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W. Patrick Schiffer, Acting Chief Counsel (Bar No. 004256)
Janet L. Ronald, Deputy Counsel (Bar No. 011963)

Arizona Department of Water Resources

Legal Division

500 North 3 Street

Phoenix, AZ 85004

(602) 417-2420

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

IN THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION W-1-11-605

OF ALL RIGHTS TO USE WATER IN

THE GILA RIVER SYSTEM AND (Special Master George A.
SOURCE Schade, Jr.)

WATER RESOURCES’

COMMENTS CONCERNING

LEGAL ISSUES AND PROCEDURES
" RELATING TO THE

AMENDED CLAIMS FOR

)

)

)

)

)

) ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF
)

)

)

)

) FORT HUACHUCA
)

CONTESTED CASE: In re Fort Huachuca.
HSR INVOLVED: San Pedro River Watershed Hydrographic Survey Report.

DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY: The Arizona Department of Water Resources hereby files its
comments concerning legal issues and procedures relating to the amended claims for Fort

Huachuca.
NUMBER OF PAGES: Eight.
DATE OF FILING: May 2, 2002.
Pursuant to the Special Master’s Qrder of December 4, 2001, on March 18, 2002 the
Arizona Department of Water Resources (Department) submitted a status report concerning the

amended water rights claims filed on January 14, 2002 by the United States on behalf of the

-1-

FMC001021




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

i8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

U.S. Army Intelligence Center and Fort Huachuca (the Fort).! Since the filing of that report,
the Department has continued its review of the Fort’s amended claims toward the preparation
of a hydrographic survey report (HSR) that supplements the HSR for the San Pedro River
Watershed (San Pedro HSR) related to the Fort’s contested case. The San Pedro HSR was
completed in 1991, more than 10 years ago, and by Minute Entry of October 26, 2000, Special
Master Thorson resumed proceedings in the contested case for the Fort. In the supplemental
contested case HSR, the Department intends to update the data included in the San Pedro ﬁSR,
and to include a watershed file report that describes the Department’s proposed water rights
attributes for the Fort’s amended claims. -

As further requested by the Special Master’s Order of December 4, 2001, the
Department hereby files comments on proposed deadlines for filing objections to the
Department’s supplemental contested case HSR for the Fort, procedures to determine
objections, a timeline for disclosures and scheduling of hearings, and legal issues relating to the

Fort’s claims. The Department presents its comments on the legal issues first.

Legal Issues

The Department believes that there are several legal issues that need to be resolved prior
to the Department’s completion of the supplemental contested case HSR for the Fort. These
issues are primarily a result of changes in the law that occurred after the San Pedro HSR. was
finalized in 1991. These issues are discussed below.

In 1995, the statute which governs the preparation of HSRs was amended. Under

AR.S. § 45-256, as amended, the Department must propose water rights attributes for each

! The Department’s report also included the status of the hydrographic survey report for the Gila River Indian
Reservation.
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claim or use investigated by the Department for the HSR. However, the statute does not
specify which water rights attributes should be addressed.

On behalf of the Fort, the United States is claiming rights to both surface water and
groundwater in its statements of claimant nos. 39-10774 and 39-10775. On January 14, 2002,
the United States reduced the amount of groundwater claimed under statement of claimant 39-
10774 from 10,087 acre-feet per year to 7,549 acre-feet of groundwater per year. ? The United
States did not amend statement of claimant 39-10775.

Issue 1. Which water rights attributes should be used for the Fort’s claimed federal
reserved water rights? The Department suggests that the following be considered: the basis of
the water right claimed, the source of the water, the owner of the property on which the water is
to be used, the location of the point of diversion, the location of the place of use, the quantity of
water, the priority date, the ppriod of use, the beneficial uses of the water, the area and capacity
of ponds, flow rates for springs, and diversion and delivery capacities. Should the water rights
attributes be the same for groundwater-based uses and surface water-based uses? If the claim
involves groundwater use, should the water rights attributes include the date the well was
completed and the flow rate/volume?

Issue 2. Is it necessary to establish the purpose of the federal reservation prior to
determining the water rights attributes for the Fort’s claims? The Arizona Supreme Court’s
decision in Gila IIl appears to have a bearing on this issue. See In re the General Adjudication

of all Rights to Use Water in the Gila River System and Source, 195 Ariz. 411, 423, 989 P.2d

% The claimant stated: “In the Amendment filed today, the claimant incorporates all previous filings, and amends
Claim No. 39-010774 solely for purposes of amending paragraph eleven above. Therefore, instead of claiming
10,087 acre-feet of groundwater per year, the claimant now claims 7,549 acre-feet of groundwater per year.”

(Emphasis added.)
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739, 751 [ 43] (1999) in which the Court concluded that, “Federal reserved
rights extend to groundwater to the extent groundwater is necessary to accomplish the paapose
of a reservation” (emphasis added). Also relevant is the Arizona Supreme Court’s decision in
Gila V in which the Court held that a federal reserved water right must be tailored to a
reservation’s “minimal need.” In re the General Adjudication of all Rights to Use Water in the
Gila River System and Source, 201Ariz. 307,35 P.3d 68, 73 [ 11] (2001). How should the
minimal needs of the Fort be determined? Should the availability of effluent be considered?
How should future uses be quantified?

Issue 3. Should the federal reserved water rights claims for the Fort be quantified
separately for groundwater and surface water? The Arizona Supreme Court’s decision in Gila
IIT may be instructive on this issue. In that case, the Court held that, “A reserved right to
groundwater may only be found where other waters are inadequate to accomplish the purpose
of a reservation.” 195 Ariz. at 420, 989 P. 2d at 748 [ 31] (emphasis added). Is it necessary {0
quantify the “other waters?” Do the “other waters” include subflow? Is it necessary to conduct
cone of depression tests for the Fort’s wells in order to determine whether the wells are
pumping subflow or groundwater? Is this an enforcement issue or a decree issue?

Issue 4. Should the supplemental contested case HSR for the Fort’s amended claim
include a “significant diminishment” analysis? By Order dated September 9, 1988, the
adjudication court (Judge Goodfarb) instructed the Department to “determine all stream users
or diversion of either surface water or groundwater which significantly affect these sources
reasonably available on, at, or near the federal parcel...” Inthe San Pedro HSR, the

Department concluded that surface water users did not have an impact on the Fort’s water
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supplies, and instead focused its attention on quantifying the potential impacts of off-
reservation groundwater pumping.

Due to language in Gila Il and the Arizona Supreme Court’s recent order concerning
Issue No. 6 in the Gila River adjudication, the Department questions whether it is appropriate
to determine “signiﬁcant' diminishment” issues at this stage of the adjudication. In Gifa II7, the
Court stated that, “once a federal reservation establishes a reserved right to groundwater, it may
invoke federal law to protect its groundwater from subsequent diversion to the extent such
protection is necessary to fulfill its reserved right.” 195 Ariz. at 422, 989 P. 2d at 750 [ 37]
(emphasis added). The Court further stated that, “If injunctions should witimately prove
necessary in this case, they shall likewise be appropriately tailored to minimal need.” 2d [q
38] (emphasis added). A recent order of the Arizona Supreme Court concerning Issue No. 6 is
also notewort_.hy. Issue No. 6 was phrased as, “Must claims of conflicting water use or
interference with water rights'be resolved as part of the general adjudication?” 195 Aﬁz. at
414,989 P. 2d. at 742, fn. 2 [ 4]. Based on statements from several of the parties in the Gila
River adjudication, the Court vacated its prior order granting interlocutory review of Issue No.
6 as well as the adjudication court’s 1989 order relating to Issue No. 6. In re the General
Adjudication of all Rights to Use Water in the Gila River System and Source, Ariz. Sup. Ct. No.
WC-90-0001-IR (April 2, 2002).

Issue 5. How should the priority date for the Fort’s federal reserved rights claims be
determined? Related thereto, should the date.of the Executive Order éstablishing the Fort be
used as the priority date for the Fort’s federal reserved right? Should subsequent expansions of

the reservation affect the priority date? Should the fact that the post was deactivated from 1947

-5-
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to 1951 and for a few months thereafter affect the priority date? Should the same priority date
be used for both groundwater-based uses and surface water-based uses?

Issue 6. Is it necessary to await a ruling on the de minimis uses before completion of
the supplemental contested case HSR for the Fort? By Minute Entry dated September 28,
2000, the adjudication court (Judge Bolton) concluded that, “before the Department is ordered
to do any additional work in [the] San Pedro, this Court should rule on the Special Master’s
report on de minimis uses.” The Department questions whether a decision on de minimis uses
is relevant to the federal reserved water rights claims filed for the Fort.
Proposed Deadlines for Filing Objections to the Department’s Supplemental Contested
Case HSR for the Fort.

Pursuant to the September 28, 2000 Minute Entry of the adjudication court (Judge
Bolton), the Department was directed as follows concerning the San Pedro HSR:

As contested cases are scheduled, the Department will be-ordered to ﬁpdate and

supplement the watershed file reports to include recommendations of water right

attributes and also to advise the Court concerning new uses and any new or amended

statement of claimants. Objections will be allowed as the updates are published.
Although this order provides general guidance, it does not provide any specific timelines.

The Department recommends that a shorter time frame be used for filing objections to
the supplemental contested case HSR for the Fort than was used for the final San Pedro HSR.
The objection period for the final San Pedro HSR was 180 days, preceded by a 120-day notice

of filing, as required by A.R.S. § 45-256. The Department does not believe that these

procedures should apply to the supplemental contested case HSR for the Fort. The Department
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suggests that objections be filed no later than 90 days after the Department files notice of filing

of the supplemental report.’
Procedures to Determine Objections

Because the San Pedro HSR has already been finalized, and because the Fort’s claims
are already part of a contested case, the Department suggests that the procedures for addressing,
as well as filing, objections be more streamlined than those used fof final HSRs.* As part of
that streamlined process, the Department and the objectors should be provided with the
opportunity to resolve objections prior to the contested case hearing.
Timeline for Disclosures and Scheduling of Hearings

The Department believes that it is premature to comment on the timeline for disclosures
and scheduling of hearings. The resolution of the legal issues described above will affect the

proceedings in this case.

Respectfully submitted this 2™ day of May, 2002.

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER
RESOURCES

L
[ ot & Atricad

| ———

W:/i!atrick Schiffer, Acting Chief Counsel
Janet L. Ronald, Deputy Counsel

500 North 3" Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

(602) 417-2420

3 A related issue concerns who should be provided with notice of the filing of the supplemental contested case
HSR. Asa contested case matter, will it be sufficient to provide notice to the court-approved mailing list for the

comested case?
* Procedures for filing objections to final HSRs are described in the Rules of Proceeding before the Special Master,

§ 6.00 (Nov. 1, 1991).
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ORIGINAL of the foregoing
mailed on the 2" day of
May, 2002 to:

Clerk of the Superior Court
Maricopa County
Attention: Water Case

601 W. Jackson Street
Phoenix, AZ 85003

COPIES of the foregoin%
hand-delivered on the 2"
May, 2002 to:

day of

Honorable Eddward Ballinger, Jr.
Judge of the Superior Court

201 West Jefferson

Phoenix, AZ 8§5003-2212

Special Master George A. Schade, Jr.
Arizona General Stream Adjudication
Arizona State Court Building

1501 West Washington, St., Suite 228
Phoenix, AZ 85007

COPIES of the foregoing

mailed on the 2™ day of

May, 2002 to all parties on the
court-approved Ft. Huachuca mailing list.

7/@;/ A,

-8-
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THOMAS L. SANSONETTI
Assistant Attorney General
Environment and Natural Resources
Division .

R. Lee Leininger

Attorney. U.S. Department of Justice
Environment and Natural Resources
Division

General Litigation Section
999 18" Street, Suite 945 NT
Denver, CO 80202

Phone: (303) 312-7322

Fax: (303) 312-7331

U.S. Department ofJustloe
My 6%
Attorney for the United States of America

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

W-1-11-605
UNITED STATES® COMMENTS TO

ADWR’S REPORT, RE: /n re FORT
HUACHUCA

IN RE THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION )}
OF ALL RIGHTS TO USE WATER IN )
THE GILA RIVER SYSTEM AND )
SOURCE )
)
)
)

"ONTESTED CASE NAME: fnre Fort Huachuea

1SR INVOIL.VED: San Pedro River Watershed Hydrographic Survey Report.

ESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY: This s the United States™ response to ADWR's remarks on the
mended claims to waler rights filed on behali of United States Army Post Fort Huachuca.

{UMBER OF PAGES: 4

JATE OF FILING: Original mailed to the Clerk of Court on May 1. 2002

The Court’s December 2, 2001 Order asks for comments regarding the following:

(1) The contents or omisstons ol ADWR s report.

(2) Deadlines for filing objections 1o the amended watershed file reports to be prepared
by ADWR.

(3) Any procedures desired for determining the objections to the amended watershed file
reports.

(4) A timeline for disclosures and scheduhng of hearings on the objections to the
amended watershed file reports.

(5) Any legal or procedural issucs that the parties wish 1o be addressed relating to the
determination of Fort Huachcua's amendced statements of claimant and other
amendments.

fd a1 3. Accordingly, the United States addresses the Court’s request for comments as follows.
The Arizona Department of Water Resources  Status Report Concerning the Gila River

Indian Commumity Hvdrographic Survey Report and the Watershed File Report for Fort
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Huachuca ("Report") explains that due to other demands placed on ADWR the Departinent is
unrab]e to recommend the attributes of the Fort’s water nights at this time. Nevertheless. the
Department discusses certain unique requirements related to the Fort’s claims. Foremost is the
requirement that ADWR study and determine the likelihood of significant diminishment of the
Fort's reserved water rights by groundwater and surface water users in the vicinity of the federal
reservation. Report at 3. ADWR notes that such an analysis will require the accumulation and
incorporation of additional data. /4. The United States agrees with ADWR that additional data
1s required to update the 1991 Hydrogréphic Survey Report analysis quantifying the impacts of
off-reservation pumping. Due to the demands placed on ADWR in other aspects of the
adjudication. iime and the Depariment’s resources may be conservéd by using an independent
expert(s) for the analysis. A possible candidate for the task is the U.S. Geological Survey.

The Geological Survey's Modflow model was used by ADWR for its determination of
significant dimimishment in the 1991 HSR. Reporr at 3. Currently, the Geological Survey is
conducting a detailed study of the subsurface and hydrogeology in the Sierra Vista Subwatershed
and will be using the new information 1o create the most comprehensive groundwater model to
date. Therefore, the Geological Surnvey may be an idcal entity to study the effect of off-
reservation pumping on the Fort's water nights.*’

While the Department’s production of a tecchmcal recommendation for the Fort’s water
rights is delayed, the United States believes there are certain legal or procedural issues that
should be addressed before adjudiqation of Fort Huachuca’s amended statements of claimant.
One threshold tssue 1s whether new objections should be alfowed following the filing ol
ADWR’s amended watershed file report. On January 14, 2002, the Fort amended 1ts water rights
to claim less water from the samc places of usc and points of diversion with the same priority as
previously claimed. Parties had ample opportunity to object to the Fort’s original claims when

those claims were ftled. No party, therefore. 1s prejudiced by the Fort’s amended claims to a

L The Fort reserves the night to challenge the significant dimintshment study resull should

the underlying aquifer conditions change 1n the future.
2.
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substami;il]y smaller amount of water. The Court therefore may wish to proceed with briefing on
whether new objections to the amended water right claims are legally and equitably justified.

A second threshold issue is whether new or existing parties have standing to object. The
Special Master ruled in an Order, dated August 17, 2001, that the City of Sierra Vista may
intervene in the /i re Fort Huachuca contesied case because, inter alia. 1t has not been
determined whether the City’s claims fall within the adjudication of this proceeding. The Order
further notes that the jurisdictional question wiil depend upon ADWR's determination of the
specific parameters of the subflow zone. [dat3. ADWR issued Just such a determination for the
Sierra Vista Subwatershed on March 29, 2002. Following appropriate proceedings. the Court |
will tule on ADWRs subflow determination.

Thus. the issue of whether the existing (or potentially new) objectors to Fort Huachuca's
water rights arc claiming subflow or intercepting subflow and have standing 1n this adjudication
1s likelv to be nipe for judicial review 1t a matter of months. ADWR's amended recommendation
and significant diminishment determinauion for Fort Huachuca, on the other hand. 1s likély to be
delaved for many months. Therefore, the fundamental issue of the jurisdictional standing of a
party. parucularly one who does not cven clamn to be pumiping or intercepting subflow, should be
deternuned before that party mayv be allowed to object to the Fort’s water rights.

Once these threshold legal 1ssues are resolved and ADWR issues its technical
recommendalion it may be appropnate to revisit the setiing of time lines and procedures for
adjudicating the Fort’s amended claims. At that time, however, and until a ruling on the scope of
objections and the standing of objectors. a tnal schedule 1s premature.

1_5‘
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this , - day of May, 2002,

-7 - Ve

(bl o
R. LEE LEININGER,
Trial Attomey
U.S. Department of justice
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Certificate of Service

The original and one copy of the foregoiny sent via Federal Express this / day of Max.. 2002,

A
to:

Clerk of the Arizona Supertor Court
Attn: Water Case
3345 W. Durango Street

| Phoenix, AZ 85009

A copy of the foregoing sent via Federal Express this / day of May, 2002, to:

Special Master

Arizona General Stream Adjudication
George A. Schade, Jr.

1501 W. Washington, Suite 228
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Lol

- 5
A copyv of the foregoing mailed this dayv of May. 2002, to all parties on the Court-approved
W1-11-605 mailing list dated August 17, 2001

R. Lee Leininger™

~ _
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W. Patrick Schiffer, Acting Chief Counsel (Bar No. 004256)
Janet L. Ronald (Bar No. 011963)

Deputy Counsel

Arizona Department of Water Resources

Legal Division

500 North 3" Street

Phoenix, AZ 85004

(602) 417-2420

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

IN THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION
OF ALL RIGHTS TO USE WATER IN
THE GILA RIVER SYSTEM AND
SOURCE

Civil No. W1-11-605
(Special Master George A. Schade, Jr.)

)

)

)

)

)

) ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF

) WATER RESOURCES’

) STATUS REPORT CONCERNING
) THE PREPARATION OF A

) SUPPLEMENTAL CONTESTED

) CASE HYDROGRAPHIC SURVEY
) REPORT FOR FORT

) HUACHUCA

)

)

CONTESTED CASE: In re Fort Huachuca,

HSR INVOLVED: San Pedro River Watershed Hydrographic Survey Report.
DESCRIPTIVE SUMMARY: The Arizona Department of Water Resources hereby files its
status report concerning the preparation of a supplemental contested case hydrographic survey
report for Fort Huachuca.

NUMBER OF PAGES: Six.

DATE OF FILING: March 7, 2003.

INTRODUCTION

By order dated August 13, 2002, the Special Master requested that the Arizona
Department of Water Resources (Department) submit a status report on the progress of

completing a supplemental contested case hydrographic survey report (HSR) for Fort
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Huachuca (the Fort). Since the Department’s last status report of March 18, 2002, the
Department has met with Fort personnel and has collected additional water level data within
the Upper San Pedro River groundwater basin. The Department limited its activities,
however, while awaiting direction from the Adjudication Court regarding priorities.

On June 16, 2002, the Adjudication Court indicated that it would issue a separate
order setting forth priorities for the Department’s completion of tasks in the Gila River
adjudication as well as in the Little Colorado River adjudication. On February 21, 2003,
Judge Ballinger entered an order that included a suggested schedule for the Department’s
technical work. Technical assistance related to the claims filed for the Fort was listed seco;ld
in priority after completion of subflow determinations, cone of depression tests, and
determinations of de minimis water rights in the San Pedro River Watershed (subflow issues).
The Adjudication Court referred the subflow issues to the Special Master, who set a
conference on this matter for April 10, 2003.

On August 2, 2002, the Department filed a report in the Little Colorado River
adjudication that described the extent of the Department’s resources that would be available to
provide technical assistance for the Little Colorado River and Gila River adjudications
(Resources Report). The resources described in that report have been reduced further due to
subsequent budget cuts.

In its August 2002 Resources Report, the Department estimated that four to six
months for each watershed would be necessary to implement the steps outlined in the
Department’s subflow report of March 29, 2002. This estimate did not include time to
conduct cone of depression tests or to make de minimis determinations. Also, this estimate

did not take into account the comments filed to the Department’s report by the parties. These

FMC001034




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

comments reflect a wide range of disagreement regarding the Department’s recommendations
and the amount of resources that would be required. The resolution of these comments is
before the Special Master whose recommendations will be submitted to the Adjudication
Court for review. Whether additional technical assistance from the Department will be
required in this process is not yet determined.

In its Resources Report, the Department also estimated the amount of time that would
be required to complete a supplemental contested case HSR for the Fort. At that time, the
Department estimated that approximately two months would be required to update land and
water use data. However, the Department raised several issues concerning the content of the
Fort’s supplemental contested case HSR that could significantly increase the resources
requifed.

In the Special Master’s order of August 13, 2002, the Special Master addressed the
issues raised by the Department. The Special Master ruled that federal reserved water rights
claims for the Fort should be quantified separately for groundwater and surface water, and
that it would be necessary for the Department to conduct cone of depression tests for the
Fort’s wells. The methodology for conducting cone of depression tests is a matter that is
currently before the Special Master for recommendations to the Adjudication Court. Absent
direction from the Court, the Department will not be able to proceed with cone of depression
tests on the 25 wells included in the Fort’s claims. Also, until a court-approved methodology
has been established, the Department will not be able to estimate the amount of time required
to complete that task.

In his order of August 13, 2002, the Special Master also ruled that the Fort’s

supplemental contested case HSR should include an update of the significant diminishment
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analysis included in the 1991 San Pedro River Watershed HSR (San Pedro HSR). This
analysis was included in the San Pedro HSR pursuant to the Adjudication Court’s September
9, 1988 order (1988 order). However, as noted by the Special Master, in the trial court’s 1988
order Judge Goodfarb indicated that the purpose of the significant diminishment analysis was
to provide a basis for later enforcement, not as a basis for the decree. With respect to the
holding in Gila III, the Special Master also stated: “The Court was addressing the
enforcement of a reserved water right and not the initial determination of that right.” Order,
p. 6, August 13, 2002 (emphasis added). See In re the General Adjudication of all Rights to
Use Water in the Gila River System and Source, 195 Ariz. 411, 422, 989 P.2d 739, 750
(1999), cert. denied, 550 U.S. 1250 (2000). Nonetheless, the Special Master believed that
information regarding water avatlability in the vicinity of the Fort would be beneficial, and
that in any event the trial court’s order of 1988 must be followed. The Department
respectfully suggests that the trial court’s order of 1988 be revisited in light of recent rulings
by the Arizona Supreme Court, not only in Gila III, but also in In re the General Adjudication
af all Rights to Use Water in the Gila River System and Source, Ariz. Sup. Ct. No. WC-90-
0001-1R (April 2, 2002) (interlocutory review vacated on issue of whether claims of
conflicting water use or interference with water rights must be resolved as part of the general
adjudication).

