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The Gila Watershed Partnership

10-Year Plan

Introduction

This plan supports the goals and objectives of the Clean Water Action Plan by bringing together local, state, and federal resources as well as those of private businesses, organizations, and individuals to facilitate actions and projects within the Upper Gila watershed.  The purpose of the actions and projects is to evaluate and/or ameliorate water issues of the Upper Gila watershed. This plan was initially adopted by the Gila Watershed Partnership (GWP) for the watershed in September 1996.

This plan provides a description of the existing conditions and issues in the Gila watershed and on-going, future, and completed projects within the watershed.  It encompasses a 10-year period for evaluation and implementation purposes, but is updated annually or more often if necessary to make it a continuous, forward-looking plan.  The actions and projects resulting from or listed in the plan will be issue-driven as determined by the GWP and the residents of the watershed.

Goals and Objectives

Goals

The goals of the 10-Year Plan are:

1. Conservation of natural resources and enhancement of the environment for all users while maintaining or improving the economy in the local watershed.

2. Increased recreational opportunities, increased water quantity and improved water quality, and reduced damage from large storms, floods and other natural disasters.

Objectives

1. Prepare comprehensive lists of issues and concerns of the populace and of local, state, and federal governments relating to non-point source pollution in the watershed.

2. Promote and sponsor public education stressing awareness of inter-connections of all environmental factors, the domino effect of upstream changes on downstream areas, recognition of the power of the river in flood stage, finite levels of natural resources, and local solutions to local problems.

3. Conduct seminars and workshops for participants interested in learning more detail about the watershed, water quality, and quantity issues, and develop possible solutions for them.

4. Provide a forum to foster continuous evaluation and improvement of environmental programs and regulations.

5. Identify and quantify the origins of non-point source pollution in the watershed.

6. Establish, or aid in the establishment of monitoring programs for non-point source pollution

7. Encourage action agencies, individuals and other governmental and non-governmental entities to use locally appropriate management practices (LAMPs) to reduce or eliminate non-point source pollution.

8. Empower local communities in priority setting for environmental problems.

9. Encourage fair and equitable actions though public involvement.

10. Coordinate environmental planning and implementation with agencies, governments, environmental advocacy groups and the private sector.

11. Align human and financial resources to achieve more efficient, effective, and responsive service.

12. Provide a sound technical basis to support environmental decisions.

13. Organize and store information on the watershed in general, upland areas, reaches of the river, urban areas, and valley areas.

14. Assist other groups and individuals in obtaining grants and contracts related to environmental resource issues and concerns.

15. Seek funding to address concerns

Description of the Watershed

The Gila Watershed Partnership is comprised of that part of the Upper Gila River watershed from Coolidge Dam to the Arizona-New Mexico border. Appendix A contains a map of the GWP. The watershed covers about 6,000 square miles, of which 17 percent is privately owned and the remainder is under the stewardship of state, federal and tribal governments. Mining, ranching, agriculture and recreation are the principle industries of the GWP. These activities provide important economic resources for the region and are potential sources of environmental concern.

The watershed of the Gila River has wide, flat valleys between narrow, rugged mountain ranges.  Climate above 7000 feet ranges from cool to subhumid, and annual precipitation is up to 20 inches.  Vegetation is dominated by Ponderosa pine and pinion/juniper.  The valleys below are arid with average annual precipitation of 9.5 inches.  Vegetation is primarily desert scrub or desert grassland type.  Most rain is received from summer thunderstorms resulting in heavy, localized runoff.  Winter rains are generally gentle but can result in heavy runoff after the soil become saturated.

The valleys of the Gila River and its principle tributary, the San Simon River,   are made up of alluvial materials up to several thousand feet thick.  A coarse, highly permeable aquifer of about 100 feet thickness is found under and along the river itself.    Underlying this recent alluvium is a finer grained material with locally concentrated salt (evaporite) deposits.  Natural subsurface flow through the aquifer systems transmits salts to the Gila River consequently increasing both salt load and salinity; such flow is a major non-point source pollutant.
The population of the watershed is above 40,000 persons with about 50% residing in the city of Safford. Other major towns in the GWP watershed are Duncan, Thatcher, and Pima. Additionally, Bylas and San Carlos are the principle towns on the San Carlos Apache Reservation.

Because the GWP watershed occupies a central portion of the overall Gila River watershed, activities in the GWP can affect the downstream portions of the Gila River. Similarly, water quality and quantity in the GWP are potentially impacted by activities occurring upstream.

