Forest Service
4. Zee Appendrces © oand D,

SR r/;

tn reaponse Lo your requast, our staff has cevicwed the refwrenced impact / ,75;]4@?
scatement and offers the folloding comments: N f .

! ! . ) o E CpAL e _:
1. Theve slwulsd be some discussion regacding the effect of river category H DERARTMENT OF HOUSIKG AN ITRMAN DEVELOMEENT !
designarion and rhe poreneial (or & teansmissien lime Lo crasg the
tiver, On page 5% it states thal uweility corridors weuld be perwitsed
lmmedrarely adjacent te classified areas; however, lhere L no . .. iy
drscussten of a tranemissienfdistribution line crossing a classified o ! r ;'}!:’!'
area.

WaLRINGTLE, L T A1D

LrrIGE OF 1T avESTanT SECLETARS : .
I, n page 28, it arares rhar the Verde Hot Springs has little potential P T DM T PR AR OF B TR T e e
for electrigal powsr gensvation, bul Lhe area has poteniLial For dirsce SEP 16 1060
uge of the geothermsl resource, The potential For direct use aof this
resiource should be diecussed in more detail.  The econmomics and
Feanibility of utilizing the Verde llot Springs geothetmal source
should be e:aminad,

Honorable Raby Deroland

3. On Tahle 3 (page 43} the Forest Servive's preferred zlternat ive i‘-‘?‘;‘?i%f}' OfDA‘-Cw”}Pﬁ‘:IE
(4leer. ) would preclede the developmenr of reservoirs on che Verde Washimeton, D.o o, <105
River in the scudy area. There sheuld be 2 discusaion on reservolr L .
developoanl and potential mite identifleat Lan, Dear Mr, Secretary:
i [ i ; ig i in response to yeur letlor to Secretary Moon Lapdriou doted dogost 26,
4. Ther: is no discussion on water usage or withdrawal b ier planls or This is in v i N : i .
ather projecte thar may be mea"abive the dpsiana:edy.,f:a phants o 1980 regarding your proposed Vords Bilvor Draft Pneirormsiid !-Jlm‘w.t ﬂt;etmmnt
. o : and Wild and Scenic River Study Report, Yavipai wd Gita Cuonlier, Arizena. TIn
i ; oH! it ¥ 5 b0 1 Fab ancegat ©f Bnviroremental
Thank you For the opportunity o comment, Should you heve any guestions, aceordence with 24 CFR Part 50 Prol:etltmn AN °
plesse contact Pennis Rankmyat G47-T447, i v oualivy, Department of Hoosing ond Uisan Pevelogment procoderss, particularly

Section S0.A1 of our Regulations, wo zre Loosarding this docoment Lo Lhe HUD
Begiona] Bawironmental Officer [n our San Franciyen leginnal CEFies,  He will

N : / - / reviow and comment as appropriote, Aircctly to you by ooy due date,
A Y )
/(afi-ﬁé’ : facEn i Thank wou iof pooviding us the cpportenity to souvicy the abowoe Draft Enviroi-
CHARLES T. CROWLEY monkal Ing act Statevunt.
Chief, Eavirommental Fervices Rranch
Eovirommental and Eneryy Sirgerely,
Requiremwni s Dlvision :

I

Rulart & kb ,r
hgsistant Sevretary
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kiw; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
- REGIGNIX
235 Fremoent Sireet

San Francisge. Ca, 94105

Project $D-AFS-KE1051-aA2

Donald i, Bolander, Forest Supervisor
Prescott Wational Forest

PO, Box 25449

Prescott, AL B6302

Dear Mr. Bolander:

The Envivenmantal Protection Agency (EPA) has received and
reviewnd the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
titled VERDE RIVER DRAPT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT AMD WILD
AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY.

The EFA's comments on the DEIS have bheen classified as
Category Lo-1, TDefinitions of the categories are provided
by the enclosure. The classification and the date of the
EPA's comments will be published in the Federal Register in
accordance with our responsibility to inform the public of
our views on propesed Federal Actions under Section 209 of
the Clean Air Act, Qur procedure is to categorize our <com—
ments on poth the environmental consequences of the proposed
action and the adequacy of the environmental statement.

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this DEIS

and requests Five copies of the Final Environmental Impact
statement when available.

If you have any questions rcegarding our comments, please
contact Susan Sakaki, EIS Review Coordinator, at (415) 556-7853.

sincerely yours,

Jake Mankg ie, Director ’/”
Surveillan?® and Analysis Division

Enclosure

fE2- 2 -5

Envirorrental Invact of the hotion

LO--Lack of Objecticns

Er4 has ro objection to the proposed action as described in the draft

jmpact statement; or suggesta only mdnor changes in the proposed action,

ER--Enviranmgnctal Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the envizonmental effects of certain
aspects af the oropoced zctisa. EPA belioves that further study of
suggestad alta 25 of nodificatiens is raguired and has asked the
originating Federal zgonoy to reassess these aspects.