Although the Department understands the Special Master’s desire to obtain as much
information as possible regarding the availability of water resources for the Fort, a significant
diminishment analysis at this time would delay the preparation of a supplemental contested
case HSR. In order to update the significant diminishment analysis included in the 1991 San

Pedro HSR, the Department would need to update its Sierra Vista groundwater model with
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more recent data that has been collected by both the Department and the United States
Geological Survey (USGS). This modeling effort would require an adjustment in the
Department’s priorities, and at least one year to complete, assuming one modeling specialist
working full time. The USGS has been developing its own groundwater mode! for the Sierra
Vista subbasin that is expected to be released to the public in 2004. Regardless of whether the
Department or the USGS were to do the work, the earliest that modeling results could be
expected would be some time in 2004.

The Department awaits further direction from the Special Master regarding how to
proceed with the preparation of the Fort’s supplemental contested case HSR. At this point the
Department could update the land and water use data for the Fort included in the 1991 San
Pedro HSR, but the Department is concerned that the updated information could become stale
once again before the other Fort related issues are resolved concerning subflow and
groundwater modeling.

Respectfully submitted this 7" day of March 2003.

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER
RESOURCES

A gx el “WT/W/&@

W Patrick Schiffer, Acting Chief Counsel
Janet L. Ronald, Deputy Counsel

500 North 3™ Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

(602) 417-2420

ORIGINAL of the foregoing
mailed on the 7" day of
March 2003 to:

FMC001037




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Clerk of the Superior Court
Maricopa County
Attention: Water Case

601 W. Jackson Street
Phoenix, AZ 85003

COPIES of the foregoing
mailed on the 7" day of
March 2003 to:

Honorable Eddward Ballinger, Jr.
Judge of the Superior Court

201 West Jefferson

Phoenix, AZ 85003-2212

Special Master George A. Schade, Jr.
Arizona General Stream Adjudication
Arizona State Court Building

1501 West Washington, St., Suite 228
Phoenix, AZ 85007

All parties on the court-approved mailing list for

contested case W1-11-605.

FMC001038




PAGE : 117

WATERSHED FILE

LAND OWNER REPORT NUMBER
R et
PART HUACHUCA 111-23-073

U.S. ARMY INTELLIGENCE

CENTER

% OFFICE DF STAFF JUDGE

APPLICABLE FILINGS A ND OQOECREES

CLEARLY STATED INFORMATION FROM FILINGS AND DECREES

FILING QUANTITY USE LOCATION CLAIM CIVERSIOM LOCATIGON
FILING NUMBER STATUS USES IN AFA SECTION TWNP RNGE DATE SECTION  TWNP RNGE
39-0010774 AMENDED OTHER ©10087.00 1881 SENWNW22 21038 200E
39-0010775 AMENDED OTHER 435.00 1881 SWSENW16 2105 180E

NENESW29 2105 190E
SENWSE1Q 210S 200E

DwWR ANALYSIS 0oF FILINGS A ND DECRETES

USES CLAIMED DR USES FOUND APPLIES TO
FILING NUMBER REFERENCED BY DWR DIVERSIONS APPLIES TO PWR NUMBERS
32-00C10774 OTHER QTHER
38-0010775 DTHER OTHER

P WR SUMMARY

APPLICABLE APPLICABLE *APPARENT FIRST USE DATE*
PWR # ADJ FILINGS PRE FILINGS DATE BASIS FOR DATE WATER SOURCES AND CLASSIFICATIONS

- _NONE 39-0010774 NONE

) 39-0010775
EXPLANATION

FILINGS AND DECREES
FILINGS 39-10774 & 39-10775 - CLAIM FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHTS FOR MILITARY INSTALLATION
PURPDSES AT FORT HUACHUCA. FOR MORE INFORMATION ON THE CLAIMS MADE By FORT HUACHUCA, SEE
CHAPTER 5, SECTION 5.4 IN VOLUME 1.
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Statement of claimant 39-8034 claims a total current annual use of 0.49
acre-feet for domestic and stockwatering uses. Statement of claimant 39-8321
claims a current total annual use of 0.56 acre-feet. This total includes the
claimed irrigation use. The irrigation was not field verified due to the
inaccessibility of the area, and the aerial photographic evidence was
inconclusive.

FORT HUACHUCA MILITARY RESERVATION (WFR #111-23-73)
Location

Fort Huachuca, currently the headquarters of the United States Army
Intelligence Center, is located approximately sixty miles southeast of Tucson,
and about fifteen miles'north of the International Border with Mexico as shown
in Figure 5-19. The installation is situated along the northern range of the
Huachuca Mountains in Cochise County, just west of the City of Sierra Vista,
and south of Huachuca City along state highway 90.

Climate

The climate in the vicinity of Fort Huachuca is characterized by mild
temperatures and moderate amounts of rainfall. The average annual temperature
is 61.7°F, although temperature extremes of 1°F to 107°F have been recorded.
Rainfall from summer monsoon thunderstorms accounts for approximately 50
percent of the annual precipitation, with winter snows accounting for an
additional 10 percent. The mean annual precipitation is 16.45 inches at Fort
Huachuca with a high of twenty-five inches in the Huachuca Mountains.

Geography

Fort Huachuca falls within Arizona's basin and range lowlands region.
The Huachuca Mountains form the western geographical boundary of the Fort,
with the Babocomari River providing the northern boundary (Figure 5-20}. The
Huachuca Mountains provide the most rugged terrain of the military
reservation. However, the majority of the Fort lies in the gently sloping
foothills of this range.

The Fort has claimed an on-post land area of 73,272 acres. When the post
was established by Executive Order #35 on October 28, 1881, the size of the
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Fort was 41,760 acres. On May 14, 1883, the Fort boundaries were expanded by
Executive Order #36 to 44,800 acres (Figure 5-21). In the 1940s, Fort
Huachuca was expanded again to include lands east of the original

boundaries. This area is known as the East Range and encompasses
approximately 13,545 acres (Figure 5-22). This brought the total area of Fort
Huachuca to about 58,345 acres. In August 1957, 13,463 acres of BLM land were
removed from the public domain and transferred to Fort Huachuca, bringing the
Fort's total acreage to 71,808 acres. The remaining acreage claimed by the
Fort {1,536 acres) is currently state trust land that is utilized by the Fort
pending exchange between the State of Arizona and the United States
Government. By deeds in 1982 and 1989, seventy-two acres were quit-claimed to
the City of Sierra Vista for airport purposes.

Population

Fort Huachuca was incorporated into the city limits of Sierra Vista on
February 17, 1971. In 1970, the post population was 6,659, and in 1980, the
population was 9,301. Post population for 1990 is estimated at 9,200.
Current population of Sierra Vista (excluding Fort Huachuca) is nearly
36,000. It should be noted that the population growth in the Sierra Vista
area has increased markedly in the last decade from 24,937 to 35,868, an
increase of 44 percent. Table 5-53 shows the Fort's population since 1980.

TABLE 5-53

FORT HUACHUCA
MILITARY POPULATION

YEAR POPULATION
1980 9,301
1981 8,602
1982 9,433
1983 9,996
1984 10,127
1985 10,502
1986 8,890
1987 9,667
1988 9,142
1989 9,204
1990 9,210

Source: Fort Huachuca
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From a hydrologic standpoint, the population growth is important because
) Fort Huachuca and Sierra Vista utilize the same aquifer as their primary
source of supply. There is a direct correlation between population growth and
water usage as seen by the declining groundwater levels in the Sierra Vista
area. This situation is discussed in more detail Tater in this section.

History

In the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo (1848) Mexico ceded its northern
provinces (present day New Mexico and Arizona) to the United States. Article
XI of the treaty provided that the United States would stop Indian raids into
Mexico and could cross the International Border to pursue the Apaches.
Although the Mexican Government rescinded Article XI in the Gadsden Purchase
of 1853, they unofficially held the United States responsible for protecting
them against Apache raids and war parties. The United States complied with
Mexico's wishes by building eleven posts south of the Gila River from 1856
until 1876 to protect Anglo settlers from growing Indian unrest. Discontent
among the Indian tribes had reached such proportions by 1877 that United
States Army Headgquarters, Department of Arizona ordered two troops of calvary
at Fort Lowell into the vicinity of the Huachuca Mountains to establish a
temporary camp. Captain Samuel Marmaduke Whitside headed the detachment and
decided on a location at the mouth of Huachuca Canyon because of its
commanding view of the San Pedro Valley and its abundant water supply from
natural springs running throdgh the canyon. Thus, on March 3, 1877, the
Cavalry set up Camp Huachuca to protect the settlers residing in southeastern
Arizona (Whitside, Statement of Service; 31 March 1877). The U.S. War
Department declared the camp a permanent installation on January 21, 1878
(Whitside; Letter to Adjutant General, U.S.A.; April 6, 1878).

After twenty-five years, the Indian wars were finally ended in 1886 with
the surrender of Geronimo. The Army decided to keep Fort Huachuca as a
permanent post because of its close proximity to Mexico, the general good
health enjoyed by those stationed at the Fort, and its abundant water
supply. Fort Huachuca, the only permanent military post along the
International Border west of E1 Paso, formed the nucleus of patrolling
operations along the International Border from 1902 until 1917. During this
time Pancho Villa began his attacks on United States border towns in defiance
of President Woodrow Wilson's recognition of Mexico's new government under
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Figure 5-23. A photeograph of Fort Huachuca taken circa 1885. The
site chosen for the Fort, located at the northeast flank of the
Huachuca Mountains, utilized the springs in Garden and Huachuca
Canyons to supply the main post, and for pasture of calvary horses.

General Venustiang Carranza. The United States responded with an extensive
mounted expedition into Mexico to capture Villa. Within months, Carranza
decided he no longer needed the help of this government to pursue Villa.
President Wilson ordered the formal withdrawal of United States troops in 1917
as the country prepared to enter World War I against Germany. The American
Government perceived a threat of German espionage against this country via
Mexico during this conflict. This threat proved to be more than mere
perception and, because it is located twenty-five miles from the Mexico-United
States border, troops at Fort Huachuca patrolled the border to assure national
security.

During World War II {1941-1945), the Army utilized the Fort as an
infantry training ground. This mission ended with the war and in 1949 the
Army turned the post over to the State of Arizona for use by the Arizona Game
and Fish Commission as a wildlife reserve and to the Arizona National Guard
for military use. From 1949 to 1951, the Arizona National Guard and the
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Arizona Game and Fish Commission had use of the post for their respective
missions. The Defense Department reactivated the Fort to train Aviation
Engineers in 1951 at the onset of the Korean MWar.

At the end of the Korean conflict, the Fort experienced a brief inactive
period until 1954 when it became the United States Army Electronic Proving
Ground. In 1967, the Strateqgic Communications Command (redesignated the
United States Army Information Systems Command in 1984) moved to Fort Huachuca
continuing a communications history which began in 1886 with the heliograph (a
system of reflective mirrors using Morse code). At present, the post is home
to these commands as well as the United States Army Intelligence Center as
well as the Department of Defense Joint Element of the Joint Tactical Command,
Control, and Communications Agency, the 1llth Signal Brigade, and the United
States Army Communications Security Logistics Activity.

Applicable Filings and Decrees

Previous Filings

The claim filed by Fort Huachuca does not include previous water rights
filings (33s, 36s, or 38s), in the form of applications, permits, or
certificates.

Statement of Clajmants

Fort Huachuca has filed two statements of claimant, 39-10774 and
39-10775, which claim twenty-five wells, thirty-nine springs, and seventy-four
ponds. Statement of Claimant 39-10774 was amended on August 5, 1991.
Statement of Claimant 39-10775 was amended on August 21, 1989 and August 5,
1991. These facilities are summarized in Table 5-54 and in Tables 5-6% and
5-70 at the end of this section.

Total amount of annual water use claimed by the Fort is 10,522 acre-feet
per year (10,087 acre-feet per year claimed on 39-10774 and 435 acre-feet per
year on 39-10775). The Fort based these claims on federal water rights, and
legitimate and authorized federal activities.
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TABLE 5-54

FORT HUACHUCA
SUMMARY OF CLAIMED FACILITIES

CLAIMED QUANTITY

CLAIMED FACTLITIES NUMBER CLAIMED (ACRE-FEET PER YEAR)
Wells
Potable (Domestic) 8 3,793.1
Nonpotable 8 73.9
Test - 5 —_——
TOTAL 25 3,867.0
Springs
Potable 13 122.5
Nonpotable 26 54.2
- TOTAL 39 176.7
Ponds
Effluent evaporation 10 _ 41.8
Game management 5 3.3
Wildlife, recreation 14 B2.9
Erosion control 45 74.4
TOTAL 74 201.6
Other FaciTitiesl
Check Dams 200 each 8.0
Water Bars 1,200 each 24.0
Water Terraces 8.7 miles 17.4
TOTAL 49.4

1From Fort Huachuca comments dated May 22, 1987 on the 1987
preliminary HSR.

For the claimed facilities, the Fort has approximated dates of first
use. These dates are shown in Table 5-55.
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TABLE 5-55

FORT HUACHUCA
CLAIMED DATES OF FIRST USE

CLAIMED DATE ©OF

CLAIMED FACILITIES CLAIMED LOCATION FIRST USE
Wells
Windmill #2 SWi, SEX, SW), Sec. 27, T.20S., R.20E, 1905
Windmitl #1 NEL, SEJ, SWi, Sec. 34, T.20S., R.20E. 1910
Garden Canyon NWi, SE3, SEL, Sec. 29, T.225., R,20E, 1930
Garden. Windmil! NE+, NE}, NW!, Sec. 32, T.225., R.20E. 1930
well A1 NWi, NWl, Nwi, Sec. 03, T.22S., R.20E. 1940
Wellt #2 NWi, NWi, NWi, Sec. 03, T.225., R.20E. 1941
Well #3 Nwi, NEJ, SE3, Sec. 33, T.21S., R.20E. 1943
well #4 NEZ, NWi, NEZ, Sec. 33, T.21S., R.20E. 1943
Well #5 SWi, NEi, SWi, Sec. 28, T.215., R.20E. 1943
East Range Bunker NWZ, SE}, Nwi, Sec. 07, T.21S., R,2I1E. 1958
well #5 NWi, NWi, SEL, Sec, 33, T.21S., R.20E. 1959
Spatial Resoiution Well SEZ, NWi, NWi, Sec. 22, T.215., R,20E. 1964
Test Well #1 NW3, SWi, SEL, Sec, 20, T.21S,, R.20E. 197171972
Test Well #2 NES, SWi, SWi, Sec. 30, T.21S., R.20E. 197171972
Test Weil #3 NE§, NE}, NEi, Sec. 16, T.21S., R,20€, 197171972
Test We!l #4 SWi, SE3, NEL, Sec. 15, T.21S., R.20E. 1971/71972!
Welil #9 NW3, SW1, NW}, Sec. 10, T.21S., R.20E. 19?3I
Test Well #6 SE, SWl, SWi, Sec. 35, T.20S., R.20E. 1973!
Test Well #7 SEL, SWi, SWi, Sec. 11, T.215,, R.20E, 1973
Test Well #8 NWl, NWl, Swi, Sec. 13, T.21S., R.20E. 1973!
Test Well #9 SW1, SWi, Nwi, Sec. 17, T.215., R.2IE. 19731
Rembass Well #1 NEJ, SWi, NEY, Sec. 26, T.21S., R,20E. 1978
Rembass Wel! #2 - SW}, SE3, SEf, Sec. 14, T.21S., R.20E. 1978
Well #7 i, NWi, NWi, Sec. 22, T.215,, R.20E. 1982
Well #8 NE{, SEZ, NE4, Sec. 16, T7.215., R,20E. 1982
Potable Various locations (see Table 5-66) 1877
Nonpotable Various locations (see Table 5-66) 1954
Ponds
-All, except as shown below 1954
{see Table 5-66)
Lower Antelope SEZ, NW!, Sec. 16, T.215,, R.1GE. 1975
Sycamore 11 NEX, SW}, Sec. 29, T.215., R.I9E, 1975
West Huachuca #2 NE}, SWi, Sec, 21, T,225,, R.IGE. 1975
Gate 5 Pond SWi, SWi, Sec. 16, T.21S., R,20E, 1975

"From Fort Huachuca comments dated November 13, 1990, on the 1990 preliminary HSR.
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TABLE 5-55 (cont'd)

CLAIMED DATE OF

CLAIMED FACILITIES CLAIMED LOCATION FIRST USE
45 Pond NE}, SEi, Sec. 10, T.21S., R.20E. 1975
#3 Sewage Pond SWi, NEI, Sec. 21, T.215., R.20E. 1975
#2 Sewage Pond NE3, SEi, Sec. 21, T.215., R.20E. 1975
Horse Pasture Pond SEl, SW}, Sec. 06, T.225., R.20E. 1975
Goit Course Fairway NWl, NE}, Sec. 04, T,.225,, R.20E. 1975
B3| SE}, SE1, Sec. 10, T.215., R.2IE. 1975
Middle Garden Canycn Pond NW;, NEI, Sec. 2B, T.225., R.20E, 1975 -
r Dam SE4, Nwl. Sec. 21, T.205., R.2TE. 1976
b Dam NE}, SE}, Sec. 18, T.21S5., R.2IE. 1977
¢ Dam : NWi, SWi, Sec. 17, T.215., R.2IE. 1977
g Dam NW;, 5w}, Sec, 17, T7.215., R.21E. 1977
t Dam SWi, NWi, Sec. 20, T.21S., R.2IE, 1977
d Dam NWZ, NEI, Sec. 20, T.21S., R.21E. 1977
h Dam NE}, NEF, Sec. 10, T7.215., R.20E. 1977
i Dam SEL, NW!, Sec. 10, T.21S., R.20E, 1977
i Dam SEi, NE4, Sec. 10, T.215., R.20E. 1977
k Dam NE}, NEZ, Sec. 03, T.21S., R.20E. ' 1977
| Dam NEi, NEZ, Sec. 08, T.21S5,, R.20E. 1977
Sediment 342 _ NEL, SEL, Sec. 21, T.21S., R.20E, 1978
Sediment 34b SE;, NEJ, Sec. 21, T.215., R.20E. 1678
Sediment 34c NE, NEX, Sec. 21, T.215., R.20E. 1978
Sediment 34d SWi, NWl, Sec. 15, T.215,, R.20E. 1978
m Dam NWi, NEL, Sec. 36, T.21S., R.19E. 1979
n Dam NE4, NEL, Sec. 28, T.22S., R.20E. 1979
Woodcutters 13 : NWi, Swi, Sec. 16, T.22S,, R.20E. 1979
Woodcutters b NWi, NEi, Sec. 16, T.22S., R.20E. 1979
Woodcutters lc Nwi, NEL, Sec. 10, T7.225., R.20E. 1979
Sediment #1b NE3, SE1, Sec. 33, T.21S., R.20E, 1984

Analysis of Claims

DWR visited Fort Huachuca on several occasions. The purpose of these
field trips was to investigate claimed water uses by the Fort, determine
points of diversion, and gather other pertinent data as necessary.

DWR verified the use of wells #1 through #B shown in Table 5-56, the
spatial resoclution well, East Range Bunker well, and the Garden Canyon well
(nonpotable). The Garden Can&on well {no number is given in the claim) is
used to fi11 ponds and can no longer be connected to the potable system.
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WELL NUMBERS

O~ AWM —

A11 potable springs were visited and

TABLE 5-56

FORT HUACHUCA
LOCATION OF THE EIGHT POTABLE WELLS

LOCATION

Nk,
Nis,
Nk,
NEY,
Sk,
NW,
NW,
NEl,

not visit any nonpotable springs.

SPRING NAME

Spring #1
Spring #2
Spring #3
Spring #3a
Spring #4
Chain Spring
Picnic Spring
Spring #1
Spring #la
Spring #1b
Spring #2
Spring #3
Spring #4

Nikz, NWg,
NWy, Nil,
NE%, SE%,
NW4, NE%,
NEy, SWy,
NW4, SEy,
NWl;, Ni%,
SE%, NE4,

TABLE 5-57

FORT HUACHUCA
POTABLE SPRING LOCATIONS IN GARDEN AND HUACHUCA CANYONS

CLAIMED LOCATION

are shown

Sec. 03,
Sec. 03,
Sec. 33,
Sec. 33,
Sec. 28,
Sec. 33,
Sec. 22,
Sec. 16,

W,
NW,
NE%;,
NE,
NE%,
Sk,
NEX,
SEx,
NE%,
SE%,
NE%;,
NE4,
Sk,

SWY Sec.
SW4% Sec.
NEY Sec.
NEY Sec.
NEY Sec.
SWy Sec.
SWY Sec.
SEY% Sec.
NE% Sec.
SEY Sec.
SWy Sec.
SWy Sec.
SWY% Sec.

14, T.22S.,
14, T.225.,
22, T.228.,
22, T.225.,
22, T.225.,
31, T.225.,
31, T.228.,
36, T.225.,
ol, T.238.,
36, T.2258.,
o1, T.238.,
01, T1.235.,
01, T1.238.,

R.1SE.
R.19E.
R.1SE.
R.19E.
R.19E.
R.20E.
R.20E.
R.19E.
R.19E.
R.19E.
R.19E.
R.1SE.
R.1SE.

T.225., R.20E.
T.225., R.20E.
T.21S., R.20E,
T.21S., R.20E.
T.21S., R.20E.
T.215., R.20E.
T.21S., R.20E.
T.21S., R.20E.

in Table 5-57. DWR did

WATERCOURSE

Huachuca Canyon
Huachuca Canyon
Huachuca Canyon
Huachuca Canyon
Huachuca Canyon
Garden Canyon
Garden Canyon
Garden Canyon
Garden Canyon
Garden Canyon
Garden Lanyon
Garden Canyon
Garden Canyon

As stated previously, Fort Huachuca claimed seventy-four ponds. DWR was
able to verify all of these impoundments by aerial photography or field
investigations. Of this total, sixteen impoundments were surveyed and are

shown in Table 5-58.
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TABLE 5-58

FORT HUACHUCA
SUMMARY OF SURVEYED IMPOUNDMENTS

WATER USE AREA CAPACETY
NUMBER FACILITY NAME CLAIMED LOCATION (ACRES) (ACRE-FEET)
PS1 Antelope NWi, SW}, Sec. 16, T.215., R.I9E. 2.6 26.4
PsS2 Sycamore SEi, SWi, Sec., 20, T.215,, R,I19E. 3.9 38.8
P53 Hidden SE3, NW}, Sec. 28, T.21S5., R.I1SE, 2,1 22.5
PS4 Golf Course MWi, NEI, Sec., 09, T,225,, R.20E. 7.6 59.7
PS5 Grave! PIt NEZ, SE4, Sec. 17, T.22S., R.20E. 7.0 57.4
SP4 Lower Anteiope SEZ, NW!, Sec. 16, T.2i5., R,1G6E, 2.2 14,9
SP5 . Sycamore || NE3, SWi, Sec. 29, T.21S., R,18E, 1.5 10.5
Sm2 Sediment (344) SWi, Nw}, Sec. 15, 7.215., R.20E. 9.5 29.6
SP15 Sediment (34c) NE}, NEZ, Sec. 21, T.21S., R,20E. 2.5 6.0
SP16 #3 Sewage SWl, NE$, Sec. 21, T.215., R.20E. 3.5 11.0
SP18 Sediment {34a) NW, SE{, Sec. 21, T.21S., R,20E, 2.8 12.0
5P19 #2 Sewage NEY, SEL, Sec. 21, T.21S., R.20€E. 3.3 5.5
SP29 Lower Woodcutters NWi, NWi, Sec, 10, T.225., R,20E, 2,5 20.7
SP31 Woodcutters NWi, NE4, Sec. 16, T.225., R,20E. 1.8 8.4
SP4a0 n Dam NEZ, NE, Sec. 28, T1.225., R.ZOE. 2.4 16.9
SP41 M. Garden Canyon Nwi, NE}, Sec. 28, T.225., R.20E, 440 27.1

TOTAL 59,3 367 .4

Water Resources

This section will discuss the water resources that are available to meet
the current and projected water requirements of the Fort. The existing water
rasources are surface water, groundwater, and effluent.

