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1. INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles District of the Corps of Engineers (the District) has
permitting control over all construction projects within or over the lower
Colorado River, and the discharge of fill materials into the river and its
adjacent wetlands. This regulatory authority is mandated by Section 10 of the

River and Harbor Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977.
In past years permit applications have been evaluated on a case-by-case basis
requiring a separate environmental assessment for each action. Because the
magnitude of most actions proposed along the river is relatively minor,

predicted impacts of each action are generally not significant. Due to the
individual nature of the review, cumulative impacts have proven difficult to
address. Hence, permits haveen approved for almost every project requested by
public or private parties along the river. As a result, many valuable
resources along the river are threatened by the continuation of current
development trends.

The Colorado River and its borderlands are a multi-jurisdictional area.
The District shares responsibilities in this area with other state and federal
agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Environmental Protection
Agency, Arizona Game and Fish Department, California Department of Fish and
Game, the Bureau of Reclamation, Arizona Lands Commission, California State
Lands Commission, and the Coast Guard. As a result, many residents and
property owners are unsure of which agencies are involved in the development
permitting process. In most cases, permit application must be made to two
agencies which then conduct separate assessments. As a result, long periods
of time elapse between application and approval or denial. Some property
owners have constructed unauthorized structures to avoid such permit delays.
Such structures may not meet public objectives.

As a method of expediting the large number of permit applications for
specific types of development along the Colorado River and to sensitize the
assessment to cumulative environmental concerns, the District proposes to
issue a General Permit. The purpose of this General Permit is to allow certain
types of construction to occur in designated areas under District jurisdiction
without requiring an Individual Permit review, provided that the proposed
project meets specified requirements. The data contained in this document
provide the basis for the designation of General Permit areas to allow blanket
authorization for specific developments in areas with low sensitivity ratings
for aquatic and terrestrial biology, cultural resources, public safety, land
use, and recreational use. Two alternative actions are also analyzed with
respect to the above-mentioned parameters. These alternatives are the
placement of a moratorium on further permit issuance, and a no-action
alternative which allows for continued processing of applications on an
individual basis.
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2. PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

CORPS OF ENGINEERS PERMITTING PROCESS

Legislative Authority

Pursuant to the River and Harbor Act of 1899, the Corps of Engineers is

responsible for regulating the provision of structures or activities in or
affecting the navigable waters of the United States. Historically, the
purpose of the River and Harbor Act has been to foster commerce under the

Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution by regulating potential obstructions
to navigation. However, due to recent changes in public attitudes regarding

water resources and the recreational and biological value they represent, the
concept of "navigability" has obtained a broader definition within the Corps
of Engineer's regulatory authority. With passage of Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act of 1977 the term "navigable waters" is administratively defined as
"waters of the U.S." and includes, with respect to the Colorado River, all
tributaries of navigable waters up to their headwaters and landward to their
ordinary high water marks, lakes, and adjacent wetlands. Section 404 waters

are regulated for the placement of fill only.

The instrument of the Corps of Engineers authorization is a permit or
letter of permission. The policies and procedures of the Corps of Engineers
permit function is establishes in Title 33 CFR 320 through 330. A provision

contained within these parts enables the Commander to issue a General Permit,
such as that proposed for activities on the Colorado River, which are
substantially similar in nature and will cause only minimal adverse
environmental impacts when performed separately or result in a minimal adverse

cumulative effect upon the environment. Upon issuance of a General Permit,
all activities meeting the established criteria would be approved and will not
require the issuance of Individual Permits. The regulations state that the
General Permit may be revoked if it is determined that the cumulative effect
of the activities authorized by it will have an adverse impact on the public
interest. Following revocation, application for any future activities in

areas covered by the General Permit would be processed as applications for
Individual Permits.

Jusrisdictional Boundaries

Both public and interagency confusion has been expressed in the past as to

the District's jurisdictional or permit boundaries and area of influence. In
essence, the District Jurisdiction encompasses the resources riverward of the
Ordinary High Water Mark and adjacent wetlands. Resources or development
constraints landward of this mark are of concern only where they would be
directly affected by a project under the District permit authority.

The geographical extent of the District's jurisdiction on the lower
Colorado River is shown in Figure 1.

By Federal regulation, jurisdictional boundaries for permit authority on
the Colorado River extend laterally to the entire water surface and bed of the
river including all the land and waters below the Ordinary High Water Mark.
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The Ordinary High Water Mark pertains to the line on the shore established by
current fluctuations in the water level. Determinations of the Ordinary High
Water Mark have in the past been accomplished through field checks by the
District. Indications of the Ordinary High Water Mark include physical
characteristics such as shelving of the bank, changes in the character of the

soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation or its inability to grow, the
presence of litter and debris, or other visual characteristics that suggest
the periodic elevation of the water line. Aside from actual in situ surveys,
this determination has been attempted utilizing available water stage data to
indicate the point on the shore that is inundated 25 percent of the time, as
derived from a flow-duration curve. To date, the most effective means of
determining the Ordinary High Water Mark has been field reconnaissance as
water flow data changes from year to year due to climatological conditions and
release rates from the several dams located along the river.

Also within the District's jurisdiction are the freshwater wetlands
adjacent to the river. Wetlands are defined as those areas that are inundated
or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient
to support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated
soil conditions (i.e., shallows, swamps, marshes and mudflats). Topock Marsh
and Cibola Refuge, in addition to numerous linear marshes and other wetlands
lining the Colorado River channel, are under the District's jurisdiction.

Existing Permit Procedures and Problems

The permit procedures currently in effect along the river for the various
types of structures or works regulated by the District involves an application
for, and evaluation of, an Individual Permit. This type of permit is an
authorization issued following a case by case evaluation of a specific
structure within the District jurisdiction. This process is initiated upon
receipt of an application to the Commander in Los Angeles. The application
must include a complete description of the proposed activity including
necessary sketches or plans; the location, purpose, and intended use of the
proposed structure; the location and dimensions of adjacent structures; and
documentation of any other approvals or denials of the project as required by
other Federal, state, or local agencies.

As the District's jurisdictional boundaries are very narrowly defined and
culminate at the Ordinary High Water Mark, a question may arise at times as to
whether the proposed project is actually in their jurisdiction. Boat docks
would almost without exception be within the District's jurisdiction; however,
bulkheads and sand beaches may not. Jurisdiction is determined by the L.A.
District's Regulatory Functions Branch, based either on information supplied
in the application or, if necessary, by conducting a field check.

When all required information has been provided, the Comander will issue
a public notice advising all interested parties of the proposed activity and

soliciting coments and concerns to evaluate the probable impact on the public
interest. Comment period on the public notice is normally 30 days.
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The decision whether to issue a permit is based on an evaluation of the

probable impact of the proposed structure or work and its intended use on the

public interest. The public interest refers to the needs and welfare of the

local populace as well as the national concern for both protection and

utilization of important resources. The District's permit regulations further

state that no permit will be granted unless the issuance is found to be in the

public interest.

in determining the public interest, the following general criteria are
considered in the evaluation of every permit application:

1. The relative extent of the public and private need for the
proposed structure or work;

2. The desirability of using appropriate alternative locations and
methods to accomplish the objective of the proposed structure or
work; 0

3. The extent and permanence of the beneficial and detrimental
effects that the proposed structure or work may have on the
public and private uses to which the area is suited;

4. The probable impact of each proposal in relation to the
cumulative effect created by other existing or anticipated
structures in the general area;

5. Where officially adopted state, regional, or local land use
classifications, determinations, or policies are applicable to
the land or water areas under consideration, they shall be
presumed to reflect local factors of the public interest; and

6. In the case of construction occurring in a wetland, whether the
proposed activity is primarily dependent on being located in or
in close proximity to the aquatic environment and whether
feasible alternative sites are available.

Processing of an application for a District permit normally proceeds

concurrently with the processing of other required federal, state and/or local
authorizations. Due consideration is given to comments from those agencies
having Jurisdiction or interest over the proposed activity, including those
with no discretionary authority. Permits will not normally be issued over the
objections of a state agency, provided it is the position of the Governor. By
the same measure, if a state or local agency issues a permit, the District
would not deny its permit unless there are overriding national factors of the
public interest which dictate such action. The coordination with other
agencies serves to provide a more precise definition of those factors in the
public interest as they apply to the Colorado River's natural and recreational
resources.

Following coordination with state and local agencies, the Commander will
process the application to its completion, either approving the application as
submittod, approving with conditions, or denying the requested use. It is the
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District's policy that in the absence of overriding public interest, favorable
consideration will generally be given to applications from riparian owners for
permits for piers, boat docks, moorings, platforms, and similar structures for
small boats. If the proposed project is considered to be minor (i.e.,
placement of a marker buoy, or work requiring modification of an existing
permit), has no significant impact on environmental values, and encounters no
opposition, the Commander may omit the public notice and authorize the work by
a Letter of Permission, but only for those activities requiring a permit under
Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act. Such action will be in coordination
with all concerned fish and wildlife agencies. The granting of a letter of
permission or the Individual Permit will include any modifications or
conditions imposed upon the application as determined necessary by the
District to protect the public interest.

Coordination with Other Governmental Entities

As no single agency possesses the authority or resources to manage, plan,
or regulate all aspects of the Colorado River environment, a high degree of
coordination must exist among the responsible government entities. Therefore,
in formulating the General Permit, the District has adopted a
multidisciplinary approach to ensure that permits are responsive to the many
and sometimes conflicting public interests and policies Involved in the
construction of the shoreside structures as defined in the General Permit.

Numerous state and federal agencies and tribal governments are affected by
the General Permit insofar as the boundaries, purposes, and stipulations of
the proposed permit touch upon these entities' respective jurisdictions and
authorities. The following discussion summarizes the spectrum of governmental
entities vested with regulatory or management authority over some aspect of
activities on the Colorado River and what their general concerns are with
regard to the district regulatory function. It may be evident to the reader
that there exists an overlap of jurisdictions, thus creating confusion to the
public in the past as to the responsibilities of each respective agency.

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. Under the
provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) is granted coordination responsibilities for permit
applications sulmitted to the District. The FWS evalutes permit applications
with regard to potential impacts on fish and wildlife resources, and with
special attention to the protection of migrating waterfowl and endangered or
threatened species. The FWS may also make recommendations concerning permit
conditions, or may object to the permit entirely and cause the permit to be
delayed or denied. The FWS is also responsible for managing the several
National Widlife Refuges that border the Colorado River.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMET. DEPARTMENT OF TE INTERIOR. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLK) has jurisdiction over federal lands adjacent to the river,
terminating at the ordinary high water mark. The BLM also has joint-
jurisdiction with the Bureau of Reclamation on lands withdrawn for reclamation
purposes. The SIM's regulatory authority is limited to activities occurring
on BILK land primarily related to recreational use and habitat management;
however, the department may also comment on District permit applications in
conjunction with other Department of Interior branches.
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTNENT OF THE INTERIOR. The jurisdictional
boundaries of the Bureau of Reclamation (BR) extens through the entire river

system including dome, levees, bank line structures and easements, and

adjacent public lands withdrawn -or reclamation. The primary responsibilities

of the IR entaiL the regulation o water allocation for flood control,

irrigation uses and power production, operation and management of the water

system for navigatioin and recreation, and rectification and control of the

channels. The BR -ust obtain permits from the District for reclamation or

diversion work at notify the District of flood control operations. The BR

also reviews and comments on District permit applications.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRSI DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. The Bureau of
Indian Affairs' (hIA) jurisdiction and primary interest is confined to the
Native American lands. However, the BIA may comment on all District permit
applications along the Colorado River regardless of whether Native American
lands are involved.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE. The National Park Service (NPS) has jurisdiction
over the Lake Head National Recreation Area and Grand Canyon National Park,
commencing directly south of Lee's Ferry and extending downstream to Davis
Dam. The NPS is responsible for total management of the designated parks
including discretionary land use actions and law enforcement. The NPS has
patrol boats on the lakes and enforces all applicable federal laws and
regulations. The Park Service's interface with the District primarily occurs
when a concessionaire desires to make waterfront improvements on a leasehold

which may require permit approval from the District.

U.S. COAST GUARD. The U.S. Coast Guard formerly maintained an office on
the Colorado River near Parker Dam. The Coast Guard enforced boating and
navigation regulations principally along the Parker Strip. The Coast Guard
recently closed their Colorado River division, turning over their patrolling
function to fish and game agencies of California and Arizona. At present,
there are no plans to reopen this office; however, the Coast Guard has
retained review responsibilities for District permits.

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION. The California State Lands Commission
(CSLC) has jurisdiction over the Colorado riverbed from the Ordinary HighI Water Hark riverward to the center of the river. Jurisdiction on state
sovereign lands also extends to the Ordinary Low Water Mark if fee ownership
exists and to the Ordinary High Water Hark if public trust lands are
involved. The main concern of the CSLC is to maintain the natural condition

of undeveloped areas. Permitting activities include the authorization of
piers and electric or gas line installations across the natural bed of the
river, and agency review of District permits. CSLC approval is required prior

to issuance of a ermit.

ARIZONA LANDS DEPARTMENT. The Arizona Lands Department (ALD) has

jurisdiction for the Arizona side of the riverbed to the Ordinary High Water
Mark; however, unlike California, this authority extends throughout the length
of the river encompassing developed as well as natural areas. The ALD issues
special-use permits to applicants for boat docks anchored into the bank of the
riverbed and controls overhead or underground rights-of-way. The regulation

7



of activities within the river is similar the District regulation, although
the emphasis of the ALD is on whether the project will alter the contours of
the river bottom. The ALD also reviews District permit applications.

NEVADA DIVISION OF STATE LANDS, DPAR7nENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL
RESOURCES. The Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL) has jurisdiction F the
Nevada portion of the Colorado River, from the Ordinary High Water Mark
riverward to the state line. NDSL issues special-use permits for boat docks
and other activities.

CALIFORNIA DEPARMENT OF FISH AND GAME. The jurisdiction of the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDWG) extends from the river bank to
the state line, normally the center of the river. The CDFG is responsible for
managing wildlife resources along the California portion of the river, and
conducts both a permit and patrol function to accomplish this responsibility.
The CDFG does not have title to lands along the river but is responsible for
the regulation of riverbed alterations through its own permit process. The
CDFG is responsible for detecting riverbed alterations and may notify the
District in the event of alteration or unauthorized construction of
structures. The CDFG also reviews District permits.

ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT. The Arizona Game and Fish Department
(AGFD) is responsible for the management of wildlife resources along the
Arizona portion of the river, normally determined as the center of the river
landward. The AGFD has concurrent jurisdiction with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the U.S. Coast Guard over certain activities including
the enforcement of wildlife statutes, citations for watercraft violations,and
placement of aids to navigation in state waters. In essence, the AGFD

functions as a patrol and licensing agency and is not vested with permit
authority. However, the AGFD also reviews District permits falling within
their area of Interest.

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE. The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDW)
regulates fishing and boating activities along the Nevada portion of the
river. As the majority of the Colorado River bordering Nevada is designated
as National Park lands, the NDW has jurisdiction over all resident wildlife in
cooperation with the National Park Service. The NDW also reviews District
permit actions to provide input as to the potential impacts upon fisheries and
wildlife.

LOCAL GOVRNUNG ENTITIES. The policies and plans of city, county, and
tribal goverments bordering the river control local shoreline uses and
indirectly influence the type and magnitude of permit applications for
waterfront improvements such as boat docks and beaches. The local entities'
authority is usually limited to activities occurring onshore; however, county
sheriffs my also have patrol boats on the river.

The existing policies, management plans, and concerns of the
aforementioned goverumental entities have been considered to the extent that
they are available in the formulation of the proposed General Permit in order
to achieve consistency among the goals of the various agencies having
jurisdiction over the Colorado River.
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Problems With Current Permit Procedures

The current procedures for evaluation of Individual Permits, as outlined
above, have proven inefficient as well as inadequate in the estimation of
cumulattve impacts. Delays in the processing of permits have occurred both on
the part of the District and that of the applicant. The volume of
applications processed annually along the Colorado River has exceeded the
capacity of the District to respond quickly and efficiently at present
staffing levels. The manner in which each application is processed on an
individual basis, despite similarities in actions and their impacts, is
redundant and results in unnecessary delays. The current procedure does not
allow for adequate evaluation of cumulative impacts.

9



3. OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed General Permit is designed to alleviate processing delays and
to minimize cumulatlve losses from future District-permitted development.
These are two areas of concern under the present practice of considering each
applcatLion under the Individual Permit process.

Issuance of a General Permit constitutes immediate approval of specific
actions within designated areas, thereby eliminating the need for an
individual application and case-by-case review. This form of general
authorization is of benefit time-wise both to the District and the
applicant. Economies in processing-time brought about by the elimination of
individual field surveys, environmental assessments, and the requirement for
30-day public notice are passed on to the applicant in the form of prompt (30-
day) authorization.

Proposed Genera] Permit areas were delineated on the basis of calculated
resource-sensitivity/impact relationships over the entire river, in which
cumulative effects of shoreline developments were considered. The resulting
General Permit provides for mitigation of potential cumulative impacts by
permitting a uniform configuration of structures expected to minimize adverse
development impacts on the river environment.
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4. FORMULATION OF THE GENERAL PERMIT

The General Permit was developed in two phases. Phase I consisted of the
compilation of a data base establishing pertinent environmental parameters and
inventorying resources. This was intended to serve as a partial basis for
evaluation of resources under Phase 2, ultimately leading to delineation of
the General Permit areas.

The result of Phase 1 investigations was a document entitled "Preliminary
Enviornmental Resources Inventory Report (PERIR), Vols. I and II", dated June
1981. The document is on file at the L.A. District Office, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, and is available upon request. The report compiled published and
unpublished information relating to environmental resources of that portion of
the Colorado River under the jurisdiction of the L.A. District. The
environmental parameters considered were as follows:

Water quality and aquatic biclogy
Terrestrial biology
Air quality
Cultural resources
Land use
Population
Public safety
Noise
Recreation

Phase 2 of the permit formulation began with the expansion and revision of
data compiled in Phase 1, in part through field checks. From this point
General Permit formulation proceeded in three stages

ANALYSIS OF GENERIC IMPACTS OF PERMITTED STRUCTURES

In order to facilitate estimation of cumulative impacts, an analysis of
environmental impacts of isolated and cumulative construction of bulkhead
walls, riprap slopes, sand beaches and boat docks was conducted. A summary of
these analyses is contained in Appendix A.

DEVELOPING CUMULATIVE SENSITIVITIES BY COMPARING IMPACT EFFECTS WITH RESOURCE
SENSITIVITIES AT IMPACT LOCATIONS.

Utilizing resource data available from Phase I research and cumulative
impact analysis, sensitivity ratings were assigned to resource and
environmental parameters over the entire Phase I study area (L.A. District
jurisdictional area). Ratings of maximum, major, moderate, and minor were
assigned to denote the sensitivity of a resource or the compatibility of a
use-factor (e.g. land use or recreation) to potential maximum development
under the General Permit. Sensitivity ratings were displayed in a series of
maps covering the Lower Colorado River, each set illustrating sensitivities of
a given environmental parameter as defined in Phase 1. The individual maps
were then consolidated into two series, one depicting biological and water
quality sensitivities, and a second showing cultural sensitivities
(recreation, public safety, land use and cultural resources). These maps
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represent a synthesis of information on the existing conditions of the study

area, and an estimation of the cumulative effects resulting from the approval
of a large number of district-permitted activities.

FORMULATION OF PERMIT CRITERIA AND MATRIX

On the basis of the senstivity saps and known development constraints, a

set of permit criteria were developed for each environmental parameter

considered. The permit criteria and sensitivity maps were then integrated to

produce a matrix displaying, by river mile for the entire Lover Colorado

River, the constraints to issuance of a General Permit as dictated by Permit

Criteria and based upon sensitivity ratings. This matrix served to identify

potential areas where a General Permit would be acceptable.

The Sensitivity saps, Permit Criteria, and Matrix have been published In a

document entitled "Lower Colorado River Resource Sensitivities and Permit

Criteria Report", dated October 1981. The report is on file at the L.A.

District Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

The following map series (Plate 1; Sheets I to 12), provides a generalized

and simplified illustration of environmental "constraints" in non-permit

areas. The sensitive resources and environmental criteria depicted in the

aps governed the selection of general permit areas. It should be noted

however, that the sensitivity maps and permit criteria developed in stages 2

and 3 above were based on cumulative impact/sensitivity relationships. As

such, the following maps do not contain a complete summary of the information

which contributed to the selection of the General Permit areas.

12



D t

/A

D

~o A

MEXICO Cocopah Indian

D.F ResJ

Baja California

A

G ads den

avis Dam

A
Parker Dam

San Luis

INDEX MAP

.,9~
=2 A,

rir -



D, CONSTRAINTS

A - Federal Ownership
8 - Withdrawn at request of

Colorado River Indian Tribes

C - Within 1/2 mile of a Wildlife
Refuge

D- Adjacent to or within a wetland

(non-refuge)

E - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat

F - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(mesquite or mesquite/mix)

G - Adjacent to or within a

high quality riparian habitat
(cottonwood/willow)

H - High quality aquatic, waterfowl.

Sommerton and/or fishery value

I - Within 1/2 mile of a dam

J - State ownership (land use

constraint)

AGENERAL PERMIT AREA

ARIZONA

Yuma County
Scale

0 1 2 3 MILES

0 i 2_3 4 KILOMETERS

PLATE 1 SHEET I of 12

CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING
THE SELECTION OF

GENERAL PERMIT AREAS



Davis Dam

Parker Dam

INDEX MAP

U.S./Mexico Borderl

CALIFORNIA
N

Imperial County

A

FORT YUMA

INDIAN RESERVATION

D

F Winterhaveri

DF A D,F A A,

U.S.A. D,F D
MEXICO A

Yuma
MORELOS DAM



A CONSTRAINTS

A - Federal Ownership

Squaw Imperial B - Withdrawn at request of

Lake Resevoir Colorado River Indian Tribes

C - Within 1/2 mile of a Wildlife
Refuge

IMPERIAL DAM D- Adjacent to or within a wetland

#1) (non-refuge)

IE - Adjacent to or within a
A high quality riparian habitat

W F - Adjacent to or within a
4 ,C high quality riparian habitat

(mesquite or mesquitelmix)

A w G - Adjacent to or within ahigh quality riparian habitat

/ (cottonwood/willow)

- H - High quality aquatic, waterfowl,
and/or fishery value

I - Within 1/2 mile of a dam

LAGUNA ittry Lake J - State ownership (land useDAM constraint)

A LI GENERAL PERMIT AREA

0

ARIZONA 'Scale

0 1 2 3 MLES

JTIN Yuma County 0 1 2 3 4 KILOMETERS

D

0

A GPLATE I SHEET 2 of 12

A CONSTRAINTS GOVERNINGATHE SELECTION OF
GENERAL PERMIT AREAS



I ARIZON

I VYuma Couw

IMPERIAL

CALIFORNIA SAE Lake NATIONALI

Imperial County STAT A -sa - - -- - - - - A

AREA

Fep

awls Dom

Parker Dom

INDEX MAP

U.S.IM.exi.o Border



CO NSTRAINTS

A - Federal Ownership

B-Withdrawn at request of
Colorado River Indian Tribes

C - Within 112 mile of a Wildlife
Refuge

D - Adjacent to or within a wetland
ARIZONA(non-refug)

A~ZO AE 
- Adjacent to or within a

Yuma County 
high quality riparian habitat

F - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(mesquite or Mesquite/mix)

G - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(cottonwood/willow)

H - High quality aquatic. waterfowl.
and/or fishery value

- Within 1/2 mile of a darn
J -State ownership (land use

Consat raint)

7i GENERAL PERMIT AREA

Scale
0 1 2 3MILES

oL1ak3e KILOMETERS

Fisher's Landing

PLATE I $MEET 3 of 12

CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING
A THE SELECTION OF

GENERAL PERMIT AREAS



C,D

A
w

A0
w U-

ItA
A

C ~

-J

-Jz0 0

AZ

\z

\A

Three Fingers C

A A

CALIFORNIA
Imperial County Camp

C

Walker
Lake

N A I

D Draper
Lake f



B-Withdrawn at request of
Colorado River Indian Tribes

C - Within 112 mile of a Wildlife
Refuge

D - Adjacent to or within a wetland
(non-refuge)

E - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat

CibolaF 
- Adjacent to or within a

high quality riparian habitat
(mesquite or mosquiteimix)

G - Adjacent to or within aARIZONA high quality riparian habitat
(cottonwood/willow)

Vum ContyH - High quality aquatic, waterfowl.Yuma ountyand/or fishery value
.1- Within 1/2 mile of a dam

j - State ownership (land use
constraint)

~ GENERAL PERMIT AREA

ola Lake

________Scale

0 1 2 3 MILES

o t 2 3 4 KILOMETERS

Davis Dam

Parker Dam

VIPEIALPLATE 1 SHEET 4 of 12ATEONAL 
CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING'AIID LE R UG INDEX MAP THE SELECTION OF

OLDLFE RFUGEGENERAL PERMIT AREAS
U.S./Mexico Border___________________



UO Blythe

CALIFORNIA

coo

A

DAFG

A
A

D,F.G D

Riverside County

imperal CuntyPalo Verde



eo~ 
a W at,~ , 

H~r~

Wdraw~, 
I req.., 

f
0 Cihin 1uai2

0%46( 
Adjacent to of, wih ia 'tl

ro ~~~high qualtorwhia

Adjaentto ipaianhabitat
hig Ajaent or withina

hM "Ig qu hor P r habitat
Adjacen to 0"qu ilem

Vum co~ ?~ 

Ihigh~ 

1 q U ,t o. ar WithnR 1, 0 NAandor 
ish* her ati. wate ,, 0

constraint) 
P('n

U GENERAL PERMIT AREA

0o Scale
2

0~ ~ z~ ~ z z z z z MILES3 4 KILOMETERS

PLA rE 1 8HEET 8 of 12INDEX MP CONSTRAINTS 
OVpNN------ : THr "CLIC OVEROF



B

0
0

\

I;

I

CALIFORNIA

Riverside County
H PALO

DAI

A

/

D,/

H
B

-BB

N ,_ DF



Cooa oRiver 
A - Fe al. W

B-Withdawn 
a eet OfC - r~d1/River 

India, ITribee
Wihi 12#"# Of a idlf

D - A d a Ic n t t o r i~ , e l n
IninReservation 

E-daett
high qu ltyo r witAl c. rj~ hin a

high qu to or with in t
( m~ a~ ~ 0  rip qii fl habit.,

G Adjacen tote mix
hg ulto or 'Within a

PALO 
Y 

ERDEia

DA14VERE 
(cft~wOOd/1wih, n habitat

in 1 '2 Mile Of a dam- State Own ehip (land us,
A R,7IZOA 

constraint)

Yuma county?
oforsdo 

0GENVERAL PERMIT AREA

avle04M3 4 KILOEI-ER

DO INDXMAP PIL A TE 1 SHEET 6 Of 12
CONSRAIN TS GO E N GTHE SELECTION 

OF
U.S.,Ioxco loro ENEAL ERIT A RAREAEAS



/

/41$

14e

4(* Lost Lake
0 Resort

C; 0

B

CALIFORNIA I

Riverside County /
C(

A B

/Ind
B

Peterson Road

A
B

B

Hall
B tsland

River Bend Lodge

A

B



Colorado River Indian Tribes

0 C - Within 112 mile of a Wildlife
Refuge

Lake ~~~~toOrwtia eln
of 

E -Adlacent toor within a w tln

Fr E Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat

G - Adjacent to or within ahigh quality riparian habitat

(cottonwood/willow)

H - High quality aquatic. waterfowl,
and/or fishery value

I- Within 1/2 mile of a damColorado River J - State ownership (land use
constraint)

Indian Reservation 
GENERAL PERMIT AREA

Scale
0 1 2 MIE

0 1 2 3 4 KILOMETERS

ARIZONADavis Dam

Yuma County Parker Dm

PLATE 1 SHEET 7 of 12
1I40EX MAP CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING

THE SELECTION OF
GENERAL PERMIT AREAS

U.SIMexice Serder



4p V A

I&/

HEAGAT B/
Ear RCKDA MOV/1

B/ 9

B/or11ndClrd Civ r o od

Sandia BernrdinvCoutyon

4o9A



CONS TRAI

A~~~ Fedoera i erh'
J ~~ Withdrana

Colrad atv reqes
H ~~C Within I r Indin ,b,

A H A BUCKSKIN MOUNTAIN Refuge 1/2 "il* of a Wilf
STATE PARK 

D -Adjacen Ito rWti 
atn

highqualt Or WthiRasJ Ah-vilia 
F-Adjacent rialnh abitat

Park 

high to~i or Within *( m e s q Ite o r i p~ h a b it tG-Adjacent 
t oeut,)Parker Strip 

high qualityo iti
H High ow) ~ S~~

andorflatey Value- Waterfow.A~~ 
Within1 /2 rmile Of a damn

- State OWn rshiP (land UsARIZONACOn8traint,

Yurnacount 
LJ GENERAL PERMIT AREA

0 Scale

12

01 MILES4/IOMTR

1040E MAP PLATE 1SHEET 8 of 12
COSTRAINTS 0 OVERNINQTHE -SELECTION 

OFU,464MXIC bo GE NERAL PERMIT AREAS



A H.~'AVASU NATIONAL

Chanehwvi A I WILDLIFE REFUGE

Iniani Resevation

Havasu
Landing

Reservation 
A N

I Whipple Point

A
CALIFORNIABlc edm

San Bernardino CountyLndg



-CONSTRAINTS

A - Federal Ownership

Davis Dam B - Withdrawn at request of
Colorado River Indian Tribes

C - Within 1/2 mile of a Wildlife

Refuge

Parker Dam

D - Adjacent to or within a wetland

(non-refuge)
INDEX MAP E - Adjacent to or within a

high quality riparian habitat

U.S./Mexico Border F - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(mesquite or mesquitelmix)

G - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(cottonwood/willow)

H - High quality aquatic, waterfowl.
and/or fishery value

ARIZONA i - Within 1/2 mile of a dam

95 J - State ownership (land use
Mojave County constraint)

GENERAL PERMIT AREA

Scale
0 1 2 3 MILES

0 1 2 3 4 KILOMETERS

Black Meadow

Lending f

NATIONAL PLATE 1 SHEET 9 of 12
WHITSET WILDLIFE CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING

INTAKE FU l B "THE SELECTION OF

GENERAL PERMIT AREAS
_- , 

_



A
A

-- - - - - - - -

Havasu National

CALIFORNIA

San Bernardino County

Wildlife Ref ug'

, I ,

- Blankeniship Bend

N F

Chemehuevi

Indian Reservation A

IA

II



B- Withdrawn at request ofColorado River Indian Tribes
C - W ith in 2 m i 8 o W i l fRefuge 12ml faWllf

D - Adjacent t0oOr within a wetiand
(non-refuge)

- - - -- -E 
- Adjacent to or. withinah ig h ua i y r a i a a i aI 

highq u a lity rip a r ia n h a b ita t

F - Adjacent to or within a

N a t i o n a l 
h i ghA d j a e n t t y r i hi n h a b i a
(mesquite or mesquite/mix)G - Adat to rwtihigh quality riparian habitatH-High 

quality aquatic. 
waterfowl,ARIZONA 

and/or fishery value'
fe Re1g 

- Within 112 mile Of a dame R e u eM 
o jave C o n yJ State ow nership (land use

constraint)

A I 
GENERALEMITAREA

Scale
ikeflship Bend 

MIE

0 2 3 4 KILOMETERS

'vaton APLATE 
I SHEET 10 of 12

AINDEX 
M AP CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING

____________Bard* GENERAL PERM IT AREAS



F

..

F

0

Mojave Valley
0
b

F'F

A

L.

CALIFORNIAF

San Bernardino CountyA

Lake



CONSTRAINTS

A - Federal Ownership

B - Withdrawn at request of

Colorado River Indian Tribes

C - Within 1/2 mile of a Wildlife

Refuge

D - Adjacent to or within a wetland

ARIZONA (non-refuge)

E - Adjacent to or within a

Mojave County high quality riparian habitat

F - Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(mesquite or mesquite/mix)

G- Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(cottonwoodlwillow)

H - High quality aquatic, waterfowl.
and/or fishery value

- Within 112 mile of a dam

J - State ownership (land use
constraint)

I GENERAL PERMIT AREA

I

Havasu National

Wildlife Refuge
SCALE

0 1 2 3 MILES

0 1 2 3 4 KILOMETERS

oock I avia Dam

Marsh FIvemile Landing

Parker Dam

A PLATE 1 SHEET 11 of 12
Beal I CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING

SiNDEX MAP THE SELECTION OF
• "GENERAL PERMIT AREAS

U.S,1Mexico Sorderl



I Lake Mead National

ecreation Area

NEVADA

Clark county

F Big Bend H

A Riviera

CALIFORNIA//F

San Bernardino CountyF

qSI

F



CONSTRAINTS

DA - Federal Ownership

0 -Withdrawn at request of
Colorado River Indian Tribes

-- -- . C - W ithin 112 mile of a W ildlife
Refuge

D - Adjacent to or within a wetland

A (non-refuge)
Ull E - Adjacent to or within a

ul high quality riparian habitat

Bullhead City F - Adjacent to or within a

high quality riparian habitat
(mesquite or mesquitelmix)

A G- Adjacent to or within a
high quality riparian habitat
(cottonwood/willow)

D H - High quality aquatic. waterfowl.

and/or fishery value

I - Within 1/2 mile of a dam

J - State ownership (land use
constraint)

ARIZONA

Mojave County GENERAL PERMIT AREA

Scale

0 1 2 3 MILES

o i 2 3 4 KILOMETERS

avis Dam

Parker Dam PLATE 1 SHEET 12 of 12

CONSTRAINTS GOVERNING
THE SELECTION OF

INDEX MAP GENERAL PERMIT AREAS

U.S.IMexiOo Borde NNW



5. PROPOSED GENERAL PERMIT

The proposed General Permit authorizes the installation and maintenance of
five specific categories of structures in designated areas along the lower
Colorado River. General Permit areas (as shown in Figures A-i through A-14)
encompass certain stretches of river in the Bullhead City, Laughlin, Needles,
Lake Havasu, and Parker Strip areas.

Each of the five categories of authorized structures incorporates certain
requirements which must be met before authorization is granted. Examples of
the requirements include dimensional criteria or specifications as to type and
quantity of fill material. In addition to these criteria, a set of standard
and special conditions applies to all activities. For example, under the
special conditions it is stated that the General Permit does not authorize
projects whose affected area includes a National Register site, or potentially
eligible site not yet evaluated under 36 CFR 63. In addition, these
conditions stipulate that the permitee must notify the Commander, at least 30
days prior to initiation of the work, providing the Commander with the
fol lowing:

1. A sketch or plan of the proposed structure showing pertinent

dimensions and location of the Ordinary High Water Mark.

2. The location of the proposed structure by Lot and Tract number.

3. The name, address, and telephone number of the permittee.

4. A photograph of the proposed structure site and a photograph of
immediately adjacent properties as viewed upstream and downstream from
the proposed structure site.

5. A description of the purpose and intended use of the proposed
structure.

Under the special conditions the Commander retains the right to determine
that any action is not appropriate under the General Permit and require an
individual review. Such a determination will normally be made within 20 days
of the permittee's written notification.

STRUCTURES COVERED BY GENERAL PERMIT

The General Permit applies to the following five types of activities;
drawings depicting typical structures covered under the General Permit are
shown in Figures 2 through 6.

Contiguous Bulkhead Wall with Backfill

This structure consists of a vertical wall not exceeding 60 feet in
length, and extending not more than I foot riverward of the Ordinary High
Water Mark. Under the General Permit, bulkhead walls may only be constructed
contiguous with, and therefore serve as an extension of, an existing
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authorized bulkhead alignment; i.e., for isolated bulkhead walls which do not
connect with an existing wall on an adjoining property an Individual Permit
will be required.

Contiguous Rip-rap Slope

This method of bank stabilization consists of large rocks or boulders
piled to produce a stable, loosely consolidated structure lining the bank.
Rip-rap slopes may not exceed 60 feet in length under the General Permit. As
in the case of bulkhead walls, a rip-rap slope must be constructed contiguous
with an existing authorized rip-rap alignment.

Sand Beach

The General Permit authorizes the placement of imported sand-sized
material (containing not more than 12% silt by weight) and associated grading
activities (not more than 5 feet riverward of the Ordinary High Water Hark).
Beaches may not exceed 60 feet in length under the General Permit.

Individual Boat Dock

Under the General Permit individual boat docks are defined as structures
or combinations of structures, including floating ramps, extending over the
river and used primarily for provision of boat moorage, but which may also be
used for sunbathing, fishing, and swiming. Boat dock authorization is
subject to a set of specific dimensional criteria listed in full in Appendix A
of the EIS. An example of the criteria is the requirement that docks do not
extend more than 30 feet riverward of the Ordinary High Water ark.

Community Boat Dock

Community boat docks are defined as docks which provide more than one
mooring and jointly serve more than one property owner. Dimensional criteria
for comunity docks are contained in Appendix A of the EIS. Community docks

are allowed a maximum of five moorings under the General Permit. A minimum
frontage of 100 feet is required for authorization. Individual boat docks are
excluded from riparian parcels served by community facilities.

The General Permit in its entirety is presented as Appendix A of the ELS.
The full set of special and standard conditions are stated therein, as well as
a complete listing of requirements for authorization.

The proposed General Permit would accelerate processing time for
authorized structures from a current minimum of 90 days to 30 days. The
permit would eliminate the need for individual assessment, site-visits, and
public notice circulation. Benefits to the public include simplified
notification procedures and prompt authorization of projects.
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6. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

NO-ACT ION ALTERNATIVE

The No-Action alternative calls for the continued evaluation of
applications for single lot improvements in the proposed General Permit areas
on an individual basis. Under this alternative, processing demands relative
to the capability of the District would remain the same. Processing delays
would continue to occur.

Individual site visits would be required for the majority of applied for
projects. The minimum processing time for permits would continue to be
approximately 90 days.

PERKIT MORATORIUM ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative the District would place a moratorium on the
Issuance of all permits in the proposed General Permit area. This alternative
would obviate the need for site visits and virutally eliminate processing
demands on the District for these areas.
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7. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

INTRODUCTION

Riparian structures placed below the ordinary high water mark may directly
impact environmental parameters such as water quality to a varying distance
downstream or upstream of the project site. In addition, the indirect impacts
of a project are not necessarily confined to the immediate construction
location. For these reasons, the discussion of affected environment has not

been limited to the proposed General Permit areas, but includes the entire
lower Colorado River within the Jurisdiction of the Los Angeles District.
(Figure 7). It is recognized that the major areas of impact are those within

the General Permit areas delineated on the maps accompanying the proposed
General Permit in Appendix A of the EIS. Hence, the following discussion of
the affected environment emphasizes these areas. To facilitate clarity of

discussions, the lower Colorado has been divided into 2 segments, as shown in
Figure 7. Segment 2 (Davis Dam and South) is further subdivided for certain
discussions into 3 subareas, also delineated in Figure 7.

WATER QUALITY

Segment 1. Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

The impoundment of the Colorado River by Glen Canyon Dam significantly
affects downstream water quality. Suspended materials settle out in Lake
Powell due to decreased velocity flow; thus, the discharge from Glen Canyon
Dam has been reduced in suspended materials compared to the river influent to
Lake Powell. However, suspended material loads increase as flcw proceeds
downstream from the dam due to erosion, rtnoff, and input from tributaries.
The water of the Colorado River and its tributaries in Segment 1 meet the
current water quality standards for drinking water (Johnson, 1977). Mobst of
the chemical elements monitored are relatively stable with time and location
on the river between Lee's Ferry and Diamond Creek. Sodium is an exception in
that its concentration increases with distance downstream from Lee's Ferry.
Input from the Little Colorado River, about 50 miles downstream from Lee's
Ferry, causes increased salinity in the Colorado River. The salinity is
decreased, however, by other tributaries so that the net effect is an increase
in salinity of about 0.5 parts pr thousand from Lee's Ferry to Diamond
Creek. In general, the C lorado River is considered a highly conductive, as
well as highly alkaline, system.

The river in Segment 1 is supersaturated with carbon dioxide at Lee's
Ferry, but concentration decreases rapidly downstream.

Turbidity and suspended solids are variable relative to spring rains and
runoff (Johnson, 1977). Biochemical and chemical oxygen demand are very
low. However, there is a possibility of localized health hazards at some

camping areas.

Between Hoover Dais and Willow Beach, measurements of pH are about 8 most
of the time, and the temperature is relatively constant at about 13C to 14C.
Average total dissolved solids (TDS) is 660 to 700 mg/l. The Colorado River
from Hoover Dam to Willow Beach is unpolluted and quite suitable for aquatic
life (Bryant, 1977).

21



Segment 2. Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

SUBAREA A. DAVIS DAM TO PARKER DAM. Water temperatures are least
variable near Davis Dam, due to the input of relatively cool hypolimnic waters
from Lake Mehave, but are progressively more variable downstream.
Temperatures were 17C to 20C near Topock Gorge. Temperatures near Davis Dam
were 15C to 16 C in the summer and about 13C in the winter.

Turbidity is often undetectable where reservoirs provide sediment
entrapment (Minckley, 1979). Turbidity is highly variable and is greater in
faster flowing waters (Broadway and Herrgesell, 1978). In Lake Havasu, Secchi
disc transparency ranged from 1.2 meters to 9.1 meters in the Colorado River
arm and from 0.6 meters to 4.6 meters in the Bill Williams arm (USD1, 1975).
Data collected in the present study shows a very low level of turbidity
ranging from 1.2 NTU (Nephelometric Turbidity Units) below Davis Dam to 4.8
NTU in Lake Havasu.

Concentrations of dissolved oxygen in the mainstream Colorado River are
generally greater than 60 percent of saturation during the entire year
(Hinckley, 1979). Lower dissolved oxygen concentrations were detected below
Davis Dam as a result of discharge of hypolimnic waters (colder, deeper waters
of a reservoir) that were low in dissolved oxygen. Concentrations increased
downstream due to photosynthesis and mixing. Dissolved oxygen concentrations
of at least 5 mg/l were observed in Lake Havasu (Ponder, 1975). Oxygen
concentration measured in situ in this study area were normally high, ranging
from 9.2 mg/l below Davis Dam to 8.4 mg/i in Lake Havasu.

Conductivity is about 900 to 1,000 (micro/mhos per centimeter) at 25C in
this section of the river (Hinckley, 1979). Immediately below Topock Marsh,
conductivity increases to about 1,100 mhos/cm but dilution occurs within 0.5
km. Conductivity measurements taken as part of Phase It showed slightly lower
levels than have been previously recorded for this area (Table 1).

Hydrogen ion concentration (pH) typically ranges from 7.8 to 8.2
(Hinckley, 1979). Lowest pH measurements are associated with inflow from
drains of backwaters, and pH values greater than 8.6 are found only downstream
from dense beds of subeergent macrophytes (Hinckley, 1979). Data from the
present study can be seen in Table 1.

Phosphate-phosphorus (P0 4 -P) concentration is 0.1 mg/l or less throughout
this section of the river (Hinckley 1979). Distribution of amonia nitrogen
(NH4-N) is variable and is not measured in high levels (Broadway and
Herrgesell, 1978). Average NO3 -N concentrations in the Bill Williams arm of

Lake Bavasu are about 6.0 mg/1 (USDI, 1975). Nitrogen (NO3-N) and phosphate
levels were found in the present study to be quite low as would be expected.
Data is shown in Table 1.
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SUBAREA B. PARKER DAM TO BLYTHE. The temperature regime in this section
of the river is quite different from other sections because relatively warm
water is discharged from Parker Dam as a result of the instability of the
hypolianion in Lake Havasu (Hinckley, 1979). The hypolimnion in Lake Mohave
is more stable and the hypolianic discharge is cooler. Summer river
temperatures below Parker Dan (Lake Havasu) are 25C to 30C compared to 15C to
16C below Davis Dam (Lake Mohave). Temperatures show expected diurnial
fluctuations, being highest in mid-afternoon and lowest in the morning.

Conductivity varies widely with no significant difference upstream or
downstream (Hinckley, 1979). Turbidity is low with the average never being
greater than 10 Jackson Turbidity Units (JTU) for a 24 hour period. Higher
turbidity is observed during the day than at night due to increased flow
during the day that is required in order to meet irrigation and other needs
downstream (Hinckley, 1975).

Phosphate-phosphorus is less than 0.01 mg/l in the upper reaches of this
section of the river, increasing to about 0.4 mg/l just upstream from Poston
Wasteway. Downstream from Poston Wasteway P04-P was about 0.7 mg/l ( inckley,
1979). High levels of nitrates and nitrites were found in the section of the
river running through the Colorado River Indian Reservation. Potential
sources of these levels were not identified.

SUBAREA C. BLYTHE TO THE KEXICAN BORDER. Water temperatures range from
about IOC to 12C in the winter to about 28C in the summer (Hinckley, 1979).
Between Yuma, Arizona and the Mexican border, water temperatures in the
channel are warmer in the summer and cooler in the winter than reaches
upstream from Yuma. Temperatures in oxbow lakes and drains are generally
warmer in the summer and cooler in the winter than in the channel.
Temperatures range from 14.4C to 33.6C in these backwaters (Ponder, 1975).