Structure and Function of the Watershed Advisory Group
Organization

Officers

The GWP has Chair, Vice-Char and Secretary/Treasurer positions. Officers are elected by the group members on an annual basis.
Standing Committees

Various committees have been established by the GWP to assist in planning, implementation, and evaluation of activities of the watershed within the responsibilities of the committee.  Larger committees may include subcommittees.  The committees are made up of local residents and GWP members.  Such committees include:

· Public education/outreach

· Resource inventory

· Sampling/Monitoring

· Planning/Implementation

· Grants preparation and administration

Other committees will be established as necessary.

Administration of Funds

Arrangements have been made with the Gila Valley Natural Resources Conservation District (NRCD) to assist G in the administration of funds received from any source for implementation of Action Plans and projects.  The NRCD has legal status, bank accounts, and permanent employees to facilitate the assistance provided in fund administration.

Coordination of Activities in the Watershed

The GWP recognizes the need to treat the watershed holistically and consequently tries to coordinate activities undertaken to ameliorate non-point source pollution anywhere in the watershed.  Coordination applies to activities of farmers, ranchers, industries, individual or groups of citizens.  See Section VI. B. for a listing of entities with which the GWP coordinates.

Implementing Is Own Action Plans and Projects

The GWP will prepare its own Action Plans and projects.  Because of the voluntary basis for the partnership, implementation generally will require collaboration with an action agency, and/or grants and hiring of personnel for the specific activity.  Monitoring and evaluation will remain as a responsibility of the GWP.

Scope of the Plan

Resource Issues and Concerns

Numerous resource issues and concerns relate to non-point source pollution in the watershed.  Issues are added to the list from various sources including: pubic meetings, agencies, private parties, or the GWP.  Issues defined to date include:

A) Potential pollutants which might reach Eagle the Gila River

B) Current state of creek water quality and quantity

C) Sources of salt reaching the creek

D) Method of determination of creek water quality

E) Condition of creek-bank stability

F) Uses of creek water

G) Condition of creek tributaries

H) Condition of uplands

I) Water quality standard as related to creek water quality

J) Flood control

K) River salinity reduction

L) Public education

M) Drinking water – quality, quantity, source assessment, and protection

Ways to coordinate management policies and practices which could affect the Gila river are suggested, such as Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and US Forest Service (USFS) regulations for grazing, road use, road maintenance, road construction, plant harvesting, fish and wildlife habitats, recreation; Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) NPDES permits, storm water regulations; Arizona Game and Fish wildlife and fish regulations; court decrees on water use; irrigation district regulations and practices; and others.

Descriptions of existing situations/conditions/activities for the creek/watershed of sub watersheds which have had or may have an impact on the creek water quality are given.  This includes irrigated farming, livestock production, silviculture, construction, urban runoff, resource extraction, landfills, hydrologic/habitat modifications, recreation, and others.  Certain steps must be taken to assess existing conditions including literature search for past conditions; compilations of existing data from various sources such as private parties, cities, counties, state, universities, Arizona Geological Survey, US Geological Survey, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Forest Service, BLM, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game Fish, irrigation districts, tribes, and meteorological stations, Bureau of Reclamation, and the US Army Corps of Engineers; collection of new data to demonstrate present condition; and evaluation of the data.

All data for the watershed will be compiled in a Geographic Information System database.  Facilities and activities to be included are: past reference data, present data, land uses, land ownership, soil types, agriculture, grazing, livestock, springs, wills, canals, recreation, silviculture, resource extraction, flood control structures/projects, sampling programs, construction projects, swage treatment plants, vegetation types, erosion control projects/structures, roads, bridges, public outreach programs, riparian modifications, urban runoff, and others.

Framework for Planning

The framework for planning and subsequent development of Action Plans in and for the Watershed uses a reach and subwatershed approach.  Reaches and subwatersheds are as show in the table below:

Reaches and Subwatersheds

	Reach (miles)
	Typical activities/ problems in the reach or subwatershed

	      Subwatersheds
	

	Franklin to Duncan (8)
	

	      Rainville wash
	High Salinity hot springs and soils

	Duncan to York (10)
	Irrigation diversions, agriculture

	      Ash Peak Canyon
	

	      Apache Creek
	

	      Bitter Creek
	

	York to Route 191 Bridge (20)
	

	      Bar  Canyon
	

	Route 191 Bridge to Sanchez (25)
	