Surface Water

Surface water on the Fort Huachuca military reservation occurs as storm
runoff, snowmelt runoff, and discharge from springs into the stream channels
of Garden and Huachuca Canyons (Brown, 1966). Other canyons lpcated within
the boundaries of the Fort yield little water except for short durations after
precipitation events.

The primary source of surface water available to the Fort are springs,
which can be classified as potable and nonpotable. The nonpotable springs are
located in the many canyons of the Huachuca Mountains. These springs are used
as water sources for wildlife and game. There are a total of twenty-six
nonpotable springs which are Tisted on Tabie 5-53. The potable springs are
located in Garden and Huachuca Canyons and are summarized in Table 5-60.
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TABLE 5-59

FORT HUACHUCA
NONPOTABLE SPRINGS

SPRING NAME CLAIMED LOCATION CLAIMED WATER COURSE
Spring #2 NEi, SEi, Sec. 33, T.225., R.20E. Tinker Canyon

Spring #3 MNEZ, SEi, Sec. 33, T.225., R.20E. Tinker Canyeon

Spring #4 SWi, SWi, Sec. 07, T.235., R.20E, Sawmil | Canyon

Spring #5 NE4, SE}, Sec. 35, T.225., R.I9E. McCiure Canyon

Spring #6 SEq, SWi, Sec. 36, T.22S., R.19E, McClure Canyon

Spring #7 SWi, NW}, Sec. 36, T.22S., R.19E, McClure Canyon

Cabin Spring SW}, SWi, Sec. 01, T,235,., R,19E, Garden Canyon

Spring #8 SWi, SEI, Sec, 25, T,225., R,19E. Garden Canyon

Spring #9 NWi, SEi, Sec. 25, T.225., R.19E. Woodcutters Canyon
Spring A0 SWi, SWi, Sec, 19, T.,225,, R,20E, Woodcutters Canyon
Spring #11 NEZ, SWi, Sec, 20, T.225., R,20E, Woodcutters Canyon
Spring #12 NE;, SEi, Sec. 07, T.225., R.20E. Soidier Creek

Spring #13 SW}, SWi, Sec. 13, T.225., R.19E. Saoldier Creek

Spring #14 SWi, NE], Sec. 27, T.22S., R.19E. Huachuca Canyon

Spring #15a NWl, SE}, Sec. 22, T.225., R.19E. Huachuca Canyen

Spring #15b SE], SEI, Sec. 22, T.225., R.19E. Huachuca Canyon

Spring #16 MNWi, SWi, Sec. 18, T.225., R.19E. Huachuca Canyon

Spring #17 SEZ, NWi, Sec. 15, T.225., R.19E. Huachuca Canyon

Spring #18 NW}, NEL, Sec. 16, T.225,, R,19E. Blacktail Canyen

Spring #19 SEi, NE}, Sec. 08, T.225,, R,19E. Blacktail Canyon

Spring #20 Nwl, NE], Sec. 04, T.225., R,I19E, Slaughterhouse Canyon
Spring #21 SWl, Swi, Sec. 26, T.21S., R.19E, Slaughterhouse Canyon
Spring #22 NW;, SWi, Sec, 32, T.215., R.ISE, Sycamore Canyon

Spring #23 SE3, NWl, Sec. 21, T.22S., R.20E. Tributary of Garden Wash
Spring #24 NWi, NWi, Sec. 07, T.238., R.20E. Scheelite Canyon

Spring #25 SE], SW}, Sec. 36, T.225., R.I9E. Tributary of McClure Canyon
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TABLE 5-60

FORT HUACHUCA
POTABLE SPRINGFLOW MEASUREMENTS FOR GARDEN AND HUACHUCA CANYONS

AVERAGE
SPRING NUMBER OF DISCHARGE
SYSTEM NUMBER PERIOD MEASUREMENTS (GPM)

Garden Canyon 1 Jan. 1962-Jun. 1963 46 194
Garden Canyon la Winter, 1960-1961 Not Listed 400 (1)
Garden Canyon 2 Jan.- 1960-Aug. 1961 47 176
Garden Canyon 3 Mar. 1960-Nov. 1962 43 32.9
Garden Canyon 4 Mar. 1960-Nov. 1962 43 32.9
Garden Canyon Chain Not Listed Not Listed 150-250 (2)
Garden Canyon Picnic  Not Listed Not Listed 540 (1)
Huachuca Canyon 2 Feb. 1960-Sep. 1962 47 16.5
Huachuca Canyon 3 Apr. 1961-Jan. 1962 47 28.3

Source: USGS Report No. 1819-D.

(1) Maximum flow measured (data not listed).

(2) Based on flow during wet weather; does not flow during the remainder of
the year.

These springs were at one time the sole source of water for the Fort. In
1939, the first well was drilled to provide a more reliable supply of water.
In 1983, the Fort no longer used the springs as a source of potable water. In
the early 1960s, the USGS undertook a survey of the water resources of the
reservation. As part of the survey, the USGS measured springflow from Garden
and Huachuca Canyons. These measurements are shown in Table 5-60. During the
years 1958 through 1963, springflow averaged 665 acre-feet per year in Garden
Canyon and 171 acre-feet per year in Huachuca Canyon. Prior to 1983, Fort
Huachuca used approximately 144 acre-feet of springflow as part of its water
supply.

Groundwater

The main source of groundwater for Fort Huachuca is the regional aquifer
of the Upper San Pedro River Basin. The regional aquifer consists of upper
and lower basin fill deposits. The upper basin fill deposits consist of
clays, gravels, sand, and silt; the lower basin fill deposits consist of
interbedded sand stones and gravels. Groundwater generally occurs under
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unconfined or water table conditions in most of the regional aquifer.
Groundwater may occur under confined (artesian) conditions where permeable and
saturated material is overlain by impervious silt or clay lenses. No confined
conditions exist in the regional aquifer in the vicinity of the Fort Huachuca
aquifer.

Groundwater flow in the unconfined portion of the regional aquifer is
generally from the valley margins near the mountains toward the San Pedro
River. Centers of groundwater pumping and local flow barriers cause '
exceptions to the general flow regime. The flow direction is generally north
eastward from the east face of the Huachuca Mountains toward the San Pedro
River, except in the vicinity of the cone of depression in the Sierra Vista
and Main Post area.

The sources of recharge for the regional aquifer are from mountain front
recharge, streamflow infiltration, and direct infiltration of precipitation.
Mountain front recharge to the regional agquifer occurs along the mountain
fronts where surface runoff leaves the hard rock formations of the mountains
and flows onto the permeable basin fill, Recharge occurs along the stream
channels as filtration through the alluvial materials underlying the
channel. Recharge also occurs as precipitation and is directly infiltrated
into the aguifer through the land surface. The water recharged to the
regional aquifer is later discharged to the San Pedro River, withdrawn by
pumping within the basin, or withdrawan by natural vegetation. Mountain front
recharge occurs along the east face of the Huachuca Mountains; streamflow
infiltration occurs along the many water courses that pass through the
reservation boundaries, primarily from Garden and Huachuca Canyons.

The USGS has made a preliminary estimate of the water in storage of the
regional aquifer along the west side of the San Pedro River from the
International Boundary to the Babocomari River to a depth of 1,200 feet. The
USGS estimated that 13,400,000 acre-feet of the water was in storage in this
portion of the aquifer. DWR estimates that there is approximately 11,350,000
acre-feet in storage in this portion of the aquifer to a depth of 800 feet.

Although the amount of water in underground storage in the vicinity of
Fort Huachuca is quite large, a problem in the water supply for the Fort may
occur due to the creation of a cone of depression from pumpage by the Fort and
Sierra Vista. The cone is expanding and deepening which is resulting in
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greater pump 1ifts and increased energy costs. This situation is discussed in
more detail in the "Quantification of Significant Diminishment to Fort
Huachuca" section of this report.

A Tocal "perched aquifer” is believed to exist along the pediment of the
Huachuca Mountains, in a zone where the alluvium of the basin fill is
underlain at shallow depths by bedrock. The perched aquifer extends from the
area of Carr Canyon toward the Fort Huachuca military reservation boundary and
extends northeasterly toward the San Pedro River (Harshbarger and Associates,
1974)

Well pumpage from 1963 to 1984 has averaged 2,900 acre-feet per fiscal
year. From 1982 to 1990, well production has averaged 2,889 acre-feet per
calendar year. Table 5-61 shows well production for fiscal years 1963 to 1984
and calendar year 1982 to 1990.

TABLE 5-61

FORT HUACHUCA
WELL PRODUCTION
(ACRE-FEET)

FISCAL YEAR CALENDAR YEAR

1963 2,887 1974 3,351 1982 2,736

1964 2,471 1975 2,597 1983 2,876

1965 2,636 1976 2,766 1984 3,071

1966 2,703 1977 2,871 1985 2,986

1967 3,021 1978 2,327 1986 2,898

1968 2,909 1979 2,802 1987 2,273 {excludes December)
1969 3,262 1980 3,011 1988 3,201

1970 3,319 1981 3,146 1989 3,209

1971 3,174 1982 2,597 1990 2,748

1972 3,148 1983 2,928

1973 2,781 1984 3,105

Source: Fort Huachuca letters concerning statements of claimant 39-10774 and
39-10775, December 28, 1981, Tab F, revised fiscal year figures,
October 17, 1989, enclosure 6, revised calendar year figures, and
September 13, 1991.

Currently, the Fort has eight production wells for the potable water
supply. Table 5-62 lists these wells, their depth, and discharge capacity.
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TABLE 5-62

FORT HUACHUCA
DEPTH AND DISCHARGE OF THE EIGHT POTABLE WELLS

WELL DEPTH DISCHARGE
NUMBER (FEET) (1) {GALLONS PER MINUTE) (2)
1 701 500/500
(823) (3)
2 710 700/900
3 802 700/700
4 912 700/700
5 800 700/700
6 1,230 700/310
7 762 B0O/ND
8 807 BOO/ND

(1) Figures from USGS Report (#1819-D).

(2) Figures shown are claimed data by Fort/data reported
by USGS. ND means no data.

(3) Figure revised by Fort per letter dated November 13,
1990, comments on preliminary HSR.

Potential Wells

The Fort undertook a test well drilling program in the early 1970s to
identify areas for future production wells to meet projected water needs. The
East Range area of the Fort was determined to have the most promising aquifer
characteristics and location for the new wells. The East Range is an area of
forty-four square miles, which is mostly isotated from private developments
that might compete with the Fort for water. The areal extent of the East
Range would also permit sufficient spacing between production wells to
minimize interference between wells. Seven test wells were drilled in the
East Range. Four of the test wells were determined to be good producers and
three were determined to be poor to moderate producers based on an analysis of
the specific capacity of the wells (specific capacity is a measure of well
productivity expressed in gallons per minute per foot of drawdown).

Table 5-63 lists the test wells and their specific capacities. Specific
capacities for the Fort's production wells are also shown for comparison
purposes. The test wells that are good producers are generally located in the
north and west portions of the East Range.
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TABLE 5-63

. FORT HUACHUCA
EAST RANGE TEST WELL SPECIFIC CAPACITIES
COMPARED WITH PRODUCTION WELL SPECIFIC CAPACITIES

EAST RANGE
TEST WELL DESIGNATION SPECIFIC CAPACITY
Test Well 3 22 gpm/ft.
Test Well 4 -7 gpm/ft.
Test Well 5 (1) ' 29 gpm/ft.
Test Well 6 21 gpm/ft.
Test Well 7 23 gpm/ft.

" Test Well 8 10 gpm/ft.

Test Well 9 8.6 gpm/ft.
POST PRODUCTION WELL

DESIGNATION SPECIFIC CAPACITY
Spatial Resolution Well 16 gpm/ft.
Post Well 1 15.4 gpm/ft. at 593 gpm
Post Well 2 17.1 gpm/ft. at 615 gpm
Post Well 3 17.7 gpm/ft. at 760 gpm
Post Well 4 40.7 gpm/ft. at 611 gpm
Post Well & 6.2 gpm/ft. at 450 gpm
Post Well 6 37.5 gpm/ft. at 601 gpm

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1974.

{1) Test Well 5 has become Post Well 8.

Effluent

Another source of water supply for Fort Huachuca is effluent. As stated
earlier, the Fort uses some of the effluent to irrigate the Chaffee parade
field and the Fort's golf course. The remaining effluent is placed in
evaporation ponds. During 1990, the Fort produced effluent at the rate of
about 1,720,000 gallons per day or about 1,923 acre-feet per year.

DWR has made a projection of effluent production to the year 2025 based
on a per capita production rate of 202 gallions per capita per day {gpcd) based
on the average gpcd rate for 1989 and 1990 and for population increases on the
Fort of 0, 1, 3, and 6 percent. This projection is displayed in Figure 5-24.
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Figure 5-24. Fort Huachuca - projected effluent production using a 139 gpcd
effluent production rate and for 0, 1, 3, and 6 percent rate of
population increases

Table 5-64 shows the projected effluent production in acre-feet per year
for selected years at 0, 1, 3, and 6 percent population growth rates.

Water Uses

This section will discuss the historical water uses and sources as well
as current water uses found at Fort Huachuca.
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TABLE 5-64

FORT HUACHUCA
EFFLUENT PRODUCTION
(ACRE-FEET PER YEAR)

YEAR 0% 1% 3% , 6%

1995 2,084 2,190 2,416 2,789
2000 2,084 2,302 2,801 3,732
2005 2,084 2,419 3,247 4,994
2010 2,084 - 2,543 3,746 6,683
2015 - 2,084 2,673 4,363 8,944
2020 2,084 2,809 5,058 11,969
2025 2,084 2,952 5,864 16,017

Historical Water Uses And Sources

Captain Whitside chose the Fort Huachuca site primarily for its abundant
water supply, however, the area regularly experienced torrential rains
followed by drought. Whitside reported on September 7, 1878, that there was
"water, water everywhere from July to September and drought for the remainder
of the year." A1l adobe buildings on post were either washed away or damaged
beyond repair as a result of the continuous rain. In 1880, Whitside wrote to
the Regional Commander that the reservation needed to be formally surveyed to
discourage civilians from settling in Tanner's Canyon (now Garden Canyon)
thereby depleting the post water supply. In 1883, the Secretary of War
enlarged the Fort to include the area under dispute. (General Orders, No. 36;
May 24, 1883). |

Water came from Sawmill Spring approximately three miles away from the
post at an elevation of about 500 feet above the reservoirs which were 250
feet above the hospital, the lowest point in the camp. Iron pipes transported
water from the springs to the reservoirs and then on to the points of
distribution on post. Excavated in rock and cemented to inhibit seepage, each
of the two reservoirs had a 220,000 gallon capacity. Overflow from these
reservoirs watered the parade ground. Flood waters were carried away from
post housing by deep open ditches; in front of the enlisted men's barracks and
behind officer's quarters. Huachuca Creek flowed at the bottom of the slope
behind the barracks and reportedly became a raging river during rain storms.
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As early as 1887, the post commander restricted garden irrigation. Post
Surgeon Leonard Wood wrote to the Commanding Officer that while there was a
plentiful supply of water, its quality was not good. Wood based his
assumption on the large number of soldiers being treated in the post hospital
for stomach malfunctions a few days after the heavy rains. Apparently, the

rains flooded the reservoir so that it became 1ittle more than a pool within
the stream.

In 1906; plans were considered to abandon Fort Huachuca due to an acute
water shortage. However, no actions were taken to move Fort Huachuca. In
1811, with an increase in troop strength, plans were made to complete a
pipeline from Garden Canyon to the main post. This pipeline was completed in
October 1911. Subsequently, the Army built collection works near the junction
of Garden and McClure Canyons with small pipelines going up these canyons to
several springs. The water was conveyed some seven miles from the collecting
works to the post's 250,000 gallon masonry storage reservoir and a small 4,000
gallon capacity tank located near Carpahan Hill.

Shortages were severe during the summer of 1918. Beginning June 5, the
Quartermaster began turning off the water supply during the night. One week
later, water flow was restricted to six hours a day, with no water running in
the irrigation ditches. By 1932, the Fort had insufficient water. All of it
came from springs in Huachuca and Garden Canyons. A well was drilled in
Garden Canyon to supplement the main Huachuca Canyon source, but it was never
successful. Restrictions on water usage again plagued the Fort during the
summers of 1934 and 1935.

In 1936, a large well was installed which tapped into the regional
groundwater aquifer. This successfully supplemented the above-ground springs
to insure an adequate future supply. Figures for 1940 indicate that the post
population of 5,500 used 740 acre-feet of water from the well that year. The
amount of water used fluctuated with the Fort population. In 1842, it was
utilized as a training ground and housed 40,500 troops. Water pumpage for
that year reached a high of 5,400 acre-feet.

The post was deactivated from 1947 until 1951. During this four year
period, the reservation was used as a wildlife preserve by the Arizona Game
and Fish Commission and for military training by the Arizona National Guard.
The Fort was reactiviated in 1951 for two years during the Korean War with a
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population of 10,300 and water use of 1,380 acre-feet. It was closed again
for a brief time from May 1953 until February 1954 at which time it was
designated the U.S. Army Electronic Proving Ground. It has remained active

since that date. Water use steadily increased from 2,580 acre-feet in 1954 to
3,300 acre-feet by 1973.

Current Water Uses

1. Municipal Use

Potable water utilized in meeting the municipal demands of Fort Huachuca
is supplied by eight production wells. Of this total, six are located in the
main post area, the remaining two are located on the East Range. Total
current water consumption {1990), not including effluent use, is estimated at
2,748 acre-feet. The pumping capacity of six wells operating sixteen hours
per day is 3,500,000 galions a day or 4,000 acre-feet per year. Fort Huachuca
has claimed a total water storage capacity of 5,630,000 gallons per day and &
potabie water distribution system totaling 1,795,866 1ineal feet.

Potable water from springs in Garden and Huachuca Canyons is available to
supplement the main municipal supply. At one time, both of these springs
provided good quality water part of the time to the post. Turbidity problems
during rains as well as chlorination problems resulted in disconnection of
these sources from the main distribution system in 1983.

Water from the springs in Garden Canyon, while no longer part of the main
municipal supply, is used to fill concrete tanks at the leadership reaction
course, and for sustaining water levels at the goif course pond and gravel pit
pond.

Currently unused, the Huachuca Canyon source consisted of a gravity feed
through a pipeline from the spring. The pipeline is still in place, but the
water is rerouted to Huachuca Canyon. As a result, a greater quantity of
water is retained in the area for enhanced ptant growth and wildlife usage.

Domestic use accounts for a significant amount of the total municipal
water demand. An additional quantity of water is needed to maintain turf and
landscaped areas. Turf areas currently watered by sprinkler irrigation
include the Fort cemetery, Brown Parade field, Hemnry Circle, as well as turf
areas surrounding base residences, the Fort headquarters, and Greely Hall.
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2. Irrigation

The Fort currently irrigates two areas that utilize nonpotable water.
This water is in the form of effluent produced at the two wastewater treatment
plants located within the Fort boundaries shown in Figure 5-25. Fort Huachuca
uses the effluent to irrigate Chaffee parade field and the post golf course.
These uses are summarized in Table 5-65. Both locations are sprinkler
jrrigated. Any surplus effluent not used at these locations is disposed of in
evaporation ponds. Ffort Huachuca has claimed a total of 104,560 (211,420 per
letter dated November 13, 1990) 1ineal feet of nonpotable water lines.

TABLE 5-65

FORT HUACHUCA
IRRIGATION SUMMARY

USE LOCATION SOURCE ACRES

Parade Field Sec. 31, T.21S., R.20E. E2 10.25
Sec. 32, T.21S., R.20E.

Golf Course Sec. 04, T7.228., R.20E. El, E2 84.80

Sec. 09, T.22S., R.20E.

DWR has estimated the annual water requirements for the Chaffee parade field
and the post golf course which is described below.

A. Chaffee Parade Field

The parade field consists primarily of pasture grasses and is irrigated
by a sprinkler system. Consumptive use for pasture grasses is estimated at
3.2 acre-feet per acre. Total acres irrigated equals 10.25 acres. The
sprinkler system was assigned an efficiency of 72 percent. An estimate of

water required to meet these needs is calculated as shown in the following
equation.

3.2 acre-feet per acre x 10.25 acres = 45.6 acre-feet
72 percent

B. 6Goif Course

The turf irrigated at the post golf course has a consumptive use value of
2.5 acre-feet per acre. The golf course is sprinkler irrigated. This
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irrigation system was also assigned an efficiency of 72 percent. Total
irrigated area equals B4.8 acres.

2.5 acre-feet per acre x 84.8 acres = 294.4 acre-feet
72 percent

The total quantity of effluent needed to satisfy the irrigation needs of
the Chaffee parade field and gol1f course is equal to 340.0 acre-feet.

In 1986, Fort Huachuca was irrigating two additional areas (listenihg
device-sensor fields) with nonpotable water as shown on Figure 5-26. These
areas were sprinkler irrigated with groundwater from Rembass wells #1 and
#2. Claimed acreage for these two areas was 47.87 acres. As of March 1990,
these locations have been allowed to revert back to natural vegetation. (DWR
estimates that irrigation requirement for the sensor fields is 212.8 acre-feet
per year based on consumptive use of pasture grasses of 3.2 acre-feet per acre
and an efficiency for sprinkler irrigation of 72 percent.)

3. Impoundments

The Fort has claimed a total of seventy-four impoundments for various
uses such as game management, recreation, erosion control, and sewage
evaporation. ODOWR surveyed sixteen of these impoundments and the remaining
fifty-eight impoundments were determined to be less than two surface acres in
area at maximum capacity. DWR estimates that total surface area subject to

- evaporation and seepage losses from these impoundments is eighty-eight surface
acres.

