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FOREWORD

INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

ORGANIZATION OF THE LEGISLATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Chapter 1 {Introduction)

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

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

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

Chapter 2 (Ahernatives)

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

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



Chapter 3 (Affacted Environment)

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

Chapter 4 (Environmental Consaquences)

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

Chapter § (Consultation and Coordination)

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

— a summary of the public acoping
meeting comments;

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

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

vi-

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

The River Appendix

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

Other Considerations

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

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

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

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

PURPOSE AND NEED

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

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

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

xiil-

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

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

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

ISSUES

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



QUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE VALUES

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

contained In the appendix.

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

xiy

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

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

Impacts from Implementing the Recommendead

Alternative

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

Impacts from Implementing the All Sultable
Alternative

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

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

A long-term adverse impact would occur oh

minerals development from implementation of
the all suitable alternative. About 2,800 acres
with a moderate-to-high potential for locatable

-xviii-

minerals would be withdrawn. Qver 5,700 acres
with a moderate lpcatable mineral potentlal
wouid be withdrawn. Nearly 2,480 acres with a
low-to-moderate locatable mineral potential
would be withdrawn. About 1,240 acres with a
low potential for locatable minerals would be
withdrawn.

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

Impacts from Implementing the Legislative
Protection Alternative

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Impacts from Implementing the No Action
Alternative

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

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

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

INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

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

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

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

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

THE ELIGIBILITY AND SUITABILITY
PROCESS

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

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

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

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

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

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

(2) Scenic river areas -- Those rivers or

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

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

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

(1) Wild Rivers:

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

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

(2) Scenic Rivers:

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

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

{3) Recreational Rivers:

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

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

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

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

The factors included the following
considerations:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

» Additional issues and concerns.

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

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

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

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

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

CHART 141
SUITABILITY ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

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

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

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

racommended suitable.

Avavaips Crook

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

NWSRS.

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

Only segment {10 mi.}
recorrwnendad suitabls,

Hig Smndy Rivar

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

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

Sagrmant A [19.0 mi
racommendad nonsuitable.

Segrmant B {892 mi)
racommeondad suitablo.

Bill Willimmes
River

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

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

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

Bonita Craak

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

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

Partial aagment (8.7 mi.)
recommended suitable,

Remainder of segment (0.9
mi.} recommended
nonsuitabla,

Burre Creek

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

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

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

CHARACTERISTICS WHICH
SUPPORT/
DO NOT SUPPORT OESIGNATION

OTHER MAJOR SUITABILITY
FACTORS

BLM SUITABILITY
RECOMMENDATION
(RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE)

Cianaga Crask

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

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

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

Francis Creek

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

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

Segment (11.4 mi.} Ia
racommandad nonauitabla,

Gila Box: Gila
River

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

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

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

Hassavarmpa
River

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

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

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

Hot 8prings
Canyan

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

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

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

Gila Box: Lowar
Sen Francisco
Rivar

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

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

The lewer and of Sagment

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




CHAPTER 1

RIVER 5TUDY
AREA

CHARACTERISTICS WHICH
SUPPORT/
DO NOT SUPPORT DESIGNATION

QOTHER MAJOR SUITABILITY
FACTORS

BLM SUITABILITY
RECOMMENDATION
{RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE)

Middle Gila
River

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

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

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

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

Paria River

Quistandirg scenic velues conaisting of deep,

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

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

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

San Padra Rivar

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

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

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

Santa Maria
River

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

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

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

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

Swirnp Springs

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

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

One ssgmant (2.6 mi.) in
racormmanded nonsuitable,

Turkay Crask

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

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

Ona gagrmeant [3.2 mi.) is
recommendsd nonsuitable,

10




RIVER 5TUDY
AREA

CHARACTERISTICS WHICH
SUFPORT/
DO HOT SUPPORT DESIGNATION

OTHER MAJOR SUITABILITY
FACTORS

BLM SUITABILITY
RECOMMENDATION
(RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE}

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Arizona Strip Disirict

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Safford District

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

The Gila Resource Area, one of three resource

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

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

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

The Yuma District

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

INTERRELATIONSHIPS

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

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

Management Areas

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

= Land use plans

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

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

Phoonin Resowrcs Ares 710

Safford Dimtiict 3,200

Kingman Rowource Aros 4,220

Yisma District 4,650

Satford Districr 3510

Kingman Resowrco Aros 9,460

Safford Dhstrict Amondmont 3,200

Kingman Resawrco Arms 1,280

Saffon] District 7480

Fhoonix Rosowrce Area 6, 305

Hationd District 1,600

Sattord District 1,674

Gaffond Daortrt 8,130

Arrona Stvip DHstrict 8,800

Safford District Amendmont 12,266

Kingman Resource Arsa 7.080

Saffond District 640

Safford District 1,100

Arizons Strip District 9,14

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

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

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

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

14
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TABLE 1-3
RIVERS BY WILDERNESS AREA

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

STUDY AREA AFEA N AFEA IN

alLM PURLIC WILDERNESS WILDERNESS

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

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

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

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

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

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

= Racommended alemative

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

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

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

land use planning process in accordance with hydrologic resource values.

the Federal Land Management and Policy Act of

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

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

areas and appropriate area of critical
environmental concern acreage.

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

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

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

{BLM PUBLIC ACEC (ACREE) ACEC
LAND ACRES}

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

San Pedro River b6 4.8

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

e

= Rescommandad altemative

Other Interior Department Agencies

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

Other Federal Agencies

Federal agencles outside the Department of

interior with lands adjacent to or administrative



CHAPTER 1

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

MNative American Tribes

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

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

State Agencies

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

Department, and Arizona Department of Water
Resources.

Countles

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

Private

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

Other

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

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

ELIGIBILITY AND SUITABILITY PROCESS

Identification of Rivar Araa

|

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

Suitsbility Datermination
Environmental Impact Statement
{individual River Study Areas and

Statewide Impacts)

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

Congressional Detarmination

National Wild and
Sceanic Rivers Nondesignation
Designation

Final Boundary
Deatarmination

Bureau of Land
Management River
Management Plan
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SCOPING

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

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

Scoping Issues

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

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

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable scenic
values

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
recreation values

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable fish and
wildiife habltat values

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable cultural
resource and historic values

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
geologic values

21

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic values

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable aquatic
values

« Impacts on mineral development

+ Impacts on tourlsm

= Impacts on water rights

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

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

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

» Need to evaluate the Colorado River

Issues consldered but not discus in detail

- Impacts on water rights.

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

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

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

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

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

- Impacts of dual designation.

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

« Impacts on rAghts of way and devalopment.

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

= Impacts on privale property.

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

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

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

operating budget

« Need 10 evaluata the Colorado River.

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

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

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION
ISSUES

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

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

INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

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

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

TABLE 2-G1

ALTERNATIVES: SUMMARY OF MILES/ACREAGE BY CLASSIFICATION

ALTERNATIVE

AIVERS (BLM public land
acres)

WILD {BLM public
land acres)

SCENIC {BLM public
land acros}

RECREATIONAL (BLM
public lJand scres)

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

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

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

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

No Action 30,4598 21.010ac 21.63%ac

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

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

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

= Wild and Sconic Rivers Act managemant action

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

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

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

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

Management Actions

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

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

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

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

+ Wild and Scenic River management
actions

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

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

acreage s already withdrawn.)

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

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

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

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

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

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

29

outstandingly remarkable values.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

« Ongoing management actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ALL SUITABLE ALTERNATIVE

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

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

Management Action

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

- Wild and Scenic River management
actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

- Ongoing management actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

6

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

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

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

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

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

LEGISLATIVE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

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

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

YIRGIN

13.dmi/4 256ac

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

0.9mi/268ac
{RE)

11.6mif3712ac
(RE)

WRIGHT CREEK

12.5mi/3861 ae

12.5mi/3881ac
{5C)

= HBCfBﬂtIDI"I: §C=

105.4/42,668

I e
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Although there is ho speacial legislative

protection for the rivers and segments shown in

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

environmental concern, a category establishad

CHAPTER 2

by and defined in tha Federal Land Policy and

Management Act of 1969,

Rivers and acreage under areas of critical

environmental concern are shown in Table 2-

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

The eligibility studies classified segments in the

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

The legislative protection alternatlve determines

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

Management Actions

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

- Wild and Scenic River management
actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

+ Ongoing management actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

+ Proposed activities that could result in

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

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

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

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

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

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

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

Management actions

« Wild and Scenic River management
actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

« Camping would be restricted to fewer than

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

environmental concern management provisions.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ramarkable Scanic
Valuss

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

tormn |agislative protection
on 87,459 acres

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

lagislative protaction
on 8T,489 acres

Outstandingly
Rernavkcable Racraations|
Valuss

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

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

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

Ne lang-tsrm
lagislative protaction
on 58,803 acres

Crtstandingly
Remarkable Geolagic
Valuss

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

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

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

No long-term
legislative protection
on 18,294 acres

Cutmandingly
Ramarkable Fish snd
Wildlife Hawtat and
Aquetic Habiurt Valusa

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

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

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

Mo long -tedmn
leginlative protaction
on 102,480 acrea

Outstandingly
Remariable CuHural,
Historic, snd
Palaontalogical Values

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

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

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

Mo long-tarm
lagislative protaction
on 55,151 acras

Outstandingly
Remarkabla Hydrologic
Valuax

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

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

Banaficial impact fram
long-termn logislative

protaction on 3,244 acrez:

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

No lang-tetrn
lagislative protaction
on 8,344 acres

Minarsis Davaloprmant

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

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

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

No sdversa impact

Teurism and Traval

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

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

Mo Advarss Impacts;
indirezt Boneficial impacts
for Greham and Gresnles

Caunties
—_

No Adveras Impacts




CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

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

GENERAL ENVIRONMENT

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

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

PJBLIC STUDY AHREA

LAND ACRES

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

?_HUCDMmsndud altarnative; ﬁumumﬂ Aroa

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

Burro Creek and the Aqua Fria River are in the



CHAPTER 3

TABLE 3-2
BAILEY AND KUCHLER POTENTIAL NATURAL VEGETATION AND
ECOREGIONS OF THE UNITED STATES

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

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

Outstandingly Remarkable Scenic Values

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

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

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

Qutstandingly Remarkable Recreational Values

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

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

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

utstandingly Remarkable Fish Wildll
Aguatic Habitat Values

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

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

Outstandingly Remarkable Cultural Resource,
Historical, and Faleontological Values

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

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

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

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

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

Quistandingly Remarkable Geaolagic Values

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

Outstandingly Remarkable Hydrologic Values

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

MINERALS DEVELOPMENT AND POTENTIAL

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

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

No large commarcial mining operations
currently exist within the river study areas.
Large open-pit copper mines operate in the
vicinity of the Lower San Francisco River, the
Middle Gila River, and Burro Creek. Copper
mining also occurred historically along the Bill



CHAPTER 3

Williams River. Mines producing primarily gold
or sliver have existed along the Hassayampa,
Agua Fria, Big Sandy, Santa Maria, and San
Pedro rivers. Molybdenum, manganese, lead,

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

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

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

Table 3-4 displays the acreage currenily
withdrawn from mineral entry in the 20 eligible
river study areas. Withdrawn acres include
thosea lands closed to hew mining claims by
legislative decree or administrative action.
Other acres include areas on non-federal lands,

50

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

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

PUBLIC LANDS RESOURCES
Table 3-5 shows existing rights-of-way and utility
corridors in the river study areas. Threa study

areas have major designated utility corridors
within thelr boundarles. Two corridors cross

51

Burro Creek and one passes through the Big
Sandy Wild and Scenic River study area.

Future corridor needs for high voltage power
transmission lines are somewhat indistinct.
Major varables Include uncertain growth of
regional electric demand; variable projections of
surplus electric generation; opportunities to
upgrade carrying capacity of existing lines;
parallel line installation within existing corridors;
and potential new line locations entirely outslde
of Arizona,

Two major access corridors pass through the
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river study areas. Interstate I-15 parallels, and
at times crosses, the Virgin River in segments 2
and 3. U.8. Highway 93 crosses Burro Creek
between segments 4 and 5, and crosses the
Santa Maria River study area between segments
1 and 2. The Arizona Department of
Transportation plans to widen U.5. Highway 93
througth the Burro Creek study area to improve
traffic flow and safety, and the department also
is considering the feasibility of upgrading the
highway to an interstate to provide a major
route between Phoenix and Las Vegas.

The 20 river study areas contain numarous
minor rights-of-way for small utility powerlines,
local roads, and in the case of Bonita Creek, a
water collection system for the city of Safford,
Arizona.

No communication facillty sites exist in any of
the wild and scenic river study areas. Due to
tha geographic and topographic aspects of the
study areas, no new sites have been proposed.

TABLE 3-5

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER AREAS LANDS ACTIONS

RWVER §TUDY
AREA

TRAMSPORTA-
TIDN
CROSEING

TRANSPORTA-
TION
PARALLEL

UTILITY
CROSEING

UTILITY
PARALILFL

WATER
DEVELOP-
MENT

OTHER

Agua Fria®

R

R

o

WELL

Aravaipa®

FB (P}

Big Sandy*

WELLS

Bill Wiltiame=

G,EE- P}

Bonita Crask®

o

FB (P}

Burro Cronk*

W.EG

Cieroge Creok*

Francis Crask

D

Gila Box*

DIV

Hassayampa

Hot Springe

Lower San
Francingo®

Middin Gita®

Paria*

San Pedro*

G.W.ET

biv

Santa Maria*

Swamgp Springa

Turkoy Crook

WELL

Virgin*

LH.A

oI

FRIP}

Wight Creek

R

¥ Hocommaendsd Alernative
F— Rosd; H = Highway; | = Intarsatate; (= Gaa Pipalina, W= Water Pipaline; E~ Electrical Trargmisslan Lina; T= Talaphors Line; DIV - Witot
Olvorkion; FB = Fish Barriar, P} = Propoaad
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RECREATION

A wide varlety of racreational opportunities
exists in the river study areas. The primary
types are shown in Table 3-6. Use of these
areas is also widely varied. Visitor totals range
from fewer than 100 to more than 50,000 visitar
use days per year.

The presence of water is elther essentfial to the
recreation value (activities such as rafting and
fishing) or increases the quality, intensity, or
value of an actlvity Riparian areas provide
excellent hiking and camping opportunities as
well as wildlife habltat for wildlife observations
and hunting.
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There are developed campgrounds on the Burro
Creek and the Virgin and San Pedro rivers,
Additional facillties at these and other rivers
provide camping facillties, visitor services such
as restrooms and picnic tables, and information
regarding the variety of resources and
recreational opportunities avallable in each area.

Motorized off-highway vehicle use occurs
outslde of wilderness areas. Off-highway
vehicle use is limited o existing roads and tralls
or to designated roads and trails in most special
management areas; some areas have been
closed to motorized vehicles.
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TABLE 3-8

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER AREAS: RECREATION _5@2 TOQURISM
RIVER 5TUDY VISITOR USE HIKE/ FLOAT HUNTING CAMPING/ NATURE OHvV QTHER?
AREA DAYS BACKPACK AND PICNICKING DBSER-

ANNUAL FISHING VATION

TATAL USE
Agua Fria’ 1,500 Y Y H Y Y Y Y
Aravoipa' > 15,000 Y N H ' \'d N Y
Big Sandy’ 2,500 Y N H N Y N Y
Bill Williams' < 2,500 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Bonite Crask? 15,000 Y N H Y Y Y Y
Bumro Craek' > 20,000 Y N H Y Y Y Y
Cionega Croek’ »2,500 Y N H Y Y Y Y
Francie Crask < 1,000 Y N H Y Y Y Y
Gila Box' 4,000 ¥ Y Y Y Y Y Y
Hassayampa 1.200 Y N H Y Y Y Y
Hot Springs 1,750 Y N H Y Y N Y
Lower San 1,000 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Francisca’
Middle Gila' 1.60O N Y Y Y Y N Y
Paria’ 5,300 Y N H N Y N Y
San Pedro! > 50,000 Y N Y Y Y Y Y
Santa Maria’ < 2,000 Y N H Y Y Y Y
Swamp Springs <100 Y N Y Y Y N Y
Turkay Creek’ 1,200 Y N H Y Y Y Y
Virgin® 7.600 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Wright Cresak « 500 N N H N N Y N

mscummanda alternative; 2 - Includes squestrian activities, rockhounding, ooldpanning, rockelimbing, spaelunking

Y = Activity occurs on this river; N= Activity is not known to oceur on this fiver; H= Hunting only; F = Fishing Only
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FISH AND WILDLIFE

The river study areas in Arizona support a
variety of wilditfe, many of which ere
economically important. These areas also
provide habitat for species that have been listed
or are praposed for listing as threatened or
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildllfe
Service under the Endangered Species Act.
The Endangered Species Act requires federal
agencles to use their authority to cohserve
these species and the habitats upon which they
depend. Many other species ara candidates for
federal listing, an indication that the Fish and
Wildlife Service has reason to believe the
species may be in need of listing, or that more
informatlon Is needed to make a determination.
Bureau of Land Managemaent policy requires
that the habltat must be managed for these
species so that they will not be federally listed.

Tablg 3-7 lists the federal special status species
{threatened, endangered, proposed, and
candidate) known 1o use habitat within the river
study areas. These special status species
receive special management attention because
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thay have been listed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service or the Arizona Game and Fish
Department as threatened or endangered with
extinction throughout all or part of their habltat
range.

The state maintains a list of threatened natlve
wildlife species, many of which depend to some
extent on these study areas; most are also
federally listed o are federal candidates.
Because of overlapping designations, they are
not included in Table 3-7. Most of thessa
gpecies have declined in range or numbers due
1o alterations to their habitat. Such alterations
include changes in streamflow quantity, timing,
or duration, changes in erosion {including bank-
cutting), and changes in the plant communities
supported by the rivers. Changes in plant
communities include invasion of axotic trees
such as salt cedar and loss of native shrubs
and trees such as cottonwoods and willows.

The study rivers support a variety of native fish
species, some of which are federally listed as
threatened or endangered. These are identified
on Table 3-7.
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TABLE 3-7 .
RIVER AREAS: ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND CATEGORY SPECIES

——

Endangorad
Amarican paregrins falcon [Falco persgrinus anatum)

Hald oagle (Hallavetus leucocephalus)

Gila topminnow (Posciliapsis accidentalis oceidentalis)

Humpbachk chub {Gila cypha)

Lasesar long-nosed bat {Leptonycterls curascee yarbabusnae)
Razrorback sucker (Xyrauchin texanus) with proposed critical habitat
Vimgin River chub {Qila seminuda)

Wourdfin {Plagopterus argentissimus}

Proposed Endangerad

Southwastarn willow flycatchar (Empidonax tralllii axtimus)

Throatoned
Dasert tortoise {Mojave population) {Qopherus agasaizii)

Loach minnow {Tiaroga cobitis)
Bpikadace (Moda fulgida)

Candidate Category 1

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl {Olauckdium brasiisnum cactonim)
Huachuca water umbel {Lllasopsis schaffneriana ssp. recurva}

Candidata Category 2

Apacha northormn goshawk [Accipher gentilie apache]
Aravalpa sage (Salvia amisea)

Arizona toad (Bufo microseaphus microseaphus)
California loaf-nased bat (Macrotus californicus)

Canyon (giant} spotted whiptail {Cnemodopharus burri}
Chifdcahua wastam harvest mouse {Ralthrodontamys megaloris arizonensis)
Chirlcahua leopand frag {Rana chidcahuannie)

Chuckwalls (Sauromalus cbasus)

Duaart tortoiss {Bonaran population) (Gopherus agassixil)
Daxart sucker {Catostomus charki]

Famuginous hawk (Butzc regalis)

Flannalmouth sucker {Catogtomue latipinnis)

Gila chub [Glla intarmadia)

Grester wartern mastiff-bet (Eumops psrotis Califomicuz)
Hohakaim agavs {Agave murphsayl]

Hualapai southem pockat gopher (Thomomyz umbrinus huslapaisnsis)
Loggarhaad shrike (Laniug ludovicianus}

Lowland lsopard frog (Aana yavapaisnsis)

Marble Canyon kangaroa rat (Dipodomys microps leucotis)
Maricopa tigar hastle (Cicindala cragona marlcopa)
Mexican garter snake {Thamnophis equas)

Narrow-haaded gartar snake {Thamnophis rufiouncrarus)
Rosy boa (Lichanura triviroata)

Raundtail chub (Gila robusta)

Sonara suckar {Catostomuz Insignis)

Sonaran tiger salamandsr {Ambystoma tigrinum stebbinsi)
Southwestermn coave bet (Myotie velifer bravis)

Spotted bat (Euderma maculatum}

Taxas homed lizard (Phrynosoma comatum}

Virgin spinadaca (Lapidomada mollispinis mollispinia)
Virgin thistle {Cirsium virginansis)

Wastanh mastiff-bat (Eumops parotis)

Yavapai Arizona pocket mouse {Perognathus amplus amplus)

Bource: Appendix 1: U.5. Th and Wiidllte Service Section nxultation mamorandum
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RIPARIAN VEGETATION

Twenty river study argas were identified as
eligible in Anzona Bureau of Land Management
resource management plans. These study
areas contain approximately 438 miles of
riparlan vegetation communities; the Bureau of
Land Management has administrative
responsibility for 331 miles of these waterways.
Riparian vegetation makes an important
contribution to stream channel stability, water
quality, streamflow, fish habitat, wildlife habitat
and recreation activity. Table 3-8 identifies the
riparlan vegetation communities.

Native riparian vegetation communities are
becoming increasingly rare in Arizona and the
desert southwest. An estimated B0-90 percent
of native riparian vegetation communlties in
Arizona has been lost or degraded In historic
times. Diract clearing of riparlan vegetation for
agrictiture, firewood, and various other
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purposas, combined with streamfiow
modification (dams and diversions) and
groundwater withdrawals are consldered the
primary causes for this loss and degradation.
Salt cedar is invading many riparian areas
causing a loss of native vegetation.

Six riparian vegetation communities are
consldered important and are found in the study
areas. Masquite bosques, cottonwood /willow,
mixed broadleaf, wetland, riparian scrub and
salt cedar communities ara common
communities in thesa riparian areas. Fourteen
of the 20 study areas contain mesquite

bosques. Seventeen study areas contain
cottonwood /willow communities. Thirteen study
areas contain mixed broadleaf communities.

Six study areas contain wetlands. Nine study
areas contain riparian scrub. These native
communities are important remnants of Arizona
riparian ecosystems. Eight of the study areas
cantaln significant quantitles of salt cedar.
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TABLE 3-8

RIPARIAN VEGETATION BY WILD AND SCENIC RIVER AREA

River Study Area Mesgquite Cottonwood Mixod Watland Riparan Scrub Salt Cadar
Bosgque Willow Broadieat

Agua Fria™ NO YES YES NO NO NO
Aravaipa* YES NO YES NOQ YES YES
Big Sandy* YES YES NO NO NO YES
Bill Williarma* YES YES NO NO NO YES
Banita Crask * YES YES YES NO YES NO
Burro Creok ® YES YES YES NO NO NO
Cisnega Creek * ¥ES YES YES YES
Franels Craak NO YES YES NOQ NO NO
Gila Box* YES YES YES NOQ YES YES
Hasgayampa ¥ES YES YES NO NO
Hot Springs YES YES YES NO NO
Lownr 5an Francisco * YES YES NO NO YES
Middla Gila* NO YES NO NO NO YES
Paria* NO YES YES YES YES YES
San Padro* YES YES YES YES YES YES
Santa Maria® YES YES YES YES YES
Swamp Springs YES NO YES NO NO NO
Turkey Croek YES NOQ YES NO YES
Virgin* NO YES NO YES YES NO
‘Wright Creek NO YES NO YES NO NO

T Racommended alternative
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Prehistoric and historic archaeclogical sites
exist along nearly all of Arizona’s rivers and
streams. Table 3-8 depicts the presence of
cultural resources within the 20 study areas,
grouped according to cultural traditions and
time periods.

The Pre-ceramic period identifled in Table 3-9
(before A.D. 300 in most areas of the state)
refers to a time before people began to
manufacture pottery. Later prehistoric cultures,
from about A.D. 300 to 1500, include five major
traditions:; the Hohokam in the southern Arizona
desert; the Mogollon and later the Salado in the
mourtainous areas of eastern and central
Arizona; the Anasazi on the Colorado Plateau;
and the Patayan in western Arizona. The
Higtoric period in Table 3-9 includes shes
occupied or used between A.D. 1500 and 1940.

As Indlcated In Table 3-8, prehistoric sites have
been recorded in 18 of the 20 river study areas.
Undiscovered sites also may be present in the
remalning two areas. Because archacological
surveys have covered very little territory, It Is not
possible to determine total numbers of sites in
each of the 18 areas.

Prehistoric site types common to mosl areas
include artifact scatters that represent the
remnains of villages, camps, and temporary work
areas. Caves, rockshelters, and petroglyphs
{rock art) also exist In many areas. Rock
pueblo structures have been found in at least
five of the study areas. Less common features
include trails, canals, and ancient agricultural
fields.

Historic period sites have been recorded in 11
of the 20 study areas. These include Native
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American slites as well as roads, mines, and
structural remains and trash associated with old
homesteads and ranches. Unique sites include
the Beale Road near Wright Creek, the first
wagon road across northern Arizona; the ghost
town of Signhal along the Big Sandy River; and
Santa Cruz de Terrenate, the remains of a
Spanish presidio along the San Pedro River.

As indicated on Tablse 3-8, the Agua Fria, Gila
Box, and San Pedro River study areas contain
sites or portions of districts listed on the
National Reglster of Historic Places. These
include the Perry Mesa Archasologlcal District,
General Kearny Campslte, and the Lehner
Mammoth Kill Site.

Although most sites within the river study areas
have not been formally evaluated, many
additional sites are probably eligible for
nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places by virtue of their historic significance or
potential to yield scientific archaeologlcal
information. Sites along the Agua Fria River,
Parla River, San Pedro River, Turkey Creek, and
Bonita Creek have been the focus of recent
archaeological investigations, ruins stabilllzatlon,
or interpretive developments.

Sites vary In degrees of preservation. In
general, those In areas of relathvely high human
traffic have suffered damage to the greatest
degree, while those in remote or wilderness
argas remaln In better condition.

Many sites have been damaged by llegal
excavation and artifact collecting, other types of
vandalism, off-highway vehicle traffic, trampling
by livestock, and soll erosion. These activities
and processes continue to pose a threat to the
integrity of cultural resources.
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TABLE 3-89

RECORDED SITES

" Wild and Seanic River Study P AN H M SA PA Hi PALEQ NR

Araa [ Q o

|| Agua Fria* + X X X X

|| Aravaipa® X X X X -

" Big Sandy* X X -
Bill Williame* X X -
Bonita Creak™ + X x X x -
Burro Creak*® + x -
Cisnoega Croak™ X X -
Francis Crask X -
Gila Box*®* + X X X X
Haszayampa X X -
Hot Springe .
Lower San Francisca® + X X _
Middle Gila* X X X -
Faria®™ + X X -
&an Padro* + X X X X X
Santa Maris* X -
Swamp Springe -
Turkey Creek + X X X -
Virgin® X X X -
Wright Crask + X X -

ﬁmmk: AN = Anasazl; HD = Hohokam; Mﬁmn; SA = Salado; ﬁﬁ HI = Histarte:

PALEQ = Palssoimtolagical Site; NA = National Register listed; + = Outstandingly Remarkable Value
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WATER RESOURCES

Twenty river study areas were identifiad as
eligible in Arizona Bureau of Land Management
resource management plans. These study
areas contain 438 miles of free flowing rivers
and streams; the Bureau of Land management
has administrative responsibility for 331 of these
miles. Table 3-10 identHfies river study areas
with these water resource values.

All twenty of the study areas have stream
segments with perennial streamflow. Eight of
the study areas have segments with intermittent
streamflow. None of the sludy areas contain
segments with ephemeral streamflow. Two of
the study areas have perennial stream flow that
is regulated by upstream dams. Average
stream flow volume Iin these study areas ranges
from 0.45 to 481 cubic feet per second. The
average flow category Is used simply to indicate
relative differences among the rivers. The
raquliated flows will vary because of water
relegses. 1n the rivers with unregulated flow the
variation can be extreme from year to year.

Water quality in thesa rivers and streams ranges
from poor to unique. Unlque waters are
designated under state law and are of
exceptionally high quality. Three study areas
have poor water quality; eight have acceptable
water quality; three have good water quallty,
three have high water quality; and three are
designated as unique waters under state law.
Reaches of three study areas are protected by
federal reserved rights; ten are covered by both
federal and State rights, and three have only
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state fghts claimed, and currently four have
none.

Watar rights for instream flows held by the
Bureau of Land Managememnt on these
waterways have been acquired elther through
the state appropriative process or through a
federal reserved right established by a
Congressional Act and quantified through the
state system.

The water resource values found in these study
areas are essemtial components of healthy
riparian ecosystems. High quality water
resources are essential for healthy riparian
vegetation, fish habltat, wildife habltat,
recreational activity, and provide water for
agricufture, industry and human consumption.
Water resources available for natural ecosystem
function in Arizona have been diminished and
degraded In historic times.

The number of miles of free flowing streams
with natural flow regimes has been reduced by
dams and diversions for irrigated agriculture,
mining and municipal uses. Water quality has
been adversely impacted by agriculture return
flows, minlng waste, and municipal effluent.
Groundwater aquifers that underlie some
streams have been pumped to the extent that
they no longer support surface flow in these
streams.

The eligible stream segments identified in Table
3-10 are important sources of water resources
in Arizona. They are crucial refuge for native
fish, wildlife, and riparian vegstation.
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TABLE 3-10
WILD AND SCENIC RIVER AREAS WATER RESOURCES
—
RIVER 5TUDY REGIME AVG, (CF5.) STATUS QUALITY
AREA FLOW {Righes}{1}
Agua Fria” P&l 38.5 nehe FAIR/GQOD
Aravaipa* P 18/26 FR/ST HIGH
Big Sandy* P&l 78.0 FR/BT FAIR
Bill Willlams* P 153.0 FR/ST ACCEFPT
(REGULATED}
Bonita Cresk * P& 8.3 FR/&T UNIQUE
Bura Craak* P&I 83.5 FRIST UNIGUE
Cionaga Creek™ P 2.0 STATE ACCEFT
Francis Creek P&I 16.1 FRIST UNIQUE
Glla Box " P 481.0 FR/ST ACCEPT
Hassayampa P&l 24.4 fA POOR
Hot Springs F 4.9 STATE HIGH
Lower San P 2120 FR/ST ACCEPT
Francisco®
Middle Gila* P 180.0 federal ACCEPT
{REQULATED)
Parla*® P nons POOR
San Pedro* P 60/33 FR/ET GooD
Santa Maria* P&l 40.0 federal ACCEPT
Swamp P 0.45 FR/ST EXCELLENT
Turkey Crask P&l 1.5 none ACCEPT
Virgin® P 238 atate POOR
Wright Crask P none anoD
=rnucommundad altamative -
P= Parannial, |= Intammittent, E= Ephemeral, FR= Faderal Raserved, 5T~ State

(1) Status {(water Highte) partaing to spacific raachas, not the antire rvar
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Livestock grazing occurs in 16 of thae 20 Wild
and Scenic River Study Areas. Six study areas
cross only one allotment and one study area
crosses 10 allotments. Table 3-11 displays
acreage by grazing practice within each study
area and livestock improvements.

Animal Unit Months (AUMS) are allocated by
allotment and have not been calculated for river
study areas because each river study area
generally covers only a small portion of the
allotment through which it passes. However,
the riparian zones in the study areas provide a
significant amount of livestock forage.

Eleven study areas are grazed seasonally.
Seasonal grazing includes study areas with
allotments on management systems such as
rest rotation or deferred grazing. This category
also includes study areas with allotments
designated as perennial /ephemeral in which
grazing is authorized when forage is avallable in
the ephemeral portion of the allotment,

Nine river study areas have yearlong grazing.
Four study areas have one or more allotments
with yearong grazing and one or more
allotments with seasonal grazing. Three study
areas are closed totally or partially to Iivestock
grazing. Two study areas lotally exclude
grazing. The Kingman Resource Management
Plan closed one allotment in the Three Rivers
Area of Critleal Environmentai Concern to
grazing in order to improve rangeland
resources.

Two study areas are included In the 1987 record
of decision for the Eastern Arizona Grazing
Environmental Impact Statoment which
prescribed the suspension of livestock grazing
in two allotments to allow the recovery of
riparlan areas, and to improve important wildllie
habltat and watershed conditions. This decision
was appealed and a resclution is pending.
QOvergrazing of riparian zones is occurring In
four study areas.
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TABLE 3-11
WILD AND SCENIC RIVER AREAS LIVESTOCK GRAZING
RIVER STUDY AREA TOTAL BLM NON-USE YEAR LONG SEASONAL-P/E EXCLUDED
ACRES

Agua Fria® 8,710 1] 400 6,310 4]
Aravaipa* 3,200 v} a 0 3,200
Big Sandy* 4 220 a 2,208 Q 2,011
Bill Willlama* 4,650 a 0 4,660 o
Bonitta Creak™ 3,570 4] 338 3,232 2]
Burro Crook " 2,460 1] 8124 1,336 Q
Clenaga Creek* 3,200 1] 3,200 a 2]
Francis Craek 1.360 V] 1,360 o o}
Gila Bax* 7.460 a 1,418 6,045 o
Hagamyampa 6,386 (1] 2,180 4 208 0
Hot Springs 1,600 1,600 Q 0 o
Lower San Francisco® 1,874 [} 919 965 o
Middls Gila*® 6,130 o 0 6,130 L]
Parla* 8,960 0 0 8,960 0
San Pedro* 12,256 * * - 12,268
Santa Maria* ‘7,080 M . 7080 b
Swamp Springs &40 840 0 O o
Turkey Creek 1,100 o] 0 1) 1,100
Virgin® 9,344 o 0 8,344 0
Wright Cresk 3,861 a 0 3,861 (4]

T Recommended alternative
Kay: P/E = Pwronnial/Ephemaral
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Arizona maintained a strong population growth
during the 1980s. The state grew by nearly one
million peaple in the ten year period from 1980

to 1990.

Maost of the counties contalning all or portions

of the river study areas experienced rapid

population Increases. The metropolitan
Maricopa and Pima counties and three of the
nonmetropolltan conties (Mohave, Yavapai, and
Cochise} grew by more than ten percent. The
growth in Graham and Pinal counties was
slower. Greenlee County registerad a loss due
to the raduction of mining operations in the

county. Table 3-12 provides detalls.

TABLE 3-12
ARIZONA POPULATION: 1980-1990(1)
— !
1880 1980 Changa
ARIZONA 2,718,646 3,668,228 946,682
APACHE 52,108 61,591 9,483
COCHISE® 86,686 97.624 11,938
COCONIND® 75.008 96,691 21,583
aiLA® 37,080 40,218 2,136
GRAHAM® 22,862 26,554 3,692
GREENLEE * 11,408 8,008 -3,390
LA PAZI(2)* 12,567 13,844 1,287
MARICOPA * 1,509,176 2,122,101 612,926
MOHAVE" 66,866 83,487 27,6232
NAVAJD 87,620 77,658 10,028
PIMA* 531,443 666,680 136,437
PINAL® 20,918 116,379 26,461
SANTA CRUZ 20,458 29,678 8,217
YAVAPAI® 68,145 107,714 30,560
YUMA 76,206 106,896 30,680

includad in Yuma county pror to 1883,

Populstlon by County of Residence Artana, 1880 and 1830(1), Arizona Haalth Status and Vital Scatiatica, 1990, 137 (March

1892).

= County with wild and scenicniver study area
{1} The county population figuras for Adzona for 1980 and 1990 Az ralessad by the U.5. Cangus Buresu. (2) La Paz county
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TABLE 313
ARIZONA POPULATION PROJECTIONS: 1994-2015
1964 199% 2000 1Mo 2018
ARIZONA 4112.8 4208.9 4800.7 5840.3 8571.4
Cochize 1154 118.4 1342 162,89 176.6
It Coconino 108.8 112.4 126.6 154.4 169.4
Gila 45.2 45.9 488 56.8 53.4
Graham 208 29.4 e 8.9 42.3
Gresnise 6.6 a.8 8.8 0.6 8.3
La Paz 6.2 166 i17.8 21.1 2.9
Maricopa 23788 2434.9 280 904 ag79.2
Mohave 103.6 107.3 126.6 167.3 148.8
Fima 776.7 7739 B877.1 1075.2 1184.6
Final 128 129 146.8 179.8 1985
Yavapal 118,77 120.4 1389 180.8 204
Yuma 106.9 108 118.8 141.6 164.7

Countios roundad o nearsst 100, Staie total s derved by addition of rounded county totals,
Source: Arizona Revised Fopulation Estimates: Population Projections: 1989-2040, Depantment of Economic Security, May 1990

TRAVEL AND TOURISM visitors aver an eight-year period to federal and
state parks, monuments, and historlcal areas in
those counties. Visltor use data for public lands
administerad by the Bureau of Land

Management or Forest Service are not included.

The counties in which the river study areas are
tocated have a variety of visitor attractions.
Table 3-14 shows the average number of
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TABLE 3-14

VISITOR STATISTICS: NATIONAL AND STATE PARKS/AREAS

COUNTY AVG VISITORS PER TOTAL FER COUNTY AVGDAY
YEAR (1964-92) DAY

COCHISE CHIRICAHUA N.M. {1} 72,764 199 206,048/565
CORONADD N.Mem. (2) 68,623 160
FT. BOWIE N.H.5 (2] 7,404 20
TOMBSTONE COURTHOUSE 67,357 185
S.H.P {2}

COCONING GRAND CANYON N.P. (1) 3,662,779 10,035 7.490,862/20,623
GLEN CANYON N.R.A. (3} 2,830,838 8,030
BUNSET CRATER N.M. {1] 490,451 1,344
WUFATEKI N.M. (2} 231,204 833
PIPE 5PRINGS (2} 37,494 103
WALNUT CANYON (2} 137,889 378

GILA TONTO N.M. (2] 68,167 187 138, 226/373
BOYCE THOMPSON AABORETUM 68,069 186
1)

GRAHAM ROPER LAKE Z.P. (3} 46,132 128 448,132/128

LA PAZ ALAMO LAKE S.P. (PART) {3) 21,877 60 B87.031/238
BUCKSKIN MTN 5.P. (3) 6G,164 179

MOHAVE LAKE MEAD N.A.A. {3) 8,217,806 12,516 6.780,344/24,0656
LAKE HAVASU 5.P. (3} 540,661 1,481
ALAMO LAKE 5.F. {FART) (3) 21,877 60

PINAL CASA GRANDE RUINS N.M. (2} 167,206 4860 216,072/589
LOST DUTCHMAN 5.P. {1) 43,462 118
MCFARLAND 5.H.P (2) 4,405 12

YAVAFPAI TUZIGOOT (2) 112 480 308 1,083,242/1,996
MONTEZUMA CASTLE (2} 786,922 2,196
SLIDE ROCK 5.P. (1986-1992) {3) 21,386 59
FT. VERDE 5.H.P. {2} 30,293 [ =)
JEROME 5.H.F. (2} 102,845 282
DEAD HORSE RANCH S.P. {1} 39,418 108

Exeludas Mancopa aﬁma Caunties

Kay: N.P. = National Park; N.M. = National Monument; N.H.5. = National Historic Site; 5.P. = State Park; N. Mam. National
Memorial; §.H.F. = Stata Historical Park; (1) = Scenic; {2} = Histerds: {3) = Water-bazad
Saurces: Arizona Stata Parks Board: University of Arizona Economic and Business Rasearch Pragram
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CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains an analysis of the
environmental consequences of the statewide
alternatives described in Chapter 2. Any
substantive changes in the affected environment
caused by implementing the altemathves are
regarded as impacts.

If a resource described in Chapter 3 (Affected
Environment) is rot changed by implementing
an alternative, or f the impact is not critical or
permanent, it i3 not discussed. For example,
there would be no surface disturbance activities,
and particulates would not be released into the
atmosphere; thus air quality would not be
affected. Thera would be no hew developments
producing or consuming energy; thus energy
use will not be discussed. There would be no
effects on the climate or topography. The
implementation of the alternatives would not
affect fire management, wild burro management,
or desert tortoise habltat management. Impacts
on individual wild and scenic river study areas
are discussed in the River Appendix {(Volume 2).

Methodology

The focus of this environmental impact
statement is on the impacts that would result
from implementing the alternatives determining
suitabllity and recommending designation or
determining nonsuitability and not
recommending designation for all, portions, or
nona of the eligible river segments. The
alternatives were developed in response to
issues assoclated with protecting outstandingly
remarkable values through wild and scenic river
designation.

However, wild and scenic river designation or
nondesignation would not occur In a vacuum or
in isolation. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the
Arizona Bureau of Land Management currantly
is administering a numbar of plans that preserve
and protect riparfan areas. For example,
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actions under the riparlan national consarvation
areas and the wilderness areas provide
protection for riparian zones. Similarly,
management of the riparian areas of critical
environmemntal concern Includes protective
measures for riparian areas.

An analysis of the impacts of wild and scenic
river designation, therefore, cannot be
soparated from these ongoing plans and
management actions. In the impact analysis of
each alternative, an effort has beasn made to
consider how the ongoing actions would affect
and be affacted by the Implementation of the
alternatives. The method of analysis centars on
the combination of rivers and the total acreage
involved in each issue addressed in this
environmental impact statement.

Assumptions

The assumptions used for the analysis of
impacts include the following.

1. All management actions would comply with
appropriate laws, regulations and policles.

2. The implementation of each alternative
would involve a fully funded and staffed
administrative office.

3. The period of analysis for this project is 20
years. Short-term impacts ara those occurring
within five years of implementation.

4. Direct effects are caused by the activity and
occur at the same time and place. Indirect
offacts are caused by tha action but are latar in
time or farther removed in distance.

5. Ongoing management actions described in
Chapter 2 would continue to be implemented
under all the alternatives.
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6. Designation as a Wild, Scenic, or
Recreational river would not affect existing, valid
water rights. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
creates a federal reserved water right for a
quantity of water sufficient to meet the purposes
of the act on designated river segments. The
Bureau of Land Management would have the
responsibility to preserve gach designated
segment in lts free-flowing condition to protect
Its outstandingly remarkable values, The
quantity of water necessary to fulflll that
responsibliity would be determined through
assessments of instream flow needs.

7. A new federal reserved water right asserted
hy a wild and scenic river designation would be
junior to all valld and existing rights. This action
would have no Impact on existing water rights
either upstream or downstream because it
would be junior to any existing right.

8. In addltion, the Bureau of Land Management
would seek to acquire other means of
protection through the purchase, on a willing
seller-willing buyer basis, of water rights, land
exchanges, negotiated agreements, or other
appropriate arrangemeants.

9. Management plans would be developed in
compliance with the National Environmental
Palicy Act for any Congresslonally designated
Wwild and Scenic River.

10. Where data are limited, the analysis infers
environmental consaequences using knowledge
of the area and professional expertise and
judgment based on observation and analysis of
conditions and responses in other areas.

IMPACTS FROM IMPLEMENTING THE
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

This alternative determines suitability and
recommends Congressional designation for all
or parts of 14 eligible rivers (29 segments)
covering 74,960 acres into the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System. Six river study areas
(11 river segments) of the eligible study areas
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are determined to be nonsuitable. These river
study areas total approximately 27,000 acres.

There are two types of management actions in
this alternative. Wild and scenic river
management actions implement recommended
wild and scenic river designations. The other
type is the ongoing management actions
described in Chapter 2. These ongoing
management actions are assoclated with
wilderness areas, riparian national conservation
areas, areas of critical environmental concern,
and resource management plans, and would
supplement the protection provided by wild and
scehic river designations. The impacts of a
nonsuitable designation are analyzed along with
the impacts of a suitabillty designation.

Quistandingly Remarkable Values

Under the recommended alternative the
outstandingly remarkable values in 14 river
study areas (29 segments) recommended as
suitable for designation would recelve long-term
protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. Six river study areas (11 river segments)
are recommended as nonsultable for
deslgnation and the outstandingly remarkable
values would not receive legislative protection
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Impacts on Outstandingly Remarkable
Scenlec Values

Qutstandingly remarkable scenic values were
identified in 14 of the 20 eligible wild and scenic
river study areas.

Implementation of the recommended alternative
would protect the outstandingly remarkable
scenic values in 12 areas (24 segments)
encompassing 69,850 acres. Twelve segments
(34,520 acres) of eight river study areas are
recommended as Wild. Seven segments are in
wilderness areas. The remaining 12 segments
are recommended for either Scenic or
Recreational designations (34,827 acres). Three
river study areas with outstandingly remarkable
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TABLE 4-RA1: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE SCENIC VALUES

RIVER STUDY AGUA ARA- BIG BILL BURR GILA L.SANMID PARIA SAN SANTA VIE- BLM
AREAS FRIA VAIPA BANDY WLME CREEK BOX FRAN GILA PEDRO MARIA GIN PUBLIC
CISCO LANDS

BLM Public Land Acres 6710 3200 11%0 4630 TOL0 7460 1430 1780 8960  1X236 44D 9334 GPRSO
Wil Scgmenis 20 N0 21% 414 7010 0 0 0 8960 0 4840 28 34512
Mo Roads in Wild Scga 3230 0 0 4260 0 a 0 0 0 740 [1} £230
Ho New Mmeal Entry LrLl Q 0 4260 0 0 0 0 ¢ 740 0 #1230
No Surface Patent 4710 0 486 3787 1410 1410 1780 0 0 570 4236 20409
Motorized Usc Reatricted 3o 0 0 4260 0 [} 0 ] 0 Ta0 0 a230
No Dama or Diverwions G710 3200 2190 4630 7010 7460 1450 1780  B9GD 12256 4540 9344 s9HA0

Acres covered in outstardmgly remarkable portion by management actions common io all allematives

WLDR/RNCA 0 3200 2190 4164 3223 6050 40 0 B9GD 12254 4270 A0RE 49441
ACEC 2160 Lo0% 484 4260 0 [ 4] 0 1120 T40 42384 14031
Mikcy Closcd 1 1] ] 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 26
Existing Roads 3000 623 L] 1777 0 1430 1780 Q 1] 1010 0 643
Denignated Rioads 480 1009 4B6 473 7460 40 1] 1] 12236 320 423 16980
Ho Surlace Ocoopancy 3480 1009 486 673 0 14% 1780 1] 1] 1060 4236 14194
Protection of Heals 1] 1009 486 4913 1] a 1] 1] 0 1060 0 T488
Erosion Contiol [} 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 ] ] 1} 0 IR
Cottonwood Planting 670 0 100 0 ] 0 0 0 1120 [} 0 1890
No Womidcuatting 0 0 0 0 350 0 i 0 0 0 934 13784
DeadDown Wood Only 0 a L] Q 0 0 0 0 0 320 4256 4576
Ne Native Plant Ramoval 0 1009 485 673 0 0 0 0 0 320 4] 2488
Salt Codar Revoval 0 3200 410 510 a 0 0 61D 0 710 1] 0 5430
Femcing 0 0 5 a 0 5 [¢] 0 0 1] 0 10
Unique Walcrs Monitoring 0 0 24 0 L; 0 0 10 o 0 19
New Water Sources 0 3 5 5 3 0 0 ] 0 5 1] 15
Camp Outside Riparian 0 1009 486 493 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 TI68
HeBeopuer Restrictions 0 100% 4B4 4933 0 0 0 0 0 1060 [1] 7488
Total acres (BIM/privaic/other) covered by oubstandingly remarkablc portion

Total Acrea Ti60 2920 6357 7490 7960 2020 2330 BMG0 14080 3430 11040  T5TAY
Privaic 430 T30 i24 480 300 570 320 0 1824 410 1632 TE40
Stac/Other 0 0 684 0 0 0 230 [} 1} 0 =) 978
RMP Plumed Acqudsitions 120 0 730 800 480 300 570 550 0 480 610 1354 £416
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scanic values are recommendad as not suitable
for designation. These are Turkey Creek,
Francis Creek, and the Hassayampa River.

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values
include canyons, mountain slopes, rolling hills,
and broad river channels. Many of the areas
offer exceptional opportunities for sightseeing
and photography. Riparian forests and heavy
stands of vegetation offer sharp contrasts in
areas where the surrounding vegetation is
dominated by desert shrubs.

Mineral entry, leasing and matsriaf disposals
would be prohiblted by withdrawal on five Wild
segments (8,230 acres) of three river study
areas. The three river study areas are the Agua
Fria River (3,230 acres), Burro Creek (3
segments, 4,260 acres), and the Santa Marla
River (740 acres}. These areas have a low to
moderate potential for locatable minerals.
Prohibiting mineral antry would protect the
outstandingly remarkable scenlc values by
preventing surface disturbance from new mining
activities in the river corridors, Approved plans
of operations would be required for all mining
ralated activity above casual use.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 20,409 acres outslde of wilderness areas in
seven river study areas. The segments are in
the Agua Fria River, Bill Williams River, Burro
Creak, Gila River: Gila Box, Lower San
Francisco River, Santa Maria River, and Virgi
river study areas. :

Restricting patents to the mineral estate would
preserve the surface In federal ownership and
managament. Although mining activities could
alter the landscape, reclamation is required, and
reclamation would mitigate surface disturbances
by returning the area to a natural condition.

New roads would be prohibited on 8,230 acres
outside of wilderness areas in the Wild
segments of three river study areas (Agua Fria
River, Burro Creek, Santa Maria River).
Matorized travel also would be restricted in
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these areas.

Prohiblting new roads and restricting travel
would protact the outstandingly remarkable
scenlc values from any damage by vehicle use
in the river study areas. In certain situations the
prohibition on new roads could limit future
access to uplands areas for recreational,
scientfic, minerals development, or other
activities.

New rights-of-way would be discouraged in the
Wild segments (8,230 acres) outside of
wildernass arsas. While this would not prevent
new rights-of-way, it would encourage
applicants to consider alternative routes.
Rights-of-way could degrade outstandingly
remarkable scenic values; however, the
approval of new rights-of-way would require the
completion of environmental compliance
documentation. This action would complement
other efforts to prevent such degradation.

Where these have not already been Inltiated,
instream flow agsessments on the 11 study
areas would be conducted In order to secura
Instream flow protection. Flow protection
strategies and actions would be developed for
each river study area to protect the
outstandingly remarkable scenic values.

Under the recommended alternative dams,
levees and other types of diversions would be
prohibitad on 211 miles of 11 rivers. This action
would protect the outstandingly remarkable
scenic values on 23 segments by maintaining
natural landscapes and stream flows.

With Congressional designation and Bureau of
Land Management implementation, the
outstandingly remarkable scenic values would
be legislatively protactad from possible
inundation by the Alamo Reservoir on two
segments and up to 7,000 acres along
approximately 24 riparian miles of the Big
Sandy and Santa Maria rivers.

Additional protection for the outstandingly
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remarkable scenic values would be supplied by
the ongoing management activities described in
Chapter 2.

In tha Turkey Creek study area, determined to
be nonsultable, approximately 370 of the 1100
acres are protected by the Aravaipa Creek
Wilderness Area and any impacts of
nondesignation would be minimal. The
remainder (730 acres) would be under
administrative protection from the Turkey Creek
Riparian Area of Critical Environmental Concern,
Impacts to the outstandingly remarkable scenic
values resulting from nondesignation in this
portion could arise from activities such as
recreation and possibly minerals development.
Recreation use can result in damage and
introduce trash including glass and metal
objects as well as other foreign elements in
areas not designated for legislative protection.
Also, although the mineral potential is low and
any mining actions would be subject to
approval of a mining plan of operations,
exploration efforts could occur and these could
impair tha outstandingly remarkable scenic
values.

In the Francls Creek study area, determined to
be nonsuitable, ahout 480 acres of the 1360-
acre total would be under the administrative
protection of the Burro Creek Riparian and
Cultural Area of Critical Environmental Concern.
Recreation, Off-highway vehicle use,
woodcutting, native plant removal, and other
aclions that could potentially damage the
outstandingly remarkable scenic values are
addressed in management restrictions in the
area of critical environmental concern. Because
of this any impacts resulting from
nondesignation In this portlon of the study area
wolld be minimal.

Approximately 3,500 acres of the Hassayampa
River determined to be nonsuitable are in the
Hassayampa Canyon Wilderness. Although the
legislative protection of wilderness does not
specifically include outstandingly remarkable
scenic values associated with the river study

area, wilderness protection would prevent any
significant deterioration to the values through
the prohibition of new mineral entry subject to
valld existing rights, mechanized vehicle use,
and other provisions of wilderness management.

The remaining acreage in Turkey Creek and the
Hassayampa River study area would be subject
to several types of impacts. A low potential for
iocatable minerals exists in the Francis Creek
region, but the potential is medium to high in
the Hassayampa River study area. For
example, the impacts on the outstandingly
remarkable scenic values from exploration
activities and the development of new small
mining operations could he substantial.
Although reclamation is required of small mining
ventures, there is a potential for adverse
impacts on the outstandingly remarkable scenic
values.

The impacts from mining actlvities above casual
use would be minimized because they are
subject to approved plans of operation and
Bureau of Land Management stipulations that
would prevent damage to outstandingfy
remarkable values.

On these acres in the nonsuitable study areas
that are not under other legislative or
administrative protection, off-highway vehicle
use and other recreation activities such as
camping would not be subject to special
management stipulations or guidance. As a
result, the outstandingly remarkable scenic
values, which although not currently threatened,
could be at risk as demands on public lands
increasea.

= Conclusion

Implementation of the recommended alternative
would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable scenic values on 24
segments and 69,850 acres of 11 rivers. A
beneficial impact would result from long-term
iegislative protection of these values under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
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Qutstandingly remarkable values in the five
segments of the three rivers determined to be
nonsultable cover 20,340 acres. Much of this
acreage Is included in wildernass areas
{portions of Turkey Creek, Hassayampa River)
and areas of critical environmantal concern
whare tha outstandingly remarkable values
would recelve administrative protection.

Two river study areas Included in the 14 rivers
under the recommended alternative, Bonlta
Creek and Cienega Creek, do not have
outstandingly remarkable scenic values.

+ Impacte on outstandingly remarkabie
recreational valuea

Nine of the 20 eligible river study areas contain
outstandingly remarkable recreational values.

Eight of the nine rivers are datarmined sultable
and identified for Congressional designation by
the recommended altemative. These eight river
study areas consist of 20 segments covering
54,330 acres. One study area, Turkey Creek, is
determined to be nonsuitable. The
outstandingly remarkable recreational values in
the 1100-acre Turkey Creek study area would
not receive legislative protection from the
provisions in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. A
2,450 acre portion of Burro Creek, and a small
portion of the Lowar San Francisco River study
area also would be determined not suitable.

The outstandingly remarkable recreational
values support hiking, backpacking, camping,
horseback riding, sightseeing, wildlite
observation, hunting, fishing, photography, rock
climbing, swimming, rafting, kayaking, canoeing,
and geologic, ecologic, off highway vehicle use
and cultural resource observation and
interpretation. Visitor use figures range from
annual uses that are very iow (Wright Creek) to
the very popular Aravaipa Creek, Burro Creek,
and San Pedro River areas.

Table 3-6 in Chapter 3 summarizes the primary
types of recreation assoclated with each study
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area. In addition, visitors are attracted by
archaeological and historic resources. There
are numerous opportunities for photographic
and artistic projects.

Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales wouid
ba prohibited by withdrawal on 4,260 acres of
the Wild segments of one river study area
{Burro Creek). This prohibition would seliminate
any surface disturbances or conflicts with the
outstandingly remarkable recreational values
from new mining operations. Approved plans of
operation would be required for all mining
related activity above casual use.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 11,349 acres In ftve river study areas (Bill
Williams River, Burro Creek, Gila River: Gila
Box, Lower San Francisco River, and Yirgin
River). This action would preserve the surface
In federal ownership and management.
Although mining activities could alter the
landscape and affect outstandingly remarkable
recreational values, reclamation is required, and
reclamation would mitigate surface
disturbances.

New roads would be prohibited on 4,260 acres
the in the Wild segments of one river study area
{Burro Creek). Motorized use also would be
restricted in this segment. Prohibiting new
roads and rastricting motorized travel would
protect the outstandingly remarkable
recreational values from any damage by, or
conflicts with vehicle use in the river study
areas. In certain situations, the prohibition on
new roads could limit future access to uplands
areas for other recreational, scientific, minerals
development, or other activities.

In five river study areas with Wild segments
(24,800 acres) new rights-of-way would be
discournged. While this would not prevent new
rights-of-way, it would encourage applicants to
consider alternattve routes. Rights-of-way could
degrade the outstandingly remarkable
recreational values; however, the approval of
new rights-of-way would require the completion
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TABLE 4-RA2: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE

RECREATION VALUES
RIVER STUDY ARA- BILL BURRO GILA LEAN PARIA  SAN VIR- BLM
AREAS VAIPA WLME CREEK BOX  FRAN- PEDRO QI PUBLIC
CIsCO LAND

BLM Public Land Acrey 3200 4630 7010 7460 1430 B9G0D 12256 9344 343X
Wild Segments 3200 4164 7010 0 ¢ 8960 0 928 24262
Mo Roads in Wild Sega 1] 0 4160 0 0 0 0 0 4260
No New Mineral Entry 0 0 4260 a 0 0 0 0 4260
No Surfaco Polent 0 485 3787 1410 1410 0 0 4256 11349
Motorized Use Resiricled 1} 1} 4260 a 1] 0 0 0 4260
No Dams or Diversions 3200 4630 7010 7460 1450 B9&0 12256 9344 34330

Acres covered in oulstandingly remarkabie portion by management actions common to ll alternatives

WLDR/RNCA 3200 4164 322j 6050 40 8960 12256 3088 42981
ACEC 0 486 4260 0 0 1] 1120 4256 10122
Miles Claged 0 0 1] 25 0 1} 0 0 5
Exisling Roads 0 0 1777 0 14%0 a 0 0 3227
Designaied Roada 0 486 673 7460 40 1] 12156 4236 23171
No Surface Ocoupancy 0 486 673 a9 14%0 0 0 4256 6863
Proeclion of Nesta 0 486 4933 0 0 0 0 a 5419
Eromion Control 0 1} 0 0 0 0 kL a kL
Cottonwood Planting 0 100 0 0 0 0 1120 0 1220
No Woodouthing 0 0 0 550 0 0 0 9344 9894
DeadDown Wood Only 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4256 4156
No Native Plant Removal 0 486 673 0 0 i} 0 1] 1159
Salt Cedar Removal 3200 510 0 0 0 0 710 0 4410
Fencing 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 10
Unique Walers Monilaring 10 0 24 0 b ] 0 10 1] 49
Neaw Waler Bources 0 3 5 3 0 0 1) 0 15
Camp Onriside Riparian 1] 486 4913 0 0 0 0 0 3419
Helicopter Restrictions Q 486 49313 0 0 0 0 0 1419
Total acres (BLM/private/other) covared by outstandingly remarkahle portion

Total Acres 3200 6357 7490 7960 2020 B960 14080 F1040 41107
Privaie L1} 524 480 300 570 0 1824 1631 5330
State/Other 0 684 0 a 0 0 0 64 748
RMP Plarmed Atquiaitions 0 £00 480 500 570 0 480 1596 4476
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of environmental compliance documentation.
This action would complement other efforts to
prevent such degradation.