Dissolved oxygen concentration is near 100 percent of saturation at all
times (Hinckley, 1979). Concentrations as great as 121.5 percent of
saturation have also been measured at the northern end of the segment.
Dissolved oxygen gradually decreases below Yuma, Arizona, possibly due to
organic loading. Bottom sediments below Morelos Dam consume oxygen by
reduction; therefore, bottom waters should be low in dissolved oxygen. They
are not, however, due to seepage of water high in dissolved oxygen from
Morelos Dam. In Hunter's Hole, a backwater in the southern portion, oxygen
depletion is evident in deeper waters. Other backwaters are near or greater
than 100 percent of saturation at the surface and are rarely below 50 percent
of saturation at the bottom. Oxygen levels were quite high in samples taken
in situ during the present study (Table 1).

Hydrogen ion concentration (p1) fluctuates between 7.0 and 8.6 (Hinckley,
1979). The majority of the pH measurements, however, are from 7.9 to 8.4.
Backwater pH measurements range from 8.0 to 8.6 (Ponder, 1975). Backwaters
and drains fluctuate less in pH than does the channel (Minckley, 1979). In
deeper backwaters, lowest pH is associated with low dissolved oxygen
concentration near the bottom.

25



Conductance varies from 690 to 1,630 mhos/cm. The general trend is for
progressive increase in conductance upstream to downstream. Greater
conductance may be attributed to input of more saline waters from drains and
canals. Salinity progressively increases downstream throughout the lower
Colorado River because water used for irrigation, high in salt content due to
leaching from the soil and evaporation, is returned to the river in lower
reaches (Minckley, 1979). Conductance in backwaters was greater than in the
channel usually by 100 to 500 mhos/cm (Ponder, 1975).

Turbidity downstream of Yuma, Arizona ranges from none detected to about
55 JTU (Minckley, 1979). Higher turbidities are found near the Laguna
desilting facilities. From Yuma to the Mexican border, turbidity ranges from
I to 160 JTU. Turbidity in backwaters is generally greater than in the
channel because of phyotplankton blooms and forage fish such as carp that stir
up the bottom while feeding. Secchi disc depths range from 0.1 m to 8.5 m in
the backwaters; however, most of the depths are less than 3 meters.

Phosphate-phosphorus (PO4-P) generally averages about 0.1 mg/l (Kinckley,
1979). Maximum P04-P measured in the channel was 0.3 mg/l at Morelos Dam
(Broadway and Herrgesell, 1978). Concentrations of phosphate-phosphorus are
greater downstream from drains where large amounts enter the channel. In the
Gila River near Yuma, phosphate-phosphorus is as high as 0.65 mg/l. Some
backwaters are higher in phosphate-phosphorus than the channel (Minckley,
1979). Lower P04-P occurred where high primary productivity was consuming the
nutrient. Phosphates were higher near Imperial Dam (0.12 ppm) than in any
other area sampled (Table 1).

Concentrations of nitrate-nitrogen NO3N are about 0.1 mg/l in the channel
and vary from none detected to greater than 0.1 mg/l in backwaters (Broadway
and Herrgesell, 1970). Nitrates in this section are generally at the same
level as elsewhere in the study area, but were higher than previously noted
(Table 1). Nitrites are generally low throughout the lower Colorado. This
portion of the river is also characterized by good bacteriological water
quality.

AqUATIC BIOLOGY

Fish

SEGMENT 1: LEE'S FERRY TO DAVIS DAM. A list of species of fish collected
or observed in each segment of the lower Colorado River is presented in Table
2. The number of references found in the literature for each fish species in
each river segment is also presented in Table 2. The fishes are divided into
native species, introduced species,and hypothetical species. Native species
are those occurring naturally in the area (indigenous species), and introduced
species are those present as intentional or unintentional transplants into the
area that have adapted to the environment. Hypothetical species are those
introduced into the area at some time but the present status of which is
uncertain.
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Five native fish species and six introduced species occur from Lee's Ferry
to Diamond Creek. The humpback chub (Gila cph a), the bonytall chub (Gila
elegans), and the Colorado squavfsh (Ptychocheilus lucius) are 3 endangered
species which may occur in this segment (USDI, 1979). Referenceb to the
presence of the humpback chub in the Colorado River maintatrem include
Johnson (1977) and Minckley (1973). The Little Colorado River, as well as
other tributaries, serves as a refuge for several native species such as the
humpback chub and bonytail chub, both of which are declining in numbers.

Table 2. Species of Fish Collected or Observed in Each Segment of
the Lower Colorado River with the Number of References
Available in the Literature.

River Sepsent
Species I II

A B C

NATIVE SPECIES

Machete, E affinis 1 2
Humpback chub Gsia i 11
Bonytail chub, Gila elegans 5 1 1 2
Roudtail chub, Gia robusta 2
Colorado squa-fish, Ptychocheilus lucius" 2  3
Razorback sucker, Xyrauchen texanus 4 3 1 2
Flannel mouth sucker, Catostomus latipinnis 3 1 2
Desert pupfish, Cyprinodon macularis 1 2
Striped mullet, Mu cehlus 4
Speckled dace, Rhinichthye osculus 3
Bluehead sucker, Pantosteus discobolus 3

INTRODUCED SPECIES

Threadfin shad, Dorosoma Cetenense 1 4 1 3
Rainbow trout, l gardnerl 6 3 2
Carp, Cyprinis carpio 7 5 4 8
Goldfish, Carassius auratus 2 1 3
Golden shiner7Egoent crysoleucas 2 1 1
Red shiner, Notropis lutrensis 1 1 2 4
Fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas 2 1 1 1
Flathead catfish, Pylodictus olivaris 2 7
Channel catfish, Ictalurus punctatus 6 6 4 8
Black bullhead, Ictalurus melas 2 1 1 2
Yellow bullhead, Ictalurus natalis 1 5 3 8
?osquitofish, Gambusla affinis 1 1 1 3
Shortfin molly, Poecilia mexicana 2
Sailfin molly, Poecilia latipiana 1 3
Striped bass, lorone saxatalis 1 5 3 5
Smallmouth bass, Kicropterus dolamieui 1 1 4 4
Largemouth bass: * ropterus sluoidoeI 3 6 4 8
Warmouth, gulosu 2 4
Green suafiash, Leei cyanellus 3 5 1 2
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Table 2. Continued.

River Segment
Species I II

A B C

Bluegill, Lepomis macrochirus 2 5 4 5

Redear sunfish, Lepomis microlophus 3 4 6
Black crappie, Pomoxis nigromaculatus 2 6 3 5

ozambique mouthbrooder, Sarotherodon
mossambica 1 1

Zill's tilapia, Tilapia zilli
Rio Grande killifish, Fundulus zebrinus

HYPOTHETICAL SPECIES

White surgeon, Acipenser tranamontanus 2
Mexican tetra, Astyanax mexicanus 1
Blue catfish, Ictalurus furcatus 1
Brown bullhead, Ictalurus nebulosus 1 1
Walking catfish, C ariushebatrachus" 1
Guppy, Poecilia reticulata 1
Variable platyf-ish, Xiphophorus variatus 1
White bass, Morone chrysops I
White crappie, Pomoxis annularis 1
Yellow perch, Perca flavescens 1
Spotted sleeper, Eleotropis picta 2
Longjaw mudsucker, Gillichthys mirabilis I
Mottled sculpin, Cottus bairdi I
Mountain sucker, Catostomus platyrynchus 1

Notes
I Endangered species (USDI, 1979)
2 Endangered species (CDFG, 1978)

Relative abundance of fishes sampled from Lee's Ferry to Diamond Creek is
as follows: speckled dace are common to abundant; carp, flannelmouth sucker,
and bluehead sucker are common; rainbow trout are common to rare; and humpback
chub, fathead minnow, channel catfish, black bullhead, and Rio Grande killfish
are rare (Holden and Stalnaker, 1975; Minckley and Blinn, 1975). All species
except humpback chub and bonytail chub are found throughout this section. The
latter two species are found near the Little Colorado River.

There are greater numbers of fish specie3 and of individuals in reaches of
the river with rocky substrate than with sandy substrate (Holden and
Stalnaker, 1975). More species of introduced fish are found than native fish,
but greater numbers of individuals of native fish are found (Johnson, 1977).
Introduced species are competing with and putting pressure on the native
species. Cold water from Glen Canyon Dam has decreased water temperatures in
Marble Canyon and Grand Canyon so that spawning temperatures, especially for
rare forms, seldom occur.
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Three native fish species and two introduced species were observed from
Diamond Creek to Pierce Ferry (Deacon and Baker, 1976). None are endangered
or threatened species (USDI, 1979). Attempts to collect fish from the
mainstream were not very successful, therefore more species of fish may be
present than are indicated. Those species caught or observed in Spencer
Canyon and In Surprise Canyon that may also enter the mainstream are fathead
minnow, mosquitofish, green sunfish, Rio Grande killifish, largemouth bass,
striped bass, and channel catfish (Deacon and Baker, 1976).

Three species of native fishes, nine species of introduced fishes, and one
species of hypothetical fish are found in Lake Mead. Native fishes collected
from Lake Mead include bonytail chub, and razorback sucker, although both
species are extremely rare, based on studies by Arizona Game and Fish
Department and Nevada Department of Wildlife.

The flanneluouth sucker occurs above Lake Head (Deacon and Baker, 1978;
Holden and Stalnaker, 1975; Hinckley and Blinn, 1976) and below (Hinckley.
1976). The mountain sucker is listed as a hypothetical species because only
one specimen caught in 1938 was recorded in the literature, it is used as a
bait species in Lake Head and could be introduced by escaping from anglers.

Three species of native fishes and seven species of introduced fishes are
recorded from Hoover Dam to Davis Dam. Carp and bluegill are currently the
most abundant. Largemouth bass also occur in this area. The razorback sucker
is common in reaches of the river with a sandy bottom. Lake Ibbave supports
the largest know population of adult razorbacks in the lower Colorado River.

SIGIENT 2. DAVIS DAN TO MEXICAN BORDER.

Subarea A. Davis Dam to Parker Dam. Four species of native fishes,
eighteen species of introduced fishes, and four species of hypothetical fishes
have been collected or observed from this subarea. Reproduction of the native
razorback sucker has not been observed recently and they remain in the area
only as large adults (Hinckley, 1979). Bonytail chub are infrequently caught
in Lake Havasu and one was caught by an angler below Davis Dan in 1979. White
sturgeon were introduced in 1967, but their current status is unknown.

Threadfish shad, striped bass, rainbow trout, channel catfish and carp are
all common in this portion of the river. Production of food organisms for
fish In the littoral zone is poor because of fluctuations in water level that
occur below Davis Dam (iosey, 1958). Dredging of the channel has also
damaged fish habitats by eliminating riparian vegetation used as cover by
fish, eliminating eddies and holes along the littoral zone, increasing bank
erosion and turbidity, decreasing spawning areas, and draining backwaters
(Beland, 1953).

The most desirable sport fishes north of Lake Havasu are rainbow trout and
striped bass (Hinckley, 1979). Rainbow trout are regularly planted below
Davis Dam where cool, clear water Is discharged. Striped bass were the most
anmerous fish in the channel In 1974. Their main food is threadfin shad, but
they also eat rainbow trout, largemouth bass, green sunfish, carp, and
crayfish. A critical habitat for striped bass occurs locally In this subarea
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(Nevada Game and Fish Department, personal communication). Striped bass also
frequent backwaters to seek prey species such as thrcsdfin shad. Backwaters
are in various degrees of succession accelerated by siltation. Vegetation
encroachment has proceeded at about 7 m per year in some areas. Nearly all of

the remaining viable backwaters have natural levees protecting them from the
river with downstream openings where water enters after dumping most of its

sediment load.

The sport fishery in Lake Havasu consists mainly of largemouth bass,
channel catfish, striped bass, and black crappie (Minckley, 1979). Brush
shelters and artificial reefs have been placed in Lake Havasu by the

California Department of Fish and Game providing good cover for largemouth
bass and other sunfishes (CDFG, personal communication). Largemouth bass

habitat varies from good to poor in Lake Havasu depending on changes in

turbidity and vegetation cover (Guenther and Romero, 1972; Romero, 1973).

Ideal bass habitat is relatively clear water with good vegetative cover for
young fish. When turbidity is high in Lake Havasu, as it frequently is in the
Bill Williams arm, the habitat is good for channel catfish and carp. Channel
catfish are the main sport fish in the Bill Williams arm of Lake Havasu
(Guenther and Romero, 1972).

Subarea B. Parker Dam to Blythe. Four native species, twenty-two
introduced species, and three hypothetical species of fishes have been
recorded between Parker Dam and Blythe. Two native fishes, the Colorado
squawfish and razorback sucker, are listed as endangered species by the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG, 1978). Red shiners are the
dominant species throughout most of this subarea, with threadfin shad most
abundant near the middle of the segment (Ninckley, 1979). Backwaters are
dominated by red shiners and mosquito-fish. Sailfin molly, Zill's tilapia,
and striped mullet are rare. All three fishes were observed in 1973.
Previously, the northern extent of their range had been Imperial Dam about 140
km south of where they were sighted in 1973.

Fishing pressure is very high between Parker Dam and Headgate Rock Dam
(Hinckley, 1979). This reach of the river is a very popular recreation area

for boating and swimming as well as fishing (Jensen et al., 1975). Commercial
and residental develompent is extensive and there is easy access to the
river. Non-angling use of the river, such as boating and swimming, limits
angling pressure, but dense human population and easy river access provides
for more angling pressure than the central and southern portions of this
section. Smaller sunfishes, largemouth bass, yellow bullhead, channel
catfish, and numerous carp are caught from Parker Dam to Headgate Rock Dam.
Threadfin shad and red shiners are abundant in the tailrace of Parker Dam.

The sport fishery in the central portion below Headgate Rock Dam consists
mainly of channel catfish, but largemouth bass, bluegill, black crappies, and
a few redear sunfish and yellow bullhead are also caught (Minckley, 1979).
This reach of the river is within the Colorado River Indian Reservation
(Jensen et al., 1975). Commercial development has been slower than upstream
just belo-1arker Dam, and river access is limited. Further, fewer pleasure

boaters and water skiers are present. For these reasons, fishing is more
desirable in this area but pressure is less than that upstream near Parker
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Dam. Several backwaters and connecting lakes add to the fishery. Catchable
rainbow trout are planted each winter, mainly in the backwater lakes on the
Arizona side of the river.

Subarea C. Blthe to Mexican Border. The area between Blythe and the
Mexican Border supports more species of fishes than any other river segment
discussed In this report. Nine species of native fishes, twenty-three species
of introduced fishes, and eight species of hypothetical fishes have been
reported. The red shiner is by far the most abundant fish In the channel in
the section (Hickley, 1975 and 1979). Other fishes occurring in abundance in
the channel were bluegill, mosquitofish, largemouth bass, redear sunfish,
sailfin molly, and mouthbreeders. The red shiner prefers flowing water and is
generally most common in the channel. However, mosquitofish, bluegill,
sailfin molly, green sunfish, redear sunfish, and largemouth bass are usually
more abundant in backwaters than red shiners.

Fishes are distributed in the channel and backwaters according to their
habitat preference. Red shiners are more common in the mainstream.
Mosqutofish and sailfin molly are abundant along the bank; Juvenile
mouthbreeders are found in quiet, densely vegetated areas. The centrarchids
(bluegills, sunfishes, bass) prefer deep, open backwaters; warmouth are found
in stands of cattails and sedges; and small schools of treadfin shad are most
common in quiet waters with no vegetation (Minckley, 1979).

Hunter's Hole is a backwater in the southern end of Segment 2 that
supports a productive fishery. Dominant fishes in Hunter's Hole are mullet,
threadfin shad, and carp (Ninckley and McNatt, n.d.). Diversity of species is
high, but there is a lack of lower trophic levels of the food web that support
Juvenile game fish such as largemouth bass and black crappie.

Aquatic Vegetation

SKQfGZN I. LE'S FURY TO DAVIS DAM. The Colorado River in the Grand
Canyon supports a highly diverse periphytic micorfloral community indicating a
relatively young and unspoiled environment. Over 345 taxa have been recorded,
of which diatom were most abundant (244 taxa); followed by blue-green algae
(83 taxa), green algae (34 taxa), yellow-green algae (3 taxa), and red algae
(1 taxon). Slow moving waters, variable flow characteristics, and increasing
levels of suspended materials downstream through the Grand Canyon are major
enviromiental factors affecting the flora (Czarnecki et al, 1976).

Based on mbers of phytoplankton organisms, Segment I can be
characterized as being relatively unproductive (Somerfeld et al, 1976). The
phytoplaakton population is diverse but sparse and decrease-si-th distance
downstream.

Seventy-nine species of phyotplankton have been identified from Lake Mead
(Staker et al, 1974). The number of species in each algal division are as
follows: --T-acillarophyta (diatoms), 18 Chlorophyta (green algae), 9
Cyanophyta (blue-green algae), 3 Chrysophyta (golden-brown algae), 3
Cryptophyta, 2 Pyrrophyta, and 2 Buglenopbyta. Green algae are dominant in
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the spring; green algae, Cryptophyta, and golden-brown algae dominate in early
summer; blue-green algae are dominant in the late sumner and fall; and green

algae, diatoms, and Cryptophyta dominate in the winter.

Upper Lake Mead is oligotrophic, Boulder Basin is mesotrophic, and Las
Vegas Bay is mesotrophic to eutrophic. (Prentki et al, 1981).

Vegetation from Hoover Dam to Davis Dam consists mainly of algae covering
rock and gravel substrates (Bryant, 1977; Moffett, 1942). Five genera of

periphyton dominate the benthic flora: Cladophora, Cbella, Melosira,
Oscillatoria, and Diatoms (Bryant, 1977. The phytoplankton is dominated by

Cladophora, Cymbella, Helosira, Oscillatoria, and Diatoma, the same genera

that dominate the bottom algal community, plus Navicula (Bryant, 1977;
Appendix A of the EIS by Priscu, 1976).

SEGMENT 2: DAVIS DAM TO THE MEXICAN BORDER.

Subarea A. Davis Dam to Parker Dam. Emergent aquatic vegetation in the
upper reaches consists mainly of cattails, sedges, and some sparse water-
pennywort (Minckley, 1979). Major submergent aquatic vegetation are sago
pondweed (Potamogeton natans), coontail (Ceratophyllum demersum), and small
beds of spiny naiad (Najas sp.). Macroscopic algae present are Cladophora,
especially in shallow water with hard substrates and high insolation,
Rhizophora, films of diatoms, and some mats of blue-green algae.

In the middle reaches emergent aquatic vegetation is rare in the
mainstream because neither stony bottoms in the upper areas nor shifting sand
in the lower areas allow for rooting of vegetation (Minckley, 1979). The most
conspicuous algae in the channel are thin beds of Cladophora. Some boulder
and cobble bottoms support encrusting blue-green algae and diatoms. Sedges
(Scirpus app.), cattails (Typha latifolia), and giant African reeds
(Phragmites maximus) are present in backwaters and inlets. Backwaters also
contain sago pondweed, coontail, spiny naiad, and thick diatom mats.

Attached aquatic vegetation is very rare in Lake Havasu (Minckley, 1979).
Sparse, seasonal stands of coontail, pondweeds, Chara sp., spiny naiad, and a
few others are present in protected shoreline areas (Guenther and Romero,
1972; Minckley, 1979). Extensive beds of cattails are present locally,
especially in the Bill Williams River delta. Attached algae is rare but has
been found on boulders and other solid substrates (Minckley, 1979).

Phytoplankton assemblages in Lake Havasu are quite different from
assemblages in more northerly reaches of the Colorado River. Dinoflagellates
and long filamentous blue-green algae dominate the planktonic biota in Lake
Havasu (Evertt, 1970). Planktonic diatoms and small blue-green algae are not
present.

Subarea B. Parker Dam to Blythe. Vegetation in this subarea is abundant
and diverse throughout most of the area (Ninckley, 1979). Cattails and sedges
characterize the emergent aquatic vegetation, with some giant African reeds in
the southern reaches of the segment. Sago pondweed, coontail, Chara sp., and
spiny naiad, are found in backwaters and sloughs. Submergent vegetation
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(pondweed, coontail, Chara sp.) is found associated with emergent vegetation
in the mainstream where roots of the latter stabilized bottom materials.

Subarea C. Blythe to the Mexican Border. Emergent aquatic vegetation in
this reach consists mainly of cattails, sedges, and giant African reeds that
sometimes grow as high as 5 a (Minckley, 1975 and 1979). Spiny naiad and sago
are the most abundant submergent vegetation in the channel and backwaters.
High TUS concentrations in backwaters which receive agricultural drainage
increases the production of the halophytic (salt-tolerant) spiny naiad, which
frequently grows so thick that boat navigation is difficult. Films and mats
of blue-green algae and diatoms are common on solid substrates such as rip-rap
and logs in the channel, and in shallow water on silty bottoms in backwaters
(Minckley, 1979).

In fauna

SEGMENT 1. LEE'S FERRY TO DAVIS DAM. The Colorado River above Davis Dam
is unproductive in benthic invertebrate fauna except for a minor reach near
Lee's Ferry. The mainstream and tributaries are very different in faunal
composition except for the overlap of oligochaetes, chironomids, and
gastropods. Edges of the mainstream and backwaters support a more diverse
infauna than the center of the channel. In the reach above Hoover Dam,
organisms consist mainly of combinations of the amphipod Gammarus lacustris,
chironomid larvae, ostracods, oligochaetes, and snails (Cole and Kubly,
1976). Infauna from Hoover Dam to Davis Dam consists mainly of oligochaete
worms and amphipods (Bryant, 1977). Amphipods are associated with microscopic
algae and submergent vegetation. Snails and insect larvae are the next most
common invertebrates. Benthic invertebrates are found mainly in shallow
rubble areas and areas with silt and detritus on the bottom. Very few
organisms are found on sandy bottoms.

SE(GENT 2. DAVIS DAM TO THE MEXICAN BORDER. Benthic infauna is highly
diverse between Davis Dam and 10 km below the dam (Hinckley, 1979). The high
diversity is a result of hard substrates that provide good anchorage and cover
for invertebrates, and hypolianic discharge from Lake Mohave that is cool,
fast-flowing, and rich In particulate matter such as plankton. Filter feeders
are the most common organisms in this reach.

At 10 km below Davis Dam, the substrate changes to a silt-sand bottom
(inckley, 1979). Both species diversity and numbers of organisms decreases
and dominance shifts to oligochaete worms and chironomid diFteran larvae, both
of which are uncommon on coarser bottoms. Substrates of shifting sand are
devoid of organisms. Backwaters contain seven invertebrate taxa, the Asiatic
claim being dominant. Oligochaetes and chironomids dominate when Asiatic
clans are excluded from the tally.

Diversity of infaunal species remains low through Topock Gorge in the
middle of Subarea A (Hinckley, 1979). Asiatic clams are present and share
dominance with oligocheete worms and chironomid dipteran larvae. Species and
numbers in backwaters of this reach are the same as in the channel.
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Dominance of Asiatic clams, oligochaete worms, and chironomid dipteran

larvae continues throughout Lake Havasu (Minckley, 1979). Abundance of

oligochaete worms is inversely related to numbers of chironomid dipteran

larvae. Asiatic clams are found mainly on rock or gravel substrates

(Guenther, 1972). They are edible and are occasionally used for bait by

fishermen, but are basically an untapped resource.

The Asiatic clam is the most abundant invertebrote infaunal organism
between Parker Dam and Headgate Rock Dam (Hinckley, 1979). Chironomids and
oligochaetes, as well as Asiatic clams, dominate the infauna of backwaters.

Species diversity, numbers of organisms, and biomass are low.

Diversity, numbers of organisms, and biomass increases immediately below

Headgate Rock Dam (Minckley, 1979). The Asiatic clam is still dominant by

numbers and weight, but simullid dipterans and baetid ephemeropterans are also

relatively abundant. Farther south, invertebrate fauna characteristic of

flowing water and coarse bottom sediments are found: simuliid and tabanid

dipterans; hydrophylid beetles; and an introduced snail, Radix sp., are major

components of the biomass. Chironomids and oligochaetes are also present.

Proceeding downstream, a rapid decrease in diversity of infauna occurs

until only four taxa are present at the Palo Verde Irrigation Diverion.

Biomass is high, however, due to the presence of the Asiatic clam.

Infauna is sparse or moderately abundant throughout the channel between

Blythe and the Mexican Border (Minckley, 1979). Asiatic clams dominate by
biomasss, and chironomid dipteran larvae and oligochaete worms dominate by

numbers. Asiatic clams are absent on bottoms of highly organic materials, but

are numerous along coarser bottoms where water current is greater.

Asiatic clams are present in nearly all of the backwaters between Blythe
and the Mexican Border (Ponder, 1975). Other invertebrates found in low
numbers are coleopterans and physid snails. Hunter's Hole is more productive

than other backwaters. A few large Asiatic clams in shallow water dominate

the infauna in this area by weight (Minckley, 1979). Other species present
are dragonfly and damselfly naiads and adults, larval and adult true flies,

blood worms, and oligochaetes (Minckley and McNatt, n.d.).

TERRESTRIAL AND WETLAND BIOLOGY

The Colorado River from Lee's Ferry to the Mexican Border contains diverse
and valuable biological resources. The presence of these resources is
remarkable when it is considered that a majority of the study area has been
heavily disturbed by construction of dam, channelisation, dredging, and other

man-caused and natural disturbances.

Riparian woodland and marshland are the prominent vegetation type along
the lower Colorado. Thl3 vegetation serves as prime habitat for numerous
avian species including egrets, herons, dove, quail, numerous waterfowl
species, and raptors. The importance of migrating waterfowl is futher
enhanced because the Colorado River is a major portion of the Pacific Flyway,
serving as over-wintering habitat.
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The Colorado River area also supports a diverse assembalge of reptiles,
amphibians, and mammals. Appendixes B-I through B-4 of the EIS Its the major
species of plants, mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians that occur along

the lower Colorado.

Vegetation

SEGMENT I. LKE'S FERRY TO DAVIS DAM. A riparian community characterized

by salt cedar (Tamarix chinensis), arrowweed (Pluhea sericea), coyote willow

(Salix exig), desert broom (Baccharis sarothroides), and seep willow
(Baccharis glutlnoSa) comprises the majority of terrestrial vegetative
interface with the aquatic habitat between Lee's Ferry and Grand Wash

Cliffs. arshlands are present throughout this region and are characterized
by cattail (Tpha latifolia) and horsetail (Equisettm ssp.). In many areas a

cliff or rock interfaces with aquatic habitat. These areas are essentially
devoid of vegetation. Virtually no desert scrub habitat occurs contiguous
with the shoreline (Carothers et al. 1976).

Two new species were described for the Grand Canyon, by Carothers et al.
(1976); Flaveria mdoualli in Cove Canyon and Matkatamiba Canyon; and a new

species of Ruphorbia In upper Marble canyon. Inasmuch as both are new to

science and only known from these locations, they should be considered
sensitive.

The vast majority of shoreline between Grand Wash Cliffs and Davis Dam
forms the shore of Lakes lead and Mohave and the vegetation interface is
primarily desert scrub dominated by creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), bursage

Ambrosia dtmosa), brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), cheeseweed (RyZenoclea
saalsola, ad- sa-weetbush (Debbia Juncea) (Holland, et al., 1979; Ta ble B-I).
In wash areas that reach the shoreline there is generally a small band of salt

cedar either in pure stands or mixed with catclaw (Acacia geggii) or mesquite
(Prosopls asp.). Even in extremely large washes the actual-area covered by
this vegetation is small. A small percentage of lake shoreline contains large

stands of salt cedar.

There are several species of sensitive plants that may be found near the

shoreline at the confluence of the Virgin and Muddy Rivers and the upper
portion of the Overton Arm of Lake Head: Wild Buckwheat (Eriogonua
viscidulum), and milkvetch (Astragalus nyensts, and A. eyeri triquetrus)
(Holland et al., 1980).

SEQ4EUT 2. DAVIS DAN TO THE MEXICAN BORDER. Vegetation along this

portion of the Colorado River can be categorized into four general
communities: Riparian Woodland, Marshes, Desert Scrub, and developed areas.
Each category is discussed below.

Riparian Woodland. Several associations within this community occur below

Davis Dam. These are as follows:

1. Cottonwood/Willow Habitat This habitat is the least common of the

riparian associations and consists primarily of cottonwood (Populus fremontli)
and willow (Salix iodtngli). This community is dense with at least 20
percent of the total vegetation consisting of trees.
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2. Honey Mesquite Habitat - Many areas in this association contain almost
pure stands of honey mesquite (Prosopis velutina). However, in some areas the
introduced salt cedar has invaded this association in sufficient numbers to
form a honey mesquite/salt cedar mix association.

3. Screwbean Mesquite Habitat - Few, if any, pure stands of screwbean
mesquite (Prosopis pubescens) exist within the study area. However, a salt
cedar/screwbean mesquite mix community occurs throughout the study area.

4. Salt Cedar Habitat - Many areas have been invaded by salt cedar. This
Eurasian introduced species outcompetes most native riparian species and has
substantially contributed to the decline of native species within the area.
This species has been instrumental in changing the character of much of the
riparian area along the Colorado River.

5. Arrowweed Habitat - Areas containing dense stands of arroweed
(Pluchea sericea) occur in scattered portions throughout the study area.

Marshes. Marshes are distributed throughout this stretch of the river.
Based on field observations, these marshes generally are to two types:
inchannel marshes and marshes adjacent to the river, but out of the main
channel. In channel marshes generally occur in areas where currents have
produced a high degree of siltation. These marshes contain sedges, tules, and
cattails. Below Blythe Phragmites becomes a dominant marsh emergent.
Distributed primarily on the western bank of the river, these marshes are
generally less than 20 acres in size and may appear or disappear rather
quickly depending upon currents and siltation rates. Other marshes located
off the main channel are generally more extensive and permanent, containing
dense tules, cattails, and sedges. Major marshes in this segment include
Topock marsh, the upper end of Lake Havasu, and Imperial Wildlife Refuge.

Desert Scrub. Along some portions of river (i.e., Lake Havasu, Topock
Gorge) riparian vegetation is not well developed and desert scrub is
distributed almost to the water's edge. Vegetation within these areas varies
between creosote scrub, with creosote bush and burrobush (Hymenoclea sp.)
dominant, to wash vegetation containing Palo Verde (Cerdidium floridum), cat
claw and smoke tree (Dales spinosa). Some rocky areao are essentially devoid
of vegetation.

Developed Areas. Significant portions of the study area contain areas
disturbed by agricultural development or by recreational development. Most
native vegetation within these areas has been removed, although field
investigations indicate that some vestiges (i.e., cottonwood and mesquite) of
riparian vegetation remain. Some areas developed into agriculture (e.g.,
Colorado River Indian Reservation) have buffer strip of riparian vegetation
between agricultural fields and the river.

Sensitive Plant Species. Three species listed as sensitive by the
California Desert Plan (BLM, 1980) may occur in the Desert Scrub habitat
within this section of river. Coryphantha vivipara var. alversonii, a
candidate threatened species occurs in the Parker Dam and Vidal Wash areas (RM
17 to 192). California Ditaxis, (Ditaxis california), another candidate
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species was found by the BIX in one location immediately south of Blythe.
This species would have the potential to occur within the Desert Scrub habitat
from Blythe to the Mexican Border. A species of special concern, Opuntia
wigginsli may occur in the portion of the river next to the Picacho ountain
(RH 66 to 77). Polygonum fusiforme, a candidate species for threatened or
endangered classification (Federal Register, December 15, 1980, p. 82532), is
found near Topock and Yuma.

Wildlife

AVIAN SPECIES

Segment 1. Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam. Avian species diversity is high due
to the presence of aquatic and riparian habitats. Of the 41 breeding species,
74 percent are either restricted to or prefer the riparian habitat (Carothers
et al, 1976). Three federally listed endangered species are known to utilize
the Colorado River area: the Southern Bald Eage (Haliaeetus leucocephalus),
Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis), and Peregrine Falcon (Falco
peregrinus) (Johnson et l T977. The latter species is a permanent resident
of the area (Carothers and Sharber, 1976). Three species of State (Arizona)
listed birds periodically utilize the area: Snowy Egret (Egretta thula),
Black-crowned Night Heron (Nycticorax nycticorax), and Osprey (Pandion
haliaetu) (Johnson, 1976; Blake, 1978; Brown et al, 1978).

Segment 2. Davis Dam to the Mexican Border. In addition to the large
number of migratory waterfowl that utilize the area, this segment of the river
provides significant habitat area for terrestrial and shorebirds. Appendix B-
3 of the EIS lists birds species by preferred habitat type.

Several species occurring within this portion of the river are considered
sensitive. The Yuma Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris ymanensis) is listed
as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, rare by the State of
California, and threatened by the State of Arizona. This species nests and
feeds primarily in marshes containing dense tules or cattails. Studies by
Gould (1975) indicate that this secretive species ranges in marshland from
Topock Harsh to the International border. Additionally, the entire river
south of Davis Dam should be considered as a migratory corridor for the
species. The Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), a species
listed as rare by the State of California and threatened by the State of
Arizona, occurs in the southern portion of the study area with major
populations from Ferguson Lake to Laguna Dam. Habitat requirement of ttis
species are similar to that of the Yuma Clapper Rail. The Bell's Vireo
(Vireo bellii) and the California Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Cocyzus americanus
occi-- nt- s, listed as endangered and rare respectively by the State oFT
California, frequent riparian areas along the entire study area. The State of
California has listed the Elf Owl (14crathne whitnei) as endangered
(Cardiff, 1978). Two locations within California (17 miles north of Needles:
33 miles north of Blythe) have been recorded for this species. Additional
sites are also probable on the Arizona side of the river.

1. It is known whether the subspecies of Bell's virio occuring along the
Colorado River is the least or Arizona Bell's virao. The Arizona Bell's
vireo has no endangered status. The least Bell's vireo is a candidate
species for federal listing.
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The endangered Southern Bald Eagle and Peregrine Falcon could range within
this area. A nesting pair of Southern Bald Eagles have been observed with
Havasu National Wildlife Refuge. This section of the river contains a number
of sensitive raptor species including Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus), Marsh
Hawk (Circus cyaneus), Burrowing Owl (Speotyto cunicularia), and Osprey.

MAMMALS.

Segment 1. Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam. Mammalian species composition is
typical of the Mojave Desert of southern Nevada and northern Arizona. Species
diversity is moderate and productivity is high for small mammals of
undisturbed desert scrub habitats along Lake Mohave and the Colorado River
below Davis Dam. Shoreline populations tended to be less stable, less
productive, and yet slightly more diverse than adjacent terrace populations.
The canyon mouse (Peromyscus crinitus) was judged to be the most successful
small mammal in the riparian habitat in the Grand Canyon area; while in the
Lake Mead Recreational area, the cactus mouse (Peromyscus eremicus) is the
major species of small mammal. Opportunistic scavengers such as ringtail cat
(Bassariscus astutus) and western spotted skunk (Spilogale gracilis) tend to
occur in high concentrations near established campsites in the Grand Canyon
National Park. Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) and desert bighorn (Ovis
canadensis) occur through the area and utilize shoreline areas for foraging
and watering sites. Sensitive species that are known to occur along the river
are state (Arizona and California) listed desert bighorn sheep (Ovis
canadensis) and river otter (Lutra canadensis).

Segment 2. Davis Dam to the Mexican Border. Cactus mice are the most
abundant species within riparian areas between Davis Dam and the Mexican
Border. Desert cottontails (Sylvilagus audubonii) were particularly abundant
in riparian areas bordered by agricultural areas. Other larger mammalian
species within the area include coyote (Canis latrans), spotted and striped
skunk (Spilogale gracilis) and (Mephtis mephitis) and grey fox (Urocyon
cinereoargenteus). Mountain lion (Felis concolor) and bobcat (Lynx rufus) may

4occur in less developed areas. Larger game species within the area is limited
to mule deer which occurs in significant numbers throughout the area, with
high numbers in the riparian habitats (Anderson and Ohmart, 1976).

Desert bighorn sheep generally ranges throughout much of the study area.
Habitat areas noted by the BLM (1980) included the Chemehuevi Mountains, Big{Maria Mountains, and much of the area south of Blythe (generally within the
mountainous areas, both in California and Arizona). The sheep use the
Colorado River primarily as a watering spot.

REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS.

Segment 1. Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam. Major species encountered include
the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), tree lizard (Urosaurus ornatus),
and desert spiny lizard (Sce oirus aigster). No sensitive species were
identified (Tomko, 1976 a and b).
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Seent 2. Davis Dam to the Mexican Border. In general, reptiles occur
at lesser densities within riparian and marsh habitats than within desert
scrub upland habitats. Long-tailed brush lizards (Urosaurus graciosus) and to
a lesser extent, desert spiny lizards are arboreal and use the riparian
habitat to a greater extent than other species. The coachvhip (Masticophis
flagellum) and the western diamondback (Crotalus atrox) are the most abundant
snakes along the river. The introduced bullfrog (lana catesbiana) occurs at
high densities within the river and associated backwaters. Woodhouse's toad
(Bufo woodhousei) occurs at high densities in agricultural areas, and the
western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus couchi) is abundant in desert scrub (Vitt
and Ohmart, 1978).

The three reptile species occur within desert scrub areas that should be
considered sensitive.

The desert tortoise (Gopheru agasazi) is a BIM designated sensitive
species, occurring within desert scrub abitats in varying densities. Its
decline is both from illegal collection and habitat destruction. Based on
analysis of available data, no areas of high tortoise density occur directly
adjacent to the river.

The gila monster (Heloderma suspectua) is a State of Arizona listed
threatened species occurringn desert scrub/desert wash habitats. The flat-
tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma m'callii) occurs in sand dune habitats in the
desert scrub. This species is listed as a sensitive species by the BLM and is
proposed for listing as a threatened species by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

AIR QUALITY

Meteorology/Climatology

The climate of the Colorado River basin, as with much of the southwestern
United States, is largely controlled by the strength and position of the semi-
permanent subtropical high pressure cell over the Pacific Ocean and complex
topography of California, Arizona, and Nevada. The climate of the study area
is characterized by considerable homogeneity throughout the lower river
elevations, commencing from approximately Hoover Dam to the Mexican Border.
These arid regions of the river experience the hottest and driest weather
throughout the contiguous United States. The semiarid upper regions, because
of the sharp terrain relief and higher elevation, have an extremely varied and
considerably more comfortable sumer climate with correspondingly colder
winters. In the Koppen climatic classification scheme, the region below
Hoover Dam has a BWh (tropical and subtropical desert) climate while the
higher elevations have a BSk (mid-latitude steppe) type climate.

As shown in Table 3, temperatures along the river generally decrease about
3.5F for every 1,000 ft of elevation increase. Mean temperatures at Yuma are
72F; at the Grand Canyon the annual mean drops to 49F. The temperature
distribution from Ytma to Davis Dam is rather uniform with similar means and
extremes, but temperatures drop considerably as the river gains in elevation
through Arizona.
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Precipitation is very light throughout the desert areas of the
southwest. Whereas temperature decreases with height, rainfall increases.
Rainfall has two distinct seasonal maxima. Light rains fall from weak winter
storms that have lost most of their moisture in crossing the coastal ranges
and the Sierra Nevada before reaching the river. Two or three storms per
month may reach the areas in summer; a moisture influx from tropical waters in
the Gulf of California or exico creates strong convective activity that
creates two or three thunderstorms during the summer. While the summer storms
are more infrequent, their much heavier rainfall often creates dangerous
flashflood situations. As seen in Table 3, swumer and winter rains (snow at
higher elevations in winter) for each river segment are almost balanced in
terms of total seasonal precipitation.

Winds along the river generally have moderate speeds favorable for good
pollutant dispersion without creating dangerous wind situations. Strong
winter winds are driven by the pressure patterns from periodic storms--summer
winds result mainly from intense differential heating and cooling of land and
water and of different terrain exposures. Prevailing winds along the river
follow the river topography with winds predominantly from the south in sumer
and from the north in winter. Pressure driven circulations are usually from
the west or northwest such that many river sites have three prevailing wind
directions. While there is considerable diversity in wind directions and only
a low frequency of high winds they may endanger river use, there Is
correspondingly only a low frequency of calm winds conducive to pollution
stagnation. Calm winds occur in conjunction with reversals of diurnal
upslope/downslope or onshore/offshore winds, but these reversals usually occur
early in the morning or late in the evening during times of minimum
recreational activity on the river.

In addition to the favorable wind conditions, atmospheric stability is
also well structured for good daytime ventilation. Surface-based radiation
inversions form on cool, calm nights that restrict dispersion, but these
dissipate soon after sunrise. The low-level marine and subsidence inversions
that form along the California coastline causing serious air quality problems
do not form over the study area. If such inversions form, they occur at
6,000-8,000 feet above the surface and, therefore, doe not hinder the
pollutant dispersal process.

Ambient Air quality

Regional air quality is influenced by the total emission of primary
pollutants and the generation of secondary pollutants throughout the air
basin. A spatial and temporal variation in regional air quality occurs as a
result of the spatial distribution of sources, meteoroloy, and topography In
the Colorado River air basin. Overall, the existing air quality levels along
the river are very good.

The Clean Air Act of 1970 and its amendments of 1977 delegated to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) the responsibility of establishing
national ambient air quality standards (AAQS) and policies to attain and
maintain these standards. The EPA promulgated ambient air quality standards
for concentrations of six pollutant species (or criteria pollutants), allowing
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individual states to retain the option to establish more stringent standards
or incorporate additional contaminants. Arizona and Nevada have generally
adopted the federal AAQS, whereas California, because of serious air quality
problems in its coastal areas, has developed additional standards to
accelerate the attainment goals. The air quality standards currently
applicable to the study area, both the national AAQS and the California laws,
are shown in Table 4.

The majority of air quality monitoring stations along the Colorado River
are sponsored or supervised by the state of Arizona Department of Health
Service, Bureau of Air Quality Control. Because the density of monitoring
locations is often dictated by the population density in order to define
characteristic receptor exposure, the level of monitoring along the river is
somewhat limited. Except for two major point sources, the Navajo power plant
near Page, Arizona (Segment 1) and the Nohave power plant near Bullhead City,
Arizona (Segment 2, Subarea A.), ambient air quality along the river is
generally very healthful and in conformance with EPA's attainment standards.
The state of Arizona Bureau of Air Quality Control considers the power plants
as attainment areas as they rarely exceed the standards except for an
occasional 24-hour period; the EPA, however, classifies the areas as non-
attainment.

The study area experiences no violations of gaseous emissions; however,
total suspended particulates (TSP) levels are of major concern in the dry
desert climate. Localized sources of fugitive dust resulting from the lack of
soil and atmospheric moisture are prevalent in areas of agricultural activity
and off-road or unimproved roadway vehicle use.

As shown in Table 5, the distribution of ambient particulate levels
indicate a gradual increase in dust levels as the river flows south to more
urbanized and arid locatins. Based on the annual geometric me~n
concentrations of 60 g/mg for California standards and 75 g/m for national
primary standards, areas such as Bullhead City, Topock, Needles, Parker, and
Yuma are frequently in excess of the applicable standards for TSP levels.
This deterioration results primarily from the decrease in rainfall as the
river progresses south and the increase in soil disturbance from agricultural
operations along the California-Arizona border. Yuma reportedly has the
highest concentrations of TSP of any point along the river. As all other air
pollutant parameters are in compliance with federal standards, the EPA has
established a Rural Fugitive Dust Policy in order to recognize attainment for
these areas. The policy states that rural areas with a population of less
than 50,000 and containing no major point sources may be considered as meeting
the attainment objectives.

There does not seem to be a significant currelation between particulate
air quality and recreational use of the river because, in general, water-
oriented recreational uses do not create desert soil disturbances. If river
users are also active on public desert lands such as extensive off-road
vehicle use, then there may be a noticeable air quality Impact. For water-
oriented use, however, there does not seem to be any clear-cut correlation
between level of use and air quality.
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Table 4. Ambient Air Quality Standards Applicable In California
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Table 5. Particulate DataPlong the Colorado River
(g/m )

1977 1976 1975

Segment 1

Lee's Ferry 36 18 ND
Page 35 ND ND
Page Airport I 37 47 41
Page Airport II ND 41 44
Grand Canyon 18 14 14

Segment 11

Kingman 51 56 57
Bullhead City 83 99 82
Davis Dam 1 23 26 42
Davis Dam II 25 58 ND
Davis Dam III 25 38 37
Katherine's Landing I 44 55 45
Katherine's Landing II 28 35 40
Riviera 1 32 43 44
Riviera II 43 64 175
Riviera III 56 93 ND

Segment III

Lake Havasu 44 37 42
Topock 91 163 ND
Needles 124 ND ND

Segment IV

Parker 119 ND ND

Segment V

Yuma 133 142 147

* AGN - Annual Geometric Mean
ND - No Data Available

In conclusion, the overall ambient air quality of the Colorado River
region is exceptionally good; however, certain areas in the lower reaches ofthe river experience high particulate levels due to fugitive dust sources.
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A major policy for which EPA has primary responsibility is the Prevention
of Significant Deterioration (PSD). PSD regulations are intended to prevent
the degradation of air quality in areas, such as the Colorado River, which
currently attain national standards. The allowable decrease in air quality is
based upon the area's PSD classification. National Parks and wilderness
areas, such as the Grand Canyon National Park, are designated as Class I

areas, in which only small incremental increases in sulfur dioxide and TSP

concentrations would be allowed. The remaining river seguents are designated
as Class II, allowing for moderate increases, although not up to the
prevailing state and national standards.

CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Historical Resources

The lower Colorado River has been the scene of significant events in human
history for at least 7,000 years. This early occupation was by groups of
people engaged in a mixed foraging economy who adapted to life along the
river. These Desert Tradition peoples slowly gave way to the Patayan peoples
who practiced agriculture and possessed pottery. These people persisted up
until historic contact times when they came to be known as the Cocopah,
Quechan, Halchidhoma, Mohave, Walapai, and Havasupai. Many of these groups
still live along the river in their traditional lands.

European exploration of the Colorado River began in 1540 with the
expedition of Alarcon. A major barrier to westward travel, the Colorado
necessitated crossings for trails from Mexico and the East. River crossings,

mining, agriculture, and trade slowly became major economic activities along
the river. Many of the early towns have persisted to the present, having
remained major river crossings as well as centers for agriculture (a major
economic pursuit along the river today). With construction of numerous dams
and levees, flooding was controlled, allowing significant recreational
development around the man-made lakes.

Historic sites, structures, and properties associated with these events
and trends are to be found along the lower Colorado River today. A total of
130 historic sites have been identified along the river, these include 38

archeological sites and 92 historic period sites.

SEGMENT 1. LEE'S FERRY TO DAVIS DAM. The area above Davis Dam contains
22 identified historic resources. All but one of these date to historic
period occupation. These are predominantly river crossings, ferries, and

bridges. Two of these sites, Hoover Dam and Grand Wash trcheological
District, are listed in the National Register of Historic Places, and it

appears that six others are eligible for inclusion. These five sites are:
Lee's Ferry, the Kaibab Trail Bridge, El Dorado Canyon, Quartette Landing, and
the towns of St. Thomas and Kaolin.

SEGMENT 2. DAVIS DAM TO THE MEXICAN BORDER. The area below Davis Dam
contains 109 identified historic resources, 9 of which are listed in the
National Register of Historic Places. Of these, 72 are of the historic period

and 37 are archeological sites. Historic sites center on early settlement and
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river crossings. Of the 72 historic periodic sites, 24 appear to be eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Archeological
sites consist primarily of trails, campsites, petroglyphs, and intaglios. All
of the archeological sites are considered to be potentially eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

Archeological sensitivity mapping was undertaken by WESTEC Services, Inc.
as part of Phase I1 and is included in the supporting data submitted to the
District. This study identified 7 miles of shoreline within the proposed
General Permit areas that are likely to contain unrecorded archeological
sites. These lands will be surveyed for the presence of cultural resources by
the District prior to issuance of the General Permit.

Cultural Resources

Current Native American use of the Colorado River includes individual
recreation, commercial recreation, irrigation, and plant procurement. In
terms of both dollar amount and intensity of effort, irrigiation of
agricultural lands is of primary importance.

Type and intensity of river use varies from reservation to reservation.
Currenty the Quechan at Fort Yuma and the Chemehuevi at the Chemehuevi
Reservation operate recreation-oriented facilities including leased domiciles,
boat landings, and concessions. By contrast the Colorado River Indian Tribes,
Fort Mohave, and Cocopah reservations emphasize agriculture, although each
group has considered or is considering establishing recreational facilities.

Documentation of Native American procurement and use of riverine plants
and vegetation is sketchy because of the reluctance of many groups to discuss
use of medicinal and magical plants. Fear that the publication of specific
plant sources will lead to competition for, and depletion of, limited plant
resources also hinders accurate documentation of Native American plant use.

In spite of the above considerations, interviews with tribal officials,
local residents, and individual Native Americans provided the following of
information regarding natural resource and plant use:

I. Native American basket makers still procure native plant fibers
from riverine and wetland areas. These areas have been severely
depleted by damming, agricultural land use, and extensive land
clearing for a variety of land uses. Significant plant fibers
include the Juncus acutus var. sphaerocarpus and Muhlenbergia
ringens.

2. The Cocopah, and assumedly other tribal groups, still cremate
certain deceased members. Traditional cremation requires large
pyres of mesquite wood, an increasingly depleted wood source.
The Cocopah at Somerton are forced to buy, or at least procure,
their mesquite from neighboring Quechans at Fort Yuma.
Continued loss of mesquite groves is perceived as a real problem
by every tribal group contacted. Major groves that are of
particular interest to Native Americans include those at RH 12-
14.5, 1.5-4.5, and those near the Quechan reservation at the
Fort Yuma Reservation (RM 30.5-32 and 23.5-28).
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3. Clay sources, pigments within natural soils, and wildlife both
within the river and longs its shores are noted as used on an
individual basis. Decreased access to such resources and
zontinued depletion of them is seen as a serious consideration.

LAND USE

Introduction

The Phase I Environmental Resources Inventory Report included a survey of
land use planning documents regarding the existing and projected development
immediately adjacent to the Colorado River. The following discussion provides
an update on the Federal, State and local management agencies having
jurisdiction over the Colorado River study area and the current status of
their respective plans and policies.

Current land use strategies and management plans are not available from
either Lake Havasu City or tlhe city of Needles. The Riverside County Planning
Department, however, is currently conducting a series of public meetings in
the Blythe-Palo Verde area to review the new draft Riverside County
Consolidated General Plan. The new General Plan is a revision of the 1965
plan and will consist of regional development policies and standards, and
reference maps of resources and infrastructures in individual community areas.

The Bureau of Land Management (1964) Lower Colorado River Land Use Plan,
still considered to be generally applicable, provides an inventory of BLX
resources along the river and has served as the management framework for six
recreational management plans. To date, the Laguna-;Martinez and Parker Strip
plans have been completed. The Topock plan is being finalized, but is not yet
published. In addition, it is not known when the Ehrenberg-Cibola, La Posa,
or Lake Havasu Recreational Management Plans will be completed (personal
comunication, Hallett, 1981).

The recommendations contained in the subarea land use plans are designed
to be compatible with the recommendations of seven different habitat
management plans also being prepared for these areas. To date, only the
Topock North and Buckskin Mountain plans have been published. Available
federal funding will determine the completion of the remaining plans (personal
conmication, Ferrier, 1981).

Several of the Native American groups whose reservations are along the
river are considering the development of marinas and campsites on their lands.

In March 1981, the Arizona Selection Board approved the recommendations of
the State Land Department to apply for certain parcels of federal land
comprised of lands owed to the state of Arizona by the federal government
since statehood. Based upon the guidelines and criteria by the Citizens Task
Force on In-Lieu Selection (January, 1980), the recommendations included
approximately 63,408.7 acres along portions of the Colorado River, as
identified in Table 6.
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The guidelines recommend that the lands be put to their highest and best
use; defined as development for residential and commercial uses. Assuming
state acquisition, the intensity of development may have a cumulative effect
on the existing riparian environment. Incremental development over a period
of years will increase inland populations resulting in an increased
utilization of riparian resources, focusing around recreational activities. A
high density of boat docks along a stretch of river can preclude other
riparian use or interfere with existing uses or safety standards. Experience
has demonstrated that the associated increase in human activity usually
degrades the aquatic environment and threatens other sensitive resources
(e.g., archaeological and cultural resources).

Table 6. Arizona State Lands In-Lieu Selection

ID Number General Description Acreage

8-15-1 12 tracts in Mohave County in the 9,591.00
vicinity of Bullhead City and the

Colorado River

14-1-2 and 14-1-1 18 mi south of Parker to 14 mi north 34,789.106
along Colorado River and State High-
way 95 in Yuma County

14-11-1 Approximately 4.5 mi west of Somerton 1,896.00
in Yuma County

14-11-2 Approximately 4.5 mi south of Somerton 3,620.00
in Yuma County

14-4-3 Vicinity Ehrenberg and Colorado River 10,489.333
in Yuma County

14-5-1 and 14-5-2 11 mile "strip"; centered 15 mi south 3,023.26
of Ehrenberg along the Colorado River
in Yuma County

Once these lands have been identified for selection, certain requirements
must be followed to complete the selection process. The following is a
summary of that process: the State Land Department files an application for
the lands with BLM; BLM classifies the selected lands as available or not
available for state selection; if the lands are available, BU4 conducts
environmental and other required studies; BLM issucs and advertises a
"Proposed Decision" to transfer federal lands to the State of Arizona; if

objections are received, the State Land Department and BLM resolve the
conflicts for continuance of the selection; and BUM issues a "Decision" and
conveys the selected lands to the State of Arizona. It is not presently known
how long the selection process will take to complete.
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Although the jurisdiction of the district generally extends from the
Ordinary High Water Mark riverward, a reconnaissance of existing land uses
inland as well as on the river frontage was conducted in Phase I and is
summarized and updated below.

Existing Land Use

SEGMENT 1. LEE'S FERRY TO DAVIS DAM. The entire stretch of riverfront
between Lee's Ferry and Davis Dam is contained within the Grand Canyon
National Park and Lake Mead National Recreation Area (NRA) with the exception
of small stretches for Indian reservation and tribal lands. The Navajo
Reservation borders the eastern bank of the river for 61.5 miles in the marble
Canyon portion of the park at the junction of the Little Colorado River.
Sheep grazing forms the primary land use on the reservation. The Havasupai
tribe extends 49 miles within Grand Canyon National Park. Their "traditional
use lands" are situated around the Great Thumb mesa between the canyon rim and
south bank of the river. Although located within the park, the status of the
tribal lands restricts use and management of resources which would interfere
with or oppose traditional uses of the Havasupai. Adjacent to the Havasupai
lands is the Hualapai Indian Reservation which extends 108 miles along the

south bank of the river.

Hoover Dam impounds one of the largest artificial lakes in the western
hemisphere, Lake Head. National Recreation Area status ensures that land use
is devoted to providing recreational opportunities for public enjoyment.

Land use extending from Hoover Dam to Davis Dam encompasses the southern
arm of the Lake Mead NRA which includes Lake Mohave. Numerous public camping
and boating facilities have been developed along the shoreline within this
area, but access is much more limited in this area than along the Lake Mead
shore.

SEGMENT 2. DAVIS DAM TO THE MEXICAN BORDER.

Subarea A. Davis Dam to Parker Dam. This portion of the affected
environment encompasses three urban centers: Bullhead City (unincorporated)
and Lake Havasu City in Arizona, Needles in California, and Laughlin in
Nevada, all with city limits extending to the river. Two Indian reservations
are situated here also: the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation, the majority of
which lies opposite Needles on the Arizona side of the river, and the
Chemeheuvi Valley Indian Reservation, which is located in California opposite
Lake Havasu City. Land use on the reservations is primarily devoted to
agriculture. However, a residential area occurs at Havasu Landing. Along
this segment of the river is flanked by San Bernardino County, California;
Mohave County, Arizona; and a fraction of Clark County, Nevada.

The general distribution of land use adjacent to the river in this reach
of the region may be categorized as urban, agriculture, recreation, and Havasu
National Wildlife Refuge, and Lake Havasu State Park. Recent evaluations by
Mohave County planners (1979) indicates continued growth of the most rapidly
growing area in the Bullhead City and Riviera-Big Bend vicinity as a
retirement and recreational community. Recreational activities along the
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Mohave Valley river area are anticipated to increase in conjunction with
population growth. However, the remoteness of the area from major urban
centers is expected to curtail significant increases in development.

Bullhead City, Laughlin, the Riviera-Big Bend area, Lake Havasu City, and
Needles provide the highest concentration of urban use in proximity to the
river along this segment. Residential uses prevail along the river in
Bullhead City/Laughlin and the Riviera-Big Bend area. Needles also contains
some private residential developments along the river. Most of the
residential developments with waterfront locations contain boat docks. Unique
to any of the urban areas studied, Laughlin features casinos on the Nevada
side of the river. Several of these facilities are situated on the
waterfront. Access to the casinos is readily available by ferry from the
Arizona shore. Contacts in both Bullhead City and Needles attribute much of
the accelerated population growth and residential development rate to the
casino development.

Besides the residential uses along the river common to these cities, Lake
Havasu City and Needles contain public recreation areas adjacent to the
river. The Needles' city facilities include marinas, campgrounds, and golf
courses. Description of these facilities are discussed in greater detail in
the Recreation section of the Phase I report.

The majority of land lying adjacent to the river in Lake Havasu City is
stateleased park land, under federal ownership. Twenty-three miles of
shoreline provide a 1,000 foot buffer zone between the lake and private
property. Some of the land has been leased to private interests which have
been permitted to construct commercial recreational facilities. The
waterfront in the general Lake Havasu area contains not only several camping
facilities with marinas and boat docks, but also day facilities, a golf
course, and local airport. The configuration of the city boundaries precludes
development by the city on the river.

The last major Land use in this reach includes the Havasu National
Wildlife Refuge in Arizona. The boundaries of the refuge run southerly from
the southern limits of the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation to the northern
limits of Lake Havasu State Park. The river portions of the refuge interface
with a variety of parks, marinas, landings, trailer parks, the Chemehuevi
Valley Indian Reservation, and the community of Topock.

Subarea B. Parker Dam to Blythe. This portion of the affected environment
encompasses the counties of Yuma, Arizona, and San Bernardino and Riverside,
California. The town of Parker in Arizona represents the only incorporated
municipality in the area whose corporate boundaries extend to the river. The
Colorado River Indian Reservation represents the largest single political
entity between Parker Dam and Blythe.

Between Parker Dam and the northern boundaries of the reservation is a
stretch of river conmonly referred to as the "Parker Strip." This narrow band
of river area lies within B1M lands in portions of Yuma and San Bernardino
Counties. Each side of the river is densely packed with an assortment of
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residences (primarily mobile homes), campgrounds, recreational vehicle
facilities, and associated commercial enterprises as this stretch is heavily

utilized for recreational boating and waterskiing.

The town of Parker is essentially surrounded by the Indian reservation.
Due to this fact and the Indian policy not to sell land, the town of Parker

cannot expand its present city limits. This situation has prompted the town
to seek additional land for annexation elsewhere following the recommendations
of a research study conducted for Parker. A location for the additional
townsite has not been finalized but is not likely to be continguous to the

existing town on the river. The town presently has no significant influence

on river use as its jurisdiction is limited to 2,078 linear feet.

Agricultural land use dominates the area as defined by the reservation and

general Parker Valley area. The balance of the area stretching south to
Ehrenberg (Arizona) and Blythe (California) is comprised of natural open space

areas. A few recreational trailer parks are scattered along the river. It is

the general policy of San Bernardino and Riverside Counties to retain county
areas adjacent to the river for open space and recreational uses. Permanent

residential developments are discouraged.

Subarea C. Blythe to the Mexican Border. The border between Yuma County,
Arizona and Riverside and Imperial Counties, California is formed by this
segment of the Colorado River. The cities of Blythe and Yuma are the major
urban centers in this area. Blythe is separated from the river by
unincorporated lands and as such, it maintains no public or private facilities

on the river. Isolated residential communities are situated in Ehrenberg in
Yuma County and an isolated stretch of Riverside County land between the
Mayflower County Park and northern limits of Blythe. These two areas are
primarily trailer park sites. An increasing number of trailers are being

introduced year-round according to the Mayflower County Park ranger.
Riverside County maintains a series of parks and marinas on the river on
either side of Interstate 10. Riverside County land areas immediately
adjacent to the river near Imperial County are restricted to open space and
recreational use. Further from the river, Lhe general use is predominantly
agricul tural.

Land use for the entire length of Imperial and the remainder of Yuma
County adjoining the river is generally natural open space as the majority of
the river is contained within the Cibola and Imperial National Wildlife
Refuges and the Mittry Lake Refuge. A few recreational parks and campgrounds
are interspersed in these areas such as Picacho State Recreational Area.
Natural open space areas continue to dominate the riverbank landscape south of
the city of Yuaa. However, agricultural use is evident i.n some adjacent
portions of the river.

The last segment of the river preceding the US/Mexican border is owned
primarily by the City of Yuma and the Yuma Indian Reservation. This stretch
of river area exhibits open space and wildlife habitat uses. Recreational use
is generally restricted to fishing due to the shallowness of the river. The
consensus of the city of Yuma and public at large is supportive of development
of this entire riverbank area as a single continuous park. Efforts toward
developing a park plan and coordination with various federal agencies are

underway.
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POPULATION

The affected environment includes the boundaries of seven counties in
three states. These include Coconino, Mohave and Yuma Counties in Arizona;
Clark County in Nevada; and San Bernardino, Riverside and Imperial Counties in

California. The reach of the river between Lee's Ferry and Davis Dam is
completely under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service and consists of
the Grand Canyon National Park and Lake Head National Recreation Area. There
are no permanent population centers along this stretch of the river, however,
the proximity of Lake Mead to the Las Vegas area and its proven popularity
warrant its inclusion in this study. Population along the lowest portion of
the river, between Davis Dam and the Mexican border, tends to be concentrated
in a few locations which serve varying purposes, yet in which tourisms and
recreation plan major roles. Figure I of the EIS illustrates existing and
projected populations for the major population centers on the lower Colorado
River.

In general, there are two recreational seasons along the river which
provide year round clientele for the many services offered in the bordering
towns. Winter visitors, typically termed "snowbirds" by the local population,
are represented by East Coast residents and Canadians who spend from weeks to
months in the comparatively mild winter climate. The winter season generally
lasts from December to April when a change in visitor population
characteristics occurs. Easter week is the turning point of the seasons, the
time when the older and "snowbird" populations are replaced by a younger sun-
seeking crowd. Peak visitor days coincide with school and national holidays
which provide from three to seven vacation days. The average length of stay
for a summer visitor is typically shorter than that of a winter visitor.

While there is a dichotomy of use and visitors, certain portions of the
river serve as year round resort areas. However, the summer peak tends to be
somewhat larger in most areas than the winter for several reasons:

1. Proximity to population centers in southern California, Nevada,
and Arizona. Three-day weekends and holidays in Hay, July, and
September coincide with the greatest number of user-days at
river and lake resorts.

2. The nature of the area and recreational activities available.
Waterskiing and sunbathing are by far the most popular
activities in the summer. The hot, dry climate stimulates the
demand for water-based suner activities which brings large
crowds to the river, primarily on weekends.

3. The majority of annual crowd-attracting events along the rivwr
coincides with the late spring, summer, and early fall months.
Such events include fishing, waterskiing, tubing, and speedboat-
related activities.

4. River-related activities are especially attractive to younger
persons and families who represent the majority of the sumer
crowd.
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Preliminary figures of the 1980 census indiciate inordinately large growth
of two population centers along the Colorado River. Those displaying the
greatest expansion are Lake Havasu City and Bullhead City, Ariziona. Total
population increase between 1970 and 1980 was approximately 224 percent and
168 percent, respectively. Parker and Yuma, ArIzona experienced lower growth
levels, equal to those of Phoenix and Flagstaff, between 31 and 46 percent as
indicated in Table 9. The population growth rates of all Airzona cities in
this study are projected to decrease during the 1980s, however, Lake Havasu
City, Parker, and Yuma are projected to experience an increase in population
growth rates between 1990 and 2000.

Population centers on the California side of the river, Blythe and
Needles, experienced very low growth levels and possibly, in the case of
Blythe, even experienced population decline between 1970 and 1980. The 1980
census figure is being contested by the city but remains official until such
time that a miscount is declared, as is the case with several other
preliminary census figures in the report.

The timing of the Phase II study allowed 1980 population figures, and
consequently projects, to be updated. However, many figures have not been
finalized to date and therefore some discrepancies may exist. In addition, a
note of caution must be applied when assessing population projections. The
projection of a future population from a present rate of growth can be

unreliable since rates contain many variables and are sensitive to small
changes in any variable. Therefore, the reader is cautioned not to take the
projected rates and figures in this discussion as unalterable.

Segment 1. Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

The stretch between Lee's Ferry and Davis Dam is primarily occupied by
publicly owned and used land. Except for small Native American populations,
there are no permanent population centers in this area.

Segment 2. Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

SUBAREA A. DAVIS DAM TO PARKER DAM. The stretch of the Colorado River
between Davis Dam, which impounds Lake PNhave, and Parker Dam, which impounds
Lake Havasu, is bordered by three states: California, Nevada, and Arizona;

and as many counties. The three major population centers along this segment
of the river are Bullhead City and Lake Havasu City, Arizona, and Needles,
California. Approximately one half of the land area between Davis and Parker

Dam is occupied by two Indian Reservations. The Fort ?ohave Indian
Reservation, opposite Lake Havasu on the California side of the river, are
both relatively sparse in terms of population.

Bullhead City, one of two major population centers along the river in
Mohave County, is located just south of Davis Dam in Arizona near the
confluence of three states. The city and surrounding areas of Holiday Shores,
Riviera, Big Bend, etc., is a growing community of permanent residences,
trailer homes, and business and comercial enterprise. Permanent residents,
mostly retirees, often leave the area during the sunmer. The winter
population includes many persons occupying second homes who are not included
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in census figures which, for 1980, indicate a permanent population of 10,090
persons. The 1980 figure is approximately 168 percent above the estimated
1970 population level which serves as an indication of the exorbitant growth
rate experienced during the 1970s. Yet, Bullhead City is only ranked second
in growth rate during this period. The projected rate of growth indicates a
slowing trend for the rest of the century, however, it is unlikely that it
will slow to the projected 29 percent during the late 1980s unless a no-growth
policy is actively undertaken by the city. Instead, it is likely that the
area, with its many attractions such as Lake Mohave Resort which centers upon
the facilities offered at Katherine's Landing (primarily boating and camping
oriented) and gambling casinos on the Nevada side of the river which provide
free ferries to transport recreationists across the river, will continue to
experience growth levels somewhat above the county average.

The Nevada side of the river is much less urbanized than the Bullhead
area, with riverfront development limited to casino operations in Laughlin and
a few sparsely scattered residential areas north of the generating station.

The City of Needles is located on the western side of the Colorado River
between Bullhead City and Lake Havasu City. It serves as the major port of
entry into the California Mohave Desert along Highway 66. Population growth
in the city is rather slow compared to the cities located on the east side of
the river. Permanent population only increased by 69 persons during the
1970s, a rate of 1.7 percent over 10 years. However, seasonal population,
which is not enumerated, may have increased significantly in this time and
city officials are questioning the census figure. Much of the past population
growth has been attributed to retirees who seek the warm, dry climate and
moderate pace of life. Projections of future population levels are presently
unavailable.

The second major city in Mohave County on the Colorado River is Lake
Havasu City which is located on the eastern shore of Lake Havasu. The city
was incorporated in 1978, 15 years afters its establishment by the McCulloch
Corporation as a planned community. The Lake Havasu City area has been the
fastest growing region in Mohave County, and along the river, since that
time. The estimated 1970 population for the area was 4,861 which grew to
15,737 by 1980, resulting in a 223 percent increase. Lake Havasu City is
designed to accommodate an ultimate population of 60,000, with 20,000 planned
dwelling units. Additional projections for Lake Havasu City, obtained from
the District IV Council of Governments, are included in Table 7.

The economy of Lake Havasu City is primarily based upon the manufacturing
sector which provides a strong economic base for the city and promotes
continued population growth. In addition, Lake Havasu City offers extensive
recreational activities which focus on the lake. The entire shoreline
adjacent to the city is publicly owned as part of Lake Havasu State Park which
was created in 1965, and no residences are located within 1,000 feet of the
lake.

South of Lake Havasu City to Parker Dam existing urbanization is limited
to trailer parks and marinas (approximately three on each side of the river)
mainly due to limited shoreline access and publicly owned land.
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SUBAREA B. PARKER DAN TO BLYTHE. The segment of the affected environment
between Parker Dan end Blythe/Ehrenberg is skirted by three counties in two
states. Yuma County has one large population center located on the Colorado
River in this region, Parker, Arizona. Blythe, the only California population
center, is located in Riverside County.

Parker is located on Arizona State Route 95 south of the point where the
Bill Williams River enters Lake Havasu. The Parker vicinity is composed of
several interrelated but separate areas including the town of Parker, the
Colorado River Indian Reservation (which entirely surrounds the town), the
Parker Strip (consisting of the Arizona and California sides of the river
north to Parker Dam), and the Bill Williams River area as well as the
communities of Parker Dam, Gene Cap, and Lower Lake Havasu in California.
These separate areas form the "community" of Parker.

Statistical information on inhabitants of this area is rather limited and
there is little agreement on total or projected population figures. District
IV of the Arizona Council of Governments (COG) has made projections for the
area which are included In Table 7. However, other estimates indicate more
rapid growth trends then the COG. The inconsistency of available figures may
stem from a large proportion of seasonal habitants since the "Parker Strip" is
one of the most heavily used sections of the river. All types of water sports
are available in the vicinity and a recent study Indicates that this area has
reached its saturation point with respect to s.maer recreational use (Grecy,
et al., 1979).

COG figures indicate that population along the "Strip" grew from 2,764 in
1970 to 3,642 in 1980, a 31.8 percent increase. COG projections for this area
project an average annual increase of 1.1 percent over the next decade.

Factors which have promoted growth of the Parker area include the
following:

1. Site: The proximity of two major dams, Headgate Rock and
P-F-er, provide a wide range of year-round recreational
activities. Numerous camping areas occur along the river to
accommodate the large crowds which utilize one of the most
favored river areas.

2. Situation: Parker is locted roughly equidistant from the three
major population centers of Los Angeles, Las Vegas, and
Phoenix. A study in 1969 revealed that 92 percent of all
visitors to either side of the "Parker Strip" originated in
California. However, as the population of all three areas
grown, It Is anticipated that the number of visitors from the
other areas will also increase.

The city of Blythe is located 96 miles south of Needles at the northern
end of the Palo Verde Valley In California. Although the city maintains no
facilities on the river, county parks and marinas serve as the hub of aquatic
activities In the area.
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A limited number of retirees have located in the city which are surpassed
by the substantial seasonal population. As a result, the 1980 census figure
indicates a 3.4 percent decline in population during the past decade.
Permanent population decreased from 7,047 in 1970 to 6,805 in 1980. The
latter figure is being disputed by city officials who contend that while the
population may not have grown during the past decade, it certainly did not
decline. The discrepancy, however, may stem from the seasonal nature of many
residents who do not declare Blythe as their permanent home (communication
with City of Blythe, 1981).

Table 7. Civic Population Along the Lower Colorado River
for cities with Populations Greater Than 2,500

City/State 1970 19802 1990 4  20004

Bullhead City, AZ 3,7633 10,090 13,038 15,788
Needles, CA 4,051 4,120 N/A N/A
Lake Havasu Citv, AZ 4,861 15,737 18,637 22,537
Parker, AZ Area 2,764 3,642 4,038 5,162
Blythe, CA 7,047 6,805 N/A N/A
Yuma, AZ 29,007 42,433 48,338 55,738

TOTAL 51,493 82,827

1. Includes both sides of Colorado River from Parker Dam south to Poston on
the Colorado River Indian Reservation.

2. All 1980 figures are preliminary census figures, unless otherwise noted
and subject to revision.

3. Interpolated from existing figures.
4. Projected figures.

SOURCES: Arizona District IV Council of Governments
California State Department of Finance
Lake Havasu City Chamber of Commerce

Population projections for the city of Blythe remain unavailable at the
time of writing. Present information indicates that recreation and tourism
play only secondary roles in the city as agricultural products from the Palo
Verde Valley provide a greater source of revenues. The local Chamber of
Commerce reports an increase in the number of visitors from the Phoenix
area. The recent influx of recreationists is primarily associated with the
restriction of boating and camping along the Salt River.

SUBAREA C. BLYTHE TO THE MEXICAN BORDER. This segment is characterized
by a lack of development and presence of the Imperial and Cibola Wildlife
Refuges and several county parks. No significant population centers occur on
the California bank of the river, but private developments in Imperial County
include Walter's and Mitchell's camps which support small elderly populations.
One significant population center (Yuma), the largest of those included in
this study, is situated on the Arizona shoreline.
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The southernmost population center along the Colorado River is Yuma,
Arizona. The 1980 population is an approximate 42,433 persons as this figure
is also being contested. Past growth rates have fluctuated considerably. The
city grew 162 percent during teh 1950s, but only 21 percent the following
decade. Using the censure figure, population increased over 46 percent
between 1970 and 1980. COG projections indicate that city growth will slow
during the 1980s to a level near 14 percent (Table 8).

In conclusion, the Colorado river remains the source of water, and
therefore life, of the desert. It is the major attractive force which draws
millions of visitors annually to its banks along which numerous resorts and
towns have sprung over the years. Certain sections of the river offer a
greater variety of recreational uses and thus attract more visitors than
others. In general, towns situated in these areas have experienced greater
levels of population growth. Recreational activity, and therefore population
growth, is concentrated in the following areas:

1. Bullhead City, which offers recreational opportunities both on
Ee Mohave and south of Davis Dam. Population Increases 168

percent in the past ten years.

2. Lake Havasu City, a planned community designed to offer both
water recreational amenities and a solid economy based on
industrial activity. A population increase of over 233 percent
in the past decade made this the fastest growing city in the
study area.

3. Parker, an area of continuous recreational use, has not
experienced such rapid population expansion but rather a steady
rate of increase over a much longer period. Growth of this area

has also been influenced by the location of the Colorado River
Indian Reservation, which occupies an extensive stretch of

shoreline and surrounding area, and BLM-managed land, primarily
on the California bank.

4. Yuma, the largest city in the study area, does not rely on
amenities afforded by the river for its recreational mainstay,
although several recreational areas exist along nearby portions
of the river. Most Yuma visitors are averted from the river by
other atractions which include both seasonal events, such as the

Ytma County Fair, or such perennial exhibits as the Yma
Territorial Prison.
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Table 8. Percent Change in Population by Decade

Projected Projected
Clty/State 1970-80 1980-90 1990-2000

Bullhead City, AZ 168.1 29.2 21.1

Needles, CA 1.7 N/A N/A
Lake Havasu City, AZ 223.7 18.4 20.9
Parker, AZ Area 31.8 10.9 27.9

Blythe, CA -3.4 N/A N/A
Yuma, AZ 46.3 13.9 15.3

Klngman, AZ 26.6 18.4 17.1

Flagstaff, AZ 45.5 N/A N/A
Phoenix, AZ 31.3 17.7 21.4
Tucson, AZ 25.7 8.9 9.5

Las Vegas, NV 30.9 21.2 6.7
Las Vegas Township 83.3 N/A N/A

N/A - Not Available

Population centers along portions of the river which are less favorable to
water skiing and other recreational activities have not recently experienced
such high levels of growth. In most instances, though, they house a large
seasonal and/or retiree population. Needles and Blythe exhibit such
attributable features.

Future growth along the river is anticipated to occur in the same areas in
which population is presently expanding. Area projections, however, indicate
a slowing of growth trends. No projections on visitor level exist, and
therefore it can only be assumed that these levels will be maintained or may
increase in proportion to surrounding population increases and recreational
restrictions such as those experienced in the Phoenix area.

NATIVE AMERICAN POPULATION. Native American population along the lower
Colorado River between Davis Dam and the Mexican border is relatively sparse,
amounting to a total of roughly 4,907 persons (Arizona Commission of Indian
Affairs, 1980). The largest concentration of Indian population occurs on the
Colorado River Reservation which occupies nearly 226,000 acres. It entirely

surrounds Parker, Arizona and extends across to the California side of the
river. Several tribes, including the Mohave, Chemehuevi, Hopi, and Navajo,
occupy this land. Total Indian population on the Colorado River Reservation
amounts to 3,070. Some land is leased to whites who then add to the
reservation population,however, the non-Indian population of leased areas
along the Parker Strip are included in the Parker figure.

Two tribal clusters are located near Yuma. The Quechan population of
approximately 1500 occupies the Fort Yuma Reservation which occupies a wedge
of land between the Colorado River and the All American Canal in California.
The Cocopah people are clustered south of Yuma. Approximately 835 persons
live on 1,773 acres of land.
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Fort Mohave Indian Reservation is located south of Bullhead City and
occupies land on both sides of river. Their people number approximately
502. River use by all Native American populations considered is based on
primarily on subsistence or economic activities rather than recreation. In
addition, population on the reservations is increasing at rates well below the
non-Indian populations previously discussed. As such, impacts of related
population on the river are minimal and, if they do occur, would be associated
with the non-Indian populations occupying Indian lands by lease.

SIGNIFICANT POPULATION CENTERS WITHIN 350 MILES OF THE LOWER COLORADO
RIVER. Since a vast number of people visit the river annually, a summary of
demographic conditions existing in both the proximate towns and areas of
visitor origin is appropriate. Within the three bordering states, the most
significant area of visitor origin is southern California. Conversations with
park and city officials in addition to published sources disclose that over 90
percent of all summer visitors to the river originate from this area. Second,
in terms of origin, is Arizona with a figure varying between one and five
percent.

The growth of southern California's population, while occurring at varying
rates internally, is believed to provide the single-most direct impact upon
recreational demand of the Colorado River. Certain economic factors may
temporarily dissuade inhabitants of this area from utilizing river resources
as frequently, but the demand for sunshine and aquatic sports continues to
exist. Further study is necessary to determine From which areas of southern
California visitors originate most before precise user projections can be
determined. Presently, however, 12.8 million people live in the area. By
2000 that figure is estimated to exceed 15.3 million and comprise 75 percent
of the population of all counties in this study. Population is broken down by
city and county in Tables 9, 10, and 11. The addition of 2.5 million people
to the southern California population at the present level of river demand has
the potential to significantly affect existing recreational centers.

Several counties in Arizona are growing more rapidly than the southern
California area; however, their aggregate number does not approach that of the
aforementioned population. Furthermore, the percentage of Arizonian visitors
to river resorts is estimated to be less than five percent which in final
assesment is, at the present, relatively insignificant in comparison to the
California market area.

The majority of Arizonians reside in Maricopa and Pima Counties. It is
known that recent boating restrictions placed on the Salt River in Karicopa
County have led to increased use of certain areas of the Colorado River by
residents, particularly those of the Phoenix area.

Clark County in Nevada borders the Lake Mead NRA portion of the river.
Total county population is presently near 410,000. Recreational demands are

primarily focused upon the closest river access areas of Lake Mead.
Population expansion is anticipated to slow before any significant effect on
river use occurs.
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Table 9. Population Centers in Proximity to the Lcwer Colorado River
Arizona and Nevada

City/State 1970 19804 19905 20005

Kingman, AZ 7,312 9,257 10,960 12,830
Flagstaff, AZ 26,117 38,0001 N/A N/A
Phoenix, AZ 582,500 764,911 900,000 1,093,000
Tucson, AZ 262,933 330,537 359,874 394,013
South Tucson, AZ N/A 6,554 6,185 6,075
Las Vegas, NV 125,787 164,6742 199,653 213,050
Las Vegas Township, NV

(includes Las Vegas) 191,260 350,511 424,8193 709,4483

TOTAL 1,499,770

1. Estimate of 1980 population made in 1979.
2. Not included in total figure.
3. Lnterpolated from existing population figures at a rate commensurate with

that of the city.
4. All 1980 figures are preliminary census figures, unless otherwise noted,

and subject to revision.
5. Projected figures.

SOURCES: Arizona Department of Economic Security

Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce

Las Vegas Department of Planning
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Table 10. Related Counties Populations and Projections
1970-2000

County/State 1970 1980 1990 2000

Coconino, AZ 48,326 74,947 105,400 132,000
Maricopa, AZ 971,228 1,508,030 2,041,800 2,631,600
Mohave, AZ 25,857 55,693 68,985 82,576
Pima, AZ 351,667 531,263 673,600 841,200
Yuma, AZ 60,827 90,544 102,891 123,183
Imperial, CA 74,492 92,110 113,100 129,100
Los Angeles, CA 7,041,980 7,477,657 7,638,828* 7,800,000
Orange, CA 1,421,233 1,931,570 2,399,700 2,758,100
Riverside, CA 456,916 663,923 835,523 947,123
San Bernardino, CA 682,233 893,157 1,051,857 1,197,957
San Diego, CA 1,357,854 1,861,846 2,278,149* 2,647,200
Clark, NV 273,288 410,817 6599600 866,900

TOTAL 12,765,901 15,591,557 17,969,433 20,156,939

* Interpolated figures from existing data.

All 1980 figures represent preliminary 1980 census data available 4/81.

SOURCES: Arizona Department of Economic Security
Arizona District IV Council of Goverments
Pima County Department of Planning and Zoning
Nevada Department of Economic Development
City of Las Vegas Planning Department
Los Angeles County Plan Monitoring Department
San Diego Association of Governments, Research Division
County of San Diego
California State Department of Finance

Table 11. Percent Population Change Per Decade by County

Projected Projected

County/State 1970-80 1980-90 1990-2000

Coconino, AZ 55.1 40.6 25.2
haricopa, AZ 55.3 35.4 28.9
Mohave, AZ 115.4 23.9 19.7
Pia, AZ 51.0 26.8 24.9
Yuma, AZ 48.9 13.6 19.7
Imperial, CA 23.7 22.8 14.1
Los Angeles, CA 6.2 2.2 2.1
Orange, CA 35.9 24.2 14.9
Riverside, CA 45.3 25.8 13.3
San Bernardino, CA 30.9 17.8 13.8
San Diego, CA 37.1 22.4 16.2
Clark, MY 50.3 60.6 31.4
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RECREATION/PUBLIC SAFETY

Public safety on the Colorado River comes under the jurisdiction of
numerous public agencies, many of which are overlapping. These include the
U.S. Coast Guard, the National Park Service, the Arizona Game and Fish
Department, the California Department of Fish and Game, the Nevada Department
of Wildlife Resources, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona State
Parks Department, the California State Parks Department, the Yuma City Police
Department, the Needles Police Department, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
and the sheriff's departments for Yuma, Mohave, Clark, Imperial, San
Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. The U.S. Coast Guard until recently had
jurisdiction over the entire length of the Colorado River from Lee's Ferry to
the Mexican border. They enforced federal laws and had the legal capacity to
board any boat even if no violation was obvious. State laws were, and still
are, enforced by the fish and game departments of the respective states.
State safety laws tend to be stricter, in some cases, than federal laws,
therefore, public safety on the river is not anticipated to be jeopardized as
a result of Coast Guard withdrawal.

An administrative problem related to the river safety is that no agency
has sole responsibility for marking hazards on the river (such as rocks, logs,
snags, etc.), or for maintaining navigational aids. This has resulted in an
overall level of decreased safety on the river. In addition, there are very
few restricted areas along the Colorado River, resulting in a great variety of
mixed uses along most sections currently being studied. This intermixing of
activity causes motorbats, waterskiers, and jet skis to impose great safety
hazards on people who are swimming, tubing or rafting. Also, fishermen and
watersklers often compete for use of the same areas which causes many
quarrels. Conflicts between canoeists and motorboaters often arise when
motorboaters pass close to the canoes or cause large waves in the current. In
spite of all these problems, it is the general consensus among the agencies
that it would be difficult to enforce a restriction of uses along the river,

separating motorized from non-motorized activities.

Additional sources of accidents on the Colorado River include dams and
their associated spillways, outlets, siphons, and warning cables; narrow
channel beneath bridges; violation of boating laws; curves on the river; and
weather. Most dams have log booms or cables stretched across the water on the
up and downstream sides. These are difficult to see even in daylight and
C abLes can be lethal if not avoided. Likewise, fatalities have occurred when
boats have atruck bridge pilings or were carried against them by the current.

The larger lakes get rough on windy days, especially on the leeward shore,
in canyons. Sudden rainstorms may produce flash floods in the many canyons
along the river, both of which have the potential to affect the safety of
recreationists both on the river and the shore.

Posted speed limits along the Colorado River are rare, but California law
always restricts speed under certain conditions. Boats must slow to 5 mph
when passing by a landing or swimming floats and within 100 feet of any
bather; within 200 feet of a bathing beach, diving platform, or lifeline; and
in any harbor. Skiing after sunset and before sunrise is prohibited, as is
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skiing around bends in the river, however there are constant violations of all
these laws.

There are both private and community boat docks along the Colorado Ri ver,
with the vast majority being single docks. Community docks are, for safety
reasons, considered to be preferable to individual docks by the seven-state
Colorado River Wildlife Council. The patrolling agencies agree, with one
exception: when the river is narrow, more small docks are preferred to fewer
larger docks which further decrease channel width and increase navigational
hazards.

Segment 1. Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

This segment of the Colorado River is entirely comprised of areas within
the Grand Canyon National Park and within Lake Mead National Recreation Area.
The National Park Service and the Arizona Came and Fish Department patrol Lake
Mead, Lake Mohave, and the Grand Canyon within the park. No boating safety

problems have been identified in the Grand Canyon.

River use in the Grand Canyon between Lee's Ferry and Pierce Ferry is
primarily comprised of whitewater rafting groups originating at Lee's Ferry.
During the late 1960's and early 1970's, river running in the Grand Canyon
increased significantly, causing serious environmental impacts on the

resources along the river. In 1973, river running use was restricted to the
use level of 1972 and a study program was initiated to determine the extent
and nature of impact. The studies were completed in 1976, and a draft river
management plan was approved in 1979. The plan included the phasing out of
motorized boats from Lee's Ferry to Separation Canyon by 1985. The plan also
included other various restrictions on boat usage within the Park. However,

amendments to the National Park Service Appropriations Act of 1981 have
overruled the 1979 Management Plan and sets usage at 1978 leels, reqtires that
an economic base for commercial operators be retained, and mandates contitued

motor use on the river during the months Hay through September.

The primary summer activities between Hoover Dam and Davis Dam are

associated directly or indirectly with boating. Numerous marinas, boat ramps,
and other concessions are located in the three major public use areas of
Willow Beach, Katherine's Landing, and Cottonwood Cove.

Segeent 2. Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

SUBAREA A. DAVIS DAM TO PARKER DAM. This river subarea is comprised
largely of two very different types of landscapes and development. It
includes many of the narrower parts of the Colorado River, where recreational
uses are generally less intense, and it includes three primary areas of urban
development: the Bullhead City/Riviera (Laughlin) area, Needles, and Lake
Havasu, with development primarily located on the eastern shore around Lake
Havasu City. Lake lavasu is the only large water body within this segment of
the river.
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Recreational activities within this subarea include gambling (in Laughlin,
Nevada), swimmlag, water skiing, tubing, camping, fishing, canoeing, and, to a
lesser extent, scuba diving, rock collecting, golfing, and touring (Davis Dam,
the London Bridge, and the Oatman gold mines). In a recent study by the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation, the most common recreational activities in the Havasu
segment of the river were picnicking and camping.

Recreation along the narrower parts of the river tend to be less hurried
and less crowded than at other locations along the river. Floating on inner
tubes and fishing predominate over motorboating and water skiing. This is
especially true in Topock Gorge, a narrow, very scenic canyon walled in by the
Chemehuevi Mountains on the west and the Mohave Mountains on the east. It is
a popular haven for fishermen, canoeists, and tubers, and this portion of the
river is used primarily for non-motorized boating activities. The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, in a 1976 study by the Army Corps of Engineers, noted
that Topock Gorge was a unique area with outstanding fish, wildlife, and
associated recreation and aesthetic values that should be protected from
development.

Although along the narrower parts of the river the gorge becomes somewhat
sinuous and the location of the numerous sand bars is constantly changing,
safety problems are not a major issue. The construction of shoreline
developments into specific, limited areas creates larger, more safe open
stretches of river between the developed areas.

Urban development within this segment is concentrated at the upper and
lower ends, around Bullhead City, Riviera (Laughlin), and Lake Havasu City,
with a small amount of development around Needles and Havasu Landing. The
areas north and south of Bullhead City on the Arizona side of the river are
slightly urbanized and include a mixture of single-family dwellings, mobile
home parks, campgrounds, boat ramps, and docks. In contrast, the Nevada side
of the river in this area has only one campground, Sportsman's Park. This
area currently has several camping establishments, with more yet in the
planning stages. Most visitors come to this area from southern California to

gamble in Laughlin, to enjoy the boating activities, or, to a lesser degree,
to see the old gold mining town of Oatman further to the east. Visitor use in
the area is generally split fairly equally between water skiers and
fishermen. The skiers are usually predominant during the day, with fishermen
out largely in the early morning and late evening. There are continual
conflicts between skiers and fishermen, and residents have complained about
the noise from the motorboats. In addition, there are many tubes, rafts, and
canoes on this section of the river on weekends. Other recreational
activities in the vicinity of Bullhead City include golfing, rock collecting,
and touring Davis Dam.

The Bullhead City/Laughlin area is one of the most hazardous fireas of the
river. This is due to at least four factors: (1) a large number of boat
docks and boats; (2) the narrowness of the river; (3) the curve in the river
at River Bend; (4) use of the river by many different user types (i.e.,
fishermen, water skiers, rafters, canoeists, etc.). In addition, the ferries
that shuttle people between Bullhead City and the gambling establishment
across the river in Laughlin, Nevada create cross-traffic at Bullhead City
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which is further complicated by the swift current which prohibits a direct
cross-stream course.