The total seepage and evaporation loss is estimated to be 602 acre-feet
per year.

4. Recreation Uses

Fort Huachuca has claimed fourteen ponds specifically for recreation and
wildlife uses. An additional five ponds are designated for game management
purposes.

Despite operating as a military installation, Fort Huachuca does offer a
variety of public activities on post. Bird watching, hiking, and picnicking
are popular past times. Firearm enthusiasts can enjoy sanctioned trap and
skeet shooting competitions as well as bird dog field trials.
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Water based recreation on post is limited to swimming and fishing. A
semi-annual Tag Fishing Derby is held on post. The Fort's fisheries biologist
tags trout which are then released into the golf course. pond for the fishing
competition. Rainbow trout and catfish, in addition to other fish, are

released into Lower Garden Canyon pond as part of the Derby Day fishing
activities.

§. Wildlife Uses

Fort Huachuca has adopted a multifaceted recreational approach to
managing its wildlife resources. Highlights of their endeavors include
establishment of warm water fisheries, wildlife habitat improvement, and
protection of rare, threatened, and endangered Arizona and federal species.
Mdny of those species are plants. Water conservation involved several
projects. Spillways and dams were repaired to reduce erosion damage. Stream
banks were stabilized using riprap stones. Renovation, relocation, and new
construction of water catchment areas were completed in an effort to increase
water availability for wildlife. It has been estimated that nearly one-fourth
of all the bird species known to breed in North America have nesting sites in
the Huachuca Mountains. The Fort is also home to big game species which
include: whitetail deer, desert mule deer, pronghorn antelope, mountain 1ion,
javelina, and black bear. The Fort has claimed a total of 54.2 acre-feet for
wildlife in the form of wildlife springs.

6. Other Uses

Additional water uses claimed by the Fort include eight nonpotable wells
and nine test wells., The test wells, two windmills, and one well (well #9)
are currently capped. Fort Huachuca has stated that these sources have the
potential for use during emergencies, mobilization, and to accomodate a change
in mission. A majority of claimed nonpotable water is used for general
military purposes, washing of vehicles, and dust control during construction.

Other water uses on the Fort include those at Libby Army Airfield. This
facility is located on property owned by Fort Huachuca, but is jointly
utilized by the Army, Air National Guard, and the City of Sierra Vista. Water
uses at the airbase consist of domestic use, washing of equipment, 1imited
irrigation, and fire prevention,
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Summary of Current Uses

The estimate of current water use for Fort Huachuca is 3,744 acre-feet as
shown in Table 5-66.

TABLE 5-66

FORT HUACHUCA
ESTIMATED CURRENT WATER USE

ESTIMATED WATER USE

WATER USE (ACRE-FEET)
Municipal 2,748
Effluent irrigation 340
Impoundments 602
Recreation and wildlife 54

TOTAL 3,744

Futyre Water Uses

1. Municipal Use

Figure 5-27 shows DWR's projected future municipal water requirements
based on pumpage figures and population estimates for Fort Huachuca supplied
by the Fort for the years 1982 to 1990. DWR projected the future municipal
requirements based on annual population increases of 0, 1, 3, and 6 percent to
provide a representative range of water requirements. Water usage rates were
determined by averaging the reported information from the years 1982 to
1990. This rate was determined to be 270 gpcd. This rate is used in DHR's
projection which was converted to acre-feet per year. Table 5-67 displays
DWR's projection for selected years to the year 2025.

2. Irrigation

Effluent is used on the Fort's Chaffee parade field and golf course. The
estimated annual water reguirements for these fields is 340 acre-feet per
year,
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Figure 5-27. Fort Huachuca - projected municipal water use for 0, 1, 3, and 6
percent rates of population increases.

TABLE 5-67
FORT HUACHUCA

PROJECTED MUNICIPAL USE
(ACRE-FEET PER YEAR)

YEAR 0x 1% 3% 6%

1995 2,787 2,929 3,231 3,730
2000 2,787 3,079 3,746 4,991
2005 2,787 3,236 4,342 6,680
2010 2,787 3,401 5,034 8,939
2015 2,787 3,574 5,836 11,962
2020 2,787 3,757 6,785 16,008
2025 2,787 3,948 7,843 21,422
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3. Impoundments

The seepage and evaporation losses for the seventy-four impoundments is
estimated to be 602 acre-feet per year.

4, Recreation and Wildlife

The estimated water requirements for recreation and wildlife uses is 54
acre-feet per year. ‘

Summary of Total Projected Water Requirements

Table 5-68 shows DHR's estimate of total projected water requirements for
Fort Huachuca. The projection is shown for Fort population increases of 0, 1,
3, and 6 percent. The projection includes future municipal water requirements
and total other water requirements of 996 acre-feet per year broken down into
irrigation uses, impoundments, and recreation and wildlife usage equalling
340, 602, and 54 acre-feet per year.

TABLE 5-68

FORT HUACHUCA
PROJECTED WATER REQUIREMENTS (1)
(ACRE-FEET PER YEAR)

YEAR 0% 1% 3% 6%

1995 3,783 3,925 4,227 4,726
2000 3,783 4,075 4,742 5,987
2005 3,783 4,232 5,338 7,676
2010 3,783 4,397 6,030 9,935
2015 3,783 4,570 6,832 12,958
2020 3,783 4,753 7,781 17,004
2025 3,783 4,944 8,839 22,418

(1) The projection is based on the average Fort population
for the years 1982 to 1990 and 270 gpcd rate.

It should be noted that increased or decreased mission requirements at
Fort Huachuca cannot be forecasted with accuracy due to political events,
funding, technological development, or other aspects of military operations.
The projections made by DWR do not take these factors into account and are
being presented to provide a basis of comparison to what the Fort has
claimed. The projected amounts may not be sufficient to meet all the Fort's
water requirements. The amount of water required to fulfill future military
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requirements at Fort Huachuca will be totally dependent on the level of future
increases (or decreases) in its military operations. An example of this
mission change is the recent Department of Defense reorganization which
resulted in Fort Huachuca potentially receiving many of the activities and
personnel from Fort Devon, Massachusetts, which is being closed.

Quantification of Significant Diminishment to Fort Huachuca

The problem of special interest is, per the instructions of the Court's
order of September 9, 1988, to: ". . . determine all stream users or
diversions of either surface water or groundwater which significantly affect
those sources reasonably available on, at, or near the federal parcel . . . ."
(Emphasis added).

The quantification of significant diminishment to Fort Huachuca was
conducted with the use of a numerical groundwater flow model developed by the

USGS. APPENDIX G provides a detailed description of the methodology that was
used to conduct this analysis.

The USGS Modflow model (Freethey, 1982) defined the hydrologic system of
the Upper San Pedro Basin. Freethey developed a numerical model based on a
conceptualization of the hydrologic system within the basin. The numerical
model employed a three-dimensional, block centered, finite difference grid to
simulate groundwater flow, stream/aguifer connection, and evapotranspiration.
Information on hydraulic properties of the basin fill, recharge from bordering
- mountain ranges, discharge from evapotranspiration, and exchange of water
between aquifer and stream was available from previous work or estimates. The
advantages of using the model were that: 1) it is well documented, 2} it can
be used to solve complex spatial and temporal relationships in a dynamic

hydrologic system, and 3) the model can simulate different scenarios by
changing input parameters.

In order to isolate the impacts that off-reservation pumpage has on the
Fort's groundwater supply, the model compared two scenarios. The first
incorporated groundwater withdrawals due only to the Fort's pumpage. The
second incorporated groundwater pumpage for Fort Huachuca and the eight
surrounding municipal water companies (including Huachuca City and Sierra
Vista). Water level drawdown maps were constructed for the time periods 1940
through 1988 and for 1940 through 2038. These are shown in Figures 5-28 and

414 FMC001972



8861 ybnoays abedund
lediojun 03 anp dew UMOpMEAP ULSBQ JBALY 04pdd ues Jaddp +*gz-6 34nby 4

T13A SILYIS3 00VNON0D AV ST3A ALDD vanHoviH O

STIIA ANVAWODD ¥3LVA 3NIN €no1d [ STTIM ANVAWOD ¥3LVA VNOZI¥Y L0
TI3MA WHISINOW L3SNNS YNN3LS IT STI3A ANVQWOD ¥ILVA IS3IMHLNOS/VLSIA v38 </
STI3M WAIJINMW YISIA vaais 3% STVIA ANddNS ¥ILYA VINHIVNH L3 *.

—

1337 06602 = U9UT | T1VOS
1334 01 IVAYILNI ¥NOLNOD

f \ €< AJVONNOL YINHIYNH 'L4

c8 AMH 06 ARH, ;26 AMH
\ ‘ ’ t
/ -7
! P P
! SN == /
| ) i
/ !
i { !
! /
k ! !
I ! I
| I !
| 1 1
\ L f—
L N ! ANYANNGE
) p , 1300KW
) i y 3ALLOY
F~__ .

FMC001073

415



§5-29. These drawdown maps illustrate the additional lowering of water levels
solely from the municipal pumpage over the noted time periods. These drawdown
maps do not reflect the total drawdown in the vicinity due to the municipal
pumpage and Fort Huachuca pumpage.

The results of the model runs demonstrate that the additicnal drawdown to
Fort Huachuca's wells because of the additional pumpage from the eight
surrounding water companies from 1940 through 1988 ranges from thirteen feet
at Fort Huachuca well #8 in the East Range, which is furthest from the pumping
center, to forty-one feet at wells #1 and #2 nearest to the pumping center.
The projected cost to the Fort over the forty-eight year period (1940-1988)
could be between $75,000 to $125,000. Table G-4 in APPENDIX G shows this
analysis. An explanation and description of the calculations used to derive
these numbers are included in the table. The table is an attempt to quantify
the economic impact that surrounding pumpage has had and might possibly have
on Fort Huachuca's water supply costs. Table G-4 does not reflect actual
costs incurred to the Fort by surrounding municipal pumpage. It is only an
estimate, using data available to DWR at the time of the analysis.

A pumpage scenario (see Tables G-2 and G-3 in APPENDIX G for details)
based on projected increases in population from 1989 through 2038 resulted in
additional drawdown of seventy-two feet at well #8 to 223 feet at well #1 and
#2. The projected cost from 1989-2038 could be between $500,000 and
$1.880,000 over the next fifty years. This calculation was made in present
dollars; energy, well deepening, and maintenance costs are not adjusted for
inflation, as illustrated in Table G-4 in APPENDIX G. It cannot be overstated
“that such a fifty year prediction into the future is only one simulation
scenario and only one approximation of many possible future growth
projections. This particular scenario assumed that the pumpage rates fifty
years from now would be 2.2 times the current rates. Such rates may or may
not be reached by the year 2038. Future population growth might demand better
water conservation techniques that would refiect in less per capita pumpage
and subsequently less drawdown than the model results reflect in the Sierra
Vista - Fort Huachuca area. Fort Huachuca's response to a lowering of water
levels might also result in more pumpage being shifted away from the pumping
center to the East Range wells (United States Army Corps of Engineers,

1987). This would result in fewer well deepening costs, repair costs, and a
reduction in 1ift costs.
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APPENDIX G: METHODOLOGY USED IN THE
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIMINISHMENT TO FEDERAL RESERVED RIGHTS

This appendix describes the procedure and methodology used in determining
impacts to the groundwater supply on Fort Huachuca. The basis of this
determination was the United States Geological Survey (USGS) model that has
been reported in the USGS Open-File Report 82-752, by Freethey, 1982.

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

Increased groundwater withdrawal rates due to the growing population of
the Sierra Vista, Fort Huachuca, and Huachuca City areas has and will continue
to result in water being extracted from aguifer storage. Water levels in this
region are declining despite the apparently large water supply of the
aquifer(s). Further population growth, and subsequent pumpage from the
aquifer(s) in this area will accelerate the decline of the water table
threatening the operability of the existing wells in the vicinity (U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, 1987). The problem of special interest is, per the
instructions of the court's order of September 9, 1988: ‘“determine all stream
users or diversions of either surface water or groundwater which significantly
affect those sources reasonably available on, at, or near the federal
parcel . . ." (emphasis added). |

SCOPE OF WORK

An initial review of stream users or diversions of surface water in the
~area around Fort Huachuca resulted in the conclusion that no surface water
users existed that would have a "significant® impact on the military
reservation's water supplies. Subsequently, the scope of work concentrated on
a four step process. The first step was identifying groundwater users that
might significantly impact Fort Huachuca's groundwater supply. The second
step was updating and refining the pumpage data in the area of Sierra Vista,

~ Huachuca City, and Fort Huachuca for the time period 1986 through 1988. These
data sets were used in conjunction with a groundwater flow model previously
developed by Freethey (1982) and revised by Putman et al., (1988). The third
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" the outcome of increased pumpage resulting from the municipaI growth 5

step was estimating future pampage by using the Deparfment of Economic
Security (DES) projected population figures (1989). The fourth step was to
evaluate the accumulative impact of eight nearby municipal water companies
pumping groundwater by running the updated model through 2038 in lieu of the
prajécted increased pumpage. '

M .
¥ 5\ )

PREVIOUS WORK

A numerical groundwatef flow model for the Upper San Pedro River basin
was developed by Freethey (1982). This model incorporated the area north from
the Internaticnal Boundary to the Babocomari River and east from the Huachuca
Mountains to the San Pedro River. The hydrologic system for this area was
defined by Freethey from previous work on the basin.

The Arizona Department of Water Resources (DWR) updated and revised the
model for the time period 1977 through 1985 as reported in Putman et al.,
(1988). The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers study (Los Angeles District, 1987)
incorporated the USGS Modflow model of the Upper San Pedro Basin to analyze

surrounding the military reservation. The analysis demonstrated results
similar to this investigation by DWR, namely that water levels in Fort
Huachuca's Well Nos. 1 and 2 will drop below the wells drilled depth within
the next 30 years unless corrective measures are taken.

_ VERIFICATION OF THE UPPER SAN PEDRO NUMERICAL GROUNDWATER FLOW MODEL FOR SITE

- SPECIFIC USE

Several past 1nvestigatiohs including Freethey (1982), the U.S. Army
“Corps of Engineers (1987), and Putman et al., (1988), have evaluated the Upper
San Pedro using a numerical model. Freethey stated in the USGS open file
report 82-752: "The numerical model developed for the Upper San Pedro basin
simulates the hydrologic system to an acceptable degree of accuracy on the
basis of current knowledge and definition of the system." However, Freethey
goes on to say in the report that "The purpose of the model was not to analyze
site specific groundwater conditions or to predict water level changes in
wells." Near the summary of the report he also states "Although the model as
developed is not designed for use in site specific studies, generalized

G-2 FMC001083



p]ahning for the future of the groundwater is possible." Therefore, realizing
the model's 1imitations in analyzing site specific conditions, it was used to
assess regional impacts to the aquifer near the military reservation and
natural conservation area boundaries.

Table G-1 1ists wells, the respective modflow cell that contains the
well, and the column that compares actual measured head to calculated modeled
head {model minus actual). In most of the cases, the modeled heads are within
twenty feet of measured heads for approximately the same time frame. In the
few cases that the difference was greater than thirty feet; either the model
simulates actual head much better in other stress periods (time frames) for
the same cell or that ad jacent modeled cells are much more accurately
approximating actual measured water levels. Table G-1 demonstrates that the
parameters used in the model genefa]]j result in calculated water levels that
are reasonably close to actual measured water level for the purposes of this
study. Therefore, the evaluation of the area's future growth and its impact
on theuFort Huachuca concentrated primarily on increased pumpage scenarios
with few modifications to other data sets. The ending 1988 Water Level Map
including Fort Huachuca, Sierra Vista and Huachucha City municipal well
locations is shown in Figure G-1.

IDENTIFICATiDN OF GROUNDWATER USERS AND QUANTIFICATION OF PUMPAGE OFF THE
MILITARY RESERVATION THROUGH 1988 '

Eight water companies were identified as having a possible impact on Fort
Huachuca within the model domain. Each well within the water company's
~service area boundary was converted to its respective model cell using the'
adjudication file maps. Pumpage'figures from 1986 through 1988 were obtained
. from fecords from the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) and USGS. Total
sales amount (in million gallons) by private watér companies are reported to
the ACC on an annual basis per service area rather than on a per well basis.
The conversion of sales per year to pumpage per cell was prorated according to
how many service area wells were located in each pumping cell. It was assumed
‘that all wells pumped equal amounts of water per year for any given water
company because of the lack of well specific'pumpage data. The number of
~wells in each water company's service area and the three year average for
pumpage from 1986 through 1988 in acre-feet is given below in Table G-2.
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TABLE G-1

COMPARISON OF MODELED WATER LEVELS VERSUS MEASURED WATER LEVELS
(RUN - INCLUDES FORT HUACHUCA AND SURROUNDING MUNICIPAL PUMPAGE)

DEPTH s
WELL DATE ALT, OF WELL WATER DATE MEAS, W.1 .- STRESS
NO. CADASTRAL CELL COMPLETE (MSL) (MSLY LEVEL  MEAS, MODEL W.L DATE MODL. W.L. PERIOD

Arizona Water Co,

2 D-21-2% 33ded 11,20 4,330 4,020 4,152,1 12\85 4,137.2 12\85 14.9 11
4,330 4,158.9 4\78 4,150.4 \2\17 8.5 10
3 D-21-21 33cbb2 11,21 1972 4,327 3,827 4,148.4 12\85 4,126.5 12\85 21.9 1"
6 D-22-20 1bcal 7,21 195¢ 4,530 3,820 4,141.8 12\85 4,127 12\85 4.8 1
4,530 4,151 4\78  4,155.2 12\17 -4.2 10
4,530 4,139.2 3\69 4,171.6 12\68 -32.4 T
4,530 4,1 3\68 4,173.5 12\67 -2.5 6
7 D-22-20 lbcc 7,21 1965 4,550 3,945 4,147.9 1285 4,127 12\85 20,9 n
4,550 4,149.4 3\6B 4,173.5 12\67 ~24 .1 6
--\) B D-22-20 1bca2 7,21 4,530 4,026 4,141.8 12\85 4,127 12785 14.8 "
K 9 D-22-20 123ab 7,20 1978 4,515 3,465 4,164 12\85 4,143.9 12\85 20.1 11
7

Bella Vista/Southwest Wells

1 D-21-20 35cdd 6,22 1956 4,560 3,920 4,131.2 12\85 4,113.9 12\85 17.3 1

2 D-21-20 35¢cbc 5,23 1958 4,580 3,930 4,128.8 12\85 4,107.2 12\85 21.6 1

4,580 4,130.8  4\78 4,126.2 12\77 4.6 10

3 D-21-20 35dbb 6,23 1968 4,545 3,920 4,128.7 12\85 4,111.7 12\85 17 n

4,545 4,134,9  4\78 4,130.7 12\77 4.2 10

4,545 4,154.1  3\69 4,150.7 12\68 3.4 7

4 D-22-20 Zbac 6,22 1956 4,585 3,885 4,134.7 12\85 4,113.9 12\85 20.8 11

5 D-21-21 3lbdc 9,22 1972 4,440 3,820 4,152.3 12\89 4,122.7 12\89 29.6 12

4,440 4,154,9 12\85 4,122.7 12\85 32,2 12

7 D-21-20 34328 5,24 1968 4,566 3,866 4,130.5 12\85 4,113  12\85 17.5 . 1

9 D-21-20 34dccl 5,22 1956 4,615 3,960 4,120.8  7\17 4,131.7 12\77 . 10

4,615 4,123.5 7\76 4,134.2 12\76 * 9

10 D-21-20 34dec2 5,22 4,615 3,915 4,107.4 12\85 4,107.8 12\85 -0.4 1"
4,615 4,041.3 3\68 4,150.4 12\67 ~109,)

- 12 D-22-20 10abb 4,21 4,677 4,135.5 12\85 4,125.4 12\85 10.1 "

4,677 4,101.9 2\89 4,115.7 12\88 -13.8 12
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TABLE G-1 (cont'd)

DEPTH
WELL ‘ DATE  ALT. " OF WELL WATER DATE MEAS. W.L.— STRESS
~ NO. CADASTRAL CELL COMPLETE (MSL) {MSLY LEVEL MEAS. MODEL W.L DATE MODL. W.L. PERIOD
Bella Vista/Southwest Wells (cont'd)
I} D-22-20 3ddd 5,21 1978 4,640 3,773 4,029 12\85 4,113.4 12\85 -84.4 1
14 D-22-21 6bcc 8,20 1972 4,480 3,880 A4;079.T 2\89 4,137.7 12\88 -58.6. 12
4,480 4,145.8 12\85 4,142.3 12\85 3.5 1
15 D-22—2|'6bcd 8,20 1972 4,476 3,774 4,163,3 12\85 4,142.3 12\85 21 1"
16 D-21-21 3lcac 9,21 1960 4,440 3,939 4,143,16 12\85 4,132.8 12\85 10.36 11
4,440 4,163.7 3\68 4,167.1 12\67 -3.4 6
Cloud 8 Water Co. wells
2 D-22-21 6ace 9,20 1969 4,425 3,825 4,154.6 T\77 4,153.5 12\77 10
4,425 4,157.4 ING7 4,166.6 127\76 g
Coronado Estates wells
1 D-2-20 18cad 5,36 4,360 4,145,9 4\69 4,138.6 12\68 7.3 7
ForT Huachuca wells
1 D-22-20 3bbb2 4,23 1939 4,641 4,571 4,124  12\67 4,132.7 12\67 -8.7 6
4,619.3 4,121.3 12\67 4,149.9 12767 -28.6 6
4,619.3 4,128.3 IN67 4,145.8 12\68 -17.5 7
4,619.3 4,130.3 1\?77 4,138.2 12\77 -7.9 10
7 D-21-20 22bbb2 5,27 1976 4,476 3,714 A4,144.7 12785 4,126 12\85 18,7 11
D-21-20 22bbb1 5,27 1963 4,477 3,727 4,141.9 2\89 4,120.3 12\88 21.6 12
4,477 4,144,2 12\85 4,126  12\85 18.2 1
4,477 4,142 12\76 4,137.7 12\76 4.3 9
4,477 4,152.1  2\73 4,141.1 12\712 1" B
4,477 4,156.5 3\69 4,145.9 12\68 10.6 7
4,477 4,155.5 IN6B 4,147.6 12\67 7.9 6
8 D-21-20 16ada2 5,28 1971 4,426 3,619  4,137.1 12\85 4,127.5 12\85 9.6 1
D-21-20 16adal 5,28 1971 4,400 3,593 4,115 289 4,122.4 12\88 ~7.4 12
4,400 4,113.7 11\88 4,122.4 12\88 -8.7 12
4,400 4,117.5 2\86 4,127.5 12\85 -10 1N
4,400 4,117,1 12\85 4,127.5 12\85 -10.4 11
6-6

FMC001087



TABLE G-1 {cont'd)

DEPTH
WELL DATE ALT. OF WELL WATER DATE MEAS. W.L.- STRESS
NO.. CADASTRAL CELL" COMPLETE (MSL) {MSL) LEVEL MEAS. MODEL W.L DATE MODL. W.L . PERIOD