Where not already initiated, instream flow
assessments on the eight study areas would be
conductad in order to secure instream flow
protection. Flow protection strategles and
actions would be developed for each river study
ares to protect the outstandingly remarkable
recreatlonal values.

Prohibiting dams, levees, and other types of
diversions on the approximate 150 riparian miles
covered by this portion of the recommended
alternative would protect outstandingly
remarkable recreational values on the 20
segments. In addition, the outstandingly
remarkable racreational values along the
riparian milas of eight rivers would be protected
by maintalning natural landscapes and stream
flows. The outstandingly remarkable
recreational values would also be protectad by
tha ongoing management actions described in
Chapter 2.

Although the eligibillty evaluation determined
that the 1100-acre Turkey Creek study area
possaessed outstandingly remarkable
raecreational values, this area is determined to
be nonsuitable in the recommended alternative.
While the outstandingly remarkable recreational
values would not receive long-term leqgislative
protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Acl, there would be some protaction on the 370
acres in the Aravaipa Wilderness Area. The
remaining 730 acres would not have special
legislative protection.

« Conclusion

There would be no adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable recreatlonal valuas on

76

54,330 acres from implementation of the
recommended alternative. The long-term
legislative protection would be beneficial. The
outstandingly remarkable recreational values an
about 3,950 acres not determined suitable
would be protected under wilderness and the
administrative actions of area of critical
environmental concern management, Adverse
impacts would not be expected to occur.

Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
geologic values

Outstandingly remarkable geologic values are
found in three of the 20 river study areas. Cver
15,000 acres In two of these river study areas
(Paria and Glila River: Gila Box) are in
wilderness areas or riparian national
consgervation areas and have long-term
{eglslative protection.

Approximately 424 acres in the Lower San
Francisco River study area would be determined
to be nonsuitable.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 2,820 acres in the Glla River: Gila Bax and
Lower San Francisco river study areas.

Restricting patents to the mineral estate would
preserve the surface in federal ownership and
management. Although mining activities could
alter the landscape, reclamation is required, and
this would mitigate surface disturbances.

Under the recommendad alternative dams,
leveas, and other types of diversions would be
prohlbited on approximately 59 riparian miles.
This action would protect outstandingly
remarkable geologic values by maintaining
natural landscapes and stream flows.
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TABLE 4-RA3: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS:
OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE GEOLOGIC VALUES

RIVER STUDY GILA  LOWER PARIA  BLM
AREA BOX FRAN- RIVER PUBLIC
CISCO LAND
BLM Public Land Acres 7460 1450  E960 17870
Wild Segmemts ¢ 0 8960 8960
No Roads in Wild Segs 0 0 0 0
No New Mineral Entry 0 0 0 0
No Surface Patent 1410 1410 0 2820
Mutorized Use Restricied 0 0 0 0
No Dams or Diversions 7460 1430 8260 17870
Actes coverad in outsiandingly remarkable portion by
management eclions cammon 10 all altermatives
WLDR/RNCA 5030 40 8960 13030
ACEC 0 0 0 0
Miles Cloged 25 0 0 13
Existing Roads 0 1430 0 1450
Designaled Roads T460 40 0 7500
No Surface Occupancy 0 1430 0 1430
Protection of Nesin 0 0 o 0
Erosion Control 0 0 0 ]
Cottonwood Planting 0 ] 0 0
No Woodculting 550 0 o 330
DeadThwn Wood Only 0 0 0 0
No Native Piant Removal 0 0 0 0
Salt Cedar Removal 0 0 0 0
Fencing 0 3 0 5
Unique Walers Monitoring 0 3 0 3
New Water Sources 5 0 1] 5
Camp OQutgide Riparian 0 1] 0 0
Helicopter Restriclions 0 0 0 0
Tolal acres (ALM/Private/Other) covered by oulstandingly
remarkable porlion
Tolal Acres 7960 2020 B960 18940
Private 300 570 0 1070
State/(Mher 0 0 0 0
RMP Planned Acquisitiong 500 570 0 1070

T
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« Conclusion

There would be no adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable geologic values on
17,870 acres from the implementation of the
recommended alternative. Tha 424 acres in the
Lower San Francisco River study area would
not be under the long-term protection of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable fish
and wildllfe habiat and aquatic habitat
valuea

Qutstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife
habltat values were identified in 19 of the 20
eligible river study areas. Aquatic habltat was
identified as an outstandingly remarkable value
In two river study areas: Bonita Creek and the
Virgin Rhver,

All 14 of the river study areas determined to be
sultable for designation by Congress into the
Wild and Scenic Rivers System by the
recommended alternative contain this value.
These 14 rivers consist of 29 segments covering
75,340 acres. Twelve segments (35,000 acres)
are recommended for designation with a Wild
classification. The remaining 17 segments
(39,340 acres) are identified for either a Scenic
or Recreatlonal classiflcation.

The recommended alternative also determines
that 27,101 acres in four river study areas (11
segments) and segments of other sultable rivers
with outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife
habltat and aquatic habitat values are
nonsuitahle. These Include the Francls Creek,
Hassayampa Rbver, Hot Springs Canyon,
Swamp Springs, and Wright Creek study areas
and portions of Big Sandy River (2030 acres),
Burro Creek (2,450 acres), Middle Glla River
(4,350 acres), and Santa Marla River (2,240
acras).

Tables 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3 provide details
on fish and wildlife populations and riparian
vegetation by river area for each of the 20 river
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study areas.

Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 8,230 acres In
the Wild segments of three river study areas
(Agua Fria River, Burro Creek, Sama Maria
River) outside of wilderness areas and riparlan
national conservation areas. This prohibition
waolld eliminate any threat to the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildlife vaiues from splils,
excavations, transportation, and other activities
assoclated with mining operations.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 23,659 acres in nine river study areas
outside wilderness areas and riparian nationai
conservation areas. The river study areas
include the Agua Fria River, Bili Williams River,
Bonita Creek, Burro Creek, Clenega Creek, Gila
River: Gila Bax, Lower San Francisco River,
Middle Gila River, Santa Maria River, and Virgin
River. Restricting patents to the mineral estate
woulld preserve the surface in federal ownership
and management. Although mining acthvities
could alter the landscape and potentially affect
habitat, rectamation is required.

New roads would be prohibited on 8,230 acres
outside of wilderness areas in segments
recommended as Wild in three river study areas
{Agua Fria River, Burro Creek, Santa Maria
River). Motorized use also would be restricted
in these areas. Prohibiting new roads and
restricting motorized use would protect the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife values
from vehicle use and potential damage Iin the
river study areas. In certaln shuations, the
prohibltion on new roads could limit future
access to uplands arcas for recreational,
sciemtific, minerals development, or other
activities.

New rights-of-way would be discouraged in
three Wild river study areas (8,230 acres)
outside of wilderness areas. While this would
not prevent new rights-of-way, it would
encourage applicants to consider alternative
routes.
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TABLE 4-RA4: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE FISH AND WILDLIFE

. — HABITAT AND AQUATIC HABITAT VALUES
[ RIVER STUDY AGUA ARA. BIG BIL BON- BURRO CIENEGA G FARIA SAN  SANTA VIR- BLM

AREAS FRIA VAIPA 3ANDY WLMS CREE CREEK CREEK BOX FRAN- GILA PEDRO MARIA GIN  PUBLIC
CIsCO LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 710 3200 2190 4550 1810 7010 3100 7460 1450 1780 8960 12258 4840 Dl T4850

Wild Segroents 30 30 2190 418 o0 7010 0 [ 0 Q0 B9S0 0 4840 928 M52
Mo Roads in Wild Segy 3130 ] 0 [+] 0 4280 0 0 0 a a 0 740 0 8230
No New Mincral Entry 3230 0 o 1] 0 4260 ] 0 0 1] 0 4 740 4] 810
No Surface Patern 5710 0 0 436 50 318% 3208 1410 1410 1780 0 0 $M0 4256 23659
Motorized Une Remtricted ™ 3230 0 0 0 0 4260 ] 0 0 0 4] 0 740 0 8230
Mo Dams or Diversi 61140 3200 2190 4550 1810 7ola 100 G460 1450 1780 B9S0 12255  4B40 9344 T4840
Acrea covered in cutstardingly remarksble partion by manegemen aclions commen o al] aliernatives

WLDR/RNCA 0 3200 2190 4164 1750 3223 0 5050 40 0 B960 12256 4270 5088 51201
ALCEC 2160 Li] 1009 436 Li] 4260 L] 1] 0 0 o 1120 740 4256 14031
Milea Cloaed 1 0 0 ¢ 11 0 ] i ] 0 0 0 0 ] 0 42
Existing Road 3000 /] 529 )] 0 I 3200 0 1450 1780 0 0 1010 i) 12845
Designated Roads 430 0 1009 486 1810 73 ¢ 7480 40 o 0 J256 320 4256 28790
Ne Surfuce Ocoupancy 3430 0 1009 486 0 673 3200 0 1450 1780 0 0 1080 4256 17394
Prodection of Nests 0 0 1009 486 0 4933 0 0 0 0 0 0 1050 1] T438
Ermion Control 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 38 0 0 39
Conanwood Planting 470 0 [ 100 0 a [ 0 0 0 0 1120 0 ¢ 1890
Mo Woodruring 0 0 0 ¢ 150 0 N 55 0 3890 0 D 6 ;4 171
DeadTicwm Wood Cnly 0 0 1] 0 0 0 3200 0 4] b 0 o 30 4256 TIG
Mo Native Plum Removal o 0 1009 485 0 673 0 i) [ 0 1] ] 30 o 24R8
Salt Cedar Rernoval ¢ 3200 420 510 [0 0 [] 0 [ 510 0 "o 0 [ 5450
Fercing a 0 5 5 0 0 i) 5 0 L} ] 0 ¢ 15
Unitque Witlers Monitering 0 10 0 0 5 24 6 0 5 0 0 10 0 0 54
New Water Souroes 0 0 5 5 1 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 o3 6
Camp Outaide Riperian 0 0 1009 486 350 4933 0 0 0 0 0 0 M0 ¢ 1078
Helicopter Restrictions 0 0 1009 &0 6 4933 8 ¢ 0 0 0 D 1060 0 7602
Total s (BLM/Private/Other) covered by outstandingly remarkable partian

Total Acrea 7160 3200 1920 6387 2430 490 3O TS0 2020 2330 E9S0 14080 5450 11040 84757
Privata 450 0 i) 24 620 480 ® 500 510 320 0 1924 610 1632 8260
Stale/Caher 0 0 0 584 (1 0 -] o 0 0 0 0 0 & 1138
RMP Planned Acquisitions 129 0 i) BOD 490 480 180 500 510 550 0 480 810 158 086
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Rights-of-way could degrade outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildilfe habltal values;
however, the approval of naw rights-of-way
would require the completion of environmental
compllance documentation. This action would
complement other efforts to prevent such
dagradation.

Where not already Initiated, instream flow
assessments on the 14 study areas would be
conducted in order t0 secure instream fow
protection. Flow protection strategles and
actions would be developed for each river study
area to protect the outstandingly remarkable
fish and wildlifa habltat values.

Under the recommended alternative dams,
levees, and other types of diversions would be
prohiblted on 241 riparlan miles of 14 rivers.
This action would protect the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildilfe habitat values on
the 29 segments by maintaining natural
landscapes and stream flows.

The outstandingly remarkable fish and wildiife
habitat and aquatic habltat values also would
recelve protection from the ongoing

management actions described in Chapter 2.

Six study areas with outstandingly remarkable
fish and wildlife habitat and aquatic habitat
values are detarmined to be nonsultable. Some
of these areas are In wildernass areas (Swamp
Springs, a portion of the Hassayampa River),
The remainder have varying types of special
protection. Administrative protection under area
of critical environmental concern management
provides protection for Hot Springs Canyon,
Wright Creek, and a 480-acre portion of Francis
Creek, The acreags in these areas would be
subject to mining activities and operations
which can impair fish and wildlife habltat.

In 880 acres of the Francis Creek study area the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aquatic habitat values, which are not
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currently threatened, could be at risk as
demands on public lands increase and off
highway vehicle use, camping, and other
recreational activities expand,

» Conclusion

Implementation of the recommended alternative
would have no adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlfe habitat
and aquatic habitat values on 75,340 acres.
Placing the areas under the long-term lagislative
protection of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
wolld be a beneficial Impact.

The outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife
habitat and aquatic hablat values in the 27,101
acres in six river study areas (13 segments) and
segmemnts determined to be nonsuitable would
not be under the long-term legislative protection
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. These
include the Francis Creek, Hassayampa River,
Hot Springs Canyon, Swamp Springs, and
Wright Creek study areas and portions of Big
Sandy River (2,030 acras), Burro Creek (2,450
acres), Middle Glla River (4,350 acres), and
Santa Maria River (2,240 acres). In areas not
protected by wildemess or under the
adminlstrative protection of area of critical
environmental concern managemant,
deqradation of the values could occur becausa
of increasing demands on public land resources
in the future.

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
cultural, historic, and paleontologic resource
values

Eighteen of the 20 eligible river study areas are
known to contain prehistoric and historic
archaeologlcal sites. Nine of these are
regarded as having outstandingly remarkable
cultural resource values. Details of these nine
areas are shown in Table 3-9, Chapter 3.
Prehistoric sites are present in all 18 areas; six
contain historic sites.
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TABLE 4-RAS5: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE
CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND PALAEONTOLOGIC VALUES

RIVRR STUDY AQUA  BONI- BURRO  GILA LSAN PARIA EAN BLM
AREAS FRIA CREEK CREEK BOX FRAN- FEDRO FUBLIC
CISCO LARD

BLM Public Land Acres 6710 1810 7010 7460 1430 8960 12236 4363

Wild Segnienis Lralll ¢ 7010 0 0 8960 0 19200
No Roads in Wild Segs 3230 0 4260 0 0 0 0 7490
No New Mineral Entry 3130 0 4260 0 0 0 0 7490
No Surface Pater 6710 30 3787 1410 1410 0 ¢ 13367
Motorized Use Restricted 3230 0 4260 0 0 L} 0 7490
No Dams or Diversions 6710 1810 7010 7460 1430  B960 12236 43636

Acres covered in oulslandingly remarkable porlion by managemen actions comimnan 1o all altemalives

WLDR/RNCA Q0 1760 3223 6030 40 8960 12256 32189
ACEC 2160 0 4260 0 0 0 1120 7340
Miles Clozed 1 11 0 3 0 0 0 37
Existing Roada 3000 0 1777 0 1450 0 0 6227
Designated Roads 480 1E10Q 673 7480 40 0 12236 21719
No Surface Occupancy 31480 0 673 0 1430 0 0 1603
Protection of Nesis 0 0 4933 0 1] 0 0 4933
Ercaion Comrol 0 0 0 0 0 0 s 38
Cotlonwood Planling 670 0 1] 0 0 0 1120 1790
No Woodcutting 0 130 0 350 1} 1] 0 700
DeadDown Wood Only 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
No Nativc Plan Rernoval 0 0 673 0 0 0 0 s
Sak Cadar Removal 0 0 0 0 0 0 710 710
Fencing 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 10
Unique Waters Moniloring 0 5 24 0 3 0 10 44
New Waler Sources 1] 1 5 5 0 0 0 11
Camp Oulzids Riparian 0 3370 493 0 0 0 0 R303
Helicopter Restrictions 0 0 4933 0 0 0 0 4933

Total acres (BLM/Private/Other) covered by cutsiandingly remarkable portion

Total Acres 7160 2430 7490 7960 2020 8960 14080 50100
Private 430 620 480 500 570 0 1824 ddd
State/Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RMP Planned Acquisilions 120 490 480 00 370 0 480 2640

81




CHAPTER 4

The recommended alternative determines
suitability and recommends designation for
seven river study areas consisting of 16
segments (45,656 acres) with outstandingly
remarkable cultural and historic values for
designation. Six segments (19,200 acres) are
recommended for designation with a wild
classHication and the remaining 10 segments
(26,460 acres) for a Scenic or Recreational
classffication. Approximately 9,600 acres with
outstandingly remarkable cultural and historlc
values are determined to ba nonsultable.

These primarily are in two study areas (the
1100-acre Turkey Creek and 3,861-acre Wright
Creek) and portlons of Bonlta Craek (1,760
acres), and Burro Creek (2,450 acres).

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

Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be prohiblted by withdrawal on 7,490 acres on
the Agua Fria River and Burro Creek segments
designatad as Wild. Motorized travel Is
restricted and new roads are also prohibited in
these areas. These actions would prevent any
potentlal damage to the outstandingly
remarkable cultural, historic, and paleontologic
values from damage or destruction by minerals
excavation and tailings depostits or from road
construction and vehicle travel.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 13,367 acres In five river study areas outside
of wilderness areas and riparian national
conservation areas. Included are the Agua Fria
River, Burro Creek, Bonita Creek, Gila River:
Gila Box, and Lower San Francisco River.
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Restricting patents to the mineral estate would
praserva the surface in federal ownership and
management. Mining activities would be
monitored to prevent damage to cultural
resources. Alteration of the landscape could
affact the setting and surroundings integral to
the cultural, historic, and paleontologic values.
However, raclamation is required, and
reclamation would mitigate surface
disturbances.

In the river segments (19,200 acres) outskde of
wilderness areas, new rights-of-way would be
discouraged. While this would not prevent new
rights-of-way, It would encourage applicants to
consider alternative routes. Rights-of-way could
degrade outstandingly remarkable cultural,
historic, and paleontological values; however,
the approval of new rights-of-way would require
the completion of environmental compliance
documentation. This action would complement
other efforts to prevent such degradation.

The outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic,
and paleontologic values also would be
protected by the ongoing management actions
described in Chapter 2. For example, proposed
activities that could result in increased use or
surface disturbance would be reviewed by a
cuttural resource specialist. In most cases, a
field inventory of the potentially affected area
would be completed. Sites evaluated as aligible
for the Natlonal Reglster of Historlc Places, In
consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer, would normally be avoided by the
proposed activity. However, f avoldance Is not
possible, impacts would be mitigated through a
data recovery program developed in
consultation with the State Histaric Preservation
Officer.
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Protaction measures, such as fencing or
perlodic monhtoring, would be developed for
selected cultural resources that have either a
high level of significance or a history of
vandalism.

Two of the nine study areas with outstandingly
remarkable cultural, historic and paleontologic
values identified in the eligibility determinations
are determined to be nonsuitable. These are
the Turkey and Wright Creek study areas {4,960
acres}).

A 370-acre portion of Turkey Creek is under the
legislative protection of Wilderness.
Adminigtrative protection for the rest of Turkey
Creek and all of Wright Creek is ensured by
Area of Critical Environmental Concern
management. For example, traval In the Wright
Creek study area is restricted to existing roads;
in Turkey Creek travel is restricted to existing
roads. No surface occupancy restrictions exist
in both study areas.

Recreational use would not be restricted to
protect the outstandingly remarkable values. As
a result, the outstandingly remarkable cultural,
historic, and paleontologic values, which are not
currently threatened, could be at risk as
demands on public lands increasa.

+ Conclusion

Implementation of the recommended alternative
would have no adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable cultural and historic
values (46,656 acres}. Placing the areas under
the long-term legislative protection of the Wild
and Scenlc Rivers Act would be a beneficial
impact.

The outstandingly remarkable cultural and
historic values in the approximately 9,600 acres

would not be under the long-term legislative
protection of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
These primarily are in two study areas (the
1100-acre Turkey Creek and 3,861-acre Wright
Creek) and portions of Bonita Creek (1,760
acres), Burro Creek (2,450 acres). Degradation
of the values could occur because of incraasing
demands on public land resources in the future.

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic values

Two river study areas (8,910 acres) have
outstandingly remarkable hydrdlogic values.
Portions of both study areas (7,000 acres) are
within the Gila River: Gila Box Riparlan National
Conservation Area established by Congress In
1990. The recommended alternative would
determine approximately 430 acres in the Lower
San Francisco River study area to be
nonsultable,

The outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values
are |dentified with perennial natural water flow In
an otherwise seml-arid desert environment.

Currently water rights in the area are under a
complex state and federal water rights litigation
process that eventually will determine stream
flow quantities. The most likely scenario is that
senior water rights will be located downstream,
assuring continued flow in the Gila River; Gila
Box.

Where not already inftiated, instream flow
assessments on the two study areas would be
conducted in order to securse instream flow
protection. Flow protection strategies and
actions would be developed for each river study
area to protect the outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic values.
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TABLE 4-RA6: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS:
OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE

HYDROLOGIC VALUES

RIVER STUDY GILA  L3AN BLM
AREAS BOX FRAN- PUBLIC
CISCO  LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 7460 1450 £910

Wild Segments 0 0 0
Ne Roads in Wild Sega 0 0 V]
No New Mineral Emtry 0 0 0
No Surface Patenl 1410 1410 2820
Molorized Use Restricted 0 0 0

Fed Reserve Water Right 7460 1450 8910

Actes covered in culstandingly rernarkable portion by
managemert aclions common to all allonatives

WLDR/RNCA 6030 40 6030
ACEC 0 0 0
Miles Closed 25 0 13
Exisling Roads 0 1450 1450
Designated Roads 74560 40 7500
No Surface Occupancy 0 1450 1450
Prolcction of Nests 1] 0
Erosion Control a 0 0
Cotlonwood Planting 0 Q Q
No Woodcutting 550 0 350
Dead/Down Wood Only ) 0 0
No Native Plant Removal 0 0 0
Bal Ceder Removal Q 0 o
Fencing [i] 5 5
Unique Walers Monitoning 0 5 b
New Water Sources 5 0 5
Camp Outzide Riparian ¢ 0 0
Helicopter Restrictions 0 0 0

Total acres (BLM/Private/Other) covered by
outstandingly remarkable portion

Total Acres 7960 2020 9980
Private 300 570 1070
Stale/Other 0 0 0

RMP Planned Acquisilions 300 570 1070
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Prohibiting dams, levees, and other types of
diversions on the approximate 32 riparian miles
covered by the this portion of the
recommended alternative would protect
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values.

« Conclusion

Implementation of the recommended alternative
would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values
(8,910 acres). The legislative protection for the
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values
from the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would
complement the legislative protection
associated with the riparian national
conservation area status.
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The outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values
on 434 acres in tha Lower San Francisco River
study area determined to be nonsuitable would
not have long-term legislative protection under

the wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

» Impacts on Minerals Development

A locatable mineral potentlal exists in 34 of the
40 eligible river study area segments (98,120
actes). There is no mineral potential in six river
study area segments (7,597 acres). These are
the Bill Williams River (2 segments, 2,336 acres),
Clenega Creek (2 segments, 3,200 acres), Hol
Springs Canyon (1 segment, 1,600 acres), and
Swamp Springs {1 segment, 640 acres).
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TABLE 4-RAMN1

SEGMENTS WITH MINERAL POTENTIAL
———

Wild and Scenic Sagmant 1 Segment 2 Sagment 3 Segimant 4 Segment B
River Study Area
Agua Fria Rivar L:1390ac M;3230ac L:2080ac

Scenic Wildt Scenic
Aravaipa Creaak L; 3200ac

Wild
Big Sandy River L-M;2180ac

wild

Bill Willarms L-M;2314ac N:488ac N;185Q0ac
River Wild Scenic Wwild
Bohita Craek L:1810ac

Recreational
Burre Creek L;500ac L-M;2750ac M-H;2830ac M:1130ap

Wild Wwild Wild wild
Cienega Creak N;3, 200nac

Seanle
Gila Bax; Gila L;1940ac L;4260ac N-L;1270ac
River Racreational Saanie Rocroational
Qila Box; Lowar L:710ac L;740ac
San Francisco Racreational Racrastional
Rivar
Middle Gila River M;17B0ac

Recreational

Paria Rilver 1-H;B8860ac

wild
San Pedro River L/M;116168ac L/M;840ac

Recraatlonal Recreational
Santa Marla L/M:;48408c
Rivar wiid
Virgin Rivar L;928ac L;2336ac L;2368ac L;:3712ac

Wild Scenic Racraational Racraational

The recommended alternative includes 14 river
study areas containing 29 segments (74,860
acres). Tweiva of these segments (34,522
acres) are determined sultable and
recommended for designatlon with a Wild
classification; the remaining 17 segments
(39,338 acres) are recommended for
designation with a Scenic or Recreational
classification.

In the implementation of the recommended
alternathve, five segments (8,230 acres) with

mineral potential and outside of wilderness
areas would be recommended for a Wild
classification and withdrawn from mineral entry.
The tlver study areas and segments are shown
in Table 4-RAMN2. Acreage is shown for
segments that would be withdrawn under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; acres are not
included for segments withdrawn in wilderness
areas.
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TABLE 4-RAMN2
RIVER AREA WILD SEGMENT MINERAL WITHDRAWALS

WLDR Withdraw

Rivar Study Segment 1 Sagment 2 Segmaent 4 Sagmant §
Arsa
Agua Moderats
Fria 3230 acres
Aravaipa Low
WLDR Whhdraw
Big Low/Maodarata
Sandy WLDR Withdraw
Burro Low Loaw/Modearats Modearate/High Modarate
Croak 600 acres WLDR Withdraw 2630 acres 1130 acres
Parla Law/High
WLDR Withdraw
Banta Low/Modarate
Maria 740 acras
Virgin Low

As Table 4-RAMN2 Indicates, segments In the
Agua Fria River, Bill Williams River, Burto Creek,
and Santa Marla River study areas would be
recommended for designation with a Wild
classification and withdrawn from mineral entry
under the Wild and Scenic Rivars Act.
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The 17 segments (37,138 acres) in river study
areas recommended for designation and a
Scenic or Recreatlonal classiication would not
be withdrawn from mineral entry under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. These are shown in
Table 4-RAMN3.
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TABLE 4-RAMN3
RIVER AREA SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL LOCATABLE MINERAL POTENTIAL
—=

River Study Area Segment 1 Segmant 2 Sagmont 3 Sagment 4 ||
Agua Fria L:13580ac L; 2080ac
Scanic; Scenic
ACEC
Bill Withams N;488ac
Scenic;
ACEC
Banha Craok N-L;1810ac
Racraational;
RNCA
Gila Box L:1940ac L:4 350ac N-L; 12708
RAscrestional; Scanic: Racroatlonal;
RNCA RNCA RNCA
Lower San L;710ac L;7400c
Fraticinco Racreatlonal; Recreational;
RNCA
Middle Qila M:;1780ac
Racraation
San Pedia L/M;11616ac LiM; 8408
Recraaticn; Racreation;
RNCA RNCA
Virgin L:2336ac L;2358ac L; 371 28e
Scanic Recreation Aecreation
WLDR WLDR ACEC
— il ORI

However, as Table 4-RAMN3 illustrates, nine of
the 15 segments (26,460 actes) are under
whderness area or riparian national conservation
area withdrawals. The remaining six segments
{10,198 acres} include segments 1 and 3 in the
Agua Fria River, segment 2 in the Bill Williams
River, segment 2 in the Lower San Francisco
River, segment 3 in the Middle Gila River, and
sagment 5 in the Virgin River study areas. Three
of these segmaents are in areas of critical
environmental concern where mineral
withdrawals will be recommended.

Adverse impacts on minerals development may
be caused by other changes. For example,
minerals development activities on moderata-to-
high potential areas adjacent to withdrawal
areas may not occur, or may be curtailed if the
ore deposlt is too small for a reasonable
operation. Prohibiting roads in Wild segments
may hinder access to areas outside the wild

B8

and scenic river corridor for exploration and /or
minerals development.

« Conclusion

There are 27 segments where the locatable
mineral potential has been estimated. Five of
thesae segments (8,230 acres) would be
recommended for a Wild classification and
mineral withdrawal under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. One segment (2,630 acres) has a
moderate to high mineral potential. Two others
(4,360 acres) have a moderate potentlal. The
remaining two segments (1,240 acres) have low
to moderate potentlal.

Although there would be no additional acres
withdrawn under the Wild and Scenic Act
provisions of the recommencded alternative,
minerals entry also would be prohibited in 11
segments (46,600 acres) recommended for Wild
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designations in wilderness areas and riparian
national conservation areas.

Prohibiting mineral entry on up to 8,230 acres in
five segments of threa river study areas would
have a minor adverse Impact on minerals

development,

+ Impacts on Tourism

The recommended alternative datermines
sultabillty and recommends designation for
rivers in nine counties: Cochise, Coconino, Gila,

Graham, Greenlee, La Paz, Mchave, Pinal, and
Yavapai. The travel and tourism data for these
counties (Chapter 3, Table 3-14), shows a wide
range of visitor totals. For Graham County, the
eight-year average was 46,100. In contrast,
Coconino County totals were approximately 7.5
million. Greenlee County was omitted because
it has no national or state parks or recreational
areas,

Visltor expectations for the rivers determined
sultable and recormmended for designation in
these countles are shown in Table 4-RAT1.

TABLE 4-RAT1

VISITOR USE CHANGES

COUNTY RIVER STUDY AREA CURRENT USE ESTIMATED VISITOR
INCREASE
Cochise San Pedro = 50,000 > 10 percont
Cogonina Parla §,300 --
Gila Middle Gila 1,600 < 10 parcent
Graham Aravaipa Craak > 16,000 -
Bonlta Craak 15,000 < 20 parcemt
Gila Box: Gila Rivar 4,000 « 20 parcent
Graaniss Gila Box: Gila Rivar 4,000 « 20 percent
Gila Box: Lower San Francisoo River
=>1,000 <10 parcant
La Paz Bill Williamas Rjver « 2,500 « 10 percent
Santa Maria River < 2,000 < 10 paicant
Mohave Big Sandy River 2,600 « 10 porcant
Bill Williame River < 2,600 « 10 parcent
Burrn Crask > 20,000 > 10 percent
Santa Mara River «< 2,000 « 10 parcant
Virgin River 7.600 > 10 parcent
Pima Cianaga Creak = 2,600 = 20 parcent
Pinal Aravaipa Creak > 15,000 -
Middle Gila 1.600 < 20 percent
Yavapail Burro Craak = 20,000 > 10 parcant
Santa Marla River > 2,000 < 10 parcent
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The estimations in Table 4-RAT1 regarding
increases in vislor use involve several
assumptions. One of these Is the normal trend
of visitor use growth. Regardless of
designation, the number of visitors to the river
study areas is expected to increase in
proportion to anticipated increases in tourism
throughout the state. For example, the San
Pedro River Riparian National Conservation Area
currently records over 50,000 annual visitor use
days. Visitor use will increase in the future
regardless of Congressional actlon on
designatlon. The publiclty assoclated with Wild
and Scenic river designation would add slightly
to the normal increase.

Another assumption is that wild and scenic river
designation will be accompanied by publicity.
Maps will identify the rivers; brochures may be
developed; commercial tour ventures may
develop. The Bureau of Land Management
sponsored a University of Arizona study on
nature-based tourlsm in southeastern Arizona.
The study ilustrates how nature-based tourism
can beneflt local economies {University of
Arizona, 1992). The wild and scenic river
publiclty would have lts greatast effect on river
study areas in and near the tourism centars of
the Phoenix (Maricopa County) and Tucson
(Pima County) metropolltan areas. Other
centers would be the clties of Sedona
({Yavapai/Coconino County), Slerra Vista
{Cochise County), Prescott (Yavapai County),
Payson (Gila County), and in Mohave County,
Lake Havasu Clty and Bullhead City.

A third assumption is that the Bureau of Land
Menagement will not undertake recreational
facility developments because of wild and
scenic river designation. Rivers designated as
Wild prohiblt this. While recreational
developments are allowed in Scenic and
Recreational rivers, the Bureau of Land
Management has no plans for the developing
special facilities.

Finally, most of the river segments
recommended as suitable for designation are in

primitive use areas with limited access.
Exceptions to this are the San Pedro River and
portions of the Virgin, Glla, and San Francisco
river study areas.

As Table 4-RAT1 Indicates, the estimated
Increase in vishors ranges from 5,000 in the San
Pedro River study area to fewer than 500 in the
more remote study areas. On a county basis,
Graham County would have an addttional 4,000
annual visitors, or nearly 10 percent of the
average total park and recreational visits shown
in Table 3-14, This would be a minor baneficlal
impact. In Greenlee County, which does not
appear in the data displayed in Table 3-14, the
estimated increase would be approximately
1,000 visitor use days. This also would be a
minor beneficlal impact.

In the other county areas where visitor totals are
already high, visitor increase proporiions
resulting from wild and scenle river designation
would be negligible.

+ Conclusion

Implementation of the recommeanded altarnative
would have no advearse effects on travel and
tourism. Minor beneficial iImpacts would occur
in Graham and Greenlee countles,

Cumulative effects of Implementing the
recommended alternative

A cumulative impact Is defined as the impact on
the environment resulting from the incremental
impact of the action when addad to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (federal or
non-federal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time (40
CFR 1508.7).

Assessing the cumulative impacts of designation
involves several assumptions:
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» Wild and scenic river management
actlons are restricted in this documeant
to public lands in Arizona managed by
the Bureau of Land Management,

= Portions of the river study area under
nonfederal ownership or management
would be excluded. This includes
portions owned or managed by tribal
groups, private entities and states.

= Congresslonal action 1o include the
rivers in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System would not aHect the use
of private propenty.

+ Designation does not apen lands
nonfederal lands to public access. The
right to buy and sell property will not be
affected.

« Ongoing management actions
currently being implemanted for
wildarnass areas, national conservation
areas, and areas of critical
environmental concern would occur on
Bureau of Land Management lands in
which the study areas are located.

Cumulative Impacts on outstandingly
remarkable values

in the past, legisiative protection for resource
values has been provided through the
designation of wilderness areas covering
4,537,864 acres of federal land in Arizona. Four
agencies manage these wilderness areas: the
Bureau of Land Management (1,405,750 acres),
the U.S. Forest Service (1,344,970 acres), the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1,343,444 acres),
and the National Park Service {443,700 acres).

In 1984 Congrass also designated portions of
the Verde River in Arizona that are managed by
the U.S. Forest Service as a wild and scenic
river.

Currently, the Bureau of Land Management

n

recommended alternative has determined that
71,679 acres of federal land in Arizona are
suhable and recommends these areas to
Congress for designation Into the Natlonal Wild
and Scenic Rivers System.

The U.5. Forest Service has issued a Rasource
Information Report providing information on
potential wild, scenic, and recreational rivers In
six National Forests in Arizona (September,
1993). The Resource Information Report
identtfies 53 river areas totalling approximately
843 miles as potentially eligible for designation.

There i3 a possibility that, in the foreseeable
future, some of the rivers identified by the U.S.
Forest Service as potentially eligible will be
included in a legislative bill introduced by
Congress. If no bill is introduced, the U.S.
Forest Service will complete the wild and scenic
river evaluation through its planning process.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlfe Service also has
ldentified an 11-mile segment of the Bill Williams
River as potentially eliglble for inclusion into the
National Wild and Scenic River System. This
segment also could be included ina
Congresslonal leglstative bill. If it is not, the
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service will incorporate
the wild and scenic river evaluation into its
planning process.

In addition, the National Park Service will study
the Grand Canyon portion of the Colorado Rivar
to determine suitabllity (Grand Canyon National
Park - Arizona; General Management Plan,
September, 1993).

The protection of the public lands through
legisiative designation is considered to be a
positive action. As evidence of this, Congress
enacted the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in 1969
in order to preserve and protect selected rivers
for their outstandingly remarkabla values and
“for the benefit and anjoyment of future
generations" (P.L. 90-542, Sec 1(b)).
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» Conclusion

Implementing the recommended alternative
determining suitability and recommending
dasignation for the 14 river areas covering
74,860 acras would result in a beneficial
cumulative impact for the outstandingly
remarkable values.

Cumulative Impacts on minerals
development

In the past, new mineral entry and leasing has
been legislatively prohibited through the
designation of wilderness areas covering
4,537,864 acres of federal land In Arlzona. Four
agencies manage these wilderness areas. the
Bureau of Land Management (1,405,750 acres),
the U.5. Forest Service (1,344,970 acres), the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1,343,444 acres),
and the National Park Service (443,700 acres).

Currently, the Bureau of Land Management
recommended alternative has determined that
74,860 acres of federal land in Arizona are
suitable and recommends these areas to
Congress for designatlon into the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System. The recommended
alternative recommends that five segments be
classified as Wild. These five segments cover
8,230 acres. One segment is In an area
estimated to have a moderate to high potential
for locatable minerals. Two (4,360 acres) are in
areas ostimated to have a moderata locatable
minerals potential. The remaining twp segments
(1,240 acres), are in areas with a low to
moderate locatable minerals potential. Under
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act designation
would withdraw these acres from new mineral
entry and leasing.

The U.S. Forest Service has issued a Resource
Information Report providing information on
potential witd, scenic, and recreational rivers in
six National Forasts in Arizona (September,
1993). The Resourca Information Report
identifies 53 river areas totalling approximately
843 miles as potentially eligible for designation.
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There I8 a possibility that, in the foreseeable
future, some of the rivers Identified by the U.S.
Forest Service as potentially eligible will be
included in a legislative bill introduced by
Congress. If no bill is introduced, the U.S.
Forest Service will complete the wild and scenic
river evaluation through its planning process.

The U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service also has
identified an 11-mile segment of the Bill Williams
River as potentially eligible for inclusion into the
National Wild and Scanic River System. This
segment also could be included in a
Congressional legislative bill. If it Is not, the
U.S. Fish and Wildllife Service will incorporate
the wild and scenic river evaluation into its
planning process.

{n addtition, the Natlonal Park Service will study
tha Grand Canyon portion of the Colorado River
to determine suitability (Grand Canyon National
Park - Arizona; Genaral Management Plan,
September, 1993).

Mining is a major component of the Arizona
economy. Access to mineral resources on
public lands Is an important part of the Arlzona
minerals industry.

Congresslonal designation of the river segments
recommended in the recommanded alternative
for a Wild classification would withdraw 8,230
acres from new mineral entry. One of these
segments (covering 2,630 acres) has a
moderate-to-high locatable mineral potential.
Two other segments (4,360 acres) have a
moderate locatable mineral potential. The
remalining two segments (1,240 acres) have low-
to-moderate locatable mineral potantial.

« Conclusion
The recommended alternative would have a

minor adverse cumulative effact on minerals
development.
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Cumulative Impacts on Tourism

Wilderness areas and wild and scenic rivers
have a tourism value for the counties and state.

In the past, legislative action has created
wilderness areas that covering 4,537,854 acres
of federal land in Arizona. Four agencies
manage these wilderness areas: the Bureau of
Land Management (1,405,750 acres), the U.S.
Forest Service (1,344,970 acres), the U.S. Fish
and Wildife Service (1,343,444 acras), and the
Natlonal Park Service (443,700 acres).

In 1984 Congress also designated portions of
the Verde River in Arizona that are managed by
the U.5. Forest Service as a wild and scenic
Hver.

Currently, the Bureau of Land Management
recommended alternative has determined that
74,860 acres of federal land in Arizona are
suitable and recommends these areas to
Congress for designation into the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System.

The U.S. Forest Service has issued a Resource
Information Report providing information on
potential wild, scenic, and recreational rivers in
six National Forests in Arizona (September,
1933). The Resource Information Report
identifies 53 river areas totalling approximately
843 miles as potentlally eligible for designation.

Thera is a possihility that, in the foresgeable
future, some of the rivers Identified by the U.S.
Forest Service as patentially eligible will be
inclucded in a legislative bill introduced by
Congress. if no bill is introduced, the U.S.
Forast Service will complate the wild and scenic
river evaluation through ks planning process.

The U.S. Fish end Wildllife Service also has
identlfied an 11-mile segment of the Bill Williams
River as potentiatly eligible for inclusion into the
National Wild and Scenic River System. This
segment also could be included in a
Congressional legislative bill. If it is not, the
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice will incorporate
the wild and scenic river evaluation into s
planning process.

In addition, the National Park Service will study
the Grand Canyon portion of the Colorado River
to determine suitability (Grand Canyon National
Park - Arlzona; General Management Plan,
September, 1993).

The protection of the public lands through
legislative designation Is considered to be a
poshive action. As evidence of this, Congress
enacted the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act In 1969
in order to preserve and protect selected rivers
for their outstandingly remarkable values and
“for the beneflt and enjoyment of future
generations” (P.L. 90-542, Sec 1(h)).

+ Conclusion

Implementing the recommended alarnative
determining sultablifty and recommending
designation for the 14 river areas covering
74,860 acres would result in a minor bengficial
cumulative impact on tourism.

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of
resources Involved in the recommended
alternative

There would ba no irreversible and Irretrievable
commitments of resources assoclated with
implementation of the recommended altemative.
The Wild and Scenic Act wolld provide
legislatlve protection. However, legislative
actions are not irreversible and irretrievable.

Unavoidable adverse effacts

Implementation of the recommended altemnative
would have no unavoidable adverse effects.

Short-term uses of the environment versus long-
term productivity

Under the recommended alternative, all shorn-
term uses would continue and future



CHAPTER 4

development options not restricted by other
management actions would remain open.

IMPACTS FROM IMPLEMENTING THE ALL
SUITABLE ALTERNATIVE

The all suitable alternative determines suitabillty
and recommends Congressional designation for
all 20 aligible river study areas (40 segments
cavering 103,061 acres) into the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System.

There are two types of management actions in
this altemative. Wiid and scenic rivar
management actions implement recommended
wild and scenic river designations. The other
type is the ongoing management actions
described in Chapter 2. These ongoing
management actlons are associated with
wilderness areas, riparian national conservation
areas, areas of critical environmental concern,
and Resource Management Plans. The ongoing
management actions would supplement the
protaection provided by wild and scenic river
deslgnations.

Qutstandingly Remarkabla Valuas

Under the all suitable alternative, the
outstandingly remarkable values In the river
segments determined sultable and
recommended for designation would receive
long-term legislative protection under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act.

- Impacts on Qutstandingly Remarkable
Scenic Values

In the eligiblity evaluation, 15 river study areas
were regarded to have outstandingly remarkable
scenic values.

Implementation of the all suitable alternative
would protect the outstandingly remarkable
scenic values on 34 segments of 15 rivers
encompassing 87,500 acres. In 11 river study
arsas (42,518 acres) 14 segments are proposed
for a Wild designation. The remaining 18
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segments (44,472 acres) are proposed for elther
Scenic or Recreational designations.

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values
include canyons, mountain slopes, rolling hills,
and broad river channels. Many of the areas
offer exceptional opportunities for sightseeing
and photography. Riparlan forests and heavy
stands of vegetation offer sharp contrasts In
areas where the surrounding vegstation is
dominated by desert shrubs.

Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be legislatively prohibited on 10,297 acres of the
Wild segments in six river study areas (Agua
Fria River, Burro Creek, Hassayampa Rivar,
Lower San Francisco River, Middle Gila River,
and Santa Marla River). Prohibiting mineral
entry would protect the outstandingly
ramarkable scenlc values by preventing surface
disturbances from new mining activities In the
river corridors. Approved plans of operation
wolld be required for all mining related activities
above casual use.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 33,740 acres in 12 river study areas: Agua
Fria River, Big Sandy River, Bill Williams, Burro
Craeok, Gila River: Gila Box, Francls Creek,
Hassayampa River, Lowsr San Francisco River,
Middle Gila River, Santa Marla River, Turkey
Creek, and Virgin River. Restricting patents to
the mineral estate would preserve the surface in
federal ownership and management. Although
mining activities could alter the landscape,
reclamation is required, and reclamation would
mitigate surface disturbances.

New roads would be prohibited on 11,037 acres
outside of wilderness areas in Wild segments in
six river study areas (Agua Fria River, Burro
Creek, Hassayampa River, Lower San Francisco
River, Middle Gila River, Santa Maria River).
Motorized travel also would be restricted in
these study areas.
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TABLE 4-AS1: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKARBLFE SCENIC VALUES

RIVER FTUDY AGUA  ARA- MO BOI, BURRO IRANCIS OILA  HaksA- L.saN TARIA  sAN SAMIA IUREEY VIRGIM DPLM
AREAR FRIA  VAIFA SANDY WINE COREEK CREEK ROX  YAMFA FRAN CITA FEDRG MARIA CRITK PUBLIC
CIECO Larm
BIM Public Land Acros 6710 3200 4220 4650 9450 1360 7460 6386 1B74 6130 B96D 17256 7080 1100 9344 90190
Wild Segmants 5320 3200 2190 4184 6370 Q0 4250 3246 740 2630 E95D 0 3520 Q IR 45718
No Roads in Wild Seg 5310 0 0 3347 0 0 W0 740 3N 0 0 1040 Q 0 11037
Neo Mew Mitaral Entry 5320 0 [N X T 0 0o 200 700 330 ] o 1040 a 0 10997
No Burface Fatent 5710 1637 486 6237 BR0 1410 IB&0 1334 3890 o 0 2810 73 4256 33740
Motorizad Use Reariciod 5320 0 L& Q 0 300 740 2390 0 0 1040 1} 0 1103
No Dame or Diversions 6710 3200 4220 4650 9460 1350 74680 6386 1R74 6130 BSG0 12256 70RO 1100 5344 90190
Acron covared in cutstandingly romarkablo portion by mansagement actions conmen to all alternatives
WILDR/BRNCA 0 3200 2583 4144 M3 480 &050 3526 40 2240 B9S0 12256 4270 370 5088 56450
ACEC 2160 1002 486 4933 480 1] L] o L] o 1120 1050 360 4156 16054
Miles Closed 1 4] 0 o o 25 Q 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 26
Existing Rowda 1390 628 0 17é 400 0O 2600 1134 3500 a /] 650 730 a 12832
Designalod Rosds 0 1002 4856 1130 480 3210 0 3] 0 0 12258 0 0 4238 12827
Na Surface Ocoupancy 13%) 19 485 1130 480 0 2660 1134 3500 1] o 1510 730 4256 19583
Protoction of Nests 0 1009  4BS 4933 480 v] ] ] 0 1] ] 10650 [+] 1] oG8
Erasion Control 0 0 0 [ 1] 0 0 0 0 [ ] 0 o 1} 38
Covlonwood Planling &70 o 100 0 ¢} 0 660 4] 0 o 1120 0 1} a 2550
No Woodoutling 0 0 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 8/ 0 0 1} G0 9344 14344
Dead/Dioan Wid Only 0 0 L] 0 1] 0 0 1] 0 1] /] 320 0 4256 A5T6
No Nativa Plant Removal 0 1009 486 1130 480 Q 0 Q 0 1} v} 320 1] o 3425
Jalt Cedar Removal 0 3200 420 510 0 o o 0 0 610 [} 710 0 [ i} 5450
Fencing 1] 0 5 0 1] 0 0 ] 0 1] /] ] a 0 11
Unique Waters Monitorin 0 0 0 31 0 0 & 0 1] 10 a [i] L] 51
New Water Bources 0 5 5 -1 3 5 5 0 0 0 0 5 o] 0 13
Carnp Ouateicls Riparian o 1009 4856 4933 480 0 0 0 0 1] o 1060 Q a 1968
Helicopter Restrictions 0 1000 486 4933 480 0 0 0 0 [1] 0 1060 0 0 7968
Taotal acres (BLM/Privata/Othar} coverad by outstandingly remarkable portion
Total Acres 7160 3200 B730 157 13650 560 7960 462 1464 B515 BIG0 14730 12000 1100 11040 120878
Private A50 4510 524 3350 [670 500 &OO 590 1505 0 2464 2430 o 1632 20225
Stale/Other 4] Q 703 ZB40 530 0 2478 0 BEO 1] 0 2450 1] 64 9983
RMP Planned Acquisiion 120 0 4510 800 6042 400 500 1040 390 2205 o 480 610 0 1596 13893
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Prohibiting new roads and restricting motorized
travel would protect the outstandingly
remarkable scenic values from vehicle use and
impacts in the river study areas. In certain
situations, the prohibition on new roads could
limit future access to uplands areas for
racreational, scientific, minerals development, or
other activities.

In sbx river study areas with Wild segments
(10,997 acres) new rights-of-way would be
discouraged. While this would not prevent new
rights-of-way, It would encourage applicants to
consider alternative routes. Rights-of-way could
degrade outstandingly remarkable scenic
values; however, the approval of new rights-of-
way would require the completion of
environmental compllance documentation. This
action would complement other efforts to
prevent such degradation.

Whara not already initiated, instream flow
assessments on the 14 study areas would ba
conducted In order to secure Instream flow
protection. Flow protection strategies and
actions would be developed for each river study
area to protect the outstandingly remarkable
scenic values.

Under the alf sultable alternative dams, levees,
and other types of diversions would be
prohiblted on approximately 284 riparan miles
of 14 rivers. This action would protect the
outstandingly remarkable scenic values by
maintaining natural landscapes and stream
flows. The outstandingly remarkable scenic
values also on 33 segments and riparian mlles
along 14 rivers. With Congressional designation
and Bureau of Land Management
implementation, the outstandingly remarkable
scenic values would be legislatively protected
from possible inundation by the Alamo
Reservoir on two segments and up to 7,000
acres along approximately 24 riparian miles of
the Big Sandy and Santa Maria rivers.

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values also
would receive protection from the ongoing
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management actions described in Chapter 2.
» Conclusion

Implementation of the all sultable alternative
would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable scenic values on
approximately B7,500 acres (33 segments) of
the 15 river study areas with those values. A
beneficial impact would result from long-term
legislative protection of the outstandingly
remarkable scenic values,

- Impacts on outslandingly remarkable
recreational values

Nine of the 20 eligible wild and scenic river
study areas contain outstandingly remarkable
recreational values.

The nine rivers are determined to be suitable In
the all suttable alternative. The nine rivers cover
about 58,320 acres in 21 separate segments.
Ten segments (28,820 acres) would be Wild; all
or portlons of five of these are outside of
wilderness areas or riparlan national
conservation areas. The remaining 11 would be
elther Scenic or Recreational (29,600 acres).

The outstandingly remarkable recreational
values include hiking, backpacking camping,
horseback riding, sightseeing, wildllfe
observation, hunting, fishing, photography, rock
climbing, swimming, rafting, kayaking, canoeing,
and geologic, ecologic, off highway vehicle use
and cultural resource observation and
interpretation. Visitor use flgures range from
annual usages that are very low (Wright Creek)
to the very popular Aravalpa, Burro Creek, and
San Pedro River areas.

Table 3-6 in Chapter 3 summarizes the primary
types of recreation associated with each study
area. In addition, vishors are attracted by
archaeological and historic resources. There are
numerous opportunities for photographic and
artistic projects.
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TABLE 4-AS2; MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTARDINGLY REMARKABLE

RECREATION VALUES
RIVER FTUDY AHA-  BILL  BURKO GILA L.SAN PARIA SAN TURKEY VIRGIN BLM
AREAE VAIPA WLM3 CREEK BOX  FRAN- FEPRO CREEK PUBLIC
CI8CO LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 3200 4650 9460 7460 1874 8960 12256 1100 9344 58304
Wild Segments 3200 4164 6570 4250 740 BOS0 0 0 918 28121
No Roads in Wild Sege 0 0 AM7 0 740 0 0 Q a 4087
Mo New Mineral Enlry 0 0 3347 0 700 0 0 0 0 4047
Mo Surface Patent 0 436 6237 1410 1834 0 0 730 4256 149353
Motorized Uss Restricted 0 0 347 ¢ 740 0 a ] o 4087
No Dunng of Diversiona 3200 4630 9460 7460 1874 B960 12256 1100 9344  5B304

Acres covered in outstandingly remarkable portion by management aclions common to all alicrnatives

WLDR/RNCA 3200 4164 3213 60350 40 8960 12256 370 3083 43341
ACEC 0 4% 4933 0 0 ¢ 1120 560 4156 11333
Milcs Closed a 0 D 23 0 0 0 0 0 23
Existing Roads 0 0 1760 0 1134 0 5 730 0 3624
Dresignaled Roads 0 486 1130 2210 0 0 12236 0 42356 21338
No Surface Occupancy 0 486 1130 0 1134 a 0 T30 4256 7736
Protection of Nests 0 486 49 0 0 1] 0 0 0 3419
Erosion Cantrol 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 18
Cottonwood Planling 0 100 0 0 0 0 1120 a 0 1220
No Woodcutting 0 0 0 550 o 0 0 560 9344 10454
Dead/Down Wood Only 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4236 4256
Wo Native Plant Removal 0 48 1130 0 0 0 0 g 0 1616
Salt Cedar Removal 3200 510 0 V] [ a 710 0 0 4420
Fencing 0 5 0 0 6 0 0 ¢ 0 11
Unique Waters Monilaring 10 0 31 0 6 0 10 0 0 57
Mew Waler Sourcez 0 5 5 b [} 0 0 0 0 15
Camp Outside Riparian 0 486 4972 ¢ 0 0 ] 0 0 5419
Helicoptér Restriclions 0 486 4933 0 0 0 0 0 0 5419
Tolal acres (BLM/Privaie/Other) covered by outstandingly remarkable portion

Total Acrea 3200 6357 15650 7960 2464 RS0 14720 1100 11040 71481
Private 0 524 3350 500 390 0 2464 0 1632 9060
State/Other 0 70} 28B40 1] 0 a a 0 64 3607
RMF Planned Acquisition D ROO 6042 300 590 0 430 0 1396 10008
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Mineral entry, Ieasing, and materials sales would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 4,047 acres in
on the Wild segments of two river study areas
{Burro Creek, Lower San Francisco River). This
is in addition to those already withdrawn under
wilderness area and riparian national
conservation area provisions. This prohibition
would eliminate any threat to the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values from mining
operations.

Fatents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 14,953 acres in six study areas (Bill Williams
River, Burro Creek, Gila River; Gila Box, Lower
San Francisco River, Turkey Creek, and Virgin
River). This action would preserve the surface
in federal ownership and management.
Although mining actlvities could alter the
landscape and affect outstandingly remarkable
recrestional vatues, reclamation is required, and
would mitigate surface disturbances.

New roads would be prohibited on 4,047 acres
outside of wilderness areas in Wild segments in
two river study areas (Burro Creek, Lower San
Francisco River), Mctorized travel also would
be restricted In these two study areas.
Prohiblting new roads and restricting motorized
traval would protect the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values from any Impacts
from, or conflicts with vehicle use in the river
study areas. In certain situations, the
prohibltion on new roads could limit future
access to upland areas for other recreation,
scientific, minerals development, or other
activities. ‘

In three river study areas with Wild segments
outside wilderness areas and riparian national
congervation areas (4,047 acres), new rights-of-
way would be discouraged. While this would
not prevent new rights-of-way, it would
encourage applicants to consider alternative
routes. Rights-of-way could degrade
outstandingly remarkable recreational values;
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however, the approval of new rights-of-way
would require the completion of environmental
compliance documentation. This acticn would
complement other efforts to prevent such
degradation.

Instream flow assessments on the nine study
areas would be conducted in order to secure
instream flow protection. Flow protection
strategies and actions would be developed for
each river study area to protect the
outstandingly remarkable recreational values.

Under the all sultable alternative dams, levees,
and other types of diversions would be
prohiblted on appraximately 198 riparian miles
of nine rivers. This action would protect the
outstandingly remarkable recreational values on
21 segments by maintaining natural landscapes
and stream flows.

The ongoing management actions described in
Chapter 2 also would protect the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values.

= Conclusion

implementation of the all sultable alternative
would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable recreational values on
approximately 58,800 acres (21 segments) of
the nine river study areas with those values. A
beneficial impact would result from long-term
legislative protection of the outstandingly
remarkable racreational values.

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
geologic values

Qutstandingly remarkable geologic values are
found in three of the 20 river study areas. Over
15,000 acres in two these river study areas are
in wilderness areas or riparian national
congervation areas and have long-term
legislative protection.
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TABLE 4-A53 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS; OQUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE GEQLOGIC VALUES

RIVER 5TUDY GILA L.SAN PARIA BLM
AREAS BOX  FRAN- FUBLIC
C13co LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 7460 1874 B9SO 18294
Wild Segrenis 4250 740 E960 13950
No Roads in Wild Sega 0 740 4] 740
No New Minerul Entry 0 700 0 700
No Surface Patent 1410 1134 0 2344
Molorized Use Restrictions 0 740 0 740
No Darns or Diversions 7460 1B74 8960 18294

Acta covered in oulstandingly remarkable portion by
management actions commeon to all altomatives

WLDR/ENCA 6050 40 BP260 13030
ACEC 0 0 0 0
Miles Closcd 2% 0 0 23
Exisling Foads 0 1134 0 1134
Designated Roads 1210 0 0 10
No Surface Occupancy o 1134 0 1134
Pratection of Nesta 0 1] 0 0
Erosion Control 0 0 0 0
Cotlonwoaod Planting 0 0 0 0
Neo Woodcutling 250 0 0 550
Dead/Down Wood Only 0 0 0 o
Mo Mative Plant Removal 0 0 0 o
Sal Cedar Removal 1] 0 0 o
Fencing 0 3 0 6
Unique Walers Monitoring 0 1 0 6
New Water Sources 5 0 0 3
Camp Oulside Riparian 0 a 0 0
Helicopter Restrictions 0 0 0 0
Total acres (BLM/Privale/Other) covered by

oulstandingly remarkable porlion

Total Acres 7960 1464 8360 19384
Frivale 500 590 0 1090
State/Other 0 0 0 0
RMF Planned Acquisitions 500 390 0 1090
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Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 2,544 acres In the Gila River; Gila Box and
Lower San Francisco River study areas.
Restricting patents to the mineral estate would
preserve the surface in federal ownership and
management. Although mining activities could
alter the landscape, reclamation is required, and
would mitigate surface disturbances.