The Needles area has several marinas, a municipal golf course, several
campgrounds, and motels. Just southeast of Needles is Topock Marsh which is
included in the Havasu National Wildlife Refuge. Recreation in the Needles
area is largely comprised of boating activities, with fishing, camping,
hunting, and golfing playing lesser roles. Havasu National Wildlife Refuge is
managed primarily for hunting and is open to hunting during the waterfowl
season. Topock Marsh is also popular for fishing, wildlife observation, and
canoeing. Camping areas for tents and mobile homes are available within the
refuge. Just south of Topock Marsh, in the vicinity of Topock, there are
scattered mobile homes and a number of recreational parks, campgrounds and
marinas. Camping and boating activities predominate.

South of Topock Gorge the river widens out into Lake Havasu. There are
scattered homes and mobile homes along both sides of the upper reaches of the
lake. Development on the eastern side tend to be more clustered and to have
much more open space between the developments.

Lake Havasu City is a highly urban planned resort community on the east
side of Lake Havasu. It includes a manmade channel which separates the city's
business district from recreation-oriented Pittsburg Point Island. The
restored London Bridge spans the channel and is a major tourist attraction.

Lake Havasu State Park occupies 13,000 acres of land along 26 miles of the
eastern shore of Lake Havasu. It includes numerous picnic areas, marinas,
campgrounds, resorts, townhouses, Nohave Community College, a reclamation
plant, parks, swimming areas, boat camping areas, and numerous boating
facilities. Lake Havasu Marina is one of the largest on the Colorado River.
Havasu Spring, located on the southeastern shore near the Bill Williams River,
includes a Camper Float marina which caters to people who want to take their
recreational vehicles out on the lake.

The California side of Lake Havasu is, by comparison to the Arizona side,
much less developed. It is largely within the Chemehuevi Valley Indian
Reservation and consists of very barren mountainous land. The Havasu Landing
area, on the Chemehuevi Indian Reservation, has several recreational
developments, including a marina and numerous private boat docks. Recent
trends indicate a potential for increased recreational improvements in the
future, although no recreation plan exists for the reservation.

Public Safety is a major issue at Lake Havasu. Arizona Game and Fish
Department boating records for total accidents, accidents wfth injuries, and
accidents with fatalities rank Lake Havasu as either 1, 2, or 3 for all years
since 1974. The Pittsburgh point area has the potential to become an area of
significant safety problems if developed over the current level. The London
Bridge canal area is already a problem.

SUBAR B. PARKER DAM TO BLYTHE. This sepent of the Colorado River
encompasses a wide variety of recreational uses, ranging from canoeing, bird
watching, and tubing to water skiing, camping resort activities, hunting
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clubs, and tours of Parker Dam. BLM's Empire Landing Recreation Site and
River Land Resort; the Giant Desert Figures Historic Landmark (intaglios);
Mayflower County Park, Ah Villa County Park, and numerous private resorts,
campgrounds, and marinas are located here. More specific information is
included in the Phase I report.

The northern quarter of this river subarea between Parker and Parker Dam
(the 15-mile-long Parker Strip) is much more highly developed with
recreational facilities than the remaining three-quarters. Headgate Rock Dam,
approximately 15 miles south of Parker Dam and just above Parker, backs up
Lake Moovalya. This 15-mile long lake is about 400 feet wide at its widest
point and has historically attracted heavy use by skiers and powerboaters.
Private and public resorts, residences, and parks abound on the eastern side
of the river. They are present to a lesser degree along the west side of the
river, which has nearly all mobile homes. Lake Moovalya is largely surrounded
by BLM land and by land within the Colorado River Indian Reservation. The
Indians have leased lands to private developers and squatters have illegally
constructed dwellings and permanently located house trailers in the area. In
addition, BIL has 13 concessioners on the Parker Strip. The current BU'
policy is to lease land where it is conducive to the needs of the area as
determined by the BLM.

The Parker Strip probably has the highest density of boat docks on the
entire Colorado River. While the overall river density was estimated in 1976
to be about 9 docks per mile of river frontage, the Parker Strip density was
estimated to be close to 50 docks per mile. In addition, all of the resorts
and campgrounds appear to be well used. The concentration of a large number
of people in motor boats in such a narrow, sinous part of the river has led to
serious safety and noise problems in recent years. Lake Moovalya accounts for
one-third of all boating accidents on the California side of the Colorado
River. The Parker Strip is the most dangerous stretch of the river.
particularly the area between Parker Dam and the Rock Palace. A majority of
accidents on the Strip are collisions involving speedboats less than 20 feet
in length with skiers in tow. These accidents are usually the result of
improper or illegal skiing practices and carelesness.

Buckskin Mountain State Park in Arizona is within the Parker Strip and is
the first public campground south of Parker Dam. The park has sheltered
campsites, gasoline pumps for boats, a small store, a boat ramp and trailer
spaces. Most visitors using the park are from the Los Angeles area,
particularly during the sumer. Sumer use is largely power boating, water
skiing, tubing, and swimming. The park has severe traffic congestion problems
on holidays and on some summer weekends. The park also has severe safety
hazards that generally result in one to two accidents a month. A number of
factors are involved: (1) the park is locattd on a curve in the river; (2)
the store sells alcoholic beverages legally to persons 19 years and older; (3)
the gas station attracts boaters to cross over from the California side to
fuel up; (4) there Is no roped off swimming area; and (5) there are continual
conflicts between people on inner tubes and those using jet skis and power
boats.
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Ah Villa County Park has camping spaces for teuts and trailers, shovers, a
boat ranp, and a first aid radio station. Picnicking and camping are equally
popular, with sightseeing the next most popular activity.

Mayflower County Park allows fishing, boating, camping, picnicking, and
swimming, and includes a boat ramp and dock. It currently has 36 campsites
and is being expanded with 154 more sites with electrical hookups. Park plans
include channeling a pond into the river to create a beach and swimming
area. Water skiing is the predominant activity in summer, with fishing
predominating in the winter.

The Parker area also hosts numerous annual events both on land and water
due to its climate and geographic location. The major boating event is the
Parker Nine-Hour Enduro. Participants in this all-day marathon include 80 of
the largest and fastest racing boats. The event is held in early March.
February is the month slated for the largest off-road vehicle race which
consistently draws over 300 entries. The four hundred mile course through
desert washes has caused problems for the BLM. Annual inner tube events are
also rapidly increasing in popularity and are held mainly in the summer
season.

A report on outdoor recreation between Headgate Rock Dam and Palo Verde
Diversion Dam that was prepared for the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation found that
picnicking was the most popular activity in the area at the numerous private
establishments. Camping was the second most popular, followed by swiming-
related activities and motorboating. Most activity is concentrated in three
main areas: (1) Headgate Rock Dam to the highway bridge in Parker; (2) the
Big River and Deer Island sites; and, (3) Lost Lake to Palo Verde Diversion
Dan. The visitors in winter are characteristically from the eastern United
States, while sunmer visitors are typically from southern California.

SUBAREA C. BLYTHE TO TH MEXICAN BORDER. This section of the Colorado
River is far less developed per mile than any of the upstream portions
previously discussed. Development Is clustered with vast sections of
undeveloped land along the river between the concentrations. With the
exception of Tuma, there is generally more development on the California side
than on the Arizona side, which is in contrast to the areas studied further
upstream. One of the reasons for this may be the presence of numerous public
lands and recreation areas. This section includes Cibola and Imperial
National Wildlife Refuges; Picacho State Recreation Area; Gillmore, Horace
iller, Peter McIntyre, and Palo Verde County Parks; and the Indians' Laguna

Dam South Recreation Site. These areas foster mainly camping and boating uses
that do not require the level of urbanization which exists upstream. The
Laguna-Martinez complex has a number of resorts but nowhere in this section of
the river is the development as dense as in some of the other upstream areas.

Touriam plays an important role in economic activities in the vicinity of
Blythe and Ehrenberg. There are a number of private resorts and marinas,
public picnic areas and parks. Blythe acts as the hub of most water-oriented
activities in this area, with rock collecting playing a secondary role. The
county parks absorb a good portion of the campers.
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In addition to public parks, the Blythe/Ehrenberg area has numerous
private recreational resorts and campgrounds. The Blythe Marina is a popular
take-off point for fishermen, canoeist, and power boaters.

The river channel south of Palo Verde is flanked by numerous backwater and
sidestream areas which are used for power boating, fishing, and skiing. The
speed at which the motorized crafts dart in and out of the backwater areas
causes safety hazards to other recreational users and the careless operation
of power boats has induced numerous collisions both in the backwater and a:
their intersections with the main river channel.

Palo Verde Lagoon is popular with hunters and fishermen. One of the big
attractions in Palo Verde is the frogging season, which is from June through
November. Palo Verde County Park has a boat ramp into Oxbow Lake and is
managed for quiest uses such as fishing and swimming; water skiing is not
allowed. The Oxbow Marina, two miles south, has a launching ramp (power
boating is allowed). One-day canoe trips out of Blythe end there and
participants can be shuttled back to Blythe.

The portion of the Colorado River within Imperial County is used for
boating, camping, boat racing, fishing, water skiing and canoeing. Most water
skiing occurs along the main river channel and in the backwater and side
streama between Imperial Dam and the southern end of the Imperial Wildife
Refuge. The County owns 80 acres of undeveloped land which was originally
planned as Gilmore Camp County Park. However, the county does not plan any
expansion of its park system on the Colorado River for several years and does
not plan to build any more boat docks because of problems caused by the
fluctuating water level.

The Cibola National Wildlife Refuge includes two private resorts at
Walter's Camp and Walker Lake. A third resort, Mitchell's Camp, is located
just outside the refuge south of Davis Lake. Mitchell's Camp is frequented
mostly by senior citizens. Canoeing is the dominant water sport in the
refuge.

Imperial National Wildlife Refuge abuts the Cibola National Wildlife
Refuge on the south. It includes all of the Colorado River from the vicinity
of Walker Lake to Martinez Lake, with the exception of Picacho State
Recreation Area. Picacho includes 55 miles of open river and is accessible
overland only by dirt roads. Picacho has a boat ramp, a boat marina and
launching area, a store, 50 regular campsites and two group camps, one of
which is accessible by boat. A section of the main river channel in the
Imperial Wildlife refuge is closed to skiing which eliminates that area for
usage and indirectly increases the density of water skiers in other areas of
the river.

Recreation hazards in this area are presented by conspicuous fluctuations
of the water level which can expose sandbars and snags one day, and completely
submerge them the next.

The Martinez Lake Marina, approximately 80 miles downstream from the
Blythe Marina, is the last convenient take-off and landing point for caaoes
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and is part of the BI's Laguna-artinez National Recreation Lands. It is
also the southern boundary of the Imperial National Wildife Refuge. There are
numerous private developments within the recreation complex including stores
which sell boating supplies, gas, and groceries; a campground; cafe; boat
ramp; and rental boats.

The Squaw Lake-Senator Wash complex supplies boat launching facilities,
camping, swimming, and day use areas. Few areas in the southernmost river
segment can support water skiing. Senator Wash and Imperial Reservoirs are
the two skiing areas provided by daming of the river along this reach.

In a recent U.S. Department of the Interior Study of visitor levels and
participation patterns on the Colorado River below Davis Dan, the portion of
the river between the old Adobe Ruin site and Imperial Dam was included in the
Imperial Division. In that division, water-related activities were the most
popular form of user activity, with motor boating comprising the largest
group, followed in order by swiming, fishing, and water skiing. Camping and
picnicking were found to be the most popular land-based activities. Access,
use limitations, and development are the key factors in visitor use and
participation. A majority of the participation originates within the Martinez
Lake, Squaw Lake, Walter's Camp, and Picacho State Park sites. The majority
of visitors are of three types: local residents, transient visitors, and
southern California residents. Different areas within the division and
different seasons attract varying percentages of each group.

Recreational use of the river between Imperial and Laguna Dan is limited,
but centers upon the Nittry Lake Region which provides limited concessions and
boating facilities. Land-based activities account for approximately three
quarters of all activities in the area. Water-related activities are limited
as the river in this section provides little opportunity for such
activities. The major user group in this area is of the transient variety
(i.e., those individuals who spend their time travelling, living in motor
homes, travel trailers, and periodically migrating from one geographic area to
another as the seasons change.

The portion of the Colorado River south of Laguna Dam has considerable
fishing uses. There are very few recreational facilities and most
recreational use, other than fishing, is inner tube floating. The Laguna Dam
South Recreation Site on the California side of the river just below Laguna
Dam, is used for camping and swimming. The Laguna Whitewater Course, an area
between Laguma Dam and the Laguna Dan Recreation site, is used for whitewater
kayaking and inner tube floating.

NOISE

Noise is, by definition, an undesirable sound and for aaalytical purposes
it is assumed to decrease in desirability as intensity increases. Noise, in
general, is sound which is composed of many frequency components of various
loudness distributed over the audible frequency range. The human ear does not
respond uniformly over the entire frequency range of audible sound. It is
most sensitive to frequecies from 1,000 to 4,000 Ra and significantly less
sensitive to frequencies at the low and high ends of the spectrum. Various
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noise scales have been introduced to describe, in a single number, the
response of an average human to a complex sound made up of various frequencies
at different loudness levels. The most common and heavily favored of these
scales ts the A-weighted decibel (dBA).

The location of a noise source, as it relates to the location of noise-
sensitive use, is an important factor in determining the impact of the
noise. Sound levels decrease, or attenuate, with distance according to
physical laws of wave propagation. Roughly, there is a 6 dB decrease with
each doubling of the distance between source and receptor. This is a
conservative estimate based on simple spreading of energy, and it does not
take into consideration absorption of sound by the atmosphere, topography or
by vegetation. These additional factors are difficult to assess, however,
without constructing detailed models. As water does not absorb sound very
well, and in fact it may accentuate the noise level perception, a standard
attenuation is assumed for water-based sources of noise described herein.

The majority of river shoreline is undeveloped and remote from intensive
human activity. Minimal intrusions of vehicular or industrial noise occur
except from infrequent off-road vehicle use or recreational boa 'ng.
Background noise levels would therefore be expected to be in the 40 dB(A)
range, perhaps slightly reduced at night.

In concert with the degree of recreational use, other areas of the river
experience noise levels to the point of community annoyance, particularly
during the summer season. At present, noise has been identified as a major
problem along only two stretches of the river, Needles and Parker Strip. Both
areas are popular for boating and water skiing and noise complaints are common
due to the urbanized nature of shoreline and adjacent parcels.

Power boats are the major source of noise in the shorezone, with levels
frequently approaching the maximum established noise level of 86 dB(A) at a
distance of 50 feet. The enforcement of water exhaust mufflers and speed
limitations are attempts at achieving noise reduction, however, many
violations are still apparent. Figure 10 presents data on typical noise
emissions from inboard and outboard pleasure boats of different types and
engine sizes. Noise emissions for an engine of a particular size are a
positive function of the speed at which the engine is operated. This implies
that water skiing with speed boats generates considerably more noise than
trolling from a boat moving at low speed.

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has developed
guidelines which reLate acceptable noise levels to specific land use
categories as shown in Figure 11. The intent of the noise standards is to
prevent adverse health effects and preserve the quality of the residential,
recreational, or natural environment. The Community Noise Equivalent Level
(CNEL) is a time-average measurement which weights evening and night noise
more heavily than that generated during the day. Thus, a single-event noise,
such as that recorded when a motorboat passes a monitoring point would, if in
proximity of sensitive receptors, create an annoyance or disturbance.
However, when averaged with sound levels recorded at other times of the day,
the time averaged (CNEL) sound level may or may not exceed the adopted
sensitivity threshold of 65 dB.
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In addition to the measurable noise level of the sound itself, the
orientation of the receptors wxh respect to the noise source is also a valid
factor. In general, the presence of power boats along the river and lakes is
not considered to create adverse noise impacts. Weekend recreationists
frequenting areas of intensive boating use normally anticipate the associated
noise and perceive it as part of the camping experience. However, established
residents and passive recreationists (fishermen, backpackers, rafters, etc.)
may be disturbed by sporadic or constant noise emissions. Therefore, a
conservative representation of noise sensitivie receptors for each river
segment is provided below in order to more accurately quantify potential areas
of impact.

Segment I. Lee's Perry to Davis Dam

Motorized boating in the Grand Canyon National Park has been restricted to
certain annual periods due to the perceived disruption of the wilderness
experience by other river users. Thus, this area is not considered as a
potential receptor to noise accomodating projects applicable to the
District's General Permit. The Lake Mead and Lake Mohave portions of the
river have designated areas where motorized boating is prohibited, and
complaints regarding noise are uncommon. In addition, as these two river
sepents under the National Park Service jurisdiction, it is anticipated that
any shorezone improvements will be in conformance with established management
plans for the area and therefore represent the public interest.

Segment 2. Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

SUBAREA A. DAVIS DAM TO PARKER DAM. Certain intensive recreational or
boating areas are identified as noise-sensitive due to extensive urban or
residential development along the shoreline. Existing noise levels at these
locations are frequently in violation of the acceptable outdoor noise
sensitivity level of 65 dB for residential uses, as established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development. The following areas within this
segment would be applicable: Bullhead City (RM 272-273), Riviera (RM
269-270), Needles (RN 245-247), Havasu Palms (RM 204), and Havasu Springs (RM
190).

The Lake Havasu area is not particularly noise sensitive due to the
primarily water-oriented recreational nature of the lake shore. Motorized

boating tends to occur far enough away from shore at a distance sufficient to
attenuate noise to an acceptable degree to receptors on shore.

The Topock Marsh and Lake Havasu Wildlife Refuges are considered sensitive
receptors of sudden or prolonged noise, such as emissions from power boats,
which may disrupt wildlife resulting in decreased nesting near shore,

physiological stress, and the masking of important bird vocalizations
conveying distress, alarm, territorial boundaries, mating, and care of the
young. Critical periods are suimer and fall, the seasons for mating and
nesting. The temporal and distance factors of noise effects are not clarly
understood, as some of the larger mammals may adjust rather quickly, whereas
raptor species may be significantly disrupted.
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CNEL or Ldn Community Noise
Equivalent Level dB

Laid Use Category 55 60 65 70 75 80

Residential Multi-family

Residential - low density single
family, duplex, mobile homes

Transient lodging - motels, hotels \\ \

Schools, libraries, churches,
hospitals, nursing homes

Auditoriums, concert hW4ll\
amphitheaters

Sports arena, outdoor
spectator sports

Playgrounds,
neighborhood parks

Golf courses, riding stables,
water recreation, cemeteries

Office builfflng, business .":-.',.'- .-- !,
commercisil and professional

Industrial mnufatuing, -x

utilities, agriculture

LEGEND
Normally Acceptable Normally Unacceptable

Conditianaly Acceptable M Clearly Unacceptable

Modified from: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 1972.

Figure 9. Land Use Compatability for Community
Noise Environments
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SUBAREA B. PARKER DAM TO BLYTHE. The area known as the "Parker Strip"
(RM 175-192) is the most densely utilized segment of the river, and
consequently experiences already high degrees of noise levels. Further
potential for development of noise accommodating facilities warrants an
evaluation of noise considerations.

The remainder of the river subsegment is Colorado River Indian Reservation
lands. The sensitivity of this area is, in part, dependent upon the Indian

perceptions of boating activity. The undeveloped character of these lands has
led to a high level of usage for passive recreational activities such as
canoeing. This, in addition to high wildlife densities may pose a sensitivity
to noise levels.

SUBAREA C. BLYTRE TO THE MEXICAN BORDER. The riverfront residential
development associated with the communities of Ehrenberg and Blythe has also

been identified as noise-sensitive due to the intensity of boating activity
already occurring in the area. Additional noise-sensitive areas are the
passive recreation and wildlife habitat portions of the river, primarily

Cibola Natural Wildlife Refuge (RH 57-99), Mittry Lake (RH 43-49), and the
segment from the Laguna Dam to Yuma (RH 26-92). The intrusion of motorized
boating in these areas could possibly disrupt the passive recreationists'

experience of solitude and perception of an undisturbed environment.
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8. SUMMARY OF IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES

GENERAL PERMIT ALTERNATIVE

The General Permit would potentially allow the ultimate expansion of
single-Lot structures to maximum density. Areas most likely to attain high-
density development are Bullhead City, Needles, and Parker. Those General
Permit-authorized structures most likely to undergo proliferation under this
alternative are individual boat docks. Maximum bulkhead or rip-rap
development is not likely to occur as authorization is only granted to
stabilizing structures constructed contiguous with existing rip-rap/bulkhead
alignments. Beaches and community docks are not expected to attain high
densities on the basis of past permitting trends.

The proposed areas of General Permit issuance were selected to avoid areas
of maximum biological sensitivity. These areas were determined capable of
supporting the maximum potential levels of permitted development without
sustaining significant cumulative damages to biological and known cultural
resources. Cumulative impacts to factors such as public safety, navigation
and in some cases cultural resources were mitigated through restrictions
and/or conditions included in the General Permit. Therefore, significant
adverse cumulative impacts resulting from development under the General Permit
are not expected to occur.

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

With a continuation of the current individual review procedures, proposed
General Permit Areas would potentially attain maximum build-out without
benefit of mitigation of cumulative impacts. General Permit areas were
selected on the basis of their low biological sensitivities and therefore
these resources would not be significantly impacted by maximum build-out.
However, adverse impacts to navigation, public safety and recreation may
result form permit issuance without regard to uniformity of structures and
dimensional restrictions.

PERMIT MORATORIUM ALTERNATIVE

A moratorium on permits would potentially lead to construction of some
riparian improvements (e.g. bank stabilization and beaches) above the Ordinary
High Water Mark and therefore outside of District's jurisdiction. Overall
development and use of the river would probably not decrease under this
alternative; therefore, these structures could potentially result in
significant impacts on water quality and cultural resources. Without benefit
of jurisdiction, the District would have no authority to control impacts or
require mitigation.
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9. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Los Angeles District of the Corps of Engineers, acting under authority
of the River and Harbor Act of 1899 and Clean Water Act of 1977 and in
conformance with the policies and procedures established in 33 CFR 320-330, is
undertaking the formulation of a General Permit for certain structures along
portions of the lower Colorado River. The proposed General Permit is designed
to alleviate problems inherent in the current individual review process. The
major objectives of the General Permit are: (a) to expedite permit processing
along the lower Colorado, and (b) to mitigate potential adverse cumulative
impacts resulting from anticipated maximum levels of District-permitted
development.

General Permit areas were designated on the basis of an evaluation of
existing resources along the entire lower Colorado south of Lee's Ferry,
Arizona. The General Permit is proposed for issuance only in those areas
where constraints to cumulative development have been determined to be
sufficiently low based on environmental and public interest factors.

A thorough environmental analysis of the proposed General Permit and two
alternative actions was conducted, as documented in the attached EIS. The two
alternatives examined are:

1. No-Action Alternative: all permits in the study areas would continue
to be processed under existing individual review procedures.

2. Permit Moratorium Alternative: a moratorium on further permit
issuance in the study area would be implemented.

A comparison of impacts of the three alternatives is displayed in Section
3.0 of the EIS. Overall, impacts of the No-Action and General Permit
alternatives are similar. The Permit Moratorium alternative would result in
substantially greater adverse impacts on public interest factors.

Expected levels of development under the No-Action and Gencral Permit
alternatives are largely the same, effecting a similarity in predicted
cumulative impacts on biological resources. However, through the
establislment of dimensional limitations on boat docks, the General Permit
authorizes a uniform configuration of structures intended to minimize
cumulative adverse impacts on navigation, recreation, and public safety. The
General Permit also incorporates criteria for fill material designed to reduce
cumulative impacts on water quality.

Of the No-Action and General Permit alternatives, the General Permit would
have the greater administrative benefits. Issuance of the General Permit
would immediately authorize construction following a 30-day notification
period. This is in contrast to a minimum 90-day processing period under
current procedures. Additionally, the General Permit precludes the need for
future individual assessment for authorized structures, thereby obviating the
need for individual site visits.
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APPENDIX A: GENERIC IMPACTS OF STRUCTURES
AUTHORIZED UNDER THE PROPOSED GENERAL PERMIT

WATER QUALITY MEASUREMENTS

A total of 10 water samples were taken and analyzed for a variety of
chemical parameters. Sampling location and chemical data can be found in
Table I of the Main Report text. Water samples were taken from the river,
placed in sealed polyethylene containers and placed immediately in ice. All
samples were kept at 4C until analyzed. The time from collection to analysis
varied from 12 to 36 hours, depending upon collection time and distance to the
laboratory.

Other measurement taken in the field include cross-sectional profiles of
current speed, oxygen levels, temperature, conductivity/salinity, bottom type
in sampling locations and current deflection around small scale In-stream
projects. Typical profiles are presented in Figures A-I to A-12.

The profiling of current speeds provided some significant information,
particularly with regards to the air/water and bottom or bank/water
interfaces. There is a significant reduction in surface water speeds
attributable to the air/water interaction at the surface. Water velocity
usually increased by 100 percent within 0.5 m to 2 m below surface. There is
a "core" of fast flowing water even in sections that appear to be of moderate
to slow flow. This "core" moves toward the outside bank in turns.

Areas near the shore and bottom exhibit extremely low flow rates. The
flow rate increases over sandy substrates and decreases over gravel and
cobbled substrates. Significant flow reduction occurs near the bank;
particularly in areas of heavy riparian growth, and in some rip-rapped areas
overgrown with vegetation. In the densely overgrown areas, flow reversal at 1
to 1.5 m from shore can be observed. These areas of slow and "no" flow often
hold large numbers of juvenile and post-juvenile fishes of a variety of
species.

The width of this zero flow zone increases and decreases in relation to
the bank configuration. In beach areas, it is almost non-existent. This
usually results in an increase in scouring of sand from the beach. As the
water, laden with silt, enters the next bank form (usually vegetated) the near
shore water slows and deposits sand, creating a sandbar immediately downstream
from the beach. Sandbars are the usual result of manipulation of naturally
vegetated banks, particularly below beaches, jetties, and bulkheads. Floating
docks tend to have the effect of decreasing water flow near the bank and
actually create zero flow zones in disturbed areas, thus increasing the
suitable environment for juvenile and larval fish.

GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Floating Docks or Docks on Piles

A flo;ating dock generally has little negative effect on the aquatic
environment. There is a minor amount of shading and the increased use by
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boats could increase the potential of oil spills and grease deposition. Some
positive impacts are provided by docks; these include nearshore flow
alteration, shading and areas of refuge for Juvenile fishes. In a river
environment, minor fuel and oil spills are rapidly diluted by downstream flow,
thus minimizing the effect. In reservoirs the potential for short term
negative effects particularly from increased boat traffic is increased.

Cantilevered Docks

The cantilevered dock has the same general and minimal effects as a
floating dock. However, it has none of the potentially positive effects of a
floating dock, since it does not reduce flow speed or alter flow pattern near
shore. Negative effects are the same as for floating or docks on piles.

Sand Beach

The construction of a beach on the main body of the river usually requires
the removal of near shore vegetation and the regrading of the bank. As has
been noted, water velocities near the bank increase and are more parallel to
the bank. This tends to scour the beach and remove sand. This heavy sediment
load is usually deposited immediately downstrea, from the beach as a small
sand bar. The beach often has to be restored at frequent intervals to
maintain its usefulness. The construction of beaches on reservoirs has little
effect except for the removal of riparian vegetation.

Rip-Rap Slope

The installation of a rip-rap bank generally has a similar effect on water
velocity as a heavily vegetated natural bank. Water velocity near the bank
slows, often to zero, and provides slack water for a variety of fish
species. The effect of a short section would be minimal; however several
short sections in a row could create differential scouring patterns and lead
to channel alterations. This could lead to change in bottom configuration,
loss (or gain) of specific habitats suitable for fishes, and alteration of
species composition. If the banks were revegetated quickly, the effect could
be minimized substantially.

It can be seen that current reversal below the structure Is significant.
This always promotes sand deposition, sandbar development, and beach
development. Jetties are occasionally used to protect beaches and several
were noted upstream from boat launching ramps. The effect of this downstream
alteration can be increased (or decreased) by the length of the jetty. It
appears that the downstream effect is significant for a distance roughly equal
to 4 to 5 times the length of the Jetty.

Bulkheads

Bulkheads are usually built on the bank and rarely extend far out into the
river flow. The construction of bulkheads has a profound effect on near-bank
hydraulics. Flow near the bank becomes more linear, there Is significant
reduction in the zero flow zone and there Is often substantial scouring action
above and below the bulkhead. The bulkhead is useful in preventing erosion of
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property, especially on the outside the turns where the river speed is
Increased. However, in that situation, more than one reach of bulkhead would

he necessary, or the bank stabilized (rip-rap), to decrease the scouring

effect downstream from the project area. Significant effects are associated
with bulkhead deveLopment, with alterations in flow speed, deposition rates,

and bottom configuration being most important. Fishes usually associated with

zero flow zone would be forced to move into other areas and populations could
he altered, especially with extensive bulkhead development.

Bulkheads in reservoirs or backwater areas would not create the effect of
those on the midstream, though the loss of natural bank and bottom forms could

have some impact on fish spawning and population maintenance. This impact, if

present, should be of short duration and minimal.
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Figure A-5. Normal River Cross Section

Sandbar deveopment
Reduced 0 flow kicreased 0 flow
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF A NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALLY PERMITTED PROJECTS IN THE SAME

AREA

Floating Docks

The cumulative effect of a large number (10-20 in a row) of floating docks
could be the substantial alteration of flow rates and flow character near
shore. There would be a reduction in light, caused by shading of the docks,
thus promoting benthic plant growth. Due to reduction in velocities, there
would be increased deposition of silt and sand, possibly smothering the
benthic organisms.

Some fish species are attracted to dock areas; while others are forced to
move elsewhere. The increased human utilization around docks also promotes
changes due to increased fishing pressure, oil and gas spills, and noise.

Cantilevered Docks

The cumulative effects of a large number (10-20 in an area) of
cantilevered docks would be the same as for floating docks, except the river
flow would not be altered significantly.

Beaches

The effect of beaches could be substantial. Increased erosion of beach
material would probably occur and the beach would have to be replenished
periodically. The eroded sand would create significant downstream bars, thus
altering the flow characteristics and cross-sectional profile of the river.

Downstream effects would include burial of benthos, probable loss of fish
spawning habitats, construction of stabilized bars, with permanent vegetation
and fish species compositional changes.

Beach construction in reaches of the river where midstream maximum
velocities exceed 3 ft/sec should be recommended against due to high scour
rates In these high speed sections.

Rip-Rap Slopes

Currently on the river there are extended sections of rip-rap banks.
These areas are used extensively by fishermen and other recreational users.
Many of these areas have revegetated and are now fairly natural in
appearance. Numerous fish species utilize the zero flow zones in these
areas. Spawning often occurs near the bank in these areas.

The impact of new large scale bank stabilization projects could be
significant, particularly in short term impacts. Bank and stream bed
configuration would be altered, sediment load increased, and downstream
benthos buried.
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Bulkheads

Increased lengths of bulkheads would create higher stream velocities and
an increased potential for sediment transport and scouring. Two hundred to
three hundred feet of bulkheads along a fast flowing section of river could
have significant effect on fish populations and stream characteristics.
Increased channel velocities would favor species adapted to fast water and
species composition would be altered.

4
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FINAL
UNVIROUNTAL IMPACT STATEENT

Lover Colorado River
Proposed General Permit

Lee's Ferry, Arizona to the Mexican Border

Responsible lead agency: U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles

Abstract: The Los Angeles District has investigated public and
agency concerns over the operation of the Corps of Engineer's
regulatory permit program along the lower Colorado IfUver. The
primary concerns were found to be the long time periods required
for permit processing and the inadequate consideration of
cuaulative environmental Impacts during the permit review
process. Three alternatives were selected for detailed study.

The General Permit alternative would designate certain areas along
the river, based on sensitivity ratings for aquatic and
terrestrial biolog, cultural resources, recreatLon/publLc safety,
and land use, as General Permit areas. Within these General
Permit areas, certain types of construction meeting the General
Perlt's specified requirements would be automatically authorized
without requiring an Individual Permit review. The General Permit
proposal would reduce the processing time required to issue a
permit and would mitigate cumulative environmental Impacts. The
Permit Moratorium alternative, consisting of a moratoriunm on
further issuance of permits within the study area, would virtually
eliminate permit processing time requirements. Some adverse
cuulative Impacts would occur as a result of potential
construction of beaches or stabilization structures above the
Ordinary High Water Mark (outside Corps Jurisdiction). The No-
Action alternative, consisting of maintaining the existing
Individual Permit review process, would continue to require long
time periods for permit processing and would not adequately
address cumtlative environmental Impacts.

The General Permit proposal has been recommended for
implementation based on its performance in addressing the
identified public concerns and its ability to best serve the
public interest.

Send your comments to the If you would like further information on this
Comader by statement, please contact:
14 May 1962

1k. Robert Wood
Rnviromfental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Engineer District, Los Angeles
300 1. Los Angeles Street

PO. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053
Commercial Telephone: (213) 688-2934
TS Telephone: 798-2934
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1. 0 SUMMARY

1.001 MAJOR CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS. The Los Angeles District Corps of
Engineers (the Distriot), acting under authority of the River and Harbor Act
of 1899 and Clean Water Aot of 1977 and in conformance with the policies and
procedures established in 33 CRF 320-330, is undertaking the formulation of a
General Permit foar certain structu es along portions of the lower Colorado
River. The proposed General Permit is designed to alleviate problem inherent
in the current individual review process. The major objectives of the General
Permit are: (a) to expedite permit processing along the lower Colorado, and
(b) to mitigate potential adverse cumulative Impacts resulting from
anticipated maximum levels of District-permitted development.

1.002 A thorough environmental analysis of the proposed General Permit
alternative and two additional alternatives are documented herein. The two7 additional alternatives examined are:

a. No-Action Alternative: all permits in the study areas would continue
to be processed under existing individual review procedures.

b. Permit Mratorium Alternative: A moratorium on further permit issuance
in the study area would be implemented. A comparison of impaots of the three
alternatives is displayed in Section 3.0 of this EIS.

1.003 General Permit Alternative. The General Permit alternative would
potentially allow the ultimate expansion of single-lot structures to the
maximum density situation. Areas most likely to attain high-density
development are Bullhead City, Needles, and Parker Strip.

1.004 The proposed areas of General Permit issuance were selected to avoid
areas of maximum biological sensitivity and known cultural resources.
Cumulative impacts to factors such as public safety, navigation and in some
cases cultural resources were mitigated through restrictions and/or conditions
included in the General Permit. Therefore, significant adverse impacts
resulting from cumulative development under the General Permit is not expected
to occur.

1.005 No-Action Alternative. With a continuation of the current individual
review procedures, land currently proposed for issuance of the General Permit
would potentially attain maximum build-out without benefit of mitigation of
cumulative Impacts. Adverse impacts on navigation, recreation and public
esafety my result from permitting without regard to uniformity of structures
or dimensional limitations.

1.006 Permit Moratorium Alternative. A moratorium on permits would
potentially lead to construction of some ripagian Improvements (e.g. bank
stabilliation and beaches) above the Ordinary High Water Mark and theretore
outside the Districtts jurisdiction. Without benefit of jurisdiction, the
District would hav no authority to control Impacts or require mitigatlon.

1.007 On the basis of comparison of environmental Impacts and adminityative
beanefits of the proposed alternatives, the Ganeral Permit alternative is
reoo eaded for Implementation.

R1S-1
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1.008 ARAS Or CONTROVERSY. During the course of study, two areas of concern
frequently have been voiced by Interested agencies and the public. One
concern of the public In the protracted time period required for processing of
District and other permits for facilities such as boat docks an the Colorado
River. Agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (UFW) have
expressed concern that Implementation of a General Permit may not be sensitive
to cumulative Impacts.

1.009 The public cited delays in obtaining a permit as the primary concern
pertinent to the District's jurisdiction. Property owners complained of
receiving confusing and contradictory instructions from the Los Angeles
District office of the Corps when seeking Information an the application
procedure,. Theme and other unexplained delays (e.g. lengthy processing time)
oonstitated the main source of dissatisfaction, although disapproval was also
expressed over the recently emoted District policy of placing applications
for some individual boat docks in abeyance pending completion of the
Environmental Impact Statement.

1.010 The proposed action will have the effect of reducing permit processing
tine from the current mininum of 90 days to a 30-day period for those projects
and areas covered by the General Permit. Projects and areas not covered by
the proposed General Permit may still experience processing delays.

1.011 Agency oceamts in response to the preliminary proposal for a General
Permit included ooncern that the General Permit would result in cumulative
impacts on Important physical, biological and cultural resources. Some
agencies contended that the more heavily used areas of the River, such as the
Parker 3trip, have already been impacted to the mxim extent acceptable and
should be closed to further installation of private structures.

1.012 The proposed General Permit has responded to these concerns in two
ways. First, the General Permit has been designated on the basis of resource
sensitivity analyses. Second, the General Permit Includes specific provisions
to mitigate potential impacts which could occur as a result of size of
structures# materials or location of structures.

1.013 UNRDOLVD IMSU. Many of the concerns voiced during the public
meetiogs Involved aspects of river management outside of District authority.
Speakers repeatedly expressed dissatisfaction with the patrolling capability
of the Coast Ouard, the problem of pollution generated by river users in the
form ot litter and waste discharges directly into the river, and the effects
of present and anticipated flood control releases from Bureau of Reclamation
reservoirs. TI repeated emphasis of these concern points to an issue in
itself: the confusion brought about by the phenomenon of amerous and
overlapping authorities on the liver. This confusion hba promoted delays in
the procuremmnt of permits by property amrs.

1.014 In spite of the proposed General Permit, the jurisdictional setting of
the Colorado liver will continue to be complex and confusing.

l1u-2



1.015 RELATIONSHIP TO ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
REQUIREMENTS. The relationship of the proposed General Permit and
alternatives to applloable statutes and regulations, and the degree to which
those statutes have been oomplied with to date are displayed in Table 1.

-(
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2.0 NEED FOR AND OBJECTIVES OF ACTION

2.001 STUDY AUTHORITY. The District has authority over all projects
involving dredging or filling within the Colorado River, or construction over
or within the river and its adjacent wetlands. Regulation is authorized by
Section 10 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act of 1977. The instrument of the District's authorization is a permit
or Letter of Permission. The policies and procedures of the District's permit
function are established in Title 33 CFR 320-330. A provision contained
within this section enables the Commander to issue a General Permit (such as
that proposed for activities on the lower Colorado River) which are
substantially similar in nature and will cause only minimal adverse
environmental impacts when performed separately, or result in minimal adverse
cumulative effects upon the environment. Upon issuance of a General Permit,
all activities meeting the criteria of the permit would be approved and would
not require the issuance of Individual Permits. The regulations state that
the General Permit may be revoked if it is determined that the cumulative
effects of the activities authorized by it will have an adverse impact on the
public interest. Follwoing revocation, application for any future activities
in areas covered by the General Permit would be processed as applications for
Individual Permits. The General Permit currently under consideration for
designated segments of the Colorado River between Lee's Ferry and the Mexican
Border is presented in Appendix A of the EIS. The General Permit is
susmarized under Chapter 3.0 of the EIS.

2.002 PUBLIC CONCERNS. Under the current Individual Permit process, numerous
small individual projects along the Colorado River (e.g. boat docks) are
assessed separately, each requiring a site visit to determine existing
environmental conditions and predicted impacts. The bulk of permits processed
and the need for individual site visits has led to frequent delays in
processing. Case-by-case review has proven inadequate in the assessment of
cumulative impacts. To alleviate these processing concerns, the District has
undertaken the formulation of a General Permit for specific individual
structures in designated areas along the lower Colorado River. A complete
discussion of problems with the current system is presented in Section 2 of
the Main Report under "Problem Identification."

2.003 Public comment was initially solicited through two public meetilgs held
on the river in April 1979 during the first phase of project formulation.
Preliminary agency concerns were identified through coordination meetings and
through agency comments on a preliminary proposed general permit (public
notice circulated May 1979). Past and current agnecy responses to Individual
Permit actions of a nature to be included under the proposed General Permit
were also considered.

2.00 Many of the concerns voiced during the 1979 public meetings involved
aspeots of river management outside of the Disrict's authority. Speakers
repeatedly expressed dissatisfaction with the patrolling capability of the
Coast Guard, the problem of pollution generated by river users in the form of
litter and waste discharges directly into the river, and the effects of
present and anticipated flood control releases from Bureau of Reclamation
reservoirs. The repeated emphasis of these concerns points to an issue in
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itself: the confusion brough about by the presence of nuomerous and

overlapping authorities on the River. This confusion has promoted delays in

the procurement of permits by property owners.

2.005 Delays in obtaining a permit was the primary concern pertinent to the
District's jurisdiction uich was expressed during the 1979 public meetings.
Property owners oomplained of receiving oonfusing and contradictory
instructions from the Los Angeles District office of the Corps ban seekIg
information on the application prooedure. These and other unexplained delays
(e.g. lengthy processing time) constituted the main Source of dissatisfaction;

althou& disapproval us also expressed over the recently enacted District
policy of placing applications for some individual boat docks in abeyance
pending completion of the Inviromental Impact Statement.

2.006 Agency oncerns in rsppQe to the preliminary proposal for a general
permit centered around the initilly targeted permit areas. Althouh agencies
acknowledged these areas to be heavily Impacted by existing private
structurs, they pointed out that these areas also contain relatively
undisturbed stretches which they did not consider appropriate for Inclusion

under a gmeral permit. some agencies were supportive of the general permit

concept in the Bullhead City and Parker Strip areas, but felt that a general
permit should incorporate provisious such as the following:

a. Certain locations restricted to public-use facilities, ad so"m
areas closed to further development.

b. Stipulations to exclude development in wetlands and areas of
historic significance.

c. A time frame lniting the mcunt of time in %bioh the property
wner sust complete the applied-for structure.

Other agencies oontended that those areas have already been Impacted to
the maxium extent acceptable and should be closed to further Installation of

private structures.

2.007 A second round of public meetings us held in Novmber 191, to solicit
public response to the proposed General Permit and the 13 in circulation at
that time. Ccments voiced at the hearings wre generally in support of the
General Permit. 3ome dissatisfaction ws expressed over delays in the

completion of the 91S and oowequmt prolonguet of aboyent app tlons.

2.008 P1A13513 CS.JVTY, A complete discussion of project objeotiveo is
included in Section 3 of the Mkin Report under bJeotives of the Proposed
Aotion.0 The mjor objectives of the action are: (a) to expedxte the current
permit process, and (b) to mitigate cumWAtive imacts of future District-

permitted development.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES

3.001 GENERAL PERMIT ALTERNATIVE. The proposed General Permit is described
in Section 5 of the Main Report; a draft version of the permit itself
accompanies the EIS as Appendix A.

3.002 Under the General Permit alternative, five speoific oategories of
structures (oontiguous bulkhead walls, contiguous rip-rap slopes, sand
beaches, individual and community boat docks) would be automatically
authorized in designated areas along the lower Colorado River, provided all
General Permit criteria are met by the permittee. The General Permit would
encompass certain stretches of the river in the Bullhead City, Needles, Lake
Havasu, and Parker Strip areas (maps showing the General Permit areas are
included in Appendix A of the EIS).

3.003 The five categories of permitted structures incorporate dimensional and
other requirements which must be met before authorization is granted. The
General Permit also requires that the permittee notify the Comander at least
30 days prior to initiation of work.

3.004 Under the General Permit alternative, only those areas which have been
determined capable of supporting maximua build-out without sustaining
significant adverse impacts to public interest factors (including biological
and cultural resources) would be designated for general authorization.
Development impacts would be further mitigated through limitations and
requirements incorporated into the General Permit. Structures would be
limited dimensionally to protect navigational, recreational and safety
interests; and the type, quality, and location of fill would be subject to
conditions designed to protect water quality. The General Permit was designed
to minimize adverse cumulative effects on the river environment through the
exclusion of all areas characterized by high sensitivity ratings (e.g.
wetlands and sensitive biological oommunities and significant cultural
resources). Actions in these locations would necessitate an individual
review.

3.005 The General Permit alternative would expedite processing of permits in
the designated areas. By eliminating the need for a case-by-case evaluation
including a site visit and a 30-day public notice period, normal processing(time would be reduced from a current minimum of 90 days to immediate
authorization following 30-day prior notification by the permittee. The
General Permit would elininate District travel expenditures for site visits to
General Permit areas, and significantly reduce the number of staff-hours
required for permit processing along the river.

3.006 WITHOUT CONDITIONS (NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE). If the No-Aotion
alternative is implemented, Individual Permits would continue to be processed
and Issued for most applied-for structures in the Study Area. Beause the
magnitude of most single-lot actions is relatively minor and cumulative
Impacts are difficult to address in the individual review process, predicted
impacts of these actions are generally insignificant. Hence most single-lot
improvements have been and would continue to be approved unconditionally or

EIS-7
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with minor modifications. Permitting of the" structures without
consideration of oumulative impacts could potentially result in significant
adverse Impacts to wmter quality, recreation, navigation and public safety..