Huachuca City Municipal wells

1 D-21-20 Sede 3,32 1957 4,375 4,075 4,162.6 7\77 4,143.1 12\76 * 9

3 D-20-20 31dda 4,33 1957 4,250 3,950 4,162.B 3\68 4,143.2 12\67 19.6 6

4 D-21-20 Sabc 4,32 1971 4,331 3,920 4,131.1 1\86 4,135.2 12\85 -2.1 1
: - 4,331 4,132 11\T2 4,141.5 12\12 -9.5

5 D-21-20 8bdd 3,31 1974 4,431 3,929 4,140.5 1\86 4,137.7 12\85 2.8 n

Sierra Vista Water Co. wells

3 D-27-20 20ded 3,28 1977 4,600 3,799 4,16B.6 T\IG6 4,149.2 12\76 * 9

# = Mpre than & four month span between simulated water leve! and measured water level.

TABLE G-2
AVERAGE WATER COMPANY PUMPAGE DATA FOR 1986 THROUGH 1988

WATER COMPANY NUMBER OF WELLS PUMPAGE (AF/YR)
Arizona o 9 , 833
Bella Vista/Southwest 16 2,932
Cloud9 - - ' 2 43
Coronado Estates 1 22
Sijerra Sunset 1 22
Crystal 1 7
Huachucha City 5 253
Sierra Vista Municipal | 3 130

| TOTAL 38 wells 4,241
FMC001088
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Table G-3 1ists these water compan1es along with the cell 1ayer. row and
column, followed by the 1986-1988 average pump1ng rates per cell [depict1ng
well(s)] and the projected pumping rates through 2038

QUAHTIFICATIOH OF PUMPAGE ON FORT HUACHUCA

Well locations and pumpage on Fort Huachuca were a1so converted to mode]
cells. Pumpage figures for the period from 1986 through 1988 were supplied by
Fort Huachuca on a well by well basis. Currently, Fort Huachuca ooerates
eight water supply wells that withdraw approximately 2,787 acre-feet per year
for the 1986 through 1988 base oeriod. Table G-3 also 1ists the reservation's
cell locations, pumpage from 1986 through 1988 and'projected pumpage through '

2038. The average pumpage for Fort Huachuca from 1951 through 1988 was 2 666
acre-feet per year.

EFFECTS OF OFF-RESERVATION GROUHDHATER PUMPAGE TO RESERVATION GROUNDHATER
SUPPLIES THROUGH 1988

To eva1uate the impact of the municipal pumpage on Fort Huachuca's water
supply wells, a model run was produced where all of the municipal pumpage was
excluded. This base run reflects on]y the impact that Fort Huachuca's pumpage
has on the aquifer storage in the vicinity. Such a scenario reflects a no
~ impact condition on local aquifer storage by nearby groundwater users. This
run was then compared to the model run thdt'inc1uded the munitipa] pumpage.
‘Referring to Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Figure 5-27 entitled Upper San Pedro
River Basin Drawdown Map Due to Municipal Pumpoge Through 1988, illustrates
the difference in water levels between the projected drawdown due solely to
Fort Huachuca pumpage {1940 through 1988) compared to modeled water levels
that also include the surrounding municipal pumpage. Table G-4 estimates the
additional 1ift costs and maintenance costs to Fort Huachuca due to the
increased projected drawdown from the municipal pumpage surrounding Fort
Huachuca for the time period 1940 through 2038. See Table G-4 "Explanation of
Columns” for a description of calculations and assumptions. Also see Table
G-5 for a 1isting of quantities of water lifted (acre-feet per year) from 1951
through 1988 and projected quantities from 1989 through 2038. '

G-8 FMC001089



{712 09'02 6l pl'el pat9l  OS°ST E2CRI 80°El  9L'IL 146 1L°6 SVi04

820 80 62’0 82'0 82'0 8z'0 82’0 82'0 82°0 82'0 #2°0 82 8 1 " '

82’0 820 620 82°0 820 ez'0 az'o gz'0 82°0 gz'0 820 i 5 1 " '

6170 610 61°0 61°0 61°0 61°0 670 61°0 6170 6170 61°0 52 E 1 ® .
56°0 560 56°0 5670 5670 56'0 $6°0 56'0 56'0 56°0 56'0 £z v [ " "

§1°¢ 51°2 10 §1°¢ 51°2 5172 s1°e 51°2 §1°2 5172 §1°2 | [4 £ 1 VIMHIVH 1404
ET"0 E170 FAS ] 1170 or°o 60°0 80°0 800 00 50°0 500 3E $ 1 1SNNS vUM3IIS/"153 OOUNOHOD
200 20°0 20°0 20°0 20°0 20°0 100 10'¢ 1ao 10°0 10°0 9t é 1 ‘02 YALYN WISAHD
g1°a SL'0 b1'0 E1°0 2o 110 oo 600 80°0 {00 1070 4 £ 1 . u
91°0 st'o LA EL"Q 1o 1o oo £0°0 80°0 {00 {00 22 € 1 ALY WINHIUNH
't 1e°1 127 '] 10°1 160 180 e 19°0 5p°0 Sp*d 12 § 1 . "
12z 90°2 16°1 91 09°1 el 21 el 60 1 140 44 g 1 . u
6571 L {E°1 927 ST°T €071 26°0 18°0 00 150 1670 £ 9 1 .. _.
BL'O EL'O 90 29°0 95°0 05°0 Sv°0 op0 pe"0 52°0 82°0 vé S 1 " "
651 gl LE'T 921 51°1 £0°1 260 18'0 00 1570 150 a2 8 1 . u
84°0 EL'0 19°0 29°0 9570 050 5p°0 ar o pe°0 820 92°0 | ¥4 [J 1 . .

BL°0 €0 19°0 29°0 95°0 0570 50 or "0 be 0 §2°0 52°0 44 ¥ 1 " »

65°1 a1l [ ¢ 92'1 ST°T £0°1 26°0 180 0t°o 16°0 1570 X4 § 1 . N

o w0 ar‘a {E0 vE'0 00 20 v2°0 02°0 S1°0 S1°0 a2 6 1 . "

84°0 EL'0 {90 29'0 95°0 0870 §v°0 or'0 PE'Q 820 - §2°0 12 6 1 . "
§9°0 19°0 i5°0 25°0 o r'a 8E"0 EE"Q 62°0 120 1270 [£4 9 1 1SINALNOSAVLSTA Y1738
2270 gz-a 6170 i1'e 91’0 vo €170 11'o 010 0°0 {00 1e £ 1 u u
91’0 st°0 [A%] e1vo 21’0 110 010 6070 800 00 {00 43 [J 0 . .
91°0 S1°0 b0 ET°0 20 J4 o1'g 60°0 80°0 {070 0 €€ [ I ALY WINHIVNH
18°0 q@'o 0.0 b3'0 65°0 25'0 r°0 10 €70 92'0 920 12 - T ANYIWOD HILWM WNOZ WY
&61'0 {a'e 910 51°0 P10 210 1o or'e §0°0 90°0 90°0 [+74 6 1 ANYAHOD H1LYA & OND13
or'o 8c°0 SE°0 €0 62'0 92'0 £2°0 12°0 81’0 ET'0 ET°0 0z i 1 u 0 ,
9571 o'l SE'T P21 EL'L 10°1 0670 08’0 89°0 $°0 §°0 12 { 1 . [
oo BE°0 €70 Ze'o 62°0 920 £2°0 1Z°0 ‘1] E1'0 ET°0 02 11 1 . .
ok ac'0 SE°'0 2E°0 62°0 92'c £Z2°0 12*0 81°0 £1°0 €170 0z S 1 ANYAWOD YILVN YHOZIWY
61°0 i1°o ST°0 §1'0 (A% 210 1o 010 80°0 900 99 T4 € 1 [ u
61°0 (1o 910 ST°0 v 210 1o oo 80°0 90°0 900 EZ 8 1 u u
61'0 {1'o 910 8170 P10 Z1°0 1n'o 111} §0°0 90°0 9070 X 3 1 NOW YLSIA YH¥IIS
ST WP ERFTE OF oY e w W s

22 i2 1} 61 al il 91 sl rl EL 21

aafiid QQI414 00IH3d QDIH3d OO[H3d  0OTHI4 Iy3d aaf¥ld Q0lHd O aoliid
SSIMIS  SSIMLS  SSIHLS  SSJHLS SIS mwwmwwnz S3JHLS  SSIHLS 553l mﬁmwm mmwna
e [ttt d hubcn

IS
wic

(aN023S ¥3d 1334 218nD ¥V SLINN) SIINVAWOD HILVM TVAIDINOW ONIONNOHHNS ANV
VINHOVNH 1404 404 8£02-9861 1300W TvIIUIWAN 404 03SA SINTVA I3vdWNd

£-9 1avl

FMC001090

G-9



(8E02-696T) S1502 ONINIAII0 DILIACDNA + (BEOZ-GAGL) SLSGD HIvdIM + (HEOZ-6861) SLS0D ADYINI TWNOILIOOV = WEOZ-S8ET 51500 Mol °12

(WD “HTd * 0D SHITITHT ¥ 3)TANIS 4Wd NVHF3R)*(SIH ING JAOWNI AW} 00°000°2% + °L14/00°05 » ({1374 09 - BEDZ B 2b NAY 30 13A37 MILVM - TI3A 30 HId30) » S150D ONTNIAIN 03LJI00Wd 02
UM 0 HLd30 3AILI3443. WL WOTIE TS TIIM STIATY HALWM Q113006 LWL 3ib0 GILIIO0MS ¢ IL¥D SHINIAIIN GULICTH Bt

(218 3L0W 338} = 8E02-GEEL 51500 ulveFM ‘AL

WS INLL BE0Z-6EET OILIICMHA IHL WOMJ Y YILOM 40 SITLLINUND ONV SL417 1432%3 1T SV INVS W OILVIOTVD (118 LNIHWADD 335) = S1SO00 ASHINI TWHOILIOMY T

ony AB_0301A10 {BtoZ-Et02)
72 UO1N3d SSTULS 804 T¢ % Z¢ S WIMALIQ SOVEM NI INTHAMIC BU SNT4 (E6-B861) €14 GOINIJ SSTLS NT Tr 1 2 SHRY HIIALIP SOVAH A1 2OMTHIHIO 40 NDILVIMIVD TowuanY N3 18000 = BEO2-636T 1317 FovinY TedIIIOGY 9T

_, THIHGD YILYM A IIINAM
SNIQNNGHENS J3LJTIN3O1 [HSTI WYY FvdWnd QIOMIDNT LWHL NMW QTLPSAITD TWKIJ QILNISTHATH Te W '(S)173M JLVTHdBNddY SHIINISTHATY 1139 ADTJ00K H04 (WLYD AT VIS WIK) (v3H ONIONID = BEOZ/1C/21 mu._.m.: Tk N ”_ddm ._wno: el

_ JNYAHDT LM TIIINM
SNIONTMHNS (ILATINHOT LHB13 NOM4 Togbd CHONTONT LML W QAT TOXT4 OTINISTHATH 20 N “(SHVISN ILVIHAMGAY THEINISTHATY 7732 AOTHOOM 04 (WLIYD 13071 V35 AVAN) (WM ONIOND = BEOZ/1E/Z1 LN onie W 1K 1300 -b1
B9GT MyML SISDJ WINGD + SIS0D ASHAND THOGY « GO6T ML SISOO Tl ET
(TTF INZIODD NI 0GI¥IS30 SY) = 4 » 1417 40 1004 M3 TONVONILLY OWY NOLLYOTUSTL "IOHYNIINIVH 'SHIVAIH LW 40 1SHD) U « QTOZIO° » GBST ML S150D BIVAN 21
(SILLTNNG 40 SNIISLT ¥Od 5-9 TIEvL 338) 0

N ATONY INZII8 MOTHAd u&._. JHL fRIHL «JINTHHIAL
40 1u0a 3HL WOHI d3dW0d SY TWIOL O AGIIVWWNS ¥ OWY HA/JY 0L 335/1333 160 MOTHION NOHJ NOTSHIANCD ¥ ‘OILVNTYAT DML 0pIN3d 3WIL 31 HO4 DILJLT HILWM 40 [333 JWIW TYIOL < v LANWOMYD H3M0d JINLYT
SOAL #3d SIN0RDS 1Y YT IHL MOMd HIUVL 8861-2461 W04 IWHIAY QILHDIIM v mm HOI H3d 920°) HAA H3d LSO §3M04 = Muo.
WBEEL Y LIVHOTTA! HAO = ¥ ITAIN VA . G « Obs T HL L

&xmﬁ... LJ17 TwiIny WNOTLIOMY. “ADNZIIIHI TT¥a3N0 X001 1Y 1004 1 m&ﬂ wn ¥ I

TR0 Y SV QULVLS T18 40 ML TRAD » Ors (68 P@-E [} Ea_xuuw_.ﬂ_
BT THISINNIMHIS 30wM)} THOLLWDI SHIMGTIOL JHL BISA GAVIDTD j

417 01 11 FotIay 111008, » ¥2 = 1503 ASdaN
&8 INIHRD) ummu »386T MEHL 1417 Z5w9any TVNOLLTOOY, 3L YIIWM ML SWILIIT H1IM E__wamwc. m_.mmo —u— L0 = S1S00 ASWINI WHOLLIQWY “11

: ZF did SITNUANGD N L), 13 DIINTMI 1L
| 3HL awy {Tr WRI“FWdMNd TVATIINGH OW) WR/ 35¥D I5VH THL WIZMLIS SO W1 NOTLYIAI i OIMOHS (57730 A1LIAdSRY JHL SWLLWISTH4TH 1132 AOT400W L HOIHM MI ow.nzmqﬂwwwmwm ASHIA ML oxﬁ_.uw.__wim_.n._ﬂoﬁmu:ut*ﬂmu:kumpuuzuozu:_n 0 w“ﬁ ‘ot

| INTTEIAY 0N IHNGN) oml AR WS JHL SNIQIALD @ zw._wuwa._. SIMIWIIATA 0L ISOM ONIOOY 3 *{BE\TENZD) ZY 001M3d SSTWIS 40 ONI JHL Ly Tr SN OWu 20 SNIM N ELIERELE ]
43IV N IONTHIASLD THL SNTAYL NIHL “SOvAH N1 IONRINIO ¥ ST mﬁ:. aw.—xun SSIHLS MSHId 4HL g ._m.nw._ HILUM T HOH 1300W 3HL u—&f 73AT7 HILVM Zb NMH 1300W 3HL DWILIWHIRNS AR QILVINTTVI = 8861 MMl 14D “mddum@:._.dza:_—gq 6
,

SIT | i
TAIIIRAA INTONNGHYNS OFTSTINIOT: LHOT2 WONS Z9VANN O30M00XT LVHL N QIVEBITVD TH1J OIAMISTUIT T W “{5)713M IUVIHIOUAGY INTINISTHAY 1133 MOTHI0W BOJ (WLVD TIA31 VIS WWIN) OVIH INIONI » BR/IE/ZT (T1'S'WITY Wi 1A 13 8
}

; ’ S31 Y
WALIIKNS SNIONNORHNS T31S1LNIT ST WONd Towdund OOTIOND LYWL KA OLVBRIWD W14 OIINISTHITY Zv W “(S)71713M UVIHAOHEAY DNILNISTUATY 1120 MOT400W ¥O4 {KALVG 13437 V3S WYIW} QvaH SNIONI = BE/TE/2T (175 Wi2b :E._&ﬁﬂ T300M

]
{2867 “SUIINITHI 40 SHOT AMSY °$°N) INIdWNG THY 1134 WIHM KADQMUHO HMOJ ANNDIDY 0L 1334 09 §531 TT3M &0 HIJI0 + 1430 FAILIIAT 9
SME00IY WAIY ¥3d 0 QILITAMDT TI3M Hid3 « TTIM 40 HI4ID S
(WUYD 13431 WIS WYAH) QUIHTTEN 40 JONLILTY * JNLILTY 113K ¥
(pZT "SUIINISND 30 SAUDD ARYY S°0) LU0dTd SHIINIONI 40 SAUDD AWRY ‘S°N HId 0IL3 WD) GIHNSSY SUM 173 IUVD » QILTT4WDD 310 °E
TT2M SNTdNY ML SINISTUATH LVHL 7130 SHISMOD 200N TUIUTHON MOTZ00W « 1130 MOT400W 2
HIBWH 13N HOTLINOGH WINHDWH °Ld = WIEWIN TIaM °T
{SHMTI03 30 NOI LNV 1%
sovssns ORI A B AT S10°0OTE  495T MW THLOL
e o G s et sw oo e
BwrIzs o —- el § WO " Sy Ve arls g2z 8 v6 §  (ni-seen) 2 SEL¥ zzw 6zac 08 E18€ 52y st 82's [}
(80°52% 0 - or1's § &S 2F STl pia ) £z 5 s 0y ey (E9-1s6T) | SETP ozl bLLE 204 ¥ILE otk Su6T n's ¢
oI 0 ---- L16°1Z §  EL6'ER % o ooty 9[6E 9Er's $ 22°TY RIS S (£9-T56T) 51 £2Tr $6500 D06E €08 orge oy 8561 [ 244 4 9
SII*v2 % O -—- _ﬁ ¥U'r 5 2661 S 5 ST 666 E9'L % 96T S TR1'9 S {E9-1561) 21 ETr ¥ity 08¢ ot 018e olgr 251 st H
GER'LIIS 0 —- [ LT612S  €L6'6B % 0L 601¥ BS6E 9EL*9 5 2L2'TY  EE’S S (€%-T56T) st EZIY S60F XS4 108 Z1BE 519 251 "t 4
0ER'ITIS 0 e | fT6'TZ S G4ET6B S LT3 ooty BS6E 96¢'9 § 202'1Y Ee's s (E9-1561) 51 a0 SEOF 188 208 11ee 10 Zr6l e £
eIy SS1ML sloz  oea'zz % 16°E6 S m i L STWE Y L9 % 0900 (£9-1SEL) 12 ¥ELE £60F 1668 14 TE6C ek 6l £2'v z
268'v218 GD5'L S fAlc *nn.m $ 166'TH Y nr nir BESE ZIS'PEY 299V 09L%uz%  (E9-1S6T) ] PETY EBDY BEEE € BEGE Ty 6LET (740 1
TR ot oviilh, SOLTE NS mEees (O g, e[ Mu oL mu  agy wmene sl 080 o e 3% Q0% VHRY e TR IR
Wi0l  0ALIICD8d OALDICOHA | wIVdR  WHOILIOOY ILGdy _Te N 2% N T¥ip1 uIidTH NaY ¥ WOy (e N zv N Hid3d  3ALTLTY
T 1300M TTH T300M 7'M T300M 1M T300M
{12) (02} (s1) (s1) {n tg1) (51} [{24] {ED) (1) 134 fon) (6} (8} 93] 1] {5) (e (z} (1}

‘

I

i

_ I9¥4dNd TY4IDINOW OL 300 STTIM VIOHDYNH 1M04 0L S1S0D TWNOILIAAY 40 IIVHILS]
_ b-9 Juvl

FMC001091



TABLE G-5

ACRE-FEET OF WATER LIFTED PER STRESS PERIOD OF RUMERICAL MODEL
(COHVERTED FROM CFS TO ACRE-FEET PER STRESS PERIOD)

STRESS STRESS STRESS STRESS STRESS STRESS

STRESS STRESS
RIOD 4 PERIDD S PERIOD 6 PERIOD 7 PERlﬂD 8 PERIOD § PERIDD 10 PERIUD 1 PERIDD 12
FT. HUACHUCA MODFLOW 1951 =63 1 1367 1968 969

973- 71 978-85

WELL(S) CELL AF LIFTER AF LlFTED AF LIFTED AF LIFTED AF I.IFTEIJ AF LIFTED AF LIFTED AF LIFTED AF L]FTED
HO. 1 &2 4.3 17,411 4,604 1,788 1,860 7,413 6,602 1,390 10,365 2,063
NO. 3, 46 3,24 3,858 1,238 485 507 1,795 887 224 7,875 4,669
NO. § 3,25 0 1,411 550 511 2,221 1,158 245 3,936 42
ND, 7 5,27 2,070 : 629 246 253 521 463 94 15 ]
NO. B 5,28 0 o - 0 0 521 ) 463 94 753 608
TOTAL ACRE-FEET 23,39 7.882 3,069 3,191 12,477 9,583 2.048 23,682 8,360
LIFTED FOR
STRESS PERIOD
TOTAL ACRE-FEET 1,795 2,627 . 3,069 3,191 3,110 2,396 2,048 2,960 2,787
LIFTED PER
YEAR
AVERAGE ACRE-FEET 2,666
LIFTED PER '

YEARS (1351-1988)

e PROJECTED---------- === : -

STRESS STRESS STRESS STRESS STRESS STRESS STRESS ESS STRESS
E 0 13 PERIOD 14 PERIOD 15 PEHlﬂD 16 PERIOD 17 PERIQD 18 PERIOD 19 PERIGD 20 PER]OD 21 FERIOD 22
FT, HUACHUCA MODFLOW 19 89 93 1994-98  199%- 2014-18  2019-23  2024-28 20 134 -
WELL(S) CELL AF LISTED AF LIFTED AF LIFTED AF LIFTED AF LIFTED AF LIFTIED AF LIFTED AF LIFTED AF L FTED AF LIFTED
NO, 1&2 4,23 3,438 3,438 3,438 3,438 3,438 3,438 3,438 3,438 3,438 3,438
NO. 3, 426 3,24 7,182 7,182 1,782 7,782 7,782 7.782 1,782 7.782 7,782 7.782
NO, § 3,25 687 687 £87 687 687 687 687 687 687 - 687
ND. 7 5,27 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,003 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,03
NO. B 5,28 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,013 © 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,013 1,013

TOTAL RCRE-FEET

LIFTED PER 13,933 13,533 - 13,933 13,933 13,933 13,533 13,932 13,933 13,933 13,933
STRESS PERIOD

TOTAL ACRE-FEET 2,787 2,787 2,787 - 2787 2,787 2,787 2,787 2,787 2,787 2,787
LIFTED PER : : '
YEAR
TOTAL ACRE FEET LIFTED PER WELL FROM 1940 THRINIGH 1988 PROJECTED TOTAL ACRE-FEET LIFTED PER WELL FROM 1989 THROUGH 2038
MELL ACRE FEET : WELL ACRE-FEET
0. 1 26,748 0. 1 17,150
o, 2 6,748 ‘ No. 2 17,190
NO. 3 7,183 W0 3 25,940
NO. 4 7,183 A o 4 25,940
M. § 19,51 o, § 5,870
0. 6 7,183 0. 6 25,940
0. 7 5,637 - - NO. 7 10,130
NO. & 2,439 _ N0, 8 10,130
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PROJECTED GROUNDWATER PUMPAGE 1989 THROUGH 2088

.