Under the all sultable alternative dams, levees,
and other types of diversions would be
prohibited on approximately 59 riparfan miles.
This action would protect the outstandingly
remarkable geologic values on the riparian miles
along three rivers by maintaining natural
landscapes and stream fows.

» Conclusion

Implementation of the all suttable alternative
would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable geologic values on
approximately 18,300 acres (six segments} of
the three river study areas with those values. A
beneficlal impact would result from long-term
legislative protection of the outstandingly
rermarkable geologic vaiues.

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkable fish
and wildlife habltat and aquatic habitat
values

Fish and wildlife habitat and aquatic habitat
weare identified as outstandingly remarkable
values in of the 20 river study areas.

Under the all sultable alternative, 18 segments
(50,228 acres) in 14 river study areas are
detarmined suitable and recommended for
designation with a Wild classification. The
remaining 53,313 acres would be recommended
for designation with a Scenic or Recreational
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classification. Tables 3-7 and 3-8 in Chapter 3
provide details on fish and wildlife populations
and riparlan vegetation by river Area for each of
the 20 river study areas.

Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 12,597 acres in
Wild segments of seven study areas (Agua Fria
Biver, Burro Creek, Hassayampa River, Hot
Springs, Lower San Franclsco River, Middle Gila
River and Santa Maria River) with an estimated
potential for locatable minerals in addition to
those already withdrawn under wildernaess area
and riparian national conservation area
provisions.” This prohibition would eliminate any
threat to the outstandingly remarkable fish, and
wildlife habitat and aquatic habitat vaiues from
new mining operations.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 41,671 acres In 14 study areas: Agua Fria
River, Big Sandy River, Bill Williama River, Burro
Creek, Cienega Croek, Francis Creek, Gila
River: Gila Box, Hassayampa River, Hot Springs
Canyon, Lower San Francisco River, Middle Gila
River, Santa Marla River, Virgin River and Wright
Creek. Restricting patents to the mineral estate
would preserve the surface in federal ownership
and management. Although mining activities
could alter the landscape, reclamation is
required, and would mitigate surface
disturbances.

New roads would be prohiblted on 12,637 acres
outside of wilderness areas in segments
recommended as Wild In seven river study
areas (Agua Fria River, Bill Williams River, Burro
Creek, Hassayampa River, Hot Springs Canyon,
Lower San Francisco River, Middle Gila River,
Santa Marla River). Motorlzed travel would be
restricted in these eight study areas.



TABLE 4-A84: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKAHLE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT AND AQUATIC HABITAT VALUES

To1

RIVER, £TUDY AGUA ARAM N  RIL BOSMITA BUHRO CIf  FRANCIS (ILA  HASSA- HOT LAAY M0  PARIA SAN BANTA EWAMP VIRGIN WRIGHT BLM
AREAY FRIA  VAIPA SANDY WLMI CEEFK CREFK MEGA CRIEX BOX  YAMPA SPRINGS FRAN  GILA PERO MARTA SPRINGS CRERE PURLIC
oz LARD
BLM Puhlic Lend Acres 6710 3200 4220 4530 510 9450 3200 1360 7460 6386 1600 J8M 6130 B9SD  1XaSG TOEO 640 9344 3861 101961
Wild Segmenta 5320 3200 2190 4164 0 6570 0 0 4230 3245 1600 T4 2530 8960 0 5310 640 928 ¢ 49743
Ho Roads in Wild Segs 5320 0 0 0 0 3347 0 Li] 0 200 1600 740 390 Q 0 1040 0 L] o] 12637
No Mew Mineral Entry 5320 0 0 0 0 3347 [ 0 0 200 1500 0 390 0 0 1040 [ Ll 0 12597
Mo Surface Palent -y} 0 1637 436 0 6237 3200 ER0 1430 2880 1600 1834 3890 L] 0 2819 0 41% 3861 41671
Moworized Use Restriced 53200 0 0 O 0 347 0 0 0 200 150 740 3% 90 0 10 0 ¢ 0 12637
No Damw or Diversions 6710 3200 43_1_0 4550 3570 9451 32X 1360 7460 6386 1600 1874 &130 3960 12256 TOE0 640  Ti44 3861 101351
Acres covered in outstandingly remariable portion by management aclions common ta all alternatives
WLDR/RNCA 9 3200 2581 4164 3570 33 1} 480 G050 3524 a 40 2240 8980 12256 4270 640  5CER 3 S0290
ACELC 2160 0 1009 436 0 493 0 480 0 0 1600 0 a 0 1120 1060 0 4256 3861 20965
Miles Clomed 1 0 0 0 11 0 5 0 25 0 0 L] 0 0 0 Li] 0 L] 0 42
Bausting Roads 13%0 0 628 [t} 0 1760 3300 400 0 2600 0 1134 3500 Q 0 650 0 o 3361 19163
Designaled Roads ] 0 100% 486 3570 1130 ¢ 480 3210 a L] Li] 0 0 12256 L] 0 425 0 26397
Mo Surface Ocoupancy 13%) 0 1009 486 0 1130 3200 480 0 2660 1600 1134 3500 g Q 2810 0 4256 3861 27518
Proteciion of Nesls ] 0 1005 486 o 4933 0 480 0 0 Li] 0 0 Q 0 1080 0 D 1! 7568
Ersion Cantrol 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38 0 0 0 ) 39
Cotlomwood Planting §70 0 100 1 0 0 0 0 660 0 0 0 0 1120 0 0 0 o} 2550
No Woodculing 0 0 1] Q 150 0 3200 0 350 0 1600 0 389 0 L] 0 0 9 0 18734
Diead/Micwn Wood Only 0 V] 4] Q 0 0 3200 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] a 320 0 4156 0 ™es
Neo Native Plant Removal 0 0 1009 486 0 1130 0 480 L] 0 a a 0 0 Li] 320 ] 0 3k T2B5
Salt Cedar Removal 0 3200 420 510 0 L4 0 0 Li] 0 a 0 610 ] 710 Q ] 0 0 5450
Fencing 0 \] 0 5 10 L] 0 1 Li] 0 Q [ 0 0 0 0 0 7 28
Unique Watars Monitoring i] 10 0 L] 10 31 o 4 L] 0 5 6 0 Q 10 2 [ 7 25
Mew Walsr Scurces 0 Q 5 5 1 5 o 5 5 5 (] 0 0 /] 0 5 0 [ 1 37
Camp Culaide Riparian 0 0 1009 485 350 4933 4] 430 Li] 0 g 0 0 0 o 1060 0 0 L] 11533
Helicopter Restriclions 0 0 1005 486 0 4933 0 430 9 0 8 1 Q 0 0 1060 0 0 0 7963
Total acres (BLM/Private/Other} covered by outstandingly remarkable partion
Tolal Acres T80 3200 8730 6357 4540 15650 3360 3560 7960 462 1920 2464 8515 896D 14720 12000 200 11040 4032 134430
Privale 450 0 4510 524 9% 3350 0 187 500 600 160 5% 1505 0 S 430 a 1632 171 21526
Share/Caher 0 Li] Qo 703 0 2840 160 530 0 2476 160 0 BED 0 0 3450 160 ] [H 10453

RMP Planned Acquisitions 120 0 4510 BOO 490 6042 160 400 500 1040 160 590 2205 0 480 610 60 15 17 20033
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Prohibiting new roads and restricting motorized
travel would protect the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildllfe and aquatic habitat
values from vehicle use and impacts in the river
study areas. In certain shuations, the
prohibition on new roads could limit future
access to uplands areas for recreational,
scientific, minerals development, or other
activitles.

In seven river study areas with Wild segments
(12,397 acres) outside wilderness areas and
riparian national conservation areas, new rights-
of-way would be discouraged. While this would
not prevent new rights-of-way, it would
encourage applicants to consider alternative
routes. Rights-of-way could degrade
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habltat
values; however, the approval of new rights-of-
way would require the completion of
environmental compliance documentation. This
action would complement other efforts to
prevent such degradation.

Instreamn flow assessments on the 19 study
areas would be conducted in order to secure
Instream Row protection. Flow protection
strategies and actions would be developed for
each river study area to protect the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife and
aquatic habhat values.

Under the all suitable alternative dams, levees,
and ather types of diversions would be
prohibited on 331 riparian miles. This action
would protect the outstandingly remarkable fish
and wildlife habltat values on 39 segments and
tiparian miles along 19 rivers by maintaining
natural landscapes and stream flows.

The ongoing management actions described in
Chapter 2 also would protect the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildlife habitat and aquatic
habitat values.

+ Conclusion

Implementaticn of the all suitable alternative
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would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife and
aquatic habltat values on approximately 102,000
acres (39 segments) of the 19 river study areas
with those values. A beneficlal impact would
result from long-term legislative protection of the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aquatic habltat values.

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
cultural, historic, and paleontologic resource
values

Eightean of the 20 ellgible river study areas are
known to contain prehistoric and historic
archaeological sites. Nine of these are
regarded as having outstandingly remarkable
cultural resource values. Details of these nine
areas are shown in Table 3-8, Chapter 3.
Prehistoric sites are present in all of the areas;
slx contaln historle sltes.

The all sultable alternative determines as
suitable and recommends for designation all
nine river study areas contalnlng 17 segments
(55,250 acres). Flve study areas (25,840 acres)
would be recommended for designation with a
Wild classHication; segments in the remaining
four study areas (29,410 acres) would be
recommended for a Sceni¢ or Recreatlonal
classification.

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

Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 9,367 acres on
three study areas: Agua Fria River, Burro Creek
and Lower San Francisco River. This
prohibition would eliminate any threat or conflict
to the outstandingly remarkable cultural,
histori¢, and paleontologic values from new
mining operations.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
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on 20,782 acres in sl study areas (Agua Fria
River, Burro Creek, Gila River: Gila Box, Lower
San Francisco River, Turkey, and Wright Creek).
This would be In addition to restrictions in
wilderness areas and riparian national
conservation areas. Restricting patents to the
mineral estate would preserve the surface in
federal ownership and management, Although
mining activities could alter the landscape,
scientlfic data recovery reclamation would be
required to mitigate surface disturbances.

New roads would be prohibited on 9,407 acres
outside of wilderness areas in segments
recommended as Wild in three river study areas
{Agua Fria River, Burro Creek, Lower San
Francisco River). Motorized use would be
restricted In these three study areas. The
prohibltion on new roads and restricting
motorized use would protect the outstandingly
remarkable cultural, historic, and paleontologic
values from vehicle use in the river study areas.
In certain situations, the prohibition on new
roads could limit future access to uplands areas
for recreational, scientffic, minerals
development, or other activitias.

In portions of three river areas with segments
(9,367 acres) outside wilderness areas, new
rights-of-way would be discouraged. While this
would not prevent new rights-of-way, it would
encourage appllcants to consider alternative
routes. Rights-of-way could degrade
outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic, and
paleontologic values; however, the approval of
new rights-of-way would require the completion
of environmental compliance documentation.
This action would complement other efforts to
prevent such degradation.

In the five river study areas (25,840 acres)
cultural resources would be inventoried; site
protection strategies involving fencing,
monitoring, or stabllization would be developed.
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Research would be encouraged and selected
sites would be interpreted for public visitation.

The outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic,
and paleontologic values also would be
protected by the ongoing management actions
describaed In Chapter 2.

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

Shes evaluated as eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places, in consultation with
the State Historic Preservation Officer, would
normally be avoided by the proposed activity.
However, if avoidance is not possible, impacts
would be mitigated through a data recovery
program developed in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer.

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

= Conclusion

Implementation of the all suitable alternative
would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable cultural resource,
historic, and paleontologic values on
approximately 55,250 acres (17 segments) of
the nine river study areas with those values. A
beneficial impact would result from long-term
legislative protection of the outstandingly
remarkable cultural resource, historic, and
paleontologic values.



CHAPTER 4

TABLE 4-ASS: L[ANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE CULTURAL,
HISTORIC AND PALEONTOLOGIC VALUES

RIVER STUDY AGUA BONITA RURRD CILA L.SAN FARIA SAN TURKEY WHICHT BLM
AREAS FRlA CREEX CREEX BOX FRAN- FEDRO CREEK CREEK FPUBLIC
CISCO LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 6710 3570 9460 7460 1874 8960 122356 1100 3861 53251
Wild Segmenls 5320 0 6370 4230 740 8960 0 0 0 23840
No Roads in Wild Segs 5310 0 3347 0 740 Q 4] 0 0 2407
No Now Mineral Entry 3320 0 3347 o 700 0 1] a ] 9367
No Surface Patent 6710 0 6237 1410 18M 0 0 730 38&l 20782
Molorized Usc Revtricted 3310 0 3347 0 740 0 0 1} 0 2407
No Dams or Divergions 6710 3570 9460 7460 1874 8960 122%6 1100  IBS)L 55251

Acres covered m oulstanditigly remarkable portion by managemeént actions commen to all allemnatives

WLDR/RNCA 0 3370 3123 46030 40 B960 12236 370 0 34469
ACEC 2160 0 453 0 0 0 1120 360 3861 12634
Miles Closed 1 11 0 25 o 0 0 0 0 »
Exisling Roads 1390 -0 1760 0 11M 0 0 Tan 38al 8873
Designaled Roads ¢ 3570 1130 3210 0 0 12256 0 0 20166
No Surface Occupancy 1390 0 1130 a 11M 0 0 730 386l B245
Frolection of Nests 0 0 4933 g 0 0 0 0 0 4533
Lrosion Conlrol 0 0 0 0 0 a k1 0 k)
Cottonwood Planting 670 0 0 0 0 g 1120 0 0 1790
No Woodcutling o 150 0 350 0 0 0 360 ] 1260
Dead/Down Wood Only ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
No Native Plant Retnoval 0 0 1130 a Q 0 0 0 385l 4991
Salt Cedar Removal 0 0 0 0 0 0 710 0 Q 710
Fencing 0 10 0 0 L 0 0 0 7 n
Unique Walers Monitoring 0 10 31 0 6 0 10 0 7 64
New Water Sources 0 1 5 5 0 1] 0 0 1 12
Camp Outside Riparian 0 3570 493) 0 0 0 0 0 0 8103
Helicopter Restrictions 0 0 4933 0 0 0 0 0 0 4933
Total acres (BLM/Private/Other) covered by cutstandingly remarkable portion

Total Acrcs TIED 4540 136350 7960 2464 8960 14720 1100 4032 66386
Privale 430 970 3330 300 390 0 2464 0 171 8493
State/Other 0 0 2840 0 0 0 0 0 0 2840
RMP Planned Acquisition 120 400 6042 50D 590 0 480 0 170 2192
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« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic values

Two river study areas (9,340 acres) have
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values.
Portions of both river study arsas (6,090 acres)
are within the Gila Box Riparian national
conservation area established by Congress in
1990. The outstandingly remarkable hydrologic
values are identified with perennial natural water
flow in an otherwise semi-arid desert
environment.

Currently, water rights in the area are under a
complex state and federal water rights litigation
process that evantually will detarmine stream
flow quantities. The most likely scenario Is that
sanior water rights will be located downstream
assuring continued flow in the Gila River: Glla
Box.

Where not already inftiated, instream fiow
assessments on the two study areas would be
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conducted in order to secure instream flow
protection. Flow protection strategies and
actions would be developed for each river study
area to protect the outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic values.

Under the all suitable alternative, dams, levees,
and other types of diversions would be
prohibited on approximately 32 riparian miles.
This action would profect the outstandingly
remarkable hydrologic values on the two rivers
by maintaining natural landscapes and stream
flows.

« Conclusion

Implementation of the all suitable alternative
would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values on
approximately 9,340 acres (5 segments) of the
iwo river study areas with those values. A
beneficial impact would result from long-term
legislative pratection of the outstandingly
remarkable hydrologic values.
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TABLE 4-AS56: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS; QUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE HYDROLOGIC VALUES

RIVER ETUDY GILA LAAN BLM
AREAS BOX  FRAN- PUBLIC
CI3C0  LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 7460 1874 9334
Wild Segmertia 4250 740 4930
Mo Roads in Wild Segs 0 740 740
No New Mineral Entry ¢ 0 O
No Surface Patent 1410 18)4 3144
Motorized Use Restricted 0 740 740
No Dams or Diversions 7460 1874 9334

Acres covered in outriandingly remarkable partion bry
managemerni aclions commaon to all aliernatives

WLDR/RNCA 6050 40 6090
ACEC 0 0 0
Miles Closed 25 0 s
Existing Roads 0 1134 1134
Designated Roads 3210 0 3210
No Surface Occupancy 0 113 1134
Protection of Nests 0 0 0
Erosion Canirol 0 ] 0
Cottemwodd Planting 0 [+ 1]
No Woedcutting 550 0 440
Dead/Trown Wood Only 0 0 0
No Native Plart Eemnoval Q 0 0
Salt Cadar Removal Q 0 0
Fencing 0 § -]
Unique Walers Moniloring 0 3 5
New Water Sources 5 0 5
Camp Owrtside Riparian 0 0 0
Helicopter Restrictions 0 0 0
Total acres (BLM/Private/Other) covered by
oulstandingly remarkable portion

Total Acres 7960 2454 10424
Private 500 590 1090
State/Other 1] ] 1]
RMP Planned Acquisition 500 590 1090
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- Impacts on Minerals Development

CHAFTER 4

Locatable mineral potential exists in 34 of the 40
study area segments (95,285 acres) identified as
aligible for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. There is ho mineral

potential for locatable minerals in four wild and
scenic river study area segments (7,776 acres).
These are the Bill Willlams River (2 segments,
2,336 acres), Hot Springs Canyon (1 segment,
1600 acres), and Swamp Springs (1 segment,

640 acres).

TABLE 4-ASMN1
SEGMENTS WITH MINERAL POTENTIAL

——r
Rivar Study Area Sagment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 4 Segmant &
Agua Fria River L: 1380ac; Scenic M; 5320ac; Wild
Aravaipa Cresk L; 3200as: Wild
Big Sandy River L-M: 2030ac; Scenic L-M: 21904
Wwild
Bill Williarns Rivar L-M: 2214nac; Wild N: 486ac: N; 185Cac; Wild
Scanic
Bonita Creek L: 36704c: Recreation
Burro Creak L; 1180ac; wild L-M; 2750sc; H; 830ac; M-H; 2830ac; M; 1130ac;
wild Recreation wild Bcenic
Clanaga Crask N: 1280s¢: Scenic N; 1920ac;
Scanic
Francis Cresk L: 1360a¢: Racraation
Gila River: Gila Box L; 1840a0; Scenic L: 4250nc; Wild N-L; 1270ac;
Scenia
Hagsayampn Rivar M-H; 250ac; M-H; 3248ac:; M-H; 2B80ag;
Racreation Wild RAacraation
Hot Springs N; 1600ac; Wild
Gila Box: Lowar 5an L: 1134: Racraatlon L; 740; Wild
Francieco River
Middls Gila River M; 5B0ac; Racraation M: 2630ac: Wild M: 1780ac;
Recraation
Parls River L-H; 8960ac; Wil
San Padro River L/M; 11256ac;
Recreation
Santa Maria River LiM; 5310ac: Wild L-M; 1770ac;
Scenic
Swamp Springs N; G40ac; Wild
Turkey Crask L: 1100ac; Racrasation
Virgin Rivar L: 926ac; Wild L: 2336ac; L: 236Bac: L: 371 2ae:
Scenic Recraation Racraation
Wright Craek L: 36861 ac; Scenic
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The all suitable alternative inctudes all 20 river
study areas containing 40 segments. Thirty-four
have a locatable minerals potential. Fourteen

segments would be recommended as Wild; the
remaining 20 would be recommended as Scenic
or Recreational.

TABLE 4-ASMN2

RIVER AREA WILD SEGMENT MINERAL WITHDRAWALS

(i |
River Study Aren Segment 1 Segmaent 2 Sogmont 4
Agua Fria fiver Modarata; B320 acres
Arsvaips Creek Low; WLDR Withdraw
Big Sandy River Low/Moderate;
WLDR Withdraw
Bill Williams River Law; WLDR Withdraw
Burrp Crask Low; 717 ac Low/Modarate; Moderate/High;
{473 additional in WLDR) WLDR Withdraw 2630 ac
Gila Box: Gila River Low; RNCA Withdraw
Hassaynmpa River Maoderata/High: 200ac
Gila Box: Lowar San Francisco Low; 700ac (40 additional
Rivar in RNCA)
Middis Gila River Moderate; 330
[2280 additional in WLDR}
Paria River Low/High; WLDR Withdraw
Eanta Marla River Low/Modarats: 1040 ac
Virgin Rivar Low; WLDR Withdraw
S

As Table 4-ASMN2 indicates, seven segments
(10,997 acres) outside of wilderness and
riparlan national conservation areas would be
designated Wild and withdrawn from mineral
entry and leasing under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act. These seven segments are In the
Agua Fria River (5,320 acres), Burro Creek
(3,347 acres), Hassayampa River (200 acres)
Lower San Francisco River (700 acres), Middle
Gilla River (390 acres) and Santa Maria River
(1,040 acres) study areas.

In the Table, acreage is shown for segments
that would be withdrawn under the Wild and
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Scenic Rivers Act; acres are not included for
segments withdrawn under other legislation.

The 20 segments (50,237 acres} in river study
areas recommended for a Scenic or
Recreational designation would not be
withdrawn from mineral entry under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. These are shown In
Table 4-ASMN3. Because two segmerts of the
Bill Willlams River, and two segments in
Cienega Creek have no mineral potential, they
are not included in Table 4-ASMN3.
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TABLE 4-ASMN3
RIVER AREA SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL LOCATABLE MINERAL POTENTIAL

River Study Arsa Segment 1 Segment 2 Sagment 3 Segment 4 Setiment 5
Agiuvs Frla River L; 1380ac; Scenie
Big Sandy River L-M; 2030nac; Scenic;

ACEC
Banita Creak L; A570nc;

Recreation; ANCA
Burre Creak H: 630ac; M; 1T130ac;

Recreation Soanic; ACEC

Francle Crask L; 1380ac;

Racreation; ACEC
Gila Box: Gila L; 1340ac; Scanic; N-L; §270ac;
Rivear RMHCA Seanic: ANCA
Hazzayampa M-H; 250ac; M-H; 2880nc;
River Recraation Recraation
Gila Box: Lower L; 1134; Recroation
San Francisco
River
Middle Glla Rivar M; 5680ac; Racreation M; 1780ac;

Racraation

San Pedro River L/M; 122E8ac;

Racraation;

RNCA
Santa Maria L/M; 5310ac; Scenie;
River ACEC
Turkey Crask L: 370ac; Aacreation;

WLLDR; b60ac

Recroation; ACEC
Virgin River L; 2336ac; Scanic; L; 2368ac; L; 3712ac;

WLDR Racreation; WLDA Recraatlon: ACEC
Wright Craek L; 38681ac; Scenic;
Creak ACEC
—— . Ty

As Table 4-ASMN3 illustrates, seven of the 20

Burro Creek, Hassayampa River (two

segments are under wilderness area or riparian
national conservation area withdrawals. Of the
13 remaining segments, all or portions of shx
(sagment 1 in the Big Sandy River, segment 2 in
the Bill Williams River, segment 5 in the Burro
Creek, segment 1 In the Francis Creek, sagment
1 in the Santa Maria River, and segment 4 of
the Virgin River study areas) are in areas of
critical environmental concern. All or portions
of seven segments are not under special
protection. They are in the Agua Fria River,
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segments), Lower San Franclsco River, and
Middle Gila River (two segments) study areas.

Adverse impacts on minerals development may
be caused by other changes. For example,
minerals development activities on moderate-to-
high potential areas adjacent to withdrawal
areas may not occur or may be curtailed if the
ore deposit is too small for a reasonable
operation. Prohiblting roads in Wild segments
may hinder access to areas outside the wild



CHAPTER 4

s Conclusion

Thera are 34 segments whare locatable mineral
potential estimates have been made. All or
portions of seven segments (10,997 acres) nhot
currently under leglslative protection would be
recommended for a Wild designation. Two
segments (2,830 acres) have a moderate to
high mineral potential. Two others (5,710}, have
a moderate locatable minerai potential. One
has a low to moderate potential (1,040 acres).
Two, encompassing 1,417 acres, have a low
potentlal.

Mineral entry would be available on six
segments outside of areas of critical
environmental concern, These include
segments in the Agua Fria River, Burro Creek
(two segments), Hassayampa River (two
segments), Lower San Francisco River, Middie
Gila River (two segments) and Santa Maria River
study areas.

The withdrawal of 10,997 acras from minersl
entry under the implementation of the all
suitable alternative would have an adverse
impact on minerals development.

+ Impacts on Tourism

The all suitable alternative determings stiitability
and recommends designation of rivers in eleven
counties {Cochise, Coconino, Gila, Graham,
Greenleg, La Paz, Maricopa, Mohave, Pima,
Pinal, and Yavapai).

The travel and tourism data for these counties
(Chapter 3, Table 3-14), shows a wide range of
vishtor totals. For Graham County the total
eight-year visitor average was 46,100. In
contrast, Coconino County totals were
approximately 7.5 million. Greenlee County was
omitted because It has no national or state
parks or recreational areas.

Vigitor changes for the rivers recommended as
suftable for designation in these counties are
shown in Table 4-AST1.
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The estimations in Table 4-AST1 regarding
increases in vistor use involve several
assumptions. One of these is the normal trend
of visitor use growth. Regardiess of
designation, the number of visitors to the river
study areas s expected to increase in
proportion to anticipated increases in tourlsm
throughout the state. For example, the San
Pedro River Riparlan National Conservation Area
currently records over 50,000 annual visitor use
days. Visitor use will increase in the future
regardless of Congressional action on
designation. The publicity associated with wild
and scenic river designation would add slightly
to the normal increase.

Anothet assumption is that wild and scenic river
designation will be accompanied by publicity.
Maps will Identify the rivers; brochures may be
developed; commercial tour ventures may
develop. The Bureau of Land Management
sponsored a University of Arizona study on
nature-based tourism In southeastern Arzona.
The study illustrates how nature-based tourism
can benefit local aconomies (University of
Arizona, 1992). The wild and scenlc river
publicity would have its greatest effect on river
study areas In and near the tourism centers of
the Phoanix (Maricopa County) and Tucson
(PIma County) metropolitan areas. Other
centers would be the clties of Sedona
(Yavapai/Coconino County), Sierra Vista
(Cochisa County), Prescott (Yavapai County),
Payson (Gila County), and Lake Havasu Clty,
and Bullhead City (Mohave County).

A third assumption Is that the Bureau of Land
Management will not undertake recreational
facility developments because of wild and
scenic river designation. Rivers designated as
wild prohibit this. While recreational
developments are allowed In Scenic and
Recreational rivers, the Bureau of Land
Management does not plan to develop special
facilities.
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TABLE 4-AST1
VISITOR USE CHANGES

ey
COUNTY RIVER STUDY AREA CURRENT USE EETIMATED VISITOR
INCREASE
Cochise San Pedro =>50,000 =10 parcent
Coconino Paria B, 300 -
Gita Middle Gila 1,500 < 20 parcent
Grahesm Aravaipa Crask > 15,000 --
Bornita Creak 16,000 < 10 percem
Gila Box: Gila River 4,000 = 20 pancant
Swamp Springs <100 > 10 parcent
Turkey Creek 1,200 > 10 percent
Groonloo Gila Box: Gila Rivar 4,000 « 20 parcont
Gils Box: Lower San Francisco River
»1,000 <10 percent
La Paz Bill Williams River < 2,500 <10 parcent
Santa Maria River < 2,000 <10 parcent
Maricopa Hassayampa Rivar 1,200 > 20 porcant
Muohave Big Sandy River 2,500 <10 parcant
Bill Willams Rivar « 2,600 < 10 parcant
Burro Crask > 20,000 >10 percant
Santa Maria River « 2 000 <10 parcant
Virgin River 7,600 > 10 parcant
Wright Creek < OO >10 percont
Francia Craek < 1,000 <10 parcant
Pima Cianaga Creak > 2,500 < 20 parcant
Final Aravaipa Cresk > 15,000 -
Middls Gila 1.600 < 20 parcant
Y avapal Buira Craak > 20,000 =10 parcant
Santa Marla River > 2,000 <10 percent
Hazsayampa River 1,200 » 20 parcant
Francia Crask 1,000 <10 parcant

Finally, most of the river segments
recommended as sultable for designation are in
primitive use areas with limited access.
Exceptions to this are the San Pedro River and
portions of the Virgin, Gila, and San Francisco
river study areas.

As Table 4-AST1 indicates, the estimated
increase In visitors ranges from 5,000 In the San
Pedro River study area to fewer than 500 in the
more remote study areas. On a county basis
Graham County would have an additional
annual total of over 4,000 visitors, or close to 10
percent of the average total park and
recreational vislts shown in Table 3-14. This
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would be a minor beneficial impact. In
Graaenlas County, which does not appear In the
data displayed in Table 3-14, the estimated
increase would be approximately 1,000 visitor
use days. This also would be a minor beneficial
impact.

In the other county areas whare vishor totals are
already high, visitor increase proportions
resulting from wild and scenic river designation
would be negligible.
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+ Conclusion

imptementation of the all suitable alternative
would have no adverse effects on travel and
tourism. Minor beneficial impacts would occur
in Graham and Greenlee Counties.

IMPACTS FROM IMPLEMENTING THE
LEGISLATIVE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE

The legislative protection alternative determines
as sultable and recommends for designation
into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
all or parts of 15 eligible rivers {30 segments)
coveting 42,547 acres. Five river study areas
(Aravaipa, Bonita Creek,

Cienega Creek, Paria River, and San Pedro
River), Including 11 river segments, are
determined to be nonsultable and would not be
recommended for designation.

There are two types of management actions in
this alternative. Wild and scenic river
management actions implement recommended
wild and scenic river designations. The other
type is the ongoing management actions
described In Chapter 2. These ongoing
management actions are associated with areas
of critical environmental concern and Resource
Management Plans. The ongoing management
actions would supplement the protection
provided by wild and scenic river designations.

Outstandingly Remarkable Values

Under the legislative protection alternative the
outstandingly remarkable values in the river
segments determined suitable and
recommended for designation would recelve the
protection of special legislation,

Under the legislative protection alternative the
five study areas determined to be nonsuitable
would not receive long-term legislative
protection under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act. The outstandingly remarkabile values in the
nonsuitable segments are either in wilderness
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areas or riparian national consarvation areas
and are under legislative protection.

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
scenic values

Outstandingly remarkable scenic values were
Identified in 14 of the 20 eligible river study
areas.

Portions of 12 of these study areas would be
determined sultable and recommended for
designation under the legislative protection
alternative. The 12 study area portions (26
segments) cover 33,886 acres. Six river study
areas would have seven segments classlied as
Wild (Agua Fria River, Burro Creek {two
segments), Hassayampa River, Lower San
Francisco River, Middle Gila River, and Santa
Marla Rivar). These cover 10,830 acres. The
remaining 18 segments (23,056 acres) would be
recommended for designation with Scenlc or
Recreatlonal classifications.

The legislative protection alternative determines
approximately 53,480 acres with outstandingly
remarkable scenic values to be nonsuftable.
These includa all of a study area (for example,
the Paria, and San Pedro) and portions of other
study areas that are under the legislative
protectlon of wildemess or national
conservation areas.

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values
include canyons, mountain slopes, rolling hills,
and broad river channels. Many of the areas
offer exceptional opportunitias for sightseeing
and photography. Riparian forests and heavy
stands of vegetation offer sharp contrasts in
areas where the surrounding vegetation Is
dominated by desert shrubs.

Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 10,830 acres on
seven Wild segments in six river study areas
{Agua Fria River, Burro Creek, Hassayampa
River, Lower San Francisco River, Middle Gila
River, Santa Maria River). This prohiblion
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would eliminate any threat to the outstandingly
remarkable scenic valuas from new mining
operations and the assoclated excavations,
noise, and vehicle travel,

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
oh 31,577 acres. Ten river study areas with
mineral potential are included in this
management action. Restricting patents to the
mineral estate would preserve the surface in
federal ownership and management. Although
mining activities could alter the landscape,
reclamation is required, and reclamation would
mitigate surface disturbances.

New roads would be prohibited on 10,830 acres
in segments recommended as Wild in six river
study areas (Agua Fria River, Burro Craek,
Hassayampa River, Lower San Francisco River,
Middle Gila River, and Santa Maria River).
Motorlzed use also would be restricted in these
sb¢ study areas. Prohlbiting new roads and
restricting moterized use would protect the
outstandingly remarkable scenic values from
any conflicts with vehicle use in the rlver study
areas. In certain situations, the prohibition on
new roads could limit future access to uplands
areas for racreation, sclentific, minerals
development, or other activities,

in shx river area wild segmants (10,830 acres)
new rights-of-way would be discouraged. While
this would not prevent new rights-of-way, it
would encourage applicants to consider
alternative routes. Rights-of-way could degrade
outstandingly remarkable scenic values;
however, the approval of new rights-of-way
would require the completion of environmental
compllance documentation. This action would
complement other efforts to prevent such
degradation.

Where not already inltiated, instream flow
assessments on the 12 study areas would be
conducted In order to secure instream flow
protection. Flow protection strategies and
actions would be developed for each river study
area to protect the outstandingly remarkable
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scenic values,

Under the |egislative protection alternative
dams, levees, and other types of diversions
wolld be prohiblted on approximately 90
riparian miles. This action would protect the
outstandingly remarkable scenic values along
12 rivers by maintaining natural landscapes and
stream flows.

The outstandingly remarkable scenlc values also
woulkd be protected by the ongoing
management actions described In Chapter 2.

Ten river study areas (30,228 acras; 14
segments) are recommended as nonsultable.
All the segments in these 10 study areas are in
either wilderness areas or riparian national
conservation areas and are under legislative
protection.

+ Conclusion

Implementation of the legisliative protection
alternative would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable scenic values on
33,886 acres on 26 segments of 12 river study
areas. A beneficial impact would result from
iong-term legislative protection of these values
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values in
the approximately 53,480 acres with
outstandingly remarkable scenic values
recommended as nonsuitable would not have
long-term legislative protection from the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. However, the provisions
of the wilderness area and riparian national
conservation management plans would provide
legislattve protection for scanic values.

« Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
recreational values

Nine of the 20 eligible river study areas (21
segments) have outstandingly remarkable
recreational values.
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TABLE 4-LP1: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE SCENIC VALUES

RIYVER ETUDY AQUA  BIG PILL BURRO  FRANCT OILA HASZA- [.3AN  MID RANTA. TURKEY VIR- BLM
AREAS FRIA 3ANDY WLMS CRBEK CREBK BOX YAMPA FRAN- GILA MARIA CREEK GIN PURLIC
CTSCD LAND
BLM Public Land Acrea 6710 2030 486 6230 880 1410 2860 1834 3630 2B10 T30 4236 Y3BR6
Wild Sepments 5320 0 Q 3340 1] 0 200 700 230 1040 o 0 10830
No Road in Wild Segs 5320 0 a4 3340 0 0 ‘200 700 230 1040 0 0 10830
No New Minecral Eniry 5320 0 ¢ 3340 0 0 W00 700 230 1040 0 ¢ 10830
No Surfuce Patent 6710 1637 0 6730 #80 1410 2880 1134 3630 2810 0 423 3137
Motorized ne Restrioled 5320 0 486 3340 0 0 200 700 230 1040 0 0 11316
Mo Dams or Diversions 6710 2030 486 6230  BED 1410 2860 1834 3630 2310 T30 4256 33RAE
Acrea sovered in outstandingly remarkable portion by menagement sctions common te all allernatives
ACEC 2160 1009 486 4933 480 0 ¢} 0 0 610 360 4236 14494
Miles Clased 1 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 1] [i] 0 1
Existing Roads 1390 628 0 1760 400 0 2600 1334 3300 650 T30 0 13032
Designated Rda 0 1009 486 1130 480 1410 0 0 0 1] 0 4256 8771
No Surface Oocupancy 1390 1009 486 1130 480 0 2660 1134 3500 2810 T30 4256 19585
Proicction of Neals 0 1009 4B& 4933 480 0 ] 0 0 1060 0 0 7964
Eroaion Conlrol 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0 0 L]
Cottonwood Planting 670 0 100 0 0 660 0 36350 0 0 o 5080
No Woodcutting 0 V] 0 0 ) 0 a 0 0 260 9344 9904
Dicad/Dovwn Wood Only 0 o 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 4236 4236
Neo Nalive Plant Removal 0 1009 446 1130 480 0 1] 1] ¢ 1] 0 0 3103
Salt Codar Removal 0 420 510 0 0 0 0 0 610 0 0 0 1340
Fencing 0 D b 0 1 0 0 [ 0 0 Q 0 11
Unique Waters Monitoring 0 1] 7 1] [i] -] 0 0 0 0 17
New Water Sources 0 5 0 5 5 ] 5 0 0 5 0 0 30
Camp Outside Riparian 0 1009 486 4933 480 1] [1] 0 0 610 0 0 7518
Helivopler Restriotions 0 1009 486 4933 480 0 0 0 0 1060 ¢ o 7968
Total aores (BLM/Private/Other) covered by outstandingly remarkebls portion
Total TLEO 5810 1713 12420 880 1410 %936 2424 6035 T30 730 3957 38100
Privale 180 3780 324 3350 0 0 600 590 1505 2430 0 1632 14391
State/Other 270 0 T0¥ 2840 0 0 2476 0 880 2490 0 64 9723
BMP Planncd Acquisition 120 4510 200 6042 400 0 1040 90 2205 610 0 1596 17913
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The outstandingly remarkable recreational
values suppont hiking, backpacking, camping,
horseback riding, sightseeing, wildlife
obsarvation, hunting, off highway vehicle use,
fishing, photography, rock climbing, swimming,
rafting, kayaking, canoeing, and geologic,
ecologic, off highway vehicle use, and cultural
resource observation and interpretation. Visitor
use figures range from annual uses that are very
low (Wright Creek) to the very popular Aravaipa
Creek, Burro Creek, and San Pedro River areas.

The legislative protection alternative
recommends designation for 13 segments in
portions of six of the nine eligible river study
areas. The segments cover 14,946 acres.
Three segments (4,040 acres) in two river study
areas are recommended suitable as Wild (Burro
Creek (2 segments) and Lower San Francisco
River). The remaining ten segments {10,906
acres) are recommended suitable as Scenic or
Recreational. ‘

Portions of eight study rivers (43,713 acres) with
outstandingly remarkable recreational values are
recommanded as nonsuitable. Thesa ara either
In wilderness areas or riparian national
conservation areas and include Aravaipa Creek,
Bill Williams River, Burro Creek, Gila River: Gila
Box, Lower San Francisco River, Paria, S8an
Pedro River, and the Virgin River study areas.

The rivers are either the basis of recreational
activities (floating, swimming, fishing) or
contribute to the quality and intenslty of an
activity. Riparian areas provide excellent hiking
and camping opportunities as wall as wildlife
habitat for wildlife observations and hunting.
Table 3-6 in Chapter 3 summarizes the primary
types of recreation associated with each river
study arsa. In addition, archaeological and
historic resources in many of the river study
areas attract visitors. Dramatic canyons such
as the Paria, Burro Creek, and the Gila River:
Gila Box pravide
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uncommon opportuniies for photographic and
artistic projects.

Visitor use figures are varied and, as Table 3-6

indicates, range from annual totals that are very
low (Wright Creek) to the very popular Aravaipa
Creek, Burro Creek, and 5an Pedro River arsas.

Mineral entry, {easing, and materials sales would
be prohiblted by withdrawal on 4,040 acres on
two river study areas (Burro Creek, Lower San
Francisco River} with Wild segments. This
prohibition would eliminate any threat to the
outstandingly remarkable recreational values
from new mining operations and the associated
noige, trafflc and restrictive land uses.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 13,516 acres within the Blll Williams River,
Burro Creek, Gila River: Gila Box, Lower San
Francisco River, and Virgin river study areas.
Restricting patents to the mineral estate would
preserva the surface in federal ownership and
management. Although mining activities could
alter the landscape, reclamation Is required, and
reclamation would mitigate surface
disturbances.

New roads would be prohiblted on 4,040 acres
in Wild segments in two river study areas (Burro
Creek, Lower San Francisco River). Motorized
use also would be restricted in these two study
areas. Prohibiting new roads and rastricting
motorized use would protect the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values by vehicle use in
the river study areas. In certain situations, the
prohibition on new roads could limit future
access to uplands areas for recraation,
scientific, minerals development, or other
activities.
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TABLE 4-LP2: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE RECREATIONAL VALUES

RIVER STUDY BILL BURRC GILA LSAN  TURKEY VIR BLM
AREAS WLME CREEK BOX FRAN- CREEK GIN FUBLIC
CIsco LAND
BLM Public Land Acres 486 6130 1410 1834 730 4156 14946
Wild Begmenis 0 3340 0 700 0 0 4040
No Road in Wild Segs 0 3340 0 700 0 qa 4040
No New Mineral Entry o 3340 0 700 0 0 4044
No Surfacc Paient 486 6130 1410 1134 0 4256 13516
Motorized Use Resiricled 0 3340 i} 700 0 4] 4040
No Dams or Diversions 486 6230 1410  1R34 T30 4256 14946
Actes covered in outstandingly remarkeble portion by management
aclions common 1o all eliernatives
ACEC 486 4933 0 Q 560 1256 10235
Milex Closed 0 0 0 i} 0 0 0
Exisling Ronds 0 1760 0 1334 T30 0 g4
Designated Rds 486 1130 1410 q 0 4356 7282
No Surface Occupancy 4B6 1130 0 1134 730 4236 7736
Frolection of Aeries 486 4933 0 i} 0 0 5419
Erosion Control 0 0 0 0 0 0 L]
Cotlonwood Planting 100 0 0 0 0 0 100
No Woodcutling o 1] 0 0 360 9344 5904
Dead/Down Wood Only 0 0 0 0 0 4156 42156
No Native Plant Removal 486 1130 0 0 a 0 1616
Salt Cedar Removal 510 0 o 0 0 0 310
Fencing 5 0 )] [ 0 0 11
Unique Welers Monitoring 7 0 6 0 0 13
New Water Sources 5 5 1] 0 0 10
Camp Outside Riparian 486 4933 0 0 0 0 3419
Heclicopier Reutrictions 486 45933 0 0 0 0 5419
Total acres (BLM/Private/Other) covered by oulstandingly remarkeble portion
Twial 1713 12420 1410 1414 730 3951 14649
Privale 324 3350 0 590 0 16321 6096
State/Other 703 2840 0 0 64 1607
RMP Plannsd Acquisilion ROO 6042 0 590 0 1396 9013
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In two river study areas with Wild segments
{4,040 acres) new rights-of-way would be
discouraged. While this would not prevent new
rights-of-way, it would encourage applicants to
consider alternative routes. Rights-of-way could
degrade oputstandingly remarkable racreational
values; however, thae approval of new rights-of-
way would require the completion of
environmental compliance documentation. This
actlon would complement other efforts to
prevent such degradation.

Whara not already inttiated, instraam flow
assassments on the six study areas would be
conducted in order to secure instream flow
protection. Flow protection strategies and
actions would be developed for each river study
area to protect the outstandingly remarkable
recreational values.

Under the legislative protection alternative
dams, levees, and other types of diversions
would ba prohiblted on 35 riparian miles. This
action would protect the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values along 12 rivers
by rmaintaining natural landscapes and stream
flows.

Cutstandingly remarkable recreational values
also would recelve pratection from the ongoing
management actions described in Chapter 2.

The legislative protection alternative
recommends nondesignation for portions of
eight river study areas (43,838 acres) In
wilderness areas or riparian national
conservation areas. This includes all or portions
of the Aravaipa Creek, Bill Williams River, Burro
Creek, Gila River: Glla Box, Lower San
Francisco River, Paria, San Pedro River, and
Virgin River study areas,

Whila the outstandingly remarkable recreational
values would not receive long-
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tarm legislative protaction under the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act, there would be legislative
protection from either wilderness area or
riparian national conservation area
management.

« Conclusion

There would be no adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkabls recreational values
from implementation of the legisiative protection
alternative. The long-term legislative protection
would be beneficial.

The portions of eight study rivers (43,713 acres)
with outstandingly remarkable recreational
values not determined suitable would not have
the outstandingly remarkable recreational values
under protection by provisions in the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act. These include Aravaipa
Creek, Bill Williams River, Burro Creek, Gila
River: Gila Box, Lower San Francisco River,
Paria, San Pedro River, and the Virgin River
study areas. However, the outstandingly
remarkable racreational values would be under
the legislative protection of wilderness and
national conservation areas.

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
geolfogic values

Outstandingly remarkable geologic values are
found in three of the 20 river study areas. The
legislative pratection alternative recommands
portions of two of these study areas for
designation. Seven hundred acres are
recommended as suitable for designation as
wild.

The remaining segments (15,050 acres) with
outstandingly remarkable geologic values are
recommended as nonsultable. These ara in
riparian national conservation areas (6,090
acres) and a wilderness area (8,960 acres).
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TABLE 4-LP3}: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: QUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE GEOLOGIC VALUES

RIVER. STUDY LA LSAN  BLM
AREAS BOX  FRAN. PUBLIC
CISCO  LAND
BLM Public Land Acres 1410 1834 3244
Wild Sepmenis 0 700 700
0
No Road in Wild Segs o 700 T00
0
No New Mineral Eniry o 700 700
0
No Surface Patenit 1410 1134 1544
0
Molorized Use Restricted 0 700 700
0
No Dams or Diversions 1410 1834 3244

Acres covered in culstandingly remarkable porlion by
management actions common to all altermalives

ACEC 0 0 0
Miles Claged 0 0 0
Bxigling Roads 0 1334 1334
Designated Rds 1410 0 1410
No Surface Ocoupancy 0 1134 1134
Protection of Neais 0
Erosion Control 0
Cotlonwood Planting 0
No Woodeutting 0
Dead/Thown Wood Only 0
No Mative Plant Rermoval 0
Salt Cedar Removal 0
Fencing 0
Uniqu¢ Walers Monitoring 0
New Waler Sources 5
Camp Oultside Riparian 0
Helicopter Restriclions 0
Total acres (BLM/Privaie/Other) covered by

LT =T — R - - = I - - I — I — ]
S Q w h o O Q O O oo

oulstandingly remarkahle postion

Toltal 1410 2424 1814
Privale 0 390 390
State/Onher 0 0 0
RMP Planned Acquisition 0 590 590
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Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 700 acras in the
Wild segments of the Lower San Francisco
River study area. Patents would be limited to
the mineral estate on 2,544 acras In the Gila
River; Gila Box and Lower San Francisco river
study areas. Prohibiting mineral entry, and
restricting patents to the mineral estate would
preserve the surface in federal ownership and
management. Although mining activities, where
permitted, could alter the landscape,
reclamatlion is required, and reclamation would
mitigate surface disturbances.

New roads would be prohibited on 700 acres in
the Wild segment of the Lower San Francisco
River. Motorized travel also would ba restricted.

Under the legislative protection alternative
dams, levees, and other types of diversions
would be prohibited on approximately 10
riparian miles. This action would protect
outstandingly remarkable geologlc values on the
two segments and riparian miles along two
rivers by maintaining natural landscapes and
gtream flows.

= Conclusion

There would be no adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable geologic values from
the implementation of the legislative protection
alternative,

Impacts on outstandingly remarkable geologic
values In the segments (15,050 acres)
recommended as nonsuitable would be
negligible due to the protection offered by the
wilderness area and riparian national
conservation area management.
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- Impacis on outstandingly remarkable flsh
and wildlife habitat and aguatic hablat
values

Outstandingly remarkable fish and wildllfe
habitat was identified in 19 of the 20 eligible
river study areas. Aquatic habltat was identified
as an outstandingly remarkable value in the
Bonlta Creek and the Virgin river study areas.

The legislative protection altemative
recommenxis all or portions of 14 study areas
as suitable for designation (28 segments, 41,817
acras). Portions of seven study areas with eight
segments (12,430 acres) are recommended
sultable as Wild. The seven study areas include
the Agua Fria River, Burro Creek (2 segments),
Hassayampa River, Hot Springs, Lower San
Francisco River, Middle Gila River, and Santa
Maria River. The remaining 21 sagments
(29,387 acres) are tecommendad sultable as
elther Scenic or Recreatlonal.

Thae legislative protection alternative determines
all or portions of 12 segments (60,510 acres)
including five study areas {Amavalpa Creek,
Bonita Creek, Paria, San Pedro River, and
Swamp Springs) to be nonsuitable. The
acreage in the nonsuitable portions Is elther
under wilderness or national conservation area
legislative protection and there would be llitle
likelihood of adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aquatic habhat values.

Tables 3-7 and 3-8 In Chapter 3 provide details
on fish and wildlife populations and riparian
vegetation by river Area for each of the 20 river
study areas.
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TABLE 4-LP4: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLF FISH AND WILDLIFE
HABITAT AND AQUATIC HABITAT VALUES

RIVER STUDY AA BIG BUL BURROQ (1B FRANGI QLA HA3IA- HOT LSAN MDD 2ANTA VIR WRICHT BLM
AREAS FRIA BANDY WLMS CREEK HNEOA CREEX BOX YAMFA SFRING FRAN. GILA MARIA GIN CREEX PUBLIC
CIZCO LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 6710 2030 486 6130 3200 BEO 1410 2860 1600 1834 3630 2810 4256 IBEL  4lRL1Y

Wild Scgments 4320 0 0 3340 0 0 0 200 1800 700 L0 1040 1] 0 12430
No Road in Wild Segn 3320 0 0 3340 0 0 0 200 1600 00 L0 1040 0 0 12430
No New Mincral Eniry 5320 0 0 IMo 0 0 0 200 500 TO0O 230 1040 o 0 12430
Mo Swface Patenl 6710 1637 486 G130 3200 RB0 1410 2860 1600 1134 3430 2810 4238 IBGL 40T
Motorized Use Ecatricted 3320 0 (R X E ] 0 0 0 200 1600 700 230 1040 0 0 11430
Mo Dams or Diversion 6710 2030 486 6230 3200  BE0 1410 2860 1600 1834 3650 2810 4236 86l 41817

Acres covercd in cuintandimaly ramarkable portion by management actions common to all alermatives

ACEC 2060 1009 46 4513 0 480 o 0 1600 0 0 610 4236 3R61 19393
Miles Cleed 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 a a o 6
Fxisting Roads 1390 628 0 1750 3200 400 0 2600 0 13 300 60 0 36 1938
Designaied Rds 0 1009 4RE 1130 0 480 1410 ) 0 0 0 0 4256 o L
No Surface Ocoupancy 1350 1009 486 1130 3200 480 0 2660 1600 113 2500 2810 4236 6L 27516
Protection of Neaty 0 1008 486 4933 0 480 a 0 0 0 0 1060 0 0 7568
Ertsion Contral 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Cotienwood Planting &70 0 100 0 0 0 a 660 0 o 3650 0 0 0 3080
Mo Woadcutting 0 0 0 0 3200 0 0 1600 0 a 0 9344 0 14144
Dead/Down Wood Only 0 0 0 0 3200 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 4256 0 7436
No Native Plant Removal 0 1008 486 1130 0 480 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 3E61 6966
Sakt Cedar Removal 0 40 510 0 0 0 i o 0 0 610 0 0 0 1540
Fencing 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 7 1B
Unique Waiers Monitoring 0 0 0 1 0 'l 0 0 s 6 0 q 0 7 %
Now Water Sources 0 5 0 3 ] 5 3 5 0 0 0 s 0 1 EY1
Camp Outride Riparian 0 1009 486 4933 0 480 0 0 0 0 0 610 0 0 7518
Holicopter Rextrictions 0 I00e 486 4933 0 480 0 0 0 0 0 1080 0 0 TG
Total acres (BLM/Privair/Cther) cavered by outstandingly romarkable portion

Total 7160  SAI0 1713 12420 3360 850 1410 AW3& 1920 2424 6035 7730 3952 4032 667A2

Private 1RO 3780 524 3350 0 0 0 so0 160 590 1305 24 1632 171 148722
StateiOnther 270 0 51 2R40 160 1} 0 2476 160 0 B8O 1490 64 0 5864
RMP Flanned Acquisition 120 4510 703 64z 160 400 0 1040 160 550 2203 610 1384 170 1HIOG
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Mineral entry, leasing, and materials sales would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 12,430 acres of
the Wild segments of seven river study areas
{Agua Fria River, Burro Creek (2 segments},
Hassayampa River, Hot Springs Canyon, Lower
San Francisco River, Middle Gila River, and
Santa Maria River). This prohibition would
eliminate any threat to the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildilfe habitat values from
new mining operatlons. (Although Hot Springs
Canyon is estimated to have no mineral
potential a Wild designation nevertheless would
ptohiblt mineral entry.)

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
onh 40,724 acres of the 14 study areas.
Restricting patents to the mineral estate would
preserve the surface In federal ownership and
management. Although mining activities could
alter the landscape, reclamation Is required, and
reclamation would mitigate surface
disturbances.

Roads would be prohiblted on 12,430 acres in
segments recommended as Wild in seven river
study areas {(Agua Fria River, Burro Creek {2
segments), Hassayampa River, Hot Springs
Canyon, Lower San Franclsco River, Middle Gila
River, and Santa Marla River). Motorized use
also would be restricted In these study areas.
Prohiblting new roads and restricting motorized
use would protect the outstandingly remarkable
fish and wildlifa habltat and aquatic habitat
values by vehicle use in the river study areas.

In centaln shtuations, the prohibition on new
roads could limit future access to uplands arasas
for recreation, scientific, minerals development,
or other activities.

In the Wild segments (12,430 acres) of seven
study areas new rights-of-way would be
discouraged. While this would not prevent new
rights-of-way, it would encourage applicants to
consider alternative routes. Rights-of-way could
degrade outstandingly remarkable fish and
wildilfe habitat and aquatic habitat values;
however, the approval of new rights-of-way
would require the complstion of environmental

121

compliance documentation. This action would
complement other efforts to prevent such
degradation,

Where not already inltiated, Instream flow
assessments on the 14 study areas would be
conducted in arder to secure instream flow
protection. Flow protection strategles and
actions would be developed for each river study
area to protect the outstandingly remarkable
fish and wildlife habltat and aguatic habitat
values.

Under the legislative protection alterhative,
dams, levees, and other types of diversions
would be prohibited on approximately 102
riparian miles. This action would protect the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aquatic habitat values on the along 14
rivers by maintaining natural landscapes and
stream flows.

The ongoing management actions described in
Chapter 2 would provide additional protection
for the outstandingly remarkabie flsh and wildilfe
habitat and aquatic habltat values.

The legislative protection alternative
raecommends all river study area segments
currently in wilderness area or riparlan national
conservation areas as nonsuftable. This
includes all or portions of the Aravaipa Creek,
Bonlta Creek, Paria, San Pedro River, and Santa
Maria river study areas, While the outstandingty
remarkable fish and wildiife habitat and aquatic
habitat values would not recelve long-term
iegislative protection under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, there would be legislative protection
from either wilderness area or riparian national
conservation area management.

+ Concdlusion

Impltementation of the legislative protection
alternative would have no adversa impacts on
the outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife
habitat and aquatic habitat values. Placing the
28 segments under the long-term legislative
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protection of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
would be a beneficial impact.

Nonsultability determinations for all or portions
of 12 segments {60,510 acres) found to have
outstandingly remarkable tish and wildiife and
aquatic habitat during the sligibility study would
have negligible impacts. This is due to the
protection these areas already have from
wilderness areas and riparian national
conservation areas.

Impacta on outstandingly remarkable
cultural, historie, and paleontologic values

Eighteen of the 20 river study areas are known
to contain prehistoric and historic
archaeological sites. Nine of these study areas
hava outstandingly remarkable cultural resource
values, Details of these nine areas, are shown
in Table 3-8, Chapter 3. Prehistoric slies are
present in all of the areas; six contain historic
sites.

The legislative protection alternative determines
six study areas with outstandingly remarkable
cultural and historic values (20,775 acres) to be
sultable for designation. Four segments (9,840
acres) are recommended for a Wild
classification; the remaining eight (10,935 acres)
are recommended as Scenic or Recraational.
Quistandingly remarkable cultural resotirce
values in six of the study areas are rare and
significant but nonetheless threatened by
damage from erosion and human activities such
as vandalism and off-road vehicle traffic.

Under the legislative protection alternative all or
portions of 12 segments (34,476 acres)
including three entlre river study areas (Bonita
Creek, Parla, and San Pedro River) arg
determined to be nonsuitable and would not be
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recommended for designation. The nonsultable
areas, however, are under wlldemess or national
consarvation area lagislative protection and
there would be little likedihood of adverse
impacts.

Mineral entry, laasing, and materials salaes would
be prohibited by withdrawal on 9,840 acres on
three of the six river areas (Agua Fria River,
Burro Creak, Lower S8an Francisco River) that
would ba dasignated as Wild. This prohibition
would eliminate any threat to the outstandingly
remarkable cultural, historic, and paleontologic
values from new mining operations.

Patents would be restricted to the mineral estate
on 19,345 acres within the Agua Fria River,
Burro Creak, Gila River: Gila Box, Lower San
Francisco River, and Wright Creek study areas.
Restricting patents to the mineral estate would
preserve the surface in federal ownership and
management. Although mining activities could
alter the landscape, scientific data recovery and
reclamation would be required to mitigate
surface disturbances.