EUr-Envir tzlly Unsatislactory

FPA believes thet the proposed action is upsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmiul affset on the environment. Furthermore, tha Age
belisves that the sotarnsial safegusrds vhich mighnt e utilized may nos
adequately protect the envirmrment +763 hazzrds ssising from this ac
The Agercy recom ds that altermatives to the action ba eapalyzed O
(ineluding the possibility of no action at all}.

Adeguacy of the Irmpect Statement

Category l--Adequate

The draft i-pact statenment adequately seéts forth the environmental
impect of the proposed project or astion as well as alrernatives zza~
sonably awailable to the project or action.

Catagory Z--Insulficient Information

FPA believes that the draft impact statement doss not .contain sul
cient jinformation to assass fully the envirosnental ippact of th
posed project or aotion. Howewver, Ircn the inlormacion submicted,
Agency iz =ble to mahke 2 preliminary determination of rthe lszace on
the envirsmnest. EPA has recussied that the origirazar provide ths
Informaticon that was not included in che dralt stakement.

Catagory 3--Inadequate

EPA believes that the draft imgact statement do2s not adequately assess
the envirormental impact @f the proposed projecs or acticn. of that tho
statgnent inadeguately analyzes reasonebly avsilabls zluernatives. Toe
Rgency has requested more informatisn and analysis concerning the ¢ H
tial environmenzal hazar€s and has asked that substantial revision Do
rade to the ioTooh sEAtIUNLE.

If & drafr impact statement is assignaed a Category 3, no rating =
made of the preject or action, since a bazis dosfs rot generally ox:
which to make such a deberaination.
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FEDERAL ENCRGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

WARRING TOH 3L

In Reply Refer To:

OEPR-DHEA

Federal Froject Review
Verde River Wild and Scenic
River Study

oCT 23 1480

Mr, tCharles R, Hurcgraves
Direeror, Land Management Flaoming
Foraest Service

1.3, Tepactment of agriculture
Washlngton, D.C. 20013

Dear Hr. Hartgraves:

This is 1in response to your lecrer of Augusk 26, 1980, requesting comments
on the draft envivenmental ilmpact statement snd wild and scepic river study
on the Verde River, Yavapal and Gila Countlies, Arisona.

Mo have teviewed the drafe Tepert te determine the effecrs of che proposal
on the Conmissfon's vesponsibilities wnder the Federal Power Act, Hatuzal
tas Act, snd other mutherities, Such responsibilities relare to the li-
censing of nen-Federal hydrocloceric power projects, participatien in the
planning of Federal water and piwey resources prajects, apd the regulation
of construction and operation of narural gas plpelines.

According to the matertal Eurnished, 73 miles of rhe Yerde River designated
for the study fn the Wild snd Scenlc Rivers fct, as amended, would be eli-
gible for inclusion in the Hational Wild gnd Scenic River System. Hewever,
the proposed action in the repore would designate only 72.5% miles of the
river. Of the 72.5 miles, 33 miles would meer criteria fur a recreaticnal
eiver, 22 miles would meet scenle eiver eriteria, apd che remainiog 17.3
miles are suited for a wild river clasalficatlen.

The powerhouse and appurtenant facilitiez of the existing Childs hydroelec-
tric projece, licensed by the Commisslon a= Project No. 2069, are located
within the scenic ares. The Childs powerplant operates with water raken
Erom Fossil Creek, a tributary of the Verde River. Operatiom of this proj-
ect would not be affecred by the proposed desigmacion. There are na known
potential Bydroelectric projects within the studw area.

Mr. Charles R. Hartgraves -2

An exgwination of the svailable information indicates that two pipeline
companies own pipelines chat may cross the Verde River., E1 Pase Natural
fAas Company operaces a 20-inch diamecer pipeline In Yavapal County that
runs from Ash Fork south to Prescece.  Scoutherm Undon Cas Company opar-
ates a swall d-ingh diamceer pipeline in Yavapal County that runs from
Jerome northeastward o dcdona.

'g"here does not appear o be any oil or gas exploration or development
in the project area. Some exploration activity 1s axpecred to the south
and wegt of che proposed wild and sceni¢ river desigrartons.

In conelusion, based on inlnrmaclon contalnsd in the draft environmental
statement and wild wnd scenic river study, chece doss not appsar ro be
any confliet begween the recommended proposal and matkers pertaining to
the Commissivn's resjunsibilities.

Sincerely,

William W. Lindsay, Ditecto
Office of Electric Power Refulatiom
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THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
Wastinatan, DG, 80230

EXY RN L

Pear Gab,

Thank you for yodr letber transmitioing a copy of tie repart/Acaft
CVATeIcntal “ocr et wn Lne proposed addrtion of a sogmeni
of the Veords River ints the Hational 10 and Seenic Rivers 3ystem,
This decument has hesn yeferred tu tha 9ffize of Togulacory Folicy
for enordinatron of ravicw and commodt.

We Approciate Ehue opporiunity te rovaew this dosusont and will be
1o touch with you if we have any comments concerning it.

With hest wishes,

Sincorely,

Secretary of ComMerce

Honorable Bob Bergland
Secrubary of Agriculture
Washinueou, 2.C. 20250
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Wild and Scenic River Study Report
Yavapai and Gila Counties, Arizona
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