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NR:.! watercourses
are tested
af next level

NRL2 watercourses
are tested
at next level

NR. : watercourses
require Detailed Study



‘ol for imail Watermuriesin Arizona

Level I Evaluation

oarse Sort
Eliminate Watercourses Most Likely to be
Non-Susceptible to Navigation

Quantitattve Screening Analysis
Binary Database Queries

“tream Type

[am Information
Historical Boating
Modern Boating
Fish

Spectal Status

y full test to

Al all watercourses 1n the database catalog

Rii:  Watercourses which are most likely non-susceptible to navigation
~RL: Watercourses which require qualitative evaluation
at Level 2 - | -



& LEVEL 1 SCREENING PROCEDURE

Nale answer in Database,
then proceed to next test

Note answer in Database,
then proceed to next test

Note answer in Database,
then proceed to next test

ey

Note answer in Database,
then proceed to next test

Nute answer in Database, -
then proceed Lo next test ,
sl

: DATA BASE

: NOTATION . ;
: DATA BASE
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Level 2 Evaluation

Refined Sort |
Eliminate Watercourses Unlikely to be Susceptible to Navigation

Qualitative Approach
By Inspection
Quality Control Check

Flsh Categories

\Joating Account Venﬁcahon N
Special Status Specifics
Outlier Verification

Apply to NRL1 watercourses in the database catalog

Ri2:  Watercourses which are unlikely to be
susceptible to navigation
NR12: Watercourses which ment quantitative engineering

- analysts at Level 3
.\_J |



level and lmportance.

(2) Numerical weights should

be established for the six -
criteria assigning the
highest weight fo the
criteriorr which has the
most significant bearmg ta
the navngablhty question )
and the lowest weight fo

. the criterion which has ' I . |

' theleast SIgnlﬁcant ST R Qualitative

= hearmg bearmg to the | T RN Analysls

o navlgablllty questum B R L

A hetter rank;lng' system
: cﬁm be made using tl'le

. DETAILEDSIUDY




Level 2 Analysis -
Refined Approach

- Steps in Establishing the
" Numerical Weights

(1) Identify the criteria

involved.

(2) Compare each criterion

with the rest of the
criteria. For each
comparison, assign a
Jetter (indicating which
criterion is more
important) and indicate
the level of preference.

For example a rating
of A2 indicates that
criterion A is a minor
preference (2) over the
other criterion.

(3) For comparisons where

no criterion is preferred,
assign a preference
level of 1.0

For example a rating

of BF1 indicates that no
preference is made
between criterion B and
criterion F.

(4) Complete the exercise.
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Level 2 Analysis -
Refined Approach

Steps in Establishing the
- Numerical Weights

(5) Evaluate the total raw
score for each
criterion.

(6) Rank all the criteria
based on the total
score evaluated.

(7) Assign numerical
weights to the
criteria. Use a
maximum of 10 to the

one with the highest

_  score and a minimum
of 2 to the one with the
Iowest score.
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Level 2 Analysis -

Refined Approach o .
intena ot
- Steps in Establishing the . "
" Numerical Weights | plPref ElEh |
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(8) If a number of N
participants are involved ‘ f Lfﬂem-ﬂﬂﬁl
in the exercise, the } Historical Hﬁfpl?ﬁ[@ﬁ’?g‘fﬁm
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Level 2 Analysis -
Refined Approach

Steps in Establishing the
~  Numerical Weights

(8) If a number of

participants are involved

in the exercise, the
numerical weights are

determined from the

average values

evaluated.

10

7

Participants

2 3 4 5 6 7

10 10 10
10 9 7
8 6 6
4 2 4
2 2 2
6 3 3

10 10
10 7
7 6
5 3
2 2
3 5

10

As an example, the case of
Sonoita Creek in Santa Cruz
County is considered.

Rating Weight
Hist. Boating 0.0 10
Mod. Boating 0.0 8
Perennial 1.0 7
Dam-Impacted 1.0 4
Special Status (.5 2
Fish 1.0 4
3.5

@Rating
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Rating
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Level 2 Analysis Results

mmmRecommended Level) mumMGrayArea ——O0Md Rating System ==mmNew Rating System 4 Studied Leveld
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. Break point| > 14.0 (35 Watercgurses)
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24

" Break point|> 11.0 (56 Watercourse¢s)
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27

53
79
105
P -2 |
157
183
235
261

287 -

313
339
365
391
417
443
459
521

573

599

625

677

703

729

755

781

807

833

859

885

Kanab Creek (Mohave/Coconino)

Aravaipa Creek (Graham/Pinal)

Trout Creek (Mohave/Yavapai)

| Pinal Creek (Gila)

Beaver Dam Wash (Mohave)

a1
937
963
989 ]
1015
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. ™ Flow Characteristics
= (Obstacles

: riter® for Assessing Characteristics of Navigability
N forimall Watercou ries in Aritonz