New roads would be prohibited on 9,840 acres
in segments recommended as Wild in three river
study areas: Agua Fria River, Burro Creek and
Lower San Francisco River. Motorized use also
would be restricted. Prohibiting new roads and
restricting motorized use would protect the
outstandingly remarkable cultural resource
values from damage or any conflicts with by
vehicle use in the river study areas. In certain
shuations, the prohibition on new roads could
limit future access to uplands areas for
racreational, scientific, minerats development, or
other actlvities.
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TABLE 4-LP5: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE
CULTURAL, HISTORIC, AND PALEONTOLOGIC VALUES

RIVER STUDY AGUA  BURROQ GILA L.8AN TURKEY WRIGHT BLM
ABEAS FRIA CREEK, BOX FRAN- CREEK CREEK PUBLIC
cisco LAND

BIM Public Land Acres &710 6230 1410 1834 730 386l 20773
Wild Segmenia 5320 3820 0 700 ] 0 9840
No Road in Wild Sega 5320 3520 0 700 a 0 9840
No New Minerul Entry 5320 3810 0 T00 0 0 9840
No Surface Patent 6710 6230 1410 1134 0 3881 19345
Motorized Use Restricted 3320 3820 0 700 ] 0 2840
No Dams of Diversions 6710 6230 1410 1834 730 3861 20773

lAcres covered in outstandingly remarkahle partion by management actions commen 1o all alternatives

ACEC 2160 4913 0 a 360 3861 11514
Milez Closcd 1 1] 0 0 0 0 1
Existing Roada 1390 1760 0 1334 730 3861 2075
Deaignated Rids 0 1130 1410 o 0 0 2540
No Surface Oecupancy 1390 1130 0 1134 730 3861 8243
Proleclion of Nesis 0 4933 0 0 0 0 49313
Frosion Control 0 0 0 0 1] 0 o
Cottonwood Planting 670 0 0 0 0 0 670
Ko Woodcutting 0 0 0 0 360 0 560
Dead/Down Wood Only 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No Native Plant Remaval 0 1130 0 0 0 3Bl 4991
Sah Cedar Removal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fencing 0 0 0 6 0 7 13
Unigue Waters Monitoring 0 7 0 & 0 7 10
New Water Sources 0 5 5 0 0 1 11
Camp Ouiside Riparian 0 4933 0 0 0 0 4933
Helicopter Resiriclions 0 4933 0 0 0 0 4933
Total acres (BLM/Private/Other) covered by outstandingly remarkable portion

Total 7160 12420 1410 2424 730 4032 28176
Private 180 3330 0 550 ] 17 4291
Swate/Other 270 2840 0 0 0 0 3110
RMP Planned Acquisilion 120 6042 0 590 ] 170 6912
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In three river study areas (3,840 acres)
recommended as suitable for designation as
Wild, new rights-of-way would be discouraged.
While this would not prevent new rights-of-way,
it wouid encourage applicants to consider
alternative routes. Rights-of-way could degrade
outstandingly remarkable cultural resource
values; however, the approval of new rights-of-
way would require the completion of
environmental compliance documentation. This
action would complement other efforts to
prevent such degradation,

In the six segments (20,775 acres} included in
the legislative protection alternattve for inclusion
in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System
cultural resources would be inventoried; site
protection strategies involving fencing,
monttoring, or stabillzatlon would be developed;
research would be encouraged and selected
sltes would be interpreted as appropriate for
public visitation.

Addltlonal protectlon for the outstandingly
remarkable cultural, historie, and paleontologic
values would be provided by the ongoing
management actions desctibed in Chapter 2.

Proposed activities that could result In increased
use or surface disturbance in six study areas
would be reviewed by a cultural resource
specialist. In most cases, & fleld Inventory of
the potentially affected area would be
completed,
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Shtes evaluated as eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places, in consultation with
the State Historic Preservation Officer, would be
normally be avolded by the proposed activity.
However, if avoidance is not possible, impacts
would be mitigated through a data recovery
program developed in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer.

« Conclusion

Implementation of the legislative protection
alternative would have no adverse impacis on
the outstandingly remarkable cultural, historic,
and palecntologic values. Placing the araas
under the long-term legislative protection of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would be a
beneficial impact.

Determining all or portions of 12 segments
(34,476 acres) as nonsuitable and not
recommending them for designation would have
a negligible impact. This is because the
segments are under the legislative protection
provided in wilderness areas and riparian
national conservation areas.

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkabie
hydrologic values

Two river study areas (3,244 acres) have
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values.
The outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values
are identified with perennial natural water flow in
an otherwise semi-arid desert environment.
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TABLE 4-LP6: MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: OUTSTANDINGLY
REMARKABLE HYDROLOGIC VALUES

RIVER STUDY GILA  LSAN BLM
AREAS BOX  FRAN- PUBLIC
CISCO  LAND

BLM Public Land Acres 1410 1834 3244
Wild Sepments 0 Too 700
No Road in Wild Segs [V 11] 700
No New Minerat Entry 0 700 700
No Surface Patent 1410 1134 1544
Motorized Use Restricled 0 700 700
No Dams or Diversions 1410 1834 3144

Acres covered in outstandingly remarkable portion by
management aclions common to all altematives

ACEC a 0 0
Miles Closed 1] 0 0
Existing Roads 0 1334 1334
Designated Rds 1410 ¢ 1410
No Surface Occupancy 0 1134 11M
Protaction of Nests 0
Erosion Control 0
Cottonwood Planting 0
No Waadcutling 0
DeadDown Wood Only 0
No Native Planl Removal 4]
Salt Cedar Remaval 0
Fencing 0
Unique Waters Monitoring 0
New Waler Sources 5
Camp Outside Riparian 0
Helicopler Restriclions 0
Total acres (BLM/Private/Other) covered by
outstandingly remarkabic portion

Total 1410 2424 3824
Privatc 0 590 590
Siate/Cther 0 [} g
RMP Planned Acquisition 0 590 590

2 S o th o D D O O Qo Q@
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Approximately 6,100 acras with outstandingly
remarkable hydrologic values would be
determinad to be nonsuitable under the
legislative protection alternative. The acreage is
under wilderness or natipnal conservation area
protection,

Currently, water rights in the area are under a
complex state and federal water rights litigation
process that eventually will determine stream
flow quantities. The most likely scenario is that
senior water rights will be located downstream,
assuring continued flow In the Gila River; Gila
Box.

Where not alrready initiated, instream flow
agsossments would be conducted in order 10
secure instream flow protection, Flow
protaction sirategies would be developed for
each river study area to protect the
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values.

Under the legislative protection alternative,
dams, levees, and other types of diversions
would be prohibited on approximately 10
riparian miles, This action would protect the
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values
along two rivers by maintaining natural
landscapes and stream flows.
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» Conclusion

Implementation of the legislative protection
alternative would have no adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values.

The legislative protection for the outstandingly
remarkable hydrologic values from the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act would complement the
legislative protection associated with the riparlan
national conservation area status.

The approximately 6,100 acres with
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values that
would be determined to be nonsultable under
the legisiative protection alternative would be
under wilderness or national conservation area
protection. Adverse impacts would be unlikely.

- Impacts on Minerals Development

A Ipcatable mineral potential exists in 34 of the
40 stydy area segments (98,120 acres). There
is no mineral potential in six river study area
segments {7,776 acres). These are the Bill
Williams River (2 segments, 2,157 acres),
Cienaga Creek (2 segments, 3200 acres), Hot
Springs Canyon (1 segment, 1600 acres}, and
Swamp Springs (1 segment, 640 acres).
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TABLE 4-1 PMN1
SEGMENTS WITH MINERAL POTENTIAL

S s—re—

Riveor Study Area Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3 Sepment 4 Segment &

Agua Fria River l:: 1380ac; Scenic M; B320ac; Wild

Big Sandy Rivar L-M; 2030ac: Scanic

Bill Williams L-M; 14Bac; Wild

River

Burro Crask L: 710ac; Wild H; G30ac; M-H; 2630ac; Wil M; 1260uc;
Recraation Scenic

Francis Crosk

L; B40ac; Ragreation

Qila Box: Glla L. 420ac; Scenic N-L; 990ac; Scenkc

Rivar

Hassayampa M-H; 250ac; M-H; 200ac; Wild M-H; 1410nc;

River Recraation Recraation

Gila Box: Lowsr L: 1054 L: 700 Wild

San Francieco Recreation

River

Middla Gila Rivar M; 600ac: Recraation | M; 230ac; Wild M; 1780ac;
Recraation

Santa Marla L/M; 1040ac; Scenic L-M; 177Gac; Wild

River

Turkey Croak L; 730ac; Racreation

Virgin Rlver L; 258ac; Scanic L; 286ac; L: 371 2ac;
Recreation Racraation

YWright Crask
Cronk

L; 30867 ac; Scenic
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The legislative protection alternative includes 13 classification; the remaining 18 segments
river study areas with mineral potential covering (26,391 acres) are recommended for

a total of 37,221 acres. Six study areas with designation with a Scenic or Recreational
saven segments (10,830 acres) are classification. The river study areas and
racommended for designation with a Wild segments are shown in Tabla 4-LPMN1.

TABLE 4-LPMN2
RIVER AREA WILD SEGMENT MINERAL WITHDRAWALS

River Study Arsa Sagmant 1 Sagment 2 Segment 4

Agua Fria River Moderate; 5320 scres

Bill Willlame River Low/Modarate; 2314 acres

Burro Creak Low; 710 acree Madearata/High; 2630 acras

Hasnayampa Rivar Muodarate/High: 200 acres

Gila Box: Lower San Francisco Low; 70Qac

Rivar

Middla Glla Rivar Modarate; 230 acras

Santa Maria River Low/Maderata; 1040 acres
As Table 4-LPMNZ2 Indicates, two segments The 18 segments (26,391 acres) with mineral
(2,830 acres) of moderate to high mineral potential in river study areas that are
potential would be withdrawn. Two segments recommended for a Scenic or Recreational
(5,550 acres) with moderate mineral potential designation would not be withdrawn from
also would be withdrawn. One segment (1,040 mineral entry under the Wild and Scenic Rivers
acres) with a low-to-moderate mineral potential Act. Because segment two segments of the Bill
would be withdrawn. Two other segments Willlams River, and two segments in Cienega
(1,410 acres) with a low mineral potential would Creek have no mineral patential they are not
be withdrawn. included In Table 4-LPMN3.
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TABLE 4-LPMN3
RIVER AREA SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL LOCATABLE MINERAL POTENTIAL

e

River Study Area Segment 1 Segmamt 2 Segment 3 Segment 4 Sogment &
Agua Fria River L; 1390ac; Scanic
Big 5andy River L-M; 2030ag; Sgenic;

ACEC
Burme Crask H; 630ac; M; 1130ac;

Avcruatlon Scenic; ACEC;
1130ac; Scenlc

Francis Crask L: 840ac; Racraation;

ACEC
Gila Box: Gila L; 420ac; Scanlc N-L; 890ac; Scenkc
River
Haszcayampa M-H; 260ac; M-H; 2410ac;
River Recraation Recreation
Gila Box: Lowsr L: 1094: Recraation
S5an Francisco
Aiver
Middle Gila River M: E00ac: Recreation ; 1780ac;

Recraation
Santa Mara L/M; 1770ac;
River Scanic
ACEC

Turkay Craak L:; 730ac; Recraation;

ACEC
Virgin River L; 296ac; Sconic; L: 2688ac; L; 3712ac;

ACEC Racreation; ACEC Reciaation: ACEC

Wright Creek L: 3861 ac: Scenle:
Craak ACEC

Table 4-LPMN3J shows that all or porticns of
nine study area segments are in areas of critical
environmental concern. These segments
include: Blg Sandy River segment 1, Burro
Creek segment 5, segment 1 in Francis Creek,
Santa Marla River segment 2, segment 1 in
Turkey Creek, segments 2, 3 and 4 of the Virgin
and sagment 1 in Wright Creek. These nine
segments cover 15,287 acres.

All or portions of nine other segments (11,104
acres) are not under special protection. They
are in the Agua Fria River, Burro Creek, Gila
River: Gila Box, Hassayampa Rivar, Lower San
Francisco River, and Middle Gila River study

areas.
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Adverse impacts on minerals development may
be caused by other changes. For example,
minerals development activities on moderate-to-
high potential areas adjacent to withdrawal
areas may not occur or may be curtailed K the
ore deposlt is too small for a reasonable
operation. Prohiblting roads In Wild segments
may hinder access to areas outside the river
corridor for exploration and for minerals
developmant.

The legislative protection alternative determines
12 segments currently under wildarness area
and riparian national conservation areas to be
nonsultable. This would not release any
minerals entry prohibltions because acres
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withdrawn under wilderness areas and riparian
national conservation area ilegislation would not
change.

« Conclusion

There are 25 segments where locatable mineral
potential estimates have been made. Six study
areas (Agua Fria River, Burro Creek,
Hassayampa River, Lower San Francisco River,
Middle Gila River, and Santa Maria River) with
seven segments tatalling 10,830 acres are
determined suitable and recommended for
designation with a Wild classification and would
be withdrawn from mineral entry.

Two segments (2,830 acres) of moderate to
high mineral potential would be withdrawn. Two
segments (5,550 acres) with moderate mineral
potential also would be withdrawn. One
segment {1,040 acres) with a low-to-moderate
mineral potential would be withdrawn. Two
other sagments (1,410 acras) with a low mineral
potential would be withdrawn.

Nine other sagments (13,887 acras)
recommended for either Scenic or Recreational
classfiications, would be under area of critical
environmental ¢congern management.

Mineral entry would be available on nine
segments (10,594 acres) outside of areas of
critical environmental concern, These include
segments In the Agua Fria River, Burro Creek,
Gila River: Gila Box, Hassayampa River, Lower
San Francisco River, Middle Gila River, and
Santa Maria River study areas.

The implementation of the legislative protection
alternative would have a minor adverse impact
on minerals development.

« Impacta on Tourism

The legisiative protection alternative determines
suitable and recommends designation of all or
portions of rlvers in ten counties: Cochise, Gila,
Graham, Greenlee, La Paz, Maricopa, Mohave,
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Pima, Pinal, and Yavapai. The travel and
tourism data for these counties {Chapter 3,
Table 3-14), shows a wide range of visitor totals.
For Graham County, the average eight-year
visitor total was 46,100. In contrast, the
Coconing County totals were approximately 7.5
miltion. Greenlae County was omitted because
It has no national or state parks or recreational
areas.

Visitor expectations for the rivers recommended
as sultable for designation in these counties are
shown In Table 4-LPT1.

The estimations in Table 4-LPT1 regarding
increases in visitor use involve several
assumptions. Qne of these Is the normal trend
of visitor use growth. Regardless of
designation, the number of visitors to the river
study areas is expected to increase in
proportion to anticipated increases in tourism
throughout the state. For example, the San
Pedro River Riparian National Conservation Area
currently records over 50,000 annual visitor use
days.

Visitor use will increase in the future regardiess
of Congressgional action on degignation. The
publicity associated with wild and scenic river
designation would add slightly to the normal
increase.

Another assumption is that wild and scenic river
designation will be accompanied by publicity.
Maps will identify the rivers; brochures may be
developed; commercial tour ventures may
develop. The Bureau of Land Management
sponsored a University of Arizona study on
nature-based tourism in southeastem Arizona.

The study lllustrates how nature-based tourism
can benefit local economies (University of
Arizona, 1992). The wild and scenic river
publiclty would have its greatest effect on river
study areas in and near the tourism centers of
the Phoenix (Maricopa County)} and Tucson
(Pima County) metropolltan areas. Other
centers would be the cities of Sedona
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(Yavapal/Coconino County), Sierra Vista
(Cochise County), Prescott (Yavapal County),
Payson (Gila County), and in Mohave County.
Lake Havasu City and Bullhead City.

A third assumption s that the Bureau of Land
Management will not undertake recreational
facllity developments because of wild and
scenic river designation, Rivers designated as
Wild prohiblt this. While recreational
developments are allowed in Scenic and
Recreational rivers, the Bureau of Land
Management has no plans to develop special
facilities,

Finally, most of the river segments
recomimended as suitable for designation are in
primhive use areas with limited access.
Exceptions to thig are the San Pedro River and
portions of the Virgin, Gila, and San Francisco
river study areas.
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As Table 4-LPT1 indicates, the estimated
increase in visitors ranges from 5,000 in the San
Padro River study area to fewar than 500 in the
maore remote study areas. On a county basis
Graham County would have an addlional 4,000
annual vishtors, or neardy 10 percem of the
average total park and recreational visits shown
in Table 3-14. This would ba a minor beneficial
impact. In Greenlea County, which does not
appear in the data displayed in Table 3-14, the
estimated increase would be approximately
1,000 visitor use days. This also would be a
minor beneficial impact.

In the other county areas where visitor totals are
already high, visltor increase proportions
resulting from wild and scenic river designation
would be negligible.

« Conclusion

Implementation of the legislative protection
alternative would have no adverse effects on
travel and tourism. Minor beneficlal impacts
would oceur In Graham and Greenles countles.
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TABLE 4-LPT1
VISITOR USE CHANGES

COUNTY RIVER STUDY AREA CURRENT USE ESTIMATED VISITGR INCREASE
Cochine Soan Padro = BO,O00 =10 parcant
Gils Middla Gila 1,500 < 20 parcent
Graham Bonita Crask 15,00 = 20 parcant
Gila Box: Gila River 4,000 < 20 parcant
Turkey Croak 1,200 > 10 parceant
Grasnlas Gila Box: Gila River 4,000 < 20 parcent
Qila Box: Lowar San Francinsco River
> 1,000 =10 parcent
La Paz Bill Williams River < 2,600 <10 percent
Santa Maria River < 2,000 <10 percant
Marieopa Hassaysmpa Rivar 1,200 > 20 parcant
Mohave Big Sandy River 2,500 <10 parcant
Bill williams River < 2,500 <10 parcant
Burro Creek > 20.000 > 10 parcant
Santa Marla River < 2,000 <10 parcent
Virgin River 7.600 > 10 parcent
Pima Cisnsga Crask > 2,500 < 20 parcent
Pinal Aravaipa Crask > 15,000 -
Middle Gila 1,600 < 20 percent
Yavapai Burra Crask = 20,000 > 10 percent
Santa Maria River = 2,000 <10 parcent

IMPACTS FROM IMPLEMENTING THE NO
ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The no actlon alternative detarmines all 20 river
study areas (103,541 acres) to be nonsuitable
and has no recommendations for designation.

Under the no action alternative none of the
outstandingly remarkabie values would receive
spacial legislative protection from the provisions
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Management actions discussed in this
alternative include those necessary to
implement existing legislative and administrative
designations. These dasignations include
wilderness areas, riparian national conservation
areas, areas of critical environmental concern,
and the multiple use management prescriptions
in resource management plans.
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Qutstandingly Remarkable Values

Under the no action alternative, 40 river
segments and 20 river study areas are
determined to be nonsuttable. The
outstandingly remarkable values would not
receive speclal legislative protection under the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,

The spacial protection currently provided to the
wild and scenic river study areas during this
evaluation process would be terminated i
Congress selects the no action alternative.

Howaever, the outstandingly remarkable values
would be managed under the Aravaipa
Wildernass Act of 1984, the Arizona Wilderness
Act of 1984, and the Arizona Desert Wilderness
Act of 1990. Legislative protection for areas
with outstandingly remarkable values would also
be provided under the San Pedro River Riparian
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National Conservation Area {established by
Congrass in 1988) and the Gila Box Riparian
National Conservation Area established by
Congrass in 1990,

Over 38,600 acres would be protected in
wildarness areas. More than 21,900 acres
would be under the protection of riparian
national congervation areas. An additional
21,600 acres within the 20 river study areas
would recelve administrative protection from
their inclusion in 10 areas of critical
environmental concern.

- Impacts on Outstandingly Remarkable
Scenic Values

In the eligibility evaluation, 14 of the 20 river
study areas were regarded to have
outstandingly remarkable scenic values. All 14
rivers ara recommended as nonsuitable in the
no action alternative. The 14 river study areas
cover 85,470 acres.

The outstandingly remarkable scenic values are
varled. They include undisturbed panoramas
with diverse landforms composed of canyons,
mourtain slopes, rolling hills, and the broad
river channels. Pristing canyons and gorges
provide exceptional aesthetic experiences.
Rugged mountains, rocky canyons, and
imposing cliff faces provide exceptional
opportunities for sightseeing and photography.

Portions or all of 13 of the 14 study areas
(53,600 acres) are either In wilderness areas or
riparian natlonal conservation areas.
Approximately 35,400 acres covering all or paris
of 15 segments aré In wilderness areas (the
Parla study area, which does not have
outstandingly remarkable scenic values, Is not
included in the total). In addition, all or parts of
five other segments totalling approximately
18,300 acras are in riparian national
conservation areas (Bonita Creek does not have
outstandingly remarkable values and is not pan
of the total).
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The outstandingly remarkable scenic values
would be protected by ongoing managemernt
actions. For example, approved plans of
operations would be required for all minerai
activity above the level of casual use in areas of
critical environmental concern. No surface
occupancy stipulations would be required for
mineral leases In 11 study areas covering
19,585 acres as identlfied in resource
management plans and management
prescriptions for areas of critical environmental
concern. Mineral entry, leasing, and materlals
sales would be recommended for withdrawal on
11,349 acres on six river segments in accord
with managéement provisions in areas of critical
environmental concern. (This excludes 3,200
acres in the Cienega Creek study area never
open to mineral entry.) These actions would
protect the outstandingly remarkable scenic
values by restricting and managing mineral
development activities.

Up to 20,033 acres in riparian areas would be
acquired on a willing seller-willing buyer basls or
by exchange in accordance with management
plans in riparian national conservation areas,
areas of critical environmental concemn and
resource management plans. Neady 42 miles of
roads would be closed in four river study areas
in accordance with management provisions in
araas of critical environmental concern. New
road development would be prohiblted within
1/2 mile of a hald eagle aerie in accordance
with management provisions in five areas of
critical environmental concemn (7,968 acres).
Off-highway vehicle use would be limited to
existing roads and trails on 19,163 acres of 10
Wild and study areas according to requirements
in area of critical environmental concern
management plans. These actions would
provide protection for the outstandingly
remarkable scenic values by enlarging the
amount of land under federal protection and
ensuring management guidance for vehicle use.

Camping would be restricted to a 14-day limk in
riparian zones according to guidance in
resource management plans. Camping would
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be restricted to fewer than 14-days in the
riparian zones of three rivers in compliance with
riparian national conservation plans and
wilderness managemeant plans. Campground
development will be restricted to areas outside
riparian zones and the 100-year floodplain in six
study areas (11,538 acres). This complies with
stipulations in areas of critical environmental
concarn managament plans. Intensive
recreational activities would be prohibited within
1/2 mile of a bald eagle nests /falcon nests
during breeding season in five riparian areas
covering 7,968 acres according to management
plans in areas of critical environmental concern.
Helicopter flights would be prohibited aver five
study areas (27,155 acres) on the basis of
management requirements in areas of critical
ervironmental concern. Requirements to locate
campgrounds and picnic areas away from
riparian zones would occur in five river study
areas (7,968 acres) on the basis of provisions in
areas of critical environmental concern
management plans. Management of
recreational activities would prevent overuse
and protect the outstandingly remarkable scenic
valuss.

Cottonwood and willow planting would occur on
up to 2,550 acres in four Wild and study areas
in compliance with area of critical environmental
concern management plans. Woodcutting
would be prohibited on 19,294 acres of areas of
critical environmental concern. Wood collection
would be restricted to down and dead materials
in two study areas (7,776 acres) in accordance
with area of critical environmental concern
management provisions. Wood collection
would be prohiblted on 13,096 acres in two
study areas according to provisions In resourca
management plang. Removal of native plants
would be prohiblted in 7,400 acres of five study
areas in compliance with area of critical
environmental concern management plans.
Approximately 5,450 acres of salt cedar would
be removed within five study areas according to
provisions in area of critical environmental
concern and resource management plans. The
riparian and vegetative management actions
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would protect the outstandingly remarkable
scenic values by preventing and contralling
conflicting activities.

Erosion control structures (stabilization,
diversions) would be developed on
approximately 40 riparian riles in two study
areas in accordance with management
provisions in riparian national conservation
areas and resource management plans. Water
quality monktoring would be conducted as
required by the State on neary 85 riparian miles
of nine rivers designated by the State as unique
waters. Approximately 28 miles of fencing that
includes exclosuras would be developad in
riparian areas in four study areas (14,454 acres)
according to management provisions for
riparian national conservation areas and a
resource management plan.

Proposed activities that could resuit in Increased
use or surface disturbance in 20 study areas
would be reviewed by a cultural resource
speclalist. In most cases, a field inventory of
the potentially affected area would be
completed. Sites evaluated as eligible for the
National Register of Historlc Places would be
avoided by the proposed activity. If avoidance
is not possible, Impacts would be mhigated
through a data recovery program developed In
consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer, Protection measures, such as fencing
or periodic monhtoring, would be developed for
selected cultural resources that have slther a
high level of significance or a history of
vandalism. Thease actlons would pravent
damage and deterioration to any cultural
resources and protect the assoclated
otntstandingly remarkable scenic values.

Up to 37 new upland water sources would be
developed for grazing management in nine
study areas according to0 management
provisions for areas of critical environmental
concern. The grazing management actions
would prevent damage to and any conflicts with
of the outstandingly remarkable scenic values.
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- Conclusion

Implementation of the no action alternative
would have no direct adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable scenic values on
87,489 acres on 33 segments of 14 study areas.

Study areas with outstandingly remarkable
scenic values cover 87,500 acres, Of that
acreage 53,600 acres are protected undar
wllderness areas or riparlan national
conservation area management. There would
be no special legislaiive protection for nearly
34,000 acres.

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
recreational values

Nine of the 20 river study areas contain
autstandingly remarkable recreational values.
The nine rivers recommended as suitable cover
about 58,784 acres in 21 separate segments
(See Table 2-AS1, Chapter 2).

The river study areas provide opportunities for
primitive outdoor recreation in which local and
regional residents as well as tourists from
around the country and world, participate. The
outstandingly remarkable recreational values
include hiking, backpacking camping,
horseback riding, sightseeing, wildlife
observation, hunting, fishing, photography, rock
climbing, swimming, rafting, kayaking, canoeing,
and geologic, ecologic, and cultural resource
observation and interpretation. Visltor use
figures range from annual uses that are very low
(Wright Creek) to the very popular Aravaipa
Creek, Burro Creek, and San Pedro River areas.

Nine rivers In the eligibility evaluations were
determined to have outstandingly remarkahble
recreational valuas. All are recommended for
nonsuftability In the no actlon alternative,

Under the no action alternative the
outstandingly remarkable recreational values
would be protected by ongoing management
actions. For example, approved plans of

135

operations would be required for all mineral
activity abova the level of casual use in areas of
critical environmental concern. No surface
occupancy stipulations would be required for
mineral leases in 13 study areas covering
33,709 acres as identified in resource
management plans and management
prescriptions for areas of critical environmental
concern. Mineral entry, leasing, and materials
sales would be recommended for withdrawal on
11,349 acras on seven river sagment in
accordance with management provisions in
areas of critical environmental concem. (This
excludes 3,200 acras in the Cignaga Creek
study area that has never been open to mineral
entry. These actions would protect the
ouistandingly remarkable recreational values by
restricting and managing mineral development
activities.

Up to 20,033 acres in riparian areas would be
acquired on a willing seller-willing buyer basis or
by exchange In accordance with management
plans in riparian national conservation areas,
areas of critical environmental concern and
resource management plans. Nearly 42 miles of
roads would be closed in four river study areas
in accordance with management provisions in
areas of critical environmental concern. New
road development would be prohiblted within
1/2 mile of a bald eagle aerie in accordance
with management provisions in five areas of
critical environmental concern (7,968 acres).
Off-highway vehicle use would be limited to
existing roads and trails on 19,163 acres of 10
study areas according [o requirements In area
of critical environmental concern management
plans. These actions would provide protection
for the outstandingly remarkable recreational
values by enlarging the amount of land under
federal protection and ensuring management
guidance for vehicle use.

Camping would be restricted to a 14-day limit in
riparian zones in 17 study areas according to
guidance In resource management plans.
Camping would be restricted to fewer than 14-
days in tha riparian zones of three rivers in
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compliance with riparian national conservation
plans and wildernass management plans.
Campground development will be restricted to
areas outside riparian zones and the 100-year
floodplain in six study areas (11,538 acres) in
compliance with stipulations in areas of critical
environmental concern management plans.
Intensive recreational activities would be
prohiblted within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle
nests/falcon nests during breeding season in
five riparian areas covering 7,968 acres
according to management plans in areas of
critical environmental concern. Helicopter
fights would be prohibited over five study areas
(27,155 acres) on tha basis of management
requirements in areas of critical environmental
concern. Requirements to locate campgrounds
and picnic areas away from riparian zones
would occur in five river study areas (7,968
acres) on the basis of provisions in areas of
critical environmental concern management
plans. Management of recreational activities
would prevent overuse and protect the
outstandingly remarkable recreational values.

A number of actions would be taken in
accordance with resource management plans
and area of critical environmental concern
management plans. For example, cottonwood
and willow planting would occur on up to 2,550
acres in four study areas. Woodcutting would
be prohibited on 19,294 acres, wood collection
would be restricted to down and dead materials
in two study areas (7,776 acres) and wood
collection would be prohibited on 13,096 acres
in two study areas. Removing native plants
would be prohibited in 7,400 acres of five study
areas. Up to 5,450 acres of salt cedar would be
removed in five study areas.

Erosion control structures (stabilization,
diversions) would be developed on
approximately 40 riparian miles in two study
areas in accordance with management
provisions in riparian national conservation
areas and resource management plans. Exotic
fish would be removed from 70 riparian miles in
four river study areas as provided by area of
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critical environmental concern management
plans. Water quality monltoring would be
conducted as requirad by the Arizona on nearly
85 riparian miles of nine rivers designated by
the state as unique waters. The riparian and
vagetative management actions would protect
the outstandingly remarkable recreational values
by preventing and controlling confiicting
activities. Approximately 28 miles of fencing
that includes exclosures would be developed in
riparian areas In four study areas (14,454 acres)
according to management provisions for
riparian nhational conservation areas and a
resource management plan.

Proposed activitles that could result In increased
use or surface disturbance in 20 study areas
would be reviewed by a cultyral resource
speciallst. In most cases, a field inventory of
the potentially afected area would be
completed. Sles evaluated as eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places would be
avoided by the proposed activity. If avoidance
is not possible, Impacts would be mitigated
through a data recovery program developed in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officer. Protection measures, such as fencing
or periodic monitoring, would be developed for
selected cultural resources that have elther a
high level of significance or a history of
vandalism. These actions would prevent
damage and deterioration to any cultural
resources and protect the associated
outstandingly remarkable recreational values.

Up to 37 new upland water sources would ba
developed for grazing management in nine
study areas according to management
provisions for areas of critical environmental
concern. The grazing management actions
would prevent degradation of the outstandingly
remarkable recreational values.

» Conclusion
Implamentation of the no action altarnative

would have no direct adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable recreational values on
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56,800 acres in 21 segments of nine study
areas.

About two-thirds of the total acreage covered by
the study areas has outstandingly remarkable
recreational values and falls under wilderness
area or riparian national conservation area
protection. However, there would be no special
legislative protection for nearly 14,000 acres.

+ Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
geologic values

Outstandingly remarkable geologic values were
identified in three of the 20 study areas in the
Sultability reports. Two of the three river study
areas (over 15,000 acres) with outstandingly
remarkable geologic values are in wildarnass
areas or riparian national conservation areas
that have long-term legislative protection. A
third area with outstandingly remarkable
geologic values, however, has more than 1,400
acres that have no special protection for the
valus. On the other hand, ho surface
occupancy limitations and restrictions on
motarized travel to designated roads and tralls
halp protect outstandingly remarkable geologic
values.

« Conclusion

There would be no direct adverse impacts on
the outstandingly remarkabla geologic values
from the implementation of the no action
alternative. However, the outstandingly
remarkable geologic values would not receive
longterm legislative protection from the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act.

- Impacts on outstandingly remarkable fish
and wildlife habitat and aquatic habRat
values

Fish and wildlife habitat was identifled as an
outstandingly remarkable value in 19 of the 20
river study areas. Aquatic habitat was identified
as an outstandingly remarkable value in two
river study areas: Bonita Creek and the Virgin
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River. Both are included as part of the fish and
wildlifa habitat category. The no action
alternative recommends all or portions of these
19 study areas as nonsuitable (102,460 acres),

Under the no action alternativa tha
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aquatic habitat values would be protected
by ongoing management actions. For example,
approved plans of operations would be required
for all mineral activity above the level of casual
use in areas of critical environmental concern.
No surface occupancy stipulations would be
required for mineral leases in 13 study areas
covering 33,709 acres as identified in resource
management plans and management
prescriptions for areas of critical environmental
concern. Mineral entry, leasing, and materials
sales would be recommended for wihdrawal on
11,349 acres on seven river segment in
accordance with management provisions in
areas of critical environmental concern. (This
excludes 3,200 acres in the Clenega Creek
study area that has never been open to mineral
entry. These actions would protect the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife and
aquatic habitat values by restricting and
managing mineral development activities.

Up to 20,033 acres In riparian areas would be
acquired on a willing seller-willing buyer basis or
by exchange in accordance with management
plans in riparian national conservation areas,
areas of critical environmental concern and
resource management plans.

A number of actions would be taken In
accordance with resource management plans
and area of critical environmental concern
management plans. For example, nearly 42
miles of roads would be closed in four study
areas.

New road development would be prohiblied
within 1/2 mile of a bald eagle aerie in
accordance with management provisions in five
areas of critical environmental concern (7,968
acres). Off-highway vehicle use would be
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limited to existing roads and trails on 19,163
acres of 10 study areas according to
requiremants in area of critical environmental
concern management plans. These actions
would provide protection for the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildlife and aquatic habitat
vatues by enlarging the amount of land under
federal protection and ensuring management
guidance for vehicle use.

Camping would be restricted 1o a 14-day limit in
riparian zones in 17 study areas. Camping
would be restricted to fewer than 14-days in the
tiparian zones of three rivers. Campground
development will be restricted t0 areas outside
riparian zones and the 100-year floodplain in six
study areas (11,538 acres). Intensive
recreational activities would be prohibited within
1/2 mile of a bald eagle nests/falcon nests
during breeding season in five riparian areas
covering 7,968 acres. Helicopter flights would
be prohibited over five study areas (27,155
acres). Requirements to locate campgrounds
and picnic areas away from riparian zones
would occur In five river study arsas (7,968
acres). Management of recreational activities
would prevent overuse and protect the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habltat
and aquatlc habltat values.

Cottonwood and willow planting would occur on
up to 2,550 acres in four study areas.
Woodcutting would be prohibited on 19,294
acres. Wood collection would be restricted to
down and dead matetials in two study areas
(7,776 acres). Wood collection would be
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prohiblted on 13,096 acres in two study areas.
Removal of native plants would be prohiblted in
7,400 acres of five study areas. Approximately
5,450 acres of salt cedar would be removed in
five study areas.

Erosion control structures (stabilization,
diversions) would be developed on
approximately 40 riparian miles in two study
areas. Exotic fish would be removed from 70
ripatian miles in four river study areas. Water
quality monftoring would be conducted as
required by the state on neary 85 riparian miles
of nine rivers designated by the state as unique
waters. Approximately 28 miles of fencing that
includes exclosures would be developed in
riparian areas in four study areas (14,454 acres).

These riparlan and vegetative management
actions would protect the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildlife habitat and aquatic
habltat values by preventing and controlling
conflicting activities.

Up to 37 new upland water sources would be
developed for grazing management in nine
study areas. The grazing management actions
would prevent degradation of the outstandingly
remarkable fish and wildlife habkat and aquatic
habitat values.

« Conclusion

Implementation of the no action altemative
would have no direct adverse impacts on the
outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlife habitat
and aquatic habitat values. However, none of
the outstandingly remarkable fish and wildlite
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values would be under the long-term legislative
protection of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

» Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
cultural, historic, and paleontologic values

Eighteen of the 20 study areas are known to
contain prehistoric and historic archaeological
slies. Nine of these are regarded as having
outstandingly remarkable cultural resource
values. Details of these nine areas, distributed
throughout Arizona, are shown in Table 3-9,
Chapter 3. Prehistoric sites are present in all of
the areas; six contain historic sites. All nine
study areas with outstandingly remarkable
cultural and historic values (55,250 acres) are
recommended by the no action alternative as
nonsultable.

It is likely that all study areas contain sites of
sufficient scientific potential or historic
Importance to be eligible for nomination to the
National Register of Historic Places. Those
study areas having outstandingly remarkable
cuttural resource values contain sites regarded
as rara or exceptionally significant in terms of
historic signfficance, scientific informational
potentlal, or geographic location.

Shtes along the San Pedro River are widely
regarded as among the oldest and most
important paleo-Indian manifestations in North
America. At the Lehner and Murray Springs
sitea, occupied about 9,000 B.C., bones of
extinct Pleistocene mammoths were found in
assoclation with human artifacts. 1n addition to
the bones of extinct Pleistocene animals
assoclated with archaeological sites, the San
Pedro River study area contains other
significant paleontological resources, including
late Cenozoic fossils one to five million years
old. At the opposite end of the time spectrum,
the San Pedro River study area holds the
remains of Santa Cruz de Terranate, a Spanish
presidio that served as an outpost In battles
with the Apache. These types of sites are quite
rare in Arizona,
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Examples of the outstandingly remarkable
cultural resources in other study areas include
the Beale wagon road near Wright Creek,
established in the 18505 as the first road across
northern Arizona; Pueblo Duval near Bonita
Crook, a rare Anasazi ruin in Mogollon country;
pueblos with walls eight feet high near upper
Burro Creek, represanting the westernmost
extension of the prehistoric Prescott culture;
and pueblos at the edges of the Agua Fria River
Canyon and Agua Fria River tributaries.

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

Under the no action alternative the ongoing
management actions would protect the values
in the river study areas.

» Conclusion

Implementation of the no action alternative
would have no direct adverse impacts on the
outstandingly reamarkable cultural and historic
values. However, the outstandingly remarkabla
cultural and historic resource values identified In
the eligibility evaluation would not be placed
under long-term legislativa protaction.

- |Impacts on outstandingly remarkable
hydrologic valuas

Two study areas (9,334 acres) have
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values.
Both river study areas (7,500 acres) are within
the Gila Box Riparian National Conservation
Area established by Congress in 1990. The
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values are
identified with perennial natural water flow in an
otherwise semi-arid desert environment.
Ongoing management actions identified in
Chapter 2 would protect the outstandingly
remarkable hydrologic values.
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» Conclusion

implementation of the no action alternative
would have no direct adverse impacts on
outstandingly remarkable hydrologic values for
the 7,500 acres in the Gila Box Riparian
National Conservation Area. The outstandingly
remarkable hydrologic values in the remainder
of the study river acreage (4,256 acres) would
not recetve legislative protection from the Wild
and S5cenic Rivers Act.

- Impacts on minerals development

A locatable mineral potential exists in 34 of the
40 study area segments {98,120 acres) identified
as aligible for inclusion in the National Wild and
Scenlc Rivers System. There is no mineral
potential in six study area segments (7,597
acres). These are the Bill Williams River (2
segments, 2,157 acres), Cienega Creek (2
segments, 3200 acres), Hot Springs Canyon (1
segment, 1600 acres), and Swamp Springs (1
segment, 640 acres).

Six segments with mineral potential and outside
of wilderness areas were tentatively classed as

Wild in the eligibility evaluations. The no action
alternative racommends nonsultabllity for these

segments.

An additional 20 segments (50,237 acres) in
river study areas tentatively classed as Scenlc
or Recreational in the eligibility evaluation would
be recommended as nonsuitable. Seven of
these 20 segments are under wilderness area or
riparian national conservation area withdrawals.
Of the 13 remaining segments, all or portions of
six are in areas of critical environmental
concern. These are: segment 1 of the Big
Sandy River, segment 5 of the Burro Creek,
segment 2 of the Bill Williams River, segment 1
of the Francis Creek, segment 1 of the Santa
Maria River, and segment 4 of the Virgin River
study areas.

Ali or portions of seven segments are not under
special protection. They are In the Agua Fria
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River, Burro Craek, Hassayampa River, Lower
San Francisco River, and Middle Gila study
aroas.

« Conclusion

There are 34 segments where locatable mineral
potential estimates have been made. Mineral
entry would not be under special restrictions on
seven segments outside of areas of critical
environmental concern. These include
segments in the Agua Fria River, Burro Creek,
Hassayampa River, Lower San Francisco River,
and Middle Gila study areas.

Implamentation of the no action alternative
would have no adverse impacts on minerals
development.

+ Impacts on Touriem

The no action alternative recommends
nondesignation for all the river study areas in 11
counties; Cochise, Coconino, Gila, Graham,
Greenlee, La Paz, Maricopa, Mohave, Pima,
Pinal, and Yavapai.

The travel and tourism data for these counties
(Chapter 3, Table 3-14), shows a wide range of
vishor totals. For Graham County the total
eight-year visitor average was 46,100. In
contrast, the Coconino County totals wera
approximately 7.5 million. Greeniee County was
omittes] because it has no national or state
parks or recreational areas.

Visitor use in the river study areas would
increase in proportion to anticipated increases
in tourism throughout the state. For example,
the San Pedro River Riparian National
Conservation Area currently records over 50,000
annual visitor use days. Current visitor levels
would be maintained and trends would
continue. The Bureau of Land Management
sponsored a University of Arizona study on
nature-based tourism in southeastem Arlzona
which does not include wild and scenic river
data. The study lllustrates how nature-based
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tourlsm can benefit local economies (University
of Arizona, 1992).

Tourism increases would be relatively high in
river study areas in and near Phoenix (Maricopa
County} and Tucson (Pima County)
metropolitan areas. Other centers would be the
cities of Sedona (Yavapal and Caconino
countles), Sierra Vista (Cochise County},
Prescolt {Yavapai County), Payson (Gila
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County), and in Mohave County, Lake Havasu
City and Bulihead City. The Bureau of Land
Management would continue with current plans
for racreational development,

« Conclusion
Implementation of the no action alternative

would have no adverse effects on travel and
tourism.
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Bureau of Land Management, 1994
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CHAPTER 5
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

INTRODUCTION

The Arizona Statawide Wild and Scenic Rivers
Environmental Impact Statement was prepared
by a Bureau of Land Management
interdisciplinary teamn of resource specialists.
Preparation of the environmental impact
staternent began in January, 1993, Fourteen
public scoping meetings were held during
March and April, 1993,

The draft legislative environmental impact
statement was issued on April 8, 1994 for a
80-day public review and comment period.
During the 90-day public comment period
five public hearings were held.

ELIGIBILITY

Determinations of the eligibility of the 20 Wild
and Scenic river study areas wera made in
rasource management plans complated
between 1991 and 1993. Two rivers were
assesaed In the Arlzona Strip District Resource
Management Plan (1991), and six were
considered in the Kingman Resource
Management Plan (1993). Seven river study
arsas containing eight separate rivers were
evaluated in the Safford District Resource
Management Plan (1993).

In 1993 four other rivers were evaluated In
amandments to the Yuma District, Phoenix
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Resource Area, and Safford District Resource
Management Plans.

The determinations were based on full public
involvement in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act. The spaciic resource
management plans are on file at the originating
district and resource area offices.

SCOPING

A series of 14 scoping meetings were held in
Arlzona and St George, Utah during March and
April 1953. The mectings were announced in
the Federal Register (February 19, 1993;
Federal Register Vol 58, No. 32, p. 9213), in
paid advertisements in newspapers in Tucson,
Phoenix, Yuma, Safford, and in local papers.

The list of meetings shown in Table 5-1 records
only the number of people who signed the
avallabla reqister. It Is astimated that the total
number at the maetings would Include an
addltional 50 to 60 people. Comments on
issues and concerns were submitted to Buresau
of Land Managament parsonnel at the meatings
either orally or in written statements. In addition
to attending the formal scoping meetings the
public also was ancouraged to mall commenta
on issues or concerns to Bureau of Land
Management offices. Approximately 100 writen
comments were recelved.



TABLE 51

SCOPING MEETINGS

TOWN COUNTY DATE NUMBER SIGNED IN
Parker La Paz March 29, 1993 19
Bagdad Yavapal April 5, 1993 a3
Kingman Mohave April 6, 1993 14
Wickenburg Maricopa April 7, 1993 17
Winkelman Plnal April 12, 1993 9
Tucson Pima April 13, 1993 34
Phoenix Maricopa April 14, 1993 54
Benson Cochise April 15, 1993 10
St George, Utah Washington April 16, 1993 21
Clifton Greeniee April 19, 1993 45
Safford Graham April 20, 1993 as
Klondyke Graham April 21, 1993 21
Slerra Vista Cochise April 22, 1993 30
Sonoita Santa Cruz Abrll 23, 1993 10
TOTAL 415 |
s = msere

OTHER AGENCY CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

Five Interagency public informational meetings
for wild and scenic river study were held in
January and February. These involved the
Arizona Congressional Delegation and
representatives of the U.S. Forest Service,
National Park Service, and the Bureau of Land
Management. Meetings were held in Payson,
Phoenix, Kingman, Thatcher, and Tucson.

In the course of preparing the individual
resource assessment documents on which the
recommended alternative Is based, meetings
were scheduled by district and resource area
personnel with representatives of federal and

state agencies that would be affected. Meetings

also were held with local and county public
officials.

At the state level the Bureau of Land
Management has met with the Arizona
Department of Lands and the Department of
Environmental Quallty. Section 7 reviews have
been initiated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Other consultation and coordination
efforts include meetings with the U.5. Forest
Service (six meetings), the Dams and Flood
Control commiitee of the Arlzona State
Leglslature, the Arizona Association of
Conservation Districts, and indlvidual members
of the Arizona Congressional delegation.

The Bureau of Land Management mailed three
issues of a wild and scenic rivers update to
approximately 1,000 people who had expressed
interest in the progress of wild and scenlc river
studies.



In April, 1994, over 2,000 copies of the draRt
environmemal impact statement were
distributed for a 80-day publi: review period.
Duwring the review period the Bureau of Land
Management conducied public hearings in
Phoenix, Kingman, Tucson, and Safford
Asirona and St. George, Uiah. Copies of
lottors commenting on the draft, and coples
of transcripts of the public hearinga are
contained in Chapter 5 of the Final Statewide
Arizona Wild and Scenic Rivers Legialative
Environmemal impact Statement.

An unresolved conflict exists regarding
implementation of the altemnatives
recommending designation of the Virgin
River. Detaiis of this confiict are identiied In
chapter ¥ of the Virgin River discuaslon in
the River Appendix.

PREPARERS

This wild and sceni¢ rivers environmental impact
document was prepared and reviewed by two
interdisciplinary groups of resource specialists.
Members of the Core Group were the primary
writers of the document. They are:

D. Curtis, Planning and Environmental
Coordinator, Yuma District; BS, Wildlife
Biology, University of Nevada, Reno; 15
years with the Bureau of Land
Managemant.

T. Duck, Wildife Biologist, Arizona Strip
District, Shivwits Resource Area; 13
years with the Bureau of Land
Management; BA, Ecology, University of
Arizona.

M. McQueen, Planning and
Environmental Coordinator, Safford
District; six years with the Bureau of
Land Management; MS, Interdisciplinary
Science, Western Oregon State
University.
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C. Stone, Archagologist, Phoenix
Rasource Area, Phoenix District; seven
years with the Bureau of Land
Management; PhD, Anthropology,
Arizona State Unhversity.

Members of the Review Group reviewed the
document for consistency. They are:

P. Buff, Associate District Manager,
Minerals, Phoenix District

J. Gaudio, Realty Specialist, Tucson
Resource Araa

C. Laver, Planning and Environmental
Coordinator, Phoenix District

P. Seegmiller, Planning and
Environmental Coordinator, Vermllion
Resource Area

B. Smith, Renewable Resources
Advisor, Yuma District

The document was prepared under the diraction
of H. Kast, Deputy State Director, Division of
Lands and Renewable Resources, P. Moreland,
Branch Chlef, Planning, Ervironment, Lands and
Recreation, as a project of the Qutdoor
Recreation Program, T. O’Sullivan, Senior
Technical Specialist. K. Pearson acted as
project manager.

The following summary of the public scoping
megting comments and issues was prinled in
the draft legisiative environmental impact
statement and is included in this final
document for the Information Rt provides.

Since these are scoping comments gathered
in April and May, 1893, they do not refer to
the environmental impact document. The



regponses are associated only with the
comments.

These public scoping issues and comments
were a primary source in developing the
allernativas analyzed in the Arizona Wild and
Scenic Rivers Legislative Environmental
Impact Statement.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING
COMMENTS/ISSUES

Two general types of public comments were
received during the scoping period. Some
pertained to issues specific to individual rivers.
These ara recorded and discussed for each of
the 20 Wild and Scenic river study areas In the
appendix {Volume 2).

The following list consolidates several hundred
comments and letters from the public scoping
meetings that address statewide concerns. The
comments have been arranged by resource
concern. The responsas explain why the
comments were not considered In detail in the
statewide environmental Impact statement.

MINERALS

1. Responsible mining companies need to be
encouraged to stay in business just like farming
and ranching. More regulation is not the
answar.

Concerns such as this are a primary
reason for analyzing a range of
alternatives, including No Action. The
impacts of designation on various kinds
of land use are addressed in each
altarnative.

2. What will happen to mines under
designation?

There are no mines within the
houndaries of the eligible river study
areas. If any existed, they would
continue to operate, subject to valid
and existing rights and standards which
protect the outstandingly remarkable
values.
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3. | am extremealy concerned about the
possibility of the designation seriously crippling
mining operations like the Cyprus Bagdad
Copper Corporation and others.

Sea rasponse 1.

4. What would the effect of Wild and Scenic
River designation be on future mining activities
and water withdrawals?

Federal lands within the boundaries of
river areas (generally one-quarter mile
from the ordinary high water mark on
hoth sides of the river), designated and
classified as Wild, are withdrawn from
appropriation under the mining and
mineral leasing laws (Section 9 of the
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act). No new
mining claims or mineral leases can be
filed.

Federal lands within the boundaries of
river areas, designated and classifled as
Scenic or Recreational, are not
withdrawn from the mining and mineral
leasing laws under the Act. Mining
claims, subject to valid existing rights,
can be patented only as to the mineral
estate and not the surface estate,
subject to proof of discovery prior to
the effective date of designation.

Future water rights would be junior to
any asserted existing rights.

5. These proposed segmemts, if approved for
wild and scenic river designation, would have
serlous nagativa economic impacts on existing
and future mineral resources. Many of the Act’'s
provisions which are intended to put teeth into
enforcement will actually be a mechanism for
abuse within the court system. There i5 no way
to determine how such things as 'scenic’ or
'‘consarvation' easements, incompatible land
uses, and condemnation of private lands will be
interpreted by the courts. This Act could easily
be interpreted in ways that nelther the Congress
nor the Bureau of Land Management intend.



Economic impacts of wild and scenic
river designation on mining activity were
considered but implementation of the
recommended alternative or other
alternativas is not expacted to have
substantive economic consequences,

Aftar Congress designates river areas
the Bureau of Land Management will
develop management plans. Approval
of these management plans will include
full public participation and review in
compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

LANDS

6. What affect will Wild and Scenic River
designations have on adjacent private lands?

Generally no affect. Designation neither
gives nor implies government control of
adjacent private lands. Although private
lands could be included within the
boundaries of the designation,
management restrictions would apply
only to public lands. The federal
government has no power to regulate
or zone private lands,

7. What affect will Wild and Scenic River
deslgnations have on other land uses like
Ivestock grazing, mining, etc.?

See response 1.

8. What will the designation process mean for
landowners who have power lines that cross
rivers?

Existing powetline rights of way could
continue 10 be used and maintained.

9. Will there be condemnation of lands,
particularly state lands, that are within Wild and
Scenic river study areas?

No condemnation of lands is anticipated
for Bureau of Land Management river
areas designated by Congress.

10. How does each classification (wild, scenic,

recreational) affect future development in the
area?

Wild and Scenic designation seeks 10
maintain and enhance a river's current
natural state. New dams or water
projects are prohibited on the
designated river segments. New mining
claims are restricted, but those already
established can be worked. Farms,
homes and cabins along the river
continue to be used just as they wera
before. Whether or not structures can
be built within sight of the river depends
on state and local regulations and
easement agreements, not the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act.

Generally, the classifications reflect the
level of development at time of
designation, and future development
levels would be compatible with such
classilication.

11. The Wild and Scenic designations could
also be used to confiscate private land
ownership along the corridors. Farmers and
ranchers that have worked all thelr llves to make
their living should not have to face the
alternative of losing their source of revenue.

No condemnation of lands is anticipated
for Bureau of Lanhd Management river
areas designated by Congress.

After Congress designates river areas
the Bureau of Land Management will
develop management plans. Approval
of these management plans will include
full public participatlon and review in
compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

Land acquisition plans, with acquisitions
pursued on a willing seller-willing buyer
hasis, or by exchange, have been
identified in resource management
plans, completed and approved in a
process that involved extensive public
review and comment.

12. How will designation affect rights of present



land owners to use water and shoreline?

The rights of present land owners to
use water and shorefines are not
affected. Any water rights gained by
the Federal Government due to
designation would be junior to existing
water rights.

13. Why are these areas listed when they do
not meet the 40 percent Bureau of Land
Management ownership requirement?

the Bureau of Land Management will
develop management plans. Approval
of these management plans will include
full public participation and review in
compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act.

16. What happens to private land inholdings
with a Wild and Scenic River dasignation?

Generally there would be no impact.
Designation neither gives nor implies

The "40 percent” guidance was
identified in a Bureau of Land
Management Manual Section in May,
1992 as a screening tool to determine
eligibility. The agency guidance has
been canceled since it had no basis in
law. Eligibility determinations, therefore,
are not subject to a 40 percent
ownership consideration. In addition,
the eligibility determinations for nearly
all of the Bureau of Land Management

government control of adjacent private
lands. Although private lands could be
included within the boundaries of the
designation, management restrictions
would apply only to public lands. The
federal government has no power to
requlate or zone private lands

17. Concerns about the effects of Wild and
Scenic River designation ¢on future rights-of-way.
What are the effects of deslgnation on future
needs to expand /widen existing rights-of-way?

rivers In Arlzona were completed prior
to this guidance being issued.

14. What about private land? The Bureau of
Land Managemant may not choose to go
through condemnation, but what about a
'scenic easament?’

Scenic easement is an optlon available
to the Bureau of Land Management.
After Congress designates river arcas
the Bureau of Land Management will
develop management with full public
patticipation and compliance with
environmental laws. Scenic easements
that could affect activities on private
lands would require approval by the
Secretary of the Interior,

15, Concerned about property condemnations
and the option of scenic easements. What
protection does the land owner have?

Neo condemnation of lands is anticipated
for Bureau of Land Management river
areas designated by Congress.

After Congress designates river areas

Wild and Scenic designation seeks to
maintain and enhance a river's current
natural state. New dams or water
projects are prohibited on the
designated river segments. New mining
claims are restricted, but those already
established can be worked. Farms,
homes and cabins along the river
continue to be used just as they were
before. Whethar or not structures can
be built within sight of the river depends
on state and local requlations and
easement agreements, not the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act.

Generally, the classifications reflact the
level of development at time of
designation, and future development
levels would be compatible with such
classification.

18. What about pecple who own property or
live along the river?

Designation neither glves nor iImplies
government control of adjacent private
lands. Although private lands could be



Included within the boundaries of the
designation, management restrictions
would apply only to public lands.
People Iving within a river corridor
would be able 1o use their property as
they had before designation.

19. What is meant by "taking?’ |s "just
compensation’ based on the value of the land
only (refarring to condemnation), or is it based
on those things off-site that are dependent on
that land?

"Taking" rafers to the condemnation
process. Just compensation would be
based on tha valua of land. No
condemnation Is planned for Bureau of
Land Management river areas.

20. What happens to the private land?

Private lands within the exterior
boundaries of Wild and Scenic River
corridors are not considered
components of the Wild and Scenic
River designation, Wild and Scenic
designation is not like a National Park
or wilderness area which generally sels
aslde undeveloped natural areas.
Current uses of the river and adjoining
lands can continue and there is
normally no need to change land
ownership or use.

The basic objectiva of Wild and Scenic
River designation is to maintain the
river's existing condition. 1f a land use
or development clearly threatens the
outstandingly remarkable values which
resulted in the rivers designation, efforts
will be made to remove the threat
through local zoning, State Scenic
Waterways Act provisions, land
exchanges, purchases from willing
sellers and other actions short of
condemnation.

21. | feel that the current [and management
requirements are sufficient on the public lands
and no additional requirements are needed.

Seoe response 1.
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RECREATION

22. How will Wild and Scenic River [status]
affect rafting (for instance on the Gila River
below San Carlos Dam)?

Generally there would be no affect,
except to prevent future impoundments
with the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.

23. | recommend that none of the proposed
rivers be included in the Wild and Scenic River
program. As an avid outdoor recreationist, |
believe that enough land already has 'protectad
status.' | enjoy RESPONSIBLE outdoor
motorized recreation (e.g.: tread lightly) and |
would like to continue for many years.

See response 1.

24. As an off-road motorcyclist I'm agalnst
more laws which limit travel through large tracts
of land simply because | don't choose to do It
on foot or on a horsa.

See response 1.

25, Concern over Off-Highway Vehicla use In
Wild and Scenic River corridors. Areas are
being closed off to Off-highway Vehicle use
such as motorcycles.

See response 1.

26. A number of people expressed similar
concerns about recreation acthvities. These
include concerns about the accessibillty of
designated rivers being denied to vehicies;
riding up and down the river being prohibited;
whether Wild and Scenic Rivers can be forded
with vehicles; whether motorcycles/motorized
vehicles be allowed; and whather roads and
tralls which currently run in or across the river
will stilt be usable by motorized vehicles?

Generally, access routes within the river
corridors would continue to be available
for public use. However, if that type of
use adversely impacted the
outstandingly remarkable values
identified for the rtver area, the route



could be closed or regulated. If such
an activity had an adverse affect on the
outstandingly remarkable values
identtied in tho particular straetch, It
would be likely that the use would not
be allowed.

27. What needs to be considered is the amount
of wilderness already in place. In some
shuations a 'wild’ designation blocks access to
a large tract of land.

The classification of a river segment is
based largely on the amount of access
presently in use.

28. Wil the public have access to Wild and
Scenic River areas for hunting and fighing?

Yes.

FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

29. There is concern about the Endangered
Species Act listing of the Razorback Sucker and
proposed critical habltat designations.

This Is a separate federal act and is
applicable whether it is designated a
Wild and Scenic River or not.

30. What steps are currently in place to prevent
further habitat destruction until your studies on
preservation are underway?

All eligible river areas are sublect to
protective management prescriptions to
protect wild and scenic river values,
free-flowing nature, and tentative
clagsification untll decisions are made
on the suitabillty and /or designation of
each river area.

RIPARIAN VEGETATION

31. What impact studies have been completed
on the destruction of native flora and fauna
within sensitive riparian habltat as to reasons for
degradation and solutions?

In thig project the Bureau of Land

Management efforts on Wild and Scenic
Rivers are concentrated on determining
the eligibility, classification, and
sultablility of 20 river areas.

Information on studies on riparian
habitat is available from the appropriate
Bureau of Land Management District
and Resource Area offices.

32. Wild and Scenlc River designation is
consgistent with state efforts for riparian area
protection (to some degrae). Also, the potentlal
for water quality Improvement can be enhanced
with such designation.