" The results of the analysis through 1988 demdnstfétes that the impact to -
the water levels at Fort Huachuca's water supply wells ranges from
approximately thirteen feet at Well No. 8 to forty-one feet at Wells No. 1 and
2. The estimated cost due to the additional 11ft and repair costs could range
from $76,000 to $125,000 from 1940 through 1988 (refer to Table G-4). Table
G-4 is only an estimate and does not reflect actual costs. '

Future pumpage rates were cé]culatéd using bopu]ation projections

, subp1ied by DES (Arizona Department of Economic Security, 1990), the

projectioné were available to 2040. The methodology used in determining
future pumpage rates through 2038 compared pasf population with past pumpage |
Arizona Department of Economic Security, 1986), Table G-6. 'Popu1ation figures
were supplied for Sierra Vista, Huachuca City, and Fort Huachuca from 1960 to
1985 by DES. Pumpage figures for fhe same time periods were supplied by ACC
and USGS and incorporated into the numerical model. Table G-6 compares
pumpage with population by establishing a ratio of pumpage/population for
several different time periods from 1960 to 1985. For Fort Huachuca, Sierra
Vista and Huachuca City several of the more recent ratios were averaged to _
project future pumpage/population ratios through 2038. These ratios were then
multiplied by the DES projected populations for Sierra Vista and Huachuca City
to arrive at projected groundwater pumpage through 2038. Fort Huachuca has
been incorporated by Sierra Vista since 1971, subsequently when arriving at

A

. Sierra Vista's population figures Fort Huachuca's projected population was

subtracted out of the value supplied by DES. A no growth scenario for Fort
Huachuca was used, or a constant pumping rate of about 2,787 acre-feet per
year. The average pumpage for Fort Huachuca from 1951 through 1988 was 2,666
acre-feet per year. '

PROJECTED CUMULATIVE IMPACT TO FORT HUACHUCA 1988 THROUGH 2088: FORT HUACHUCA
PUMPAGE

A projected water level map to the year 2038 including Fort Huachuca,
Sierra Vista and Huachuca City municipal well locations is shown in Figure
G-2. Figure 5-28 entitled: Upper San Pedro River Basin Drawdown Map Due to
Municipal Pumpage Through 2038, which is located in Section 5.4, shows the
calculated drawdown from the projected groundwater withdrawals for the eight

G-14
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jdentified muni¢cipal water companies from 1940 through 2038. Drawdowns in the
pumping center exceed 200 feet over the 98 year period. Projected costs to
Fort Huachuca could range from $500,000 to $1,000,000 over the 98 year

period. DWR believes that projecting fifty years into the future is an

. extremely difficult task. Many "best guesses" are assumed (i.e. population

projections, pumpage projections, population/pumpage ratios, constant per
capita usage, using only existing well locations, etc) utilizing existing '
trends end figUres. Therefore, DWR cannot put a great amount of conf1dence 1n
a fifty year prOJect1on._.”;f

. HETHODOLOGY USED IN THE DETERHINATIOH OF SIGNIFICANT DIHINISHHEHT TO THE SAH

PEDRO RIPARIAN NATIONAL COHSERVATION AREA

The methodo]ogy used to determine the s1gnif1cant d1m1nishment to the San

~ Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (SPRNCA) was based on the same
“mode11ng analysis used to determine the significant diminishment to Fort

VIHuachuca. For determining the significant diminishment to the SPRNCA, the
model 1ncorporated both the present day and projected pumpage rates. The.

model incorporates the affects of groundwater users in the Sierra Vista - Fort
Huachuca area in addition to other major users in the basin. A1though other
minor groundwater users outside the Sierra Vista - Fort Huachuca area could

~ impact or diminieh groundwater supplies to the SPRNCA, the Sierra Vista - Fort

Huachuca area consists of the most concentrated area of groundwater
withdrawals within the Sierra Vista subwatershed. Therefore, this shows the
poteﬁttaT effects that the ﬁajer'groundwater users would have on the SPRNCA.
Refer to the prev1ous sect1ons ‘for specific information regarding projected -
pumpage rates. use of the mode1 verification of the model and results.

FMC0010%6
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

*._IN RE THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION OF ALL RIGHTS TO USE No. WL, W2,W3 & W4
\WATER IN THE GILA RIVER SYSTEN AND SOURCE Wi-11-605

Kajor User Ho. 1283
MANDATORY FORM FOR OBJECTIONS TO
The Hydrographic Survey Report for
The San Pedro River Watershed

Please file a separate objection for each Watershed File Report, Zome 2 Well Report or Catalogued Well Report. Objections to information contained in
Voluse 1 of the HSK can be stated on ane objection form. Objections sust be vritten. Use of this form, or a coaputer facsimile, is required. Objections
mst be received op or before May 18, 1952,

This objectien is directed to Watershed ‘ ' or Catalogued Vell Mo,
File Report or Zone 2 Rell Report Mo, 111-23-01

OBJECTOE INFORNATION

{bjector’s Hase; Bella Vista Ltd. Partmership; Nicksville Water Company; Bella Vista Water Company,
lella Vista Banches Ltd. Partmership; ban Cracchiolo; Pueble Del Sob Water Company
cfo Willias P. Suilivan, Hartinez & Cartis, P.C.

Objector's Address: 212 Rorth Seventh Street
Pooenix, Arizema 83006-1001

fhjector's Telephoze Ho.:  (602) 248-0472

Objector's Watershed File Report or Zame 2 Well Beport Mo, (if the Objector’s claimed water rights are within the San Pedro River Watershed):
H2-16-002; 111-20-007, 111-23-030; 111-20-062; 111-20-030; 111-23-007; 111-23-064; 111-23-017; 111-23-C34
Or Objector’s Cataloged Well Fusber {if the Objector’s claised vater rights appear only in Voluse B of the HSR):

Y

;

e Objector’s Statement of Claimamt No. (if the Objector’s clained water rights are located outside the S Pedro River Watershed):

STATE OF ARTZONA
VERIFICATION  (mst be cospleted by abjector)

COUNTY OF MARICOPA

I hereby sake this Objection. I certify that, if required, a copy of the 1 declare wnder penalty of perjury that I am a claisant in this proceeding
forguing Objection was served upon the following Claimant(s} by mailing or the dulp-authorized representative of a claimant; that I have read the
trve and correct copies thereof on the ii‘:"\day of May, 1992, postage contents of this Objection (both sides and any attacheents) and kmow the
prepaid and addressed as follovs: contents thereof; and that the inforpation contained in the Objection is true

based on my own personal lmowledge, eacept those portions of the Objection
Nape; FT HDACHOCA & 0.5, ARMY INTELLIGENCE & CTR vhich are indicated as being kmovm to »e on infornation and belief and, as
to th ti

Mdress: {/0 OFFICE OF STAFF JUDGE FT HUACHUGA
T HUACHTCA &2 836135

Signature ofUbjector or Objector’s Representative

(The above sectiom must be completed if you object to another SURSCRIBED AND SWCRN to before #e this l gﬂ"aay of May, 1992,
claigant's Watershed File Report, Zome ? Well Report, or Catalopued Well
Report. It does not meed to be completed if you file an objection to your %@J_w COJ\_O_LJ
o Watershed File Report, Zone I Well Report, Catalogued Well Report: or
to information contained in Volume 1 of the Hydrographic Survey Report.) Rotary Rublic for the State of Arizona

Residing at Phoenixz, Haricopa County, Arizoma.
4y commission expires Jamuary 16, 19%.

Objections mst be filed vith the Clerk of the Superior Court ir and for Karicopa County, Maricopa County Courthouse Amer,
3345 ¥, Durango Street, Phoeniz, AZ 85009, om or before May 18, 1991,

FMC001097



Wl-11-605

111-23-073

FT HUACHUCA & U.S. ARMY INTELLIGENCE & CTR
C/0 OFFICE OF STAFF JUDGE FT HUACHUCA

FT HUACHUCA AZ 856135

Category
Number

The objectors protest the WFR for the following reasons:
11 Pursuant to Section 6.08 of the Rules for Proceédings

before the Special Master, Objectors wish to preserve all
objections which may arise from or otherwise are related to
the five remaining issues on Interlocutory Appeal before the
Arizona Supreme Court and in particular the following:

(a) Whether the trial court erred in adopting its
50/90-day test for determining whether
underground water is "appropriable" under §
45-141, Arizona Revised Statutes (1132);

(b) What is the appropriate standard to be applied
determining the amount of water reserved for
federal land (1133);

(c) Whether nonappropriable groundwater is sub-ject
to federal reserved rights (1134);

(d) Whether federal reserve water right holders
enjoy greater protection from groundwater
pumping than holders of state 1law rights
(1135); and

(e) Whether c¢laims conflicting with use or
interference with water rights must be
resolved as part of the general adjudication
(1136).

11 Objectors reserve the right to amend or supplement this
objection following the issuance of an opinion and mandate by
the Supreme Court dealing with any of the issues pending
before it (1130, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, and 1136).

11 The procedures imposed by the trial court and Master to
preserve an objection to this claim are inconsistent with
A.R.5. § 45-256(B). The Legislature did not intend each party
to be required to review each and every claim and file all
potential objections within the 180 day period or be
foreclosed from participating in a contested case. The

- Statute clearly permits a party who has filed an objection "to
make objections to any other claims"™ (100).

11 Zone 1 and Zone 2 wells, and the uses related thereto,
are beyond the jurisdiction of the general adjudication and
should not be included in the WFR. (510, 520, 1121)
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

IN RE THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION OF ALL RIGHTS TO USE
WATER IN THE GILA RIVER SYSTEM AND SOURCE
) :
MANDATORY FORM FOR OBJECTIONS TO No. W111000605
The Hydrographic Survey Report for
The San Pedro River Watershed

Please file a saparale objection for sach Watershed File Reperi, Zone 2 Well Report or Cataloguad Well Report. Objections Lo information contained in Volume 1 of

the HSR can be slaled on one cbjedtion form. Objections must be written. Use of this form, or a computer facsimile, i required. Objections must be received on or
before May 18, 1992

This objection is directed to Watershed or Catalogued Wel No.
Ftie Report or Zone 2 Well Report No. 11123 073 '
{please msert no.} (please insert no.)

OBJECTOR INFORMATION

Objeclor's Name: Gila River Indian Community San Caros Apache Tribe; Tonto Apache Tribe; Yavaepai-Apache indianCommunity, Camp Verde Reservation
GO Cox & Cox CJO Sparks & Siler, P.C.

Objector's Address:  Suile 300 Luhrs Tower, P.O. Box 4245 7503 Firsl Stroeet
Phoenix, AZ 85030 Scoltsdale, AZ 85251

Objector's Telephone: (602) 254-7207 (602) 949-1988

Cbjector's Walershed File Report or Zone 2 Wall Raport No. (if the Objecior's claimed water rights are within the San Pedre River Watershed):

Or Objector's Catalogued Well Number (if the Objector's claimed water rights appear only in Volume B of the HSR):
- } _—
bjecter's Statement of Claimant No. {if the Objector's claimed waler rights are localed oulside the San Pedro River Watershed):

35-11-05478 390541142 39-07-12652 39-07-12675 38-05-50058 39-07-12169

39-U8-50083 394 836340 39-1.8-37360 39-L18-53614 39-07-12675 39-05-50059
STATE OF ARIZONA

VERIFICATION (must be completed by cbjectar)
COUNTY OF MARICOPA
‘ ) | dectare under perjury that | am a claimant in this proceeding or the duly-autherized
| hereby make this Objection. | certify that, if required, a copy of the representalive of a claimant; that | have read the contents of this Objection (both sides
foragoing Oquclion was servad upon the folbwin%Claimant(s) by and any attachments) and know the contents thereof, and thal the information conlained in the
mailing true and comecl copies thersof on the day of Objection is true based on my own parsonal knowiedge, exceplt those portions of the Objection
May, 1992, postage prepaid and addressed as follows: which are indicatad as being known o me on infarmation and belief and, as 1o thoss porlians,
| balieve them to be Irue.

Address: FORT HUACHUCA

Name:  FORT HUAGHUCA O‘éggl i\f’\ ){g, Q):% /ﬂp <

Signature of Objesctor or Objectar’'s Representative
FORT HUACHUCA AZ 85613

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to befare me this j day of

=L R P A—
(Tha above section must be completed if you object lo another s ol

claimanl's Watershed File Report, Zone 2 Well Raporl, or NolanfPublic for the Stale of Arizana
Catalogued Well Report. i does riol need lo be completed if

_ you file an abjection lo your own Watershad File Repoti, Zone 2
Well Report, Catalogued Well raport; or to information centained in

,\ume 1 of the Hydrographic Survey Reporl.)

AT IAL GEAL
JAMES ATRERT RITTERRDUSE
Neoiasy Pubiz - State of Anzona
AMARIGOPA COUNTY
Mv Comem Exgres Jan 5, 1494

Objections musl be filed with the Clerk of the Superior Court in and for Maricopa County, Maricopa County Courthouse Annex,
3345 W. Durango Street, Phoenix, AZ 85009, on or before May 18, 1992,

FMC001099



Attachment toc Objection re Fort Huachuca
WFR# 111-23-073

2. HSR does not show Water Rights Registration for each
Zone 1 Potential Water Right. (420}

2. HSR does not show location of POU for Statement of Claimant
(478)
4. Use of the water claimed depletes water for senior federal

and Indian water rights (1150)

9. HSR does not show claimed water use rate. (1000)

FMC001100
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" : IN THE SUPERIQR COURT OF THE STATE CF ARIZONA

b - IN AND FOR THE COUNTY QOF MARICOPA

IN RE THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION OF ALL RIGHTS TC USE T
WATER IN THE GiLA RIVER SYSTEM AND SQURCE o No. w1 ,.WZ.WS & W4
MANDATORY FORM FOR OBJECTIONSTO . -~ -+ s

The Hydrographic Survey Report far ~ Wi-11-000605

The San Pedro River Watershed T

Pteasga file a separame ohjacton for sach Watershed File Report. Zone 2 ji\ra!l Raparr ar Ga:a.lagued WalRaparr. Ob;m;as -3
infermation conmined in Voluma 1 of the HSA can be swed on ang ohiscten famm. Chjecicns must be writen. Use of this form,
ar 2 computer facsimile, is raquired, Objsctions must be recaived on or bafore May 18, 1982 .

This abjecton is directed to Watarshed
Fiie Rapart or Zona 2 Wall Report Na.

111 23 _ 073

(please insert na.)

or Catalogued Weill Na. = =

Ipisase insert no.}

OBJECTOR INFORMATION
City of Mesa

P.O. Box 1466, Mesa, Arizona 85211-1466
[602‘ 644-2343

Chiector's Nama:

Chjeciors Address:

Chjectar's Taeleghone No.:

Chiector's Watarshed Fila Report or Zone 2 Well Repart No, (if the Cbjectors claimed water rights are within the San Pedra Fiver Watershed):

\Cr Objectar's Camlogued Well Numbar (if the Cbjectar's claimad water rights appear oniy in Valume 3oftha HSA):
i

Cr Objector's Satement of Claimant No. (:f the Gb;ec:nr‘s claimed water rigits are [ocamd autsida the San Padro River Wammhed)

" 4. L8-37263-37640; ¢

3Y=UT=T828—
T ARIZUNA - ] N .
STATE CF .
_ T Maricopa .. . . VERIFICATION (must be complated by bjecan) - LT
COUNTY OF - . e e,

ldedaraundarpeml:yutpmmyuranmadamammﬂnspmmedmg

P e

Wmf#ﬂ#ﬂ‘cfm‘#ﬂmﬂ#ﬂﬂmw#ﬂmﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂwﬁﬂ.& D o o o ot oot et it ottt it et s il W Wl O e W O et e

| hereoy make this Objection. | conily thar, if required, a copy of the
teragaing Chijecton was servad upon the follewing Claimant(s) by
ma|rng wrus and comect copies heveof on te 181h day of

2 198 _£ . 2 posi2ge-prepaid and addrossed as follows:

name: _Fort Huachuca
Address: Ebrt HlJ.aChL'lcaf AZ SSGQ_

(Tha abovae sacion must bar cnrnplamd it you object @ anather

claimanrs Watarshed Fla Reparr, Zone 2 Well Report, or Cataiogued -

Wail Rapart. [t does mat nesd 1 ba camplated if you e an
chiection to your cwn ‘Watershed File Report, Zane 2 Wail Repor,

Cattogqued Wall Report or © informatian mnramed in Volume 1 of -

the Hydrographic Survey Report.)

Ohbjections must be liled with tha Clark of tha Suparior Court in and for Maricspa Caunty, Maricapa County Caurthausa Annex,
3345 W. Duranga Sireet, Phaanix, AZ 25009, an or baiara May 18, 1892,

ar the duly- authorized mpresentative of a claimant; that | have read the
contents of this Objection (both sidas and any atachments) and know the
contents thereof: and that the information contined in the Cbjaction is
true based cn my own personal knawledge, except tfiose partions of the
Chiectan which are indicamd as being kngwn 1 me on mfcrrnanurl and
hamtand as tamosepmam. lwmmu bo u'ue. e

Signamire of Chjecwar or Obj

© SUBSCAIBED ANO SWORN to batora me this 15thday
Mav 4 199 2 .

Citla LUW

Nomry Public for me Sma of Arlzona

Residing at Mesa

My mmnﬁssian”axpila

-~ 10-25-95° "

[t bl al o bl ol ol o ol atnd e B e A A B o e e o Y o ot o A o O A e L W”ﬂﬂﬂmwﬂﬂwmmmw_g

FMC001101
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STATEMENT OF THE OBJECTION

3
/ oo

The fallowing e are main cateqaries of the typical Watershed Fie Raport (Zone 2 Well Reports and some Watershed Fla Reparts lack certain mgcneg)
Please check the catagory(ies) 1o wiicht yau cbject, and statn the reasan for the abjection on the back of this form,

1. | object to the descripion of Land Cwnership - .

a

2 | ohject to the descriptian of Appilcable Flings and Decrees

3. 1 object to the descripion of DWR's Analysis of Fillngs and Decrana

4. | objac: to the description of Diversians for the daunad watar rghtis)

5. | abject to the dascription of Usaa for the claimed watar right(s)

8. | abjest to the cascription of Reservoiﬁ used for the claimed water right(s)

7. 1 object to the dascription of Shared Uses & Diversions far the daimed waser fightis)
8. | object tw the PWR (Potential Water Right} Summary of the claimed water right(s)
9. | object 10 the description of Quantities of Use for the WWWMS} . - .

10, |'object o the Explanation providad for the claimed water rights)

A OO0 N0 O oo a o

11. Other Chjectons (plaass stam valume, page and fine number for gach gbjection)

REASCN FOR CBJECTICN
Tha reasan far my objectcn is a5 follows (please number your objections @2 camespend i the boxes checked abave; pleasa attach supperting infarnation
- and additional pages as necassary):
j
CATEGOAY

“Pf oObjector has objéctéd to Volume 1, page 558,

1ines 1-10, of the San Pedro'HSR for the reason

appropriable su;:f,ace_r.water nor groundwater, ‘se.e_'j.,_

.- A.R.5. § 45 1141 and.- Arizona Public_ Service

Company V. “Long, ____'160__ Ariz. 429, 773 P. 2d 988

(1989}, this matter has not been placed directly . ..~

before the adjudication court. A number of "

representative: ‘¢laims, - including the claim in

this WFR, should be consolidated for -a -"ggs_e-;o@"_

"broad.legal importance." (534)

FMC001102




IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

™
]
IN «E THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION OF ALL RIGHTS TO
USE WATER IN THE GILA RIVER SYSTEM AND SOQURCE No. W1, W2,W3 & W4

W111000605
MANDATORY FORM FOR OBJECTIONB TO
The Hydrographic Survey Report for
The San Pedro River Watershed

Please use a separate objection for each Wetershed File Report, Zone Z Well Report or fatalogued Well Report. Objections to
information contained in Volume 1 of the HSR can be stated on one objection form. Objections must be written. Use of this form,
or a computer facsimile, i¢ required. Objections must be received on or before May 18, 1992.

This objection is directed to Watershed or Catalogued Well No,
File Report or Zone 2 Well Report No. 111~23-073

OBJECTOR INFORMATION

Objector’s Name: City of Phoenix
Objector’s Address: Suite 800
251 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Objector’s Telephone: (602)-262-6761

Objector’s Watershed File Report or Zone 2 Well Report ¥o. (if the Objector’s claimed water rights are within the
San, " "dro River Watershed): N/A
B J

or Objjector's Cotalogued Well Number (if the Objector’s claimed water rights appesr only in Volume 8 or the HSR): #/A

Or Objectorfs Statement of Claimant No. (if the Objector’s claimed water rights are located outside the San Pedro River Watershed):

39-07-7927; 39-05-50153 through 39-05~50155; 39-L8-37666 through 39-18-37691

STATE OF ARTZONA VERIFICATION
COUNTY OF MARICOPA

1 hereby make thic Objection. ! certify that, if required, { declare under penalty- of perjury that I am a claimant in
a copy of the foregoing Objection was served upon the this proceeding or the duly-authorized representative of s
claimant{s) by mailing true and correct copies thereof on cleimant; thet I have reed the contents of this Objection {bath
the 18th day of May, 1992, postage prepaid and addressed sides end any attachments) and know the contents thereof; that the
as follows: FORT HUACHUCA information contained in the Objection is true based on my own
& LJ.S. ARNY INTELLIGENCE personal knowledge, except those portions of the Objection which
FORT HUACHUCA are indicated as being known to me on information and belief and

as to those porti 1 believe t ty be true.
FORT HUACHUCA  AZ 85613 mz Z ?
i o So Sp N S W N W W S .