	      San Francisco River
	Possible mine runoff

	      Eagle Creek
	

	      Bonita Creek
	Municipal water supply for Safford

	      Spring Canyon
	

	      Dry Canyon
	

	Sanchez to Safford Bridge (4)
	Irrigation diversions, agriculture

	      San Simon River
	

	      Oak Draw
	

	      Slick Rock Wash
	

	      Tidwell Wash
	

	      Lonestar Wash
	

	      Graveyard Wash
	

	Safford Bridge to Thatcher Bridge (5)
	Irrigation diversions, agriculture

	      Peterson Wash
	

	      Cottonwood Wash
	

	      Robinson Flat
	

	Thatcher Bridge to Pima Bridge (8)
	Irrigation diversions, agriculture

	      Watson Wash
	NPDES PERMIT

	      Coyote Wash
	Hot springs

	      Ash Creek
	

	Pima Bridge to Eden Bridge (8)
	Irrigation diversions, agriculture

	      Peck Wash
	Hot springs

	      Markham Wash
	Increase in salinity of river

	      Cottonwood Wash
	

	      Matthews Wash
	

	Eden to Ft. Thomas (10)
	Major Increase in salinity of river

	      Red Knolls Drainage
	

	      Black Rock Wash
	

	      Markham Wash
	

	      Hot Springs Wash
	Hot springs

	Ft Thomas to Geronimo (6)
	Phreatophyte thickets

	      Day Mine Wash
	Inflow of low salinity ground water

	      Goodwin Wash
	

	Geronimo to Calva (20)
	Phreatophyte thickets

	      Bates Draw
	

	      Dutch Pasture Canyon
	

	      Garland Wash
	

	      Five Mile Wash
	

	    McKinney Canyon
	


Relationship to Programs in Other Watersheds

Because of the physical and other relationships described above, in Section II, the need for close coordination of activities to be undertaken in the GWP watershed with adjacent watersheds is evident.  In addition, most of the federal and state agencies have responsibilities which apply to all of the watershed along the Gila River.  The Action Plans to be developed and implemented as part of this plan will therefore be reviewed to ensure that provisions for adequate coordination have been included.  Where conflicts arise or might tend to arise, the Action Plans must be modified to eliminate or reduce them to tolerable levels.

1. Lower Gila Watershed

The lower Gila River watershed (below Coolidge Dam in Arizona) has not yet been organized into watersheds with advisory groups.  Nevertheless the GWP advisory group recognizes the potential impacts of the GWP watershed on that area.  The advisory group is prepared to work with similar advisory groups when they are formed for the lower Gila.

2. Upper Gila Watershed

Three watersheds have been organized for the Gila River Watershed in New Mexico – Upper Gila, Lower Gila, and the San Francisco.  The advisory group is working to coordinate its activities with those of the New Mexico watersheds.  Preparation of a combined plan for the four watersheds is underway at present.

The Gila Monster Watershed project functions as a general forum to facilitate the transformation of community-generated desired conditions into on-the-ground projects.  Planning in done by the sub-basin advisory groups with federal, state, and local government agencies serving as technical, staffing and funding support.  Quarterly meeting locations are rotated among the different parts of the watershed.  Efforts are underway to incorporate recommendations of the project into the plans and policies of the government agencies.  Ways to involve universities, community colleges and elementary, middle, and high schools in the Gila Monster Project are being investigated.

Development and Implementation of Action Plans

The advisory group helps to identify small areas in which to work.  First priority areas are those where there are willing people, agencies, and/or ongoing planning.  This permits more rapid implementation by developing a project as an example of what can be accomplished.  The areas to be targeted initially are reaches or subwatersheds with unique problems and/or potential actions (see appendix E).  The mix of people and agencies is different and not everybody will want or need to work on every area.  Focus is on those who have a vested interest I a specific area or problem and letting them do the work.  The 10-year plan and the advisory group provide a guiding force to help small groups accomplish their goals and tasks.  Action plan development will require addressing each of the following:

1. Issues and concerns (Scoping)

2. Assessment

3. GIS database as necessary

4. Site specific LAMPS (see A. below)

5. Actions

6. Monitoring

7. Group/Agency lead

8. Implementation schedule

9. Public outreach

10. Funding amounts and sources

Locally Appropriate Management Practices

In this watershed the term ‘Best Management Practices’ is referred to as ‘Locally Appropriate Management Practices (LAMPs)’.  As this designation implies, the LAMPs are site-specific for a sub-watershed, rancher, municipality, or reach of river.  The LAMPs are cost effective and produce the desired results.  LAMPs will be reviewed before acceptance for widespread use to ensure that their application will not result in the creation of problems in the u0pstream and downstream watersheds.

LAMPs will be formulated for general and specific sites on the watershed.  One of the objectives of the 10-Year-Plan is to develop and then recommend LAMPs for different uses and areas of the watershed.  The LAMPs will come from local needs to meet the overall water quality standards for sub-watersheds of the river.

LAMPs relate to the past, present, and future oland use of the watershed.  Some examples of land use are urban, riparian, agricultural, wilderness, mining, commercial, water supply, or flood control.  In each of these areas different LAMPs apply.  By following the LAMPs pollution prevention is maximized.