Comment noted.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

33. How are cultural and historical resources
within Wild and Scenic River areas determined?

Fleld speclallsts assess the cultural and
historic values of river areas during the
eligibility determination phase. In
addition, the public has the opportunity
to Identify the resources during scoping
and other public comment periods.

HYDROLOGY

34. The Bureau of Land Management should
consider improving the flow rate of proposed
rivers by berming the surrounding areas.
Riparian areas are, of course, directly related to
the amount of water available mainly on the
surface. Increase the flow rate and the result is
an increase In the total amount of riparian area.
Berming requires no lowering of others’ water
allocations. It has also been proven to be
effective in increasing flow areas.

Comment nated.
35. Property owners are concemed about low
regime -- they want a 'natural system' but they
also want a regular flow.

Comment noted.

36. Property owners want to know It Wild and



Scenic River designation will adjust flow.

It Is unlikely that designation would
have any impact on instream flow, since
any water right resulting from
designation would be non-consumptive,

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

37. Are caltle drives OK in Wild and Scenic
River areas?

As long as the cattle drive would not
adversely impact the outstandingly
remarkable values identified in that
particular segment.

SOCIAL/ECONOMIC

38. How will the requirements of the Americans
with Disabillties Act be incorporated Into Bureau
of Land Management study and management of
Wild and Scenlc Rivers?

Any davelopments associated with
deslgnated Wild and Scenic Rivers
would comply with appropriata
requirements in the Ametlcans with
Disabllity Act.

39. | recommend that we drop the designation
of wild and scenic rivers which are already
protected by communities that live and work in
the araas.

See response 1,

40. Will the President of the United States be
held accountable for the loss of jobs that wild
and scenic river designation will cause?

No. However, no loss of jobs is
anticlpated f Congress were to
designate any of the rivers discussed in
the alternatives.

41. We need to see the cost in dollars for the
proposed management of each river system.

Suitability assessment reports are on file
in the Bureau of Land Management
District and Resource Area offices.
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These provide estimates of
management costs for each river
included in the recommended
alternative recommended by the Bureau
of Land Managemaent.

42, We need 10 see the projected
environmental cost to the river segment of
taking no action, of not designating the sagment
as a Wild and Scenic River. We need to see
what would we be getting for our money and
how much will it cost?

The environmental impacts (costs) of
implementing four separate alternatives
are analyzed in the legislative
environmental impact statement. One
of the alternatives is No Action,

43. What impact is given to the economic
patential of ecotourism on rural economies?

The economic impacts of implementing
the various alternatives are addressed in
the LEIS. Ecotourism is considered.

44, We do not need more taxpayer money
wasted or duplicate regulations.

Dual designation (duplicate regulations)
are not considered to be a problem
because in the case of dual designation
the most stringent management
requirements would be applied.

45. The University of Arizona Department of
Agricultural Economics recently completed a
study of economic impacts of nature tourlsm on
the San Pedro Basin. A conservative estimate
of expenditures by ecotourists was $2.7 million,
translating to 56 jobs for the local economy.
What impact does the economic advantages
have on suitability studies on preserving
habitat?

This report, sponsored by the Bureau of
Land Management, is considered in the
Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement.

45. | would like these lands to remain open to
all people for various reasons. This includes for



recreational purposes. Many of the areas are
washes a majority of the year. Having grown
up in Arizona | would like for it to remain open
in the future for my children to enjoy its beauty.
Thanks. Keep up all your good work.

Comment noted.

47. My only concern in establishing
classifications to river sections is the tendency
to overprotect, which leads to a denial of public
use. The only way to avoid such is public
involvernent from the beginning and
participation in the process.

The Bureau of Land Management has
actively solicited public involvement
throughout the Environmental Impact
Statement process. This process
started in developing the resource
management plans and plan
amendmenits, and continued in the
statewide scoping mesetings held in
1993. With the distribution of this
document for public review and
comment, and the assoclated public
hearings, the public will have additional
opportunities to comment. In addition,
since Congress will make the final
recommendation, the public is
encouraged to contact the
Congressional delagation with their
views on designation.

48. What about the local economy that
supports Jobs in the area?

See response 1.

49. What would be the result i clties were
required to go through all of these restrictions
for everything they built - more businesses and
roads -- destroying farms, hills, open lands, and
rivers.

This hypothetical situation is beyond the
scope of this analysis.

50. Closing all areas and making wilderness
areas out of them Is wrong. Not too many
people even go out into these areas. Our
community needs this area and the state needs

the jobs it produces.
See response 1.

51. Consider the cost of Wild and Scenic Rivers
on existing wilderness. Like what would be the
cost of designating the Santa Maria River (which
rarely lows year round)? Most of these rivers
shouldn't be considered 'wild.’ | don't see any
difference it would make. They will look the
same for the next 100 years. What is the cost
of designating this area?

The sultabillty assessment available for
review in the Kingman Resource Area
Office estimated that during the first five
years of designation, an additional
$61,000 would be spent in implementing
the management actions for the Santa
Maria River. The costs would occur in
providing special management
protection for the Santa Maria wildlife
and scenic resources.

52. Does the government {us} really have the
money to do this? Why?

Congress will make the decision to
undertake additional responsibillties due
to Wild and Scenic River designation.

DESIGNATION

53. What is the designation process? How will
water rights in designated segments be
affected?

Agencies are required to evaluate
eligibility and sultabllity of federal river
areas as part of the land use planning
process. Existing water rights will not
be affected. Future water rights will be
subject to instream flow asserted or
claimed by the Federal Government
based on date of designation.

54. How does each classHication {wild, scenic,
recreational) affect water rights?

Classiflcations have no effect on water
rights. Water rights claimed or asserted
are based on the amount of water



required to protect the identified
outstandingly remarkable values
kdentified for the particular river

segment,

55. Why Is it nacessary to designate these
areas when they are already protected under
various wildermess acts?

The Bureau of Land Management, as
required by the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act and Bureau of Land Management
policy, is responsible to evaluate
potential additions to the National Wild
and Scenic River System, including
some river areas located in wilderness
areas. The Wilderness Act and Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act, though similar,
have different protective provisions.

56. Will not additional levels of control restrict
the use of these areas evenh greater?

Designation under the Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act will not necessarily restrict
use of the area, and will likely
encourage public use of the area.
Desighation will mean higher lavels of
monltoring and management by the
agency In order to protect the values

identified during the evaluation process.

57. Who Is responsible for the actual
designation and what body will maintain
control?

The United States Congress is
responsible for designation. The
responsibility to manage designated
rivers is delegated to the appropriate
federal land management agency, in
this case the Bureau of Land
Management.

58. What does dual designation buy the
taxpayer; Why Is a Wild and Scenic River
designation needed when Wilderness is already
a law?

Designation under the Wild and Scenic
River Act will ensure that the free-
flowing character of designated rivers

and the outstandingly remarkable values
identifled during the evaluation process
will recelve special management
attention by the Bureau of Land
Management, Qther designations may
or may not provide for the same lavel of
protection.

59. What is the purpose of Wild and Scenic
River designation?

The intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act is stated in the Act; "It is hereby
declared to be the policy of the United
States that certain selactad rivers of the
Nation which, with their immediate
environments possess outstandingly
remarkable scenic, recreational,
geologic, fish and wildlife, historic,
cultural, or other similar values, shall be
preserved in free-flowing condltion, and
that they and their immediate
environments shall be protected for the
benefit and enjoyment of present and
future generations.”

The Act spells out Congress’ intention
to protect both the river and the
adjacent in designated river areas.

It also states that "[e]ach component of
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System shali be administerad in such
manner as to protect and enhance the
values which caused it to be included
without limiting other uses that do not
substantially interfere with public use
and enjoyment of these values. In such
administration primary emphasis shall
be given to protecting its aesthetic,
scenlc, historic, archaeologic, and
sclentific features. Management plans
for any such component may establish
varying degrees of intensity for its
protection and development, based on
the special attributes of the area.”

60. The designation as a Wild and Scenic River
is part of a larger conspiracy to shut off the
iocal public from the public lands.

See response 1.



61. What will designation do to guarantee
continuous flow?

Designation will not guarantee
continuous natural flow, but instream
fRlow reservations, filed based on date of
designation, would claim some
unappropriated waters for wild and
scenic river purposes, thereby ensuring
some level of instream flow in the
future.

62. What are the effects of Wild and Scenic
River designation on future water rights?

This issue is addressed in the scoping
comments in the Individual rivers
{Appendix} and referred to frequently in
the Statewide volume. No substantive
impacts are anticipated.

63. Does designation extend visual values
beyond the boundary of a designated Wild and
Scenlc River?

Designation of lands only includes
actions that apply to federal lands within
an average of 1/4 mile of the ordinary
high water mark of a designated river.

64. The designation of 'wild and scenic’ would
not impact the management of the land unless
private property rights which currently exist
were condemned. The original purpose of the
Act (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act) -- to prevent
significant alteration of stream flow -- is already
accomplished through the system of water
rights and existing environmental regulations. n
other words, a proposed dam construction
would require that an Environmental Impact
Statement be submitted and that proven
environmental impacts be ‘acceptable;’ This
process provides an extensive system of checks
and many layers of 'veto' authority,

Comments notad.
65. How do these areas meet the requirements
for wild and scenic rivers when they basically
are dry stream beds for a majority of the year?

All of the Bureau of Land Management
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river areas recommended as sultable
meet the basic criteria for eligibility.
Each is “free-flowing® and has at least
one outstandingly remarkable value,

66. There is too much of a presumption that
everything eligible is suitable, and that
everything suitable is designated, Nowhers is
there discussion of nonsultabillty and multiple
use releases.

See response 1

67. | see no benellt from new regulations on
top of existing ones in the proposed areas. The
areas are well-protected now. What wili be
gained by Wild and Scenic River designation?
Current policies and regulations are adequate to
manage and protect the resources.

Dual designation {duplicate regulations)
is not considerad to be a problem
because in the case of dual designation
the most stringent management
requirements would be applled.

68. My concerns include that along much of
the proposed areas for Wild and Scenlc Rivers
there already exists mines and private property.
This makes these areas unsultable for wild and
scenic designation,

During the suitability assessment
process, some areas were
recommended as nonsultable for the
very reason you stated. Also, see
response 1.

69. The rivers being proposed for wild and
scenic designation do not meet the definition of
wild and scenle elther by the Bureau of Land
Management's definition or by the 1968 law
passed by Congress and should therefore not
be wild and scenic.

in the eligibility process, 20 rivers were
determine eligible based on our
interpretation of the wild and scenic
tiver act. This document continues the
sultability process, with an analysis of
the impacts of implementing four
alternatives including No Action.



MISCELLANECQUS

70. As an additional comment about the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act itself, | am somewhat
concerned about the vagueness of the wording:
it seems that aimost anything that has water in
it (anytime it rains) is considered "a river.'

The deafinition in the Wild and Scenic
Rlver Act is broad, and agencies must
consider most waterways in the
evaluation process. Through the
eligibility and suitability phases, the
number of rivers ultimately
recommended to Congress is reduced.

71. My recommendations are to scrap this
study as few to none of these rivers are at risk.

The Bureau of Land Management is
requirad to evaluate potential wild and
scenic rivers in the land use planning
process. Only Congress can direct
federal land management agencles to
do otherwise.

72. i this program g adopted is it likely that
more sections will be added later?

It is unlikely that If a statewide wild and
scenle river bill for Arizona is enacted
by Congress that additional rivers will
be added to the system. If only Bureau
of Land Management rivers are included
in future legislation, other federal areas
may be considered by Congress in the
fLture. ‘

73. What measures can |, as an individual, take
to register my opposition?

You may comment on this
environmental impact statement and
register your support of the no action
alternative with the Arizona
Congressional delegation.

74. What is the impact of desighation on rivers
that are navigable when the state owns the river
bottom?

For any designated segments which are
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also determined eligible, the federal
state governments work jointly on
matters affecting instream flow, and
water-related outstandingly remarkable
values.

75. Can a group like ‘People For the West' put
together a Wild and Scenlc River proposal
similar to Arizona Rivers Coalition?

Yes.

76. We need to see the advantage to the
environment of the river segment because of
tha proposed managernent system.

This environmental impact statement
evaluates the impacts of designation
and nondesignation of river segments.

77. There’s a general misunderstanding by the
public over 'how a desert wash can be
considerad a wild and scenic river,’

If there is sufficient flow to support an
outstandingly remarkable valus, then
rivars can be evaluatad for potantial wild
and scenic river designation.

All of the Bureau of Land Management
river areas recommendead as suftable
meet the basic criteria for ellgibllity,
Each Is "free-flowing” and has at least
one outstandingly remarkable value.

78. Can a river be considered free flowing
when the flow is dependent on releases from a
dam?

Yes.

79. What is the Bureau of Land Management's
obligation to water quality regarding Wild and
Scenic River management?

The obligation Is to develop and
implement management actions that
would protect and enhance water
quality.

80. What are the differences in access
opportunities and limitations under the three



potential classifications?

Access Is generally limited to that level
which existed at time of designation,
with limited access in wild river areas
and more access existing in recreational
river areas. Specific access limitations
are determined in tha river management
plan.

81. What are the opportunities for public
review?

See response 47.

82. Whalt are the criteria for tentative
classification and eligibility?

Eligibility Is based on river segments
which: 1) are free-lowing, and 2) have
at least one outstandingly remarkable
value, as determined in resource
management planning process.

83, Can Intermittent flow be considered in
eligibility?

Yes.

84. Wildife is more harmed by intermitient flow
than by continuous low. Lots of small animals,
including tontoises, are being drowned by
intermittent releases.

Comment noted.

85. The Bureau of Land Management has not
supported the need for a continuous flow.

Comment noted.

86. The Bureau of Land Management
employeas want to kick out the public and keep
the river area to themselves.

Bureau of Land Management
recommendations are based on public
involvement in the land use planning
process. Congress ultimately decides
on dasignation.

g87. Different classifications will receive different

kinds of opposition/acceptance from the public.
Comment noted.

88. How is the boundary determined if the
flood plain Is wider than 1/2-mile?

The river corridor is limited to an
average of not more than 320 acres per
river mile, Carridor width could exceed
1/2 mile in one area, if k were narower
in another. In some instances, the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act does not
authorize sufficient width to include
entire lood plains. This Is & matter
considered during the suitability
determination.

89. How will boundaries be determined on wide
stream channels? (This relates to the concern
about the one-mile wide Big Sandy ficod plain?

Final boundary determination is
established after designation. The river
corridor Is limited to an average of not
maore than 320 acres per river mila.
Corridor width could exceed 1/2 mile in
one area, If it wera narrower In anothar.
In the case of the widest segments of
the Big Sandy, the Wild and Scenlc
Rivers Act does not authorize sufficient
width to include entire lood plain.

90. Who sets the process under which the land
is administered? How often will the policies
change and will we have any say in the land
that we are very familiar with? . We hunt in the
area, use {t for recreation, and It is our means of
Ivelihoed, and we have no say on the policy
after k is designated as Wild and Scenic Rivers.

Alter Congress designates river areas
the Bureau of Land Management will
develop management plans. Approval
of these management plans will include
full public participation and reviaw in
compliance with the Natianal
Environmental Policy Act.

91. | am also famillar with mining, ranching,
hunting, and other land uses. | strongly believe



that these uses can co-exist with nature without
the government involvement expressed in Wild
and Scenic River designation,

See response 1.

92, The 'Wild and Scenic River Act’ was
probably drafted in good faith. The nomination
of dry rivers in Arizona is not what was on the
mind of parties who drafted the Wild and Scenic
RAiver Act. As a 49-year resident of the State of
Arizana, | don't want to pay taxes 1o manage
dry washes as wild and scenic rivers.

Comment noted.

83. Many of these proposed rivers do not even
flow ali year and wa're worrled about dams?

in addition 1o designating rivers to
prevent future hydroelectric projects,
Congress may designate rivers in order
to recognize prominent river or to
provide special management for unique
values.

94. Some of these rivers already have along
them: large water/gas lines, power lines, roads,
mines, etc. These are no longer pristine --
beautlful, yes, but not pristine.

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
recognizes varying levels of
davelopment along river areas.
"Pristine” settings Is not a requirement
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

River seagments with such developments
along their reaches are Nkely 10 be
tentatively classified as “recreational”
river areas.

AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS TO WHOM
COPIES OF THE DRAFT DOCUMENT WERE
SENT

The Bureau of Land Management requested
comments on the draft document from all
affected parties. Llsted below are some of the
alacted officials, agencies and tribes, and
interest groups from whom comments were
requested. The list also includes those to
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whom coples of the tinal legislative
environmental impact statement were sent.

ELECTEDR OFFICIALS

Federal

Senator Dennis DeConcini
Senator John McCain
Reprasentative Jim Kolbe
Representative John Kyl
Representative Bob Stump
Representative Ed Pastor
Representative Karan English
Representative Sam Coppersmith

State

Govemor Fife Symington
Speaker of the House
President of the Senate

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Department of Agriculture
Tonto National Forest
Apache-Shgreaves National Forest
Coronado National Forest
Prescott National Faorest
Kaibab National Forest
Coconino National Forest

Department of Defanse
Pepartment of Energy

Department of Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geologlcal Survey
National Park Service

Environmental Protection Agency

INDIAN TRIBES AND COUNCILS

= Ak-Chin community Council, Maricopa,
Arlzona

= Cocopab Tribal Council, Somerion, Arizona

« Colorado River Indian Tribes, Parker, Arizona



+ Mohave-Apache Tribal Council, Fountain Hills,

Arizona

- Fort Mohave Tribal Council, Needles,
California

« Gila River Indian Communlty, Sacaton,
Arizona

» Havasupai Tribal Council, Supai, Arizona
« Hopi Tribal Council, Kykotsmavl, Arizona
« Arizona Yavapal Prescott Tribal Council,
Prascott, Arizona

+ Hualapai Tribal Council, Peach Springs,
Arizona

» Kaibab-Paiute Tribal Councll, Fredonla,
Arizona

+ The Navajo Tribe, Window Rock, Arizona
+ Pascua-Yaqui Tribe, Tucson, Arizona

» Quechan Tribal Council, Yuma, Arizona

« Salt River Pima Maricopa Community,
Scottsdale, Arizona

= San Carlos Apache Tribe, San Carlos,
Arlzona

+ San Juan Southern Palute Tribe, Tuba City,
Arizona

« Tohono O'Qdham Tribal Council, Sells,
Arizona

+ Tonto Apache Tribe, Payson, Arizona

+ White Mountain Apache Tribe, Whiterlver,
Arizona

« Pueblo of Zunli, Zunl, New Mexico

ARIZONA STATE AGENCIES

Arizona Department of Lands

Arlzona Department of Environmental Quality
Arlzona Department of Transportation
Arlzona Game and Fish Department
Arlzona Depariment of Commerce
Arizona Quidoor Recreation Coordinating
Commission

Arlzona State Parks Board

Arlzona Water Resources Depariment
Governor's Commission on the Arizona
Environment

Minerals Resource Depariment

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

Cochise County
Coconino County
Gila County
Graham County
Greenlee County
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La Paz County
Maricopa County
Mohave County
Pima County
Pinal County
Yavapai Coumy

MAYORS

Clifton
Flagstaff
Florence
Globe
Kingman
Parker
Phoenix
Prescott
Safford
Sierra Vista
Tuegson

St. George, Utah

LOCAL AGENCIES

The Arizona Agsociations of Govemments
Washington County, Utah, Water Conservation
District

INTEREST GROUPS

American Rivers, Inc.

Arizona Cattle Growers Association

Arizona Four Whesl Drive Assoclaton
Arizona Rivers Coalltion

Arizona Association of Conservation Districts
Arizona Public Service Company

Arizona Mining Association

Friends of Arizona Rivers

Grand Canyon Trust

National Parks and Conservation Aassociation
People For the West-Arizona

Sierra Club, Southwest Office

The Audubon Society

The Wilderness Society

The Nature Conservancy, Arizona Chapter

GENERAL PLBLIC

Approximately 1,000 people whose names are
on the wild and scenic river mailing list

compiled and maintained by the Bureau of Land
Management and L..S. Forest Service.



The following matarial, consisting of the
public comments on the draft document and
the Bureau of Land Management responses
doea not appear in the draft document.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Copies of the transcripts of five public hearings
and copies of letters received from the public
during the 90-day review period for the draft
Arizona Wild and Scenic Rivers Environmental
Impact Statement are contained a separate
volume titled Public Comments and Responses.

COMMENTS AND RESFONSES CN THE
DRAFT DOCUMENT

INTRODUCTION

The 90-day public revlew period on the draft
Arizona Wild and Scenic Rivers Legislative
Environmental Impact Statement extended from
April B to July 8, 1994. A notice of availability
was published in the Federal Register April 8,
1994 announcing the start of the 90-day public
review period. The Arizona state office division
of external affairs sent press release
announcements 1o over 220 state and regional
newspapers, radio and television stations and
other public medla sources.

The Council on Environmental Quality
Ragulations for Implementing the National
Environmanial Policy Act require federal
agencies to respond to all substantive public
comments on draft environmental impact
statements. Substantive comments are thaose
that address the procedural adequacy of the
document or the merits of the alternatives (40
CFR 1500.3). Responses to other comments
are optional.

In compliance with these regulations, the
concerns and issues identified by the
statements at the public hearings and in the
letters wera carefully read and evaluated. Two
types of responses were developed: specific
and general. Specific responses address
concerns in selected individual letters. General
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responses deal with issues and concerns
identified by three or more individuals.

The public comment and response information
is organized into three sections:

A. Public hearing transcripts.

B. Bureau of Land Management
responses.

C. General responses to comments in
the public hearings and letters.

D. Letters and Bureau of Land
Management Respaonses

OVERVIEW OF THE PUBLIC
COMMENTS

During the 90-day public review period
statements were received from 60 people at the
five public hearings and 116 letters were
received. This overview addresses sevan of the
most frequent comments.

1. A large number of the comments from the
public intimated that, in the environmental
impact statement, the Bureau of Land
Management was elther making decisions or
seeking to influence the decisionmaking
process by identifying a specific proposed
action/recommended alternative.

The Council on Environmental Quality
Regulations for Implementing the National
Enviranmental Policy Act requires agencles to
identity its "preferred alternative or alternatives, if
one or more exists, in the draft statement and
identify such alternative in the final statement
unless another law prohibits the expresslon of
such a preference” (40 CFR 1502.14).

The erwvironmental impact statement is an
analysis of the environmental impacts that
would occeur if any one of a range of alternatives
were to be implemented. It is part of a
decisionmaking package that Congress will use
1o designate rivers to the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.



2. Many of the public commants refer to the
eligibillty determinations in the wild and scenic
river evaluation process.

There is nothing that can be done to change
the eligibility determinations at this point. The
eligibility of the segments addressed in this
document was determined during the
preparation of Bureau of Land Management
resource management plans. It would be
necessary to amend the appropriate resource
management plan to modily an eligibility
determination.

3. Suitabillty determinations were another
concern in many of the commants.

During 1993 each of the eligible waterway
segments was evaluated on the basis of criteria
recommended by the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act and the Bureau of Land Management
manual section 8351. The results of the
evaluation Included several suitabllity
alternatives (Including no action), These
alternatives were presented to the Arizona State
Director as a basis for him to select a proposed
action/recommended alternative for inclusion in
the required legislative environmental impact
statement,

As explained eadier in this document, the
sultability assessment was not a decision
document and was not Issued for public review
and comment. However, copies were provided
to the public and are availablg for public review
at local libraries and Bureau of Land
Management offices.

4. Numerous comments pertained to concerns
about the acquisition of private lands.

Land acquisition is not included in any wild and
scenic river management alternative. Land
acquishion plan decisions are made in the
records of decision on resource management
plans. Any references to land acquisitions in
this document are associated with ongoing
management actions that would continue
regardiess of wild and scenic river designations.
Economic impacts were angther common
concern,
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5. Many comments expressed concerns about
the adverse aconomic impacts of river
designation.

These impacts wera considered in tha eligibility
determinations in the appropriate resource
management plans and in the sultability
assassmeant. The general response on
economic impacts explains in detail why no
significant adverse economic impacts were
identified in this document. '

6. Water rights also were tha subject of
numerous letters, Four genheral responses
{numbers 4, 5, 13, and 14) were developad to
clarify various aspects of the public concern.

7. Many oral and written comments identifled
dual designation as a concem. In some cases
the dual designation was percelved to be an
unnecessary expense; in others the concern
was that the protection provided by other types
of legislative action (i.e.: wilderness, natlonal
conservation area) could not be consldered
substitutes for wild and scenic designation.

Dual designation does not imply two levels of
management. The Bureau of Land
Management manual, Wild and Scenic Rivers -
Policy and Program Diractlon for ldentification,
Evaiuation, and Management, stipulates that the
management of "rivers which overap
designated wilderness areas or wilderness study
araas will meet whichever standard is highest"
(MS 8351.51D1).

There Is no implication in the legislative
environmental Impact statement that any other
type of legislative protection can substltute for,
or replace, the type of protection provided by
wild and scenic designation. The various types
of legislative protection have been created to
serve specific neads and achieve speclfic
purposes.

Three general responses address these
concerns. They are general responses 7
(Multiple Designations), 9 (River Study Area
Protection), and 10 (Comparisons).

Each of the 116 letters has been printed in the



final document. The Bureau of Land
Management expresses appreciation to those
who registered statements and wrote letters
expressing their views. The responses prapared
for the transcript statements and letters
concentrate on comments that produced a
change in the document (j.e.: Cienega Creek},
or that question the merits of the altarnativas, or
the adequacy of the document. Where possible
and relevant, additional information has been
provided.

PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS

During the public review perlod five public
hearings were held. Sixty people presented oral
and written commeants at the five public
hearings. Table CR-1 provides the relevant
details. Table CR-2 lists the speakers by place
of public hearing.

TABLE 5-CR1
PUBLIC HEARING PLACES, DATES, ATTENDANCE
S e ——— |
Date Number

Place reglstered
Phoenlx, May 16, 1994 19

Arizona

Kingman, May 18, 1994 9

Arizona

5t, George, May 19, 1994 18

Utah

Tucson, May 23, 1994 54

Arizona

Thatcher, May 24, 1994 37

Arizona

TOTAL 137
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TABLE 5-CR2

LIST OF PUBLIC HEARING SPEAKERS

(Listed by place of hearing and alphabetically)

HEARING NAME REPRESENTING

Kingman ({T-2) P. Blacet Self

Kingman (T-2) B. Gartity Self

Kingman (T-2) W. McClure Self

Phoenix (T-1} L. Cooper C. Jacobson

Phoenix (T-1} D. Cox Lions International

Phoenix {T-1) M. Evana Maricopa County Democratic Party It
Phoenix (T-1) T. Flood Self

Phoenlx {T-1) H. Giemao Motorized Recreations

Phoanix (T-1) B. Holladay Praserva Arizona Weolves

Phoenix [T-1) P. Hyda American Rivers

Phoenix {T-1} Q. Kallar Asizonn Association of 4-Whaal Drive Clubs
Phoenix {T-1} J. McCarthy Self

Phoenix {T-1} . Vaaler Eelf

Phoanix {T-1) J. Wormley Self

51 George {T-3) R. Arial Cong. James Hansen, 1st District (Utah}
51 Georga {T-3) L. Eaplin Belf

J. Grosebeck

51 George {T-3) Washington County Water Conservancy District

&t Georga (T-3) &. Hansen Self

5t Gaorge {T-3) B. Hjella Washington County

St George ({T-3) M. Jangen Self

&t Gaorge (T-3} R. Thompson Waghington County Water Conservancy District
5t George (T-3) M. Wilson Self

Thatcher (T-B} T. Bingham Graham County Board of Supervisors

Thatcher (T-5) N. Clunte Self

Thatcher (T-5) C. Cochran Self

Thatcher (T-5) B. Coyle Phelpe Dodge Mining

Thatcher (T-5) T. Elly Salf II
Thatcher (T-B) J. Griffin Arizona Mining Association

Thatcher {T-5)

D. Householder

Graham County Board of Supsarvisors

Thatcher (T-5}

H. Hutchingon

Coalition of Arizona/New Maxica Countias

Thatcher (T-B)

J. Korolsky

Salf
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Thatcher (T-B} G. Lemean Salf

Thutlchel' iT-5) J. Luepke Salf

Thatcher (T-5) D. Stacey Gresnlee County Board of Suparvisors
Thatcher {T-5) B. Stauffer Salf

Thatcher (T-B) V. Tallay Salf

Tucson (T-4} B. Beatson Arizona League of Conservation Voters
Tucaon (T-4} M. Biack Self

Tucson {T-4) K. Dahl Self

Tucson {T-4) M. Denniston Salf

Tucson (T-4) W. Ellet Salf

Tuceon (T-4) M. Esmay Siarrn Club

Tucsoh {T-4) B. Fridrich Ealf

Tucson (T-4) C. Goodenough Salf

Tucson (T-4) A, Inventosh Self

Tucaon (T-4) &, Jimmerfield Student Environmental Action Coalition
Tucson (T-4) P. Klieman Tucson Rough Riders

Tucson (T-4] G. Korta Belf

Tuczon (T-4] A. Krauir Self

Yueson {T-4) J. Lutz Tucson Rough Rlders

Tucson {T-4}) W. Marcus Self

Tucson (T-4) K. Marcus Self

Tucson (T-4) C. Menolakis Salf

Tucson (T-4) &. Ondrish Self

Tucson (T-4) K. Scott Self

Tucson {T-4) R. Tetrault Tucson Rough Riders

Tucson (T-4) R. Thompson Tucson Rough Riders

Tucson {T-4} T. Zislman Self

Comments to which the Bureau of Land
Management responded are identified in the

copies of transcript hearings. The comments
range from T-1 (Phoenix) to T-5 (Thatcher).
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BURERY OF LAHD MANACEMEWT

WILD AND YCENIC RIVERS
1994 LRETIR WEARING

OR!GINAL

Fhoanix, Arincna
Hay 16th, 1334
6110 p.m.

Prepared for: RAoportmd by:
BLM LAURR M. KUSLOWEXL
{ONIGINAL} tonark Empartar

BARTELT & EKENYOR

Phoenlx, Ariacna
May 16th, L1994
G339 p.m.

FROCEENINGS

AEARING UFF[LUXR HJUMNER) This monting
will now cowe to vrdmz. 1 have & fuw latroaductory
aommantes to makd bafare I oall wn anyanw who wanlas
Ln upwakm.

My namn ls Larry Rausr. I['m tha Arizona
Bornauw af Lasd MARagemant Daputy Atate DLracter for
Minwrnl Resources. 1 have been appolnted by the
Stala Directer of the Bursau ol Land Manaqement
mandent this publie hearing under the authorliy
the Seccatary of the Intarior.

On wy rignt ia TPail Noreland, Chisf
thn Arannh of Dlanning, Environment, Lande and
KRovrwatian in our wtates offigs., Latsr I'll ank
1s duEBAY1ZS8 What we've done sc dar in thio
lagialative ¥ild and Scanig Rivar proomeac. I thiak
wa alan hava soma Phoanix distriat mansagars harn.
Aam HBill, Whods ledt nams I've toeqotten, in the
havk, from rha Phoanly distriet.

©On my laft iw the offiocial zaporter, He
Kazlnwnki, tgee the Hartelt & Xenyen reporting flre

in Phoenir.

BARTRLT & EEHYON
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WILD AHD JCENIGC RIVERS 19%4 LETA RBabinG,
commenved st £130 p.m. an May 16th, 1994 at thm A8V
Downtown Cwntac, 3xd Flear Confmfange Hoom, 302 East
Mohiew, Phounlx, Arffzenn, Bofédw LAURA M, KOTLOWSKEI,

& Hutary Fubliv ln and for the Yeunty &f Harloopa,

Btate vl Arlzonm.

AFFEARMNCEY 1

For the Burnsa oI Land Kenagements

Larry Aauwr, lwaring odficer
Thil Mezaland

BARTELT & XEHYCH

I hope wach of you wignud the attandancn
shwol. The citeodasss shesi allaws yoo ta ipdiceka
whellmz you wani to spmak tonight nr mahmit writeen
communim. Ii{ you didn't wign am you camm in, and
YOU WAL to ApkdN, ralaw Your hand apd va'll amm to
it that yow get the ehance to algn in. LCH
Willlamm, in the purple dress, wlll taks caras of
that out lo the nall, Aftsr thiv introduotien, I°L2
oall on thoss who have indloatwd bhey weank to
HPHAK .

This pwh}ic hnaring im requirsed by
wtatuta, The pnrpoan of this pnbl{c haaring in to
rucajun mommernts oo the draft Arizons wild and
sqenioc Rivern Ungimlativo Knviroomantal impact
Statenent .

A tranncript of the ossling will be made
by Ma. ®ozlowekl. The trabwesiper will bé reproducsd
in the final Vugislatlve ¥oviionmental lmpaol
fitmtamant aleng with apprupriais caspunsas hy the
Burmau of fand Hanagemant oiliciale. The final Hild
and Saanic Rivara Logiolativae Bevisonmaktal IWpact
Stmtumant alwo will jnelnda public lattera and
rumpunmmm ahd Will fncorparate any ravislons or
whangun cewnlting fyem che goamgnta At thiuo muwting

and ftram publisg raviawe snd othay meatlnga.

BARTELT & RENYON




Wo anticipate that the final Logiwlativae
Environmontal Impavt Sctatamont will be avafilablm fay
pebilc ceview in Devenbar.

Thik pohlilé hearlng iw part of our
olfderte ta ievulve the publid In preparaticon of thia
envizonmental dovunent. wWeo afficislly started the
procann With the Holive of Lntant publimhed in tns
Tedneal Rogislar on Fabroary LPkh, 1793, The Hollow
of Intnnt lncluded a slatnoent sncoucaglng the
public to BuDMit ANy Lkmbus v: voncwsos Lo uw.

During March and April of 1233, we held
13 public sooping mootingn in Arironn towns and
cummunitine wnd one in 5t. George, Utah.
hpprosimately 500 pocpie attanded thome meetings.

In aarly April of 1994, we mailed out nesriy 2,900
coples oi tho draft Legislatlve Environmental Iopact
Ftatamant for pabllc roview and comment. Wae will
acaspt ocmmente on the decumant untll July 8th,
1994,

An T montioned, the final Legislativae
Impact Statemnnt wlll be ready in Decampez. Thera
will bw & 10-day public raviaw and comment period
tor the final deceomant. Aftar tha final public
reviww period Lhn Skatg pirocter w! 1] mand £hn

HEnvironoante] Impact Statement to the BLM Director
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1l wn havo time, I will open the maotlng
tn ganeral cumoents aftor the apsnkesre ara
finichad.

AR 1 mantiondad, Fhil Meculand will
brlafly wommarien what wa heve govs cheough
proparing Lhis Laglalative Environmenial Impaci
Staknmmnt.

Phil.

HR. HORELANWD: Thank you, Larry.

tand nvsning, Tadiss and gentlemen.

Therm arm Lthrano itemn 1 waold likea bo
mentlon in snmmarizing tha davalapmanke of thin
Logislative ¥nvirononnial Impact Siatomontk.

The {izsl cuncwcns the pucposs ui Lha
document. nrisily, Lhe pucpuse of ihe Lugislativa
Enviruonmenkal Impacl Statement in Lo provide
Congreuy with a data bamu and albtscroatlvea which
Lhey can uma to dmclde which, §T any, yivera should
ba included in the Hariomnal Wild and dBcanle Rivaras
Syatam.

Tha Arirona RLM davaloped the
Lagimlative Environmental !opant Gtatament in
gomplianca with ctha Wild and Egeanie Rivars het of
15¢A that caguires Caderal agqancins ce atady

potential naticanal wild, &cwhle &Rd CacLaaticnnl
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ia wanbhlipngten, Then 1t will be renpwfacced to

Setgotary b tha Interior, who wil) fopwaze it

thn President, From the Fraeldunt, the

Buvlronmantal Impecgt Btntament will o ta Congrman

which will makn drrciwionv on which Arlivna civure

wlil be ineludud in che Watlonal Wild and Boenle
aLw Bymimm

Finally, hbefors 1 call wpon Phil, I want
to speclfy the yrooed relen for rhe publle hearing.
It iw iaperturt to amphddisu Lhat thio ! nat o
debate oz a gquention-and-anawes pecivd. 1L in nat a
crosw sxamlnation by the publie of BLM. it lw
rather, an advisory heaking in which Lhe public in
given mn eppurtunity to make comnments far the
veczord. Thows commants will svantually ba Aubwittmd
tn onr Washington ofiige, the Facratary of the
Tntarior, the Fresldent, and Congrens.

BLH pezsonnal will not ba axpacted to
cwapuond Lo quasllienn duarling the mesting, unlamn I
rule olhmcwine.

Aftnr thn manting “hay will be avaliabley
to talk individually, or you can nontagt bhem dering
vifice huuzm. Spmakoera should be allowed to
vumplela thelr prasnntaticn withowt inteccuption.

Applannn in not neceswary.

BARTELT & KEBNTOH

The maln aeneideratinon in this
Envirenwental Twpact Statamgpt im tha raugo of
managmment allmcnetiven. In Lha =l wide ducusant,
which im btha slimmar of Lhe Lhrws documanks in the
Lnginlative KIS, wa lyimed the impacts of four
diffwzwat altwrnatives. 0Ona wan tha proposed aation
to racommerd 1% river otudy areas to Congress for
incluwion in the Hatlenal Wild and Sronie Advnrn
Syatem., Another was the "Ho Aotion™ altornative,
which maans that BLHE would not recowmand any rivaz
Atudy areas to Congr « Tha third a)tarnaliivae
cwoommends Lo Mangresa anly thave portisna or
wagmontn of rivnr uludy arwadd CLhat AT® RAE now
protectad by whildurnasm ar nalisnel econmervation
wrva statuw. Aad the lamt allernativa racommuends
all 20 of tha river arda studisn.

Barand, 1 would 1ike to summariza thn
atnpn bhat Leak pleced in tha procaus of produoing
thin Imginlative Buvironmenctal Impact Statemsnt.

Oumr Lha pakt savoral yasrs, BLM haw
Aavalrpad rooouroh HehaquBkhE B1laNnd and plan
amsadomniy that Involved avaluwating rivers to
daturmise Whathay chay uhould be conaldarad tar wild

and wEdnie PLVeT mraluwa.  Through the plann, 30
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tlvar ntudy arnaw wnrn ldonclfisd and dstecmined ko

bm Aligibla For conkldsbatlon.

While BLH war doing thiw, the Reiiuna

Flwar Coalition, in March 1991, stodised and
racommandsd 40 Arizona riveze foz Wlld aand scundc
conwlderation. 14 of theso wars under RLH
maragamunt cweponelbilicy.

In 1792, thy Arizona Congrassional
Dnlagation snovuraged BLM t¢ develop additlional
otudlew %o facllitate the pron » This reaulisd
a detaileo dovumpmnt known aw the WLld and Scende
Rivar Arnnmamnntu. Thana warn camplatned in
Soptombnr of 1093,

rhe Wild and Scenic tiver Assswsoenie
documnnt canlminkd af avaluetion of nach nf the 20
rivors ALM Adintricin had idontifind am nligiblm in
the plaponing process. Although Lhe assessmant wam
developnd primacily Lu:r inlmznal ven, copinm wers
want tn cnngresslenel delagation and snvnral nthac
intmrasknd pazlikd.

We Lamd this sbmsssowot ducomasnt os thi
branim to ideutify the viver stody sisas for Tha
propumad aullon ALt&rnative in the Environmental
impact 8tatament. Bowevar, each of the river study

arvem han at 1 t two altevnativam; the proponaesd
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throughout the atate and again Ln Bt. Cecrqae, Utah.
Cvwe 500 panple attand thass mastings and many sant
vooomuie Lo us. Ry the way, thame comments are
mnamarizrsd in Chaptar 3 of the statewide rivern
docuosnt.

He alec mailed out three iwsues of our
Wild and Scanic Hiver upd " to over 1,000 panpla
who hava be#n askad ta he on ang mailing lime.

Thage upd ® have kept paople infurmed abuub thi
procuss and tho progreus Lhat we have oade.

Tmet monlh, we startwd another important
phune of pnhlic involvuesent —- this publis haaring
lé¢ a part nf L -- tha publie raview and comment
prou on tho drafit document. And wa are very
anxions to knuw whot youw think abent the Wild ana
Goanlr River aliernativaes.

tach sommant wo racaive toalght, snd any
othar comments w& recalve in che mal) prior te July
ath, will be carwfolly read and rusponded to aw
appropriste. Tha poblic communtw may rdaulb in
shanguu to tha documsnt. The vomments and responsnn
will bu published Iln the flanal document. Thoy will
ba wsul e the Seorsbary of I[nterior and fervardaed
to Congiuss in an ald to making decisiene abeot

adding rivera o thae Hatlonal Wild and Scenis Rivars
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action snd the ne nerien altarbative, and that's in
the Lodividoal Fuvliduowatol TRpASt Statomanta, Lha
twe &sthor laryar docvuments that arn part ol Lhe
thive Honk nar.

Samn of the individual documants hava &
third altucnativm, Toconmanding sithwr the #ptire
civror mtudy arca or pertlonse ol ib. Thim drafr
Loginlative EIS wam produced during the fall of v
apd upring of '%4 and tilled with the Enviconmuntal
Yrutwction Agency and ralwawsd for public zevisw and
cohmants 0B AREIl W, LPR4-

¥inally, I want Lo Lalk & littlda aAbout
public invalvemant. e in Arizona mtrougly belleve
in Lhw Lull publie involvement prormsw.  In Lhiws
zaxn, oor poblic lovoivement efforte started wWith
thn resuufcae NAT&JEN&Nt [lana and Lhe plan
amendments. We oncouragwd the public to ldentify
in#nen and ceocecne Lhat dad to be conaldered in
planning, W sapt tha docuoents ocut for public
reviaw and cummant mand rovided tham accoardingly.

When wo docidnd Lo pzepara thin
documAnt, we anneuncsod pur plaus in toa Faderal
nmyistar and local papers=- in Lhe aihoUncamasnt wa
nmked for publlo usmmanta. in March and April ol

laul yaar, wa held 14 public mrapinyg seetings held
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Bystem.

Agaln, wm wauld very moch likm Lo have
your input and your rocomantn and we appreciaim it
T will give it back Lo Laziy haw. And as# he
wmop+ionod, Lhle is a foruwal haaring and not a
quontiaonrand-answsy forbm, &0 I won'k ba aasking if
yan have any gqUuaktions naw, but 1 will be around
aftmr tha onating and sema of tho othaer BLH pwople
will bp hurw alaés. Ao £ you would 1iks to talk
thon, wn can du Lhat.

HEARING CEFICEH BAUER: Thank yau,

At the prevent time [ have Indications
chal might paople would like ta spsak Lonight. 1

think what I will do is start ace by allowing sach

pazaon 10 minutwee to spask, that'll glve us anough
Lima to qat through the sntirs roond. And T paopls
have addltional thinge to wpy afimr that, we'll
vartainly allot am much time am in Ll&ff EhHAT WA Rdve
ha:w €0 Ao that., Thlw building clokes &t 10100
tulyht, wa have Lo be cut of haru by Lhen.

Flret ot all, T'd Lika Lo ek ff there
is & membar of Any congramslonsl scaff who'e here

and would llke to maka mny commanta.

SFEAFER: I don'i havd apy CORBGhts,
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Just hwrw for absviption.

EFARIKG OPFICEH BAUEN( ALl right,

¥hen [ call un you to mpnak, plaaan
[} your namn, where you'r« frum and whse ysu
ropranant or i you're apeaxing for yourselt,

Thoee who have come with wrltten
ptatomonte osn lesve Ltha otatnment with na when they
tinieh,

The Eizet pereen 1 would like to oall on
is Pam Hyde-

HE . KEDR: My nama in Pam Uydm. I°'m a
resident of Phonnizx, Arizana and ['w repramanting
Amsrican Rivnrn. Amnrirap Alvers wjll ka nuhaireing
detailad writiwn conments io responss Lo LEIZ, bul o
wonld lika to Dakt prelicinory covidhents at Lhiw
time.

1411 mtaryL wilth a2 numher of genwcal
vomments wu have in zesponme Lo Lhe LEIE. Fi:ebl ol
all, givan the legislative pretmction altarnative
dnvaloped by the BLH, wa balievd the BLH nadds to
apoll ouk ouie Clearly the diffewzmut luvels of
protaction oftmred by not ooly Lhe Wild and ARawnle
Rivars Act bot alas the Wildarness Act, tha Riparian
Harviopal Conssrvation Areas, and othar national

coensecvation arvan, and ACECe, and any alher
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commmelin uh the spdeifle rivac mbtuody mrmam that wnon
included in the Rivera Appendiz.

Firat of all, Amarican Rivorn bknllnven
ithnt Lhe fianega Creak ahoold be found meitoble.
The veskon given IoF ita nonaultability wam Lhat
lt'm not of national migrificancs. Oowevary, the
Wild and Acenio Rivers Act doem nat Tequira that a
rivar ba nationally silgnificant in ordar ter it to
e puitable., Alsa, Cisneqa Creek ie cne ol the 1
Cienuga-typy vivery ln the Southwest, fur that
rwanon Lt'w vory valuable and should be protected
undwt tha Wlld and Soenic Rivers Aok, Alwo, it
suppurt# native fimh papulationn, which oazy of ax
know iw 4 vary rare occorcance In Aclzune and lx
anobher argument in suppdacl of Lhe perotacticon whder
the Wild and Scunic Hivurs Act.

He wouold almso like to covoment on,

spwrifically un che Vizgin Rivar. The pratarced

altsznative contained in tha YHIZ is te cesanmend
tthe Virgin Hive: am muitabla and zsuvconend it {oc
atudy river wndar thn Wild and Scanic Rivare hul.
Tha 1wawop given im that tha BIH Lelisves that
Congress ahould Rave coocdiRaced ATESFTA Batuwwan
Arfizons, utah and Hevade mince tha Virgin Rivar

flowe thresgh all Thike mtatda. Amdyican Rivars

protnscive Aoglgnations thal are availabis,

Wy faw]l That Lhets aze dillerent Ltypen
ef preatnstisen that is saffordsd by the wild and
Sennis Riwnrm Act than thezs st by vows 01 thers
vlhaz protnctive oochenisma and Lherelore, the
public shauld hn mero aworw of the diffwrent typew
of proknctiona that arn avnilablée undez mach of
thusy protuctiva actionm.

Sweondly, wa'd like te poluc 2ot Lhat
tha Oila hex manageament plan, ams far as wa know, s
ntlll » dratt plan. Throughout the LEIS, the Glls
box plan iam represented as belnq neanentially a tilnal
plan, that tha raconmandatinns Ln that draft plan
wlll L luplanAnted AA BANAQAO&NT ACEions. We would
likw to have ths final EIS peint oot if the Cila box
manaqament plan ia ntill a dralt at that tima —-
that it is a draft and thoae management acticns may
cxhodnge .

We would alec Like to recommsnd that tha
individual studies of the lndlvldoal viver study
araak, if the pretoarred altarnatliva resoommenda that
tne arudy area ilua nonenltabla, that tha raascna for
nonaulitablllty ehould be apeclfled wlthia aach of
thoae individosl river atudy altarnatives,

At this# point, I°d likda to maka scow

BMETELT & KENYOH
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bellavmm that tharn'n nn nomd Eo wait tao coordinalm
with Utah and ada. 'Thu ¥Yirgin Hivor iw an
axtymoxly threatenwd wystwnm at this pceint and aince
it is both aligqibla and mnitabla, we balieve that
the BLM should 9o ahead and reacommand the Virgin
Rivar for Ainclusion Ln tha Hational Wild snd Bcanle
Rivera Syatem, Othar maqmanta Ln Utah and Hevada
24an ba added Later, thare's notning that prealudes
thoaw segmentos irom belng added once thewe Arlzona
porticne have bevn dselgqnated inta chn nyntom.
Arwrican Rivers would alna like toe
comment on the Dassayampa Rivoer atody acrma.  We
bali that at Tasat Smgment O shoold ba found
mpitable and protacted andoa Lhe #Wild and dcenis
Riveze Agt, There in A dam propussl evae:y coupla of
yeare in the Box CAnyon on thn Hayssyampa Rlver. A
dam is e preatty ladicroun thing un Basasyampa River,
for rhoas nf ynu who know i+, Ltheza's net s lat of
surfaca flow. A dam winld vcrasts oore of o med tlat
than a resarvair. Vor that csssvid, Lhe local
renidants af Wwickenbyrg, the Wivhesburg Heranman
Amsaniation, a number of oiher individuals, gqroupa,
Amarican Hiveru ludad, balSaves that A dam is

complataly inappsppriate 4o the Hasanysmpa,
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piwclude fupthor cotnidneation of o dam. MWh Baliawn
that thls im & ¢ood CH#A8ON Lo hkwe Thal swcllivn
included undwez the Wild and Sownic Rivers Aysten.

Roaxican Rivars alsc balisves that tha
%¥an Pndro whould be found sulbtable ap & Boenic
clvar. HLM twcommends that itm clasmification be
ravcwatinnal, the resson given Laing thars'o &
uumber of road crosplnge, A Ceilrosd that pacsllels
the clver thziuwgh mask of thn study arna. Fawevnr,
the San Padro iw =ti}l relarivaly cndavelopod =lung
the atorallne apd would besofit from = murw
rastrictive managument Lthal would bw providéd unday
#veniy clmamificacion.

Aowrichan Rivarn alan baliavaa that
Franuis Ureck mud Lhe upper portion of the Janta
Maria that warm Ifound not suitablea shonld aleo be
tound suitahla and protectad undar tha Wild and
sconic rlvers Aot,

ha I menticonued, American Rivwrs will bn
aubmitling more detnlisd copmente Ln the Legismlativn
EI% At n lartur date.

rThank yoi.

HEARING OFFICER BAVERI Thank ¥you, Hs.

The naxt paraon I call upuen, Jim

BARTELT L4 KENYON

wnglinaar.

And i rnally hepn that anyosne that
rocommandns thal. we do anylhing ahout the nature ot
thin, Wild and Ecwniv Wivaz includad, will glve long
thoughi Lo where should we put what sonias and what
milokta Wa GaR DEART TOCER Lo fUYthaY Keep suc
natuzal = urces Ain the best possible veder.

1n all thees monthe and yaars now
theuegh this natlon I would have to say that I would
rually yuaation, guestlon very hardly a decision to
activabtes wild and ecenlao oars in podwibly more thun,
not mor# than fiva nf thoam liatmd an this pagn.

1 will drap it thera and Imave it to my
much mora able-tavdoacribn-cur=thoughta Ben (ax whaen
BlA LUrn CORMES.

Thank youu.

HFEARING OFFICER HBAUEk: Thank Yoo,

Hr. Wermley.

I would nuw like tu call az Lawlia
QOapitra

HE- COHORKK: Good nvening. My nama im
Leallu fonpar. 1 cepréndsnl Clayton Jacsbesd, & land
punnr mloog the BL11 Williams River aresa. He ownn
virtually all of thea pYivats Jand In dagmant, what'a

bainyg callsd an Saghknt B OF the Bill WElliams
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Wormluy.

MR, HGRMLEY: That fa my Sogsfndth
umanw. 1l va buwwn in Azizuna new for tho past 1Y
yuarx mm & vetlvad pnrman. And dutbng these 37
ywatw I havk bewn physlcally azd mantallyp,
twchnically active in supporting wspuvially through
BLH and tha ¥orast 50Tv1igs And the liWe Bacouse L'w
veIy intsrested ln venparvation; therafors, I°ve
bwen on thy ground o great deoel durlng theea pest
yware, I wish %o voke 4 briei ovAmant and then
Later on Con Cex, whe ie a pal with me, and we worx
tegethar, a cotirad fcrest ranger, will have
ponmenty murx bp Jdatail,

My rommmotn arn thoann in gannral: Thak
thers ore on many noesdn in thin nalion, and let e
way spncifically In Rrizona, for things Lhat nesd to
ha domo in conuerving and maiotaining in Lhe bast
vrdar cur netional resources that | would hopes chatb
nu Loa mapwndlture will #Aver ba made thar wouold
Amtract dcom Lhe piupes and cors maddyalmiat af
thnan vary, vnry imporiast rewcerows.  Afisoun is
plunh with ndtiohdl yYewourcks, wode of the qraataat
dn Lhim wurld that T've davic adan. Aind By Lifa has
bewn in the world, business took ne inte many parts

of thix warld. f monrvad {o Reorld Rar 1T ad & combat
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River. And I'm here to spwak on hin bahalf thim
wvwnlng. W will bw submitting longthler rommantcs
on the Leglvlative BEnvironmental Impact Statemant
kefoce the compmpt pericd ends that ace moze
dotmilad. T would juat likn to strams a couple aof
painen hwrn thiz nvaning.

Ficat of al), it doawa't, the Wild and
Zuonic Hive:s Ast duss oul appma: to graal to Lhe
radecal Govarnmesl any right to aliaol private land,
momelhing Lhal the Legimlative Envivoumant Impact
Btatemant saema fto rwoommend and that wa want to
vamind the ALH of.

Honuthelewd, 1 4leo want to mention rhar
the dealgnation of the Blll wllliame River am wild
and scenle Iin Sugment B will have an adverss impact
f L& PAZ County. Muoh Of that county is alrsady
gqovernmant-owned land and this ceonld potantially
navu an eifwot of further reawtrloting mcanmamic unn
of that land and ovonomic davaloppont af that arus.
Mr. Jacobson does have planas to doavalop Lhai szma.
And I understand that tha Goavarnment doss previda
#ubwtantial payoentan in liou of taxeaw to La Fat
County, but that in nat Lhe same Lhihg ad #22A0ELS

developmint, which inorsases the numboer of pespls

whn ara paylaq taxam and the amount of money thay
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Ehmy azh paylng an Appswwd Lo just shlfting the
popoy frem uvou puckel L0%e anuhher Iathar than
trnating woalth.

Thank yau Far yaur coensideration.

HEARING OFFlUER RAUER: Thank yau,

Hu. Cocpme.

L'd now 1ike to fall upuh, L n swoeey
about my pronvuncing of the last nama, Mr. Tim
rFroma,

H¥. FLODD: Good snlng. my nama ia
Tim Flood, lika lotn of waktar. I'm from FPhosaix.
I'm rapresenting mysalf tonight.

I generally wupport what BLM im doing
trying to put fncth A very skiong Wild and Scanic
Rivure prepomal. Thn abapw of Arlzona's ziverv and
mtroaon and cikkkm im nel very goad and T khink it
rrilncen a lot of poor dacieicou in management over
thn lant 100 yaarm. A lat of Lhat, ol covrue, im
met DLM'w [adlt, You have inheziled what those falks
bmivea Lt have done to the land. Bet thers's not
much Tnft and what wa're dealiog with sow In Lthe
loftovorn. MWe've given Lhe nxlractive prople ovor
100 yeare" huadurarl to do Lhnir thing and what we
ace, atn, dwaling wilh ln whatnvnr im Inft over.

It's Yory valuabln ntill what'sm Tafh
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HERKINWG DPFICERY  Thank you, ®Mr. ®lood.

The naxL paraczn I O8ll UPGN im M:. Jim
HelCarthy.

MH. MCCARTHY: Gond svening. My nama
im Jim MeCarthy. I'm frow vhounlx, Arizona.  And
1'm raprassnting myaalf.

I've Livad in Rzicone wines 1337, And
over that pariod of Eiom I 've menn a Int Af dameogw
to the algnificrant large rivavsa of Lhe otato apd
noms of the amallsy streame. And thah thees wvars
many othmr projncta that took place bafore T livad
her¥ that ware alen damaging, S0 what we havae, &s
Mr- Fload montioned, in thet we have a iww remaining
rivern thal wé newd Lo, Lhet we nemd to protueat.
Maybr thal's 10 percent, seyhn it's 310 perosnt of
tha riwvara, ! dtn't know what ths Tusl numbwez ius,
Gni. thoru'm not hany caoparad ko vhat thers onae
wau.

I'm glad te men that the ALH has
recoamandad 0B Civarm! hownvar, T'd liks Lo
cummant that T think chat thmara'n soms cthoer ones
that aza va:y dhenrviang af protaction that aze oot
wn the roconrwaded llat. S8emm of the rivars thar
axe recommended are what I might ecal)l luw clank, for

inktanca Lik#« the Phgik and Aravaipa, which are two
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uvar. BDunplitu tho fact thot Shega's hesn  lot of
dévanlatiun, thnre'o wtill & L&k Gf Likk apd wild
litw valus Lv the :umminlag strnamn. Thnora'as a }at
ot pmuple that anjuy the recvsation that's loft on
thaan strsaes. B0, 1n Jaudeal, I dv sappast tha
proponed actlon.

I will bn mubmitting mome written
commante whan I'm aple to plow By way through tha
two sppendicem, but I would jusl like te oomment on
two sireans that I thouaht nesded o little more
smphariv: Ono in the Masssysmpa bacausn it's 2 vucy
important river op Bha cantiral wontmrn aide of the
mtatn. Thnra'n vary fnw rooalning [lowisy satcesms
oh Lhie central whatern alde of Ariaona.

And the nther ia the gSan Padro River.
That'm o very threatened ayatam down there and a
very valuahla scho syatsm and I would reucommend that
HBLM yo fur Chew stronqest posmible dealgnatlons on
the Aan FPadro River to inaors that any lurkbhec
davelopmant that doen ocour In that part ol the
state taks into account the gremi wouelogical valnnm
of the Ban Padro Rivar.

That will comoludw my Sral cemacks and 71
will submlt the written ones at s later time.

Thank you.

HARTKLYT L EEHYON

rive:m Lhat T've been to and enisy a lot, and a:zm
falrly luw cimk. Thay're alresdy Ln a wildarnaws
arna and therw's really no threat, #o it'sw kind ot
AD ®AAY ORA.

Thotm's a faw othnr nnas that I thlnk
are vary important rivers that T thint naad to by
Frotuctad) for SNAtAndd, Clundys Erosk, mapecially
Facawss ol tha native fiah and LaAcauss of the
charactaristics of the & ara very nontypical to
Arlzona mtrAasms, aAnd I think we nwsd & sampls of
thnt typn of atreem ln the mtats protevted.

ko far mm thw ¥irgin River, 1 recommend
that we rmcommeand that For dasigonatian and nat far
furtbur micdy. If Ehe Eongresninonal Balagetian in
nat. rasdy ta deaignato that, they won't, but 1 don'k
zum mny an Lthat ths BLM cap't racammmand it at
Lhir polnl in Liow.