OFFICIAL SEAL signature of Objec'tor or Objector’s Representative
CHARLENE ZAVALA

Notary Public - Arizona SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 18th day of May, 1952
Principal Qffices in

A 2 Maricopa County
My Ctxnrnission Expires May 24, m ‘ M\L éLMQ@"

- A A W W N WA W W -

Dbjecfions must be filed with the Clerk of the Superior Notary Public for the State of Arizona
Court in and for Maricopa County, Maricopa County Residing at: Phoenix, Maricopa County, Arizona
Courthouse Annex, 3345 W. Durango Street, My commission expires: MAY 24, 1992

Phoenix, A2 85009, on or before May 18, 1992, FMC001103
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Attachment to Watershed Fila Report: 111-23-073

PHOENIX OBJECTS TO CATEGORY 11 FOR THE REASON THAT: THE METHOD USED
BY DWR TO DETERMINE SIGNIFICANT DIMINISHMENT FOR FT. HUACHUCA (MAJOR
USER CODE 1283) HAS BEEN IMPROPERLY APPLIED IN THAT ALL OF THE
GROUNDWATER TABLE DECLINE FOR FT. HUACHUCA HAS BEEN ARBITRARILY
ATTRIBUTED TO ONLY 38 OF THE ZONE 2 WELLS NEAR SIERRA VISTA. {(180)

A SIMILAR OBJECTION IS MADE BY PHOENIX TO VOLUME 1, APPENDIX G. {(180)

i

FMC001104



lttachment to Watershed File Report: 121-23-073

PHOENIX OBJECTS TO CATEGORY 11 FOR THE REASON THAT: DWR’S METHOD FOR
DETERMINING IMPACTS TO FT. HUACHUCA’S (MAJOR USER CODE 1283) WELLS
COMPARES OFF—-RESERVATION PUMPING TO ON-~-RESERVATION PUMPING, BUT FAILS
TC INCLUDED 8 NON-POTABLE WELLS ON FT. HUACHUCA IN ITS ASSESSMENT OF
ON-RESERVATION PUMPING. (180) ]

A SIMILAR OBJECTION IS MADE BY PHOENIX TO VOLUME 1, PAGE G-8. (180)

FMCO001105



C

Attachment to Watershed File Report: 111-23-073

PHOENIX OBJECTS TQ CATEGORY 4 FOR THE REASON THAT: DWR FAILS TO
IDERTIFY AS ZONE 2 WELLS THOSE WELLS ON FT. HUACHUCA (MAJOR USER CODE
1283), WHICH MAY IMPACT OTHER FEDERAL RESERVATIONS. (560)

PHOENIX OBJECTS TO CATEGORY 11 FOR THE REASON THAT: A SIMILAR
OBJECTION IS MADE BY PHOENIX TO VOLUME 1, PAGE 419. (119)

FMC001106



;ittachment to Watershed Pile Report: 111-23-073

PHOENIX OBJECTS TO CATEGORY 8 FOR THE REASON THAT: DWR HAS IMPROPERLY
INTERJECTED AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS INTO THE STANDARD OF SIGNIFICANT
DIMINISHMENT WHEN IT CALCULATES THE ECONOMIC IMPACT NEIGHBORING WELLS
HAVE ON FORT HUACHUCA’S (MAJOR USER CODE 1283} BY PROJECTING
ADDITIONAL FUTURE COSTS THE FORT MAY INCUR IF THE GROUNDWATER TABLE IS
LOWERED AS A RESULT OF PUMPING FROM NEIGHBORING WELLS. (180)

PHOENIX OBJECTS TO CATEGORY 11 FOR THE REASON THAT: A SIMILAR
OBJECTION IS MADE BY PHOENIX TO VOLUME 1, PAGES G-14 AND G-17. (180)
THE WATERSHED FILE REPORT RELATES TO THE FORT HUACHUCA MILITARY
RESERVATION (MAJOR USER CODE 1283).

FMC601107
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Attachment to Watershed Pile Report: 111-23-073

PHOENIX OBJECTS TO CATEGORY 8 FOR THE REASON THAT: DWR IS INCONSISTENT
AND INEFFECTUAL IN REPORTING INFORMATION RELATING TO FEDERAL RESERVED
RIGHTS CLAIMS IN THAT THE LEVEL OF INFORMATION VARIES WITHOUT APPARENT
REASON. (200)

PHOENIX OBJECTS TO CATEGORY 11 FOR THE REASON THAT: A SIMILAR
OBJECTION IS MADE BY PHOENIX TO VOLUME 1, PAGE 571. (146)

THE WATERSHED FILE REPORT RELATES TO THE FORT HUACHUCA MILITARY
RESERVATION (MAJOR USER CODE 1283).

FMCO001108



IN THE S8UPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

IN RE THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION OF ALL RIGHTS TO USE
WATER IN THE GILA RIVER SYSTEM AND SOURCE No. W1,W2,W3 & W4

Contested Case No. W1l-11-000605
MANDATORY FORM FOR OBJECTIONS TO
The Hydrographic Burvey Report for the
gan Pedro River Watershed

Please file a separate objecticn for each Watershed File Report, Zone 2 Well Report or Cetalogued Well Report. Objections
te information contaimed in Volume 1 of the HSR can be stated on one objection form. Objections must be written. Use of
this form, or a computer facsimile, is required. Objections must be received on or before May 18, 1992,

This obJection is directed to Watershed or Catalogued Wel | No.
File Report or Zone 2 Well Report No. 111-23- -073

(please insert no.)} {please insert mo.)

OBJECTOR INFORMATION

Objector's Name: Salt River Project

Objector's Address: Post Office Box 52025
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-2025

Objector's Telephone No: (602) 236-2210

Objector's Watershed File Report or Zone 2 Well Report No. (If the Objector's claimed water rights are within the San Pedro
River Watershed):

Or Objector's Catalegued Well Number (if the Objector*s claimed water rights appear only in Volume 8 of the HSR):

Or Objector's Statement of Claimant No. (if the Objector's claimed water rights are located outside the San Pedro Watershed):
3 39-07_01040, 01041, 01206, 01207, 01998
‘ 39-05_50053, 50054, 50055

39-1.8_35212, 35213

STATE OF Arizona

VERIFICATION (must be completed by objector)
COUNTY OF Maricopa
' 1 declare under penalty of perjury that 1 am a claimant in this

I hereby meke this Objection. I certify that, if proceeding or the duly-authorized representative of a claiment;
required, copy of the foregoing Objection was served that 1 have read the contents of this Objection (bath
upon the following Claimant{s) by mailing true and sides and any attechments) and know the contents thereof;
correct copies thereof on the 14th day of May, 1992, and that the information contained in the Objection is true
postage prepaid and eddressed as follows: based on by own perscnal knowledge, except those portions

of the Dbjection which are indiceted as being known to me
Name: FORT HUACHUCA on information and belief and, as to those portions,

I believe, them to true.
Address: FORT HUACHLICA C
FORT HUACHUCA, AZ 85813 . at'ctl/

Signature of Objector or Dbjector's Representative

(The above section must be completed if you object SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this ist day of
to another claimant's Watershed file Report, Zone 2 May, 1992.

Well Report, or Catalogued Well Report. It does not g
need to be completed if you file an objection to your
own Watershed File Report, Zone 2 Well Report,

Catalogued Well Report, or to information contained i o
in Volume 1 of the Hydrographic Survey Report.) Residing at Maricopa County AL N A w Y, ::._: ERSOM

Nu.arf Puh fic - Slate of Arizona
RUCDPA COUNTY

My commission expires -
w My Comm Expiras March 24, 1995

Objections must be filed with the Clerk of the Superier Court in and for Maricopa County, Maricopa
County Courthouse Annex, 3345 W. Durango Street, Phoenix Az 85009, on or before May 18, 1992,
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EXCERPT FROM
S8ALT RIVER PROJECT OBJECTIONB TO
VOLUME 1 OF THE S8AN PEDRO RIVER HBR

GROUNDWATER IMPACT EVALUATION

(page numbers refer to Volume 1)

Impacts on Groundwater Under Federal Reservations
pPpP. 414-417, G-1 - G-17

The Salt River Project objects to the legal distinctions for
nonappropriable groundwater underlying federal reservations created by
the Gila River Adjudication Court's Order of September 9, 1988. The
Superior Court's Order, which is currently on appeal to the Arizona
Supreme Court, provides for federal reserved rights to groundwater
and, apparently, would protect those rights from "significant
diminishment" by off-reservation pumping. In contrast, pumpers of
nonappropriable groundwater under state law are afforded no unique
protections from interference by other state law pumpers or from
federal rights.

The Superior Court's creation of federal reserved water rights to
nonappropriable groundwater and "double standard" for protection from
interference is contrary to law and, further, would result in an
_administrative nightmare once the decree was entered. All water rights
recognized by the decree should be entitled to the same degree of
protection from interference by other water rights, irrespective of the
underlying basis for those rights.

The Salt River Project also objects to DWR's quantification of
significant diminishment of groundwater available to Fort Huachuca.
DWR has inappropriately expanded the scope of the information that it
is required to provide on the impact of surrounding pumping on a
federal reservation's groundwater resources. DWR was not directed to
evaluate the impact of historic or future pumping. Likewise, there is
no authority to estimate the economic impacts of past and future off-
reservation pumping. The Court simply directed DWR to identify

groundwater users that may affect groundwater under federal
reservations.

The Court's September 9, 1988 order on groundwater and surface water
contains the following pertinent statements at page 24, lines 24-28; and
page 25, lines 1-12 and 21-26:

"Having ruled on the legal issues before it from the motion
and the eight questions before the Court, the Court will now
move to the area of its instruction to the Department of Water
Resources for its Hydrographic Survey Reports.
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First, these reports should include all claims of surface rights
and claims where the water being used is sub-surface flow under
the criteria previously described. These rights are to be
catalogued, prioritized and entitlements assigned thereto by
indicating the nature, extent and relative priority thereto,

all as required by A.R.S. § 45-256, All other groundwater
sources, not involving federal claims, shall be catalogued and
their data determined as previously indicated.

When dealing with a c¢laim made under federal law, the
same procedure should be followed for those claims where the

faederal claim is for a diversion a use which is in physical

use at this time. Where the claim is for a federal reserved right
and there is no present physical use D.W.R. shall also:

. - . d. In determining a prioritization of such claimed
federal reserved rights, it will be necessarv to
determine all stream users or diversions of
either surface water or groundwater which
significantly affect those sources reasonably

available on, at or near the federal parcel which
would be available to fulfill the determined

entitlement." (emphasis supplied)

Nowhere in the Court's order are drawdown calculations
or an economic impact analysis requested of the Department.

The Salt River Project cbjects to DWR's analysis of significant
diminishment on other grounds as well. First, DWR fails to
specify the historical municipal pumping amounts that it used
in the model. Second, the analysis fails to discuss the impact
of the Fort's own pumping on the groundwater supply in the
area. This is particularly important in relation to the
possible impacts of Fort Huachuca-Sierra Vista pumping on surface
water supplies for another federal reservation, the San Pedro
Riparian National Conservation Area. Third, the economic analysis
fails to convert streams of costs over time to the net present
value of those costs. Fourth, annual rather than average changes
in 1ift are required for an appropriate economic analysis.
Fifth, it is particularly inappropriate to speculate on the
impact of future pumping since many of the variables may change;
e.g., pumping amounts by off-reservation users or the reservation's
own withdrawals. For example, Fort Huachuca was closed in the late
1940s and may be closed again in the future. S8ixth, a model that is
intended only to assess regional impacts cannot be used to quantify
hydrologic or economic impacts on specific federal wells.
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

IN RE THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION OF ALL RIGHTS TO USE W1-11-000605
WATER [N THE GILA RIVER SYSTEM AND SOURCE No. W1 W2, W3 & W4

MANDATORY FORM FOR OBJECTIONS TO
The Hydrographic Survey Report for
The San Pedro River Watershed

Please fiie a separate objection for each Watershed File Aepart, Zone 2 Well Report or Catalegued Well Hepart. Objections to
information conlined in Volume 1 of the HSR can be stated on one abjection form. Objections must be wrtten. Use of this form,
or a computer facsimile, is required. Objections must be received on or tefore May 18, 1932,

RECEIVED 1Ay

7

This obiection is directed to Watershed ‘ or Catalogued Weil No.
File Repor or Zone 2 Well Report No. 111 - 23 -_073 -
[please insert na.} {please insert no.}

OBJECTOR INFORMATION

Objector's Name: United States of America

Objector's Address: Mr. Gary Randall, Department of Justice, General Litigation
Objector's Talephone No.: 202 ) 272-6978 >ection ' P.0. Box 663 ) zggzgjggggn ' be
Objector's Watershed File Report or Zone 2 Wall Repornt No. (it the Objector's claimed water rights are within the San Pedro River Walershed):

111 23 073

Or Objectar's Catalogued Well Number (if the Objector's claimed water rights agpear only in Volume B of the HSR):

QOr Objactor's Statement of Claimant No. {if the Objector's claimed water rights are located outside the San Pedro River Watershed):

38 -

STATE OF
VERIFICATION  (must be completed by objectan)
CQUNTY OF
| dedlare under penaily of perjury that ) am a claimant in this proceeding
I hereby make this Obiecton. | certify that, if required, a copy of the or the duly- authonzed representative of a claimant; that | have read the
faregoing Objection was served upon the fallowing Claimant(s) by cantents of this Objection (both sides and any atachments) and know the
mailing true and comect copies thereot on the day ot contents thereof; and that the information contained in the Objection is
., 198___, postage prepaid and addressed as follows: true based on my own personai knowledge, except those portions of the

Objection which are indicated as being known to me on information and

Address: ture- bjectar or Cbjectars Representative

IBEH gNHgLEED to%l%é this lday of

189

belief and, as to thosg,portiongyl believe them 1o be fue,
Name: %4% g M

{The above section must be completed if you object to another
claimant's Watershed File Repart, Zone 2 Well Repont, or Cataiogued
Well Report. It does not need to be completed if you file an

objection 10 your own Watershed Fiie Aeport, Zone 2 Well Aeport, Notary Public for fhe State of yin
Catalogued Well Repart: or to information contained in Volume 1 of - o M: g ‘. D
the Hydrographic Survey Report.) Residing at | * L' D AHKS

My commission &

Objections must be filed with the Clerk of the Superior Court in and for Maricopa County, Maricapa County Courthcuse Annex,

3345 W. Durango Street, Phoenix, AZ 85009, an or bafore May 18, 1552.
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STATEMENT OF THE CBJECTION

The following the are main calegaries of the typical Watershed File Report (Zona 2 Wall Reports and some Watershed File Reports lack certain categories).
Please check the category{ies) to which you object, and state the reason lor the bjection on the back of this form.

) \J | abject to the deseription of Land Ownership

2. | object to the description of Appliczble Fliings and Decroesa

3, { object to the description of DWR’s Analysis of Fillngs and Decrees
. | object to the description of Diversions for the claimed water right{s)
5. | object to the description of Uses far tha claimed water right{s)

6. 1object to the description of Reservelrs used for tha claimed water right(s)

0O O o @ O QA
I

7. | object to the descriptian of Shared Uses & Diverslons for the daimed.watar-right(s)
Rx 8. | object to the PWR (Potential Water Right} Summary of tha claimed water right(s)
O 9. | object to the description of Quantities of Use for the claimed water right(s)

O 10. | pbiect to the Expianation provided for the claimed water right(s)

B 11. Other Objections (piease state volume, page and line number for each objecton)

REASON FOR OBJECTION

The reason for my objection is as follows (pleasa number your objections to correspond to the baoxes checked above; pleasa attach supparting information
and additional pages as necessary):

CATEGORY

NUMBER

.7+ See Attachment
11 Seo Attachment
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11.

ATTACHMENT TO OBJECTION RE UNITED STATES OF AMFRICA AND FORT HUACHUCA

WFR No. 111-23-073
CONTESTED CASE NUMBER
VOLUME 3, W1-11-000605

Volume 3, page 117. No potential water right numbers,
apparent first use dates or water sources and classifications
are assigned or determined for Fort Huachuca. The United
States of America realizes that no abbreviation for military
uses appears in Volume 3’s List of Abbreviations, at page 7
and that the Watershed File Report in the Explanation refers
to Fort Huachuca’s Major User Report in Volume 1, Chapter 5,
Section 5.4. Nevertheless, the United States objects in
order to preserve its opportunity to establish the nature,
extent, and priority of its claims to surface water and
ground water at Fort Huachuca. (220) (820) (920) (1283)

Volume 3, page 7, TABLE 1, entitled "LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS."
The HSR omitted an abbreviation for military use. (220)
(1283)

In an order dated December 11, 19920, the Arizona Supreme
Court granted review by way of interlocutory appeal of the
following six issues:

1. Do the procedures for filing and serwvice of pleadings
adopted by the trial court in its Pre-trial Order Number 1
comport with due process under the United States and Arizona
Constitutions?

2. DbDid the trial court err in adopting its 50% / 90 day test
for determining whether underground water is "appropriable"
under A.R.S. Section 45-1417

3. What is the appropriate standard to be applied in
determining the amount of water reserved for federal lands?

4, Is non-appropriable groundwater subject to federal
reserved rights?

5. Do federal reserved rights holders enjoy greater
protection from groundwater pumping than holders of state law
rights?

6. Must claims of conflicting water use or interference with
water rights be resolved as part of the general adjudication?

-1 - FMCO001114



ATTACHMENT TO OBJECTION RE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND FORT HUACHUCA

WFR No. 111-23-073
CONTESTED CASE NUMEBER
VOLUME 3. Wl-11-000605

The six issues which are on interlocutory appeal before the Arizona
Supreme Court, when resclved, may affect the content of the Arizona
Department of Water Resources' Hydrographic Survey Report (HSR) and
the Watershed File Reports. The United States of America, on behalf
of the Department of the Army and Fort Huachuca, objects to any
portion of the San Pedro River HSR or Watershed File Report whose
contents are changed or affected by a future Arizona Supreme Court
ruling on any of the six issues on interlocutory appeal. In other
words, once the Arizona Supreme Court rules on any of the six issues,
the United States of America reserves the right to object to any HSR
or Watershed File Report that is changed or affected by the Supreme
Court's ruling, especially in light of the fact that at least three of
the issues in appeal directly concern federal reserved rights. (200)
(220) (1130) (1283)
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FORT HUACHUCA BIOLOGICAL OPINION ANNUAL REPORT FOR 2002

This report fulfills the annual reporting requirement specified in Fort Huachuca’s
Programmatic Biological Opinion (BO), 2-21-02-F-229, dated August 23, 2002. This
report summarizes the actions taken to implement mitigation measures identified in the
BO and to address reasonable and prudent measures, with their implementing terms and
conditions, to minimize incidental take that might otherwise result from the proposed
action and implementation of conservation recommendations.

This report includes commitments identified in the PBO under the heading of
Conservation Measures from pages 43 — 66.

1. Water Related Conservation Measures

1.1 The Fort Huachuca water pumpage for 2002 was 496,567,000 gallons or 1,523 acre
feet, which is 8% less than that pumped in 200} (1,655 acre feet). During 2002 the Fort
completed its Army Water Resources Management Plan (AWRMP) as scheduled.
Implementation of the plan will be an ongoing process that includes individual project
development, budgeting cycles, and project installation.

I.1.a In the BO, Fort Huachuca proposed conservation measures to reduce its
contribution to the ground water overdraft in the Sierra Vista Subwatershed by a total of
3,077 acre feet by the year 2011. During 2002 the Fort estimates water reductions as
described below. These figures are estimates and can be refined over time with more
data and experience. - '

Reduced Pumpage
(metered water well readings) 132 acre feet

Conservation Easements
Clinton Ranch 630.8 acre feet
(formally approved by USFWS)

Storm Water Recharge
{estimated East Range Phase I) 60 acre feet

TOTAL: 822.8 acre feet
1.2 Water conservation measures that occurred on Fort during 2002 include:
1.2.a Installation of 20 additional waterless urinals in facilities on the Fort durin 22002
will save an estimated 900,000 gallons or approximately 2.8 acre feet of water per year.

Although not specifically identified in the Biological Opinion (Table 5, page 45), the use
of waterless urinals to conserve water is consistent with the Fort’s commitment to use all

reasonably available conservation measures. (Biological Assessment at 286)
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1.2.b Sewer line cleaning and video inspection was accomplished on 30,000 linear feet
of sewer piping. Repairs to the system continued in 2002 through the operations and
maintenance contractor. Also during 2002, the Corps of Engineers awarded a contract to
provide spot repair and or whole pipe section replacement of the existing sewer line on
Fort. This contract was developed based on prior year sewer line cleaning and video
inspections. This will result in as yet unquantified improvements to our effluent recharge

program.

1.2.c The installation of 139 additional horizontal axis washers in facilities used for
billeting, childcare development and fire stations occurred in 2002, Water savings for
this project is estimated to be 26.6 gallons per cycle. Assuming four cycles per day, this
results in a savings of approximately 16.6 acre feet per year. (Currently the Fort doesn’t
have counters on washers but we will survey utilization rates during 2003 in billeting so
water savings can be better estimated and adjusted accordingly.) Where possible, new
horizontal axis washers installed in the future will have counters to help determine water

savings.

1.2.d During 2002, the Fort removed 56 evaporative coolers in the family housing area
through the closing and demolition of old family housing units. These housing units
were replaced with 28 new housing units that have air conditioning instead of the
traditional evaporative cooling. Water savings for this project is estimated to be 840,000

gallons or 2.6 acre feet per year.

1.2.e During 2002, three sites were converted to Xeriscape type landscaping. These sites
were the Military Intelligence Academic Complex Courtyard, Reenlistment Building
#52208 and the Chapel Complex building #81402. These sites totaled 105,000 square
feet or approximately 2.4 acres. We assume a savings of one acre foot per acre of
irrigated turf converted {o xeriscaping. Because these acres were not entirely covered
with turf, we estimate a water savings of from one to one and one-half acre feet.

1.2.f During 2002, facilities demolition on Fort Huachuca was accomplished on 50,758
square feet of old family housing buildings. This demolition is part of the ongoing family
housing replacement program. The demolition includes the replacement of old sewer
lines and water pipes in housing areas when new houses are constructed to replace the old
housing. In addition to new utility systems for new houses, the houses also have water
saving devices built in such as low flow toilets, low flow shower heads, and air
conditioning instead of the old evaporative cooling systems. This will result in an as yet
unquantified reduction in water use.

1.2.g At a funding level of $36,250, the Fort continued to operate the Fort Huachuca
Water Wise conservation education program with a personnel-staffing ievel equal to one
man-year dedicated to the program. The program provided educational programs
directed at water conservation training to over 5,200 students, military, civilian and
dependents on Foirt Huachuca.
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1.3 Effluent Reuse
1.3.a. The Fort irrigated with a total of 424 acre feet-of effluent water during 2002,

1.3.b. The Fort used 53.1 acre feet for Chaffee Parade Grounds and athletic fields.
During 2002 the Corps of Engineers awarded the Phase Il Effluent Recharge and Reuse
Project on Fort Huachuca. This project will extend the Fort’s existing effluent piping -
system to irrigate the athletic fields that are currently watered with groundwater.
1.3.b. During 2002 the Fort Huachuca Mountain View Golf Course continued
maintenance of the existing irrigation. system and use of the meteorological and soil
moisture measurement telemetry system in an effort to reduce their use of treated effluent
for irrigation of fairways and-greens. The golf course used 370.9 acre feet of effluent for
irrigation during 2002. The golf course irrigation system upgradé is scheduled to begin
in Fiscal Year 2003.

1.4 Effluent Recharge. The Fort operated and maintained the East Range recharge basins
during 2002 with 185.5 acre feet of treated efﬂuent bemg sent to the basins for recharge
from June through December 2002, - LY . :

1.5 Conservation Easements - The Fort continued its cooperative agreement with The
Nature Conservancy (TNC) to pursue the purchase of consefvation easements along the
San Pedro River in the GAP area. Two properties (Drijver and Stoner) were worked in -
2002 by TNC to establish conservation easements aimed at reducing groundwater
pumping adjacent to the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area (SPRNCA).
TNC actions will continue into 2003 with plans to finalize these conservation easements,
The Fort funded $389,216 during 2002 in support of the cost of conservation easements,

1.6 Storm Water Recharge — Fort Huachuca made'considerable progress in recharge
efforts for storm water during 2002,

1.6.a The East Range Phase I storm water recharge basin is expected to recharge 150
acre-feet in an average year of rainfall. Based on actual rainfall in July and August of
2002, we conservatively estimate that 60 acre-feet were recharged in the reporting period.