The GWP has a six-phase approach for resource management and improvement.  They are as follows:

1) Evaluate existing data

2) Validate data

3) Identify issues

4) Develop LAMPs

5) Implement LAMPs

6) Monitor LAMPs

Involving Local Communities and People

Consultation and coordination with interested parties will be facilitated by GWP.  A consensus-based approach will be used to include a wide variety of Federal, State, Tribal, public, industries, and land users/owners for supportive action.  This will provide a strong framework for guidance of future non-point source pollution control programs.  Consultation and coordination will be accomplished through collaboration to achieve new programs, technical assistance, monitoring, and supportive action.

Among the institutions and agencies involved are the following:

	Institution/ Agency
	Contact Person

	GWP Watershed Advisory Group
	George Lemen

	Arizona Cattlegrower’s Association
	Pete Brawley

	Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
	Susan Ward

	Arizona Department of Water Resources
	Tom Witmer

John Fortune

	Arizona Geological Survey
	Ray Harris

	Arizona Game and Fish Department
	Devin Skinner

	Arizona State Land Department
	Mike Holleran

	Arizona Water Protection Fund
	Steve Williams

	City of Safford
	Robert Porter

	Coronado RC&D
	Donna Matthews

	Eastern Arizona College
	Nelda Potter

	Farm Bureau
	Larry Romney

	Franklin Irrigation District
	Wilbur Lunt

	Gila Monster Watershed
	New Hire

	Gila Valley Irrigation District
	Dennis Layton

	Graham County Board of Supervisors
	Drew John

	Greenlee County Board of Supervisors
	Dixie Zumwalt

	Gila Valley NRCD
	Dean Lunt

Scott Alder

	People For the West
	George Lemen

	San Carlos apache Tribe
	Harrison Talgo

	S.E. Arizona Governments Organization
	Rich Garr

	Town of Duncan
	

	Town of Pima
	John Bryce

	Town of Thatcher
	

	UA Cooperative Extension Service
	Carol Willis

	US Army Corps Of Engineers
	Joe Dixon

	US Bureau of Indian Affairs
	

	US Bureau of Land Management
	Bill Brandau

Joni Cockman

	US Bureau of Reclamation
	Rod Wittler

	US Environmental Protection Agency
	Ephraim Leon-Guerrero

	US Fish and Wildlife Service
	Thetis Gamberg

	US Forest Service
	Chuck Duncan

	US Geological Survey
	

	US Natural Resources Conservation Service
	Dave Fisher


Cost and Benefit Analysis of Action Plans

Budgets for implementing the Action Plans include direct and indirect costs to the implementing entity and sponsors of the resulting projects.

Traditional budget line items will be used in developing the budges for Action Plans.  Included will be:

a) Salaries and wages

b) Fringe benefits

c) Operations

d) Capital equipment

e) Indirect (overhead) costs

Financial analysis of the Action Plans is more than just a budget.  The benefits of the Action Plan must be identified and discussed.  Beneficiaries for the action Plan and their relationship to who pays the budgeted costs also must be identified and discussed.

Implementing the Plans

The Action Plans will, in general, be implemented by their developers, although the Advisory Group itself may develop plans of assist in developing plans which it then turns over to another entity to implement.  The Advisory Group will continue its coordination role during the implementation phase.

Steps in implementation will generally include the following, not necessarily in the order given:

a) Submit Action Plans to potential funding agencies

b) Modify plans as suggested by potential funders

c) Submit revised plans

d) Wait for the grant money

e) Begin implementation according to approved schedules

f) Collect background data

g) Obtain necessary permits

h) Prepare bids as required for goods and services

i) Purchase goods

j) Hire services

k) Establish monitoring and evaluation activities

l) Organize volunteers as appropriate

m) Train staff and volunteers

n) Prepare reports

Monitoring Results

After completion of a project based on an Action Plan, long-term monitoring of results will demonstrate the success of the actions taken.  The Advisory Group will provide the continuity needed to evaluate the current and future impacts on the watershed and the success in achieving the desired outcomes.

Results of the assessment of past and present conditions can be used to:

a) Reveal the most useful indicators for monitoring environmental change

b) Detect magnitude and duration of changes in conditions

c) Formulate and test hypotheses about the causes of the changes

d) Understand the causes and predict impacts

e) Manage the watershed for desired outcomes

Characteristics of good monitoring indicators include those that:

a) Answer a specific question

b) Have low spatial and temporal variability

c) Are east to measure (accurate and precise)

d) Related directly to the actions taken on the watershed

e) Represent broader or more complex processes within the watershed
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