T'd like fo alac paint subt chat cthe

intant of tha Wild and Scenic Rivers Aec im -- I'm

not lecturing you Ad mueh, bak I'm LTYiRg to gut the

word put to the publie, that tha Wild and Heenle
Rivara Aet i nat really lntendad to dnutroy or take
AWERY ADYLhing that exists, what it‘a intanded ce do
iw protwct things ir tha state Lhat thay ara. Thn

faw roamalning vivays that axe &fill undamaged, wa

BRRATELT L KEHYON




wank Lw protwct Thome [ew.

Ae far aw Ehe impocl @n Lhe Governmant
and budnets, thu land Lln wlrnndy undng HLN
suthecity, i® mlrimady bas to be canaged. ¥ ecan'bh
sw how doslgnating it an n wild and n=nnis rivar in
gejing ta have any slgnifleoant cost loverwave aud Lf
iL fo, wa newd to bheomd More efflcient.  Wo showld
nul lwt that qet in the way of protecting thame
Jjuwels of the duseit,

That v my conmenty dor tonight,

Thank you.

HEARING OFPICRER DAUTA: Thank ynou,

Mr. MoCALthY.

Thn nuxt upvakor lw M. Don Loa.

MR. COX: Yhank you. I'wn Dun Con.
the e#nvironmental chaicman !or Lhe Lyons
Intecnatienal, Stalm of Arizond. L1've Bpant 45
yuoarw of my adult life in Arizona. T have hean
iand ronource managewant professional wy antire
iite.

Maw, thu dusiynatlios of the Wild and
Scwnlo Riverm, 1'm verthioly in Favor of them if it
is juatifiad tu &0 deaighata tham,  They alrvaady
have in Arizoua, tor Lnstance, 40 wildarness axean

or wimilar dneignaticond, wa hava the park ssrvics
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the Foreet Aervicn acm profnesicnal land aanagarse
and a ot of Lokde AT: nuw asw uadus Lhwir
managoemont, and fo say that we nesd Co demiyastw
tham In Li mm Lu aoy wo Lhink Lhey are aol daing o
vnry gacd jeb. I Chink Ly aocae. LE Lhece im &
prablum on any of thesa streams, those individvals,
thauu wrgakizations cerrainly have the ability and
the pwisountl And the suthority to make any
vorrwelions to that,

I've hward tonlght a groat deal eaid
about damage thet bae ocenrced am i wn oatn
continuing to damage thana ctreams. L think we
miasad the polnt. And tha fact Lhat | amed to bring
sut in that in s grast many canen dLiving the laad a4
and putting it in a reetrictiva nitieation iu the
wozaf. GCRLing Lhat can happen to that land bucsuus
under proper managmmant., tha cee of Live ATLocX and
wild flowsr, onldar propy mansgamant can bring back
4 dwulrwd gopdition of neny of Thaes arsan.

How, L mpaal L% ynave AN & diacriae
turset rangar in Lhe Wast bLetorn T found Ehe Key to
the fant that you cam hring back and maintain our
wtreame undar profpey Uik of 1Luk ALK Baftar Iof
dvarybody concaenud, wild Life aed all, than {7 you

rla §1. up and met v it. T tvhank the Logd jntdnded
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in

hae & lol ol lend. tha natiosal parke, monuments, we
Nave the wild Lifo sanutucriew, we baue Lhke Indian
landn that taknn a lak &f Arirana, wo hove
&snanrvabidn apnclal arwaa. Haw, §f wa hove Ehe
wild and Scrnic Rivarn, T ded’t khisk Rharm']1l Ls
much land leofit maybu wxeupl my own llteln acraagn in
Bun vity.

1 woulds't designate tudsy any mpucial
rivnrn. I've jmad the Buiewau vl Land Henoywosnt
buokletu on Lhat, and probably time Will pravanRT me,
but. ou Lhe liat with regard to tha altuaticna
tonight, tharu are fouz, only tour ob them Bhat I
would recommand Lhat we deslonate.

1t bathers me a grooat deoal to think thae
our dry washas and intermittent streamo would bn
viawaiTied as Wlid and Svenic Rlvers. Thers sara an
many wlld during the Lleod atege, bt wild and
mcanic, it bothers us a gqrost deal,

Row, ascther thing that bothors ma nn
the deslignation is you desigrnats & section of tho
atraam, but ale#s thece's a graat denl of cancern
that upetzesm trom thacn §f nnything taken place
upwtream from tharn Lhal wonld {afluevocu thils soall
sxction Shat woold v be remmlzicied.

Huw, the Bureasu of Land Hanagemont and
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that sur land nhould be aned, prope:ly vesd abkd we
aan et thn hank resulis fzom thac. Just Likem i1
you didn’'t uon yaur lofL arm, it wuuld Ciaally
deterioratn and, bewlimva yuu mw, thal's what
happonnd to womw of our lands when they'rem are tied
up angd nul propayly uaed.  And we nedd Lo oring
thure thingm bavk, and I have conildercws that our
arganirzstions can do that, witheut bieing np mern
and murw.

W nwwd moce meitlple one of onz
rwmodtcad bacauvs we have ao Fow of theas and net
ainyle uzea, whiogh l# what wa'rn qoing towards on all
Lhunc daslqrationw. Aw T mantioned, Axirona £4 full
ol aingle uue landw now undnr managsodnf. We
Lavorably doun't nesd ranlly sny ooes.  Private land
in 4 qrest voncarn wharo thess :ivers ara sdjacent
Lo them or thay'ra sput:wam Bagaune 1 cean sew in the
1uw, a4 I undorntand Llt, rhat i¥ somathing happana
on your privatm laad up Lhein T HMEQHT intludncs tha
Awnlgnated wild and wemnie tiver, that thay would he
areatly rwwtrictad.

T will alue wubkit, and havh, d4ad will
submit, addirianel intarmation te the organiznbion.
And I thank you tgz Lhiw opporcunity and may we all

join in seguring thn hatTar Ua& 9f 280 land
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resourcen,
Thank yan.

URANING DFFTERR BAUEHT  Thank you,

The n=at spwahwe iuo uokbin noladay.

HY. ROLADAY: Hy nome iw Bobbia Holaday
aud I'lm The #KOCULIVE dlrector of 4 group whu LA
wasklng teo preaemrve ancthar ona of our national
tmauuzimn.  The group is callad Prassrve ATizona
Wolvea, which would 1ike to reatord the Maxican
walf.

I havno vory shert cormwnte. § soctainly
think that the Durvsu of Land Hanagament did a very
thorough Job om their document for the dralft EIF;
nowoverl; 1 am approcdativn of the 13 pivers which
they have preved for wild and sconlc %o sere
clasnitiomtian. Nut I would alee like to Yully
mMUpport the Arizana Rivers' recommendotions that ynu
Aadd the porticno rocommnndnd for Cinnega Crenk, San
Padre und thn Hawuaysopa Hivara. | think thny arn
vary important to tha myniom.

Thank you very much for thias
opportunity.

WEAHING UNFICEH BAUER; Thank yay, Mn.

Holaday.
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that'a 4%0,000 reqistarcesd votsra TLhAL Calw abolLE Chi
anvieonmant, bat I am wpwaking for myeslf this
avenlng.

Sanmn slaen ko alogt two YHALW AQ0, &
year and a half ags, wo all got tugethwr over at Lhe
Qivie Plaza with the nin, Fnrﬂlt‘ﬂﬂrVic-, I halimve
I'ark Setvicn was tharm, and thm majority of our
Cungruasinnal Delugalion. At Lhat time, § anked the
guestion an tu whuse time linu wu wars on.  Weru oo
fnlloving tha Bursaucracy's tima lina o wats we
fallowing the Congresslonal Dalegation's cima lina.

Thtt Bnrmancracy Was propoeing twe to Lhrwe more

years of ntudimm; rmpuzi wriling, prepasotion Lo yet

somnthing cwady: Tha Congramnlonal Drlagatlon
anaerrd un Lhat night, €0 & hugs ovaticn, that Kthey
in facl worw 4n charge. In tact, Raprnonantativn
Coppriamith Aald, "HLKe, the whip has basn
viachail.”

We were swdured that some time during
thir tongranalonal wesnlon, thie 1032d Conqress, I
bBoltevs Lt ia, that wa would hava wild and seanic
rivar dosignatinh.

Row, #@ 1've bDewn watchlng the procsss
qo alanyg and ['ve bewn kept informed by the tlywrw

And Che VAYLoUS TApoIta, wd'La ehalng thal thara™a
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The next ppoaker les a poasibpliity, who
moye he mLight #pesk. which is Hr. Jim Vaaler., Do
you winh t& wpsak, wizhd

MA. VAALER: You, 1 will spesk. My
namw in Jim Yasloz @f Phocnix., I'll bo speaking tox
mymnlf. 1°11 bn brief

T would llka to thank the ALM for
rocemmnnding kha 14 rivers Bhoy did cncomwond. Rad
1 woeuld like te cvosnnmealr Lhet wild and Scvnle Hivurw,
the Wild and Scenic Hivere cvieaselficalion dows fall
Lndbé: thw Li vt MULtiple Uks, 1t'd not AiNgle
Han, Hpacifically, I wan dimappointed that the BLK
didn't resommand the LaaRayampa River., I tasl that
thers waa a middla ground that oould have been dons
whears they could have drawn their boundaries a
little diffarantly AnNd COME WP With & QUod pIOpOEAL
therw.

That's all I have to say.

TRank you.

HBEARING OFFICEK BAUEN: Thank you,

Nr. Vanler. '

The naxt epaaker ie Mike Evans.

HR. EYAHKE: Good svening. My name in
Miku Evans., I'm irom Gilbwrt, Arizonm, I'm the

ahalrman of the Maricopa County LDumacratle Farty,
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qoing te ba & flnal report preparad tor Decaober of
‘%4 and aomathing to be wubmitted.

Well, S5am Copperamith won't ha a
gonar man then- Johp Yyla wan't bn a congressman
then, They'zwe hnth rnnning fer the Y. 5. Buhdte. Bo
vbyiously they ara net going Lo have Lhe opportonity
to vote for Wild and mnic Hivers, womsthing that
brth of thanm ganllmonn friom, tWo diffsrant
prlitical parLiss, switood in Iront of oome 500 puople
mnd nmid that thay wanted to #ae happan tor the
peepln af Arizooa.

Now, you'va done a nice report. I wonld
likan Lo mké &SH& AKEFd BuUQRents addad, kut you'ro
yulhyg too Alow., We'vd bwen talking aboot this foz
yum:m in thias statms. For years "ve bron tryloy Lu
add Wild and Scenic Rivern, He want Wild and ficnnic
Hivu nev, we want them. He don't want yon ta
Ltakw the Tima to go on and wtudy and rtudy and mbtudy
aad wtuady. fat A final raport, qef it te Longzams,
mu that our Yecrutary of Intarior wha'n hikad and
catped and hackpacksd many of thasa anganants, cih
puah Cha Pradident and push the Congroos Lo give o
the Wild and Sgenlo Rivers that wu want.

¥ou are delibarately ignocing the wiaben

af the majeorpity of tha pacple in Arizona.  Nazauns
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it n elmay fiom all =2 tha palla, all of Lha ptudiocs
that have been done, that the maloriey af people in
Arizonn want addlticonal Wild ahd Svenlc Rivozre.

Tn sdditlon to Llynveiuy the winhow of
the public, you'ra alao syucring the wishas of auz
Alactad FARTSSENLALLVAN. Yo0U whould hn asmhamndl
Flesws do your job, glve ua aur Wild and Svanje
Rivara.

Thank you,

EKAHINLG OPFICER:  Thank yeu 191 your
osmmsnte, Mr. Evann.

Thu vuxl spuakar iy fMoward Glemeo.

MRE. GIEMEND: My nama in flownrd Gie
T rFraprrnnnt Motorluaed Pev:valicons

1 wau al Lha! mantjng Lwo yoarw ago
alac, I heard thn damarratic manator, I think his
name wow Ralfonclol, he said, "1'11 smn tha repart
from thn ALM. I'1ll maw Lhu rwport from Bhe Narast
Snrvien. T'Ll hak Che rwpust lroin Lhw nkatn. il
conewlt with ny constituwnts and then we will rasch
a cansnnans within the Cougcesmivnal Dalmgation aad
than wa'll move and avt bBafurn.® That'n khn way T
rumnmbatr Lhe democratic senator's words

[ would aleo aay Lhot with Muturizud

Raorewations 1 app:ave mokorigad sccess. I think in
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MR. FELLER:? MHy namm im Gary Kallur.
I've livad £n ATizona for 4% yak¥s. Aad I'n
LepL wnting the Arizona State Asmoclatlon of Four
Hhanl Drive Clubv and alac the Geest Weatarn Trail
Wa are phllowophlially oppuowd to the ¥Wild and
fownlo Rlvers Act mainly heonuas ww view 1t aw
another wildarnoen. Wn frel that we nlready havas
ancugh wilderaman arsss. The Grast Western Trall
that wa mr% wnrking nn iu a hardar-tn-burder trail
that qoew all Lhe way fram Cnnada ta Maxico. 1%
dosr oroes nevesal uf Lhesa rivers and §F bhoy
Deoume wild riveszs, L theru'n mzeam Lhal wo
QADNNt GIRAA.

wi avd tryimg to wark on the ezonomic
rural dovatupudnt, &dam o0 the tural cuokmohiti by
going throogh with the Creat Weastern Trofl and we
faml that sama of cheas rivara will hindsay that
gral . Seoo eddments of theé Fivars ars not, wa raal,
AL% Not oorraul. Bunw wsybmnoim stazt abova a raad
cromaing, & ccdheing Chat ovaryhody 1a uanihg right
now, and wa fwal i€ thara 1la aueh & thing am a wlld
and acanle rivers bill, that we would Like to amend
pome of Lhe adqBAREA.

W hava baan worklng lataly with kha
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4 woy I Ip-ul\ Lur the hubloers who want ts dreive Lo
thalr nunting apot, TiaRerMuu why woeuld llhe tw

drive in closer to thair spot, parhape & casual gold

panner woold 1iKa f0 ume Lim mutvs vehiule Lo yet Lo

hig wite, parhape some plonicvhare who would Llka o
avae & car angd delve on fadaral land, all thase
P¥uEpLe newd RULerized veahloles on tedarei land, 1
submit that Wild and Sownic Rivere designatlen would
raduce thais aocess Eo thair land,

I would Iike to padnt wet agein that
Lhorm is spproximatnly five 3illion acrom fn Arizana
af axtramely rooteicind uun land. Fiva millicn
acras whors motar vahicles nnvnr qo.  Kow we find
many prepanaln on the table nanking to add Lu Lhose
five milljan acrro, ameng them woll socevuey
babitat

I mubmiil thol wus Congcoakional
Cmlayaticon ahouwld concexn themaslves with protacting
the public!'a ved of thae public land from the
prunorvalives Lhat they sbhould. Aod T dubinit Ehat
thn propar action im na sciion, Lhe ao acliun
altarnntive on all of tha rivarm.

Thank you.

BEARTHG OFFICER BAIER) Thank you, air.

Doks Anyan Wish to apaak tonigat?
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Acizoua Rivers Cualibiod and Come to SOMA Aqradmanty
un Lhuse sagBenta that I've boen talking about.

Sumw of the sagmanta, nome of the rivere that wa'rn
in dimaqreament with i¥ the upper Burre drank.

Wu ace worklng on a bordar-ta-horda:
trail, it'a u multlpla-usse trail far vnhiclaw an
well ap hiking, noreshack, juat anyhndy can one it.
The Great Weetwrn Trail is sleo bhe neme sad ST gode
freom Utah -- wall, the Arizens wselion goes fius
Vtah to tha bnrdur, Durre Ciwek on the aast., The
only way acrean frum ook Aldé of The otate in thar
nrva to the athur inm going acronm Burro Creek, Our
undoretapding iv that if this arma io designated
wild, thon all fiver creanings, motorizad rivers
wareuninga will be whot offT.

Au Luz nk tha damage in our riverm, I've
bern in tha Louk cobkfyry eéantinuously for tha pauct
A% yeacw and I have sann oo wiqnlficosnt damsge Lo
any of tha atraami a4 1@r 4w vehiols rranaingu That
havan't badh miClgated oC haven't bosn addrammed.
Tha wignificant daeaqe that we havn had ia 1983, or
1% -- yaah, 19%e3 and 1983 with thn axtrexa tlocd dam
iw far qruatwr thsan any othnr poople &an do with
vuhiclun or catblwe.

Ana I dinssgran with the gont]waman bafpoe
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mg that il Arlzon are for Wild and Hcunis Aivara
Batausre Lhe pecple I talk wo are not.

Thank you,

NERRING OFFICEN BAVERI Thank you,
Hz. Eolleoz.

Duwr mnyona nlag wleh to spaak?  TF not,
1 want to zwhind all of you, and stzéngly urge thoso
Who havn Aot 8pOKER, to mend your comments Lo um
bafore July Hth. The mailing mddrenn i3 printed in
the covey leatter attachad to the deimit Leglalative
¥nviconmantal Impaot Btavemant. 2end yuur cunzwala
to Phil Moreiand heie, Bureau of Land Managwmant,
Poat. Offica Box 16463, Fhofnix Arizeona, B5011.

At thim polnt, Lf nobody wliaw wishaew to
make n conment, I thank you very much for youyr kind
attention, This publle heacring Lo hareby
adivucned.-

{Bwmzing concloded at 7:30 p.m.)
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BFATR OF ARTEDNA 1

}
COUHTY OF MARIGAPA )

BE IT ENDWH that the foragoing hewaring was
taken BALOTE Ma, LAURM KOZLONSKI, & Wortary ¥Yublic in
and for tha County of Waricops, Atatw of Arizonay
that the procesdinge thereto wers taken down by ma
Ln shorthand and thervafter reducsd to
oonpuker-aided tranecelption under my dizwetion:
that the forsgeing is a truw and correct Lrenacript
of sll procmadings had upan tha taking of said
hanring, all donw Lo Lhe busi of BY ekill and
ability.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that T am in no way
relalmd to any of the partiss harato, ncr am I in
any way incarsatad in tha cuteems hereol.

LATED AT vhaaaix, Arirona, thia-

day af C_:_/‘_(/_'ZF.E P s 1894,
Ay ) ERl e g

HOTARY PUALIC
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BURIAU DF LAND HANAGEMENT

wWiLlr AHDB SCRHIC RIVERE
1994 LEIA REARIHC

ORIGINAL

Kingman, Arizona
May 18LLE 19%%4
7iel p-m.

Prwparad fori Rapoztmd byt
BLH LAURAR M. KOELOWSXI

BARTELT & KEHYDH

Xingman, Arizaona
May 18tR, 1504
6230 pom.

PROCERDIRNGA

AERANTHG QFrICEM BAUER! Good nindg,
tadiss and Gonilwmea. This masting will now goma to
order. 1 have & fav inktroductory commants to makse
befors T oall OB &nycns to epeak.

Hy name ie Larry Bausr, T am tha
Arizona Hur&au of Land Managsment Dwpuby Sbalas
Directuz for Hin 1 Rescurces. ([ hava haan
appointad by the Atate Direntor af the Buraas of
Lpod Managamant to gonduot this public hawring undar
the suths¥ity ot the Sscretary of the [nimrior.

On ay right iw Phil Horaland, Chiaf of
tha Branch of Flannlng, ®nvircamant, Land and
Racrmation in eur atste offics. Latar, I‘'ll amk him
Ea suw riga what wa'va dend a4 £ar in ehin
Ikgislativa wild and mcanle civar procass.

We almc havae with us Cordon Chonlas, the
Phoanix District Managar; Judy Réad, tha Bumaa
Dimerict MAnAQEr; Lavi Daika, the Laike Aavasu
Rasourom Arsa Hansge:, 4nd Kan -- ['®m dolng just
what 1 Ald last right. I forget ebody ‘s last name

mm Edn, thd Kingmman Aras Mansgur, Esn Craw.
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{ORIGIHAL) Qourt RApOrtar

WLLD AND ECBHIZ RIVERS 1354 LEIZ HEAHING,
tempantnd at Y100 poB. on WAy 10tN, 1%%4 at thw
Héhave Fommunliy College Btudent Center, Room 194,
1$71 Jmgeswcoo Avenuw, Eingman, Arivona B6401,
befnarm LAUMA M. FOLLOWEEI, & Hotary Public ln and

for the County of Harioops, Stube of Azrizone-

ATPBARANCES 3

For the Buresu of Land Managoments

Larry Bauwr
Fhil Hozeland

BARTELT & KENTUN

Un my laft is Laura Rozlowskl, she's ounr
gfficial ovort rwpurta¥y and will take an aoourats
tranmozipt of wverything that ir sald bere konight-
%ha is from tha Bartelt & Kenyon Court Repnrting
darvice in Phoanix.

I hopa that amch of yoo migonad tha
attondanos shast. The attendendd shdst allown you
to indicats whathar ynu wenk te speak tfonight or
submit wrilkten opwments. I[f you didAn't sign in as
you asms ln, 1 hops you wauld. Abd later on aItar
tiniah 9olng threugh the pacpla who did indicate
they would wpmak, 1f ysu Waould als§o like to ppaak,
ruimg ynur hand and I*ll ecall upon ¥ou.

Tha puhlio hearing le requiced by
statuke. The purposa of this public hoaring la o
reosive nomzanta en the draft Arizone wild aad
fomnlc wivards Taglalative Environmental Impmat
Statemmot.

A transerlipt of the meeting w»!11 ba made
by Hw. Yozlowskl. Tha etranaoript wil) bna repradicad
in itm smntivaty Ln tha flesl Lagislativae
Environmunral Tmpackt Statement along with
APPCOpEidth C&BDONS by Byraau cf Lund Wanagamant
atficiala. Tha finel Wild and Bcanis Rivaras

rmgielaciva Bnvironmental Impnct Stetement alae will
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Invlude the public Lettars and gmwponewe and will
incorperata any revieions vr chanyas camulilng from
the comments at thir mesating and frowm othmr pobljc
Taviews,

We antlclipate that the Zinal Laglelative
Envirenmental Ilmpact Btatemant will be aveilable far
publio revlew in Dacembar.

Thie public hearing im pact of our
#t7orte to lnvolvs ths publlo in thes praparation of
thir savironmantal document. wWe officlally started
tha prac with a Anticm af Tnteat published in the
Tedoral Reglstisrc on rebruary 1%, 1993, The Hetlow
of Intent lncluded & wtatoment encouzragiag the
public %o wmuhmit any imsuam nr copcmrne o us-

Puring March and April 1993, we held 12

public woeping wmeotlnge in Arizona towne and
communitise snd cns Lln 3%. George, Utmh.
Approkimptely 300 psopls attandad chews pestinge.
In warly April 1904, wn mailed out nmarly %400
roplas of tha draft Léglelatlve Epviconmantal [mpact
Statymapt fo: publie rwvisw and conomois. And wa
will mccapt caRBeuts on bthe document wntll duly the
BLh, 1d34.

As [ mantionwd, the fihal Ligislativa

Environmental Impact Statement will ba dy in
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rula ctharvisa. Aftwr the masting, they will be
availabla ta talk indlvidunlly or you can contact
thao ducluyg wifiow huazrs. Gpeskers should b

alloved to complata their pressntatiaon withaont

interruption. Applauss 18 not na Ay -

I wn have time, I will wpen Lha omsting
to goeneral comments after tha spesakars havae
finishad,

Ar I oentloned previously, Fhil Morwland
will briafly summarize what we have gona through in
praparing this Lagiplative Environmental Lmpeot
Btatoment .

HR, MORRLARN: Thank you, LATTY-

Good mvanipng, Ladiss and Gontlemen.

Thecs azm thcne itams Lhat T want ta
mentign in mumsnrizing the davelopmant of this
Leginlatlve Environmental Impact Statamont.

The fizat ilam cancernm tha purposa af
the document. Brimily, the pucpoms af the
Legislatlve Envitansantal fmpact ftatamant Im ta
provide Onngr with a dats hass and sltarnativas
which they can umsm tuo decide whioh, if any, rivars
mhonld be iocludad La the HatSonal WMild and Scahie
Rivars Aystam.

The khyizana RIM davslopad ghe
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Dacembar. Thars will be a 30-day publia sfeviaw and
GoPpment pericd for tha final dooumant. Aftwy the
finel ceview period, the Btate Director will mund
ths Environmantal Impact BtataEdant o Lhe BLR
direvier in Werhington. Then it will be transmittad
t4 the Seweretary ot the Interlor, who will forward
it %o the President. From the President, the
Enviconmental Impuot Statwment will go to Congrare,
which will maka the danleicns aa which Aclzons
clvezm will be included ia vhe Wasionpsl wild and
Scanlo Mlvers Zyatem.

Finally, baforn I call opan PRI, ¢
would lika £n spacify tha groond rnles for thia
publiv hwaring, 1% Le impacrtant &9 wmphawie that
this is not a debats or n gquesstion-and-anwwer
paciod. It lm nob a croms szsminetion by the puhlic
of ALH._

It ila raibar, an sadvisory hwarlang in
which the public lem glvan an vppartuniiy to ddke
comasnte [or the rwogurd. Thams vumments will
wvantually ba subwittwd to our Heshliagten officm,
the dmtratazy of Intecins, the Prasidsnt and
Cungrenn.

DLH perronnel will pet ba szpectnd ta

Fampond to gaestlone durlog the mesting, unlees I
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Laginlatlive Bnvironmental Impact Etatemsnt in
oompllenos wlth the Wild and Bcenlc Rivars ket of
1958 thet requires fedscsl sgencler to wtudy
potantim! naticpal wild, wcenle and recreaticonal
riverm.

Tha wain consideration in thiw
Fnvirgnmantsl Topagt Stateapant is the capgn of
managemant altarnative In tha mtakavide documsnt,
which i the thin symmary documsnt of thm thras
dacunmnnt paftm, we analyts the LBpactas of
Llmpl neing fowr dAiffarent sltarnativas. Jdne was
the propomad avilouw to rweomsdnd 13 rivar atudy
mcman to Cangré foy inclumion in the Nmtlonal wild
ahd Beania Rivera Systam. Aknother war the "Ho
Action altarnative, which means that BLM would not
rscubtahd ARY Y1VAr Ntudy ATaAE t0 Conqrasa. The
thlrd sitarnative resoamands En Congrass that only
thusa pa¥tions ar sagments of river atudy arsas that
mrd ML provascdad by wildernaas or aational
conswrvution arss atates will ha submitted. The
Likt 4SLLATRATLIVA F4SOREALAA &ll 20 Of the study area
rivars.

Bacond, I wank io aummsrizs the stopa
that have taKan place in tha procass of producing

Thle dagumant. Ovar tha pask awvaral ynars, RLM ham
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devealoped renaurss masagnonnt plens and plan
amandmants that arw avalusting rlvers o detazmine
whathuwg they should bhe colmidered fox wild and
wemnis rivegs. Thruugh thems plaos, shaut 39 zives
armn mtudlme wars ldantifiad abd detarolinad toc ba
mligibla far CORBLA4AEA&tiONR.

Whiles BLM wam doing this, tha Arlzona
Rivara foalitlcon in March of 1991, studied and
raco nded 40 Arizone rlver arwer for wlld and

enlc ooneiderstian. 14 of Thema wege under RLM

manngenant respeneibllicleaw. fn 10032, the Arizana
Congresnlional Delegatlen spcourseged DLW La develap
additional wtudies to facllitatw tha proceass. This
rasulisd in u o iled dacumant konwn am the Wild
and Basnla Rlver Avesssments. [t waw completed lo
Beptembar of 1%931.

The wlld and Bcwnlo River Ar wnta
dosument cowtasined an svaluation of saab of tha 20
rivers LA dlatricts hed lgsntirisd se allgibls.
Althgugh tha sssassnant was developed primarily for
intwrnal o it was alao mant to tha Congrosalonml
Dalagavion and saveral sther inters d partlias,

Mw umwd the sassssamant documant as the

banle to idwntlfy thd river atudy arsnas for thea

propowed actian mlégrnativa. Howavar, asah af the
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ywar wa had 14 publis sooping mastinga hald
thEoughout tha » # and Bt. G#orge, Utah. Over 300
pacpla sttended the meetinge and many went commeatw
te us., By the way, thess commsntm srs mommaclzad in
Chapter o of the statewide rivars docummnt. Thatts
tha thloner af tha thies hookléts.

Wo have almep mailed uul Lthrzam lesuvas of
our Wild and fcmnle Rivery updataws to ovar 1,000
puople who heve ssksd to ba on our mailling list,
Thana updatwa have kept pecpla informed about the
procase wnd ool progr

Last month we startad anothar imporksnt
phesa o2 publlia involvement == this publlc hakring
Le pmyt af Lt -- ths public review and cabuaAL
procoss ch Ché draft dCOLESnt. We'rs very anxlous
to know what you think about the Wild and Jomanlc
Riverw alturnativas.

Raeh smomment we receive btonlght, and any
other comsants wa racaive in the mall wotll Joly
Bth, will ba carafplly read and srompondmd £s wa
appraprista. The public commente wmey rvosult in
changmi ts ths document. Tha commants sbd fudpohidd
will Ba poblished in the final dacument and thay
will ha want to the Fecratarsy of Tatdgfioy and

forva¥dad to Congresns to ald in making dasidlane
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¥ilver wtudy arsas has at least two alternatlves.
And thosa rivears are coverad in the individual river
wdgdentd, Which &L# tha two oLher largar books Lhat
qe with tha three-set system, FKach of thoes har at
least two alternativas, the proposesd sotivn and tha
no acticn altecnative, Gomw o1 the indaividual
documesnte h s third sltwrnative recopmendlog
mither the wntlre river miudy arma or poctiohs of
i The drafe LELE was produced doring the fall of
%1 and spring af "94 and filad with tha
Favironmental Protecthon Aguncy and relwased Jor
publig review saad commenl &n April #th, 1994.

Finally, 1 waat to talk & Little absur
public invalvamant. Wa in Arizona atrongly bellevn
in full publle lnvolvemant in this process. Io Lhik
cawm auz publia involvemant sfforte mterkmd with the
Temcprce managanant plans and plan smondmente. We
mncolbagad the public to lasatify issuws snd
concwzaa thit nesdad to be conaldered in plannlog.
Wa mgnt ihe documents out for publioc review and
commant and ravised tham accordingly.

Whan wa decided to eLart praparing this
docunant; wa announomd our pleans in the Fedaial
Ragistesr and local paper¥, Fn the announcament we

askad for public commente. In Macch and April Jaat
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ahout adding rlvers to the Hational Wild and Acenics
Mvars Eystem,

1'll give it back to Larry now- Aod,
he manticnsd, this formal hearing praocs imn'L =
quartion-and-anewsr form, wo I won't msk If thurs
are any gquestione, bok I will be maroood aftexz tha
meoting and §'l} try ta anmwer anybhloy at that
tlmm, and Lhurs will ba additional speclaliste
svnilable. I wounld hops wWa CAan anawdar your
quustiohm.

BEARING OFFICER BAUER1 Thank you,

Right now we have thre= pacacns ¥ho have
indicktad that thay would liks to speak. Bazauds of
the small oumbay, [ dan‘t think that 1°)}1 pleca a
tima limit &n tham bacause wa gelng ta ba span
for Buslnass until abowt 10700

8¢ at this peirt I would liks to eall on
Me. Rrian Garrity., This micruphons 1n the canter of
eha Toowm ls working gosd, 1 think, e We. RKorlowskl
cah hear yeor gommente and #n can avarybady alas.

MR, GARRITY: Thank yeu VeEYy RiUch.

Just to give you = liktls bagkground, L
jive Ln Ragdad and I'm & copper minwk 45d hava basn

mg tof about 13 yaara, third gansratisn. And &he ot
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the thiogs Lli golay thraugh the drafsc LEIS, 1 ustasd
thwrs wam ue sconemie lppadt fusbsre from tha
vemmonity of whal khe xidipg operation contributes
to ths sconoby of Yavapal County, wo 1'va provided
thws & copy of it, and ¢ would juet like to addrams
a fow of the nombers of the wconomic contzlbutions,

The tutal output of tha Arlzana ncannpy
iw £331.3 mlllien. The dirwct lepact un ths Arlzons
saencay is $91 million. [t providas & pe:wvosl
inceme to Yavapai County of £30 milidon) purchases
ef nervices and goods, %5] million; etste mnd local
governoant ipceme, 42 million. Thay pay an
additional %4-4 million in property taxen anch
YOAL.

Am far nm in dirsct paymente to Tavapad
Zounty, which 1| tmallze wn azg inp Mchave Counkty, buk
5002 mlllloo ta Yevapal Coosoly, sstimatsd purchawme
ot goods and smarvices of §180 million, and propmrty
turdd, 3132 million over tha Edmiainlng 1lfa af the
mine whlch id anticlpited it 20 p

Ba 1n 1993, Lhey pradycnd 113,364 tonwe
af coppar, 7.0 pothde of malybdeaum, that's ninn
pwrcant of the Arircons ocoppwr prodoctlen and 6.1
parcant af D.8. coppar production and about 1.1

percant ol the world coppe: praductien.
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think tha intant of Condiwas beck lnto 1%68 ar ‘64,
whan the act war lmplemented, vas prubably rov
looking at, you know, intsrmittent running skcmamm,
which a lot of the proposad onew are in Arironk, but
there's things like, you know, thase cutstandingly
ramarkabla valuse and thinge of thin natura, and I
thiok maybe it's gous & little too far ons way.

And I wam glad tq ¥ Lhat [rom the
Apmrican Hivars Coualiiion's propomal dewn to what it
Im now. I thlnk, you kbow, the BLM and tha agapciaw
have dehd & copEandable job, But theie acw mtill
acma thinge thara fhat concarn za.

T just would 1ike to closs by saying
Lhal Li's hacome tha thaatra of tha Birarra whan
tha, what I fawl, you know, valuable preductiva
manbayre of the community, you know, wa'ra having to
flght su JLLligAALlY €O BAKA OUY 7A8a hda¥rd ABOVE Cha
dan ol thosa who anioy what we produce and then
critfcirs us of what we produca for all Amaricans.
But that's kind of the way polition are ln the ‘908,
T guasn., We haven't bean real active in thesas
procasaes, you know, wa've besan out workling,
providing Livelihecods for our famllies and it -- you
know, wa'va kind o! got bhahlnd ithe proosas, I

guend.
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1 didn't really wWant to burdeh yau with
a 1ot of nuabere hern and T have provided ha: wilth
chem,

Thece's tvo other 1w ihat I would,
that I logked st through the draft LELS. And under
Eha one deslyguetlon, 23,765 acras would ho withdrawa
frem Hina¥al mapluratioh mod, you know, ovas, taken
rut af tha public domain, 1f all of Ethep ware dewssd
multmble. I rumllzw that you guys havea't doow
that. Undér tha propossl that yod Jupd hava
preaantad, 37,221 would ba withdrawn from futurs
minaral potentlal. Thet'm m lob of sorsage,

I quaes I'm not reamily highly gualified
to talk about qaclegic ore bodier and vthey're rather
rara by nature and they only pecur lo cwertalo armas,
but bawsed @n yautr guys' infermarian thearn §ia minAral
prtantial In thowe acmar that ace canwldezring being
withdrawn, #c that's concerniang & little ki%,

Ino closing, and I've bwer dovelved in
thir process wince the haglonlng, T'va ssamn mone of
yau falks at & pumbar of ossbtinge, bbl, yuu hnuw,
it's a gapulne cancacn. Thara's a lot af =r you
know, tha Wild snd Bemnic Rivers Aot wWak wyitean
with a lot of ftough 2satrictions on it apd thay put

a lot of tawth inta tha piwecs of lagimlatlan. And I
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And T mopatiman mit mroond and ewflact
and pondar thet, yvu knew, whp's lagklang sftar tha
wall-being of Amsrican worksrm sod howcivan sineral?
and that, you know, I kaow I'm involved in & lot of
things LR BY Jjab thara that, you Xnow, thara's a lot
uf Puk apwciss and Lf they ware deolining at the
rmtw that Amarican minars ar+s daclining, wall
thay'a ba on the T&E list.

fo I jurt wondar 1f, you know, maybd Wi
ahould impl nt leglelatisn that louke aftay
protacting tha citizans of thle caurtry. And maybs
we have gqone mo far in protacting tha anvircnmant
that now that sutwwighs tha wall-baing of the
alcisens.

And I to apyidciate tha OpPROITuUnity o=
rpeak to yru falks.

Thank you.

HEARING OFFICRA BAUER1 Thank you,

Wr- tazzity.

Mha naxt apaakar is Phil Blaget.

MR . RALACHT! Blacat.

EEANIHG GFPFICER BAUER) B-l-a-o-w-t.

MR, BLACERT: I would alec likm en thank

you vary musk €5 glva as the opportenity to wpdak.

I1've baun a profsssional geolagliat in
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Arizona for 33 yesce mnd sbout 1A of that was with
u.4, Gantoglowl Buevey and the Lawkt 1% yaarm i'wva
been a1 Cypeun Bhgdad. Y'm o ceeideat of Begdad,

And T'we bemn = tas payor and propacty awnsi bn wewi

asntral Arizona fur ahout 10 ysacm.

T would lihe to caltmcels wooething that
Rrisn had indicaied, and that id C#al Appraciatlion
fry the sLA'® miforte on the Wild and Scenlc Rivers
Lesuyn. 1 Lhink that you have indesd dond 4 valy
commendaklé jOb in termm of eaaching a raasonable
balanow batw: s wide variaty of oplniens on
presscvation imsuss, sEpacially as they reiate Lo
wild and Buanic Rivers levuss.

And 1 would lika to coma aut and just
Bakically state Thar in wmy npinian tha prafarrad
acticn altacnative l# & vory reavcnable and, at
laasl from my perspecstive, accoptabla alternakiva.
1 would gongur thet it'm tha prefarced sltarnative.

Tharm arm armas which concarn nm.
Basleally, thay rfelates o watwr fighla ladusk. As
YOu 'Te Wall awa:zm, the wild mnd Beanio Bivers Aot ol
1568 does have & lot ol provialiohs WLLhin 1t whidah
Appsar to bs thruwatmning to historie watar vasers and
certeinly futuid Whber Dddrd. hnd ane of tha thinqga

which particulerly cohcebns mye le £h Ehé Laglalat ive
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mLata in terme of the unigque water protection arsas
whara they came in and sampled on a guarterly basis
avar the coursw of a ywar, you're gelng to gt an

axtremaly blas satimate of what those neraal minloum

ars, unlews you happon o bw satcemnly

T Ehink thmt Wharwvar poswible the UBCE
atrsam ganging data, which gows back Ln many casas
over two dacsdés, ahould he uasd and should ba
axtrapolated [IoBm o LYy to AdatArmind what & normal
b tlow i=.

Tha raason why tals is wo important iw
of nruran all upatream watar users, those which have
surface vatar righte, and those which do net havs
surfece walaxy rights but sotually have wells which
mny dmnm tu ba pumplng surfaow watar ondarflow, thim
im » uwary, vary touohy laganl gquastion whish im novr
yat rmmulvad in the courte, it's in the courts now,
but it hax net yat bamp rasclved. What it owans ie
that & lat of proparty awnars who Jai'f have d0rfacs

r ok

watnr cighta but do have wells vhich are n
within tha Broader flood plains may suddenly find
that thay are pumplng surfacs watnr rather Lthan
ground watwe, And at that paint in tida, thay would

ba in Alrwrt competlition with the Fadaral
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EIf you BAXKS T4#ZATEN0d TLo the BIASUTEBREBL Of JLEEAN
flown to dateraine what the emquirsaments are for
wWild and Bownic Rlvers' purposas. And that's an
aren whigh I think haw Lo be looked &L veTy, very
carefully.

Claarly, You GANNGL LTY L0 managa Wiid
and Hgenioc Rivers via appropristion of federal
watere basad on either the maxlmum wizsam flow or
sv#n the median stesam Ikev. Sope Ceasonable
wrtimation of the bewa flow, the ololoum flow caiw
for thows strnexz mwgawots, neéds to be determined to
rdutarmina what raserved fwdaral yights should axist
to protmat thoso valums.

Tou zau argum whaihaX 8¢ 2ot the Fadaral
Government sven shoold bm lnvelved in state rights
water lssumw, hut givan tha fact that the Wildernass
Art nf ivygu did Tor tha firet tlow rasarve Tederal
wator rights fu: wlldesuded purpaswd, it swona to ba
s fmcl ol lifm that in &ll likalihood Congrams will
writw wosw slmllar provisilon inte whatever bill
cmlatad te the Wild and Scanlc Rivars imsusas.

Bu [ yuddae I waluld urga tha RALM to b#
vury cautious in terms of how they determine what
that basa flow that thay ara going to protsct im.

Asd ¢léarly, if Ond WaS to do what was dana by tha
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Covarnaant. Thaey would net beve hed historioco wete:
rights, surr watar rights bBACAusE CRErs had b

no nead up to this polnt to try to determine surface
watar rights from scmebody punping watar from thelr
wall on thalr own pEcperty. Bo thasW paopls 49 have
thw potentiel to suddwnly find theneelves in
compeatiticon with the rFedsral Governoent in terme of
aurface watyr dawn snch strmame sx the Sania Maris,
the Aswsayampa, nll tha strnam sngmante in Lha BLH
propossd, or Lanislacjve BTR.

In sammary, 1 would just lika to rapast
that I fawsl that oversll ihe sffort has bawn Vaky
gand. T sartainly appracleta all of tha afforts to
hava the public involved in tha procasa.  And I
cortainly moppe:t the praferyad action altarnativae.

Thank you.

BEARINC OFFICER BAUERI Thank you,

Tha naxt speakear {m Wr. Bill MHoClure.

HR. McCLUREE Gond avening and thank

Plret off, I'd like ro aay I'm no whers
RHAE AN Aloguent am Dr. Blao#t here in what I have
ta aay.

I alag am from Bagdad, but !'m not
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approaching you an 2 miner fivo Baydad, i'am
appevaching you am & cltizen vl publie land oem.
grow up io Bagdad. L['ve baen thire a1l oy lifa.
l'va bman &N RPIODAbLy &vaIy DLt of the HUYEe Codek
arws from the vary start down tw wheiw Lt yets lute
the Alame arsa. I have & lot of Frisnds who have
ranchaw in tha arsa. TI've done Lots of hunting Ln
tho arsa.

I takw maxaaption a littla bit to tha
fact that L&' #ven convldered we & Wild and Goanic
Rivar designatlon hacanen mant nf thm yoar it's just
not ayen & dry wash. When you talk abaout Lhe as:zwa
being a bnautiful canyen type aren, that's trom, buti
I alwn wondazr why it needs the deslgrnation. Tha
Araa 1s oXLIWA®lY rewmats, To get late iv requirne
hiking and baokpacking, which ir alzeady gelag to be
allowad under this desigoation. I%'s ales pratoctad
undar tha wildsacnass aves, or wildarnase act in some
spole and [ wondar why wa nusd mors govecdoontal
requlakion @af the arom. My concarn im CHAL 1t e
to ba our cighte an gitizone and publiec land usa
uuens bto he sccding.

A#d, aw Brian wald sarlisr, when arw
golng to wtart getting some pretertlien for thosao

that like to useo the land, that have grown up in
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tna meating right npw, T'; going o orll A Cecese.
I will probebly anly recpap the mssting uplm
ropenns slem comas lo whe wauld like tu ocaks ao wial
mtatummnt. Tha ALM pasple will be available to
discumk tRing# with you in EnA back. &0 At this
tima tha wewting La racasaad.
(Brisf recoss taken.)

EBARING DPFICER BAUERT There being ne
ather spdakers oF anyons sles wishing to prwswnt
iniorsation, I do herwby oall the meebing adjenrnad.

{Hearing conalndad at B30 p.m.)

midn dnd Kutw what it-w Llhw, Acd, Llf mipthiayg,
I'va wwan otbhing bol loprovesnsul ovey The yascs
ovan withoul the dosignatien of baing & Wild and
$tnnic Hiver.

The veopany thai I wourk for has recsivaed
a Riparian Stswardship award for tha afforts that
they'vs mades in snvironmental coapliance and dolng
what they can to maks thingms bettnr. A Canoher wheo
Le# 1ight In ths hottom of Aurro Craak has mads
Axeallent offortm in beautliying theat aren and Juss
taxing amre al it.

86 [ aine, lika Bili wald, do agrss %hat
thw BLM has madn mome qraat stridee in the
racomnandations that they're making right oow and I
appreciata your aiicrie ior that. And thar's all I
have.

Thank you.

HEARING OFFICER BAURR: Thank yaoo,

Hr. HeoClure.

At thiw Lime lw thers snyochm alias wha

would Liks to make a statement tonight?
(N response.)

HEARING OFFICEA BAUER: A1l righ=. what

I'm g9oing to do, becauss ve bad pubhlishod ocur opwo

tima trom 7:00 until 2010P, rether then adjoucoidy
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ETATE OF ARTEONA ]

]
COUNTY OF MARICOFA |

BE IT KHOWHN that tne foragaing hearing waw
Lakmu Lwforw ma, LAURMN KOZLOWSKLI, a Wotssy Vublle ia
mnd for Lhe Caunty of Maricopa, Statw of Arlizenag
that thé procandings wars taksn dawn by mm in
ahorthand and thereatter redunmd to cabputar-sidad
bLrandcription under my dirsctian; Lhet the roragsing
LA & &rus and OOLrwot tranmcript of all proceesdlnge
had upon the taklmg of =aid haaring, all dene to the
bast of my akil) and abiliey.

I FURTAER &EuTiry khat I am in no way
rulatnd to any of the partins hwceto, nor am I ln
any way interssted in thm cuteams hereol.

o .
DATED at Phoanix, Avizana, thiqq?ﬁ’ .

day of _
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BUREAY OF LAND MANAGEMERT

WILD AND BCHENWLIC RIVBAAE
LP74 LEIG DEARIRG

ORIGINAL

B%. Geargs, Utah
Hay 19th 1994
7400 pems

Frapacsd tor Reapcrted by
BLN LAURA M. KOXILOWBKI
[ORIGIMAL ) Ceurt Raportar
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A%, Gworge, Utsh
May 19th, 1994
7100 pom.

EROCREDLHGE

EEARING OFFICER BAVERI Good avenlng,
Ladaien mod Guotlemsn.

This mamting will now coma to obdéc. 1
have & favw intredustery sopmsnts to msks befors Y
call upon sAysom who wants Lo spesk.

My nama is Larry Bausr. 1 am tha Deputy
Gtats Plrastor for Hineral Rascurome in the Arlzcna
Ptate Uffica of the Bursaw of Land Hanagemsnk. T
have bemn Appolnted by the ftats Directer of iLha
Bucmau of Land Hanagement to conduct thid public
huaring undar the autherity of the Bscratary of the
IRERXLAY.

On my right is Hr- #hil Morwland, Chiaf
gf Eha Branoh of Flanning Envirapsant, Lasnde and
macraatian lo our state offlem. Tatac, 1°11 ask him
to summarise what we've done wo faz in Lhis
lugilalarive Wild and fsaniz Rivars BIE proswss.

Ponight Wi alds havae Lln sttandanos
Hr. Ray Kathadan, the Asdociate State Dirsctor of
tha Arizons Ateip Diskrick of the Bureau of Land

Mapagement, and Hr. Gesyrge Crappar, the Strip
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WILD ARD BCENIC RIVERS 10Pd LBRIGE EERAING,
sommenced at Y300 p.w. &n May 1%th, L1944 =t Dlxlw
tollege, Briownlng Bullding, punfosd Auditezium, 2i3
Boukth TOG Nawt Btirwet, Bt. Gworos, Uleh, befors
LAUAA M. KUELUWHKI, = MWptary Public lo and for tha

County of Maricopa, Benta of Arizona.

APFEARANCES ¢

rer the Burway ef Land Manaysmant:

Lnrry Ranar, NHmsring GIfioer
Phil Marmland
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Rasouros Mansger in the Area Ftrilp Olmiclot OEZficd.

Qur fawrt remporisc is Ma. Lauza
Kozlowsk] from tha flrm aof Bartalt & Ranyon
Reporting L0 FPhoaniy, ATI1310DA.

I bopa saah of you slgowd in on the
attandance whest. Tha atteandancs shawt allows you
to indicat4 WAAthar you wish to spsak tonlght ar
aubuit written commsple. If you didn't eigh dp &
Yyou cams in and you want to spsak, raise your hand
and we will sees to it that you get a chance to sign
in. After this iotrodoetion, 1'1ll call upon thoss
who'vae ipdicaced thay wiah Lo apaak Lo pressnt
testimany.

Thia public hearing is reguirad by
Atotnka. The purpose of this public hearing ia to

wlve romdants on the drafk Ariaons Wild and
Bosrie Riwv LugSalativa Eovironmental Impact
Gtataomnt. A transoript of thie asstlag w111 ba
made by tha official repartar, Ma, Ezslowskl, The
transeript will ba reproduced in the fipal
Lagislative Environmepntsl fopact Statsmant mlong
with the appreprists zssapenses by Bureau of Land
Hanagament officlaim.

Tha firsl Wild and gcanio Rivarse

Lagialative Rovironmental Impast Etacemsnt slao
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Locludes public letfegs and respaness and will
intezparate any rarlmisnm sy chengew wolting from
the commants =t this mawtiog, otheg mastings and
frem publle véviaws. We aptlelpats that the fipal
Luglulatlye Environmantal Iopact Bratwment will ba
avallahla for public reviaw in D mbk .

Thir public haaring is part of our
afforts to lnvolve the public in the preperaticn of
this wnvlronmental document. Wa cfflolailly startaed
the prejact with the Hetlca of Intant published in
the Faduwcal Rajister on Pabroary 18th, 1083. The
Neticw 9f Intent Encluded 4 atetwsani sncowraging
the publlc te wobalt any issams of concerns to uw.

puriog Mazch snd Apcll 1093, wa hald 33
public srcping bBearinga in Ariens towns and
compppitidk 4nd one in Bt. Owovyge, Dtah.
Approdisitaly 500 paople attendsd thoss mastings
In aarly April of 1%%4, we malled ocut nearly 2,000
oopiss of the draft Lagislarive Environmental IEmpaot
Btateosot for public reviev and commsnt. We will
accapt commantes on this document until July thea Bth,
1924, Ar I mentioned, the finesl Legislativas
Enviroenmantal Impact Eta ent will be ready ln
Cacambar. Thare will be a 310-day publio ravisw and

commant peried for the fipal documant. Apd after
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dwlght bBavw. ADY Spddkay should be sllowsnd to
complate thelc presentaticn without intwrzupiion.
Applauws is not na ry.

7f wm hava timn, nnd bassd on tha nunbar
of spwnhery po far mlgned wp, [ wlll open tha
mamting to ganefal OokSebbs mftwr =)] the indicated
mpaakers ara finished.

As I mantionad; Phll Mav¥aland will now
brimfly summsciza what wa have yons thoough 4n
pruparing this Lagislative Envisonwantal Tapmct
Btatamant.

HR. HORELAND: Thank you, Larry.

And gosd ovaning, Ladiew and Gentleman.

Thars arw thrum jibtnom T want tg mantign
in vummazlzipg Thé ddvelopmant ol this Legimlative
Bnvironmenta) lepasi BtatwBabt. Tha ficat ltem
goencerne ths purposs of the documant, Brimfly, ihs
purpons of the Laglalaciva Environmantal I[mpact
ftatumpnt la o provida Congrass with a date B,
and Altarpatives whieh Ehay can vae to dwelde whieh,
it epy rlvers, dhoold be included $h ETa HALional
mild mnd Bumbic Rivars Ayatom.

Tha Arizona BLH duvuloped bhe
Luglalative Environmental Impact Sta ant in

eumplianca wikh the Wild and Scenlo Rivaers Act of
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the firel public rwvlew pericd, the atats dlgettor
will send the Fnvircomests] Jmpact Statwown: e Lhe
BiW dlge¢tor in Washingken, p.&, B WLlL thag
fransmit Lt Lo the Becretary &f the Intaris:z, wha
will forwasd it to the Prewsidont. PFrom tha
Premidant, the Znvironmantal Impast Btatamant will
g0 to Congramn, which will make dacislone on which
Aclzona rivers will be ingluded in the Hatlonal Wild
and Fosnlo Rivare Symtmx.

Finally, beforw I onll upsn Bhll, [ want
te spacify the greund rules Ifor this public
hearing, It is ioportant tr saphasise that thla im
noet a debates or A& guesiico=and-nnewar parioa. It (a
oat s gross-sasmination by iha publioc of BLM. It ia
rathar, an advisory hoaring in which the publlia is
givmp an oppertunliy to maks cosonnts for tha
Yeuord. All of thess commants w»lll sventually be
submitfud to gur Washington office, the Georatary of
the letarior, the Prerident and Cengrams.

BLH pwrsonnel will not ba axpected ko

pund Lo guestions durlng tha bmsling, onless I

ruls othirwimn. After the ansting, wa wlll be

availabla t& anaswnr guestlons, talk ta yoo

individoally, or yao cap contact BLM pascple during

Gfflas houra wd you prepace any othar commenkts You

Y
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1968 that regulruw fudaral aggnoias to study
potantial national, Wwild ahd mcanio and raccestional
rlver areaa. The main consideraktlion in thic
Environmantal Impact Atatemant ia Ehe range af
AJANATL Altarnatived. In thd atatewids dacument,
which im the thionar of tha thres-document ssries
that you racslvad, ws analyzad thas impacts of
irplementing four different mlteraatives. Ona wvas
the proposed acticn to recommend 13 civer study
sarwsn ko Congraws fozr Anclusdlen in the ¥aklenal Wild
ahd Bownln Rivers Eyatem. Anothay was tha YHo
Ration® AlELarnativa, whizh & that BLN would act
eszomnand any river saftudy areas to Congrass. The
third altwrnative reop mds to Cangream only thoaas
porlidnm OF dbgRants of Civar stody Arsad that are
not now pretactad by wildarn af natlonal
echadrvation aras statua. And tha last alcarnativa
TACOBREARAS A1l 20 Of tha study rivar araas.

Bwaond, 1 would like to summarise the
ateps that have taksn place in ths processs of
producing thie Legielative Bavizonwental Impact
Fiatemant.

gver the pastc » Tal years, Arizona BEM
bas developed crescuros manag nt plane and plan

amandmania that lnvolvad avaluating rivers te
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IRLLE Whether they whould be conpldwred for Wild
and Koenlo Alver whatus. Thrdugh Tthese plane, sbaut
20 rivar wtudy acess wets ldentifisd and detsrmined
to ba aligible for coneideration-

Whlile RLH waw dolng thiw, the Arizons
Bivers Coallition {p march aof 1y21 stodiad and
cecommended 49 Arlicha plvay avess tor Wild and
Bosnig River tonaldarstlen. 14 Of thasa Wars under
BLN waneagueant responeibllitcy.

In 1992, the Ariscns Congraseional
Dalagation sancouraged ELN %c devslop additianal
mtndiam ks facllitate the proosss. This resulted in
n dmtailed documant kncwn aa Wild and Goenio Blver
Avmommmsntd J0Bplated in Ssptember of 1993

The Wild and Bosnic Biver Amaw mnta
docunent contalawd an svmluatian of sach of tha I0
rivars BLH dietricte had ldentified as aligible in
tha planning pracesm. AlLhuugh the & aFZsnt WAR
dovalopad primsrily for latwynal uaw, copleas were
sant to the Congreasicons]l bmlagstion snd aevaral
athar intsrweted partiewe,.

Wy gwwd the = mant dooument am tha
baais to ldentify the tlver study arsas foc the
proposad action altecnativa i{n che Eavirsnswntal

Inpact gta vach of the ylvay atody
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throughaut thé StaAte and Bt. Qwarge, Ukmh. Over 300
pacpla attapdad the mawtings. Ay the way, thm
COBNMNtS AFS NUBBACLI&d in Chaptdr 5 of Lha
Statavids SUMEELY.

Me 2120 mailed out thras i af our

Wild and Gcenle River updatas to ovar 1,000 paopla

whe hava asked to be on our wailing lSst. Thesw
updates have kept people informad of the procass and
our progrews-

Lami mopth we started snather important
phasn of public invelvsmsnt == this puklic hsaring
La papt af it -- the public raviaw and oommant
proceds on tha draft Aocument., Wa are vary anxloua
te ERaw What you think about the Wild and Scanie
Alverm aliarnativas.

Each CORBMNT Wi FacdiVe tohight ahd any
ather cammants woe rocaive in the mail until July Bch
will ba carafully rasd and raspondad te as
appzuprlataly, The public commants may rasule Ln
ehangas te the dooumant. The commants apd responses
will ba publishad in the final documsnt. This will
ba asot to the Fecretary of Interior and forwarded
te Congress to ald them in making dacieione mbout
adding rivers to the Hational wWild and Sosnic Rivers

Eyacam.
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afans haw at lmask btwds sltsipmtivan Ja the ganagal
Bif, and thoew srw tha two thivker decumsnte, withln
the individusl =tudy aremns. ¥ach onm has gt lawst
twt sitarnativam; Bhe propoamd action and the ne
actien alterpative. Hema of The individoal
400URANRLE Navs & third altarnative, reccaRending
wither the entire zlver study arws or poctlone of
it. Tha draft LERIS was produced during the fall of

‘93, mpring of *F4 and fliwd with the Environmentnl
Pratnotion Aganocy and zele d ftor publlc zeview mnd
nommant an Aprll 8, 1994.

Finally, [ want to talk m lirtla hit
about public invelwement. Wn in Arizaha atrongly
balisva in fyll public invelvamént. In thia qams

startad with thae
TAmpurce wkB4gEmARt plans and plan amsndawnte. We
mncouraged the public to idantlfy iwsues and
concernm thal newedsd te ba conalderad in planning.
We sent the docudents out for publliec raview and
compent and ruvisad tham accordingly.

whuis wa Adanidwd to start praparing thia
documant, ws sonouoced cvu? plans 1o the Fad
haglemim:s apd local papara. In the snooungement wa
mukud for public commants. 1n Haroh wnd april of

ladE y#ar wa had 1¢ poblic scoping mastings held

1
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1f11 give it back to you, now, Larry,
But, as he maotioned, I want to remiod you, thie im
a formal public haaring proosss and isn't &
queation-and-answar form, wo I wen't sek Jf thars
are any quusticos at this time, but I wi11 he
arcund, and tha other BLH smploy will ke mapund,
after mastlng 1f there Lv semething you woold
lixe to discuss.

nEARING OFFICRR BRUER) Thank yau,

At tha prasant tims I have sight peopla
who hava Ladieated they wish to speak.