3.007 Under the No-Aotion alternative, no change would occur in the permit
processing rate or procedures.

3.008 PRADIT MRATOROX ALTZNIATIVE. Under this alternative a moratorium
would be placed on all further permit Issuance for riparian Improvements In
the General Permit areas. The effect of this alternative would be to halt
further private and public development below the ordinary high water mark.
This would prevent site-specific as mel as cumulative impacts to aquatic
resources of the lower Colorado River. This alternative would restrict
further private access to the river in the form of boat docks and launches;
however, recreational use of the river would probably continue to increase as
publio access would still be obtainable through existing public launches and
marinas. Increased use of the existing public access could result In
navigational and safety hazards as the result of over-use and congestion.

3.009 An effect of this alternative my be that structures such as bulkheads,
rip-rap slopes and beaches would be constructed outside the District's
Jurisdiction (i.e. landward of the ordinary high wster mark) by property
owners. These structures my result in significant adverse impacts to
terrestrial and cultural resources.

3.010 The Permit Moratoriun alternative would have a positive administrative
impact cc the District since time-consuming permit processing procedures would
no longer be required.

3.011 COPARATIV IMPACTS OF ILT REATIVES. Table 2 presents comparative
impacts of the project alternatives.

|I8-8
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'4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.001 INTRODUCTION. Riparian structures placed below the Ordinary High Water
Mark may directly Impact environmental parameters such as water quality to a
varying distance downtrea or upstream of the project site. In addition, the
indireot impacts of a project are not necessarily confined to the immediate
construction location. For these reasons, the discussion of affected
environment has not been limited to the proposed General Permit areas, but
includes the entire lower Colorado River within the jurisdiction of the Los
Angeles District (Figure 7, Main Report). For the following discussion, the
lover Colorado River has been divided into two segments, as shown in Figure 7
(Main Report). Segment 2 (Davis Dan and south) Is further subdivided for
certain discussions into three subareas, also delineated in Figure 7 (Main
Report).

'4.002 It is recognized that the major areas of impact are the General Permit
Areas delineated on the maps accompanying the proposed General Permit in
Appendix A. Hence discussion of the affected environment emphasizes these
areas. A more detailed aoocunt of the resources and resource parameters of
the affected environment is included in Section 7 of the Main Report under
'Environmental Setting."

WATER QUALITY

4.003 Water quality, variable over the lower Colorado, is influenced greatly
by the presence of numerous reservoirs. Glen Canyon Dan, at the upper end of
the affected environment, significantly affects water quality downstream.
Other impoundments along the river occur above Hoover Dan near Lea Vegas (Lake
Head), Davis Dan at Bullhead City (Lake Hohave), Parker Dan approximately 10
miles above Parker (Lake Havasu), Headgate Rook Dam at Parker Dan (Lake
Moovalya), Imperial Dam between Blythe and Yuma (Imperial Reservoir), and
Laguna Dam above Yuma (ittry Lake). Additional smaller diversion structures
occur, such as the Palo Verde Diversion Dam above Blythe.

4.OO4 Temperature regimes vary considerably as the result of warm or cold
water releases from dam (an effect of the presence and stability of the water
temperature stratification of the Impoundment). The waters of dmms which
discharge from near the surface of the reservoir are much warmer than those of
deae that discharge from near the bottom of Impoundment. Suspended materials
settle out in the impoundments above the dam due to decreased velocity flows;
thus, the discharge from the dams are generally reduced In suspended solids.
Suspended materials increase as flows proceed downstream from the dam as a
result of erosion, runoff and input from tributaries.

4.005 Water quality parameters for the lower Colorado River (segments 1-2)
are recorded in Table 1 of the Main Report.

AQUATIC BIOLOGY

4.006 FISH POPULATIONS. Table 2 In the Main Report presents a list of
speoles of fish collected or observed in each segment of the affected
environmnt. Nore detailed information on the distribution of fish
populations In found In Section 7 of the Main Report.

Ers-i 0



S~pet 1: Lee's Vrr to Davis Vam

4.007 Betwen Lee'. Ferry and Davis Dam e"ter Umbers of species and
individuals aro found in reachus of the Diver with rocky substrates than in
those with sady bottom. Cold water from Glen Canyon PA. has dooreased water
teeperatures in Grend and Marble Canyons sucha that spawning teeperatures
required IV MaWv* species of flab seldom occur.

3IeMt M: -a tAWO the Blzom bref

4.0S Deow aipseD" the fishery varies with habitat, and is influenced by
umwu jug-~e 40~h rservoirs and reless from mamercus dams.

l~mq*ta)r h)$~ wI* the flak species diversity is quite low, probably
~ ~a J~ ~r4tepti w ater-levels. The recreational fisbing for striped

-b~~dv ft wIs sigificant, partloularly during
xo asm been aignifimatly altered by dredging,

h aeuesIng bak erosion and siltation and
ad larva1/Juvenille rearing areas.

teriver reags from deeper areas providing shelter
ftw A4.M to shallo muddy areas of little value to the

f~u~'~. ba raciaOf the study ares supported more species of

AR# ~FAOU.Mrs detailed infboation on aquatic vegetation Is
give i~ mU~ or. o the* Nan Report. The fofllug Is sumerized from that

Sen~t~ E~pFearl W Davis m

4.01t Based on nmers of pbytoplamhcton organism, the upper reaches of the
Colorado (above Davis Dam) are relatively unproduotive. The pbytoplankton
population Is diverse but spars and decreases with distance downstream
Vegetatin In this upper reach consists mainly of algae covering rock and
grawel wastrates.

SenIRMt ;2: DAvIs DO- tO the Nsziaan Border

4.012 Below DaIs Dm emrgent vegetation consists predoinantly of cattail
latIfOlia tUI40 QCjMM op.) soften (O- up.) and giant African

road not " &).'ueNVt aquatic vegetation Is rare In areas of
stony bottoms or Miftlua sad, oaditimn whilob preclude the rooting ot
vegetation. Ikjas aduament Vegetation is sago pondweed (Mm i
a 113 on (G a s.), and =all beds of 6co1anil toffio

AWNO- an SUW eld kbg nemorsoopi aamp present Is
9202ho Cespesially In shallow water With hard soatuates and high
iMMOlatIGG)t Mdftho-r fIlm of diatom end smanits of blue-gree algae.
4-013 IIWAI. Nm detailed anaalnonlarsma Is given In 3stion 7 of
the ft"inDeot Th bumin roltIs 41arised frm that Isformastion.



Ienmnt 1: Lese's ferry to Davis Dam

4.014 Segmnt 1 is characterized by relatively low productivity in terms of
benthic invertebrate infauna. Edges of the mainstream and backwaters support
a more diverse Infauna than the center of the channel. The organism in this
reach consist mainly of combinations of the amphipod Gamus laoustris,
ohironoaid larvae, ostracods, oligoohaetes and snails. In the lower portions
of this segment (between Hoover and Davis Dam) productivity is higher.
Infauna consists mainly of oligoohaete worms and amphipods. Benthic
invertebrates in this reach are found mainly in shallow rubble areas and areas
with silt and detritus on the bottom. Amphipods are associated with
microscopic algae and submergent vegetation.

Segment 2: Davis Da to the Mexican Border

4.015 Below Davis Dam, diversity of benthic fauna varies widely in response
to channel substrate and other factors. High diversities result from hard
substrates that provide good anchoring and coverage for invertebrates.
Diversity is also high in areas where cool discharges from dams contain high
concentrations of particulate matter.

4.016 Where silt-sand bottoms occur, the number of organisms decreases and
dominance shifts to oligoohaete worms and ohironomid dipteran larvae.
Substrates of shifting sand are devoid of organism. Backwaters contain
oligoehaets, ohironomids and Asiatic slam.

TERRESTRIAL AND WELTAND BIOLOGY

4.017 The Colorado River from Lee's Ferry to the Mexican border contains
diverse and valuable terrestrial and wetland biological resources. The
presence of these resources is remarkable when it is considered that a
majority of the lower Colorado has been heavily disturbed by construction of
dam, channelization, dredging and other man-caused and natural
disturbances. The following discussion relates major characteristics of plant
communities and wildlife populations found along the lower Colorado River.

4.018 VEGETATION. Complete species lists for vegetation along the lower
Colorado River is given in Appendix B-1 and sunarized as follows:

(ne~nlt 1: Le's Ferry to Dayis Da

4.019 Vegetation above Davis Dam is characterized by riparian and marsh
ommnities above Lake Head, and desert scrub along the land/water interface
of Lakes Head and Nohave. The riparian comeunity is represented by salt cedar
(.gMcd A1ngu0j) arrowveed QVQM a iu) and seep willow (Blacohris
£1lutL 3.). arablands are predominantly cattail (Tmum latifolia) and
horeetail (.a1gau app.). In an areas above Lake Head, a cliff or rook
Lnterface oours, essentially devoid of vegetation. The desert scrub
00MoUnty In the reach above Davis Dan is dominated by oreosote bush (Lama-

triemaW~burr"bu AbC"aa dimim), brittlebush 0-0'14- fWgJgs)
oa Aweetbush (Bek J
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Seeant 2: Davis DM to the Mexioan Border

4.020 From Davis Dan south vegetation can be categorized into four general
comnities as disoussed below.

4.021 Riparian VUodlands. The following associations occur within this
oommaity:

as Cot toMood/Villow Sabitat--This habitat in the least comeon of the
riparian associations and consists primarily of cottonwood (Ponulus freonti)
and willow (3jji AWEi). This oomnity is rather dense with at least 20
percent of the total vegetation consisting of trees.

b. one Nbmuite abltat--Moay areas In this association contain almost
pure stands of honey mesquite (Proeois voluti). However, in some areas
introduced salt cedar has Invaded this association In significant numbers to
torn a boey mequlte/salt cedar mix association.

c. ScEub e w"&te Hbitat--Few, if any, pure stands of screwbean
mesquite ( ioi pu ___-an. exist within the study area. However, a salt
cedar/screwbean mesquite mix oamunity occurs throughout 3egaent 2.

d. 1 Cedar Habitat--sny areas have been invaded by salt cedar or
tamrix. This Rouaian Introduced species out-competes most native riparian
species and has substantially contributed to the decline of native species
within the area. This species has been Instrumental In changing the character
of ich of the riparian areas along the river.

e. Artonee Hbiat-reas containing dense stands of arrowweed (Pluohea
ser&) occur In scattered portions throughout the study area.

4.022 Desert 3orub. Along sme portions of river (e.g. Lake Havasu, Topook
Gorge) riparian vegetation Is not well developed and desert scrub is
distributed almost to the waters edge. Vegetation within these areas varies
between creosote scrub with creosote bush and burrobush dominant to wash
vegetation containing palo verde (Ceroidium f g), cat claw (Aocaia

I) and smoke tree (Dal"j splaos) . Some rocky areas are essentially
devoid of vegetation.

4.023 Developed Areas. 3gnitfioant portions of the affected envirorment
contain areas disturbed by agricultural development or by recreational
development. Met native vegetation within theme area has been removod,
although locally m vestiges of riparian vegetation remain (i.e. cottonwood
and mesquite). Soe areas developed Into agriculture (e.g. Colorado River
Indian Reservation) have a buffer strip of riparian vegetation between
agrimltural fields and the river.

'6.026 N1rubes. Narshes are distributed througmt this stretch of the
river,. ued on field obem'atimos, thes marshes generally are of two types:
In-eraumal mares s= mu ses adjaent to the river but cut of the main
abmel. In-ehanbel marshes umerally occur In areas where ourrents have
preodaed a high degre of siltation. These mwrbte contain medges, tules, and
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cattails. South of Blythe, giant African reed (Pbrainis glcnt) becomes a
dominant emergent. Distributed primarily on the wstern ait of the river,
these marshes are generally less than 20 acres in size and may appear or
disappear rather quickly depending upon currents and siltation rates. Other
marshes located off the ain channel are generally sore extensive and
permanent containing dense tuls, cattails and sedges. Major marshes in this
segment include Topock Marsh, the upper end of Lake Havasu; and Imperial
National Wildlife Refuge.

4.025 WILDLIFE. Aspects of avian, mammalian, and reptilian wildlife are
detailed in Section 7 of the Main Report and sumarized below.

4.26 Avian Species. A complete list of avian species expected to occur along
the lower Colorado River Is given in Appendix 3-3.

Segment 1: Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

4.027 Above Davis Dam species diversity is extremely high. Above Lake Mead
this is attributable to the presence of aquatic and riparian habitats. The
richest habitats for wildlife in this reach occur at the confluences of
tributary streams and the Colorado. Between Hoover and Davis Dan, the
presence of large surface water areas account for high diversities.
Populations of migratory waterfowl are abundant.

Segment 2: Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

4.028 This portion of the lower Colorado represents a significant habitat
area for terrestrial and shore birds. White-winged dove (Zenalda asiatica),
mourning dove (Zenaidura macroura), Gambell's quail (Ophorpyx ambelli), End a
large number of migratory waterfowl comprise a significant resource of the
area. Several species occurring within this portion of the river are
considered sensitive. The Yuma clapper rail (Rallu lo irostris yuaanensis)
listed as endangered by the USFWS and as threatened and unique by Arizona Game
and Fish department (Group 3), nests and feeds primarily In marshes containing
dense vegetation including cattails or tules. The entire river south of Davis
Dam should be considered as a migratory corridor for the species. The Black
rail (Laterallus Jaaalcensls), a species listed as rare by the State of
California and as threatened by the Arizona Game and Fish Department (Group 2)
occurs in major populations at certain locations in the southern reach of the
study area. The yellow-billed cuckoo (coccyasu mericanus), listed as rare by
the state of California, frequents riparian areas along the entire river. It
Is not known whether the subspecies of Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii) occurring
along the lower Colorado liver is the endangered Leat 8el 're vireo or the
Arizona Bell's vireo (no endangered status).

4.029 Nammals. A complete list of smnualian species expected to occur along
the lower Colorado River is given In Appendix B-2.

Segment 1: Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

4.030 Mmmalian populations in riparian communities of Segment 1, primarily
above Lake Head, are dominated by the canyon souse (PeroMscus crInitus).
Opportunistic scavengers such as riogtal1 (taseariscus astutus) and spotted
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skunk (Sipilomle mroilis) tend to occur in high concentrations neaRr
established campsites. Mule doer (Odoooilsuas herau) and desert bighorn
sheep (Op oanadens) occur throughout the area and utilize shoreline areas
for foraging and watering sites.

4.031 Species omposition In the Desert scrub arms of Segment 1 (Lakes Head
and Mohave) is typical of the Mobae Desert and southern Nevada and northern
Arizona. These areas are characterized by moderate species diversity and high
productivity. The primary sensitive species, desert bighorn ooour throughout
this stretch of Colorado River Influence.

Seament 2: Davis Dan to the Mexican Border

4.032 South of Davis Dam, cactus nice (P eroncu ) are the most
abundant species within riparian areas. Cottontails (Sylvillams audubonli)
are particularly abundant in riparian areas bordered by agricultural areas.
Other larger maalian species within the area Include ooyote (Canis lat
spotted skunk (3Dl6olO araoilia) and striped skunk (Hephitis mehitis and
grey fox (gOftn cereoarMteus). Mountain lions (Felis adonoolor)and
bobcats (M r u) may occur In less developed areas. Larger gam species
wItin the area are limited to the male deer, ihlich occurs in significant
numbers throughout the area with high numbers in the riparian habitats.

4.033 Desert bighorn sheep is a Bureau of Land Management designated
sensitivie species that generally ranges throughout mauch of the study area.
Habitat areas Include the Chem huevi Mountains, Big Maria Mountains, and
throughout most of the areas south of Blythe. Bighorn range generally within
the mountainous areas of both California and Arizona. The sheep use the
Colorado liver primarily as a watering spot.

4.0311 Reptiles and Amphibians. A complete list of reptiles and amphibians
expected to occur alng the lower Colorado River is given In Appendix B-4.

smret 1: Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

4.035 Reptiles and amphibians of the riparian ares in Segment 1 of the
affected area (generally located above Lake Head) are dominated by the side-
blotched lizard (ft% stamobr1ma), tree lizard (Urfmauru ornatus), and the
desert splay lizard (Soelo s misg 9. In the desert scrub areas of this
segmmnt (areline of Lakes Move and Head) species composition Is typical of
the Mojave Desert. One species of amphibian (h _af) and two species of
reptiles, the desert tortoise (Ghegru as )izi and the Oila monster
(lLodef ), are state listed sensitive species In Nevada; however,
the Gila monster Is also a state of Arizona sensitive species.

Smmat 2: Davis Dam to the MxicLma Border

4.036 South of Davis Dam reptiles generally occur at lesser densities within
riparian and marsh habitats than within desert scrub upland habitats. Long-
tailed bruma lisands ( i ns 1) am and to a lesser extent, desert
spiny lizards are arboreal and ume the ripeien habitat to a greater extent
tha other speoies. The oceaiap (ftutiopnas flan and the western
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diamondback (Crotalus atrox) are the most abundant snakes along the river.
The introduced bullfrog (lana catesbiana) occurs at high densities within the
river and associated backwaters. Woodhouse toad (Bufo woodhousei) occurs at
high densities in agricultural areas and the Western spadefoot (Scaphiopus
couchi) is abundant in desert scrub.

AIR QUALITY

4.037 METEOROLOGY/CLIMATOLOGY. The climate of the affected area is
characterized by considerable homogeneity throughout the lower river
elevations, commencing from approximately Hoover Dam to the Mexican border.
These arid regions of the river experience the hottest and driest weather
throughout the contiguous United States. The semiarid upper regions, because
of the sharp terrain relief and higher elevation, have an extremely varied and
considerably more comfortable sumer climate with correspondingly colder
winters. The region below Hoover Dam is considered a tropical and subtropical
desert climate while the higher elevations are considered a mid-latitude
steppe-type climate.

4.038 Temperature along the river generally decreases about 3.50F for every
1,000 feet of elevation increase. Mean temperatures at Yuma are 720F, while
at the Grand Canyon, the annual mean drops to 490F.

4.039 Precipitation is very light throughout the study area and is
characterized by two distinct seasonal maxima. Infrequent summer
thunderstorms result from moisture influx from Mexican waters. During the
winter, light rains fall from weak storms that have lost most of their
moisture in crossing the coastal ranges and the Sierra Nevada.

4.040 Winds along the river generally have moderate speeds favorable -'or good
pollutant dispersion without creating dangerous wind situations. Prevailing
winds along the river follow the river topography, originating predominantly
from the south in summer and from the north in winter.

4.041 Atmospheric stability is also well structured for good daytime
ventilation. Surface-based radiation inversions form on cool, calm nights
that restrict dispersion, but these dissipate soon after sunrise.

4.042 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY. Except for two major point sources, the Navajo
( Power Plant near Page, Arizona and the Mohave Power Plant near Bullhead City,

Arizona, ambient air quality along the river is generally very healthftul and
in conformance with the Environmental Protection Agency's attainment
standards.

4.043 The affected area experiences no violations of gaseous emission.;
however, total suspended particulates (TSP) levels are of major concern in the
dry desert climate. Localized sources of fugitive dust resulting from the
lack of soil and atmospheric moisture are prevalent in areas of agricutural
activity and off-road or unimproved roadway vehicle use.

4.044 The distribution of ambient particulate levels indicates a gradual
increase in dust levels as the river flows south to more urbanized and arid
locations. Areas such as Bullhead City, Topook, Needles, Parker, and (uma are
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frequently in excess of the applicable standards for TSP levels. This
deterioration results primarily from the decrease in rainfall as the river
progresses south and the increase in soil disturbance from agricultural
operations along the Californla-Arizona border. Yuma reportedly has the
highest concentrations of TSP of any point along the river. (See Table 5,
Main Rport.)

CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES

4.045 HISTORICAL RESOURCES. A complete inventory of historical resources
along the lower Colorado River is contained In the Preliminary Environmental
Resources Inventory Report, Vols. I and II (1981).

Se ent 1: Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

4.046 The area above Davis Dam contains 22 identified historic resources.
All but one of these date to historic period occupation. These are
predominantly river crossings, ferries and bridges. Two of these properties,
Hoover Dam and Grand Wash Archeological District, are listed on the National
Register of Historic Places, and five others are eligible for inclusion.

Se ent 2: Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

4.047 The area below Davis Dam contains 109 identified historic resources 9
of whizh are listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Of these, 72
are of the historic period, and 37 are archeological sites. Historic sites
center on early settlement and river crossings. Of the 72 historic period
sites, 24 appear to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places. Archeological sites consist primarily of trails, campsites,
petroglypbs, and Intaglios. All of the archeological sites are considered to
be potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places.

4.048 CULTURAL RESOURCES. Current Native American use of the Colorado River
includes individual recreation, comaercial recreation, irrigation and plant
procurement. In terms of both dollar amount and intensity of effort,
Irrigation of agricultural fields is of primary importance.

4.049 Interviews with tribal officials, local residents and indivial Native
Aericans provided the following information regarding natural resource and
plant use:

a. Native American basket markers still procure native plant fibers from
riverine and weltand areas. These areas have been severely depleted by
damming, agricultural land use, and extensive land clearing for a variety of
land uses. Signifieant pleant fibers include rushes (Juncus scutus var.
sehaerocarpus) and Nahlembersia rinsens.

b The Cocopeh, and assumedly other tribal Sorups, still cremate certain
decease.d mmbers. Traditional cremation requires large pyres of mesquite
wood, an Increasingly depleted wood source. The Cocopeh at Somerton are

15-17

• nmm M InmmU m m m tm nn mmJJ t II ~ i 
nna

-o



forced to buy, or at least procure, their mesquite from neighboring Quechans
at Fort Yuma. Continued loss of mesquite groves was perceived as a real

problem by every tribal group contacted.

c. Clay sources, pigments within natural soils, and wildife both within
the river and along its shores were noted as used on an individual basis.
Decreased access to such resources and continued depletion of them is seen as

a serious consideration.

LAND USE

Segment 1: Lee's Ferry to Davis Dam

4.050 The entire stretch of riverfront land in this segment is contained
within the Grand Canyon National Park and the Lake Mead National Recreation

AArea with the exception of small stretches of Indian Reservation and tribal
lands. Land use in the Park and Recreation Area is oriented toward providing
appropriate recreational opportunities.

Segment 2: Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

Davis Dam to Parker Dam

4.051 This portion of the river encompasses three urban centers: Bullhead
City, Lake Havasu City, and Needles. Two Indian reservations are situated
here also: the Fort Mohave and the Chemehuevi Valley Indian Reservations.

4.052 Bullhead City (including the Riviera-Big Bend area), Lake Ravasu City,
and Needles provide the highest concentration of urban use in proximity to the
river along this segment. Residential uses prevail along the river in
Bullhead City and the Riviera-Big Bend area. Needles also contains some
private residential developments along the river. Most of the residential
developments with waterfront locations contain beat docks. Unique to any of
the urban areas studied, Bullhead City features casinos on the Nevada side of
the border. Several of these facilities are situated on the waterfront.
Access to the casinos is readily available by ferry from the Arizona side of
the river.

4.053 Besides the residential uses along the river common to these cities,
Lake Havasu City and Needles contain public recreation areas adjacent to the
river. The Needles city facilities include marinas, campgrounds, and golf
courses. The waterfront in the Lake Havasu area contains general camping
facilities with marinas and boat docks, as well as day facilities, a golf
course, and local airport.

4.054 Land use on the Indian reservations is primarily devoted to
agriculture. However the Chemehuevi Indian Reservation contains a residential
development with waterfront improvements (including recreational facilities)
at Havasu Landing.
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Parker Dam to Blythe

4.055 The tom of Parker in Arizona represents the only incorporated
municipality in the area whose corporate boundaries extend to the river. The
Colorado River Indian Reservation represents the largest single political
entity between Parker Dam and Blythe.

4.056 Between Parker Da and the northern boundaries of the reservation Is a
stretch of river commonly referred to as the "Parker Strip." This narrow band
of river area incorporates, in part, 111 lands in portions of Yuma and San
Bernardino Counties. Each side of the river is densely packed with an
assortment of residences (primarily mobile homes), campgrounds, recreational
vehicle facilities, and associated commercial enterprises as this stretch of
river is heavily utilized for recreational boating and waterskiing.

4.057 Agriculturil land use dominates the area as defined by the CuLT
Reservation and general Parker Valley areas. The balance of the area
stretching south to Ehrenberg (Arizona) and Blythe (California) is comprised
of natural open space areas.

Blythe to the axican Border

4.058 The cities of Blythe and Yuma are the major urban centers in this
area. Blythe is separated from the river by unincorporated lands and hence It
maintains no public or private facilities on the river. Isolated residential
communities are situated in Ehrenberg in Yua County, and on an isolated
stretch of Riverside County land betuen the Mayflower County Park and
northern limits of Blythe. These two areas are primarily trailer park
sites. Riverside County malntains a series of parks and marinas on the river
on either side of Interstate 10. Riverside County land areas Imediately
adjacent to the river near Imperial County are restricted to open space and
recreational use. Inland land use Is predominantly agricultural.

4.059 Land use for the entire length of Imperial and the remainder of Yuma
County adjoining the river is generally natural open space as the majority of
the river is contained within the Cibola and Imperial National Wildlife
Refuges and the ittry Lake Refuge. A few recreational parks and campgrounds
are interspersed in these areas such as Picacho State Recreation Area.
Natural open space areas continue to dominate the riverbank landscape south of
to the city of Tuma. Rowever, agricultural use is evident In some areas
adjacent to the river.

4.060 The last segmnt of the river above the 16uican border Is owned
primarily by the city of Tmu and the Yuma Indiau Reservation. This stretch
of river area exhibits open space and wildlife habitat uses. Recreational use
is generally restricted to fishing due to the shallowness of the river.

POPULATION

Semmt 1: 1ae's aerry to Davis ha

4.061 So segmnt betwae o'S Perry and Davis Da to primarily occupied by 4
publily .umd and need land sei pt for mall U1stive Awrican populations.
There are se pernemeat population centers in this area.
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Segment 2: Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

Davis Dam to Parker Dam

4.062 The three major population centers along this portion of the river are
Bullhead City/Laughlin, Lake Havasu City, and Needles. Also located here are
the Fort Mhave and Chemehuevi Valley Indian Reservations, both of which are
relatively sparse in terms of population.

4.063 Bullhead City (Arizona) is a rapidly growing residential and commercial
community. Within the past ten years, population levels have increased by 168
percent. The projected rate of growth from the city over the next 20 years
indicates a slowing trend.

4.064 The Lake Havasu City area, a planned residential community in Arizona,
has been the fastest growing region along the river within the last ten
years, experiencing a population increase of approximately 224 percent from
4,861 to 15,737.

4.065 The City of Needles (California) serves as the major point of entry
into the California-Mbhave Desert. Population growth in the city has been
slow, increasing from 4,051 to 4,120 between 1970 and 1980.

4.066 South of Lake Havasu City to Parker Dam, existing urbanization is

limited to trailer parks and marinas.

Parker Dam to Blythe

4.067 There are two population centers along this portion of the river:
Parker and Blythe. There are several Interrelated but separate communities in
the vicinity of Parker that form what is know as the "Parker Strip." The
Parker Strip is one of the most heavily used sections of the river by
recreationists; permanent population figures are projected to increase at a
rate of 1.1 percent over the next decade. In addition, nearly 50 percent of
the Native American population along the lower Colorado River is located at
the Colorado River Indian Reservation which surrounds the Parker area.

Blythe to the Mexican Border

4.068 This portion of the river is characterized by its lack of development
and the presence of two wildlife refuges and several county parks. The single
population center of significance is the city of Yuma. Yuma's population has
increased by over 46 percent between 1970 and 1980; projections indicate that
the growth rate will slow to 14 percent during the next ten years. Also
located in the Yuma area are the Quechan and Cocopah Indian tribes.

RUCRUATION/PUBLIC SAFETY

Segment 1: Lee's Perry to Davis Dan

4.069 This segment of the Colorado River is comprised of areas within the
Grand Canyon National Park and Lake Mead National Recreation Area (NRA).
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River use between Lae's Ferry and Pierce Perry Is primarily comprised of
whitewater rafting. Below Pleree Perry and in Lab Nead NRA both motorised
and non-motorlsed boating occurs. The National Park Service (NPS) and Ariona
Game and Fish Department (AGFD) patrol Lake Head, Nehave and the Grand Canyon
within the Park. Previously, the U.S. Coast Quard controlled buoy and reef
markers in Lakes Head and Nehave but has since rescinded all duties in the
Colorado River.

Segment 2: Davis Dan to the Neican Border

Davis Dan to Parker Dan

4.070 This segment includes amy of the narrowe pats of the Colorado River,
where recreational uses are geerally lass Intene, and it includes three
primary areas of urbem developmat: the hallbed Cty area, Needles, and Lake
Bavau City. Lake aNess is the sealy larg bedy so Meaw withis this
segment. ater-telated recreational actlvite include swlmmin, water
skling, fishing, and canoeing. WMeroue cmpground are located on the
Arlsona side. There are ceeotiuel ceaflicta betwee fishermen and skiers, and
residents have complained of the noise from motorboats.

4.071 One haxrdous area of the river within this segment is the vicinity
inmediately above and below the lellhead City/Laughlin area. This is due to
at least four factors: (1) a large number of boat dqcks and boats; (2) the
narrowness of the river; (3) the curve in the river at River Dend; and (4) use
of the river by many different user types (i.e. flshermen, water skiers,
rafters, canoeists, etc.). In addition, the ferries that shuttle people
between Bulhed City and the gabling establishmests. croas the river in
Laughlin, Nevada, create cross-trafflc at Dullbead City. The swift current
prohibits a direct croes-stream course.

4.072 PubLic safety is also a major isua Lake vNo u, Arizona Game and
Fish Department boating records for total accidents, accidants with injuries,
and accidents with fatalities rank Lake Uavasu as eitber 1, 2, or 3 for all
years since 1974.

Parker Da to Blythe

4.073 The northern quarter of this river section, the Parker Strip, is such
more highly developed with recreation facLitilos than the remaining three-
quarters. Fifteew-iLle-loug Labe lbovalya (Imposnded at leadgate Rock Dam
just above Parker) is 400 feet at its Wdest part and has historically
attracted heavy use by skiers and mstorboaters. Private and public resorts,
residences, and pak aboud o the asen side of the river. The Parker
Strip proebably has the higlast density of boat doks oa tm entire Colorado
River. The concentration of a large umber of peopl ia motor boats In such a
narrow part of the river, which has immrous ctres, hs led to serious safety
and noise problem.
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Blythe to the Mexican Border

4.074 This section of the river is far less developed than any of the
portions previously discussed. In addition to National Wildlife Refuges,
State Recreation Areas, and county parks, this section has numerous private
recreation resorts and campgrounds concentrated In the Blythe/Ehrenberg area.

4.075 The river channel in this segment south of Palo Verde is flanked by
numerous backwater and sidestream areas which are used for power boating,
fishing, and skiing. The speed at which the motorized crafts dart in and out
of the backwater areas causes safety hazards to other recreational users and
the careless operation of power boats has induced numerous collisions both in
the backwaters and at their intersections with the main river channel.

4.076 Additional hazards are presented by conspicuous fluctuations of the
water level which can expose sandbards and snags one day, and completely
submerge them the next. Also, a section of the main river channel in the
Imperial National Wildlife Refuge is closed to skiing which eliminates that
area for this use and indirectly increases the density of water skiers in
other areas to the south.

NOISE

Segment 1: Lee's aFerry to Davis Dam

4.077 Motorized boating in the Grand Canyon National Park has been restricted
to certain annual periods due to the perceived disruption of wilderness
experience by other river users. The Lake Mead and Lake Mehave portions of
the river have designated areas where motorized boating is allowed, and
complaints regarding noise are uncommon.

Segment 2: Davis Dam to the Mexican Border

Davis Dam to Parker Dam

4.078 Certain intenstive recreational or boating areas are identified as
noise sensitive due to extensive urban or residential development along the
shoreline. Existing noise levels at these locations are frequently In
violation of the acceptable outdoor noise sensitivity level of 65 dB for
residential uses, as established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development. The following areas within this segment would be applicable:
Bullhead City (RH 272-273), Riviera (RK 269-270), Needles (R 245-247), Havasu
Palms (RH 204), and Havau Springs (RM 190).

4.079 The Lake avasu area is not particularly noise sensitive due to the
primarily water-oriented recreational nature of the lake shore. Mtorized
boating tends to occur far enough away from shore at a distance sufficient to
attenuate noise to an acceptable degree to receptors on shore.

4.080 The Topock Marsh and Lake Havasu Wildlife Refuges are considered
sensitive receptors.
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Parker Dam to Blythe

4.081 The area known as the "Parkr Strip" (IN 175-192) is the most densely
utilized segment of the river, and consequently eaperiences high degrees of
noise levels.

B1ythe to the Mxican Border

4.082 The riverfront residential development areas adjacent to Blythe and
hrenberg experience high degrees of noise level due to the hig leItensity of

boating activity In these areas. Areas bihly sensitive to increased noise
levels are the passive recreation and mildlife bheUt portioms of the river,
primarily Cibola ftteonal VildW1fe Rafuge (in 57-40), ittry Lake IM 43-49),
and the segmuts frem the Lama s.4m to Two ( 2--2).
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

WATER QUALITY AND AQUATIC BIOLOGY

5.001 GENERAL PERMIT ALTIRNATIVE. The General Permit alternative would allow
ultimate expansion of individual structures (i.e. those authorized under the
General Permit) to the maximum build-out situation. Areas most likely to
attain high-density development are Bullhead City, Needles, and Parker.

5.002 Those General Permit-authorized structures moat likely to undergo
proliferation are individual boat docks. The effects of maximum densities of
individual docks (one dock per 50 feet) on the aquatic environment in these
locations would not be significant. Shading would occur, potentially lowering
productivity; and minor amounts of benthic habitat would be disturbed through
placement of pilings. Because a strong correlation does not exist between
boat dock density and boat traffic on the river (due to availability of public
access), the increased potential for oil spills and grease deposition is not
major. Beneficial impacts of cumulative dock construction include near-shore
flow alteration, shading, and areas of refuge for juvenile fishes.

5.003 Because extensive bulkhead and riprap development has already occurred
in the areas designated for a General Permit, construction of these types of
stabilization Is expected to occur in a manner such that gaps in existing
alignments are filled. Authorization is only granted to those structures wiat
are constructed contiguous with an existing bulkhead/riprap alignment. This
would serve to maintain uniform flow characteristics, thereby preventing bank
erosion and the washing-out of existing isolated asignments with resultant
downstream siltation. If extensive bulkhead development were to encroach into
a previously unaltered stetch of shoreline, It would result in higher near-
shore velocities with increased scouring and sediment transport. A minor
increase in flooding and minor changes In flooding locations could occur as a
result. Fish species associated with the zero-flow zone would be displaced to
other slow-moving areas.

5.004 Extensive riprap slopes would not affect fish habitat to the same
degree as this form of revetment does not eliminate the zero-flow zone.
However, short-term impacts of cumulative development to flow characteristics
would occur, effecting an alteration In stream-bed configurations.

5.005 Because of the mall scale nature of the types of projects authorized(
under the General Permit, and because General Permit areas were selected on
the basis of low biological sensitivities, no significant impact to rare,
threatened, or endangered aquatic species Is anticipated.

5.006 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE. Under the No-Action alternative, the study area
would potentially attain maximum build-out of boat docks and bulkhead/riprap
alignments. Extensive intermittent bulkhead or riprap development would
disrupt flow with resultant changes in bottom configuration due to scouring
and sediment transport. Increased scour could cause erosion of neighboring
bulkhead walls, or deposition interfering with navigability. High levels of
turbidity would also be generated.

EIS-24

d k..-,., ,



5.007 PERMIT? NATOtIW ALTUNATIVS. A ooratorlm on permits io expected to
lead to sore development above the jurisdiction of the District. Overall
development and use of the river would not decrease; therefore, the
environmental effect generated by the development would not be reduced. It is
possible that If bulkheads and rip-rap slopes are completed in are"s outside
of the District's jurisdiction, these downstreamn Impacts would still be
significant, and their construction could not be controlled.

TERRESTRIAL AND WETLAND BIOLOGY

5.008 GENERAL PERMIT ALTZRXATIVE. Unider the General Permit alternative
little Impact on terrestrial vegetation is expected In that previous
disturbances have occurred throughout most of these areas. Construction of
bulkhead and rip-rap aligaments would potentially result in removal of a
limited amout of vegetation near the shoreline, Including remnants of
mlefat, or willow. Tbe c'inslotS~v loss of these plats to not considered
significant because of the small ambhers and extent of the community.

5.009 Construction of docks,* bulkheads, and rip-rap slopes would create
short-term construction-related effects upon the move urban-adapted species of
wildlife within the area. Long-term effects would be minimal , since the
designated areas ore already urbanized.

5.010 The General Permit alternative provides measures for protection of
wetland and other sensitive biological resources. No significant Impact to
rare, threatened, or endangered species as a result of Implementing this
alternative has been Identified.

5.011 NO-ACTION ALTUNATIVI * Individual permitting would have the sam
effect on terrestrial resources as construction under a General Permit.
Reumnut shoreline vegetation representing sensitivo commnities would be
removed to facilitate bulkhead and rip-rap development; however, cumualative
losses of this type would not be significant for these areas.

5.012 TU! MOMZCERIMD ALTERNATIVE. Under the Permit lbratorium
alterusative, If construction were to occur outside of the District' s
jurisdiction, It would not have significant adverse Impacts in that most of
these areas have undergone previous disturbances from development, or do not
contain sensitive terrestrial resources.

AIR QUALITY

5.013 GRAL.131 AIN T UITW 7he relationship between General Permit-
authorized facilities ad air-emissions generation is largely Indirect, In
that recreational facilities in some part In&uce emissionrgonerating
activittas. buwever, a abslute correlatin between, for example, boat doclis
and Increased boat usage has sot been denmetreted. To the extent that usage
Is nt solely a functIon of private mooraps, the General ?ermit alternative
would have so 10mg'"term Impacts o air quality.,

5.014 N-WTWV0 ALTUNATIVI. Air quality Inuats under the No-Action
altermative would be the same as for the Gseeral Permit altermative.



5.015 PERMIT NORATORIUM ALTERNATIVE. A restriction on the expansion of
existing recrational facilities would not necessarily reduce recreational use

of the river. Existing public access would undergo intensified usage to
accomodate increased demands. Therefore, impacts on air quality resulting
from boat usage would continue to occur. The impact to air quality under this
alternative would be the same as for the above alternatives.

CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES

5.016 HISTORIC RESOURCES. Impacts to historic resources under the proposed
General Permit and two alternatives are discussed below.

5.017 General Permit Alternative. Since the General Permit does not apply to
any project for which the affected area includes a National Register or
potentially eligible property, no impacts to significant historical or
archeological resources would occur. All General Permit areas have been
surveyed for the presence of historic resources. All National Register and
potentially eligible properties have been plotted on large-scale maps to be
used by the District. These maps will he updated annually. For any project
falling within one mile of a National Register or potentially eligible
property, proposed plans will be examined by a District archeologist to
determine whether the cultural resource falls within the affected area of the
proposed project. If such a determination is made, an individual review will
be required.

5.018 In addition to the above stated actions, the General Permit will
include condition that items of potential historical, archeological, or
scientific significance which are discovered in the course of construction
shall be carefully preserved in situ pending a determination by the District
of their significance and appropriate disposition.

5.019 No-Action Alternative. Under the no-action alternative, each proposed
project would require an Individual Permit. In this case, each project would
come under existing District review (33CFR325, Appendix C) for imapcts to
historical resources. Each project would be subject to mitigation and/or
modification as appropriate and thus would involve no additional impact to
significant historical resources.

5.020 Permit Noratoriu Alternative. Denial of future permit applications in
the study area could lead to increased impacts to significant historical
resources. A moratorium could act to encourage property owners to build their
structures outside of the District's jurisdiction. Building above the
Ordinary High Water Mark would be likely to cause increased Impacts to
historical resources, as more sites are located above this mark than below.
Because such projects would be outside of the District's jurisdiction, they
would not, in many cases, come under any form uf environmental review.
Therefore, implementation of this alternative would potentially cause
inceased impacts to significant cultural resources.

5.021 CULTURAL RNSOURCE. Impacts to cultural resources under the proposed
General Pemit and two alternatives are dicussed below.
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5.022 General Permit Alternative. The traditional Native American collection
areas so far Identified are not located within the proposed General Permit
areas. Therefore, Issuance of tim General Permit would not increase Impacts
to these resources.

5.023 No-Action Alternative. Impacts under this alternative would be the
eas as under tim General Permit alternatives.

5.0241 Moratoriumn Alternative. Impacts under this alternative would be the
sam as those Identified under the above alternatives.

LA ~ USE
5.025 GOURAL PUMT LUA1. All of the general Permit designated areas
occur in or prmiinate to the population casters of Dull heal City and Parker,
Arizona (including the Farber Strip); Needles, Havasu Landing, and Black
Meadow Landing, California; ad Laughlin, Nevada. Inasmuch as then*
comnities are recreation-oriented, the Issuance of the General permit for
recreational improvements is consistent with existing land use. Figure 1
illutrates the relationship between existing shoreline Improvements (Including
recreational Improvementsa) based on permits Issued over a 7 year period, and
General Permit areas.

5.026 Nl-ACTIO fIUTV.Te nature and magnitude of development under
this alternative Is anticipated to follow the sam traend as under the General
Permit alternative. Therefore, Impacts are as outlined above.

5.027 PUNl? HOAXORIUM ALTUEMfV2. The moratorirn alternative would lend
to conflicts with the recreation-oriented nature of the commnities proposed
for General Permit designation. Sestrictions on further development would
also lead to conflicts arising from over-use of existing public facilities.

POFULATION

5.028 GIERAL PIRMIT LT iIV.The general Permit alternative would have
little effect on the existing dasabc of the lower Colorado River. 'it Is
possible thet Issuance of the General Permit could Induce minor growth in
areas of Issuane due to the ease of procuring authorization for shore-line
Improvements. buwver, all of the areas within the study area are already
heavily developed and significant aidditional growth would not occur. Figure I
illuatrateis that the General Permit areas are located In high density
residential areas where significant skorels Improvements have already
occurred.

5*029 NO-ACTION SoIMU TH -Ac tiem alternative would not impact
current populations, or pogulatlom trends, In that these trends developed
cemtenorely with existing xndivIdual Permit peeures.

5.m3 iinitNTU ALUb21V3.o It Is set lihely that fusture permit
restrictons would curtail development In urbas pertions of the study area due
to the availability of recreatosal ogiprtuelties through existing pubLIc and
peivete access. bmwee, this altermiative .omU serve to inhibit growth In
le densely deveisped pertiams of the study area, idu to restrictons on river
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VOISE

5.031 GENERAL PERMT ALTERKTIYE. Noise generation-Is an Indirect result of
permitted actions only the extent that private, *Individual recreational
facilities Induce river usage. Boat usage could potentially attain equivalent
levels with or without the provision of private access.* Therefore, to the
extent that usage is not dependent upon private moorage, the General Pe rmit
alternative wuould have so Impact on ambient noise.

5.032 NO-ACTION ALTERNTIVE. Noise generation uner the No6-Action
alternative would be the ame as outlined above under the General Permit
alternative.

5.033 PERWIT KGAI ALTUMV*ITS. Isamuch as a restrictien on future
permits wuld met preclude expowsi of bating em the river, Impacts on melse
are the soe as eutlimed abnve.

RZCRIATIOE/PUULIC UAM

5.034 GENERAL PERMIT ALTERNATIVEt. Under the General Permit alternative,
maximtin densities of boat docks allowable under the General Permit alternative
could result In some recreation conflicts and resultant safety hazards.
Maximum build-out would result In restricted shoreline access for anglers.
Dock proliferation would Impair maneuverability and visibility. Potential
safety hazards have, however, been mitigated to sans extant through General*
Permit proposed restrictions oa dock dimensions (hlting encroachment into
the river and requiring minmum setbacks from adjacent properties) and
limitations on density (one imilvidual. dock per 50-fo$ lot, one community
dock per 100 feet of frontage). Cumulative developat *object to these
restrictions would not significantly Interfere with navigation or pose
significant safety hazards.

5.035 Impacts to safety resulting f roe congested us. of the river Is an
Impact of the General Permit only to the extent that beat usage is dependent
upon dock moorage. Inasmuch as usage could potentially attain equivalent
levels through existing private and public access as through future permitted
docks, Increases In boat traffic are sot considered to be an Impact of the
General Permit.

5.036 N0-ACTION LTRNTIE. ikumm build-out of boat docks under the
existing Individual review procedures would result in sane negative Impacts on
recreation and safety. Recause safety Impacts are generally the result of
culatve developuant, they ae difficult to assess under an Individual
review and frequently remain umsitIgated. lhe lack of dismnsonal
restrictions on docks which have attained minimw build-out would result io
potentially significant impacts to navigability sad therefore to safety.