1.6.b The Graveyard Gulch basin was constructed on the east range and the Greely Hall
basin was constructed within the cantonment area. The design plans and drawings were
completed for a basin within the Hatfield Road drainage area in 2002 with construction
programmed in 2003. The Graveyard Gulch construction cost was $351,434, the Hatfield
design cost was $17,075 and the Greely Hall design was $25,311 with the Greely Hall
construction being $92,000. The Fort is working with the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) to install metering devices to calculate recharge at these sites. The USGS will
complete work during 2003 on the project, which will allow the Fort to report rccharge in

the future.
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1.7 Water Mitigation Policy — The Fort’s population baseline is 12,305 based on the
September 2001 Post Population Report. The Fort estimated growth in the BO in the
amount of 500 persons, for an increased population of 12,803 to support future
operations. The September 2002 Post Population report indicates a total post population
of 11,112 that is a decrease of 1,193 under the baseline and 1,693 under the overall
projected growth. The major changes in population during 2002, seem to be decreases in
the number of student and permanent fulltime military and civilian employees on Fort.
There were also increases in a few organizations such as the Western Civilian Personnel
Operations Center and an increase in the number of contract personnel working on the
Fort. The contractor personnel figures include temporary construction workers building
new facilities throughout the Fort’s cantonment area. These numbers will fluctuate
depending on the Army’s Military Construction program for any given year. During
2002, mitigation fees in the amount of $125,000 were received from tenant organizations
that saw or anticipate an increase in strength. These funds are used for the purchase of
conservation easements along the GAP area of the San Pedro River and for low water use
equipment such as waterless urinals and horizontal axis washers. A post population
report for September 2002 is included in this annual report as an attachment.

1.8 Upper San Pedro Partnership (USPP) — Fort Huachuca was an active participant in
the USPP during 2002 cooperating with local, state, and federal entities on workgroups
and technical information sharing. The Fort provided funding in the amount of $309,84%
to the USPP in 2002. During 2002 the Fort and Huachuca City have partnered to develop
effluent recharge capabilities from their sanitary sewage operation. This project will
continue in 2003 with the development of recharge plans and secking funding sources.

2. Erosion Control

2.1 East Range

2.1.a Erosion control on the Fort’s east range included completing the installation of
signs to close 81 miles of roads. The Fort is partnering with the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) to implement land restoration to these closed roads. A
meeting and site visit with the NRCS was held prior to NRCS starting field surveys and
developing restoration plans for each segment of closed road. Other erosion control
actions included issuing a contract for the development of erosion control requirements
within planning unit 6 of the east range. This work would include identifying a site for a
stormwater retention basin, re-vegetation planning for disturbed areas and developing a
fire rotation burn plan for the unit.

2.1.b The Graveyard Gulch urban stormwater control and retention basin was
constructed during 2002 at a cost of $351,434. Based on the watershed area, this project
is expected to recharge up to 110 acre feet of urban runoff during an average rainfall

year.

| 2.2 Cantonment Area — As identified in the BO the Greely Hall retention basin was
completed in 2002 at a design and construction cost of $117,311. This basin will reduce
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drainage impacts caused by the large paved parking lots near Greely Hall. The design
was also completed for the Hatfield retention basin at a cost of $17,075. This basin will
provide an estimated 10 acre feet of recharge for urban runoff generated from pavement -
within the Forts cantonment area. ‘

2.3 West Range — At this time a retention basin on the Fort’s west range is in the long-
range planning stage.

3. Monitoring and Surveying of Listed and Candidate Species — During 2002, Fort
Huachuca completed monitoring and surveys on Fort for Mexican spotted owl, Lesser
long-nosed bat, Huachuca water umbel, Sonora tiger salamander, the Ramsey Canyon
leopard frog and Huachuca springsnail. The Fort also surveyed for Southwestern willow
flycatcher and the Yellow-billed cuckoo within the SPRNCA.

4. Protection of Listed and Candidate Species

4.1 During 2002 the Fort continued the training area restriction for off-road travel and
for the use of pyrotechnics within agave management areas.

4.2 The Fort continued its ban of off-road travel on the Fort during 2002. The Range
Control Office informs range and training area users of this requirement routinely as part
of their environmental training briefings.

4.3 Warning signs and physical protection measures such as boulders were maintained
and increased around Huachuca water umbel populations in Garden and McClure
Canyons. Silt fencing was installed or replaced along Garden Canyon stream as part of
routine road maintenance and repair in upper Garden Canyon.

4.4 The Fort and Service met during November 2002 to jointly develop a 2003 work
plan for implementation of the BO.

3. Fire Management

5.1 The protection of agave, lesser long-nosed bat, Huachuca water umbel, Mexican
spotted owl] and Sonora tiger salamander populations and habitat was an objective of all
prescribed fire and fire suppression activities in 2002.

5.1.a Fort Huachuca continued to have resource advisors within the Environmental and
Natural Resources Division present on all fire activities. Resource advisors were
incorporated into the fire emergency response protocol for the installation, to include
being on call 24 hours a day. '

5.1.b All off-road vehicle and human disturbance activities were minimized during
prescribed fire and fire suppression activities in 2002. Disturbed areas from suppression
activities on the Ryan Fire on the Fort’s west range were reclaimed naturally.

5 FMCO001120



5.1.c No listed species were adversely affected by prescribed fire or fuels treatment
activities in 2002; therefore, no mitigation or monitoring plans were needed.

5.1.d Fort Huachuca is scheduled to complete its Fire Management Plan in 2003. The
plan will include a schedule for fuel management as well as prescribed fire activities. In
2002, the Fort conducted approximately 40 acres of fuel load reduction work in Garden,

Huachuca and Blacktail Canyons.

5.1.e The Fort did not burn a black line around live fire ranges 6 — 10 in 2002. Since this
area was burned in the fall of 2001, it was not necessary to burn it again because the
vegetation was sparse and green.

5.1.f The Fort Huachuca Fire Department was present on the firing ranges during tracer
firing and under high fire danger conditions. On several occasions, fires started by live
fire rounds were confined and contained in front of Alpha Break. Several fires, including
a 108 acre fire in November of 2002, started beyond Alpha Break by live firing exercises

and were managed as suppression actions.

6. Recreation Management - Recreation management measures were maintained in 2002
for the protection of endangered species and their habitat. Boulder placement and
warning signs around known populations of Huachuca water umbel were maintained as
well as signs in other riparian areas including Upper Garden Canyon Pond and Tinker
Canyon Pond. The Fort maintained signage for Scheelite Canyon to inform hikers and’
birdwatchers of the sensitive species and recreation restrictions that apply to their use of
the canyon. Closure of caves and mines used for recreational spelunking, that are also
lesser long-nosed bat roost sites, were closed to recreation activities during the presence
of the LLNB on the Fort. The Fort continued to maintain the closure of Gate 7 to all
vehicles during 2002 as well as restricting off-road-vehicle use on the installation. The
live bait restriction for use of salamanders (waterdogs) while fishing on Fort was
enforced in 2002 and was reflected in the Fort’s fishing fact sheet.

7. Environmental Awareness Education - Through Fort Huachuca’s Water Wise and
Energy Smart Program, 178 educational programs were conducted that reached over
2,236 students. The Fort provided water conservation training to over 3,000 military and
civilian personnel through professional development seminars and organizational
briefings. The Fort sponsored a poster contest, developed nine desert landscape
demonstration areas, conducted 32 water audits, developed four self-guided tours,
completed 3 landscape projects and developed numerous brochures to promote water and
energy conservation and desert landscaping. The Fort also worked with local schools to
develop habitat gardens that provide a learning lab for students. The Range Control
Office provided unit training on environmental policies and operational requirements for
personnel training on Fort Huachuca. The Environmental and Natural Resources
Division provided environmental awareness training for area youth, local schools and
civic organizations, and military personnel.
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8. Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) - During 2002, the Fort
continued to implement the conservation agreement and management practices for the
Ramsey Canyon leopard frog located in the Tinker Canyon Pond on Fort Huachuca., Two
cooperative projects with the University of Arizona (UofA) were conducted in 2002.

This included survey and inventory work for the Huachuca springsnail as well as a
grassland fire research project. The grassland fire research project is looking at the fire
effects on Lehmann lovegrass and impacts to agave, which is a food source for the

LLNB. Both projects are scheduled to continue in 2003.

9. Agave Management Plan - The Fort implemented the Agave Management Plan in
2002, with requested changes to management actions as outlined in the BO. The Agave
Management Plan is scheduled for revision in 2003. In addition, the Fort continued its
grassland fire research project that should prove beneficial for the long-term management

of agave in southeastern Arizona.
10. Species Specific Conservation Measures
10.A. Huachuca water umbel

10.A.1. In 2002, an inventory of all potential Huachuca water umbel habitat was
completed on Fort Huachuca. All previously known umbel populations were found
during the inventory. Three new populations were found during the inventory that were
not previously identified during the 1999 inventory or during the 2000 and 2001
monitoring surveys. Results of 2002 inventory efforts were summarized in a 2002
inventory report and forwarded to the Service.

10.A.2. All potential umbel habitat in the SPRINCA was last inventoried in 2001. Umbel
habitat in the SPRINCA is scheduled to be inventoried in the fall of 2004. Therefore, no
umbel inventory was conducted on the SPRNCA in 2002,

10.A.3. During 2002, Fort Huachuca maintained the rock barriers that were installed in
1999 around Huachuca water umbel populations in Garden and McClure Canyons.

10.A.4. The Fort continued fuel management activities in high-use recreational areas in
Garden, Huachuca and Blacktail Canyons. Approximately 40 acres were treated in 2002
to reduce fire spread and to reduce potential for a stand-replacing fire. Fuel load
management activities had no adverse effects on umbel populations or their habitat;
therefore no mitigation/monitoring plans were required.

10.A.5. Gate 7 was closed in 1999 and has remained closed since that time to minimize
erosion in areas potentially affecting downstream umbel populations.

10.A.6. Fort Huachuca continued conservation easement actions for properties along the
SPRNCA that would help restore and/or protect cienega conditions on the SPRNCA. As
stated in section 1.5, the Fort continued working with TNC during 2002 to purchase
conservation easements in the GAP area of the San Pedro River. This work is aimed at
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reducing agricultural irrigation adjacent to the river, which impacts the river flow. On
post, the Fort maintained boulders thronghout the installation to protect umbel
populations and habitat and improve recreational access management. Locations of
boulders inciude Tinker and Upper, Middle, and Lower Garden Canyon Ponds, Garden,
McClure, Huachuca, Split Rock and Blacktail Canyons, Wren Bridge and picnic areas in
Garden and Huachuca Canyons.

10.A.7. Disturbance of umbel habitat at Upper Garden Canyon Picnic area was observed
in May of 2002. Unauthorized mowing was discovered in the picnic area and was
addressed with the appropriate personnel. No umbel plants were disturbed as a result of

the mowing.

10.A.8. The Endangered Species Management Plan for Huachuca water umbel is
scheduled for completion in 2003.

10.A.9. All Garden Canyon road maintenance activities in 2002 (i.e. waterbar
maintenance and road grading) adhered to the PBO. Silt fencing that was installed in
2001 was removed in some areas with additional silt fencing being installed in certain
areas to minimize sediment entering the creek. No water was taken from Garden Canyon

Creck in 2002.

10.A.10. Fort Huachuca’s water conservation efforts continued into 2002 with the Fort
reducing groundwater pumpage during the year from 2001’s pumpage level by 132 acre
feet. The Fort’s groundwater pumpage during 2002 was 1,523 acre feet. The meter
system for the Fort’s East Range effluent recharge basins was completed and came on-
line during 2002. The Fort sent 185.5 acre feet of treated effluent to the East Range
basins for recharge from June through December of 2002. The Fort continued working
with TNC on the purchase of conservation easements aimed at reducing groundwater
pumping for agricultural irrigation along the San Pedro river in the GAP area. Two
properties are currently under consideration for establishing conservation easements to
reduce groundwater pumping along the river. The Fort was able to construct two urban
runoff stormwater recharge basins during 2002 and complete the design for a third basin
that is planned for construction in 2003.

10.B. Lesser long-nosed bat (LLNB)

10.B.1. In 2002, there was no road construction or maintenance that would facilitate
public access to LLNB day roosts.

10.B.2. In 2002, the presence of LLNBs at day roosts was documented from July 22 —
November 21. Management actions implemented in 2002 include the closure of day
roosts from April 15 — December 5 to protect the LLNB and other sensitive bat species,
and the closure of access routes to roosts during this same time period. A new video
surveillance system was installed and operational by July 2002. The new system was
operational during the majority of the time LLNBs were present. When the system was
not functioning properly due to technical difficulties (i.e. battery and solar panel
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problems, etc.), Fort personnel conducted weekly site visits to day roosts. The Fort is
currently addressing the problems experienced in 2002 and expects the new surveillance
system to be fully functional for 2003. Signs and surveillance cameras at roost entrances
were maintained along with fencing around the perimeter of day roosts. No illegal |
entries into LLNB day roosts were detected in 2002,

10.B.3. In 2002, monitoring for LLNB was conducted from mid June through late
November. In late August, a record number of LLNBs were counted from Fort Huachuca
with nearly 7,500 bats being present. A summary of 2002 monitoring efforts is currently
being summarized in a report and that report will be forwarded to the Service upon
completion.

10.B.4. The Fort prohibited low-level helicopter flights within 350 feet of all roosts
while the lesser long-nosed bat was present on the installation.

10.B.5. The Fort conducted surveys for Agave palmeri (agave) prior to any ground
disturbing activities and implemented actions identified in the PBQO, page 58, 5.a—c¢, on
an as needed basis.

10.B.6. The Fort prohibited the seeding or planting of nonnative grasses or other plants
that have the potential to alter fire regime.

10.B.7. No managed natural fires occurred on the installation in 2002, but Fort Huachuca
did conduct several prescribed fires. These included pile burns in Huachuca and Garden
Canyons to reduce woody debris, but neither burn affected agaves. The grassland fire
research project was continued in 2002, and did affect agaves, but it was formally
consulted on in 2001 to minimize potential adverse effects to agave. A wildland fire
(Ryan Fire) occurred on Fort Huachuca in 2002 and burned approximately 5,300 acres of
the west range. From post-fire assessments of the Ryan Fire, it appears that most agave
in the burn area should survive. A resource advisor was present on all of the above
mentioned fires to ensure that potential adverse effect to the LLNB and agaves were
minimized.

10.B.7e. A schedule for prescribed burns in Fort Huachuca grasslands and woodlands
was not established in 2002, but is planned for completion as part of the Fort Huachuca
Fire Management Plan in 2003.

10.B.7f. The Fort restricted nighttime training in agave management areas from July 1 —
November 21, 2002.

10.B.8. Restrictions of no nighttime use or tracer fire on live fire ranges 2,3, and 4 were
adhered to from July 1 — November 21, 2002.

10.B.9. The Fort adhered to all nocturnal UAV operational restrictions to include a
minimum of 500 feet above ground level for all flights, confining take-off and landing
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approaches away from Agave Management Areas (AMASs) and no use of rocket-assisted
take-offs from July 1 — November 21, 2002.

10.B.10. Fort Huachuca continued to enforce the installation’s off-highway vehicle
policy that prohibits any off-road vehicle travel, especially in AMAs.

10.B.11. The Fort prohibited the use of pyrotechnics within 0.25 mile of AMAs and
restricted live fire exercises during periods of high fire danger.

10.B.12. The Endangered Species Management Plan for the LLNB is scheduled for
completion in 2003. -

10.B.13. The Fort completed agave monitoring on the installation in 2002. A total of 72
agave-monitoring plots were installed to collect information on agaves and determine
long-term trends. Results of the monitoring are being summarized in an agave
monitoring report and will be forwarded to the Service upon completion.

10.B.14. Fort personnel conducted monitoring and no dead LLNB were detected in
2002.

10.B.15. Fort Huachuca did not detect any take of LLLNBs or any LLNB day roost
disturbance in 2002. As mentioned previously, approximately 5,300 acres of the west
range burned in May of 2002, as a result of the Ryan Fire. The fire burned through
several AMAs with the effects of the fire on agaves being assessed during agave
monitoring efforts in 2002. In general, the fire appears to have moved quickly through
most AMAs with little damage being done to most agaves.

10.C. Sonora tiger salamander

10.C.1. Upper Garden Canyon Pond (UGCP) dried by late March 2002, and remained
dry until at least early July, so successful reproduction did not occur this year.

10.C.2. No wildland fire or fuel reduction activities occurred in the UGCP drainage or in
other watersheds upstream of high-potential salamander habitat. Pond basins on post
within the Ryan Fire have not been perennial enough in the last decade or so to support
salamander populations, if any ever occurred there. UGCP was identified as a sensitive
site and drainage in fire suppression planning meetings on the 2002 Merrit Fire on the
southwest side of the Huachuca Mountains near Garden Canyon.

10.C.3. Objectives for monitoring and habitat protection identified in the draft
salamander ESMP were met in 2002. The Sonora tiger salamander ESMP will be
completed in 2003.

10.C.4. Boulders and an erosion control gabion remained in place as a barrier to vehicle
access to the pond basin of UGCP.
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10.C.5. The closure to vehicle travel for Gate 7 was maintained, and no reports of
violation were observed or reported.

10.C.6. Prohibition against transport or release of any live aquatic wildlife on post has
been maintained in the Fort’s annual fishing fact sheet. Many ponds have dried during
the persistent drought, and fishing activity on post has decreased considerably, so the
opportunity and likelihood for such transport is much reduced.

10.C.7. The signs at UGCP have been maintained, with little vandalism.
10.C.8. No take of salamanders or their habitat was observed or reported in 2002.

10.C.9. A schedule for prescribed burns or fuels reduction was not established in 2002,
but is planned for completion as part of the Fort Huachuca Fire Management Plan in
2003. Forty acres of fuel load reduction work was completed in 2002 in lower Garden,
Huachuca and Blacktail Canyon.

10.D. Southwestern willow flycatcher (WIFL)
10.D.1. The Fort maintained the main firebreaks on the East Range.

10.D.2. There were no fires on the eastern third of the East Range in 2002. Therefore,
no fire suppression actions were implemented.

10.D.3. Currently, there is no suitable breeding habitat present on Fort Huachuca and
therefore no fire related actions were taken.

10.D.4. WIFL habitat suitability was assessed at RDTE survey points in 2001 and no
suitable WIFL habitat was observed. Therefore, no habitat suitability assessment was
performed in 2002.

10.D.5. There is currently no suitable WIFL breeding habitat on Fort Huachuca;
therefore, no WIFL surveys were conducted on Fort Huachuca in 2002. The Fort
completed annual status surveys for WIFL throughout the SPRNCA, per Service

protocol, and no breeding flycatchers were detected (although 3 apparent migrant WIFLs
were detected). Permission to conduct WIFL survey work on private land in the
SPRNCA and Babocomari Cienega was not obtained; therefore, no surveys were
conducted on private lands in 2002. In addition to WIFL surveys, incidental detections of
yellow-billed cuckoo (YBCU) were noted. A total of 81 YBCUSs were recorded within
established WIFL transects in the SPRNCA. A report summarizing 2002 survey results
for WIFL and YBCU was provided to the Service.

10.D.6. Aerial photos were taken in November 2000 and vegetation mapping was
completed in 2001. Vegetation maps (nine totals) and a final vegetation report was
disseminated to cooperating agencies in the fall of 2001. Since vegetation mapping is
required every four years, no mapping was conducted in 2002. Aerial photos are
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scheduled for 2004 and 2008 with vegetation mapping being completed in 2005 and |
2009. '

10.D.7. The Fort continued conservation easement efforts for properties along the
SPRNCA to help restore and/or protect WIEL habitat on the SPRNCA. The Fort’s
cooperative agreement with TNC continued during 2002 for the establishment of
conservation agreements to reduce groundwater pumping for agricultural irrigation
adjacent to the San Pedro river.

10.D.8. . Fort Huachuca’s water conservation efforts continued into 2002 with the Fort
reducing groundwater pumpage during the year from 2001’s pumpage level by 132 acre
feet. The Fort’s groundwater pumpage during 2002 was 1,523 acre feet. The meter
system for the Fort’s East Range effluent recharge basins was completed and came on-
line during 2002. The Fort sent 185.5 acre feet of treated effluent to the East Range
basins for recharge from June through December of 2002. The Fort continued working
with TNC on the purchase of conservation easements aimed at reducing groundwater
pumping for agricultural irrigation along the San Pedro river in the GAP area. Two
properties are currently under consideration for establishing conservation easements to
reduce groundwater pumping along the river. The Fort was able to construct two urban
runoff stormwater recharge basins during 2002 and complete the design for a third basin
that is planned for construction in 2003.

10.E. Mexican spotted owl (MSQ)

10.E.1. Monitoring of half the Protected Activity Centers (PACs) occurred in 2002. No
survey of other owl habitat was conducted this year. The 2002 monitoring report was

provided to the Service.

10.E.2. A comprehensive draft of the MSO ESMP was completed in 2002. The MSQO
ESMP will be completed in 2003.

10.E.3. No fires or fuel treatments in MSO PACs or owl critical habitat occurred in
2002.

10.E.4. No Jlow-level flights occurred over owl PACs or other habitat in 2002.

10.E.5. No owls nested in Garden Canyon within .25 miles of the rappelling cliffs in
2002.

10.E.6. The sign at Scheelite Canyon trailhead was maintained without damage in 2002.

10.E.7. Garden Canyon road maintenance activity was conducted only during daylight
hours and within the existing roadbed. Minor fuel load reduction work occurred in lower
Garden Canyon, but not within a MSO PAC or ow] critical habitat.
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10.E.8. No take of owls or owl critical habitat was known to occur in 2002. Potential
harassment may have occurred in 2002, although undocumented, by the large number of
birders in Scheelite Canyon, or the greatly increased numbers of undocumented
immigrants using canyons on post. However, the observed increase in immigrants
coming through Fort canyons occurred after the breeding season.

11. Reporting Requirements — The FY02 funding to support the BO requirements was as

follows:
Project Name
Comply W/BO (Water Mgt. Plan)
Comply W/BO (USPP)
Comply W/BO (Monitor Umbel &
Flycatcher in SPRNCA)
Comply W/BO (Agave Mgt.)
Comply W/BO (Aquatic Species Mgt.)
Comply W/BO (Protect SWWF Critical
Habitat)
Comply W/BO (Monitor MSQ)
Comply W/BO (Water Cons. Program)
Comply W/BO (Fire Mgt.)
Comply W/BO (MOA W/Forest Service)
Comply W/BO (LLNB Mgt.)

TOTAL:

Funded Program
$50,000
$500,000
$50,000

$50,000
$30,000
$300,000

$20,000
$300,000
$120,000
$25,000

$35,000
$1,480,000
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