1'11 amll npon Johp Grosskack at this

MR. CROEABECT I My name is John
Gre moh. I am hasiatant Professcr of Ronnomlcs at
Sautharn Uiab Universlty. 7T am pravidlng th
cammants on bahalt of the Washington Cuunty WaEsr
Conaarvanoy Clatrict and mymali.

2ne of khe momt impartant tanacas of
sconomics is that avary danisioh Wéa Bake creatas
coats and benefits, both for oormalvas and others.
kacogniring bhie, two primary gquastloid rolatéed to
thia potantial wild and scanic dwslguation are:

Filrat, ave aocial bansfite and coars bailng ascimatad
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unblassd method? And, two, L[a tha pr
vt tuture beneflis greater than the prawest
of futurs cowts?

Reqazrding mn unbisssd sstimation ot
costa and benefite, Lt lv ilmportant to recognize the
diffiguitias arecciated with detarmining the sooial
benefite sod conts mawocisted wlth public polioy,

b ve of » lack of date, and llwited public
rasoyrcus fo discovar thases costs and beanalfita,
Pecayem of thase difficultiss, political pracss
wometlmas seaats policy bassd on incomplsts

1] smants of comta. Decauns of tha
ppdmrmetinatlon problam, the naw polloy imposss
broad swcial foFtd whils provieing parrow, private
nr public beneiits, which is & clear ceduction in
woolal weltars.

Hy commapty today ars focused on the
coats aswoointed with Lhae deoleion to deslgodts &
portion of the Virgin Rivar aw wild aed sesnic. II
a deslgnatlion la impaasd that limita futurs opatraan
watar davalopment Lla favor of mmintalolog a
politioally-detsrminad saiw of lastream flow, tha
aconomia gowts to Wambingboh Caunty, Utabh abould ba
conmidersd to tha fullest axtant passibla.

in a r nf wtody I completad for the
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would be snarsaud and oecud rapidly. Hvan ¥ you
could lmmsdiataly count an offeastting 25 pwrcant arf
thw lomm ih NaW watar with raallcgations tntarnally
Away fxom agrioultural to ocullnary usas, over 1,%00
osonatruetion jobe would be silminated, which would
than taks with tham mors than 1,700 jobs in other
amciors of the evonomy. All totmled, the oounty
unamployment rete could viss by wmoce then 13
parcentage printe in thw firmr y until PFurthar
intarnal reallocstions af water, rdmgoroes and weles
acnesrvation schakdés covld b SEplaomantad, or LBA
unemploysd mOVeE away.

An additional sognaals onet sasanlated
with limiting nev watar developasnt projocts le the
lowt gconpaic value that reservolrs oreats due te
drought=hedging vatsr sopplivs and ceoreational
usn. Tha valua of drought-hedging ie that if
neamaonkl and annual watar supply fluctuaticons oan be
mmuuthdd out, via & CERNEVILT &y y thm
amaunt of watwr supply nan snpport = highary laval af
weanomie aotivity.

In a waparatew atwedy T complewted for the
Conmarvancy Oiatrict, Quail Craek Hesarvoir, and ite
assoniared Htabw Park, will genecate ln exe of

524 millken for 19%4 in Washingesan County. Thia
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LY.}

Washingfan Cdunty Walny Canmegvmndy Olwtriat uelag w
daphldtichtdd LApUT=Output Wodkl of the scanchy ib
Woshlngton County, I found that tha pc ot valuw of
arononic lossss associatad wlth a 1,500 acra fook
raduction in new water aiverslone from the Virgin
River 8yetes should be in sxcowew of 5500 million.
Thle flgure iw coeneervative, [ bellieve, in that 1t
wevumad » potantlal populatlaon growth rete of anly
fnur paycant, whersin the actual growth rate is
clower %9 ninw pecswnt ar weew-  This figurs =lac
assumes that saletipg watar sopplias would be
ranllacated within Washisgesn County away LEom
agricuitursl te gulinary uses within Lilve yware te
aveccons the 1oss of naw divarsiona. Thia mesnw
that wxiating water rlghte for 1,390 sacrs Tast wouold
be tranafeczed from agricultural umae to ZBlEiRAry Uss
through » markst ssohaniem that is net curesntly
in sxiatanas.

If 1,300 aore f{ewt io nev diversicnk
war4 probibited st & time when therw is ne surplus
of watar in the sxieting eupply, during a drewght,
for avampla, then munloipalitiesr would ke focced to
limit naw water hook-upm, catlen watsrs, ar bhakth.
@ivan the growih=or|mntad moonomy &f Waahington

County, the hnbsn tast sddactatsd With thia &

T
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flyurw akdumds & conasrvativa §3 avpanditura
TAr-pACROR, per-visit for food, anaoks, fusl,
lodqing, wto., and tbat drought-hedgicg water, or
drought -hadgad watar, rathar, axcuss =s, only has &
valua of §400 par acra foot for the total oomt.

In summary, =y anslywis, and ocommon
[ a, I ballwrs, r # that limiking thw
ponslbility of futurs watst davalopmant speirses of
the ¥lrgin Rivar Gorge will poms suViids &SoRORLC
ooets an Wamhingtan County, Otfah. I atrangly
mocoursge all partiss ralsted to this lasus to
conkldaE tha full opportunity coste soolated with
thla potential desiqnation,

Thank you far your attantion.

Coplad of tha scodias I menclonad ars
availeble fyan tha Washington County Wataer
Conwarvancy blatriet hars in 5t. GaoIga.

Thaok you-

BEARING QOFFICER BAUERy Thank yau,

Mr., drowsbeock.

1 would now like te cnll or Mr. Reonald
Thompaon .

HE. THOWFSOUMI MY napw'w Xanald
Thompaen, I'm the Distzict Hansqger of Wamhingtan

County Conmervanay Diatrict. And ths commsnts I
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waks sre on bahal? of che Dletriot and aleo myssir,

The Distrioe ilw dewply concernsa with
the wultabllity detéacminatlan of Lhe river segoents
that da net mmal caguizeponts for sligibillvy. on
1i octamions we dirsctsd cosdmentm or gueastlons En
4lther the Loosl, state, Oor Washington Orfios of BLM
reqarding the Virgin Rivaer Wild and Faenic River
propousl Lln the Acizona wtrip. Host of our commsnte
and guestions have bawn lgaczed oz rewponded to
inadeguatwiy-

W acrw purplazed by the Falluze te
sddrees upslresm watwrs fmwuse snd the hasty
dismlssal af ¢ur congwrnam. TIn addresming potentlal
impacts on watar righte, the draft bhriafly etatena
that = designation will not attact axisting valid
WataT righte. Such swtatements demonstrmts the
ignoranoe of the magnitude of the siflecte & Wild and
Bcanlo BRiver dewignatisn ceuld have on proesnt mand
futurs vater use, water rights and water dependent
vawrs. Deaplte reguastes for analysis of impacte on
vpatraan ues and for information regarding BLH'w
ongoing inetrmam flow myslustione, the doafe,
without addrewming the iwsus, wimply statew, "Thiw
laaua will not ha discawasd."

Yhere are twe zegqulzemeots 1ln the Wild
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stralighteniny, rip=rapplag, or other modifiaaticonas
t0 the watarway.

Wa'ra CArtainly canoecnsd that in thiw
area tha dratt doss clesarly & ta lgnoem thasm
provisions, that BLM chocmas to lagialate thisselvem
aBd Lgnora the clear indicatsr of Cargrada.

Bactionm Z, ] and 4 &laarly do not omet
thim raquirsasnt. Thara ars aly majar I-15% bridgaes
arossing the river svgmenta. We have saveral
plotures of thoan, in parheps our Araft, whioh 1
will glva you Ehowse. Th largm hridgas, moms
have plllecs wxtandlag intu Lhe #lvar flucz. Phe
intmwstats highway within crosaing ths corridor of
the river, uwltimately leads tha Hatlonal Parck
fmrvica Eo de-list tha Virgin River in tha Arlzona
strip from itn Natiocnal Rivera Inveantary. Tha
westarp ragion falt theat construcelion of tha 1-13%
madified ths rlvar sencugh to ramave (t from
Lluventsry. Of all tha stIstohés, the only onw that
cuuld ba construsd possibly ko meest the fres-flowing
sagoent would ba the first ssotion of the vtah stata
line to the firat ‘ntestata T=14 bridge. Pha rast
211 hava sobetahtiel lbpadhdbafis, BLlas of saBdftad
rip-rapa, stcalghtenlng, hridqes, the ngiss level

t the inteat of the act lo

gurtalnly doesn't
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an

and ¥eonke Rivoras AsT u flver segrent ARt oest o
detarmine wligibllivy for lndluslen ip the wild snd
fcmnle Rivare Byatam: TFirst, thn sasyment must ba
Iy sflowing. and, awecnd, the river segment m

hawn at laamt Ghe Dutstandingly ramarkabls valus.

Tha Yirgin Kiver-Arizons Strip eesgmente do not m

the frwe-flowing or out ndingly remarksble velus
critoria tor allginliicy.

gaotlon 1#({b} (b} of the Wild snd Sownis
Rlvers Act dafioss fras=floving am fallows:
rrrum=flowing, a4 applisad L2 any river or a section
of # river, hishi skistiby or f[lowlbg in 4 natsral
conditieon withvonl lopuusdmwat, diveraien,
strmlghtaning, rip-rapping, or other modifloatlon.*
It go#d on to indicate that oiner diversione Ghat
may be an exasptlon.

The act dafioew frae-flowlng in two
parts, Tlrst, thers srs thoss sodificstiens vhich
cannot be on zlver for it te be coh oterland ne
fraa—flowing. &And, sscond, thoss which ars
moditiontions that may be on the river,

FProhibjtad traits, are ahmclite and Bar
a river from mamting tha fraa=fleowiag ¥egulramant.
The prohibited traite listed ip the Wild and Beanie

Rlvears Act arwi Impoundssnte, diverwiens,

3
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tarma of fres-flowing.

It is sstinated that in weveral of thews
segmante they're in sxcess of thres miles of rip-rap
from the river's wdge to the adieining rhouldere of
I-1%. The rlver segment in many srmew hay hamp
meved, stralghtwnad, and the rock faoes
avidanaad by roek cuote wetsndisng husdrads of Zaat.

In addielon to Baqmant 4, thare's tha
major divarsion of the Mesquite, which ir &
substantial wtructure dry damsging the civer, whleh
rimas wavaral fwst above the river, and divargea
watwr in the Hesguite area oven thovgh Li'm 1a tha
Aricona River.

To find #wgmants 2, 3, 4 40 Dawt Cha
dafinition of free-flowing wonld randar tha Wild and
Bosnia Rivers Act dafimitiaon msdpingless. A
determinstion of fras-?lowing basad on some criteria
othar thaih dratsd in tha Aot would be arbitrary,
+aprisissn and not be in complianca with the law.

The ssaond requirement le fer
mligibllity, has to have outatandinaly remarkahls
traits, althar scwnle, recraaticnal, gecleginal,
flah umd wlldlifa, historina, or saoms other value.
#hilk tha Act Ltanlt doas not define thiw, vertalaly

the Jgint Dwpartmant of Agriouoltuzre and Depaztment
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of iptmcler wegulations and RLM Hanual glvee woma
guidalines.

Thesw iv no documentation le the zepocte
as to how the regulced Gutetmodlngly Zemeskablme
valuwe IANK N & GRPPSCAtive havlas with slollag
fantures withlp the geographic zeylon. Hithout
ranking, ft'm iMpossibls to detsrmins EuCh valus,

ror sxample, LI we look at the mgenlo
valuas on = cOmpara -- tharsa’s no oomparativs basie
on which toc rank or toc analyes or compace thees
valuss., what do we compare it tu? Does this
strmtch cabphra with sagasnate la the virgin Mivas
and zion Park? Apd hew doss it comp % Or how
dows it compars with ths Colorade Rivar, which is a
fuw milaF AWAY:

Therm id absclutaly nc analywis in the

doaumsnt that will rank it or sllows anyone to

analyia the criteria or to datermine what the common

factore Lhat leid to & scenic oriterias im.

Tha othar thing that osrtainly ie mbeent
im whethar or api Lhwss acenic values are common %o
vthar » of thé river within tha geographic
raglon. Thera*s no efforc ln ihe EIB to determins
what srm thaas charaoteristiom that szs routinuly

found ip slvara of thiw nation within the gesgrapais
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from axtending furthar up the rivar.

Seaoonrdly, the rivar is alsc dawatarsd in
mignifioant portloow of the ¥irgln Rlvec during thae
ausmmay monthe. 1t sesss unreasonable to claseify it
ak &b outatandiogly r rkabla tiah habitast whioh
vliearly ia io ao Llotermittent stresm.

Bsaond might bes aguatio. Whils thers'as
wothing Lln the Aee that particulaxly dafinwee what
aquatia value might qualify am outstsnpdingly wmnd
r rkable, wa have Lo asswums that 1L has Lu bBa
womsthing thet would raime it sbove tha status found
in athar & + Thare Le nimply nothing Ln the
Aocusmst that allows somecne to compare any value or
uny foaturs Faund in this area that would ba unigue
or raise it fa & stotus that would ba beyond that
{found in othar streams within tbhe geographla acrws.

Tt's alsa intarvating that normally you
would think chie type of river would have visltorw
that nught %o be caming, if It reaches itsx

outatandingly, from larga distahces, ymt Eharatd

nothing iln the repoart that jrdiostay apyons traw
largs distances Lu mem anylking Lhat's unigua ac
rara lo this particulay seywteh af the rivay, ag
autatandingly ramarkablia.

The Wild and Scenlc Hiveks Act does Lot
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AC#4. The Analy La silent in that area.

It Le mlee Interweting Lthat the intent
in woenlés le ta have something that le primitive and
ratural, yet many vegzpante i this not only show
adneid ble changww, such as tho frwwway chang
ket pliwration of canyon walle and rlver corzidos.

Anothur potantial srées wight bBa tha fiash
and wildllfm habitat. Thm BLN Hihual ragulyas Eha
hahltar bw culewtandingly and comaxkaiolw. Tha elvar
oumt provide wiceptiohally high guality habitat for
spuvlés indigencur to the river.

Tne river dose contala the Woundfind
Minnow and Vicgin River Chub, and ather thrasta
spaciss, some of vhich are listad s sodangared and
threst d speale sone Gf which have bman liktdd
as sndangerad and threatsnsd speciss. Hdowsver, all
sageente in the Arlacns swobtion heve been classlfisd
an poor hebltat. The river wwgmant contalom Lha el
shinar and other non-Aativa fimh spaciss, which
gompete for food and ap wlehin tha natural
apsclus, In dact, boecmgum &af Lhe pour jUALIity
babitat mnd the non-nstive fish, 1L was deamad
pmcesmacy ta Bufld & BATrisr to stop upstrass
migraclens, at least ilo Utab, te prevent the

reintcoduction == to praveat the pon=pative {isb

1
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mantion riparian ar & veluas tn by conpidersd;
however, cos might say that Llt's womething thet
should bs conwidersd under other similar weluse.
Bowever, full snalyele af ripscian valnae in this
aren cettainly shows that all skglehbs af thd
riparisn carrldor arw actually io the disclioax
ppnatural suovssmiunal etayw. Thay ave conpoasd
malhly of tamariak, dominatsd standas, whioh is not a
sativa plant and domin much oif the shoreline.
It graatly raducss atands of native willows, awh,
cattatls and other spsoise which normally would be
found in a4 rivear of this type.

This type of vegatatinn daminatad by
tamariak ooours throughout the southwast. Thesst's
no vagetation typems withln the corcldor Which would
qualify ar outstandingly remarkable.

Cartaloaly, &4ll riparian corridors
thrapghout tha west Ahd Addart araas have wilalliras.
Thurs'm nu lndicatian that anything Found within
thir riparian corridar cwachad any clasaification

which would ha al

ifled 4i AUEAEARALRGLY ZOMPAERS
%o othar riparian veluws found throughoui tha
guographic aYaa.

Purth orw, wa would submlt Lhat the

analysls of cormtandlagly runarkabla is lnadagquata,
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widdsupwnted, and gepdoring the declelon that makes
that sriterla sioply momk Be =] i d ae srbitrwry
and capzidlous.

In middition to the fecht that we Jdoen't
balimve this river maats tha +Ll1gibility
reguirements, cerctalnly there are 1) requiremants in
thn suitability arsa that causs a great dnal of
concarn., While ecas of thees acrser are addrossud,
many of thas arw simply Sreschad over wlthoet
adequate analywie or snalysis whigh leade the huldes
to bellarw the wrlter #simply haw a bFlae Bnd
pragonawived decialnn am ta what the outcoms wesuld
be.

Thms KLB im cloarly dmficinnt in itn
suitablility maalyeis and lt fslls to mhuw Lbmt
thers'm bhamo any comparastive ohalyeis Lhot would
allow & ¥YaadsI to determine thars wad an objactive
guantifimd analysis am fo suitabllity ragqulramanta.

For axaspld, #hlle Bwymani 1 is an
inclaied primitive araa, it ia alysady protactad
undnr tha Wild and Hcanic Rivers desigoation --
undmz othar dasignatisns. Thia proposed ssgmant
mioply addé naothing to the Banagamant ability of
Lhat river sagment and to alasalfy 1t awn wild

CAFEASHLY lL&ATAS Ona& Canoarnéd. A wild araa
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that water, which la cartaiply not natursl or
indigancum Lo the AYha, ralem it to tha laval nf
manting wild classification.

Bagmant 2 fails £o Bést wesaitlally the
mmxmw wonditlion. The rivar coi:ldoe: -- Lo mewl Lha
[ ie rivay tha ryivay ecorridar most, one, bm
lucgaly primitive apd Eust not dhow dubscantial
wvidance of mankind. As I've brisfly wd,

Sagmant 2 contains sn I-13% brldgs, four arsas of

rip-rapped banks, T-1% parullals tﬁl river alang

mont of the cerelder. Witk thw cargidaz Lh

almo unsorsensad highway rast arma, cecraallvoal
facllitiss, invluding a hamw, = caspground, pichio
arwa, all clanrly vimibla. This asgmenl im not shly
acouesible by roads, byt from sxits aff rha I=i3.
Tha trafflo oa the highway im visiplas from the rlvar
on much of thls ssgmeni, the tiaitic apled id leud
and conatmsnt.

The Wild and Bosoic Rivara Aot desoribsse
mcmnlc Liver AIdad &8 "Tho#d rivers or sections of
the zlvezs that are fres from lepoundments, with
mhoralinae oy watarsheda still largely primleive and
mharslinss larqaly undavalopad, but sacasdalbla in
placey by romd.” Agyma to me that any analyais of

that act by &n chabiagtive or by &n unblas writar,
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s

gwoarally iv feww of lepoundmenta, insccwdaible
natapl by tpall, with watereheds and ehorelinas.

It alma ls suppoes Lo have waktsrcs that
ar% unpuelluted. 21t s jntwfwetlng, your analywle or
ths unpollutsd vite: was omitted, The vicgin River,
aspeoially in A¥itona during Lhe sommer monthe, L»
primarily fillwd with the affiyence from the Bu.
Guu:gw Huglonal Sawsy Tresatment Flant. Though =
wigqnlilveut svusce of wvater intc tha vipgin River,
it is not an syample of tha veatigaw of primitiva
Amariom raguirad for wild clasaification oOF sven
cgonditionally asmentlally free of human aactivity
required for sulbtabllity at any olassifloation
Tnvml.

Furthmr, 1o tha ALM suitahility

soent it stataw the Virgin gensrally ocontalns
poor water guallty ms & result of high turblaity ama
walinity. The walter appe muddy for most of the
yaar, to the degraw that the substrata is not
vieible., Thers iz n hesvy algal grovth in poole
during the winter. Bome %teste on Civer w T
mapplam have lndicatad a high laval af fazal
eelifarm hastarid.

We dan't bwliave, wimply kecaues af

civer == the guality of the river and tha source of

-
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obheIver would mot find it msating tha #
chguivenant.

daction 1, which rts at ths reat area
and qoas down through the aaonyoo, again, han
wemantinlly the sams problem. It'w goverwd by
nearly thras milas of camentsd rip-rap, wubstantial
acsay whera the plver corridor hes bawn dhanged, and
it'm bonndad by the laCkdTata 13 althar Over an ana
mlde or throughoobt tha covras.

Awptian 4 w ntially faile to m
aqain thm candifian sasantially fras from human
activity ragarding watar quality am stated. In
mddliloa, it faila to mast the raquirsments for
mbtudy whd dasignation,

Wa ara aleo conowined that in the BIB
dasliag with tha intarrelationship botwasn the study
mnd STARr govarnmantal sntitiew, that iha statmmanc
is {noredibly inadequetw. The Vizgln Rivar's
primary sourow of water is nnr Arizena, but Urah.
ARd Ehw Ava # ara in Utabh and sloomt «ll af the
mignificant waterahad which contributes tu Lhe flaow
of tha Tiver. To provida the annlynis thst igaoras
that and the potentinl impacta ot Ehd warerahsd, the
atais lav of upstresam aconomy lidk ih Eha fac4 of

raason and aimply ehould not be =llgwed te conbince
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ln thie dddyment Withceut a Ifull asd feeboal
analymim.

In addikien in tha documant, BLK
diacudnas that thare lv an onqolng smtuay for
iomirwam flowse, yet theze le ne lwgal bamle fox
which BLM to & c%t that nor Ls Lhers wn analyeie LE
thay warTs to & £t it whar it Lle, And it sewms Lo
ma aartainly thet celatlionehlp and tha
interrviaticonship betwssn Lastzrwam flows mpd the
clasalfigation of this avas am & Wild and Beanis
River must in ZACt Ba Lnaludsd within tha documant.
To fall %9 dlacuss tha instream watar requlresaents
gf thls magoant in ths doaumsnt and thsn thae
lupacted Gre4F UPFLT fliwr in the face of &
wall=raascned dogument and I think makss tha
docusant claarly insdequate.

It'e truw that woms ecopling pestiings
warw hald. It's aleo int wting thet moet of the
hagative information or conocerne regarding
#liginility or suitabllity wers largely ignored in
thiw documsnk. A zeview of the commants made at
thesa maatloge show thars wes ocasidarakble concarn
about lapacgte T& commarcial, agricoltural, and
rsnidential developasnt.

Theze'w #kee consideraple opacern

BARTELT & KENICH
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Fly in the f&ca Of What 1# tha Teaspon&ibllity of tha

BLM. Bacasuss BLH owos & large part of Washington

County, in fact ovar BD parcent of it, it » to
mm it {4 pATAmOUNt that that analysis occur and thet
thers ba wums understanding am to wbat action thay
intand to take toc protect the dowostream desigratien
of Wild and Bosnle Rlvezs, which iv below & vibrant
and growing sggmomy.

Wrn've alrwndy -- yeu alcamdy hava thas
ipicrmation from Br. Groasbas I won't repeat
thet, byt 1 £hink Lt's avident that a assignation
which patmntlally could impair the diverelon
development of naw watsr in this county will ha
devastating toc the 1OCAl SOONGEY. GRSRF 0 B Ghat
in & oountry whare tha wccnemy ls so impourtank, in
an srem whers growth is suoh & largs part of the
azoncmy, Lhat to fall to apaiyes thie in the RIE is
= major averslght.

In the draft Bitd it insarrte thara axs no
ippacta on WALEC rightm., It ways, "Demignatisn as »
wild, Beanie, or Re ationel river would not afféat
sxiatlhy valid water rights, The Wild and dssnic
Rlvara Act craater a ledery] resarvad water sigBt
#oy & quantity of vater sutfiniant to mast the

purpodsd of tha aot on dasignatad river ssgmente.*
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axpr d about tha effects on axietlng and
parfected and unperfeated aw well aw futuce webel
tlghte. Theen mojoc leeuss werw oot addeneand. s
agaln think that tha snalyeis lan thle plan must
addreve the lepast net vnly %@ porfected wates
zlghte but Lo state approved, but apperfmctad water
rlghte which arm held by mcat cof the gaovernkddtal
santltine regqulired ko provide water for & growing
papulation and wcondmy and Lthe pécple of this
Sounty.

The clties in Washington County wmzw
growing rapidiy. The ocunty grew fres I%,900 LIn
1980 to 47,82F in 1990, It's projectsd hy the Utk
Htate Water Plan, the Board of Watmnr Remcurcsd, &nd
the atata office =i Planning, Reonomic and
D lopment, the projected populetjon in Nakhington
County by 2020 will bs 147,448 pmcple aad By 2040,
268,000, Growth in the past and fukturesw dapands on
the watwr frow the Virgis Rivar.

Anythikg that raitvicts and limits the
abllity to mepags mod use tha water from the river
will have majar scohoeBic 1EpActa 4nd alsc lmpact the
devnlopmant abd local practicss and custome in thie
eommunlty-

Fallure to analyze thle weemd to @8 tao

L]
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Ona nf thasw sisfements cannot be troe. How oan thw
Wild snd Beanlo Rivara Aot coraste & fedarsl reswsrcve
watwr right and not affwct valld water righte when
all tha watar in the river la prewently claimaed
undar valid porfeoted and unpaciested warar rightas
cr applloatione? Whece willl Ltha fadaially ressrvad
watar ooms from to msst the parpases of the Aat Lf
it dosw not oreoa from valsd, corrant watear righte?

Appthay Avea tha Araft talls to diecuws,
daspits the Watar Dimtzrict's Faquast 13T
infocrmatlion, in whathay thare's m dlstioction mads
hetwewn parfsctad and unparfsctsd watar righes. Farx
axample, will dssignation bar holdere af valid
unperfoctad watwr rights from porfecting that Tignt)
that im, potLing thea water to benaficisl usa, this
imsus must ba dirgueewd in the EIE, or tha draft
RIB.

Tha sultablliry rapare in tha BRI i
Faguixad, wa helieve, to costain an aaalysis of the
formmasabla poteantial inpacts. Tha drafe Etatad, "an
onyguihyg Limstra flow study woyld bs canpleend to
detarmine minimum amounts of watay to protact
autstandlngly ramackabim valusa. Yet, 1o the draft
it gosm an to state, "Thia fdsaus will not ba

disgussnd turther.® 1refleally, tha iopacte on the
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potential uwe 92 water without a determipnatien of
the necsssary instrssm flow is imposalble. Thle ix
one wxsppla whaprs the draft not only Ialls te semply
with the rewqiltrédects of the st procedurally, bot
alae failla to COmMply dubmtantivaly in tha
decinion-making procasst thum, tepdering ths
suitabllity dstarminaticons aghitrary and caprloious
and pot ip aocordanca wlth the law as prasoribed by
tha Adminiatrative Frosaduva Rct.

Onw of the major is # Faiwed 4n thm
wwoping prooewr fox thle LEIX la the effact on
wpstrc wats¥ rights. Th ippagtis must bs
ragognized, gquantified, and cacrcied forwsrd and
analydad i Ché dodUddAt. To atate that this
prupowal has no affeot on watwr rlghis wpd thae it
will pat ba disousssd further im Lnsdewguats and
arBlEEATY.

Furthar, a4 desigaation well may
mecicusly impant the ability to mapege wnd pretect
uUpAtraam and dOWNBLCAAN EDAARgerdd apecles mince it
aertainly entalle the mansgemant altarastlvas
available within the sasgmsnt of tha ¥Wild and Bcsnio
Riverw aresa, shich today we koow ia substantially

ionfested with nonoative specias which compets in »

nmgativa way with the prassnt fish community within
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Than thay teck a civer that bed soma
outetandiogly remsrkable charaztsristias that
svaryons agrasd oo and compacrad thops. Thny
UoapaArsd aach river aod whara thay found that they
bed tralte that wers simply commoen te sll the rivace
in ths ssgmant, or rivera withiin the geagraphle
mraa, thay #sll out. There"s nc #LfOrt te daspacs
thia rivar and thi =harictmcristios with othar rivaecs
in tha viclnlty to rank them ur detwzmiaw 1f thay,
in fact, have any charactariatis that's pot found in
commOn With othar rivacs wicthin thik geographic
ar

In addition, wa a4rfaé cunvarhad about the
potential wovirenmental conssquancas. In avary
inwtance; with the possible sxception of tha aguatle
and riparian valuss, the conclusiom of tha BRIA ia
that oAgoing managemsnt actions would protact tha
valusn.

Undar squatio and riparian it atates,

doe o & sebtinuing desling ip water L 1s or

nt actions would not

quantlty, eagulig manmg

previde sdeguats praotwotion for thass valuss. Tharw

im oo documantad Bawis for thle conglualon. He
astland afs liated &F propéssd io the propossd

actien whieh would inesemws or even malntaln watar
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the flver,

LI Ly flear chat no sotion altarnative
ia alaarly the anly anw »t thiv time that makes any
nan#®. It'S Alé¢ cleidy thes document sakes no sffort
to analyrza upstr lmpaats and there'nw bawn na
#LTOoTt to involva the Gtate of Utah, the 13 or 14
Anuorporlfld altian, the Watar Distrlct, and ckthar
upatr userTs who ara vitsally dapundunt upop the
water witbin washiogton County, or an 4ff£oTt €3 Raka
an analywis of the lespacts of ¥irgin Rlver a
demignatien vould huve on Kans Caunty.

1 muspuct thass compments ar¢ just ar
appliceble %o the Paris Bection, which wiguilficantly
impacted cn development potantisl in both Rana and
Gurfleld Caunty.

Wh a¥4 mlsd ooncacomd ss you make Lhis
analysla that tharw-a no affare to duvelaop &
oritaria, objactive criteria of which thie abalysim
oould ba comparsd against, In & racent analyals
dona in tha Foreat Zervice, as thay wars laaking at
whathar thasa rivar sagmanta might maat thias
olasairication, thay A4t dowh and firat lesked &t
all thowa charactaristics of thae river aystam kEhat
WATS axpactsd to bd found within tha Jusgraphis

raglan.
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£lowa. ThEaXd Whd Ao avidepos presented that watsr
flows are in Isct dealining ip the rirer,

Ironically, tha conatr¥ustion of Quall
Crask ERmssrvelr and outflov from tha Et. feocrge
Zwwngs Treatment Faoillty providaed tws things thwe
Hild and Ecenie Rivers Aot would spacifically
avcluda, thay bive provided water flows o the rivar
during paricds whan lt was historically dry.
Constxuctien of addivisnal water wtorage faoilicias
upatr would rdwult in celesase of contrelled flove
to the rivar and iperdssd flowe dusisg the low flow
perloda. #8table or incrs 4 flows wanld ba maras
likely to ooour undsr the oo actics altarnativa chan
the propoved action.

This should b? revritten to show thare
are no nI!lﬁLvl anvironmsntal ooossquanoas from the
no moctlion altarnatiws. The sultsability assesement
atwtaw, "Thecre are Ao knawn threats to the Yirgin
Rivar within Arizapm,” If they are oe knswn chresata
to the river, what's the inteoded purpomss of the
propomal? The insancapabls conoluwion is bthat ths
BLM intunds te include tha virgin River in the
Watural Wild and Soanle Rivers dludy ares to prevant
uss, conservatlon manageument, and othar acsncmle

davelopment, ragardless as to whether ar nae cha
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Yivgin Rivar msstfe the Zwquid nEw &f the Aer.

The wnties swctlon dasling wlth
gonsultatleon mnd coocdiuatlon 1iscs whara thezs navse
bawn varisus mmdtingd hald. On papsr lt'e an
sttempt %o whow the requiraments for geerdipatlon
and weasultstion have besn @et. The Piesrict haw
subwittwd commants, requerted lnformation nn 11
coourlons ragarding the wifecte of Wild and Scenls
Rlver deslghation on uprtTesd ComBunitise. Thaze ia
na sectioa or lndloatlen that the propussl was
modlflad in any way %o cmflewct ERAS&S OO nta. A
ravisw of Lhe c~nemsnks reosived at the sooping
mawtings whow The Rajority wora oppowsd te the
proposals or :#quesntsd modlifications. The purposa
for which consultation snd ceordination ls réquired
elwarly has naot Daskn met,

1t is nlec noted that wll preparw:s far
BLH arw Dureau parsonnsl. The reviesd fadmral
guidelinss for allgipility finds a study tesm as “A
team of professlonals from int ted lecal, stats
and fedmral aqenclss ineited by tha study agency.”
There = ho looal professionsls or state
profassionals on tha taam as prascribad by the
rmgulations during the praparation of plannlog

docysanta, sultabllity aesorsnspts, and the draft
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Na balis the anmalywis lm lnadwegn in
wvnluatlieg the socnomlc, reclnl mnd envirosmental
lwpacts on upstream communitine in Dtah. Yat, tha
impéct LL Utah alone by this dasiqoetion weuld bae
aignificant wpd have HaAjor impacts on the looal
austoms and sulturad, oot only io Otabh but Arizons.

The documant aqain states you werw
working nn Flow., Tt =y to me that befere thim
EI3 iw romplated those studler showld be cowplatsd
and fully anslyzed and discussnd wlthia the documant
and to tha axtant they arn asamntially faor tha
manag at and cgraatlon and uss of = #ild and Bcanic
Rlwmzrs aras, must be anslyzmd am Lo WheTH Che
waimz's gqoing tn coma tram and vhe's qgolng &0 have
to giva it up tn mmut Fhadd downsirsam interac

It daaMd to meé whan you Fully anmly:w
thin along with the hrochure, the quaslian i ohd of
which we gentinually say, "Wall, what ara you raally
aftsr?~ BLM mays, "Wa are just doing cor jab." Yat
AL & T nt publis dlacuanlon we came acromm ane uof
the purposes i To ¢oNtrol OC 4tOD UPBLC#aw wate:
Sevalopmant. Waell, there le nothing in the ket thar
tands to giva BLW that autheriky. It & Lo W
aerbainly & decision to sttsmpt Lo lupact tha local

aconomy » Way loappropriste, arbitrary, capricious

RARTELT & EKEFYOH

190

Lois-

Apparantly, BLW chosa to ignors thw
Juint ragulstlicons to axclude thome who have Lo live
ln thim symtsm and live with the coasequences of an
actlon dictated fiow & Larqe capltal olty out of the
raglen vf Lhe stata where thay den't have to llvw
with the consaguances of the designatian.

Waither Wawhington Caunty or the watar
Distrigt or ogmAunities within this cuvunty &k
listed wmong the agmoulés to Whom 4 copy would b
sent- Tha Bleirlet is gquoted and has provided
informatinn thraughont the procaEn, yet wa oIe Bmat
conaildersd an affwcetmd puzty. Wa bellave the EIF
acmplately failw to analyrzw the impacts on
Washington County, mvé4n thaugh the major iapaces
from the proposad amstlen ara, in Ifact, in Washington
Coynty. The antira prooass ia srbitrary and
caprisfioud,

The criterla given in tha Mild &nd
fAcania Riv Aot ragarding frow=floawisg wia
mwl. Thara wa# no ariteris or documsaoialion
an how out ndingly remmzkable velums would
dmtmckined., The aligibliity and suitahility
wraluations did not comply with the ilntent or

regulremants of the het.

1
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and cmttainly thers le ne imgel sachaniam for BLH to
ssmmzt thie right.

We arm mlas CORCeInad about mtatssewnts
and rscent Imttuzw Irom Hr. Roswnkrencs wha
indigute= thabt thia seation of thm civar found
sligible ls BoW UNA4I DIGtectiva smanagemant. We
would wubmit in our draft a MWay ikt mamorandum, frem
the rwgiconal sclicitsr, indicatlng that protacted
mapagemsnt ©f Wild and Bosnic Rivars arsa withowt
ppecific dasignations appraved by Congress i
illmgsl. Wa submit that for the regord.

Wa are Llntenmaly complsxsd by the
diffaring diroctions Whiach we rsowiva from the BLM-
Wi bave directlon from selloitora that thars is mna
interim protmction given to thnama rivars., Tha risls
dirsctor §n AEiiana mays thers Le in fact. We would
lika to knew whu spoaks far BLH, what the intsndsd
prasant impachks acd URpSTTeAm, And, in fset, about
the many thingm €hat thay have prasidbbly $in plags,
tha legsl mutharity te manage thim rivar 44gqoent a=
a Wild and Beanic Rivar withoot s dealgeaticn by
Congrase.

Agaln, lak ms mCita, Wé'ra intansaly
rancabhad About the guslity of direction wa mkk

goming £xem the BLN and wo 4X4 8lap conceroed about
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the lack of guantltutive and qualifacive asnlymis jp
the decummnt, chjwctive ¢riteria by Which wé dan
Analyss tha basis tor which s deéivion can bm
Iadched. Without thoss agwse bwing parfsctad,

hout a therough analymis upshrssp on impactis, the
Linkl BLA ab#4nt thume would be lnocedibly
defwativae. And that the sconemic drive wlthout a
full analy would be & swrious mintaks apd
lnoredibly misisading to the Sscretary of laotersior,
to the President of thia country, awd te Cangrmas,
aw they have ta rely upoen thsaw documant to maks
decisione.

1 havm a dogumant which I'll glvs you
that includes wsveral of tha photographes of tha
river corrider we you oun sas tha slgniricant
iotrumiaons thet wa think rlearly go tu the
wligihiliey wnd muitabjlity iwwuws., Thace aras soms
largar pictuzms hwcrs that GQhecldan haw beso puttlng
bp aw I talked, bot I think as you lagk &% thea, and
parhapas the publiao, you'll aaw if we arm lonking at
& rivar that'a suppeods ta cobd Eo s Hall af Fame
atatus ib CL&EWE OFf piloilive are natursl, it's very

difficulet to see how this 20-plum ails stretch can

madt that Qualification udlass the writer han =

ascond aganda. I aubmit that thay clsarly do oot in
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undecmtunding of what the potentlal factors are that
ALk AL risk.

Thank you for vour timw.

HEARING OFPICER BAUER: Thank you wvary
much, Mr. ThOmPROIL.

7 wanld now like to oull upon, and

e forgive my pranunciation, Parbara Eiwllas,

ME. hiBELLE 1 waold like ta jusg
submit my writtan comomnts and nnt read them and amk
you to inrlode them in Ehe racecd. nﬁa L1}
summarize what thay aré fo: Ehesd purposss tonight.

My nama La Barnara Ajalls. And I'm harw
on bahalf of Washingten Cournty and on my own
Bahalf.

I think that the oongacns that I would
lika to sypreas tonight have to do with the nesd to
adaquataly addrass all of the impacsty on Washingtnn
County in the Znvircnaeatal Impact Ftatement that
you will ba submitting to Congress. ¥a ars

concwzasd and WA would Like te know that Congra

hae taken into account all uf the oconvideratione
that apply #a they impact upatraam ussca and
Washlingten County in particulac.

Wu don't dgcmm wilh mome of tha

gonalusiane 1A ik Avafy RTA £RAT SRdlcata ov
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tnie case, And that Agenda bas Lo Ba an atbeppt ta
Lahw upetr water righta without 4 full snmlysis
of what those ilmpacts aras.

Wa resant tha Wa Lhiak thezrs whould
have been a full participation by lecal and mtatse
Lntwrastw within the lmpact of tha areas, that that
wan pek dene in sny snalysir. It nesde to be
avmplated hefore thie becomes a final document of
whiah paupléd have to cesd and zaly upen.

I wonld awk that cur comments bhe marked
and includad in the racord. L wauld alsc ask Ehy
Raglpual dellelier, Intermountain Region, Marzch 1,
19¥4 mamorandum, ba markad and |ncluded within the
Ewcord.

We appreciate your time and we wvant yau
to knaw we appraaiate you ooming to Bt. Chviga. We
Knov¥ yau didn‘t have to do that, Wa Think that's an
attempt.

One thing 1 will way, st lsaat with
State Dlraotor RoPenXranas ha has Attemptad to
answer soma of our latt which la much mora than
I can aay for our loaal BLM, Utah. fThé Shks in
Waskington D.C., Lf you would relay that, st 1 t
he has attemptecd. We don't have adequata respaonses,

but that may bs becsuss thara vas not a full

%
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minimica tha impacts of Lthis dewignation on the use
Of water La Utah and o8 developmant in Utsk, And
while it'a up to Congra to maka thosa Aaciminns,
we think tnat it should be rairly rapr Dtad that
there will be llmitatlons on thawa things acislng
from this designation.

In terme ol the actual eligibility of
the river, I think that the Water District has amply
prassntad the data whioh would call intp gquastion
tha sliglbility under the wild portion of the wila
ard Bcanie RivVa¥m Act. Thm nuotatandingly cemorkabls
valuwa porcion may be & littls Bli sara vages and
subjact €0 broader interpratation, but, onca sgain,
ifr that has to be dons aa it ahould ba dena, in
compariscn to other rivers wlthin tha physisgrapble
rugian, than once agQain wa don't Ehink that Ehet haw
BAdh AdAQUAtAly AdAYaAddd Ln Cha cUrEsne Arafl and
would like to see o more caraful and moxrs
comparative avaluation includad.

Withouwt chat Kind of faotrtual data and
without the basls tor those dacisiona baing of farad
in the Environmental Impact itself, it'a impossible
far thoaa of ue of the public and for tha public
officiale who are conoarned about thesa impacts ko

Taally Know the boals upon which tha Bursaua Li
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waking lte dAacisions. And we bEllsva it's going to
bs mlkleading to Congresn 10 o Iull apsctrum of
goncarne and gonsiderations isn't presented in thie
rwperk.

Bo fundamsntslly we don't think that 1o
adsquataly addreswss, that it fully sutlines al) of

the reprucautlons tShat would come hnte play, spd

partigularly the seprwcavtione that are golhg to

huve Iimpacts oo thd [acplée who live and work in
Wwashington Ceunty and wa would like to sae Lhat
gorrmoted in tha fiosl Environsantal Impaot
Gtatament,

¢uytwinly, tha offliclals of Washington
County aad othar lacal officials, 1'm wurs, would bs
vazry willing to take their time to ineure that thowee
kXlndw of considerations ars mddr wd. An
Anvitatian or anry sther spperctunity wauld ba
swleonad. Bo with that, 1 Will aubSift By SOEE&RES.

Thank ywu.

BAEARING OFFICER BRAUER: Thank you,

L would now like to call upon Ahackdan
NARdAR.
MR. BAMEEN: I'm Bherlden Henmun. 1

livae in Cadar Gity, vsah: I'm » pwbizad BLMW
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would not £lt the crltesls and then ga cight dawn
wnd say the river im Eraw-flowing, which L3 dons in
Both the wuitabilifty vaport as wall as the dreaft
EIB. And s thim goas beok a atap arasd of the
draft @38, bBut all of tue other iw moot. If the
river dooen't maat thowa two allgibility
ragqulrewmspntw, ¥hich Nr. Thompaon dlaouswsd, then wll
ot thiw pebar, the draft EIB and the thinge that
gome witer that, ars maaningless becausw the rivsr
plainly ia not #ligible. T dap't ballave that any
ruanonable pacson oould accive 4t that goncludlon.

If yow geviaw the photegraphs that bhave
bukn sabmitted and the marrativa that's besen
aubmitted aw wall 48 raading your own documant,
applying 1t againae tha ecltarla, I just don't
baliave you ceild pasdibly coms to that aonglusicn
that it ba aliglbla.

onw af the cthings I would speoificelly
1iue teo make =omd ssmmant o8, hecavss I balisve I
hava soms ardéis 2f aXpartiss in that, snd that ham ta
do with outsisndingly remarkable vegetation. It*a
ipdicated that thara la cutstandicgly remarkablas
riparian vagetation and wegeatariss alang & cospla af
aagmants, or mayba all of the segmente, im ASLIOOE,

Now, thiw iw =- again, I'm no biologles. I ve
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meployss., T worked for BLM o7 avar 10 yasrs in a
amosgamant poslition for mow® 4f that pariod of
kiua,

1 have been cecantly anployad by the
Watar Conwervancy Clatrict and inventozied the
¥irgin River all tha way from Tion Meticnal Park
olear dowh to Lake Mesd. In tha% Anventeey I
inventerinmd wvarything that war sleony Lha river,
including tha araa in Arizens, and photographed
thass dFsal and have wvaluated the draft RIB that
haw Dean pressnbted ageipmt tha information that I
gatharsd in the fiwld, &And I find that this
docudant, 1in my tims Ilnp the BLN, may be onwm of tha
mora Inadagquate docummnts thit T have wewn.

1f yeu apply tha crlteris cequirad in
the Wild and Bownic Rivars Aot o the wagmant of the
river in Arizena, by readiog the data in tha
auitabllicy vwpart and the draft EIE, thera'a no way
that you ceuld vationally coms to the cooulusian
that &hs rlve:z Ln Arizana flte the critmeia for wild
and Scegic RAlvar te be suitable for demignation in
thet sysrtem.

1 guesas a¥ I ryviswsd that document T
really couldn't baliave that you cuuld raticnally

present the cass and whow ali of tha ressoos why it

¥
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apunt -= I have a dagres lo fhags Banagemsnt. I1°ve
studind placie and plant sommunitiss for my vwhals
carssr ahd Ehera are no vagatation communities
mithmr of Ché riparian along tha river or en the
upland that would ba ocutstandlogly remazkable-

In ordar for thass vagstation to ha
cutatandingly romarkabis, they wowld cmrtainly naad
not ta be disclimax, deterlorated vagatation from
what waw originmlly therm, which both the vegetation
on tha upland and thw rlparian en the river
currently mre. Thay ara dominated by tamarisks
along ths river sed the native spaciew have baaa
orovdad out and Lhay arw not allowed to rslntraducs
themewlves, noc Will they in the fukags.

4f yeu sre famlllar wlth tha plant of
tamarisks, it'a avtramaly computitive, And anca
satablishad, it's Baarly impossibls to aliminate.
§o thatra's no wanagumant yow cauld da in the futurs
thut*s goieg ta change thasm dlsclimay vagatation
typas €0 & aliman typs vagatariom whinh aould be
gponmidared osutsatsndingly remarkabla,

If thars wars arsws that wvars suitable
for & rallick area whare you cabld sea sagmants of
the atrasm or tha upland withins tha carrlder, that

you swild say wera rallick areas that weuld ralatas

BARTRLT & KENYOW




to climax, had tha originsl vegebtstion on thea,
parhaps they could ba coRdldermd subetandingly
raasckable. Bub even than, they woyuld nesd to be
mere cutscandingly ramarkoble in gther areaw within
the ceglion, the aswtlon and the pruvincs.

It appascm that all was dons was it meid
that the riparian vagetstion along the river van
mOoT A outltnndlngly ramatknble than the upiand, dry
uplands. Wow, this obviously dowsn't mest ths
intant of tha Aot and im eempletaly arhitrary irn my
opinion.

It's been discusswd sbout autstandingly
remarkable, kut T guess pechaps thia is whurm,
#gain, I fgund tha decument pachaps the soat
lacking, Thew= are somevhat -- Lhay're not defined
what the dafinlilon of cutewtandingly remarkabls ia,
but I mali that lt's olwar that optetandlngly
remarkanla meSna that thess arfs valume that ace much
mrrd Valuabls than Just on a lecml lwvel, but they
wauld he outetandingly rusackable on & raglonal and
natiohal ba#ls oomparad to siwmilar other types of
viversa. This dafinitaly was not dons., I oould find
nu lndiecatiaon that this wex comparsd to othece.

And 1t is & 1ittle intecmmtlog tu am

that the Cache Natlonml Forwst, with al]l af thome
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paintad aut, in Waashingtan County (s fadaral land
cootrolled By Forast Service, ELM, or Parx Gervios.
Any tiow that it was necessary to conmbtruet or
desirs toc conwkrust a r rvelr, s cansl, & pipslins
or apy such thing that would reguire & right-of-way,
wvan if that tn be an private land and it
raguired a right=pf=way accosn the public land, BLH
lande, the fact that ii mlght affwpot the downstrwam
flow in = W1ld and Boanie Rivay deslgbatiehn 1n
Arizana, dewsigesatwed by the DLM in Arizona, the DLH
world radact that right-of-way. That's not
farfatchad. Aw bsing part of tha sgency, I'va masn
Ehat dona many tim And o dosm 1t have spn affack
on Mashington County sven though it's ipo Arizona?
¥ou hat. You bat. Whera lt's public land, chat
will bw vead to stop development in Washington
County.

Tha gthar thing that T wawuld juat like
to mantlon, it'm nat oaw 1t's beso mald elchsdy, But
I want 0 amphawis agsin batsuss I balleve Li‘a sa

lmportant, that'd inatvaam flaow. I ansn - tha

dooumant la Etotally lrkdeguats. Thasa L Ad way yau
could analyte tha affect of tha designation af a
Wild and Scenio Nlvar dmsjignation without kagiling

how much watar you'rs talkling about needling 4 Hake
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would have uwed Lhe same law and applisd
sonable oritwcla ta tham and goms out with two
sireams that wara «ligible. pApd then in the Statwe
of Arirona, Yyou weuld coms dub with, I'we forgottan
the pumbar -- what im it, 207 -~ whatwvar %tha
number lw, that'w a litris hard for md to undag nd
By applylng the wame oxltsris what T Know aBout .moms
ef thn strwame, the Frovo River, the Logan Rivar,
mope ml thows type strwsms did not qualiry.
The alternatives Lln the draft document 1
balisva ara ludldrcdum. [ can't hell that you

aculd throw all 20 sfrwasms tagewthar and way Lthey szse

all #ligibls or thay'rs all not aligible or Lhey arw

#ll continusd under the QUIT#Nt BATAJARANT OT thera
would be no changs. Thare's no attempt to sgquate
ans with the other, they'ra all thres togsthar in a
pot, they are sithar all allgible or they are not
wliglhkle. &And anslyzsd in that mannar, I think lt's
antizely lnadeguate.

Tt han bwwen pointed out that thaze s, of
cearem, na acrktlon of the upstrsam lmpacts. And an &
focmer BLW maplaysw, I wauld just Jike to aske &
point am bo what would Rappan if & sagmant of the
river would bs daslignatad down in Arisona, what Sb

conld do ta Utab. MHost ¢f the land, ar has bwsn

]
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that nesd. It simply talka that & wutfficlant amcunt
of watar would ba rasarvad to mest the Intent of the
Act. Thara 1s no way to xnow how muoh w r that ims
and m0 it was completely cut of plave. Befere yeu
oould do an Eavironmental Impact Btptament, you
would nswd %o dstsrmins tha raguired inskce flown
and anslytm ehat in the dosumant. If you dan’t de
Lhal, the decomant I baliws is antiraly inadaguats
and dodsn’'t in any way aoalyis tha impaats of the
dacision of a desigoation of Wild and Boeals

RivVara.

T believe all of the other itemr have
boan rcovered. I apprecliate the oppartunily Lo talk
to you this #vening- and | sincersly heps, am &
furmez BLH s#mpleyms, that tha BLM can do a bottar
job in anslyzing thass ccARMRCE And davaloping soms
finwl draft on the Wild and Acanle Rivars that will
fit tha lArant of rha law an apsllsd out thet wa
should ks Applying €o tha criterion in devsloping
this dratt documeni.

Thank you.

BEARIWC OFFICREK RAUBR1  Thank you,

Mr. dinswn.
I'd naw LlXxe te oall on MOCganR Jenaen.

HR. JENARE) Thank you, Nr. Bauwer.
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I would Llike to slec srpress wy
spprecistion for you dgoming te 5t. Gworge. I
rasliud thers ars wome plasee that yew prebably
would rather be topight.

My hams Le MoYgmh Juesan. I liva in
Toguarvi)la, vtah, Tha commante 1 maks are @Y own
and they relats to tha ¥irgin River saction of the
Arizena Wlld and Jasnic Rivars Legislative EIE.

Mast of the commante 1 preparesd have
slrwady bewh Coverad by Hi. Thompeon, Nr. Boanwsn, =m
1711 jumt briafly summaslie twoe thet I think are
vory dimpaztant. Ons would bs the lack nf mzpliclt
cumparisaons to svaluate the relatirn significance of
mimilar . The leck of this ocospasleon really
mahws tha ALH'w abllity Lo make a dacielon and thae
public's abllity to undarmtand the dacision
somplataly veld. Tha veyy wvorda cutatandingly
vamarkabla ory for & toRpAIison againat somsthing,
som# Kilnd of crilarle, snd that iw lacking.

The macood akdk that I faal is Toally
importsnt, and lt'a bEwan hammwred on, I zealise, was
the lallure to addr upatraan watar right
questions. The simple dismissal of thlie gusstion »s
having ne wiiwct and tha T nt that BLH water

righte would k& jonior ta all othar racognizasd watsr
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ongolng inwtreem study. And it's putblng the horss
befors the nart Aot €o da Cha Lostraanm flow., [f yau
don't know what thaww cutataodlngly reasarkables sxs
that iw segqulikd for watar, it'a impossiblé to
araluats the affacta. Thers's vary littla watsr
produced within the Arifona saction of the river.
The watay, Lf thars is any, to coms out Iin Utah,
0 you Oan't say there will not be an witfact om
upstream waier rlghts it = ta om. And thasd
Will ba mo #ffact and If could Bw substantiel.

I stated tu bayln with that I, T vas
aconmanting on the Vicrglin Bivé: adciloh. I nave mads
& cursory reviase of the rest of the EIS and I
bellwve thet tha commants that I hava mads and that
others have mada Ars equally valild te other segoents
that are goosidarad in the EIB. And the eatirs
process sdd t£he way that upstream watar rights wara
traatad and the lack of #aplinit mopparisgne shewld
ba a part of sach segment thet's conalderad.

Again; I thank yew fer thim cppartuosity
t0 acamsnt and appiwolate your being hers iv #k.
Georga hace tanight. Thank you.

BRARING QOFFICER PAVER: Thank you,

Mx. Janswn.

I would now Vilks to sal! npen Hidhdlla
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cighte simply raflmste a4 misundneatnrding, az lask
of wndnretsndlng, of the diff ance bPetwamn
appiopriated pod upappropristad watar righte,

Appropriatad watar rights mean they have
Lmdn puctacted. I stated that. Tt's parfaciasd
and vApAFIeatsd FAther than Appropristsd.  But,
snyway, pasfscted water rigqhts maan that they arnm
buiny dlvartad, thay ars baing put on agricultural
araa® or they are being diverted o & alty eor
scmathing, they nre bning vmad, they arw alkply
tloating in = zsiver.

An voperfected right La ona that ia
recogrized by law in Utah, but has not boan
pecivated. The watey may #till bes and atill in
tloating in the river. ‘fhaws cights are valld.
They may have falzly sacly priorley datad, Somde
them wauld be 1040's whun tha aold Dixie project
proprmad. “Thess abe pri®marily hald by tha watar
districts and punicipalitiss. And thay ara the
bumiu tor which thase conmunitles omn oontinus te
provide w r tor future qrowth. Without thawa
rigbts and tha abllity to divezt them, they couldn't
bhw -- growth ocould not be sustalned.

Alpo, the atudy falled te, you know, it

Frcegnlized and talks abeut tha fact that there le an

[]
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WA . WILEGH: My na a Kichalle
Wilman. I'N apaaking for oyasalf. And although
prubably most of my commanta ha alrwady bwan
valaad, or tha iesuss have bhssn raimad, T would just
1iks to raliterate and add a faw co new.

For twp supmars 1 have basn warking
apscificonlly on the Wild and Boanlce Rivars Act aad
uore spacifically op tha procedoral requiremants of
the Wild and Boanir Rivecrs Aot. And thoaa issuss
hava basn ceiand, but what cancerns =e
procedurslly, ficmt af al11, is that the Virgin
seqoent dosm 40t maet che #ligibllity raquiramante,
firnk, of free-flowing, wenond, heinyg of an
puterandingly ramarkabls valum. Thasw Ekguiramsnta
mrmctl Wither ar, thay have to hava beth. 1 think
it's wluarly iodicated by the picturae ang
M¢. Thompson aod sthar ~a nts, wa hava shown that
cha Virgies Rlvar segment im nat fremm-flowing and is
lacking in the outstandiagly remackabla valilhs.

T juat found -- I had an spportunity to
loak at & couple of other studies on diffsrant
rivers and iwmedlatsly Whan I lookad lnto the
Arlrona ssrip, % was gunning into probleme right

away, It startw wibth «)lgihillty. Tha problams
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Juwt gompound wlth suibtability, Thera arw esvsisl
caguir tw in wuitablilty. in fact, @ feund tan
&f tham. Kost of thao ars weabionmd in the Aet,
sume ace maOtionad in the BLM panval, o {aw acs
mentienwd in thae Joint Guideliawe vhlch sre not
cltmd for soms raamon in the drafy. Dut of tRuks
Emn, a fa¥ 0L them ac¥ touchad an, bot not all tan
= delved lato llke they should be.

I think procadurslly the Act requlres
mitanmive dogupmntation and there is a lack of
that, BSoms af tha OOREeRts that you've recmived
will polnt aut the lack of Iollowling the
stop-by-winp pood in tha suitabilit%y raport. And
that bagausw it*s don# in the ReD procsss arnd sluc
In the drafy neig, it neads £o be included ip
thara.

1 thlok wvarything alms that I intanded
tc say haw bm mald, mo I won't takm any wmdta of
your tiwe, bot I would 1iks %o may that tha lasue
hare is pob 4o BUCh what alternative to chooan or
vhat to comemnt con, but rather the adeguacy of Lhe
draft and if thers nesde to ba & cewvaluation on the
rivar magmants that Lt analyzna.

Thank you.

HBAKRING GPFICRR BAUERI Thanh yeoo, M.
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considaration.

The 1968 Wlld and Bcaulc Rivers Act
apsoifiss thaL Wlld and Bcwnie Rivaer bhoundarlas
shonld hs about & quastar of a mila from the high
watsr mabk on aach bank. Wild & Socwnia River
actlvists often use the word corzlder av a se=mon
mmtabliah buffsr zonss and as a baais tr fila
lawsilta to #top multlples ues alnng the rivez. For
mxumpla, after the pa ge of the 1SEF Urmgen Wild
and Beanic Rivar bill, much wors commazcial tiBhar
- put off limite to loggacs than tha Forast
Barviea had sstlostad baosuss ettramists claimad
that woms timber cutwida the corridor hacmed the
river's watacmhad.

The Act asts & limit oo aocguisitinn of
privats land By ar average of 100 aurer par rivec
mlle, HMowsvar, thars ars no ilmits on sassmont
puroha . Do tha 8t. Croix Rivar in Minnaseota, tha
Hational Perk Barvice vand a threat of owner's
easument pe = WY to croats instant, guots, wnguoota
"willing =sallaka*. Although private property, or
1and in fea, vannot bw condemasd in 30 pargent ar
morms of thw corridors in public ownacship, mcoanls
ssanmsnte can ba acqulzred through condamnatlon in

theam cmaud.
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Wilman.