5.037 ?1W1MATONIW AL!UEIMI e A restrictlon em future permit
isavece would not bold efety hazards to their present level, as an Increase
in boat traffic would still occur as developmean contfisues. Safety basardo
Would potentially lacresse sigmifSt~tly at endtlag public access due to
over-use and evspties.
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

7.001 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM. Public concerns over the District's
operation of the Corps of Engineer's regulatory permit program along the lower
Colorado River were initially solicited at two public meetings held in April
1979, at Bullhead City and Parker, Arizona. Both meetings were heavily
attended by riverfront property owners. The primary concern voiced by those
present was a desire to expedite the District's permit processing procedure.

7.002 In addition, a public notice describing a preliminary proposed general
permit was circulated in May 1979. Response to the notice by public agencies
varied. Some agencies were supportive of the general permit concept in the
Bullhead City and Parker Strip areas provided that specific conditions were7included in the permit to prevent adverse environmental impacts. Other
agenoies recommended that these areas be closed to the further installation of
private structures. A concern common to most agencies was that cumulative
environmental impacts be seriously considered in the formulation of any
proposed general permit for the lower Colorado River.

7.003 In September 1981, copies of the completed DEIS were mailed to
appropriate government entities and other interested groups and individuals.
Riverfront property owners were mailed a public information notice that
summarized the proposed General Permit, indicated the availability of the
DEIS, and announced the time and location of two public meetings to be held in
conjunction with the DEIS. A notice of availability was also published in the
Federal Register.

7.004 During the 45-day review period for the DEIS, two public meetings were
held to consider the proposed General Permit and DEIS; one on 4 November 1981
at Bullhead City, Arizona, and one on 5 November 1981 at Parker, Arizona.
Transcripts of these meetings are on file at the L.A. District Office, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. Comments voiced at the meetings were generally in
support of the proposed General Permit. One comment of note was the request
that the maximum length for boat docks under the General Permit be adjusted to
reflect standard lumber sizes, i.e. four-by-eight foot plywood planks. In
response to this request the criterion for maximum length has been increased
from 18 to 20 feet.

7.005 REQUIRED COORDINATION. Pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act, the Fish and Wildlife Service was requested to comment on the district's
original proposal for a general permit along limited portions of the Colorado
River. In a response dated July 13, 1976, the Fish and Wildlife Service
concluded that the Service "...favors the development of a general permit for
private structures along the lower Colorado River; however we believe this
permit must be more specific than the draft proposal; both inclusion and
exclusion areas for development mst be identified and included in the permit
conditions. Also, an environmental impact statement should be prepared which
describes cumulative effects of the proposal". The District has complied with
suggestion of the Fish and Wildlife Service to prepare an EIS and has included
in the document discussion of the cumulative Impacts of the permit
alternatives. Additional opportunity to comment has been provided to the Fish
and wildlife Service thorugh formal review of the DEIS. The advice and
recommendations of both federal and state fish and wildlife agencies have been
adopted to the fullest extent practicable.
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7.006 Remaining required coordination consists of obtaining an effect
determination from the State Historic Preservation Officer, prior to
implementation of the General Permit.

7.007 STATEMENT RECIPIENTS. Table 3 lists agency and group recipients of the
DEIS and FRIS.

7.008 PUBLIC VIEMS AND RESPOKSES. By holding public meetings, and
circulating a public notice to the appropriate government agencies at the
outset of project formulation, and by considering past comments on Individual
Permit applications, the District was able to determine that there were two
major areas of concern with respect to permit applications for construction
along the lower Colorado River. First, there exists a strong desire to
expedite the current permit process. Issuance of a General Permit would
significantly reduce the time required to obtain a permit from the District.
Secone,. .ae cumulative environmental impacts resulting from the approval of a
large busber of permits needed to be considered. The development cf the
General Permit was accomplished with particular attention being paid to
cuelative impacts; areas were designated for General Permit authorization
only after it was determined that maximum build-out under the specific
requirements of the General Permit would not result in adverse isolated or
cumulative environmental impacts.

7.009 Ls a result of the coordination efforts conducted in conjunction with
the publication of the DEIS, it was determined that inclusion of all Federal
lands under the General Permit was not desirable. Agencies commenting on the
DEIS felt that the permitting of actions on Federal lands, some of which are
biologically sensitive, divested the state agencies and other entities of
adequate opportunity for review. In addition, it wms determined that permit
actions of a nature .o be covered under the General Permit occur infrequently
on Federal lands. For these reasons, Federal lands were deleted from the
General Permit.

7.010 A further change in General Permit areas ws carried out at the request
of the Colorado River Indian Tribal Council. The Tribes requested exclusion
of Tribal land based on the argument that blanket approval of projects by the
Corps would result in the need for CRIT to develop a permitting system in
order to retain Tribal input.

7.011 In addition to the above modifications, several other changes to
General Permit areas were reoomi ded by Arizona Game and Fish Department,
California Department Fish and Gem, Nevada Department of Wildlife, and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. These reoommedations were based in part an
recent fishery studies which revealed several areas of value to the fishery.
The agencies also agreed to the oxpansion of several areas (i.e. Needles,
Havasu Landing and Black leadow Landing) to Incorporate areas of low
sensitivity and high development which were not initially included.



Table 3. Agency and Group Recipients of the
Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statement

Reply Received

FEDERAL

Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service X
Forest Service x

Department of Comerce
National Weather Service X
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric

Administration (not on original mailing list) X

Department of Defense
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Department of Energy

Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land hkagement X
Bureau of Indian Affairs X
Bureau of Reclamation (reply through Dept. of Interior) X
Fish and Wildlife Service (reply through

Dept. of Interior) x
Geological Survey
National Park Service

Department of Transportation

U.S. Coast Guard

Invironmental Protection Agency X

Advisory Counoil on Historic Preservation

STATE

Clearinghouses. (Copies of the DEIS were distributed to state agencies
of Arizona, California and Nevada by the state clearinghouses; additional
copies of the DEIS were also sent to key agencies listed below).

California
Department of Boating and Waterways (reply through state

resources agency) X
Colorado River Board
Department of Fish and Game (reply through state

resouroes agancy) X
State Historic Preservation Officer X
Department of Parks and Recreation
Water Resources Control Board
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Table 3 (COntinued).

Rely Reoevedp ArIxom~ (These aeeoiee replied thz'OU* the Clearingoue:Region II M@arte oe (LAO)d Iegion IV Clearinghous(Dist IV), State Land Departaot, ArIzona Natural leritagePromu, Departu.t of Health Services)
Bureau of Water Quality CatrolGem end Fish Department (reply tbroug state olearng-

house
Governo's Commission on rizona nvironnentState Historie Preservation OfftoerOutdoor leareat-on Coordinating Camssjon
StAte-Parks'Boagd*b"

Oopoftont Of IVLdlife ("Ply tbrough state olearing-

Stater Foosa)fa
Staft es Vat~aeourome Division

(Copis of the Dws were sent to regional 'planngng"Almomw tWaO£RPriats 40veranig bodies of each county or oity.)

Coconino County

41 on County

ruty ow natye

La ke Rau Vity
Perlw 41ity

ImPerial County
Riverside County
3Sanardm County
City Of Blythe
City or Needle.

Nevada
Clark County

Chobus Indian Tribe
Cocopab Tribal CoucilColorado River Zadiam TribesX
Port Nabav TribAl council
Eavasarim Trw a ON ndanTrb

lualpsiTrial ommei
The Navajo Tribe
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Table 3 (Continued)

Reply Received

INTERESTED GROUPS

American Rivers Conservation Council
Arizona Friends of the Earth
Arizona Wildlife Federation
Blythe Chamber of Coimerce
Bullhead City Lions Club
California Chamber of Commerce
California Friends of the Earth
California Natural Resouroes Federation
Davis Dam/Bullhead City/Hohave Valley Chamber of ComeroeEl Paso Natural Gas
Lake Havasu City Chamber of Comoerce
tarloopa Audubon Society
Metropolitan Water District of Southern CaliforniaMoonridge Property Owners Association
Museum of Northern Arizona
National Wildlife Federation
Parker Chamber of Commerce
Planning and Conservation League
Riverside Audubon Society
Riviera Homeowners Association
Riverbend Homeowners Association
San Bernardino County Museum
San Diego Gas and Electric
Southern Arizona Environmental Council
Southern California Edison
University of Arizona
University of California, Riverside
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Yuma Chamber of Cnomere

(8
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7.012 The agencies involved in negotiating diane.i to the Genmal Permit
subsequently furnished letters-of,o- ree with the areed upon
modifications. Copies of these, ad other letters received in response to the
DEIS are contained In Appendix I13-C. Coments requiring a response are
sumarized and answered in the following peragraphsa.

U.S. SOIL CORVATIM SEVICE

7.013 cONNrW: A discussio should be ieluid that indicates the Impats. of
flooding an the proposed struotures. Releases throug the dame along the
Colorado River would likely lmpect the proposad structes.

7.014 RMSPCNKU: The General Permit is omnpatible with existing relem -

scbedules for dam alnmg the Colord River. In the euma =I rerogul toa %w
proposed for any of these strutw , Imposte of the mIfted redls ame %u&. be
addressed In the unwireustal mu pu egpu'n b the reapenmsfZobJ iWed
agency. Evaluation of the rer alatm merdw W muM uIaelud the, lpeat of
the aotion on existing and anticlpete& 0eemrl Permit development.

7.015 CO --: You have also stated that. a increase In strew sed1mentation
and a change in flow characteristic& will result from installat o of the
proposed structures. Increased or a change in flooding locations are likely
to occur.

7.016 RSPONIE: 1ile some increase In ssdlawatetio and dhage in flow
characteristics may result from the proposed qentil Pe.*b, these effeet
were determined to be minor. The test has. bin mified to reflect the
possibility of an increase or a change In flooding loeatioms.

EATIONAL OCEAC -MD LTHOSURCAJNSMM

7.017 OMI : Geodtic control survey monumuea m be losted in the
proposed project area. If there Is any plannet **Uilty itoh, will disturb or
destroy these mmnts, MOB requires not lams than 90 dWt' notificaton in
advance of such activity in order to plan for theIr r lo im. NO
reoomds that funding for this project includes the cat of am relocation
required for MB momments.

7.018 RES MPln: A review of the horisental controZ dste fur the lower
Colorado River supplied by your office, indoates that tom, are no Geodetic
Survey monuments located within the proposed Geal Permit areas.

U.S. BURA W LM NWIMm , 1M MfflO=

7.019 COMIM: The Genul Permit shomld far tb w of Wte e.inity boat
docks in am of private property, i nst eof 1n0 tie emamSIOR or
single-lot stautures to maxim damegty.

7.020 I=PC=Bm: Thi viewpoiat, and as r viauPsiat, bvm beam expressed
by severl ageSies ndr idv1*m3& as te Crp We awint to ftseberge Its
reglatory respmsib ltIeA m the CeleNad. RterW. T ft 00at6Se or a
General Permit and preparatiom ot o US mn the d1re vs lt of the ims,
thua Maid. ILe te Prfteorm r4r eSONAt:Y Mat 40 M ptri ODm
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in certain areas has merit, this Report and HIS have set forth a General
Permit which withstands objective environmental and public interest
standards. An exhaustive examination has failed to establish the need for a
multiple-use criterion for boat docks as suggested in this coment.

7.021 COhENT: The text should mention the potential for the expansion of
shoreline facilities at the Chemehuevi Indian Reservation, along the west
shore of Lake Havasu. The Chemehuevi Tribe is presently encouraging
recreational and residential development in this area, particularly in the
vicinity of the town of Havasu Lake, California.

7.022 RESPONSE: The text of the Main Report (p. 67) has been revised to
indicate the potential for recreational expansion at Havasu Lake (Havasu
Landing) on the Chemehuevi Indian Reservation. It should be noted, however,
that the General Permit applies to areas of Havasu Landing which have already
undergone substantial residential development (with related recreational
installations). Hence, it is not appropriate to correlate future growth with
the issuance of the General Permit.

7.023 COMMENT: Polygonum fusiforme, a candidate species for threatened or
endangered classification (Federal Register, December 15, 1980, p. 82532), has
been omitted from the list of sensitive plant species.

7.024 RESPONSE: The text has been revised to include this species.

U.S. DEPARTNiT OF THE INTERIOR. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

7.025 COMMENT: Although the subject document was intended to accomplish this
objective, there is no evidence in the report that indicates cumulative
impacts were addressed. Reference is made to information regarding sensitive
environmental areas along the river. However, this information and subsequent
analyses are lacking. These data should be documented in the HIS.

7.026 RESPONSE: The discussion of cumulative impact analysis in Section 4 of
the Main Report (Formulation of the General Permit) has been revised and
expanded to more clearly sumarize the steps taken to identify and assess
cumulative impacts. Resource data is contained in the document entitled
"Lower Colorado River Resource Sensitivities and Permit Criteria Report"
(October 1981). This document has been incorporated by reference due to the
bulk of information involved, and is on file at the Los Angeles District
Office. The information on resource sensitivity contained within,
particularly as it relates to the selection of the General Permit areas, has
been sumarized in a series of maps included in Section 4 of the Main Report.

7.027 COMMENT: The General Permit also inolueed beaches, bulkheads, riprap,
and comunity docks, as well as individual boat docks. The potential adverse
environmental impacts due to the first four mentioned categories, especially
commlty facilities, are much too great to have them included under a General
Permit. They should all be addressed in individual permits and given a level
of review commensurate vith their potential for environmental impacts.

EIS-39
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7.028 RSPONS: Generic Impacts of the structures authorized under the
General Permit (including beaches, bulkhead, rip-rap and docks) were analyzed
with respect to resource sensitivities at project locations to determine
cumlative impects of the General Permit. The cumulative impact of
anticipated maximum installation for each of these types of structures in
designated ares as not found to be significant. A more complete discussion
of cumulative impact analysis is contained in Section 4 of the Main Report.

7.029 COMM3T: The description of aquatic resources, In particular the
setion on fishes, has need for significant revision. Information presented
suggests a lack of clear understanding of the status of fish fauna in the
Colorado River system. In particular, distribution and abundance of native
fishes need modification. Reports and work bY Nevada Department of Wildlife,
University of Nevada, and Arizona State University should be consulted.

7.030 Pgge 28, Table 2-Througbout the text an fish humpback sucker should be
changed to razorback sucker as the accepted common nae. The bonytail chub
(Gila elexans) is Federally endangered and this is not mentioned in the
discussion.

7.031 Page 31, parsaraph I--This paragraph contains incorrect information.
Although all three species of native fish have been collected In Lake Head,
the Colorado Squawfish is most likely extinot as a reproducing population and
razorbacks and bonytails are extremely rare based on studies by Arizona Game
and Fish Department (AGFD) and Nevada Department of Wildlife (ND). No
reliable records for Colorado Squawfish in Lake Head exist after 1942.
7.032 Page 31. paraaraph 6--Lake Mohave supports the largest known population

of adult rasorbacks in the Lover Colorado River (Bureai of Reclamation (BR),
Arizona State University (AM), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) joint surveys
1978-81).

7.033 Pge 31-The literature citations for Deacon and Baker 1976 does not
agree with reference list on page B-2.

7.031 Page 33, raapamph 5-Reent inventories show that several species of
mouthbreeders inhabit the Lower Colorado River. It would be better to simply
refer to mouthbreeders or the gmns Tilapia.

7.035 RSPOKE: ztmnslve coordination with state and Federal wildlife 9
agencies during aid following the coment period for the DMIS has led to the
modification of the geographic extent of the General Permit in order to
protect known fisheries of value. A reet study conducted by the California
Department of Fish and Game, bsha us unavailable at the tiam of General
Permit formulation, has been taken into account in Instituting changes. The
text of the £18/Ib Report has bee revised throughout to refleot the
substance of you ommnts.

7.036 CrJIUUs I -The discuselon of mrsbes does not aourately
reflect the sie or distribution. Topook Ma, th upper end of Lake Eevaau,
Sad Imperial ifldlife Refuge all containarsh are. The use of the term
-tule" afeter mentloln rushes ls questioned. Genemlly tale is used to
descrlbe oe or tie speole of biruims. We notion is ede of fl" WgI
ohlaic became a do ant emrlent trom 32iy'e to the Nuton border.
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7.037 Page 22. 3rd Dararah-"Nutrient rich" is a characterization which, is

consistent with the most recent data on this segment of the Colorado River.

Report by Paulson and Baker (1980-81) should be referenced.

7.038 Pae 35. paragraph 5-It should be mentioned that amphipods in River

eaiMent 1 are associated with microscopic algae and submergent vegetation.

7.039 RESPONSE: The text of the EIS has been amended as advised.

7.040 COHENT: Page 42, Table 3-Please explain "snowfall" values for Blythe

and Yuma during the summe months.

7.041 RESPONSE: A discussion of Meteorology/Climatology on page 43 of the

Main Report states "As seen in Table 3, summer and winter rains (snow at
higher elevations in winter) for each river segment...". The table has been

annotated to indicate that snowfall values refer to surrounding high-elevation

areas.

US. BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

7.042 CO4ENT: Contiguous Bulkhead Wall with Backfill. pAe 14--As a rule,

there would be no problem in connecting with an existing wall on an adjoining

property. However, in a General Permit situation, we would recommend that no

two General Permits be issued along side of each other without doing a site
visit.

7.043 Communit-y Boat Docks, pae 20-We would not object to floating boat

docks, however, when General Permits are requested immediately adjacent to
each other, then, an on-site inspection should be completed.

7.044 Contiguous Rip-rap Slope. pae 20--Our previous comment would apply in

this situation. It would also disclose if the slope is stable at the previous

site, and allow for modification of material, or perhaps, change of site, or

result in no issuance of a permit.

7.045 RESPONSE: It is probable that the General Permit would result in the

construction of adjoining bank stabilization or adjacent boat docks. The

cumulative impact of such development has been evaluated and determined to be

small and consistent with public interest. The cumulative analysis
incorporated field reconnaisance of proposed General Permit areas.
Restrictions and conditions of the General Permit were imposed in order to
insure that all actions taken under its authority are in the public
interest. If case-by-case site investigation were required for these actions,
this would defeat the purpose of the General Permit.

7.046 COM=T: Sand Beach. nam 20-- few concerns would be that material
*containing not more than 12 percent silt by volume" and "associated grading
activities not more than 5 feet riverard of the ordinary high water mark" not
be the only things considered in addition to the 60 feet in length
requirement. The "Sandy Beaches" should be (1) compatible to the site, and

(a) energy of the system should be evaluated to examine if a sandy beach bould
possibly be retained in that particular site. Therefore, we would recommend
that whenever two General Permits are requested within approximately 1 mile of
each other, an on-site visit should be planned.
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7.047 RS3POL : Inadequate engineering could theoretically be a problem. In
practice, however, there is sufficient motivation, partioularly soonomic, for
developers to insure that their stabilization projects are not msted. Past
projects tend to support this premise, althoua perhitting of sand beaches in
general (and smal projects in particular) has been Infrequent along the lower
Colorado River.

U.S. PVIROUTAL FROTBCTION A

7.048 COMUMI: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the hin
Report do not olearly explain or graphically demonstrate the areas covered by
the permit; nor do the documents explain why certain small areas are
excluded. A synopsis of the criteria used to include or exclude river
segments should be included In the YZIS. Also, the maps should be revised or
more clearly annotated to reflect the existing struoturee, land ownership,
institutional use, and sensitive resource areaw.

7.049 RXPOLM: The maps delineating General Permit aras in the DEIS and
Main Report have been refined to Include greeter detail and precision; this
should serve to clarify areas of lmanoe. A description of criteria used to
include or exclude river segments, along with maps depicting land ownership,
institutional use, sensitive resources and other resource parameters is
detailed in the docuint entitled *Lower Colorado River Resource Sensitivities
and Permit Criteria Report" (Ootober 1981). This document is on ftile at the
L.A. District Office, U.S. Army Corps of Rngineers, and has been circulated to
appropriate reviewing agencies, Inoluding E.P.A. Due to the bulk of material
involved, the contents of the document me not presented In their entirety In
the DEIS. However, the tin Report has been expanded (refer to Section 4:
Formulation of the General Permit) to include a series of aps depicting the
location of sensitive resources, land-use oonfliots*. and other constraining
factors which led to the selection of gearal Permit areas. In addition, past
permtting trends and current population trends for the lower Colorado River
are depicted In Figure 1 of the 13.

7.050 CC fn: The proposed General Permit appears to include almost the
entire lower Colorado River. As stated on page XIS-3, the inclusion of all
Federal lands adjacent to the river is based on the rationale that 'the
General Permit will be aseervient to the plaming policies of the managing
Federal sgme., ad suh policies are subjeot to analysis under the National
Ravium se NU Let (10A).6 Althou& the 404 Permit and NEA procedures

vetell, MW do not ezeetly duplicate each other. It is doubtful that the
existid ma eftl aseembot process under IPA will satisfy all of the
mpimW r eetim 0 of the Clean Vater Act (CVA). Furthermor*, the
W 4o0 OW to that the atfected Federal agenoies understand and

inept WOi wepmblity.

T.051 ftf i 24*ltme at 110 C 230.4(b)(2) states

hwtt te eswl e lr In natur mW differ in evironmestal
14t; teir lestis In Or nea aoSgieamly sensitive areas.

a~~~sL ~ ~ w~ StlVm~~ Is the ares permittift moids the twsen of'
ua~ et epeeto sites. It permIt mtivity is unlikely to

4" ~ 14 uildlih rofqa, tiue arms soud be
mlsde. AM the -GMwa POu t.
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7.052 RESPONSE: The initially proposed General Permit areas bordering
Federal lands were not based on resource sensitivities or predicted impacts
and therefore make no supposition of impact similarity in these areas. The
areas were designated on the premise that impact analysis and adequate
mitigation would be conducted under existing Federal regulations. The Corps
agrees, however, with the other arguments presented in this comment. For this
reason, and in response to the contention of various state agencies that
reviewing privileges for Federal actions would be curtailed by the General
Permit, Federal lands have been excluded from the Permit.

7.053 COM4ENT: The proposed General Permit would not regulate the number of
beaches that can be developed, in spite of the fact that Appendix A, page A-11
notes that increased flow velocity and increased sedimentation may result from
the construction of beaches.

7.054 RESPONSE: The determination that no significant impact would occur
from the construction of individual sand beaches under the General Permit is
based on the maximum levels of construction anticipated under the Permit.
Past permitting trends indicate that construction of single-lot beaches is
extremely infrequent. In the event that the construction of beaches under the
General Permit exceeds the anticipated levels and the potential for
significant impact occurs, the District Commander would reevaluate the
validity of the General Permit as it applies to this action. Appropriate
measures would then be taken to insure that a significant impact does not
occur.

7.055 COMMENT: Bulkhead construction is regulated to allow construction
adjacent to existing structures. If "existing structure" is interpreted to
mean any structure existing at the time of the proposed new construction (as
opposed to structures that exist at a defined point in time, the effective
date of the permit), then it is possible that for undefined miles of the
river, bulkhead structures could be erected one after another, resulting in
"higher stream velocities and an increased potential for sediment transport
and scouring." The discussion on page A-13 goes further to note that "Two
hundred to three hundred feet of bulkheads along a fast flowing section of
river could have significant effects of fish populations and stream
characteristics.

7.056 Although we acknowledge that the authorized structures allowed under
the proposed General Permit are of minimal impact individually, the potential
impact of these activities in the total area of the proposed permit is(definitely not minimal. The FEIS should address more directly the issue of
cumulative impact and necessary mitigation measures for the protection of the
river. The General Permit should include provisions for mitigating these
cumlative impacts.

7.057 RESPONSE: The cumulative of total bulkhead development was considered
in the DEIS only for those areas of the initially-proposed General Permit for
which this level of ultimate build-out was anticipated. The potential impact
of maximum Installment in the total area was not deemed insignificant; rather
it was not viewed as an expected impact in areas under Federal ownership and
various Native American lands. If significant development were found to occur
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in thes areas folloing issuanoe of the General Permit, the Permit would be
reexamined in these areas, and appropriate action taken to prevent the
possibility of a oumaulative Impact.

7.058 The General Permit has since been modified in geographical scope to
include only areas where heavy development (including bulkhead walls) has
already occurred. These areas were selected on the basis of low resource
sensitivity, including the absence of valuable fisheries. The General Permit
does include conditions to mitigate cumulative impact; the stipulation that
the bulkhead adjoin an existing revetment is designed to preserve stream
characteristics and minimize scouring and deposition. The analysis or
cumulative impacts for the General Permit-designated areas of the Colorado
River concluded that impacts of cumulative construction of bulkhead walls for
these areas would not be significant.

7.059 COIET: The Main Report and DRIS adequately address the air quality
effects of the proposed General Permit. There are, however, a few
inaccuracies that should be corrected.

1. In Table 11, page 44, the tederal standard (primary and secondary) for
ozone should be 235 ug/r (0.12 pp.) (see 40 CFR 50.9).

2. In Table 4, page 14, the Federal standard (primary and secondary) for
lead is 1.5 ug/m-, maximum arithmetic mean averaged over a calendar
quarter (see 10 CFR 50.12).

3. In the first paragraph on page 45, the report states that the EPA
classifies the areas (Navajo power plant near Page and Mohave power
plant near Bullhead City) as non-attainment, The statement should be
revised to say that only the Navajo/Page area has been classified as
non-attainment.

7.060 RESPONSE: The text of the Main Report has been amended as advised.

STATE (iF CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRBURVATION

7.061 CiNeGNT: The Office of Historic Preservation cannot complete its
review of the environmental document referenced above without additional
information. A copy of the cultural resources asseament report prepared for
the proposed project should be submitted to this office for incorporation into
our review process.

7.062 R=PCSE: TIb requested report was sent, and contact was made with
Mr. Michael Rondeau, Staff Archeologist at the Office of Historic
Preservation. Ve have received no further response to date. Prior to
Implementation of the General Permit, the Final M31 and a more detailed
cultural resources report will be forwarded to 8110 with an official request
for a detewrinatin of effect.
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ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT

7.063 COMMENT: Mention is made in the subject document of biologically
sensitive areas, and yet, these areas are not well documented, adequately
discussed, nor are they designated as such on maps of the study area (A-1
through A-1l). Furthermore, the cumulative impacts (a major concern for and
aspect of the study and DEIS) are not well documented or discussed.

7.064 RESPONSE: A set of maps which identify and delineate sensitive
resources along the lower Colorado River is contained within the Corps
document entitled "Lower Colorado River Resource Sensitivities and Permit
Criteria Report", October 1981. The report is on file at the L.A. District
Office, and has been circulated to appropriate public agencies (including
AGFD) and interested parties. Due to the bulk of material involved, the
document has been incorporated herein by reference. However, a map has been
included in the Final SIS/Main Report which illustrates the location of
sensitive resources as they relate to the selection of General Permit areas.
In addition, the discussion of cumulative impact assessment has been expanded
and clarified (see Section 7 Main Report).

7.65 COMMENT: A major contention of the Department, regarding docks or
projections into the public waterway, is that they either preclude public use
of the shoreline or near shore area, or they interrupt this use, particularly
by boat fishermen, but also by other boating reoreationists. Whether or not
the adjacent terrestrial land is privately owned should make no significant
differences in the decision-making for a protruding structure.

7.66 RESPONSE: It is recognized that the presence or boat docks and other
waterfront improvements restrict the use of the shoreline by anglers.
However, boat docks and sand beaches provide alternative recreational uses of
the shoreline. The rights of a property owner to protect his property, and to
recreate in a chosen fashion should be balanced with the public angling
privilege. Shoreline development under the General Permit would potentially
restrict a maximum of approximately 18 river miles of shoreline from complete
public access. Six hundred and eighty-eight (688) rivermiles outside of the
designated areas between Lee's Ferry and the Mexican border remain accessible
to shoreline anglers.

7.067 COMMENT: In the State of Arizona, since the state owns the submerged
land from the ordinary high waterline to the center of the river or stateline,
for most of the length of the subject study area, the State Land Department
would have to issue a permit to build on or over the State land, no matter
whether the adjacent land is federally or privately owned. If this is the
case, it would seem that all permit applications would have to be reviewed,
individually, rather than be handled by a "general permit*.

7.068 RESPONSE: Standard Condition (g) of the General Permit states that the
General Permit does not "...obviate the requirement to obtain State or local
assent required by law for the activity authorised herein". The Arizona State
Land Department would retain full permit authority over State Lands within the
General Permit areas. However, a a courtesy to the various state agencies
which have in the past relied upon the Corps' Public Notice to aid in the
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discharge of their regulatory or licensing responsibilities, the Corps will
notify State Land and Game and Fish agencies when an action occurs under the
authority of the General Permit. This process has been incorporated into the
General Permit as Special Condition (f).

7.069 COWKNT: In comparing the three alternatives and the impact
discussions pertaining to each, It is unclear as to how the No-Action
alternative would result in the maximum build-out of boat docks and
bulkhead/riprap alignments, unlem the Corps approved all applications for
such structures, regardless of impacts.

7.070 RPOKU: The Impact discussion pertains to the effects of only those
five types of activities authorized under the Genmral Permit. The General
Permit authorizes only single-lot Improvements inoluding boat dooks, bulkhead
walls, rip-rp slopes and sand beaches. Due to the relatively smll awgnitude
of these actions, when evaluted on a orse-by-oase basis they do not pose a
potential for significant Impacts. Under the No-Aotion alternative, these
actions would continue to be evaluated in a piee-meal fashion, rendering the
evaluation of cumulative Impaot difficult or impossible, Therefore, on a
worst-oase basis, all applications for aingle-lot improvements could
potentially be approved.

7.0T1 COIMMUT% Pge 22. PEAr h 3-The statements addressing the water
quality in 3Sqepnt I of the Colorado River are inaccurate. Phosphorus loading
in Lake Head has decreased 80-90 percent since the completion of Glen Canyon
Dam, and Upper Lake Head is considered oligotrophic. Furthermore, the
nitrogen level In Lake Head is considered satisfactory (Prentki, Paulson, and
Baker, 1981).

7.072 Ppae 27, Paraaraph -The last sentence is incorrect. Hore endangered
species are located in the upper river seagents than in the lower segments of
the Colorado River.

7.073 Pse 27, Pamarah 6-..The bonytail chub, and the Colorado squawfish are
two additional endangered species which may occur in this portion of the
Colorado River. Suttkus and Cleaner (1977) and Hinckley (1973) are two
additional references to the presence of the humpback chub ooourring in the
Colorado River mainstream.

7.074 NLae 28. Table 2-Corrections in this table are needed as follows:

- Baoback ohub is federally-listed endangered species;
- Donytall ohub is a federally-listed endangered species and

probably do not occur in subareas B and C of 3S@eit 2.
- Roundtail chub (9A ro-ust mina) noour* in the Virgin

liver.
- Colorado squwfish s a federally-liated endengered species, and

does not occur in Segment 2.
- oundfn doee not occur in Subaerea C of Segeent 2, but does ocour

in the Virgin Rive.
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- Razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus) requires addition to the
native species list and occurs in Segment 1 and subareas A, B, and C
of Segment 2.

- Threadfin shad occur in Segment 1.
- Yellow bullhead occur in Segment 1.
- Striped bass occur in Segment 1.

7.075 Pages 29 and 30--These maps should reflect the revisions suggested for
Table 2, Page 28.

7.076 Page 31, Paragraph 3 -Striped bass and channel catfish should be added
to the list of species which enter the mainstream near Spencer and Surprise
-Canyons.

W 7.077 Page 31, Paragraph 5--The flannelmouth sucker is not legally used as a
bait species. The mountain sucker is legally used as a bait species in lake
Head.

7.078 Page 31. Paragraph 6--Largemouth sucker is more numerous in Lake Hohave
than it is in Lake Head. The humpback sucker is more numerous in Lake Hohave
than it is in Lake Mead.

7.079 Page 31, Paragraph 7--A bonytail chub was caught by an angler below
Davis Dam on July 14, 1979.

7.080 Page 32. Top of Page--Take and possession of white sturgeon is not
prohibited. Arizona allows to take with no bag or possession limit.

7.081 Page 32. Paragraph 1--The fish fauna in the main channel from Davis Dam
to Lake Havasu is not sparse or absent. Threadfin shad, striped bass, rainbow
trout, channel catfish, and carp are all common in this portion of the river.

7.082 Page 32, Paragraph 2--The last sentence is inaccurate. Striped bass
concentrate below Davis Dam during spawning, as well as utilize numerous
eddies and pool areas from Davis Dam to Topock.

7.083 Paae 32. Paragraph 3 -- Striped bass also frequent backwaters to seek out
prey species such as threadfin shad.

7.084 Page 34. ParagraDh 3 -- The last sentence is inaccurate. Upper Lake Head
is oligotrophic, Boulder Basin is mesotrophic and Las Vegas Bay (which is the
most productive area) is mesotrophic to eutrophic (Prentki, Paulson and Baker,
1981). Eutrophic conditions have probably been uncommon since the completion
of Glen Canyon Dam.

7.085 Page 35. Paragraph 5--Corbicula ev. are extremely common throughout
Lakes Mead and Mohave.

7.086 Pae 42. Table 3-The data presented in this table is very confusing
and grossly inaccurate.
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7.087 Page 66, Paragraph 3-The first sentence should read .. .are assooiated
directly or Indirectly with boating." This wording would be more accurate and
would include fishing and pleasure boating activities.

7.088 Page 66, Paragraph 5-The first sentence should read-Laughlin, Nevada,
rather than Riviera, Nevada.

7.089 Page 68, Paragraph #-The folloving statement appears:

"Public Safety Is not a maJor issue at Lake Havasu. For the
most part, the marinas, docks, and campgrounds along the shore of
the lake are spread widely enough apart to reduce potential
problem.'

The Department's boating records for total accidents, accidents with injuries,
and accidents with fatalities rank Lake Havasu as either 1, 2, or 3 for all
years since 1974. Furthermore, the Pittsburgh Point area has the potential to
become an area of significant safety problems If developed over the current
level. The London Bridge Channel area Is already a problem area. Overall,
the Department believes public safety Is a major issue at Lake Havasu.

7.090 Pase 71, Pararapb 7-The Yuma Division of the river has considerable
fishing use.

7.091 Page 74, Paraarmah 3-The third sentence should read-The Lake Head and
Lake Mohave portions of the river have designated areas where otorized
boating is prohibited...

7.092 Page 1IS-lt Section 1.28-This section should make reference to
*Threatened and Unique Vildllife of Ariona', approved by the Arizona Game and
Fish Comission.

7.093 Page R1S-ll. Section 4.29, I amals-Those species which are listed in
'Threatened and Unique Wildlife Arizona", approved by the Arizona Game and
Fish Comission, which occur in the permit area should he mentioned.

7.094i Page RIS-15, Section 4.34 Reptiles and Amobibians-This section should
list those reptiles found in *Threatened and Unique Wildlife of Arizona*, the
official State list.

7.095 RESPO3: The text of the RIS/Man Report has been revised to reflect
the substance of your coments.

7.096 COIET: Page 65, Under Recreatioa/Publio Safety. 1st Paragraph-The
following statement appears:

"There is little, if any, coordination among the agencies, as
to exactly what function each performs.

This statement Is inappropriate in a dooument of this type. The authorities
of the varioub agencies are not necessarily distinct from each other and there
are my oases of conourrent jurisdiation, The laws of the State or Arizona
only apply in the State of Arizona although they may be enforced by (from the
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list in the text of the document) the Arizona Game and Fish Department, the
Arizona State Parks Department, the Yuma City Police Department, and the
Sheriff's Department of Yuma and Mohave Counties. In addition to those
mentioned, any Arizona peace officer may enforce Arizona State Law along the
Colorado River within the State of Arizona. There is coordination and
cooperation between the various local state and Federal agencies in the field
level.

7.097 RESPONSE: The text has been amended as advised.

7.098 CON4ENT: Paie EIS-25, Section 5.13--The following statement appears:

"Construction of bulkhead and riprap alinements would
potentially result in removal of a limited amount of vegetation near
the shoreline, including remnants of mulefat, mesquite, or willow.
The cumulative loss of these plants is not considered significant
because of the small number and extent of the comunity."

While the amount in actual value of riparian vegetation may be low, it can be
a very important component of the habitat for birds and small mammals. In
addition, the overhanging vegetation (over the water) provides an important
source of food for fishes, as it harbors a variety of insect life.

7.099 RESPONSE: It is recognized that remnant riparian vegetation is an
important habitat component. The cumulative loss of minor riparian stands is
considered to be an unavoidable adverse impact of the General Permit
Alternative. However due to the limited cumulative extent of remnant
vegetation the impact is not considered to be significant or to warrant
mitigation. It should be emphasized that, in areas characterized by
cottonwood/willow, mesquite, or mesquite/mix communities, the General Permit
was not issued in order to avoid impacting these habitats.

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE

7.100 COMMENT: The State of Nevada claims sovereign right to lands below
normal high water mark of navigable bodies of water. It appears that
responsibility for these lands cannot be given under a general permit system
to other agencies.

7.101 RESPONSE: By Federal regulation, and regardless of overlapping
jurisdictions, the Corps of Engineers retains jurisdiction for the purpose of
regulation on the Colorado River. The Corps' jurisdiction extends laterally
to the entire water surface and bed of the river including all the land and
waters below the Ordinary High Water Mark. Issuance of the General Permit
does not divest the State of Nevada of its jurisdiction, nor would it
constitute transfer of these responsibilities to another agency.

7.102 COMENT: The problem of shoreline access for recreation was not
adequately addressed. Piers, bulkheads, and docks can Impair or restrict
movement of shore anglers. This is particularly critical on bordering private
lands, where trespass is involved above the normal high water level.
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7.103 A discussion of the impact of the General Permit and No-Action
Alternatives on shoreline access for recreation has been included in the FEIS
under Environmental Impacts: Recreation/Public Safety.

COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES

7.104 COMMENT: The Tribes note that neither they nor other Indian Tribes are
listed in the Main Report as governmental agencies with land use regulatory
authority. (Main Report pp. 5-7). Rather, the Tribes are listed in the
Environmental Impact Statement as a "Native American Group," evidently with a
status similar to the other "Interested Groups" who are listed. (EIS p.
36.) The Tribes object to this characterization of their status and authority
regarding the lands within their territorial boundaries. Tribes are distinct
sovereign governments, with authority over the use and disposition of lands
within their boundaries. The Colorado River Indian Tribes do not recognize
any authority of either the California or Arizona Departments of Fish and Game
over lands within the Tribes' boundaries.

7.105 RESPONSE: The text has been revised to reflect the governmental role
of Tribes as discussed in pages 5-7 and throughout the EIS/Hain Report.

7.106 Second, the Tribes note that prior to the receipt by the Tribes of
notice of the public hearing held in Parker, Arizona on November 5, 1981, the
Tribes were never informed of the proposed General Permit, nor were they ever
consulted. The regulations in 40 CFR Part 1500, which implement the National
Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. sec. 4321 et seq., provide that a Tribe
may be a cooperating agency (sees. 1501.6; 1508.5); required that Tribes be
consulted during the "seeping" process (see. 1501.7); and provide that close
consultation with Tribes is required generally where actions are considered
which effects reservations (e.g., see. 1506.6(b)(3)(ii)).

7.107 RESPONSE: Franklin MoCabe, Tribal Representative for the Colorado
River Indian Tribes, was contacted by telephone on 11-15-79, and by letter on
10-19-79 and 11-19-79, for the purpose of gaining information on CRIT's use of
the river, its sensitive areas and other resources and to arrange a meeting to
discuss the Corps proposal with respect to the Tribes. A meeting was convened
on 10 April 1981, attended by a Corps representative and by Mr. Charles Lamb,
Administrator for the CRIT Museum and acting as a delegate for the Tribes.
The meeting was followed up with a further written ooumunioation from CRIT,
regarding items of concern to the Tribes in the context of the Corps study.
The above communications are documented in the Preliminary Environmental
Resources Inventory Report, Vol. I (1981).

7.108 COMMENT: Further, some lands shown as under Federal ownership are
claimed by the Tribes, and the Tribes have never been informed that the
Federal Government claims adversely to the Tribes. (See, e.g., lands on
California side of Colorado River between RM 127.0 and RH 128.5.)

7. 109 RESPONSE: Land bordering the Colorado River on the California side
between 31 127 and 128.5 was incorrectly classified as under Federal ownership
in the DEIS. This designation has been corrected as advised.
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SPLCO-R General Permit
Lower Colorado River

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The Comander, Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers announces the issuance
or a General Permit authorizing the installation and maintenance of the
following single-lot improvements to riparian property on designated portions
of the Lower Colorado River in California, Arizona, and Nevada:

1. Contiguous Bulkhead walls

2. Contiguous Rip-rap slopes

3. Sand beaches

4. Individual boat docks

5. Community boat docks

This permit is issued in accordance with the provision of 33 CFR 320, 322,
325, 326, and 329, entitled "Regulatory Program of the Corps of Engineers"
which provides that the Commander may issue a General Permit for activities
which are substantially similar in nature, that cause only minimal adverse
environmental impacts when performed separately, and have minimal adverse
cumulative effects on the environment. Upon issuance of a General Permit, all
activities meeting the established criteria are approved and will not require
the submission of an Individual Permit. Any actions not specifically
authorzied by this General Permit are subject to a Department of the Army
Individual Permit authorization requiring a case-by-case evaluation in
accordance with 33 CFR Parts 320, 322, and 325.

This General Permit specifically authorizes the installation and maintenance
of the following structures:

1. Bulkhead wall with backfill (not to exceed 60 feet in length).

This structure consists of a vertical wall aligned equally with existing
authorized adjacent bulkhead walls or rip-rap slopes and extending not more
than 1 foot riverward of the Ordinary High Water Mark, except where such an
encroachment is necessary to provide equal alignment with adjacent bulkhead
walls. Material used as backfill shall consist of suitable material, free
from toxic pollutants in other than trace quantities. This General Permit is
not applicable to bulkhead walls which do not provide a contiguous structure
with existing authorized bulkhead walls or rip-rap slopes on adjoining
upstream and/or downstream properties.

2. Rip-rap slope (not to exceed 60 feet in length).

This method of bank stabilization consists of large rooks and boulders piled
to produce a stable, loosely consolidated structure lining the bank, and
aligned equally with existing authorized adjacent rip-rap slopes or
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bulkhead alIs. Hterial used for rip-rap shall consist of suitable material,
free from toxic pollutants in other than trace quantities. This Gener-al
Permit is not applicable to authorized rip-rap slopes which do no provide a
oontigpous struoture with existing rip-rap slopes or bulkhead walls on
adjoining upstream and/or downstream properties.

3. Sand beach (not to exceed 60 feet in length).

The authorized action consists of the placement of imported sand-sized
material and/or prior grading of the riverbed extending not more than 4 feet
riverward of the Ordinary High Water Mark. Material used for beach creation
shall consist of suitable material (containing not more than 12 percent silt
by weight) free from toxic pollutants in other than traoe quantities.

4. Individual boat docks.

This category includes any structure or combination of structures extending
over the river and used primarily for provision of boat moorage, but whioh may
also be used for sunbathing, fishing, or swimming. Such structures include,
but are not limited to: floating docks with pipe pilings, fixed docks,
cantilevered docks, and floating ramps. This General Permit is not applicable
to the following:

(a) A structure or combination of structures extending over the main
river channel for a distance greater than 30 feet from the low water line, or
extending riverward more than 5 percent of the distance between the mean low
water line on each river bank as measured perpendicular to the shoreline.

(b) Docks greater than 20 feet along their longest dimension.

(o) Structures equipped for fueling, lubricating, or otherwise servicing
boats.

General authorization for the above-defined dook-related structures is granted
subjeot to the following conditions.

1. No more than one dook my be constructed adjacent to a single
(50-foot) lot. Individual docks are excluded from riparian parcels served by
community facilities.

2. All structures mst meet the test of non-interferenoe with navigation,
as it relates to river access of adjoining properties as well as hazard to
general navigation.

3. Structures shall not utilize styrofoam floats unless measures to
prevent Ingestion by wildlife are proven adequate. Such measures may include
covering styrofoam floats with indoor/outdoor carpeting or wire mesh.

4. Structures shall not be painted with anti-fouling paints.

5. The minlmn width of any structure used to provide passage shall be 6
feet, or 3 feet itf equipped with railing.
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6. Structures shall require a minimum 5-foot setback from adjacent
property boundaries projected over the water surface.

5. Community boat docks.

Community boat docks are docks which provide moorings for more than one boat
and jointly serve more than one property owner. Community boat docks consist
of fixed and/or floating structures and may have one or multiple access points
or gangways. This General Permit is not applicable to the following
structures:

(a) Community docks with greater than five moorings.

(b) Structures or combinations of structures extending over the main
channel of the river for a distance greater than 30 feet from the low water
line, or extending riverward more than 5 percent of the distance between the
mean low water line on each river bank as measured perpendicularly to the
shoreline.

(c) Structures equipped for fueling, lubricating, or otherwise servicing
boats.

General authorization for the above-defined docks is granted subject to the

following conditions:

1. Community boat docks require a minimum river frontage of 100 feet.

2. All structures must meet the test of non-interference with navigation
as it relates to river access of adjoining properties as well as hazards to
navigation.

3. Structures shall not utilize styrofoam floats unless measures to
prevent ingestion by wildlife are proven adequate. Such measures may include
covering styrofoam floats with indoor/outdoor carpeting or wire mesh.