Level 3 Evaluation

= Fine Sort
» Elimiate Watercourses Non-Susceptible to Navigation

» Quantitative Engineering Methodologies
» Detaled Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analysis

= Flow Rate

= Apply to NRL2 watercourses
in the database catalog

= Rz Watercourses which are not susceptible to navigation
» NR13: Watercourses which are susceptible and merit more

detarled study
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T Critern or A :ngth ackerit Luulllwlgah lity
rimall Waterm n Ay

Detailed Study

Goal

Final Sort Y

Perform Detailed Fact-Finding Study
Addressing Susceptibility and
Actual/Historical Navigation

Methodology

Same as for Major River Studles

Qualitative and Quantitative Detailed Study

Test for Navigation In Fact - Actuality

Apply the criteria contamed m ARS 37-1128 (D)

Data Requirements

-
-
-
-
o

- Extensive
' Techmical Data
- Historical Information

Application
" Apply to NRL3 watercourses in the database catalog

Resulting Datasets
' RDs: (Rejected Detailed Study)- Watercourses which are not susceptible

to navigation, and with no evidence of actual/historical navigation
~\Ds: (Accepted Detal Study)- Watercourses which are susceptible and/or
show evidence of actual/historical navigation

IFTER!
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Santa Cruz County

4 COUNTY DESCRIPTION:
»d in the southern section of the State.
- Borders the country of Mexico to its south and the
countics of Pima to its north and west and Cochise to its east.
- Land area is approximately 1,235 sq. mi.




95.0%
Unnamed/
5.0%

Rejected at
Level 3

LEVEL 3

— NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION ) .

(?) 10 -



Watercourse Evaluation Analy

S1S

Small/Minor
Watercourses

Qualitative
- Analysis

Rejected at
Level 3

~ NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION o
(
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Watercourse Evaluation Analysis

AR ¢
SmalliMinor
Watercourses

(524)

Perennial Wash?
With Fish?
Historical Boating?
Modern Boating?
Dam-Impacted?

With Special Status?
]

Qualitative
- Analysis

- LEVEL 2

Rejected at
Level 3

LEVEL 3

("

‘' NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION o

(7



Watercourse Evaluation Result

R"éjecjtgd at
‘Level2 © N :
~ " Qualitative §
: : Analys_;s‘ R
C o
Rejected at :

I3

Leve E
<3
o~

— NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION ) |

(306) :



| Watercourse Evaluation Result

- Small/Minor
‘ Watercoi_lrses
(524)

' ejected at

C-Navigation Unlikely
B-Navigation Possible,

Not Likely N
A-Navyigation Possible

Rejected at
Level 3

— NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION )

(306)

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 3




Watercourse Evaluation Result

Wﬁtel;céurses
{524)

C-Navigation Unlikely | :
B | A_i?fﬁ%igato-?~‘?_qssihle “ 5
Rejected at |- e N
Level3 [ .- Fngineeri L§
(?) ~
' NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION ) [ b

(306)



Watercourse Evaluation Result ,

Small/Minor
Watercounrses

(324)

LEVEL 1

B-Navigation Possible,
Not Likely

LEVEL 2

Rejected at
Level 3

LEVEL 3

— NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILEDSTUDY

TO NAVIGATION ()

(306) l]'\
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- Small/Minor
Watercourses
{524)

Qualitative
Analysis

Rejected at
Level 3

—' NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION

(306) Q
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‘Small/Minor
- Watercourses
b (324

LEVEL 2

Rejected at
Level 3

LEVEL 3

— NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION )

(322

-




| Watercourse Evaluation Result

Small/Minor
Watercourses

(3

LEVEL 2

Rejected at
Level 3

LEVEL 3

' NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY DETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION

(322




| Watercourse Evaluation Result

Small/Minor
Watercourses

LEVEL 3

« NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY pDETAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION 5,

(322) :
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Small and Minor Watercourses

PIMA COUNTY

PIMA COUNTY
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o RLZand RL2 Data Sets from Level 2 Analysig
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PIMA COUNTY
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(1) Small and minor watercourses in Santa Cruz County:

Total:
Named:
Unnamed:

(2) Level 1 Analysis:
Total:
RL1 Data Set:

NRL1 Data Set:

(3) Level 2 Analysis:
Total:
RL2 Data Set:

NRL?2 Data Set:

(4) Level 3 Analysis:
Total:
RL3 Data Set:

NRL3 Data Set:

(5) For Detailed Study:
Total:

524
26
498

524
506
18

18
16
2

& N

2

( 3.0%)
(95.0%)

(96.6 %)
( 3.4%)

(88.9%)
(11.1%)

(6) Watercourses not susceptible to navigation:

Total:

522



Small/Minor
Watercourses

Rejected at
Level 3

Gy

—' NO EVIDENCE OF SUSCEPTIBILITY  pprAILED STUDY
TO NAVIGATION 2)

(522)
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