I would now like to call upon Kigk

ME. AKIALL Thank you VALY EGcCh tor
koing hare with o tealght In Washingteon County-
1411 ba making a statomant tonight f4r Cengr
Jamen B, Hanswn, who le Lhe Conar an for the
rirst Dietrict of Vtah., I'Ll be copmeasntlog oo thae
wild and Sowsnio Rivers demignatiun on the Virgin
River wegoent in Arizona.

Tha acticne &I tha Bursaw of Land
Wanagemant %5 bogin the dawlignation of Wild and
dcanigc R I boundarles csusws me graat oonasrn.
Although, meny would have you ballaova that &
aspignation would hava llttla, Lif sny, sflect ap
water rights, acahowy of The arsa, and privats
proparty clghta, I would contand thet it should ba
lopkad =t with graatar lnteanelty.

Any procass to deslgoeta wild and Bcenle
Rivor bouodariss must oCcnsider the woonemy of iLhe
arsa- wlth ilwmitad developmental land in Sauthern
Utah, the lmpaul oo tha aconomy by deslanation may
prove to ba gr . Bafore we begin foruoally
dunlynating ona acen of rivar, tho lapacl vo Lha

ecanumy uf the ares naada ta be glven poepei

¥
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1 the Bt. CrolX calla, #XtIa
legimlatlun inleoducad In Congress which nevec
pa d, factsnately, to removs the 30 percant fraom
the original act designating the viver as wild and
wewnle., Daflned undac the Aet le the right Eo
contrel tha vas of land within the suthorizaed
houndayiks of & conponant of the wild and Beanie
Rivars Systen [or the purposs of protécting tha
natural qualitiss of a deslgnatmd rlvar. Tha thraat
of & 1and own#I being condumnad through s scenic
oasamunt anywhers within the river auvrrider ia tha,
quotes, unguatn, "ha x* that forges wmost peopls to
oonform to sgancy demands without galong Lhaough &
forma) cundemnation of the oisy-

Iapant designation on reacreatishal uaa
of the rlver must alas ba looksd at vary wlodaly.
Although huntlay and rishing are parmitisd under the
1968 mct, fmderal ngunclies ofben systaostically ise
the Aot to close roada alung damigoatad rivears. As
& rasult, the pracciosl stfagy of the Aet has been
subatantlally to raduce recreational accadkd.

For this reason, many sporfamsn’'s groupe
have alraady tewtified in etha past againut billa %a
Adnalgdare Wild and Sosnio Rivers. My conoern La

that several lattars addreassing quoasticne and
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congerns of the Washington County W r Cunwmcvaney
Dilstrict havs Dasn #8nt o tha BLN., Thiésw lutZfurcm
and the questione thst ramaln have gonse unanswarwd.
Dur gonclusion Lrom thie sctlon was that the BILW has
mé intantion of dwaling with loasl aongarne until
lt'e too late in the prew to make & dlfferwnan In
Lhe cutcome 4f thw decisien la the £inal EIO.

1e is my daslre that we takas inec
cazwful acoounf Eh# CONRCErns volowd by tha local
pacple racher than lmposs an arbitrary decision upen
the crucial water ceegurowe of thle asaea,

Thank you very muaon Lo Your time.

BEARING OFFICER RAUBR: Thank you,

Mr. Awrial.

I would naow like o oall upen Lola
Eaplin.

HP. BEPLIN1  Am you mald, my nama lum
Lolla gmplin. I'm a conasrnad housawite from Bt.
Cantgm, Utah.

111} bagin By prasantatlen tanight with
federal gevernoant rightw. Tha U.8. Daparimani af
Interlor, Burmau of Lifd Mabagemsnl, Wild and Acanlc
Rivers Lwgislation, Ervirunmwntal Tapact Stab nt,
otherwlsw knewn ads tha LEi8.

Dur Utdh wbktd chpreamdntatlve, Met

EARTELT [ KENYOR

candmsmnatinn anthority on tiver frontags, onw

QUArtay of m mEl& Tram dithwc bank. The fedecai

government will allow no lmpoundments,. juute,

unquote, or resscvolrs to be bullt with watwy
Qontrol. #o, priv proparty rights and inntcmam
flow will all be GLhreatenad.

Than I bhave scma guastions that £°11 amk
at the snd, as I mentioned.

How, you'll antice that I've prapazad my
talk in the shaps of an opeids down pyramid. Thia
in what wa hava fnow with vur govarnmant tha way 1t
im, it pcoupidd tha great blg Wppar pakt of the
upaida dawn. Down at the bottom wa have tha states!
righta, atatw and local governmant, who will
fraguantly ba at odds if enias passas.

bewn at tha wery peint wa hava the local
caufry rights whara all the preductive citizdhe ara
Laratad.

At thia poiet [ think [ will fturn arownd
and talk ta tha citirans in ths audianes inatead of
the govarnmant. Bao % this ia Etne way 1'4 1liks to
see my pyramld as a oitlren of this Unitsd Atatas,
Ls in this shopa, tha way it wos preparsd when our
Constitution wee Elrat gracifiad, Our Constitotlon

was ratiflad Beptember the 17, 1787, oOuy Bil]l of
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Johnesn. saye that tha tederal govarnment is
urneplng states' fighte over water and land Lesuas.
The fmdaral gevernmnnt's tlalme v any water sven in
wilderneas elaltse arm phony. If wa, the psapls,
alléw thim usczpatlean Lo happen, then privats land
ownarn on the rlver will find theuswalvem antwinwd in
numwrouwr, oftan contradictory ragulations. Ewan
cattle dilver will bs permissible aa long am cattlas
do neot sdvareely lmpaot the cutmtandingly remarkabla
valuww —— we've heard that, haven't we -- idantifiwd
in that particulaz rivez segment. who will ba the
Judge nf an advaran lmpact and thass Lhres warcds
abova, nutstandlngly cemarkable valunes, ildantiflad
aw glven shave.

Also, foderal aganclas will lasue
diffwxeant sats of requlations from the st
cawulting acanomia problama will pit
whvironmantalists againat reaidents. Environmantal
eoalitions will quickly fiie nulsance laweults with
thalr naw found ways to frustrats prodoctiva
citizana. Frodudtive citiazeans will haooma viorims
af oangolng river and land grabe.

The fedarsl governoment will out off
scossn to privats land by thelr zulea and

regulatione. The fedwrel government will heold

BARTELT & EKEWNYQOH
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Rlghta wne zatified b wber the 1%th, 1781. And
thwn undmr == that repraments the federal righte,
the tlp mf t¢he pycamid- And then the state's cighte
are down bwlew that. The water werealty righte arcs
cwnnd in thn stats by Irrigatlien companlas,
aommunities and watey aohmarvancy distrlote. Tha
4tats owns tha watay, not the Isdéral guvkrfihabE.

Repr ntative Charlea Doke of Colorada
Etate Housws of Rewprewsentatives belis that 1t 1a
time tor the states and Lhs pecpls to wxercles thelr
powerr and retain rlighte to curtwil and ceverew o
long train of usurpaticne of power by tha fadapal
government inp Wanhington.

Trnatmad of camplaining abont wnfundad
twderal mandstaw, Raprewantative Duks le chellanging
the conrtitutionality oi Lha mandatam. He spunmarad
N¥ Ammclubicn T41014, whiah pasased Ln the Colorads
Meouww Aprll the 7th of thia vaar, aand it p ad in
tha annnate of Colorsdo Aprill Zlet of this year.

Both of tham passad by lop slded vota

Rapy ntative Duke smaid it wvon't be
masy for thd Washingeon gang to lgnare Colarade whan
wa bBegin pasaing leglalacion te put testh in tha
rasgluglen and vhan dorsana af more states follow

mufk .- Ba whar wa added 5 4o, clrizeans of thia
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ma¢vnlane county, with ths pyramid this way, with
our rlghtd &t tha DOtTON, the QOVETNEGNL'E TiQNte at
the top instwad of the Dackwards way I startad, 1s
to rmguust GNr Btats raprassntatives, Hat Jonnson
and Bill Bickmmn, and our Fwnator, Dave Watwom, to
support thls blll. wuppert a Wlll Ffor sbetss’ glghte
in the next legislaturs whan thay mest in Utah.

And 1 thank you for your time,
audinncm. Thera's ons mors thing, though, I west Lo
zwsd t9 you from pur Canstitution where
Repsumantative Duke is taking his suthocity, ir's
Ammodmabk 10. "Tha powar's act d Tated to the
Unitmd Etates by the Conwtitutinp nor prahibited By
it tao the states, Qur reswerve to the slstes
rampdetively Arw ts the pmople.  Lat us nok lat the
govarnment umsucp rights that axs not thelrs.=

Thank yau.

BEERARIHC OFFICER BAUER1 Thank you, Ma.
Eaplin.

Ia thats anyocna alse who would Like te
make & wtoteRant tenight? I'm golng to recass ths
haaring, bscduds wa &till have sons tima whers
pecply might want to make statvmeatw. I°m going to
I aw tha aring. Fhil will bs available to ralk

with you. And thao st such tima when it ia
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eOuUNTY OrF MARICOFA

BE IT KHOWN that the foregoing hearing wawm
Takan barors + LAVRA KQFLOWERI, # Netary Puklic lIn
apd fax the County of Harlcope, Statwm of Azlrvoeg
that the hearing wam taken down by e i dhoythand
and thersaftar raduced to computer-aidad
transoriptich under my diracticon;y that she foresgoling
is o truw and corrsct tranworlpt of all procasdings
had upopn Ehe taking of wald hearing all dana to tha
bewst of wy akill and abliity.

I FURTBER CERTIFY that [ am i3 no way
related Lo any of the partiwe hersto, nac am I in
any way Lutaraatad in the cutaooms havaaf.

.DATED at Phownla, Arizons, this /_’-';‘_‘ _

LA
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abeolutely apparent that nobody slwe would llke 1o
wawe 8 statement, I wiil oull tha hesilng baok late

wicn and adiduran ft- Buv a4t thliw tips, I'm galng
t: gfacwmn Lha hanrlag and puupld can go to thé
bathrowm ddd talk €2 PR11, tha ZApS A8 &t tha
of tha hall., Bo this Rearing is nov recassad.

(Briwt racssd taken.)
BXARING CPFIGER BAVER: There bwing re

other wpeakerr of Anyene =lzs wlablay to presant
informatian, I do hacaby call tha sesting adjournasd.

{Bedcloy adjournmd.)

BARTELT & KENYOM

FAEHINGTOR COURTY WAYTED CUENEEVANCY DENTRIOT

COMMENTP O DRAFT ENVIRORNENTAL INPACT STATEWNET
wikn swh woRNYIC RITVERD FOR RRTROMA

May 13, 1vihd

The fallawlng comsmnts iFé iR Y&IpORES to the ELM'a Draft
Arizena Statewide Wild and Scenid Rivars idgidlarive
Environmental Inpact Statement detmd April, 1994 [hérvainafear,
TDraft LEIS"). The Waanlngton County Water Conpervency Dimtries
ia daaply concarnad with tha suwitabillity datarmination of river
amgmanta £hat do not seak tha vaquiremsnts for allglbility. On
nlavon secasions ve dirocted commants and questlons to aither the
lo=s), mtala, or Washlngion Gffled BLM, vagarding tha Virgin
Rivar Wlid and Scanic Rivar propomal it thé Avirona STrip. Most
of our comments andd quostlone haye boan ignocud or respendad to
inadmquately,

We are purpluxed by the failurs t6 addrsan upetrmss WAkgr
im & and tha hasty Adim al of our concerns in the Draft.
In addranaing potencial impaoks on water righte, the Droeft
BELAEly ATA! €hAt & dEAloRatisn vill not aEfact existing valia
water rights. Dapsytmant of Interior, BLM, Drafv Arizoom
Etatawide #il4 and Scenic Rivers Lenislacive Environmantnl Imenek
sthtemant, p- 23 [hpril 1994). fuch statemente desonstrete the
igoarance of the aegnifude of the affacts a wild and sceniac river
designation sould hAve obh pressnt and PULUYE WhCaY LA, Vabar
rights and wpter dependect umarm. Despite tequidsts far analysis
«f impacte on upstream watar ums and for (aformation regarding
ALM‘S ongolng inatraam Tiow avaluations, the preft, wicheor

1




addyweeing the ireve, pimply sctafmm, "thin lnmun will Aot be
dircusssd Curther.” Id.

Tha sligibllity and suitablility of a river ssguant
diractly affacts whether a rlvar sagmant can ke conslderad ror
Lncluaion into the ¥Waticnal Wild and Acanic Kivers zystam.
Pursuant to Arlzoms Stats Dirsotor ROBSNKTANCE’E FaTONEERdation,
WA AQAIn Falde OUP CONCAETE Wlth the Bnolysis in tna OPeft LELS,
including the wllqivlilty aveluatlon af the virgin Rlyer-Arizans
Gtrip sagmant (S48 Letier from Lester K. Hooamxrance, BLM
Arizons Stats DLractor, to Ron Thowpson, Mashington County Watsy
Dimtrict Ma . datad April 20, 1594, attached hermin).

ELICIRILITY

T m tws reguirsmwhtd ln Lhe WERA = river zegmant must

mant to detanine sligibility for lnclumion in the MWSRS: Ilrwt,
tho piver sgegment must e "fres=flowing” mnd ewcend, the river
mugmant puet have st leapt one "outatandingly remarksbls valuw®,
The Yirgln River-Arizoawm SErip ssgments oo not medt the "fras
flowing™ or "cutstandingly cemnrkekls velus™ criteria for
wligibility.
II#a-L10Wing REJULCARSDY

Tha Wild & Scanlc Rivers Act {WBRA} Zac. 16{b) dafines
fraa-flowing am follawa:

Hrressflowing®, am applisd Lo any eivar or s

paction of m river, axisting or rlowing

in naturs) cordition withewt Inpoundgens,
o aE The Feiorris iy
wyistanca, howavar, of low dsma, divarsion

worke, and othar mlhor structurse at the time
any rivar Ls propomsd for inclomion in the

JLVerEIon .

2

APPRRAis A mt 4, B, 10, i3 & 39)- There are large bridges, soms
with pillars sxtending Iinta the river floor. Tha Intarstats
highway within and cromslng the corrider of the rivar, ultlm Ly
lomnd tha Hetlonal Park Service to de-list tha Viegin Rivar in tha
Arironn Strip Crom At Hatlonal RLvars INVARtory. "The Wastdrn
Ragion Falt TARE COMAtrUOtion of Tntarstats 1% woALfisd ihe rlvec
spsugh to remove Lt frem the inventory." pLM, Arizona Potantiml
#ild and fcenio River guitapility Assssemant, p-11i (Seprembar,
1993}. Additionally, thess Tiver sagments NAVA ANESDELVE bipe
rapping, straigntening, snd u sajor diversion.

#wmant 1

Thia 2.9 mila ségmant, from the Utah Etats line t2 the First
I-1%5 Bridga, i4 tha SRly S&quant Which ckh Fnamonably mest tha
dafinition of "Fressflewing.®

Enymank 2

Thiz 7.1 oilo megoekt ruld from tho flret I-13 bridgas to tha
Yirgin Rlver RAecrsatien Ares. Thers are four rip-rappac and
“incrata grruted river bankd, &nd m Jacge I-18 bridge {§og:
ApPendix A Bt 4, 5, & £). INterscate 15 PArAllala moat &f tha

river corrifor. This BEEsNt has basn proponed A A Acahle

rivar, but dows nok mest the fres-flowing requirsment fop

wligibility.

ESTRARE 3

This 7.4 Ell4 Sagmant, runs from tha Virgin Rivér Hecrmstion
ATak to the Bouth of tha Virgin Rivar Gorqa. Sagoant 3,

aywup)ifism the grous sisapplleation of vhu ={rowsriocwing"
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patisgel wild sid stedle clvers systes anall
not automatically bar ite consideration for
with [nclusion; Providad, that this shall
nut bw ounstrusad to suthoriea, intand, or
wnCouTEGE TUYUTe CONRLTuchien of sush
mbfuttoras wLERLA DSEPARARES Sf th& RACLOAML
wild and scenic river wystem,

The act definas "frae-flowing®™ inm two parta. PFirst, there
are thoms wodificeticne which gannot ow on a river for it to ba
ChAPACCAYL14d A8 "CrYa&-Iloving” (pronibitad traitm). Gecoed,
thers are thoss modificationw which gay be on & river, and stlll
e characterized ag "ITwe-Clowing™ (diecretionacy Eruite).

Prohibitad traits, are abeciute and bar a river fros swsting
the "fras-flowing® raquirssant, The pronibited traits listad in
the WERA ara: impesundwents, diversions, straightaning, rip-
rapping, oF othwr sodlficeblon of the waterday.

Bimcraticpacy trnits oay axist op a rlver found o b fraw-s
flowing and thay includn: low demm, miner diversion worke and
othor miner siructures. The A<t sxplicitly sxcludes
impoundasnte, rip-rapping, straightening, and medificatien of the
waterway from the list of discretlonary traits. Purtharmcra, the
discretionary traits s limited only to alnor structures such as
low dene and minor diversion works, Tos plain language of the
WSRA mutomatioally aliminates any rivar sagmant with
impoundments, rip-rapping, straightaning, or mcdirication of tha
VAt arway Frow Meligibility™ atatos.

The virgln River dums hot sest Lhe fres-flowling cegulicrsssnt

in prapomsd sagmants 7, 2, and 4. Thars ars sl mejor 798

brldges crowming the Virgin Rlver wegawmnte {For esxaoples Sem:

vritarim. Four mabor 7-13 bridgas cross thle rlver segeant [(Ses:
Appandix A at B F 10). Onpm of the bridges |m ouilt ovar and
fellows the rlver, with ite plliare sxtending inte the clver bed
{gpa; Appandix A at %). It her an sevimatsd chres miles of rip-
rap from tha rivars adge to the top of tha rills adjsownt to I-1%
{8ag, Appendix A mt 106, i1 £ 12)., Tha rivar ssgesnt haw bean
movad and tha channal streslghtanad arxtensivaly, avidancad by
=manive SULE WP tha rack faca of mors than = hundred fest (geg:
Appendix A ut 13, 14 & LE}.

Ffegment 4

Seqmant 4 im tha longest Virgln River ssquant at 16.9 mllas.
It runa frok the BoUth of tha VSrgin RIVar Govgd to the Ravads-
Avivons atatellnk feds HddQuite, Hevede. frhee Medguits vivarvelan
COBplately eroasas Che Yiver channel in seguent 4 (Sae' Appandiy
R oar 22 & 23). This im net & winer afructuro, rathear it (e &
largs conorats mtructurs with hasdgatsx and s sans)l to ltx midse.
Tha divarsion rajsss the clvar Jave] savers}l fest and diverts
17-% <iv of water. Purkhermors, thece ie & major I-10 krldge
that svtands aeresr She river chapnal, with loe pillare smesdaed
in the river banka (Sas: Appendix A at 19).

With a najor dlversion, consldersble channel changw
ptraigntening, axtanaive rip-rapping, and aly sajor Craewvay
Brigows, foue &f Chi E3va PRohiBited Craled, avist oh defRehis 2,
Y, nnd 4. It ia Llopoedible €0 ALABIAE Chidd bk =lHOY BCYDEEUREE
Bnd mlbkrabione £o Eha river.  AHY ohd af Ehues proRiblesd eraies

wguld dlaguajify the rivar usgemsnt {ram cepaidersticen.




#inos river megments 2, 3, apd 4 4o oL oaet The "irea-
flowing® remuirssent foc mllgibliivy, they therefers casnot De
oonslderad furcher as to wiltabllity for demignaiien. To Flnd,
viFgin Rivap swymante 2, 1, and 4 “Ires-flowing™ would rwnder Yhe
WSRA's dnflnltlon amsningless. A Jatermination of "Irss-rlowing”
basmd Gf homk CELTAFIE OTher than stated in the WHRA, would be
mzhltzary mnd vepricious wnd not be in complianca with ths law,
Administrativae PEQOSIUre® AcE, 5 U.5.C.A. §706.
TULALADAING RAMACRADLS Paiuw Bwnilrssess

The smcond #ligibility raquiramant for inclusicn in the
Hatlonn] wild mnd Zcanic River Systam Im that the land adjacant
%tc the rlver pessssa &t lARSC ona Cutstandingly ramarkacls
woenlc, recrestionnl, geclogiconl, Ciak ard wildlira, Bistoric or
othar T valuw., The Aat ltsul? duks nob defins what scanic,
racraational, geaologicel, fieh and w]ldlifs, hlaragie, ar other
MiNLlar valus® ora, however tha raguintione faund jn rha LN
Hanusl and Joint Dapartasnk of Ariculture and Departswnt af
Intwrier Ruwgulations establlsh the gquidelines.

The eutwtandingly resarkable valuss, described in the Dract
LEIS, sbm: ecenic, flah and wildlife nabitat, sguatlo, amd
riparish Valudd. Ho dooumantatlon iw availabls In raports or the
Praft LEIS n# to how the requirsd outwtandingly resarkabla valuas
TA4NX ON B Comparative basis with wiwilar fusbtures within tha
physivqraphic provinos or reglan. Wlthout wuch & ranklng it 3a
ivpossible to datarmine such valuss. Furthermors, all the valows

dassribed ln tha Draft LELE [nil to provide an cbiwctlve analyeis

Tha rivar containy the Woundfin Minnow and Virgin River
£hub, whioh ara respectively lidted &8 andengerad and thrsatansd
apacies. Howaver, all river ksgooiTs kgé pact hibitat for thas.
The river sageants contain tha red whinee and ethar non-nativae
timh mpecima, Which coEpatw for food and space with Eha netural
spuciem. B w of thé poar habitat quellty, it was dwemsd
aavisanla to build n fleh barriar upatreas Ln Utah to prevent the
migration and re-introgucticn ar nesn=natlve fisk [row Arisonn and
Huvada (Gud' Appandix A at 3},

Tha river is devatersd in portiena af the Arizonk Yirgln
River Gorgm in tha aussar months. It is unceawonable to clamsify
Fish habitat as putmbtandingly ramarkabla ln sn intermictent
atre

Tha Draft LEIS iw loadeguatw in thnt it fails to provide
vhnt tha river was comparad te in ordar to cencluda that the fish
abd wildlitsa habitat ars subuisndingly rekkbcRalils. I ia Olamr

that the procedurs d to dstearmine qutatandingly cekkckabla id

, and 4 #, rendering the decimich kebifvary
and capricloux. Rduintscrative Progsdure Act 3 U, 5.C.A. S7D6.
Tha Virgih RIVAY SSTEnts in Arizona do not mast aithar tha
fras-floving or cha sutstandingly remarkable requiremsnt Pac
ailigibdlisy. The virgim Rivar should Dw deleted [rom svalustlanf
BIZ prodasa and not ceddldered forthar.

aruatio - The WARA dows not dpacifically B&nEioh aguatic vaiuss

as an cutatandingly reosavdabla charactarlstle, howvavar it may

f41) upddy tha oatagory of "othar miojlar valuse.* hkecerding to
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or standard by whlch any of the "outstandlng repschable®™ veluss
way bt detareined.

BakBid - VEckWiC VAlL4 BUSt D CARKEd o0 & Comparative beslr wich
wipileg festurms withln thé physioqraphio provinos,” BN Vieual
Hepource Ipvantory Manual Hes4ol=1. Furthermors, to owat the
outetandlngly repeckafls regulreomnt, *the landeonps =l nte of
landForm, vegetokion, watsr, colel, aAnd valated FaCtorm Eust
reault in notable or sysaplary visusl Testurss and/or atCracElans
withln the gwegraphic xeglon...[tha scenic valuer Iound en the
river sngmantz bukt] nst ba COBBON tO Othar rivars in the
geographic rwgien.™ BLM Hanumi, SA35a{-31p{w){1}.

The sceniz valuee ip regmmnts 1, 27 and 3 ara described in
the Dracti LELIS, am outstandingly rsenckahla. Nowovor, thavs ia
no objactiva dntn prasanted to show Lhat the wosnery s
cutstandingly remarkable. Thers is no analymis or documsnbation
copparing the Virgin River to other rivera ln tha gecgraphic
rYhglon. ¥What 1A The Jritaria usad to aatarmine this valus? The
dushaby 1A B11 S4gEeRtE i not primitive or natural. The I-18
highuay runm completaly theough and ia adjacant to tha rivar
amgmanta. Thara la canaidarakle alteraticn of the canyon walle
nnd river corridor throughaut thels sidBeREd and yat thiy ard
claasified as scenic.

Flekh snd Wildlifw Habitat - The BLM Nanoml requires thet far
tha habitat £o bA outatandingly rsaarxabls the river wust provide
maxcaptionslly high guality habitat for fish spacies indigspous

2o tha raglen. ¥

the BLH Hanual, whilw no spoclfic weslUstion quidalinsa have Been
devaloped for the "othar mlmilar vklusa® category, additional
valuss daam4d ralevant to the aliglbllity of tha rlver segsant
ahould ba acnaldarsd in & manner ceneismtant with the gquidance
givan for thoss characteristics specifically montlahad. Examplas
of quidanca yivan for tha snumscated valuss includs; decupspting
the valuss in vompariesh Lo thoas within the gacgraphic regicn,
finding the valuws to e A phennmenan, rkcd, URiqua and not
commpn Lo othar rivers Ln the tegieon, and flpdlng Lhat visitora
ars willing to tyaval long distances to apprecists thasa valoas.
Tocradibnly, Eha DEAft LEIS falls to mention wnat aquatlc valuss
wxiet In the ViFgin River daegudnts, or why thoss valuse ars
oatetandingly regerkabls.  Such an omimsion violatws the
procedural reguirsmants of sligibility prascribad in the BLM
Hanual.

Ripazisn - The WSRA doam not mantion riparlan as a value to
or conmidarad, howsver if it ralle undar tha catagsry of "other
aipllay valuas,” thars ara quidslines which ths brafe LETS must
madf. Resarding ta tha BLM Hanual, whils no wpscific svalukthon
guideiinea hava tman devalopad f0r the “other simi)ec Véluaa®
catmgary, sddfiElansl Veludd d4dRéd relavant to the aligieilicy of
the Tiver segment should ls Condidered in 4 RARNAT cONBistent
with the quidancs gliven fay the asuperated valusd. Examplss of
nuidancs givan for tav gnumscktsd valuss Lreludas docusanting the
valuss in comparisen to thoma within the gesgraphio reglon,

finding tha valusa ko bs s phencoancn, rafe, dhlque &Rd RHOT




CoNEGn to othar rivers in the region, and finding that visiters
ara willing to traval long distancas to appracimts th 1u
Howhuers in the praft LEIX arm riparian values analy:ad in such
tarma, Fathsr mven by tha Draft and the Sultability Asssmsodnt’s
own flpdings, The ripacish VAlokE ade SolMah fo all rlver
megmepty in the ceglon, tha valuds desdcrlbed are not wvap
ramptmly wiated in ogtweandingly ramarkable Eapug.

The river corridor riparien vegutation in mii segeants
in a diaclisay annatural sucosssionnl stoga. Thay ave doupossd
wainly of eamarim¥ (inlt <edar) dominsted standa. Tamariak i a
nen-native piant whlich deminates the shormline ripacisn
vegutatlion, 1% grestly refUces SEpdR of hative willows, amh,
bulrushes, catteile with itd undepstery of graeses, ssdges, and
rushes. Thars ls nothing owtmtandingly cemarkable about the
riparisn vagstation, This typs of rciparisn vegevstion dominated
by tamsrisk coours throughout the Bouthwast., Thara ara no
vagatative typss within the cerridor which would qualify am
gutatandingly resacksblm.

Riparian arsam im cha West all hava mors wildlifre arouna
them than surrounding dssart sreas. Alparisn sraas ars valuabla
in all dasart aresa. For an outstandingly ramarkable
clusslficatipn, jt wumt ba shown thot the riparian valuss ars
cutstandingly remarkebls LA CoRpaPlded Lé dthey ripeclan sradd Lh
the reglon. HNerely stakting thet it iw different than upland
vegutation typas doss not meks $% outetandingly ressckable, If

it im ocutatandingly ramarkables, the Draft LEIS fails to disoloms

1o

The arsa ipcludad vithin tha raport.

Tha charactaristice which de or do aot ssle the ares &
workhy addhtith £a tha '

The ocurreant status of land oknership And ke K Ehd

acea.
Tha {eyssssshls potential uses of the land snd weter
vhioh would b snhancad, foraclasad, ar corcailed if
the arki wars included in the national wila and ecenic
rivars
Tha fadatal Kgancy by vhion it is propossd the arwen,
ahould ba addsd to tha mystés, bs sdwlnidtarsd: and tha
dwgres to which the Btara or itm politiocal aubdivisions
might participate in the preservatlon and
anministration of the river sheuld it ba propasss e
inglusisn in tha HWERE
Thé Fedaral, public, ate, tribal, loonl, or other
interssts in 1eh oy ilgnation of tha
clvar, Lhcluding tha coats thsraof, may he sharsd by
logal, or wthér mgencles and individusla.
eiustad cost to the United Etstes of aoquiring
wt in largd med of
hould 1t D& addsd to tha

the syancy to EBRAGE and/or protact tha
yivay avas ar ssquant aw & WER river, or other
mechanisnw (exietipyg and patantia)) €o protact
lduniified vajuss other than WBR designatlun.

[]] To provias for dscolmion waking and o astisfy -
Ehquirenane of NEPA, study reports will includs an
analymiw of alternativas.

10) Hlmtociskl of kxisting rights which ocould be adversaly
atfaoted.

Tha Draft LETE inadaguately sddresmmg, 1f st a)), thukd tan

[ . far avampla, rother thas sxplore the chazactecrlstice
which d¢ or da not maks 4T ares vorthy for adgaition, the Crart
recogniken only Ehoke charactaristioa whioh do maks un arsa
worthy rer addition to thw WWARE. Zan: Drafc LETE, p. 11 Chpril,
1994), Remtating tha caguiremants to ba sc platantly ons—aided
im & viclation of BIM‘= &M FAQULECLIORS, &8 Wall A8 arbierary amd
esprialous by the standards skt £OFEh ib Lha AARIBLAEYSTLva
Procadurs Act & U.48,0.A, §706. This typs of marvew viaion la
mariifant Chyoughout Che aultobility determinatian wish wtatessnte

1z
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uhm epitaria ussd to parmlt & ressonsble avalustion by those
Lptwcmatad and 1Avalved 1w the proca Tha Arizona Gamws srd
Fish Dwpartment, Lln the Acflicna Rivel Am amant, olassifisd the
nebitat on the Yirgin River wegments aw “compon-® WM, Arirena
strip, Yirgin River. Arizonn Fotantimi ilid ond Ssacds Rives
Suitablility Asusasmant. P. & (Ewptesber, 1993). Tha clphrian
vagatation in all of the ssgmante is comson ond net cutdtandingiy
reparkable, Furthapmopw, tha procedura ussd to detsrmine

outmtandingly r 1s iw L tw, wnel

randaring the decimion srbitzary spd caprleicud.

FPITANLLITT

In Aaptamber, 199) tha BLM lemusd a Gultabllity Aswsesasnt
rapart mtabing, Chat 1f *[did) not conatituts the Finml
sultakility dararuinacien of the agancy.” BLM Arisona Btzlp
Piwbrlet, Shivwlts Hedswrss Avad, Arieons Potantisl wild snd
Bswnlc River Sultability Adaasasant, p. 1 (Saptambar 1993). Thiw
wtatepent luplisd thil &h opportunity to provida additional
commants would pe made prior %o & £insl sultahility
determination, Hewever, this was pae the cess, sand ad & Fesult
the Virgin River waw [ound ewaitable for furthar studiss, without
further input.

Tna Wild and Socanic Rlvers Act, Joint Regulstions, #pd the
OLH Manual all yeJuirs sxtansiva dooumantstion. Acrording te the
WRAA, Bim Mabual and Jaint Requlations tha muitanillty reports

ars requiced tp deoussnt kvl showt

11

much aw "Thw im ars noted, but will not ba addow

*This lasuw wlll not be discussed further.” Buch ststumante
frusirate tha process and dsatroy the spirlt of cooparation and
coordination.

Ginoce the Virgin Rivar sageanis do not mast aligindlity
raquirassnts, datarmining tha sultsbility of thess ssgmants is &
BEOL poinE. Tha Drafc LEIS i@ Claarly Sariciant In Lta
wultabllity sonlyele wnd docymentatlen however, to whew the
insdequacy of the Virgin River Seguent the following i an
analysis of the sultability oritearla ursd in tha Draft LELS
(Rivar Appandie, Voluma I):
sanara) _bessrintion of tha stuly hras

The wkgmant dsszyiptions Ln thle ssction of She DEafe Acw

m out informstlon pot favoreble for
Amk rae Lo

nagmant L

Segmeent 1, is an lsvloted primitive aren aw shown by ite
inclusion in the Baavar Dawm Wildsrness Arsa, and ism nlrsady
protactad by other mechanisas other than a WER deasignation. This
wagmant le propomed as a wild river. The WSRA desoribes Pelld
Tiver Arass” am followa:

THOBE FAVACE OF E&Ctions of rivara that ara Fras

of impoundmwents wnd generally ineccesslbla sxcept by

trail, with wateyahads and shorelines asssntislly

primitive and watere unpeiluted. Thess represent the

ef primleive Americs
Wild é Soanlo Rivars Aot, 16 U.E8.C.A. §1273(B){1}.
Tha reasacna olted in the Drafe for dasignacing segmant 1 am

build® ava: the ares la feas af | et

Able aweant
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by trail, and has antially primitive shorwlinams Cuplounly.
the requiremant for "watwre unpollutsd? vas emitted. The virgin
River [1OWiNg iAtd AFIXONS, SEPSCIRLlY SuFlsy thé zumser manthe.
is primarily the affluancs of tha S5t. Gdaorge Reglonml Swwer
Trestmant Faellity (Saw: Appandix A st 7 & ). Thowgh w
wignificant moupss of wstar intc the virgln River, Lt Le not an
a¥Auple of the “yeetiged of prieltive Amsrica”™ raguirsd for a
"wild? claesifiastion or = a condition antlaily fraw of
humen sotivity, required for wultability st any ulamsificstion
lsval. 14 U.8.C.A S1273(D) (1990). Tha FLK fultablliby

ANSRENBANt PEJAYd1AY WATET quality of Lhe Virgin Rlver Segwant

rhe Tirgin g-mrln{ containe poor water quality
a8 & rasult of high turbialty and salinity. The water
appsars muddy for modt &of the ywar, to tha dagra
tha atrata ia not visibla... Thare 1s
h lo peole during paricds of low watar.
4 on yivar water samplas heve lsdiceted s high
leval of fecal celifocrs bectecls.
BLM Arirens Skyip Diaktrict, Ehivwits Rescorcs Arws, Arizons
Llity hsssasmant, p. 7
(Baptaubdr 1941) . ¢
SaqRant 1 38 Lnaligibls for includien into the FWBRS,
bacauas Ehd river apyusnt fuila £o meat allglpility amd
suitabillity requiresments. Purtharscore, the procsdursl
dlucrmpancise, inndequats analysis and documsntation along with o
blatant disrsgard for the plaln requirssenta of tha W&ka, wle
in m gefactive Draft LEIH.
Feqmant 2
Bagmant I foild to mast & "CONAItiOn aadkebtlally fres Crom
human aakiviey® pdgavding watar quality, &= cited above.

PLl

Enguant 3

Sagmant 1, alec faile to weet the "oondition wssantislly
fras frem human activity® regarding water quality ar deecribsa
mbove. Thid &&gesnt has bsan clmasifisd as "racraaticnal.” The
WERA damor|bes rasyastionsl river sreaw as thoss rivers that are
rusdjly secasaible by rosd and may have undergons minor
diveralons or structurss in ths past. 16 O0.2.&. £1373(b)(3). Am
alrsady discussed in the sligibility wectlop of thess commants,
this ssymant doas not mast requicrements for “recrentional.”

Sirmant 4

Segumnt & Faila to sast & "condltion ssssntially fres from
human agtlyity" regarding watsr Quality aa wtated above. This
awgmant is alao olopsifled as Yracrestionsl® howavar LE fasils fe
mast any requiremsnte fa¥ Btudy oF daslgnaclion.
Inteireinticasuiza

Thim maction doss not mdntion intacielatlonshjps with Deah
oY HadRSWaEsn County. The asjor portion of the watsrshed and
tharaferd water [lowa Ln the Virgin River comes Irom Mashirgten
ceaunty. EBinca tha Virgin River ls net coversd in the Celormde
River Cempact, Utah lawve contrel the vater and water righte on
Tha YiPgin River Ln Ucsh. BLM'a proposal for demigqnation as n
WBR to ba Collowsd by & ClaiE £O iNEtTea® VALAT £10V (BIM Mamual
SAYS1{. 313} (B) (4)) whep thars L& no légel Badla to dsdert control
over the stresa Clov oF vatsr use, bBas all the appearances of &
Bid to control upetreaw water. This ieterrelatissehip akould ke

racognizad ard Fully diwcodikd ik Chldk betrlos.
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addjvionally, sageuant 2 fRilA te whmE the reguicasents

=ntabllened By tha Joint Departoent of Interier and Department of

Agricwiturs, Fionl Roviesd fSuldeliows Ior Eliglledlicv and
Siomsiflcation. 47 Fed. nmg. 9454, Sapt. 7, 1962, A Eodnia
Tlver aust have tha follswicg:

1, Tha TiVAT COTYIidor must b largely primitive and suae
ot show substantisl avidence of human activity. Based on the
dascriptlon providsd in the Draft LEIE, magment 2 cbviously dosa
not pewt thie standard,  Sequakt I contains an I-15 bridqe, faur
armnn of rip-rappad banka, shd highway I-1% parallsls the rives
along west of the corridor. Addltipnally, within tha corrider
thers e an unscrasnad highwey rest aorss, cecrantional facllliles
inclwding a howe, campgraund, end plonlc ares, all clearly
visibls from the riveg.

2. Thccusaibla |n placer by TOad." Thill dmgmsnt iz not
enly accessible By vosds, put from 4Kita off the I=13 highway.
Tha traffie &n the highway i visiblas Frow the clver on much of
this saguant and traffic noleas Ls loud apd senstant.

The Wekh depcrlber wosanic river arass am: SThoss rivers or
ascticns of rivers that ara Tras Xl iwpoundsents, with
anorklifws or watscehwds still lavgaly primitive and shorellnes
largely undevelopsd, but accassibls in placesm by road." 1k
U.-8.C Ak §1I72(b} (). Tha enly charactarlstio Esqeant @ Aced
west, i that 1t Lm accassibls by road. This seguant Acas natc
mant the deflnltion of & scenic civer found In the WSRA or the
Joint Quidalinas.

Aceping

Sqoping mestinge wars held to ldentlfy ieruss. Aoy nagetlve
intormetion ohtained st thoss meetinge appesrs to have hewn
largely ignoreda in this doocument. A revisy of oosments mads at
thosa mastinga show thara was oconaldarsblsa conoarn mbout impmats
to oommarcinl, agricultural, or rasidentisl devalopment. Thare
wask alao conaldearabla CONCEEN aXpranasd nbm;t the affacts on
YLACLMY P Choted BAd dhpirfacted, am vall mk FUCHER UACRE

EiGRER. Thask NAjaY lasLad cabllidured, BUt not RAAvEELEd.

Inpacis op Ccmmaraisl. Rgricultural, and mssidencisl beveloomant
ia Tewnm and gltise

Tha EIS conoludus thet thars will ba no affect on
davalopment, Dacauss tha affect of deaignation will not apply to
private, siate landa or upstresm water umars cightm. This iw
without Dasis aml (naccorsts. E1inca the flow of tha rivar im
BOAt BAJBANCE cOmBE from Utah and not Avirana, rasarvation of
water fay inarcass flove will Jisik if war prahibit sddiFisnsl
diveraions snd parfmcting af uwoperfectad vater rightea and wvewnld
impase tha abllley of touns snd sielas upitrass in Ueah Be Baat
Che nasds of a grawving populstlon.

Tha aleied 1h Hedbington County mra growing capldly .
wWaghlpgten County grev from 9,900 people ln 1990 to 47,835 in
1990, It i projested to Mo 147,408 by the ysar 19i0. Veah Pewrd
of Water Resources, Utnh Stata Woter Plan, p. 2-1 (Avgust, 1991,
drowkh in the pa

wnd in the Tutura is deparlant on water from

the Virgln Rivar. Anything whien rastricis and Limlts the
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abliity te manage and uss wntay from the rivar will have major
SMpACEE ON #CONOWLO Qevalopmant and loual cuatoms, practicse snd
policles.

pecanma af khe large fwderal ownership of land in thé virgin
Rivar Crainsge, propessd watar managament avktlony almewt alweyw
involve public landa. Since paraits [or dam siter, cightz af way
for ditches, o , Wb pipalines usually raguirs Cederal
peraita, any agtien sven though =iles avay frow a Wild and Sosnic
Ritvar &xuld b4 danlad or delsysa through the federal gevernmant's
divsretloneary muthority Lo SppTova or deny pornite. Am & result
thy net sIfert would ba that dams snd righte-of-way invalwing
woter sither murracs or underground could be deniwd,

“Ina Eoonomio Impact of Reducing Hew

ULah”, by John D. Grosbmck, FRD, Departwant of Businass and
Richara A. Dotwon, M.%. Chairman, Dapartmsnt of Fhywical Eoisnow
at Bouthern Utan Universlty, ladicates esxlor sconomic impaats
would result from rastricted wats; sansgesehf and Conservatlon
aptisnm in tha Virgin River {fgg: Feport atteched herain. Tha
avonomlc idpact of Taduoing total now wator dlverslons in
Wakblogteh County by one pereent of currant divecsless (1,500
Arrw~Fmiat] followd as atatad in terms of the nunbar &f jobs lost,
parcantage of induetry jobs lost, and the 1 {1591 bawe )

dollar valus of jndumtry ewiput loste

4308 [L1 184 milliom

POPULATION Lous: 10,70R

of the land ard water which would ba anhanosd, [oraclossd, or
curtailsd if ths area vera iseludad in Cha NWSRA. The Draft
mEatas, "An ongoing instrssam flow =tudy woeuld be complatad to
dstarmina minimum amounts tn protmct SutEtaHdingly reRarkabls
valuaa.® BLW, Draft LEIS, Vicgln Wild snd fcenle Aras Study, p.
2, Rivar Appwndix Volume 1 {Apri), 1994). %he Draft goasm on to
staté “thid jmsuk will not be discussed further." Irenically the
impagte on the potsntis} usma of watar, without a datarmination
of N sary instresm fiowe, s leposslble. This im one sxampls;
whark tha Draft not only fajls to comply with the requiremsnts of
tha Act procedurmlly, Dut a)ec fails e coply subatantivaly in
the desisicn-making proowss. Thum, rendiritg Ehe Suitability
determinetlotd AyBiteary and capriciour spd not In sceordance
with tha law ad pradcribed Dy the Administrativa Procedurn e, 3
.8.C-A, 570G,

On® of the om)or imkuas raisad during the sceping process
for this LEIS La tha affact on upsireas water righte. Thess
inpacts wust ke rscugnifed, guantifisd, snd asrrisd forward ama
analyied ln tha documsest. To atats that this Propossl has ap
arfact on valid water righes and thnt 1€ will not be diecusssd
furchar im inadequate snd arbitrary.

Inphote On Pedernlly Listed Fidb Abd WIIALICS SCadies

Thla propesal will have & detrinental sffact on llated
wpaeias., I€ wlll make it impossibla, oe st bédt sush Bora
diffianle whd SaEtly, to construct nesded msnsgement fms]lities

and carry vut othay a¢TSORA RACEANATY [OT T8COVATY Of thess
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A duslgnation and axssrtion of inetrvam Cléw reguitemonts in
Aciztne wiuld have oajor impACtE on the upetrosa communitiss in
Washipgtos County, Utah.
imERELE U3 Walws Blabis

Thie waction of Lthe ODreft LEIG samkltd Lhit Ch4TS 8T8 NO

impactes on watar rightx;

Paeignation as » Wild, Scenlc, eor Awcraational
v,

river wewnld net afrost eglstd d watar

righta. Tha Wild and gcanic Alvars Aot orsates a

fadnral resarvad water right For n gquantity of

water sulflcidnt £ wdwt the purposss of the aot

on desiqnated river sagments.
BLH, DrnIt LEIS, p- 37 (April, 19s4)
One UL tHeRs FLOtOMENts camnat be trun.  Hew can £he Wild snd
Somnic Rivars Act orantw a fsderasl resorved water right spd not
affact valid watar clghts whan all of the water io the river is
presancly clained undar valid pacrfacted and unparfectwd water
righte ot sppllostions? Whara vill the Tecderslly raparved watar
COmF CXOE Lo BA4T the PUrpoBam of tha Aot if 1t doas Dot coms
from valid, currant water righta?

Anether srms the Deaft feils to discusas, deapita the Water
pistrict s numereus requasta far wers informaticon, Lla whethar
thera is a distinction asde batwsen parfectsd mnd uhpeeDected
watur rignte. For sxample, wil) deamignation bar holdeva of valid
unparfactad water rignts from pecfecting tomt rlght (i.w. puttipg
the watay to banaficial usa}? This issus sust be adaresesd in
the DEaft LELE

R sulbablilty report, in this case the Crarft LEIS, im

ragquirad to eontaln an shalyais of the forasesabls potentinl uses
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spacies. The propossd sction would reduce the abllity te
ragulats wotar £1low in tha rivar and will do nothing o protece
thass spaciss sbave what 18 providad undar the Endangated Spaciaw
AcE.

Fadoral mgonciaw are reguiped o consult with the Fiah 4
Wildlife Swrvica an any sction vhicvh may &ffact & liwtdd Spdsidd.
Thara ie no indication or documentatlon that thik hik bakh doph.
Alkarsacivas

Tha He Actisn ALtarnative 18 Clearly the only viabla
sltnrnatiyea minca tha river 426 KoL wadt the aligibilicy
raquirsmants in any megment., Alma, ths sltarnstivas ars much too
NACToW, Wa CACOMMEnd the Nre Artlon Altarnativa.

Sn—geing Mansgsmsnt hotions

Thess are basically tha asma ln all alternativas. Thers im
no advantage undear the prefarred alternstives. Clearly, the Hg
Action slternaciva lm suparior and would revolve the Controvarsy
And unCartainey mow nxutinul
Tabla. YA-3}. Comparigon Of Isoants ¥v Kltarvarciva

Thim table mhous the prapssed sucaforaimgly remsrkabls
Uallak d¥d Bat Sopacted URMAY any of £ha Altaymativas. An
altampt ix mads to show Chic Propodsd ectich Le betths £ov watey
quality, and aguetic and ripavien valvdd. Hovaver, theva ia na
A0CURSNtALLion to Bupport thie clsim. Thars sya po metlons
propossd which would improve water gunlity abova what im a)resdy
buing done undir snyolng mansjsment actinne. This tacle is pet

avcurate and in an attampt to make he propossd aotion look
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pupscior, The propomed action will in (82t REVE &0 ADVEYES
srIact on mlpesale wpd FuTure watar devalspmont and divercion,
whers tha ¥o Actien Alternative doss not.

This table should be Fsdons ¥o sécucetaly ddcummnt tha
impacts of the altarnativews.
Alfscied Buvironment

outsrandingly Reumactable valuse

AR fiown upder Ramsurcs Valuss above, Chara lé ho documantsd
bawig for the determinetion that the descrlbed valuss ace
outstondingly rasarkable, 7This macticn is cleariy an attempt: to
claim valuas which nre not outetandingly ressckable.

Envirenmental Conmequeaces

A comparison of the lmpeots of implemsnting the proposed
activn, versss tha oo action altarnativa, showa all values would
be prokcted undic the No ACtion altarnative without tha NeJactive
wItwctp af the propossd action on axisting updtrwes wotey yighta.

Tha attsmpt to show The No Action Altarmative doss not
proteck the describsd valdams by welting tho conclunlén {n m
diffarent way, does net have marif. In all casns sxcept aquatic
and riparian veluee, the cobcloeion of tha XI5 ir that ongoing
WANAQABANt AOLLONE wOuld Protact the valuss. Under aguatic ana
Tiparian it statas, "Oud to 8 continuing devilng in water levelw
B guektity, shgaing managemant actlonk would not provida
ndwguats protwction for thess veluss."ALM, Dyaft LEI&, Vikgin
Blysr, st 22 (Rlvar Appandix, Volums ). Thera is no documsnted

basim for this conclusien. Mo wctlonm aro }luted of propeoesd In

2

wors met., The Watsr Rlatrlct haw sobbicied cosmsnts or requasted
informatinn on mleven GccoE1Ons, ¥eJarding thé 4ffacts of & Hild
& Scenlc River deplgnation oh Bpatrhdes comsooltiss.  Thetd 14 no
rection or indicatinn that the propsss) was modified i(n any wvay

o reflact thass Commanto. A review of the commente recelved av

this deopihy madtibgs ahow tha majority wars oppoasd to tha

preposnla or raquestsed sodifications. The purposa for which
oonmultation and coordlrsticn ln coquirad haa not boan maok.
Pravarse

It ix noted that all praparwre snd reviewscs ace Bureau
prEsohinel.  Thie Joint DApATtAent of Intarior mnd Dapartmant of
Agriculrors, Pinal Revised Guidelines for Eligibility ang
Clawelflcatlon. 47 Fad. Rag. 134384, BAapt T, 19A2, dafinam & atudy
14 au, "= ta af profassicnal from interested loocnl, scats and
fadaral agancisp invited by the study agancy.” Thers ave no
loonl profesaionals on tha Leam am praggribod by tho regulatizno
during prsparation of planhing doocumnonts, multability
LIl mants, and the Draft LEIS.

Apparantly, tha jeint rsgulatiene vhich govern the WiR
avaluation proceas, wers not conajdersd since thay wers not
liwtmd nm = rmfaranes to the Drafit LETS. The Washimytorn {ountiy
Watwr Canmarvanesy bistrict haw raquested to b repossantad on the
xfudy Eoam and cur FRJUREt WAR IQRerad.  To JORoTa SUE TATUAEE,
public commantx, and thé FAQUIAtLION& id NOt LR XeaDLRQ with
mithar the apirit av the lattar atf tha law.

Rafarspcan
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tha propogsd aoction whish weuld insrsass or svan mminteln vabtsr
[lows. Fo svidence was prassntad thet weter Clowe are declining
Ln the 2iver. aronically, the construction of Qualil Srwwk
Nkk#Fvoly BRd SUtflow CPOM the 3t. CaOorge Zswage Tr nt
Facllity, twe thlhge the WSHA would Specifically saxcluds, have
provided water flows (n the rivee Auring paricds whan it wvas

historically dry.  Conetruetion af addiriona) watsr atoraga

© fAnilitiAR upAtTARE would result in relasss of SONtrolled ficwe

to tha river and incrsasa flows during lov flow psriods. BEtable
or inczaaswd {lows would Dw mors likely to ocour urkdar the Wo
Action Allornative than Uhs prupussd kaCiohn.

Thin shauld be rewrltten to show tha w na hagetiva
wnvirgnmantal conwsguencas [Tom the W Action Alternative, The
Suitskility Asssgemont otates, “Thers ar¥ no Known threste %o the
virgin River within Arizona,” BLN, Arizoon Jtrio Sultapility
hpausmmont, p. 1% (Snptentar, 1#91). If thars ara no thrasts to
tha rivar, vhat is the Lptended purposs of the propowsl? The
inmacapablé conclusioh Lé it tha BLE inténdd ta lnolude Chi
Virgin Rivay inte ths WHSRE €0 pravent ulls, conasrvatian
RANAYERATE, &Ad ofhoer dconomic developuant, raqavdlsas as to
whather or not the virgln Rivar ssste the regulrasspis of tha
W5RA -
Conevltaiion and Ceordinatios

This encire section lists the mestinge held, nevepaper
advartisaments, paid announcemsnts, ste. On paper an attespt e

tuedw to show Lhe seguikemknts for coordination and consultaticn
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The Joint Capartmsnt of Tnterior and Depattudnt of
Agriruiture, Flnal Revised Guidelinwe ?er Eligilbility and
Zuidelinon for Ellgibllity and Clsoplficagion, 47 Fed. Rag-
I54bhd, Sept 7, 1982, is not listed aw & refersnce.  Fince thae
ragulotions taks pracadence ovar agancy guidelin =] manuals,
thay should have bean uwed to gquids the satire proowss. Fallure
£0 comply with tha guidalines rasult in & proosdurally Ilawad
declelon-making mnd Draft LEIT proc

husucies snd Oromnizations Lo Whom Copise Of The Ducumeit Will §e
mant

Huithar, Waahingtan County nr the Washingtan County Wetey
Conewrvancy Dletrict is Liwted among the agenclas to whem m cepy
would be went. The Water District is gquoted in the Drart LIIS
anil nay provided information throughout the procssm, yat Was wers
not considered an affacted party. Tha Draft LEIE completely
fntly to anslyre the Lepacts on Washimgton County, an though
tha sajor LEpactd fYom tha DYopomad ACEion are in Haanington

Caunty.

coudListon
The sntirs procsst is arbitrary end sapricisus.  The
criteria given in ths WSERA regarding fres-flowing was net
followsd. Thare was no criteria or decumsntatiesn given ax to how
OULULARAINGlY TARAFXADI4 VALUSS WeI+ detsrmined. The sligibility
AT auitabillty avaluationa did not comply with the lntent er

EduivaRinta of the Aot




The Drare LEES js lhsdwguatm) It falle o mbalyce withae the
motnomle, sgtial, df anViFONBAREAL iMpAOLE un Cémbuhitlnn
upstie in Utah., Thare lw na Zoal dstecminotlon &f the sconomle
lepacte of tha propoesd siction on the local custoss and culturs
in Utsh or Arizona, yet the impsoct in Utah alona wouid DA
tresundous.,

The document = ap that the BLM im working on, or will wark
on in=atrewm [lew weydjom €0 deterolne the aspunt of water nesded
L1 wt the intent of Eha Aut. Thle informaticn, LF it is %o ba
wwed, should have besn develnped before this dogumant waw
prapared, ainae iamven surrounding water and ite allocation ia
oritical for meanlngrul snalysis of tha lspacta. This docusant
im deficient and INAJ4QUATA WithGut thAls dOCUSANtEtion. AR
adaguate evalustion of anviromantal and scoenomlc impacis of itha
altornatives 1la igpeasible without quantifying tho amount of
watsr reaquirsd to mest Lhe pirpuss of demignatisn,

Tn comparing ths Enyirslikebts) Conmeguences, the propossd

asticn dows not improve the valuas abeve the preswnt sanngement.

The Fultapilivy , dmtmd 1797 Ftatws, “Thers
Ara na knewn thrastm to the Virgin Rivar vithin arjzona.* ¢ im
protactad by the ourrant DIM Land Uss Flan, by inclusfion as an
aras of critical snvironwental conoaen, and wilderns
ddBighatisnd. Ahe WOUNATin MIRNOW BNA VAFgLR Chub ayae fully
proutecied undar tha Thomatahed abd Evdéhjered Speoiss Act. Sinom

thara 1a he hesd for sdditional protection of the dtated valuss
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1t LB BpPArYnt that water £low S8 tha MRJOY SBELA, VAL it 18
Jiumimmad am mol caqulbing mnalysis.

DLM ha® no water righte sven thowgh an application hae besn
filed. Therw i# no river compact to sasurs the flow of water
into Arizona, makxing & designation msaningless. Attespting to

pontrol watewr flows and developmant of the river in Utah im an

inappropriatas and sn arbitrary usa of the Wild and Scenioc River

At

e recommand thy Mo hetlon Altarnatlve e sdopied, bhecades
the virgin River faiile to mewt sligibility cequirsssnte and the
Craft LEIS falled to comply prousdurally and substantively with
auitabliity requlremantas.

Wa have not complatad a detniled raview of thosa msactions of
the Draft LEIS not ralated to tha Viegln Rivar. Howeavar, a
CUFADYY Y&VISU (AALOATES the BaS4 ProBlawi and inadequaciss Axisc
1B AVELY AEPdEE dOGAARE Covarad by the Draft LBIS.  We racaumand
tho ontirp WA avplustjon spd documsptatlon procass {n Arliore be
ra—avn]uptad mpdl radopa e comply with the requirsssnte of the

ragulatione, WRERA, and WEPA.
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in Utah
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1

St. George Regional Sewer
Plant Water Discharge--
nole: six millivn gallens
per day are released into
the river.

Water entering
Virgin River
from St. George
Regional Sewer
Treatment Plant

3

Fish Barrier to keep non-
native fish from coming up
stream
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4

Black Rock
1I-15 Bridge

5

Home, Rip-Rap,
and [-15

Rip Rap and I-15
There are 4 of these areas
in this segment
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i

Cedar Pockets Recreation
Area

I-15 Bridge

Rip Rap and I-13 ITighway




10

I-15 Bridge and channel
change-- note: bridge
pillars in the river channel

Rip Rap and
Rock Cuts

Rip Rap, Channel Change,
and Channel Straightening
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13

Channel Straightening,
Rip Rap, rock cuts, and -
I-15

Rip rap, channe
straightening,
and I-15

Rip Rap, channel
straightening, rock cut



SEGMENT 4

16

Virgin River at beginning
of Segment 4-- note:
tamarisk (salt cedar)
stands and disclinax
riparian, and upland
vegetation

17

Developments
along river
above Beaver
Dam

Homes and farms in river
bottom.



19

Littlefield Beaver Dam
[-15 Bridge-- note:
disclimax vegetation

Littlefield
Homes and
Farms

Home and Well along river
above Mesquite Diversion--
note: common modified
vegetation
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22

Mesquite Diversion-- note:
this major structure raises
the river several feet

Mesquite Canal
note: 12.6 cfs is
diverted and
carried by this
canal
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United States Departnent of the Ingerior

BUREAL GFLAND HAHAGEMENT
At RAH Wity
TN H Tk Sl

PO R 14504 a'iﬂ" mn‘

[ SS—— T
April 20, izge

My, Ranald . Thowpsen
warhingten County Water
Consarvancy District

sutte 1
135 Morth 109 Last
5t. Gwcrye. UT E&TFD

Danr Wr. Thompioh:

This i5 in respenid to your Iwtter oF Maveh 24, 1994, rogarding the Aureau or
Land Managewent’s (BLM} evaluation of the ¥irgin River a3 2 potantinl wild and
eehlc riva