4. Structures shall not be painted with anti-fouling paints.

5. The main float shall be a minimum of 6 feet wide.

6. Ftnger floats shall be a minimum of 3 feet wide.

( 7. Finger floats shall be a maximum of 20 feet in length.

8. Structures shall require a minimum of 5-foot setback from adjacent
property boundaries projected over the water surface.

Typical drawings, depicting the most common types of installations that are
covered by this General Permit, are included in this notice along with a
series of maps showing those areas where the General Permit is applicable.

This General Permit is issued for period of five (5) years from the effective
date of the permit.
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DEFINITIONS:

(a) The term "Orjinary High Water Mark" is the line on the shore
established by fluotuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics
such as a clear, natural line impressed on the bank; shelving; changes in the
character of soil; destruction of terrestrial vegetation; the presence of
litter or debris; or other appropriate means that consider the characteristios
of the surrounding areas.

(b) The term "affected area* is that geographical area within which
direct or indirect effects of the proposed work and/or structures, if
permitted, could reasonably be expected to occur. This is the area of
potential environmental impact and, in most cases, will exceed the limits of
the permit area.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

(a) That the permittee shall notify the Commander in writing at least 30
days prior to initiation of the work. This notification shall include:

1. A sketch or plan of the proposed structure showing pertinent
dimensions and location of the Ordinary High Water Mark.

2. The location of the proposed structure by Lot and Tract number.

3. The name, address, and telephone number of the permittee.

4. A photograph of the proposed structure site and a photograph of
immediately adjacent properties as viewed upstream and downstream from the
proposed structure site.

5. A description of the purpose and intended use of the proposed
structure.

(b) That the Commander may, upon reviewing the information supplied under
special condition (a) determine that the action is not appropriate under this
General Permit, and require an individual evaluation in accordance with 33 CFR
Parts 320, 322, and 325. Such a determination will normally be made withn 20
days of notification by the perittee.

(c) That this General permit does not authorize any structure whose
affected area includes a National Register site or a potentially eligible site
which is known but not yet evaluated under 36 CFR 64.

(d) That the cultural resources data base shall be updated eaoh year by
the Corps of Engineerm District Archeologist. Data obtained through the
updating process will be used to refine the General Permit areas.

(f) That the Commander, upon notification of intent to construct by an
applica. and determination that the otion is authorized under the General
Permit, shall notify the following regulatory aid licensing agenoles for the
States of California, Nevada, and Arizona:
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I. California Department of Fish and Game

2. Arizona Game and Fish Department

3. Nevada Department of Wildlife

4. California State Lands Department

5. Arizona Lands Department

6. Nevada Division of State Lands

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

(a) That all activities identified and authorized herein shall be
consistent with the terms and oonditions of this General Permit; and that any
activities not specifically identified and authorized herein shall constitute
a violation of the terms and conditions of this General Permit which may
result in the institution of such legal proceedings as the United States
Government may consider appropriate, whether or not this General Permit has
been previously modified, suspended, or revoked in whole or in part.

(b) That the discharge will not adversely affeot a threatened or
endangered speoies as identified under the Endangered Species Act or the
critical habitat of such species.

(a) That the permittee agrees to make every reasonable effort to
prosecute the work authorized herein in a manner so as to minimize any adverse
mpact of the work on fish, wildlife, and natural environmental values.

(d) That the permittee agrees to prosecute the work authorized herein in
a manner so as to minimize any degradation of water quality.

(e) That the permittee shall permit the Commander or his authorized
representative(s) or designee(s) to make periodic inspections at any time
deemed necessary in order to assure that the activity being performed under
authority of this General Permit is in accordance with the terms and
conditions prescribed herein.

(f) That the permittee shall maintain the structure or work authorized
herein in good condition and in accordance with the drawings attached hereto.

(g) That this General Permit does not convey any property rights, either
in real estate or material, or any exclusive privileges; and that it does not
authorize any injury to property or invasion of rights of any infringent of
Federal, State, or local laws or regulations, nor eoes it obviate the
requirement to obtain State or local assent required by law for the activity
wthorised herein.

(h) That this General Permit does not authorize the interference with any
existing or proposed Federal Project and that the permittee shall not be
entitled to compensation for damage or injury to the structures or work
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authorized herein which may be caused by or result from existing or future
operations undertaken by the United States in the public interest.

(1) That this General Permit may be sumarily suspended, in whole or in
part, upon a filding by the Commander that imediate suspension of the
activity authorized herein would be in the general public interest.

(J) That in issuing this permit the Government will rely upon the
information and data which the peruittee must provide in connection with
special condition (a) of this permit. If such Information and data prove to
be false, or inaccurate, the permittee's authorization may be suspended or
revoked.

(k) That this General Permit may be either modified, suspended, or
revoked, in whole or in part, if the Secretary of the Army or his authorized
representative determines that there has been a violation of any of the terms
or conditions of this permit or that such action would otherwise be in the
public interest. Any such modification, suspension, or revocation shall
become effective thirty (30) days after publication of written notice of such
action which shall specify the facts or conduct warranting same.

(1) That any modification, suspension, or revocation of this General
Permit shall not be the basis for any claim for damages against the United
States.

(i) That no attempt shall be made by the owner to prevent the full and
free use by the public of all navigable waters at or adjacent to the activity
authorized by this General Permit.

(n) That if the display of lights and signals on any structures or work
authorized herein Is not otherwise provided for by law, such lights and
signals as may be prescribed by the United States Coast Guard shall be
installed and maintained by and at the expense of the perittee.

(o) That if and when the permittee desires to abandon the activity
authorized herein he must restore the area to a condition satisfactory to the
Comander.

(p) That there shall be no unreasonable interference with navigation by
the existence or use of the activity authorized herein.

(q) That the permittee hereby reoognizes the possibility that the
struoture permitted herein may be subject to damage by wave wash from passing
vessels. The Issuance of this General Permit does not relieve the peornttee
from taking all proper steps to insure the integrity of the structure
permitted herein and the safety of boats moored thereto from damage by wave
wash and the permittee shall not bold the United States liable for such
dame.
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(r) That items of potential historical, archeological, or scientific
sLgnlficance which are discovered in the course of construction activities
shall be carefully preserved in situ pending a determination by the Corps of
Engineers of their significance and appropriate disposition.

GENERAL PERMIT AREAS:

The General Permit as put forth herein shall apply to the areas designated on
the following series of maps, Plates A-I through A-13.

The Index Nap in Figure A-1 locates the General Permit maps along the lower
Colorado River.
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APPENDIX B-i

CHECKLIST OF PLANT SPECIES
ALONG THE COLORADO RIVER

Ephedraceae Habitather fasciculata Mormon Tea D)5he a nevadensis Mormon Tea O)Sae torea Mormon Tea DS
Typhaceae

Tykha ngustif olia Cat-tail RIM
Poaceae

Agrostis semiverticillata Bent Grass RBrom us wTilideno-vff Brom e Grass REchinoho II Barnyard GrassRa ; Muhienbergia DS
var. Occidentale Witch GrassRhrgmi e australis Reed RP-1V~o~-on 1-nssRabbit Food Grass R

Cyperacese
Carex subf usca Sedge RM -R~riu Saw Grass RgprsJ~e u Umbrella-sedgeHeleoc~r rimtnTydn Spike-rush R,MTeffleochri rst t Spike-rush RM29'Am amezIica Bulrush M

Si M clBulrush 
Nv1S tgBulrush 

M
Juncacene

Juricus acutus
var. p-eroapus Rush RMJunce 5yo us- Rush RM

- WN&Rush RMAgavaceae
Yucca scqhidliera Mojave Yucca D)8Yii nwbrry Yucca DS3

Saururaceae
&nemopsis californica Yerba Mansa

Salicaee
Pldsfremontii CottonwoodR

Sal KaCoyote Wilow ISlx o ngfGooding Willow it
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Phoradendron calitornlcum Mistletoe R

Polygonaee
Chorizanthe brevloornu Brittle Spine Flower DS
C ointhe*Eda Rigid Spine Herb DO

Chr~f wtoniWatson Spine Herb DO,
oaonum ~InIlatum Deseirt-trumpet DS

lgurn idfliFm Wild-bucokwheat DO
Er u effo-eWild-buokwheat DS

~iIsm i UUiaF Wild-buckwheat DO
BrOMMEODOtWild-buckwheat DO

k~!rnviscl ulii Wild-buckwheat R
frci am vilm- Knotweed It

Polygonum ramosissimum Knotweed R
Rum~ ~Dock R

Chenopodiaceae
Atripe c eneseena 4-wing Saitbush DO
Atilxhmmyr Desert Holly DO

AtilxeSeitbush RD3

C oimabmLambs Quarter R

Amarantlaceae
Tiestromilanufio Honeysweet DO
T!"destromis &-;-of Honeyoweet DO

Nyetaginaceae
Boerhaavia erecta

var. intermnia Erect Boerhaavia DO
Boerhai wightii Large Bracted Doerhmavia DS

vt WsFour-o'clock DO

Caryopiiyfaceae
Acrnci o ISand-mat DS

! jfzulmilIM 1ill an -0e R
Detmco afrnc.Bar Poppy DS

BssdliM -mm California-poppy DO,
Esd~wmfld minttflra California-poPPY DO

Brsslosecesm
Drabs cuneiffolia

0a~~q Wec*.-leaved Drabs DO

mAdu Pepper-gm Do

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Do
____1RO Do

MGM__ ves ______
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Resedaceme
Oligfomeris Uinit olia Linear-leaved Cambas DS

Fsbaceae
Acaei gEL Cat-claw DS

ra feyerl
va, rsMiltcvetch DSR

varejmgfetus Milicvetch R
Asrglspalnu Milkvetch DS

AsrglspesiMilkvetch DS
Astraifls sbuum Milivetch DS
Cftassiaarniata Senna DS

lo, air cove Senna DS
Cer lum foii1dum Paloverde DS
Cercidium !2nerov~llum Paloverde DS
Dales molis Silk-Dales DS
Das, I mo-B rm ims a______ DS

Rrviff-lia Ratany DS
Lotus tomeinleiui Deer-vetch DS

Msriaj ~ ~____________DS
Meilotus ab Sweet clover R
Melilotus Wiais Sweet Clover R

P -oi adlstorrevans Mesquite R
cans Screwbean R

-srtanussiou Snaketree DS
Erodium texanum Heron-bill DS

Zygophylaee
Larres tridentata Creosotebush DS
Vi5uiiis teirrets Puncture vine DS

Euphorbiaceae
Bernardla ineans ________ DS

jvar. muhvensis Croton DS
Ditaxis nomexicans New Mexican Ditaxis DS

Ia inclis Spurge DS
Spurge DS

var. even iedla Spurge RODS

Tetraca--isiall Spurge DS

Vitacese

Vitis arluoica Grape R
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Balehed rotiundifolla. Deset Five-spot DO

Hibai duadtii tli-manlOw R

aw@ ~ mQ -Globe-mallow DS6
SSi-WGlobe-mallow DS

TamarlcaOSne
ThMWlX 118 Salt Cedar Rt

aiExiii~i Salt CedarR
lziw-R Belt Cedar Rt
TaiiE____ Salt Cedar Rt

Loasacs
ltldd en ooknettle 18

sow Blasbi talr DS

______ Mazlttg Star DS

Metzfa trftny-halred Blazing star 1)6
Mont WeBtawlng star - S
PetaanleSandpaper P~lant DS
Petlonx Smdpp- Plant

Cactaese
Feroaetmu acantiWafs Barrel Cletus DO
Maamnil ia teggeiTera NIppleQCatUw DS

va-teesiBeavaral Cactus DO
Opnlimus eddy~r Cactuis DS

Lythraceae
Lythrum callfornleuft Loosestrife R

OnAgraeae
Camissnnla yello""~) DO

untsonLa1,ng Ca~auled Primrose 1)6
cam i s lav efal owh-eye Pimros DS

aFrost-istemmted Primrose DO
Caiow"10 Narrow-leaved Primrose DO

Var.4W Evenig Primrose DO

Oaof;IfDO OftingPrs DS

Al at oilat Milkweed Do
_ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _DS



Hydrophyliaceae
Nam& demissum ________DS

AgI-eia erenulata, Notch-leaved Phaelifa DS8
APeieffa fleehomafolia D_________1S
Phacela ne ________ DS
PelIi ejrjl Palm ers Phacolia DS
Phaceli pzlha-

var. ________DS

Phacela rotiinifolia Round-leaf Phacelia DS8
Pholistoma uritum _ ________DS

lBoraginaceae
Amsinekia. tesseliata Fiddleneck DS
Cryptantha angustifolia Narrow-leaved

Forget-me-not DS
Cryptantha maritima, White-haired

Forget-me-not DS
Cryptantha. micrantha Purple-rooted

Forget-me-not DS8
Crpata muricata Muricate Forget-me-not DS
Cyptantha nevadensis Nevada Forget-me-not DS8
rytnh recurvata, Recurved Forget-me- not DS

Cytn curasawicum Heliotrope DS
___________ 1)5mriD

liquilla, pii~ _________ DS

Lamiaceae
Hyptis emoryi Desert-lavendar DS

Solanaceae,
10u andersonil Desert-thorn DS
NiCtUMn glauca, Tree Tobacco RODS

Scrophulariaeee
Antlrrhinum fli Snapdragon DS
M I Iii~x jtvfl Monkey-flower 1)S

Mmuscardinais Monkey-flower 1)S
_____ Small Ghost Flower D)8

~Tiea r'l r Ghost Flower 1)8

( BIlnO oI@._linearb Desert-willow RODS

Orobmehacee
Orobmnh. coopai Broom-pape DS8

Plantagiumeoaa
Planto Inindarb Plantain DS8

Campnuiwae
Nemeuladus glandulfter Threadtlower DS

RI 3-B-B



Asteraceae
Ambrosia dwn osa Burrobush DSAt*nsr- wm Oravel-ghost DS
Bai1aat Broom BeccharisR

ce weetbh Dsa a etr Desert Briekellia DSCha eaes - a Pincuhion Flower DSChaacu st~d~Pincushion Flow& DS
if eaaeai sew..d DsEneella 1W-rW-" Brittle-bush O

Lap' ' Piowiered sum Ray DS
eflniphpu um

I:Ntrea %MftW4at ~a heese- weed Os
m bertia DS

M o anish Ned# Ds

.me itoekdaisy DS

Mtshleift Rom

Sl-- ca rowiad RM

Yeli M Gou ad Os

- iao Cocklebur It

R = Riparian
DS =Desert scrub

A =Aquatic)



APPENDIX B-2

CHECKLIST OF MAMMALS
ALONG THE COLORADO RIVER

Habitat

Notiosoex crawfordl. Desert Shrew R
Macrot us or cuI1iI California Leaf-nosed Bat RODS

YtsYaensYuma Myotis RODS
Niv t Cave Myotis RODS
MoIs .1ifuE Little Brown Bat RODS

w~ bai Fringed Myotis RODS
~ a amcu California Myotis RODS

teris noctivagans Silver-haired Bat R
= Rug heverus Western Pipistrelle RODS

apteoufiscus Big Brown Bat RODS
Laguna bailis Red Bat DS8
P1ebotuptowisedil Townsend's Big-eared Bat RODS

Ph~llati Allen's Big-eared Bat RODS
Antrosous jalidu Pallid Bat RODS
Ti briiliis Brazilian Free-tailed Bat RODS
TAPI maeratb Big Free-tailed Bat RODS
SY iiii5i Desert Cottontail RODS
Lepus cm oncus Black-tailed Jackrabbit RODS

Ammonoiociius hairhii Harris' Antelope Squirrel D)8
Amma prmpius 99ir-us White-tailed Antelope Squirrel DS5
Ommohlsvrea Rock Squirrel DS8

Round-tailed Antelope Squirrel DS
TP*r -mv W~ Southern Pocket Gopher RODS5

0 m brpLittle Pocket Mouse DS
amipu Arizona, Pocket Mouse D)8

Pfrj(atins r -ious Long-tailed Pocket Mouse DS
P~-uR Rermedus Rock Pocket Mouse DS8

7w miiPntilts Desert Pocket Mouse DS
Dro-inv mrami ~ Merriam's Kangaroo Rat DS8

5m y ewiDesert Kangaroo Rat DS
Uit0Fr caiens Beaver A,R

______toysmedoi Western Harvest Mouse RODS8(ycu crtus Canyon Mouse D)8
mysusweam Cacti. Mouse RODS

myeu man ti. Deer Mouse RODS8
Peroiism rv Bruh Mous R

Ono~yst--r~sSouthern Grauhopper Mouse D)8
f odn dsHISPid Cotton Rat R

N;Roiiima jj White.-tiwoated Woodrat RODS8
F =oia~ Desert Woodrat RODS

Hous Moue
-t Porcupine R

coyote RODS
V000 mmot Kit Fox RODS5



mm cerarmesGray Fox RqDS
-mr Ringteil RqDS

Pre-o lto acco
T1ame tami ade D8

Westere m~n-spotted SMunk RoDS
MwlhStripe Skunkc R
LtaRiver Otter AtR
Fd ommountain Lion RtDS
ff T FwBbcat RDS

aETs ius Murl Der R,
FfWeiau ue Dowo a,

Ovis adwis onansepR

R = Riparlan
DS = Desert Sm"b
A = Aquatic
M = Mrh



APPENDIX B-3

CHECKLIST OF BIRDS
ALONG THE COLORADO RIVER

Habitat

Gavia immer Common Loon A
Uavia i-r-ve- Artie Loon A

eavia i-tIfait Red-throated Loon A
Ege-sKER aRed-wecked Grebe A

oee auritus Homed Grebe A
l , & o sEared Grebe A

a -Uon u oecidentalis Western Grebe A
I Gets Pied-billed Grebe AR

H I i cosoma Least Petrel A
fc arytFr os White Pelican A,RPe1canus occid UIl Brown Pelican A

SUaN ne F" Blue-footed Booby A
MiJigo;aster Brown Booby Alaeroeorax auritus Double-crested Cormorant AR

Magnificent Frigatebird A
Ardea heroaias Great Blue Heron R
m; das trtus Green Heron R
Florida oner--u' Little Blue Heron R
Eubuas15Ig Cattle Egret R
Casm DooTsalbus Common Egret R
ftreH ia Snowy Egret R
H a tricolor Louisiana HeronR

N r tBlack-crowned Night Heron R
5oooycnus exiliS Least Bittern Ra-t nta American Bittern R

1 iiia Wood Stork R
P disniEF White-faced Ibis R
am a Roseate Spoonbill R

----- us Whistling Swan A,R
Wi;ita canadensks Canada Goose A,RB n e-ja Black Brant A,RXs ralbifr White-fronted Goose A,R
Chen oaerulescens Snow Goose A,R
M ii Ron' Goose R

A -aY-hehsMallard AR
Gstrepa'a adwall R
Pouts intafl AR

r, i a Green-winged Teal A,R
jzaD-or Blue-winged Teal AR

era Cinnamon Teal A,RXuii European Wigeon AR
Liamer1 a American Wigeon A,R
1 Northern Shoveler AR

J E Wood Duck R

EIS-B-10
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AhY! americansa Redhead 
A

ajjj calla Rig-nweked DuckA
RM95Isria Canvasback A

iffa Meru-l 'Greater scaup, A
A 2MLower Seaup A

SCommon Goldsneye A
Barrows (3oldsneye A

iI~FBufflehead A
Qldequaaw A

Mln4CWhite-winged Seoter A
elaniIi ~ t.surf Scoter A

xmaRuddy Duck AqR
quy~ou1Iatu Heeded Merganser A,R

ff Mcommon M~!Wer A
~ s~ Red-brasted MergsMu A

Aceipiter Sf~ti hmrp-ukimed Hawk R,DS
Apei fter 29Mcooper's Hawk R,DS

BtoamcessRed-taied Hawk RODS)
MWO xw nl Swalmson's Hawk R,DS
ButO Rough-legged Hawk RqDS
Buteo Verwiginovs Hawkc Rq,1)
ParaIbztso uiionetu Harris Hawk 11,1)

AqiacM tsGolden Eagle 11,1)
Hlaeu setemBald Sagle R1
Mu NOM!marsh Hawk Rq,1)
ani 1stsOsprey R,DS

FPaio afnus Prairie Falcoon, R,DS
ic 6a 19 Pieregrine F~ 11,1)
TZ- 6 sMerlin A

wPl~ vWI 
American estrel, Rq,1)

S9= Oambelrs Quail 11,1)
us0Rft-neeked RuasuitR

tor chukw Chukar RqDS
MM0Turkey R1
Gra2Sandif Crane R1

fflui mi~I Virginia Rail R
IMSM M,9 06Yuma Clapper Rtll1

_______ California Black Rail R

'Pr O"nScra R1
a____ Common Gallile AR

Flcamer Amarica. Coot AR

Mo oMountain Plover R1
PEWS MOKi American Goldmn Plowe R1
WWIU5 Diask-beflied Plover R

Ruddy Turnutafe R1
commont Sndpe 11

A3--i



Numenius americanus Long-billed Curlew R
Nummnlus pmeFu Whimbrel R
BumraMiAslecauda Upland Plover R

IS m- a Spotted Sandpiper R
na wltna Solitary Sandpiper R

i totanus Redshank R
T wl- m weucas Greater Yellowlegs R
N Lesser Yellowlegs R
Catoptmpous semipalmatus Willet R

Sanutus Red Knot R
m isi1egm os Pectoral Sandpiper R
aid r d siinW- Baird's Sandpiper R

iBlr m-nutilia Least Sandpiper R
aldl a aDunlin R

L'a ------ pust us Semipalmated Sandpiper R
Cal ii i Western Sandpiper R
C@-I-rs iI Sanderling R
Limnodromus griseus Short-billed Dowitcher R
Limnodimus sect Long-billed Dowitcher R

e ms, hiim-topm Stilt Sandpiper R
LiIIsifedo Marbled Godwit R

im-o -mastica Hudsonian Godwit R
Recurrostra americana American Avocet A,R

s meicanus Black-necked Stilt R
ij ulicarius Red Phalarope AR

pjg jous tricolor Wilson's Phalarope AR
iploba1 m-Northern Phalarope A.R

A - Parasitic Jaeger AR
us herboreus Glaucous Gull A

aueeen Glaucous-winged Gull A
Lar Herring Gull A.R

Thayer's Gull A,R
ej alfonicus California Gull A,R

La- delawarensis Ring-billed Gull A,R
canus Mew Gull A

Wean Franklin's Gull A,R
phjiladiphia Bonaparte's Gull A,R

Larus heermanni Hermann's Gull A
K a tidactyla Black-legged Kittiwake A

ma ,abini Sabine's Gull AR
ffe-F "Mor'e r i Forster's Tern A,R

_________ Common Tern A,R
Ferna albirons Least Tern AR
Sterna a Caspian Tern AIR
Chli n er Black Tern A,R

m us antiquu Ancient Murrelet A
C mol'mfaseats Band-tailed Pigeon DS

en ais alae White-winged Dove RIDS
macroura Mourning Dove RDS

soubmi eIii Ground Dover R
IEFdTflla Inca Dove 0

___e____OG Yellow-billed Cuckoo R

EIS-B-12



Gooexcalifornjianus Roadriuner R,DS
Crtpaf tlfoti Groove-billed Ani R
I)talbs Barn owl RDS
utu-S Zo Screech Owl R,DS

7 niusGreat Horned Owl RDSN easoxfdlaca Snowy Owl 0
Micrth witneg Elf Owl Rt

SettunelraBurrowing owl RDSAsio otus Long-eared Owl R,DS
9!liiii meus Short-eared Owl R

Chordeles mnor Common Nighthawk RDS
aI-MIT t MIS [esser Nighthawk RIDS

aweetura vauxi vain's swift RDS
Aeranautes axtAlis White-throted Swift RID AX~iiflbbeiit- ftop Hummingbird ft

Cayt csaeCute'. Wwmdnbrd R,DS
Seapou Broad-tailed Humngboir RtDSSe hrug rifut Rooi Hummingbir RDS
Stlua ~~ Calliope Hum mingbird R

~ei~ ~Belted Kingfisher R
______ Common Flicker R,DS
Melanerpes ytali Gila Woodpecker RIDS
Melanerpes formicivariu Acorn Woodpecker DS

Me= 1Sewi Lewis' Woodpecker Rt
VTBYellow-bellied Sapaseker Rt

Williamson's Sapsuker Rt
Flolsvlosu Hairy Woodpecker R

O--i aw Downy Woodpeckw 0
_____de L--wF-Iadder-backed Woodpeker R,D8

-TEU wnu Eastern Kingbird Rt
7*M~ Viwii Western Kingbird RrDS

rw voefferans Cassin' Kingbird RDS
vo a1&?icat Sclbsor-taIled Flyftche R

Myorhs y-a-nu~sWied's Crested Flyeatdier R
us cfineasm Au-throatd Flyctther R,DS

se is i Gn Black Phoebe RD8

x tai~ Wilow Fyteler RD
m x RI-umidi Hamonyttwier ft

M m ! mDinkyLA Flyestdher WOft Df lyodwiifGray Flycatche RDS
SiM XWestern Flyoatdw f
CotgsWOeMM Wood Pewee RDS

WtU Yn br Ouve~o ftycatcher Rry sau b~m-Vermilin Flycather RIDS
Ermcu iiwHomned Lark %,D8

Txftnt&qh-wII"IPNge Swalow RqDS
Owk Seelfow It



Hipundo, rustic. Barn Swallow RDS
Peoiegii rrhonota Cliff Swallow R,DSPrge iisI Purple Martin RCy f~a telleri Steller's Jay R

Ahloma coRuesoens Scrub Jay R,DSj~~Ec Black-billed Magpie R
Corvus corax Common Raven R,DS
Corvus 6&iailT rhynchos Common Crow R,DS
Gmnorhis -an-cepalias Pinyon Jay R,DS

Nufrfa coluinba Clark's Nutcracker R
Pau fmef -Mountain Chickadee R,DS

luiau hvcp Verdin RDSPsrvarjs minimus Common Bushtit, RDS
Sitcaroinensis White-breasted Nuthatch ROrfla can~rnsts Red-breasted Nuthatch R

_____ fa i Brown Creeper RCinolus iiii-esiii Dipper R
Trddye House Wren R,DS

DwowsWiekf ew ick's Wren R,DSCamiaorhynchus inelcaus Cactus Wren R,DS
_bohrs uti Long-billed Marsh Wren R

Cahrgm3ensCanyon Wren R,DSoioletus Rock Wren R,DSMiii tjus Mockingbird R,DS
Duael-W-nwsCatbird 0
Toxostom rufum Brown 1rsel'-zintoia GeQei Dendire's 1%ragher R, DSTxostoa a-ur-v=rotre Curve-billed Thrasher R

ro=tm %;0=6te Le Conte's Thrasher R,DSF7i iiia &RUF Crinsal. Thrasher R,DS
Orocotmntanus Sage Thrasher R, DS

Trus mimtolw American Robin R,DS
Cathreus naevus Varied Thrush R
______ u tu Hermit Thrush R,DS
Catharus Iifiiliiui Swainson's Thrush Rineicans, Western Bluebird R,DSMIaUI? curruce s Mountain Bluebird R,DS
W-vaestes to-wnamndii Townsend's Solitaire R,DS

n -a inerilga Blue-gray Onatcatcher R,DS(olil mme anura Black-tailed Gnatoatcher R,DS
FORU1staGolden-crowned Kinglet ROjTJS OF Wiia Ruiby-crowned Kinglet R,DS
I W8ibltaWater Pipit ,R,DS

m cilia Ofuu Bohemian Waxwing R,DS
oIafdrorum Cedar Waxwing R,DS

Mnmtens Phainopepla R,DSLu, u exc it Northern Shrike RCIi 0 i1iu Loggerhead Shrike R,DS
Sunsvm Starling R,DSYfoohutii Hutton's Vireo RVG;; Sent Bell's VirsoR

EIS-B-14



Vireo viciniar Gray Vireo RVIReo solitarlus Solitary Vireo, R, DSVWr-oolvcu Red-eyed Vireo R
R9ffv Warbling Vlreo R,DSWIG aria, iMaBack-end-white Warble R
Prtnti-a71raNothonotory Warbler RViior, mwi Tennenee Warbler RVriiirj celata, Orange-crowned Warbler R, DSVe-riiviora r-jeal INuawd*e Warbler R1Ve-rirv1oa -- Virginia's Warbler RtVermivora lucee Lusy' Warble R, DSBin droica p~tci Yellow Warbler RBFi~T liec MMS Magnolsa Warbler RDandro~ca carieo Black-thuoaod Mle Warbler R
BRW-a222m--Yellow-rulie Wara RADS13iim1 5 _n Bmolaok atrea fy MArbler RIM1

I tw swasu,'p Warbler ft,DSB;0; IdcR i ihs Hermit Warbler RDMeia cervdes Cecrleft Warbler RDendolc -~ji raes Warbler RtDendrOT- =c Chestnut-sidsd Warbler R
aAmarn Palm Warbler RtSeiurs a~-om-pu-s-Ovmmbird0

giuiii iovborensis Nortthern Waterttruinh Rt
go lmie MO- ac~iflivray's Warbler 11,1)

IDSF SYellowthroat RI~ti~FarwYeoaw-breested Chat RWihoii. MIrne Hooded Warbler RtWIiif- i-_ Wilson's Warbler -R,DS
NI1I5 niidn Canada Warbler Rt4010110 icilaih American Redstart. RDSMyoau i- Painted Redstart RPoser donetic- House Sparrow R

Do!dov rzvrsBobolink RStrels ndetWestern Meadowak R,DS
zanhocnhaiaYeflow-headed Blackbird R

Ag u b tj~--Red-winged Slacifbird Rtleer couldlatus Hooded Oriole R
leers - jmsott's oriole RDreomNorthern Oriole R11)ancpau Brewer's Blackbird Rcalisi 6ICISii Great-tailed Grackle Rt

Me &own-headed Cowbird 11,1)E~i7u.Sisna Weston Tanager 11,1)
bmA a- tmer Thagar, R
Omd~d m4iCrinal RtFIMUMS 1014ewt" 3 e64 stod, Grosbeak R
Meek-bea S M d e Grolbeakt 11,1)aurt-Blue Grosbeak Rpii-IF --- Iido &"Rfng Rt
LoeaMsaonIASMi Bunting RtP~I~ WPainted Madt R



Spiza americana Dickcissel RHeper hona spetina Evening Grosbeak R
Cardacus cassini Cassin's Finch RCarpdus mexcanus House Pinch R,DS
Carduelis in Pine SiskinCarduelis tritis American Goldfinch RCarduelis osa Lesser Goldfinch R,DS
Cardueiis Uwr ei Lawrence's Goldfinch 0Loxia eurvirostra Red Crossbill RW Pthlrura Green-tailed Towhee R,DS

t_ ropthalmus Rufous-sided Towhee R,DSP110 fuscus Brown Towhee R
No Albert's Towhee R_Calamo melanocory Lark Bunting R,DS
Pamsersul ndw, iehensis Savannah Sparrow R,DSAmmodramus savannarum Grasshopper Sparrow R

Vesper Sparrow RChondestes ram macus Lark Sparrow RAim Rufous-crowned Sparrow R,DS
Am p za bI- ata Black-throated Sparrow R,DSS P elli Sage Sparrow R,DS

m -o em Dark-eyed SparrowJu-ni canicep Gray-headed Junco
ftzlaabraTree Sparrow Rijella pii na Chipping Sparrow R,DSizlia breweri Brewer's Sparrow R,DSize atrogularis Black-chimed Sparrow DS

Zontrchia guerula Harris' Sparrow RZonotrichia leueophrys White-crowned Sparrow RDSZonotrichia atriapilla Golden-crowned Sparrow RZonotrichla albicollis White-throated Sparrow R
Famia iiaca Fox Sparrow RMelospiza ln-colnil Lincoln's Sparrow R,DS
Melospiza georgiana Swamp Sparrow R- eosza melodia Song Sparrow RCalcartus ornatus Chestnus-collared Longspur RCalaius 'p"oTcus Lapland Longspur R

EIS-B-16
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APPENDIX B-4

CHECKLIST OF AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES
ALONG THE COLORADO RIVER

Habitat
Amytomae t i in  

Tiger Salamander A,Rcapmopts couc Couch Spadefoot Toad DS§ iham ondi Western Spadefoot Toad DSButoaji1variws Colorado River Toad RBufo t Great Plains Toad Rmiervscaphus Southwestern Toad RBufo- punctatus Desert Toad RM Woodhousei Weodhome's Toad RH areicol Canyon Tree Frog RW a Paclfie Tree Prog RHyla wrightorum Arizona Tree Frog RRana ceatesbeana Bullfrog A,R
Rena oin
Wia -erus Leopard Frog A,RG Desert Tortoise DSKinosternon fliveseens Yellow Mud Turtle AKinosternon sonorlense Sonoran Mud Turtle A

Spiny Soft-shelled Turtle Aphyll atylus xanti Leaf-toed Gecko DSeonyx !a!gcts Western Banded Gecko DSDij~osu dorsal s  Desert Crested Lizard DSSauromalusw Chuekwallaoe. DS
li urus a oides Zebra-tailed Lizard DSU-anotata Colorado Desert Fringe-toed

Lizard DSUma seopia Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard DSt uimularis Desert Collared Lisard DSCrote wlu col s Collared Lizard DSGambela wiment Leopard Lizard DS
Desoporus m Deert Spiny Lizard RD8

Urosaurs aLong-tailed Brush Lizard RDSUrsauru ornatus Tree Lizard RDStasqtan--1moo a  Side-blotched Lizard DSF _. osoma a ls Desert Horned Lizard DS08 ma WCdiV Flat-tailed Horned Lizard DSaius.i iWKjM7 Yucca Night Lizard DS
Western Whiptail DSurnma Ga Monster RODS
Western Worm Snake DS
Rmdl Ring-necked Snake R'a decrtatus Spotted Leaf-noned Snake DS

M UnCommon WipsmeMe RSDS1-11118 afi&U1Stiped Whipsnalm R
= =% g- a n i sW ete rn P a te b n e gs S n a ke i n



Arizona e Glossy Snake DS
_PItUOhis meanoleucus Gopher Snake RDS
Pituohis melanoleucus Common King Snake R,DS
Rhinocheilus lecontei Loag-nosed Snake DS
Thamnophis macia is Checkared Garter Snake A,R
Sonora semi anuaita Western Ground Snake R,DS
M eta ooel Western Shovel-nosed Snake R,DS

Chionacts inetus Banded Sand Snake DS
Arizona Lyre Snake DS

torquata Spotted Night Snake DS
Cmtalus atrox Western Diamondback

Rattlesnake RDSCrotalus cerastes Sidewinder R,DS
C jtalus mitchell/ Speckled Rattlesnake DS
Crotalus scutulatus Mojave Rattlenake DS
Crotalus viridis Western Rattlesnake RDS

R = Riparian
DS = Desert Scrub
A = Aquatic
M = Marsh

819-B-IS
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INDEX TO LETTERS
RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO DEIS

From Page(s)

FEDERAL

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service EIS-C- 3
Soil Conservation Service EIS-C-4

U.S. Department of Commerce EIS-C-5
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration EIS-C-6

U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management, Arizona State Office EIS-C-7
Bureau of Land Management, Yuma District Office EIS-C-8
Office of the Secretary (including U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service) EIS-C-9,1O,1
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (follow up letter) EIS-C-12,13

Bureau of Indian Affairs EIS-C-14,15
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency EIS-C 16,17,18,19

CALIFORNIA
Department of Fish and Game (Resources Agency) EIS-C-20,21,22

Department of Fish and Game (follow up letter) EIS-C-23,24
Department of Boating & Waterways (Resources Agency) EIS-C-25,26
Department of Boating & Waterways (Resources Agency)

follow-up letter EIS-C-27
Office of Historic Preservation EIS-C-28

ARIZONA State Clearinghouse EIS-C-29,35,36
NACOG Region III EIS-C-30
State Land Department EIS-C-31
Natural Heritage Program EIS-C-32
District IV Council of Governments EIS-C-33
Department of Health Services EIS-C-34
Game and Fish Department EIS-C-37 through 45
Game and Fish Department follow-up letter EIS-C-46,47,48

NEVADA State Clearinghouse EIS-C-49
Department of Wildlife EIS-C-50
Department of Wildlife follow-up letter EIS-C-51

Colorado River Indian Tribes EIS-C-52,53054
Colorado River Indian Tribes follow-up letter EIS-C-55,56
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United States Forest
rA~p~ e*"t Of service R

Replto: 1950

Dale Sept. 18, 1981

rPaul W. Taylor
Colonel, CE
Commnding
Dept. of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers

LP, 0 Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the "Lower Colorado River Proposed
General Permit Main Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement."

Our review showed that no National Forest lands and resources are involved
and, therefore, have no comments.

We are returning your copies of the Report and DEIS which you may want to
keep for extra copies or to send to sow other agencies. Also, it is not
necessary to send us a copy of the final environmental impact statement.

Sincerely,

JON D. KENNEDY, rmi

Land Management Planning

Enclosure

Af/l



tot Ca wwffiSa Room 3009, Federal Building

C0IWV 230 North First Avenue
Phoeniz, Arizona 85025

October 9v 1981

Colonel Paul W. Taylor
Civil Engineer
Department of the Amy
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylort

We have reviewed the Lower CaLorado River Main Report and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and offer the following commentt

A discussion should be included that indicates the impacts of flooding
on the proposed stractures. Saleese through the dams along the
Colorado River would likely impact the proposed structures. You have
also stated that an increase in stream sedimntation and a change in flow
characteristics will result from installation of the proposed structures.
Increased or a change in flooding locations are likely to occur.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, ptese let am know.

Sincerely,

Verne M. Bathurst
State Conservationist

Woal9, o
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gENERAL COUNS OP mE
UfITW STATE DIEPATMENT OF COMMERCE
Washingmon D.C. 20230

NOy 9 1

Commander
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army

.P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Dear Sir:

This is in reference to your draft environmental impact statement entitled,
"Ioer Colorado River Proposed General Permit.' The enclosed comment from
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration is forwarded for your
consideration.

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide this comment, which we
hope will be of assistance to you. We would appreciate receiving four
copies of the final environmental impact statement.

Sincerely,

Robert T. Miki
Director of Regulatory Policy

Enclosure Memo from: Robert B. Rollins
National Ocean Survey
NOsR
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NATION& OCEAN SURVEY
Pdmbe. Md. 20952

October 28, 1981

TO: PP/EC - Joyce N. Wood

FROM: OA/C5 - Robert B. Rollins&

SUBJECT: DEIS 8110.10 - Lower Colorado River Proposed General Permit

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the
National Ocean Survey's (NOS) responsibility and expertise, and in
terms of the impact of the proposed action on NOS activities and
projects.

Geodetic control survey monuments may be located in the proposed
project area. If there is any planned activity which will disturb
or destroy these monuments, NOS requires not less than 90 days' noti-
fication in advance of such activity in order to plan for their
relocation. NOS recommends that funding for this project includes
the cost of any relocation required for NOS monume ts. For further
information about these monuments, please contact r. John Spencer,
Director, National Geodetic Information Center (OA/C18) or
Mr. Charles Novak, Chief, Network Maintenance Branch (OA/C172), at
6001 Executive Boulevard, Rockville, Maryland 20652.
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M SPy m Tos,

United States Department of the Interior 1792 (920)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
ARIZONA STATE OFFICEI

2W VALLEY BANK CINT0I1
PHOENIX. ARIZONA 61W73

SEP 2 2 18

- Paul W. Taylor
Colonel, CE Commanding
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Sir:

Thank you for this opportunity to coment on the Lover Colorado River

Proposed General Permit Main Report and Draft Environmental Impact

Statement. We have no comment.

Sincere

Kenneth F. Reinert, Chief
Division of Planning and
Environmental Coordination

cc: WO (202B)

ES-C-7
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United States Department of the Interior l 3 CYDO)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Yuma District Office
Post Office BOx 5680
Yuma, Arizona 85364

IMV 13

Memorandum

To: Coemander, Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers,
P. 0. box 2711, Los Angeles, CA 90053

From: District Naae, Yua

Subject: Review of Lover Colorado River Proposed General Permit Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

The Yuma District has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Lower Colorado River Proposed General Permit, and offers the following
coments:

(1) The General Permit should favor the use of comnity boat docks in
areas of private property, instead of allowing the expansion of
single-lot structures to maximum density.

(2) The text should mention the potential for the expansion of shorelie
facilities at the Chemehuevi Indian Reservatiqw, along the west shore
of Lake Havasu. The Chemehuevi tribe is prese ly encouraging recrea-
tional and residential develo~mt in this area, particularly in the
vicinity of the town of Havasu Lake, California.

(3) Polygonum fusiforms, a candidate species for threatened or endangered
classification (Federal Register, December 15, 1960, p. 82532), has
been omitted from the list of sensi.tive plant species.

Beyond the few specific commnts 1-isted.above, we find this to be an adouqate
assesment of the proposal and alternatives.

H. K. Bruce

kprn



United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SEETARY

Off= of Envromental PJet Rew

San Francisco, California

ER 81/1986
-NOV 1 0 1981

Colonel Gwynn A. 
Teague

District Engineer
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

4L

Dear Colonel Teague:

This responds to your letter of September 15, 1981, to the Director, Office
of Environmental Project Review, requesting our evaluation and comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Main Report for the Lower
Colorado RiVer Proposed General Permit; Coconino, Mohave, and Yuma
Counties, Arizona; San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties,
California; and Clark County, Nevada. The following comments are provided
for your consideration.

General Comments

Department of Interior agencies have supported the concept of a General
Permit for boat docks in designated areas of the Colorado River for some
time, as evidenced by the informal agreement with the Fish and Wildlife
Service not to object to such permit applications in the Bullhead City and
Parker Strip areas. The rationale behind this agreement was that these
areas were already highly developed and that additional docks would not
further adversely impact the environment. We indicated that we would con-
tinue this policy until such time that an environmental impact statement
was prepared that would adequately documeqt not only the impacts of indi-
vidual docks at specific sites but also the cumulative effects of such
development on the river. Although the subject document was intended to
accomplish this objective. there is no evidence in the report that ;--4i_

r" caces cimurAtlve impacts were addressed. leterence is made to informatior
regarding sensitive environmental areas along the river. Rowever, this
information and subsequent analyses are lacking. These data should be
documented in the ETS.

Another major problem with the proposed permit and its supporting EIS is
that it is much too extensive in both the geographical area and the types
of activities that are included. As previously mentioned, the original
intent was to include only those areas already highly developed, but the
draft 118 included almost the entire river from Lee's Ferry to the Mexican
Border. We recommend a more limited area be included in the General
Permit. The General Permit also included beaches, bulkheads, riprap, and

Krs-C-9
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community docks, as well as individual boat docks. The potential adverse
environmental impacts due to the first four mentioned categories, especial-
ly commity facilities, are much too great to have them included under a
General Permit. They should all be addressed in individual permits and
given a level of review commensurate with their potential for environmental
impacts.

The description of aquatic resources, in particular the section of fishes,
has need for significant revision. informtion presented suggests a lack
of clear understanding of the status of fish fauna in the Colorado River
system. In particular, distribution and abundame of native fishes need
modification. Reports And work by.Nevada Department of Wildlife, Univer-
sity of Nevada, and Arizona State University should be consulted.

Specific Comments

Page 22. 3rd paragraph - "Nutrient rich" is not a characterization which is
consistent with the most recent data on this segment of the Colorado
River. Report by Paulson and Baker (1980-81) should be referenced.

Page 28, Table 2 - Throughout the text on fish humpback sucker should be
changed to razorback sucker as the accepted common name. The bonytail chub
(Gila elegans) is Federally endangered and this is not mentioned in the
discussion.

Paz* 31, paragraph 4 - This paragraph contains inorrect information. Al-
though all three species of native fish have been collected in Lake Head,
the Colorado Squawfish is most likely extinct aS a reproducing population
and rasorbacks and bonytails are extremely rare based on studies by Arizona
Game and Fish Department (AGID) and Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDW).
No reliable records for Colorado Squawfish in Lake Head exist after 1942.

P- Lake Mohave supports the lergest known population of
i the Lower Colordo River (Bureau of Reclamation (BR),

Arizona State University (ABU), Fish and Wildlife Service (iwS) joint
surveys 1978-81).

ae 31f- The literature citations for Deacon and Baker 1976 does not agree
tht rference list on page g-2.

P- Recent inventories show that several species of
motbeders Inhabit the Lover Colorado River. It would be better to
simply refer to mouthbreeden or the wema Tfilapia.

I-C-3.0
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Pag 35. paragraph 5- It should be mentioned that amphipods in River
Segment I are associated with microscopic algae and submergent vegetation.

Page 38 - The discussion of marshes does not accurately reflect the size or
distriution. Topock Marsh, the upper end of Lake Havasu, and Imperial
Wildlife Refuge all contain marsh areas. The use of the term "tule" after
mentioning rushes is questioned. Generally tule is used to describe one or
two species of bulrushes. No mention is made of Phragmites which becomes a
dominant emergent from Blythe to the Mexican Border.

Pant 42, Table 3 - Please explain "snowfall" values for Blythe and Yuma
during the swir months.

Sumnary Coments

In sumary, we find that the draft EIS is inadeau.ste ad should be revised
to more accurately analyze the cumulative impacts. It should also be
reduced in scope to include only cnose existing high density areas. We
recomend that rearesentatives of your staff meet with our Fish and Wild-
Uire Service Zeological Rervices Field Office in Phoeniv and our Bureau of
RecLamation Office in Iquldgr CitL.. Xajd to, discuss the draft IS rela-

tive to the above comments. The continuation of the coordinat ion is
essentiAl for future proposa-permits along the Lower Colorado River.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environemtnal Impact
Statement and Main Report for the Lower Colorado River Proposed General
Permit.

Sincerely yours,

egional Environmental Officer

{
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICEU
Ecological Services

2934 W. Fairmount Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85017

January 12, 1982

Colonel Paul W. Taylor, Commander
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

After reviewing the "Lower colorado River Resoprce Sensitivities and
Permit Criteria Report" and attending a meeting in Lake iiavasu City
on November 19, 1981 with representatives from your Los Angeles office,
814 and Arizona Game and Fish as recommended in our letter of
November 6, 1981, the Department of Interior can now make specific
recommendations regarding the proposed General Peryiit.

After consulting with representatives from the Arizona Game and Fish
Department and the California Department of Fish and Game and in con-
junction with on-site inspections, the followil list of private lands
and some Native American lands has been determined to be suitable for
inclusion into the proposed General Permit area:

California Shoreline:

River Miles 244-246; 214-216; 197.9-198.2; 193.5-194.3; 179-181;
176.2-177; and 169.5-171.

Arizona Shoreline:

River Miles 181.2-182.7; 183.5-183.9; 185.0-185.5; 186.3-186.8;
189.5-189.8; 190.8-191.8; 245.5-246.0; 246.0-246.6; 247.35-248.15;
265.0-265.66; 265.72-269.75; 270.0-270.75; and 272.0-273.0.

These lands are mostly private and already in developed areas and therefore
conform with the concept of the General Permit. It is not anticipated that
additional impacts to the fish and wildlife resources will occur as a re-
sult of allowing development to proceed in these specific areas.

All other areas excluded - de or have the potential
to provide significant fi &W wildlife rc and any proposed activi-
ties should continue to se basis.

5*7W



If you have any questions or need additional information please contact
this office.

Sincerely,

Gilbert D. Metz, Field Supervisor
for U.S. Department of Interior
Coordinator

cc:
John Carr, AGFD, Phoenix, Arizona
Al Jackson, USFWS, Phoenix, Arizona
Ron Powell, CDFG, Blythe, California

SIS-C-] 3



-AT October 2, 1981 -- dz mluOr*M"

nUNTE TATWA
AT-NO- Area Director, Phoenix
M*JUcT: Lower Colorado River Proposed General Permit,

Main Report iand Draft Environmental Impact Statement

To, District Engineer, Los Angeles District
Corps of Enginoers
P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

A review of your above subject has been copleted. No reservation lands within
the Phoenix Area jurisdiction will be directly impacted, however, we offer the
following cements for the proposed general permit:

5. Pre.sed General Permit

Contiguous Bulkhead Wall with Backfill. page 14.

As a rule, there would be no problem in connecting with an existing wall on anadjoining property. However, in a General Permit situation, we would recommend
that no two General Permits be issued along side of each other without doing a
site visit.

Contiguous Rip-rap Slope - page 20.

Our previous coement would apply in this situation. It would also disclose If
the slope is stable at the previous site, and allow for modification of material,
or perhaps, change of site, or result In no issuance of a permit.

Sand Beach - page 20.

A few concerns would be that material 6containing not more than 12% silt by
volume" and "associated grading activities not more than 5 feet riverward of
the ordinary high water mark" not be the only things considered in addition
to the 60 feet in length requirement. The "Sandy Beaches" should be 1) com-
patible to the site, and 2) energy of the system should be evaluated to
examine If a sandy beach could possibly be retained In that particular site.
Therefore, we would recomend that wheuever two General Permits are requested
within approximately 1 male of each other, an on-site visit should be planned.

Coninty Boat Docks - ago Z0.

We would not object to floattng boat docks, however, when General Permtts are
requested immdiately adjacent to each other, then, an on-site Inspection
should be completed.

'A
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Should you have any questions concerning our coments, please contact Mr.
Robert Bergers Environmental Protection Specialist at FTS 261-2275.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and coement on your General Permit.

Are-C-15



UNI ,11 W_1 TAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105

Project #D-COE-K39016-00

Colonel Paul W. Taylor, CE 1 1
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received
and reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
titled LOWER COLORADO RIVER PROPOSED GENERAL PERMIT.

The EPA's comments on the DEIS have been classified as
Category LO-2. Definitions of the categories are provided by
the enclosure. The classification and the date of the EPA's
comments will be published in the Federal Register in accord-
ance with our responsibility to inform the public of our
views on proposed Federal Actions under Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act. Our procedure is to categorize our comments
on both the environmental consequences of the proposed action
and the adequacy of the environmental statement.

Although we fully support the approach that the Corps of
Engineers is taking in this General Permit proposal, we are
concerned that the potential cumulative impacts have not been
fully explored and that the area proposed to be covered by
the General Permit is too large for successful implementation.
Our detailed comments are attached.

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this
DEIS and requests five copies of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement when available.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please
contact Susan Sakaki, 9I Review Coordinator, at (415) 974-
8137 or FTS 454-8137.

Cordial ure,

Enclosure 
O 

o
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General Comment

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the Main
Report do not clearly explain or graphically demonstrate the

areas covered by the permitl nor do the documents explain why
certain small areas are excluded. A synopsis of the criteria
used to include or exclude river segments should be included
in the FEIS. Also, the maps should be revised or more clearly
annotated to reflect the existing structures, land ownership,
institutional use, and sensitive resource areas.

404 Permit Comments

The proposed General Permit appears to include almost the
entire lower Colorado River. As stated on page EIS-3, the
inclusion of all Federal lands adjacent to the river is based
on the rationale that "The General Permit will be subservient
to the planning policies of the managing Federal agencies,
and such policies are subject to analysis under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)." Although the 404 Permit
and NEPA procedures dovetail, they do not exactly duplicate
each other. It is doubtful that the existing environmental
assessment process under NEPA will satisfy all of the
requirements under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).
Furthermore, the DEIS does not demonstrate that the affected
Federal agencies understand and accept this responsibility.

Federal Guidelines at 40 CFR 230.7(b)(2) state:

Activities otherwise similar in nature may differ in
environmental impact due to their location in or near
ecologically sensitive areas.

Inclusion of all Federal lands in the area of permitting
avoids the issue of resource sensitivity at specific sites.
If permit activity is unlikely to occur in parks and established
wildlife refuges, these areas should be excluded from the
General Permit. The Final EIS should include an estimate of
the number of activities likely to be regulated under the
General Permit until its expiration, pursuant to 40 CFR
230.7(b)(3).

EIS-C-17
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Water Quality Comments

The DEIS does not completely address the proposal 's cumulative
and long-term impacts on water quality. For example:

(a) The proposed General Permit would not regulate the number
of beaches that can be developed, in spite of the fact
that Appendix A, page A-11 notes that increased flow
velocity and increased sedimentation may result from the
construction of beaches.

(b) Bulkhead construction is regulated to allow construction
adjacent to existing structures. If "existing structure*
is interpreted to mean any structure existing at the
time of the proposed new construction (as opposed to
structures that exist at a defined point in time, the
effective date of the permit), then it is possible that
for undefined miles of the river, bulkhead structures
could be erected one after another, resulting in *higher
stream velocities and an increased potential for sediment
transport and scouring.0 The discussion on page A-13
goes further to note that "Two hundred to three hundred
feet of bulkheads along a fast flowing section of river
could have significant effects of fish populations and
stream characteristics."

Although we acknowledge that the authorized structures allowed
under the proposed General Permit are of minimal impact
individually, the potential impact of these activities in the
total area of the proposed permit is definitely not minimal.
The FEIS should address more directly the issue of cumulative
impact and necessary mitigation measures for the protection
of the river. The General Permit should include provisions
for mitigating these cumulative impacts.

Air Quality Comments

The Main Report and DZIS adequately address the air quality
effects of the proposed General Permit. There are, however,
a few inaccuracies that should be corrected:

1. -In Table 4, page 44, the Federal stan4ard (primary and
secondary) for osone should be 235 ug/m (0.12 ppm) (see
40 CPR S50.9).

2. In Table 4, page 44, the Federal standard (primary and
secondary) for lead is 1.5 ug/8 3 , maximum arithmetic mean
averaged over a calendar quarter (see 40 CPR S50.12).

3. In the first paragraph on page 45r the report states that
the RPA classifies the areas (Navajo power plant near
Page and Nobave power plant near Bullhead City) as non-
attainment. The statement should be revised to say that
only the Navajo/Page area has been classified as non-
attainment.

BS-C-18



E~nvironmental zpact of the Adftf

L-Lack of Objections

EPA has no objection to the proposed action as described in the draft impact statement;
or suggests only minor changes in the propoed action.

ER-nvirnmental reservatios

EPA has reservations concerning the environintal effects of certain aspects of
the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of suggested alternatives
or modifications is required and has asked the originating Federal agency to
ressess these aspects.

HE-E ircviientally Unsatitfactoy

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its potentially
harmful effect on the enviroment. Furthernore, the Agency believes that the
potential safeguards which might be utilized may not adequately protect the
envirclwent from hazards arising fran this action. The Agency reomends that
alternatives to the action be analyzed further (including the. possibility of
no action at all).
Adequacy ofte pact Statementay of the D q a e~

Category 1-Adequate

2he draft inpact statement adequately sets forth the environmental impact of
the proposed project or action as well as alternatives reasonably available
to the project or action.

Category 2-Insuf ficient Ifnai

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not contain sufficient
information to assess fully the environmental impact of the proposed project
or action. However, from the information submitted, the Agency is able toMks a preliminary determination of the impact on the enviromumnt. EPA has
requested that the originator provide the ination that was not included
in the draft statement.

Category 3-L-Zndequate*
A believes that the draft impact statemnt does not adequately assess the

enviromental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the statement
inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The Agency has
requested more inform and analysis concerning the potential enviromental
basards and has asked that substantial revision be made to the inpact
sttmnt.a

It a draft impact statmnt is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be made
Ot On protet or actim, since a basis does not generally exist on wich to

o k such a datesntion.

U:lS-C-19
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Colonel Paul W. Taylor
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers November 3, 1981
Post Office Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

The State of California has reviewed the Main Report and Draft 318,
Lower Colorado River, Proposed General Permit, submitted through the
Office of Planning and Research. This review, in accordance with
OMB Circular A-95 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
was coordinated with the Air Resources,. Colorado River, and Water
Resources Control Boards; State Lands Commission; and Departments
of Boating and Waterways, Conservation, Fish and Gam, Parks and
Recreation, Water Resources, and Transportation.

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) comments that although it does
support the concept of a General Permit Zote, this proposal is too
extensive and would lead to a serious loss of the public' s right to
use public waters. DIG also cannot concur with many of the statements
made in the report.

DF would support a scaled-down version of the General Permit Zone,
allowing private boat docks to applicants in already-developed areas
where adjacent landowners have private boat docks. DFG would also
support public-use mr:s and aers in selected areas of the river.
These fao4tlea shoUU b avi.bL for equal use by all the boating
public, including owners of property along the river. Control of mi-
tation and litter could be better accomplished at such areas.

DIG recommends a meting with representatives from the Corps, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, DIG, and AriSona Game and Fish, to review and to
evaluate the data used in sensitivity mapping. The document is Inade-
quate Sp Its presentation of data, judgents used, estimates of values,
and studies .perfeomed upon which the sensitivity maps were based. DIO
would have to veview this infotuation before concurring with the con-
clusions disoused in the Draft Its.

Until D7G can met swA discuss the sesitivity classifications, the
following P .Mile arM should.t o be included in the Oeneral Pet-
mit Zome classifloat$ms becase they have high quality fish and wild-
life aysas:

.S--20



Page two
Col. Taylor

1. 34.0-34.5 Confluence of Gila River and the Colorado River. High
fishery value and wading bird feeding area.

2. 119.0-67.0 Imperial Dam, Ferguson Lake, and Imperial National Wild-
life Refuge. High quality riparian habitats used by deer,
Yuma clapper rail, and waterfowl.

3. 75.5-86.0 State Section 36: Veliar Lake and Draper Lake. High
quality deer and bighorn sheep habitat. Riparian zone
used by Yuma clapper rail, waterfowl, and shorebirds.

i. 99.5-101.0 Oxbow Lake. Mitigation area with aquatic and fishery
values used by waterfowl.

5. 105.5-106.5 Horace Miller Park. Shoreline levees road and rip-
rapped banks.

6. 113.0-119.0 Goose Flats, Ehlers Backwater, and Allied Backwater.
Mitigation areas contain aquatic and fishery values.
Riparian habitat used by birds and waterfowl.

7. 122.0-130.0 Big Hole (State owned) aquatic habitat fishery. Water-
fowl and shorebird values. 6th Avenue Park (Mayflower).

8. 131.0-134.0 High value fishery area below dam. Shoreline riprapped
levee.

9. 152.0-153.0 Riparian habitat. Has aquatic values and is a fishery
and waterfowl area.

10. 161.0-164.0 High quality riparian zone aquatic habitat. Has deer,
fishery, and waterfowl values.

ii. 165.0-166.0 High quality aquatic and riparian habitats. Contains
fishery and waterfowl values.

12. 172.0-173.0 Big River Estates. Riprapped levee road.

13. 176.2-177.0 Aquatic habitats with waterfowl and fishery values.

14. 181.0-191.8 Aquatic habitats with fishery and waterfowl values.

15. 193.0-231.3 Aquatic habitats with striped bass recruitment and
nursery areas and adult striped bass feeding areas.

16. 231.8-242.2 Aquatic habitats with riparian, fishery, non-game birds,
and waterfowl habitat values.

17. 242.6-252.0 General Permit Zone should include only those shcrelines
which are developed. Other vacant lands should be ex-
clusions within the General Permit Zone.

STS-c-21



Page three
Col. Taylor

Questions concerning these comments should be directed to Fred Worth-
ley, Jr., Regional Manager, DFO, 350 Golden Shore, Long Beach, CA
90802 or (213) 590-5113.

We appreciate having an opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

S" WBURNS
Assistant Secretary for Resources

cc: office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

(SCH 81092501)
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

zd1bM 90802

Nevember 27, 1981

Colonel Paul V. Taylor
U. S. Ar Corp. of mineers
.Io Angeles Ditrict
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angles CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

3h en earlier letter from California's uesources Agency it was reqeted that
a meeting be held between representatives of our respective agencies and
others to discuss the proposed General Permit documentso

That meeting was held on November 12t 1981. Ihe discussions end compromises
which resulted from that meeting have led to a General Permit proposal with
which we can agree.

Pursuant to our understanding of the meeting, we now withdraw our concerns
regarding the General Permit Zone with the following stipulations

le Pertaining to the California shoreline, the lands identified as Federal
ownership will be withdrawn from the General Permit Zneo

2. Privately owned lands in the Needles area (liver Miles 244 to 246 and
247.5 to 248) wM be.an approved ection of the California shoreline
in the General Permit Zone.

3. Native American lands in the Navasu Lending area (between River Miles
214 to 216) will be an approved section of the California shoreline
in the General Permit Zone,

4o Devloped lands in the BLack Meadow Lending area (North of the Mt
at River Mile 197.9 to 198.2) will be an approved section of the

lifornia shoreline in the General Permit 3=6

118-C-23



Colonel Taylor -2- November 27t lOU

5. metropolitan Water District facilities on Lake Havasu (River Mile 193.5
to 194-3) will be an approved section of the California shoreline in the

meral Permit Zone.

6. Native Amrican lends In the lower Parker Sbrip (River ile 179 to 181)
will be an approved section of the California shoreline in the General
Permit lone.

7. Developed lands in the warker Bridge area (River Nile 176.2 to 177) will
be an approved section of the California shoreline in the General bruit
am**

8. Developed lands in the Big River area (River Male 169.5 to 171) will be
an approved section of the Oalifornia shoreline in the General Permit ltne.

9. The Corpe will inform applicants of projects within the General Permit
Zane that they mst contact the California Department of Fish and Game
and comply with Fish and Ome Code Section 1601-03 before coimencizg work.

10. kAy applicant proposing to use a suction dredge mst also contact the
California Department of Fish ad Gme as this state also has a dredg
permit program which must be complied with.

If you have any qsentions or require further informakt pleae do not hesitate
to contact either mself or NBn Poell.

Sincerel,

Fred A. orthley Jr.
Regional Manager
Region 5

ct Rhsources Agency
B - Saczento

116.%. Not, IFS o, M-
£Mthe (2)
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California Coastal Commission
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(316)44'65 Regional Water Quality

Control Boards
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DWtl1l/tln F F ailnd GBI Solid Waste Management Board
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State Lands Commission
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SS AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA State Reclamation Board
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Colonel Paul W. Taylor 1981 NOV 5"
District Engineer
Los Anqeles District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Post Office Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

In a letter dated November 3, 1981, the State of California trans-
mitted State comments on the Main Report and Draft EIS, Lower
Colorado River, Proposed General Permit.

After that letter was sent to you we received the attached comment
from the California Department of Boating and Waterways. We regret
any confusion or delay this may cause, but the State would appre-
ciate having the comments considered as a part of its official
response regarding this project.

Sincerely,

. S--.AMES W.
Assistant Secretary for Resources

cc: State Clearinghouse

Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(SCH No. 81092501)

EIS-C-25
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Memorandum

To (1) Jim Burns, Projects Coordinator Die : 1OV 4 1981
Resources Agency

Subjecs, SCI1#81092501: Proposed

(2) Comander General Permit - Lower

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Colorado River
Los Angeles District

P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Fm. s Depwmrmat of losion ad Wamemys

The Department of Boating and Waterways (Cal Boating) has reviewed the

Main Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed

General Permit on the Lover Colorado River. We are concerned that the

General Permit would apply to the less developed, more sensitive areas

of the river. We have requested the Corps to send us additional material

(sensitivity maps) so that we can do a more thorough review of this

proposal. It is our understanding that these sensitivity maps will be

distributed by the Corps to all reviewing agencies. Once we have had

an opportunity to look at this additional information, we will follow up

with our final come nts.

Director

ITS-C-26
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0epatmf Rt n THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA State twat orCtDepw~mo of ow loooirmSlotatert Itesuue" controlDepatmen O4 WmS NamtO SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA Board

1982 JAN 7
Colonel Paul W. Taylor
District Engineer
Los Angeles District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
.st Office Box 2711
Los Angeles* CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

In a letter dated November 3, 1981, the State transmitted State
comments on the Main Report and Draft EIS, Lower Colorado River,
Proposed General Permit. On November 5, 1981, the State transmitted
comments of the Department of Boating and Waterways which requested
additional material for a more thorough review.

The original concern of the Department of Boating and Waterways was
that the general permit would apply to the less developed, more
sensitive areas of the river. The Department has since reviewed
the additioral material and made a more thorough analysis of the
project. The Department, therefore, does not object to issuance
of a general permit for the lower Colorado River.

Sincerely,

66aES W. BURN
4-Assistant Secretary for Resources

cc: State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(SCH No. 81092501)

Z-ii
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October 13, 1981

Colonel Pal W. Taylor
Loe Angeles District, Corps of fbinsers
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

M DUS Lover Colorado Mver Proposed General Permit

Dear Col. Talor:

The Office of Historic Preservation cannot complete its review of the
enTIrumal document referenced above without additional information.
A copy of the cultural resources assessment report prepared for the
proposed project should be submitted to this office for incorporation
into our roview process.

If you haw any gaeations concerning this review, please contact
IthaI R lndeau, Staff Archeologist, at the Office of Historic
Ptrat by calling (916) 445--6766.

Dr. Knox Mellon.
State Historic Preservation Officer
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Coiviment Fosn as o D CnwlIU 1v O-e. wf

TO: Sumosppcaion . oifire ISAil
T O : -S e p t. .3 0 . 1 9 8 1 M o, A ltd he - fr.;~

Christopher J. Bavasi, Rx. Dir.
NACOG, Region zira ean ihReinI
119 E. Aspen St.GmeadFsRgonV
Flagstaff, Altizona 86001 As. Natural Heritage Prog. l

-Health
Water

FROM: Arizona State Ctcaringhi-ouso andC
1700 West Washington Street. Room 605 Larkd
Phoenix, Arizona 85007Pak ALarNA O

This project is referred to you for review an4 comrwt. PICs-V ovoluste as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND'ONE
X EROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORK ING DAYS from
the date nioted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 256-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

No comment on this project Q Proposal is supported as written Qcoarents as indicated below

1. Is project consistet with your agency goals and objectivesO3 Yes 0 No 0 Not Relative to this agency

i.Does project contribute to statewide endlor areewids goals and objectivop of which you are fainilir?0 Yes [3 No

3. is there overlap or duplication with other sate agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives? 0: Yes 0No

.4. WAll project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or within project Impact aresQ Yes ONo

5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes [:)No

6. Does project adeuately address the Intended effects on target population? 0J Yes 0No

7. is project In accord with existing appllceble laws, rules or regulations with which you are flsmiliar? 0 Yes 0 No

Additioinal Commenits 11.se beck of dont. if necessary):

Isile ekvhs&
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TO: Sta,,e APOloiihuuJwoliii ISAiI

Joe F. Falini, CommissionerSe.30 191 .i'A?.81- 0-0'..
State Land Department
1624 W. Adams 4th Floor
Phoenix, AZ 83007 Game and Fish Region IV
Attn: Robert Yount Asz. Natural Heritage Prog. I

Health
Water

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse AORCC
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 Land
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Parke

Indian Affairs

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

Q No comment on this project Proposal is supportedS as written Ocommeits as itidicated below

I. Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectives~Q Yes [:] No El Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areewide goals and objectives of which you are fmla?]Ys No

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives' 0 Yes [1 No

.4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or within project impact area?Q :Yes ONo

5. Dioes project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes [:)No

0. Dow, project adequately adidress the intended effects on target population? 0 Yes 0No

7. Is project in accord with existing applicable las. rules or regulations with which you are familiar? 1:l Yes ElNo

Additional Comments IUse back of sheet, if necessary):

Reviwer ft-we 41000e Date October 2, 1981

Tills Land Manager _________________ T.olcplone 255-4625
p ArS-C-31



Sl..te AamJ cIW- I..asi SAIa

Sept. 30, 1981 81-0 00 q
Mr. Terry B. johnson Game and Fish Region IV&
Arigon. Natural Herltage P~gjA.NtrlHrtg rg
30 Nforth ?Ueson Boulevad s Nua Heritag Prog
Tucson, ArI8ao8 85716 Weathr

F ROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse AORCC
1700 West Washington Street, Room 60 Land
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Parke

Indian Affair.

This project is rfwedt. tp VyW.fqr rAsqw "pdopnmgpL
to the following question. *Afte complethon. return ThW P0RWAND ONE
XE ROX COPY to th* Cleeringhouse no latr than 1 !RIGDAY$ from
the date noted above. Ploss, contact the Cleeinghoe* a2500tif ou
need further information or additional time for review.

No on'ent on this project ()Proposa1 is supported-aswritten Qomormemsasitiiaed beow

1 is project .consistet with your agency godls and objectivesv -Yes 0 No 0Not Relative to this agenicy

2 . Does project contribute to statewide and/or areewift goals and objectives-fwhich you are famitir?Q Yes 0r. 

3. Is there overlap or dup lication with other steloeagmncY or local mepenlilitis end/or goals and objectivs? 0 Yes 13ND

.4L Will project hre a te effect an oatimUprgrame with your uevcy qpwlthln project impact ares?QYes O]NO

5. Does project violate any rule or regulations of your agency? 0.yes Q No

6. Does project adequately address ti) intanded effct on target PCoulaion? DYes 0 No

7. Isprojecti hterwithh existing apollable le. rulesi or vemuipeons wit tihit youi we tfallia? 0"Yes Q3 No

Additional Comment (U. beck of dwelt. if nsmuery):

Reviewers



TO: Stilf- Ap,,i-ction Ide.nitw ISAI)

Sepf:. 30. Sow b.i AI~ N..,-0 'q
Frank 6. Sorvtn, Exec. Dir.
District IV COunclil 01 Govlts. Cmr anrd Vih RgonI
1020 Fourth Ave., Suits 201 As. Natural Heritage Prog. i
Yula, AZ -85364.Rgon~

I-! gaith
Water

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse A OR CC-
1700 West Washingtoli Street, Room 505 Ln
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Parke

Indian Affairs

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as
to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 ORING DAA from
the date noted above. Please contact the Cernhueat 5-0Wfyo
need further information or additional time for review.

comment on this Project 0 rpoa is spporedas written Q3Comments as indicated below

1. is project consistent with your agency goals and abjectivsO Yes [0 No El Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar?[] Yes [J No

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives?[]Yes 0: No

.. 4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with your agency or within Project impact area?Q]Yes Q No

5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes Q3 No

6. Does project adeqiuately address the intended offscts on target population? 03 Yes [0 No

7. I lesIn ~iaccord with existing applicable las, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? ~jYes Q No,

*AkWIde Comments (Use back of sheet, if neceuaery):

p. ' N't~~S-C-33 - - D t/' ./



Coifmont F b nom Tco S. Cnon'Pioted h-,Rw." A"..,e

Sliew AIPniCc1uaui Id'n@,ig. ISA14
Sept. 30, 1981 .~.~i 1 ~ .~~7

Drg. jasl Sam.M.D.Drc
Dsplitwat~t Of tieatit Services G m.adFs einI1740 W~stAdUMflStmt apan ihReinl
Fhoge-x, AZ 8500 As. Natural Heritage Prog. III,

Health
Water

F ROM: Arizona State Clearintlhouse AORCC
1700 West Washingtont Street, Room 5i05 Land
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Parke

Indian Affairs

This project is referred to you for review andi comment. Please evaluate as
to the following questions. After cornolet~n, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XE ROX COPY to the Clearinghoe no latw than 17 WORKING DAYS from
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-50047ifyou
need further information or additional time for review.

(N7oniment on this project Q Proposal is spported as writ ten Q:conitents as nmiceatd below

1 Is project consistent with your agerncv goats and jbiectivesJJ1 Vus E No EJ Not Relative to this agency

2.Does project contribute to statewide and/or arewide goals and objectives of which Vpou are fainilarC Yes 03 No

*3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsbilities andkr goals and objectivslQYes0 t-

.4. Will projec hmv on a"vrs effect an 4xsiprogramt whlo yourapncy or within irojec impact areaQ vesC No

5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? 0 Yes 0 No Ys0 N

6. Does p aoequa~tely address the intended effects ontarget PopLastion? 03Ys

7. Is project in accord with existing oppi$W lovis, rules or nigulatlons with whli you are famniliag73Ye 3N

Additiontal Commnts EUn back of dA.If fflaimy):

~4.wesS,~ j~L~Q.LIYL(I AAI Dowt~_



ARIZON4 OFFCE OF
o,,,CS ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
OU TOM

OMPA Larry Lndry. Director 0 102) 255-6371 0 derihral Officms of OEPAD @ 4th Floor

MEMORANDUM

TO: Applicant

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse

DATE: SO m

RE: Comment After Signoff

Enclosed is a copy of a response, concerning the attached project,

which was received by us after our Slgnoff to you.

A copy of the response is to be forwarded to the Federal Agency.

Mfling Addrm: Executive Tower Ren 66 o 1700 West Wathm e Phoenix, Arizona 68)07

Ak d--m-..m ~ n ~ m .-
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Larry Landry. Directr 0 (WO2) 265-5371 * Genera Offices of OEPAD @ 4th Flo*

MEMORANDUM

TO: Applicant

FROMW Aritaona State Cleainghouse

DATE: NOV a5 US

Comments After Signoff

Enclosed are copies of responses, concerning the attached

project, which was received by us after our Signoff to you.

A copy of the responses are to be forwarded to the Federal

Agency.

*AA
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November 12, 1981

Colonel Paul W. Taylor, Commander
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Re: Main Report and DEIS
Lower Colorado River
Proposed General Permit
September 1981

Dear Colonel Taylor:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the above-
referenced document and respectfully submits the following comments.

The Department generally supports the concept of a "general
permit", whereby certain defined structures, e.g., docks, piers,
and moorings (projections into the public waterway), would be covered
and regulated as to number, Eize, penetration into the waterway, etc.;
also, that there may be legitimate areas along the lower Colorado
River where the general permit could be applied. However, the Depart-
ment does not concur with the Corps' evaluation of available data,
nor the decision to implement the proposed alternative (General Permit),
as outlined. Mention is made in the subject document of biologically
sensitive areas, and yet, these areas are not well documented, ade-
quately discussed, nor are they designated as such on maps of the
study area (A-1 thru A-14). Furthermore, the cumulative impacts (a
major concern for and aspect of the study and DEIS) are not well
documented or discussed. A major contention of the Department, re-
garding docks or projections into the public waterway, is that they
either preclude public use of the shoreline or near shore area, or
they interrupt this use, particularly by boat fishermen, but also
by other boating recreationists. Whether or not the adjacent terrest-
rial land is privately owned should make no significant difference in
the decision-making for a protruding structure.

CO-C-37
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Colonel Paul W. Taylor - 2 - November 12, 1981

The Department, in past responses to public notices for private
structures (docks, piers, etc.) has reiterated the Colorado River
Wildlife Council's position (resolution dated March 1969) concerning
private structures and the preference for public facilities. The
Department also noted that the support/preference for public facili-
ties was based on a legitimate need, as long as such developments
did not produce or encourage significant adverse impacts on the
fish and wildlife resources.

The Department believes and recommends that the Corps make a
completa re-evaluation of the available information and data con-
cerning present natural resource values, impacts, and needs within
the subject study area. The justification and criteria for designa-
ting a "general permit" and the area to which it would be applied
should be discussed at a coordination meeting with the various federal
and state agencies that have land/resource management responsibilities
on the lower Colorado River and, hopefully, a consensus can be reached
by the participants; followed up by a formal letter of concurrence.

Upon review of the subject document, the Department is somewhat
dismayed by the Corps' apparent attempt to relinquish a major portion
of its responsibility to administer and police the permit system on
the lower Colorado River; in preference to administration by indivi-
dual land managing agencies. If the process would proceed as stated
with the General Permit alternative, whereby administering agencies
would control development on their lands, it would seem mandatory
that a permit would first have to be acquired from the administering
agency before a Corps permit could be issued (for example, a con-
cessionaire on BLH land). In the State of Arizona, since the State
owns the submerged land from the ordinary high waterline to the center
of the river or stateline, for most of the length of the subject study
area, the State Land Department would have to issue a permit to build
on or over the State land, no matter whether the adjacent land is
federally or privately owned. If this is the case, it would seem that
all permit applications would have to be reviewed, individually,
rather than be handled by a "general permit".

In comparing the three alternatives and the impact discussions
pertaining to each, it is utclear as to how the No-Action alternative
would result in the maximum build-out of boat eocks and bulkhead/rip-
rap alignments, unless the Corps approved all applications for such
structures, regardless of impacts,

In sunmary, the Department? sincerely recommends that a coordination
mting between all'concerned land/resource management agencies be

Akk-Q j



Colonel Paul W. Taylor - 3 - November 12, 1981

scheduled to discuss the "general permit" concept and any possible
areas for its application. In the interim, we recommend that per-
mit processing follow the present (No-Action) system, unless a
temporary moratorium on new permits would aid the Corps' efforts
to process applications that are already in the "mill". The Depart-
ment has provided comments regarding specific segments of the sub-
ject document which are provided on a separate attachment to thisletter.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the subject document
and to provide comments.

Sincerely,

Bud Bristow, Director

Robert K. Weaver
Habitat Evaluation Coordinator
Planning and Evaluation Branch

RKW:dd

Attachment

cc: Don Metz, U.S.F.W.S., Phoenix.
Wes Martin, Supervisor, Kingman Regional Office
Don Wingfield, Supervisor, Yuma Regional Office
State Clearinghouse, AZ 81-80-0059

91s-c-39
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Attachment
Counents on Specific Segments of Corps Document

Page 22, Paragraph 3:

The statements addressing the water quality in Segment 1 of
the Colorado River are inaccurate. Phosphorus loading in Lake
Mead has decreased 80-90% since the completion of Glen Canyon Dam,
and Upper Lake Head is considered oligotrophic. Furthermore, the
nitrogen level in Lake Head is considered satisfactory (Prentki,
Paulson and Baker, 1981).

Page 27, Paragraph 5:

The last sentence is incorrect. More endangered species are
located in the upper river segments than in the lower sengments of
the Colorado River.

Page 27, Paragraph 6:

The bonytail chub, and the Colorado squawfish are two additional
endangered species which may occur in this portion of the Colorado
River.

Suttkus and Cleaner (1977) and Minckley (1973) are two additional
references to the presence of the humpback chub occurring in the
Colorado River mainstream.

Page 28, Table 2:

Corrections in this table are needed as follows:

- Humpback chub is a federally-listed endangered speciesl

- Bonytail chub is a federally-listed endangered species
and probably does not occur in subareas B and C of Segment 2.

- Roundtail chub (Gila robusta seminuda) occurs in the Virgin
River.

- Colorado squawflsh is a federally-listed endangered species,
and does not occur In Segment 2.

- Woundfin does not occur in Subarea C of Segment 2, but does
occur in the Virgin River.

- Razorback-sucker ( e texanus) requires addition to
the native specie S 0rs -- i in Segment 1 and subareas
A, B, and C of Segment 2.

US-C40



Attachment - 2 - November 12, 1981

Page 28, Table 2 (Cont'd):

- Threadfin shad occur in Segment 1.

- Yellow bullhead occur in Segment 1.

- Striped bass occur in Segment 1.

Pages 29 and 30:

These maps should reflect the revisions suggested for Table 2,
Page 28.

Page 31, Paragraph 3:

Striped bass and channel catfish should be added to the list of
species which enter the mainstream near Spencer and Surprise Canyons

Page 31, Paragraph 5:

The flannelmouth sucker is not legally used as a bait species..

The mountain sucker is legally used as a bait species in Lake
Mead.

Page 31, Paragraph 6:

Largemouth bass are not considered uncommon in the river below
Hoover Dam.

The humpback sucker is more numerous in Lake Mohave than it is
in Lake Mead.

Page 31, Paraqraph 7:

A bonytail chub was caught by an angler below Davis Dam on
July 14, 1979.

Page 32, Top of Page:

Take and possession of white sturgeon is not prohibited. Arizona
allows take with no bag or possession limit.

Page 32, Paragraph 1:

The fish fauna in the main channel from Davis Dam to Lake Havasu
is not :parro or absent. Threadfin shad, striped bass, rainbow trou
channel catfish, and carp arc all common in this portion of the riv,

.A&nn n I I



Attachment - 3 - November 12, 1981

Page 32, Paragraph 2:

The last sentence is inaccurate. Striped bass concentrate below
Davis Dam during spawning, as well as utilize numerous eddies and pool
areas from Davis Dam to Topock.

Page 32, Paragraph 3:

Striped bass also frequent backwaters to seek out prey species
such as threadfin shad.

Page 34, Paragraph 3:

The last sentence is inaccurate. Upper Lake Mead is oligotrophic,
Boulder Basin is mesotrophic and Las Vegas Bay (which is the most
productive area) is mesotrophic to eutrophic (Prentki, Paulson and
Baker, 1981). Eutrophic conditions have probably been uncommon since
the completion of Glen Canyon Dam.

Page 35, Paragraph 5:

Corbicula a. are extremely common throughout Lakes Mead and
Mohave.

Page 42, Table 3:

The data presented in this table is very confusing and grossly
inaccurate.

Page 65, under Recreation/Public Safety, 1st Paragraph:

The following statement appears:

"There is little, if any, coordination
among the agencies, as to exactly what function
each performs."

This statement is inappropriate in a document of this type. The
authorities of the various agencies are not necessarily distinct from
each other and there are many cases of concurrent jurisdiction. The
laws of the State of Arizona only apply in the 3tate of Arizona
although they may be enforced by (from the list in the text of the
document) the Arizona Game and Fish Department, the Arizona State
Parks Department, the Yuma City Police Department, and the Sheriff's
Department of Yuma and Mohave Counties. In addition to those mentioned,
any Arizona peace officer may enforce Arizona State Law alonq the
Colorado River within the State of Arizona. There is coordination
and cooperation between the various local state and federal agenCis
at the field level.

, , , i ' II - I I



Attachment -4 -November 12, 1981

Page-66, Paragraph 3:

The first sentence should read "...are associated directly or
indirectly with boating." This wording would be more accurate and
would include fishing and pleasure boating activities.

Page 66, Paragraph 5:

, The first sentence should read -- Laughlin, Nevada, ratherthan
4. Riviera, Nevada.

Page 68, Paragrap~h 4:

The following statement appears:

"Public Safety is not a major issue at
Lake Havasu. For the most part, the marinas,
dockcs,and campgrounds along the shore of the
lake are spread widely enough apart to reduce-
potential problems."

The Dwpartment's boating records for total accidents, accidents
with injuries, and accidents with fatalities rank Lake Havasu as
either 1, 2, or 3 for all years since 1974. Furthermore, the
Pittsburgh Point area has the potential to become an area of signifi-
cant safety problems if developed over the current level. The London
Bridge Cannel area is already a problem area. Overall, the Depart-
ment believes public safety is a major issue at Lake Haw~su.

Page 71, Paragraph 7:

The Yuma Division of the river has considerable fishing use.
Page 74, Paragr .3:

The third sentence should read -- The Lake Mead and Lake Mohave
portions of the river have designated areas where motorized boating
is prohibited....

Page EIS-.4, Section 4.28:

This section should make reference to "Threatened and Unique
wildlife of Arizona", approved by the Arizona Game and Fish Commission.

Page EIS-14, Section 4.29 Mammals:

Those pecits which are listed in "Threatened and Unique Wildlife
of Arizonet", approved by the Arizona Came and Fish Commission, which
occur in the permit area should bc mentioned.

RTS-C-4 3
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Page EIS-15, Section 4.34 Reptiles and &nphibians:

This section should list those reptiles found in "Threatened
and Unique-Wildlife of Arizona", the official State list.

Page EIS-25, Section 5.13:

The following statement appears:

"Construction of bulkhead and rip-rap
alignments would potentially result in removal
of a limited amount of vegetation near the shore-
line, including remnants of mulefat, me:quite, or
willow. The cumulative loss of these plants is not
considered significant because of the small number
and extent of the community."

While the amount in actual value of riparian vegetation may be
low, it can be a very important component of the habitat for birds
and small mammals. In addition, the overhanging vegetation (over the
water) provides an important source of food for fishes, as it harboTs
a variety of insect life.

38-c.
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December 22, 1961

Colonel Paul W. Taylor, Commander
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District, Corps of Bngifteers
P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, California 90053

Re: Amended Comments/Input
for Main Report and DRIS
Lower Colorado River
Proposed General Permit

Dear Colonel Taylor: 
Spebr18

This letter serves to amend the Department'sa response of
November 12, 1981, concerning the above-referenced document.

Subsequent to the Department's original response, we received
a copy of the %ower Colorado River Resource Sensitivities and
Permit Criteria Report. After reviewing this report, most of
the concerns that we originally expressed have been satisfied g
however,, we continue to recomnd that the maps of the study
area (A-1 thru A-14 of Apedix. A) clearly, delineate the sensi-
tivity areas or areasita were excluded from the general permit
Propo.,al.

As a result of the coordination meeting with personnel from
your LA D~istrict Office on November 19, 1961, in Lake Havasu City.
we understand that all Paderal lands and Native American lands
(reservations) will be excluded from the "general permit"m . We
concur with this decision, particularly for the native American
lands, since most of them are relatively muntouchedm and still
possess some of the highest fish adwildlife values that exist
along the lower Colorado River.

At the November I9M meeting, the Department made a cemmitmuat
to take another look at privately-owned lands. and state lands that

="4O-16



Colonel Paul W. Taylor - 2 - December 22, 1981

lie adjacent to the Colorado River, and to determine which areas
could legitimately be included in the "general permit" without
compromising existing, significant fish and wildlife values. As
a result of our field evaluation, the following is a list of those
segments of the river on the Arizona side (by approximate river
mile) where we believe the "general permit" could be applied:

- RK 161.2 to 1i 182.7 (Lake Moovalya Keys)

- RM 183.5 to RM 183.9 (Branson's)

- RM 185.0 to RM 185.5 (Roadrunner)

- RH 186.3 to RN 186.8 (Sundance)

- RM 189.5 to RM 189.8 (Holiday Harbour)

- RN 190.8 to RM 191.8 (Moonridge)

- RM 245.5 to RM 246.0 (.5 miles downstream of the Needles,
Bureau of Reclamation Bridge)

- RM 246.0 to RM 246.6 (.6 miles upstream of the Needles,
Bureau of Reclamation Bridge)

- RM 247.35 to RM 248.15 (from 1.35 miles north of the Needles,
Bureau of Reclamation Bridge, upstream .8 miles)

- RM 265.0 to RM 265.66 (from Riviera Marina, upstream to the
point 100 yards downstream of the Southwest Gas Pipeline
crossing)

- RM 265.72 to RM 269.75 (from the point 100 yards upstream
of the Southwest Gas Pipeline crossing to the point .25
miles downstream of Holiday Shores Marina)

- RN 270.0 to RM 270.75 (from Holiday Shores Marina, upstream
to the point .25 miles downstream of the Silver Creek Wash
confluence)

M RN 272.0 to RM 273.0 (the west bank of Section 1, Township
20 North, Range 22 West, G&SRBM)

All privately-owned lands or State lands not included in the above
%jet are considered by this Department as having significant values
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for fish and wildlife -- as emergent vegetation, or as undisturbed
shoreline/riparian habitat -- and we recoommend that any project
proposals that would involve these lands be reviewed on an individual
basis, as would those proposals that involve Federal or Native American
lands.

We hope that this additional information will aid the Corps in
the deninin n-mainn- fn 4 nh Geral Pernit mwd the Final RTUr for
cumulative impats of past permit issuance on the lower Colorado
River.

Sincerely,

Bud Bristow, Director

Robert K. Weaver
Habitat Evaluation Coordinator
Planning and Evaluation Branch

RKW:dd

cc: Don Netz, U,S.F.W.S., Phoenix
Wes Martin, Supervisor, Kingman Regional Office, AGFD
Don Wingfield, Supervisor, Yuna Regional Office, AGFD

4.
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STATiE O NEVAOA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE Of PLANNING COORDINATION
CAPITOL COMPLX

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710
(7021 009-4065

October 26, IQA!

.. Commander
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

RE: SAI NVO 82300021 Project: Main Report & Draft EIS - Lower Colorado
River Proposed General Permit

Dear Commander:

Attached is the comment from the following affected State Agency: Department
of Wildlife concerning the above referenced project.

This comment constitutes the State Clearinghouse review of this proposal.
Please address this comment or concern in the final decision.

Sincerely,

hn Wi. S aretate Planning Coordinator

JWS/sl
Enclosure

EIs-C-49
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1100 VALLEY ROAD P.O. BOX 107 RENO. NEVADA 9520 TELEPHONM "09) 7A414

October 16, 1981

Mr. John Sparbel
State Planning Coordinator
State Clearinghouse
Capitol Complex
Carson City, NV 89710

Dear John:

The Nevada Department of Wildlife appreciates the opportunity to
review and provide comments on the Main Report and Draft Environmental
Statement, Lower Colorado River Proposed General Permit, September 1981,
SAI NV # 82300021.

This Department has several concerns about this proposed action.

The State of Nevada claims sovereign right to lands below normal
high water mark of navigable bodies of water. It e-ppears t' at
responsibility for these lands cannot be given under a general permit
system to other agencies.

The problem of shoreline access for recreation was not adequate.y
addressed. Piers, bulkheads, and docks can Impair or restrict movement
of shore anglers. This Is particularly critical on bordering private
lands, where trespass Is involved above the normal high water level.

Much of the Nevada *boro is not accessible along the waters edge
duo to ste eroded bjn,, b, S r t8 a qxeso that allow easy fqot
traffic shou.-d be preserved for fishermen access. -he federal lanis
bordering the river between RN 261.2 and RN 265.5 shou'd be designated
for public access along the entire shoreline.

We are not favorable to a general permit system and recommend that
each application be considered on potential mpacts or merits.

If you have any questions relative to these concerns, please
contact this office at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

Jo C. Greenley
Di ector

WJs:A:pv
ca: Region III

l, , ,, iens.Divisioiin
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'~ ~(1 ~JOSEPH C. GREENLEY

1100 VALLEY ROAD P.O. BOX 10678 RENO, NEVADA 89520 TELEPHONE (702) 784-6214

February 11, 192-

Colonel Paul W. Taylor, C.E.
* Department of the Army

Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

Dear Colonel Taylor:

The Nevada Department of Wildlife reviewed and made comments on the
Main Report and Draft Environmental Statement, Lower Colorado River
Proposed General Permit on October 16, 1981 (attached). Since that
time, we have had the opportunity to review the changes made in the
boundaries proposed for the issuance of the general permit for pier
construction and bank alteration on the Colorado River within the area
of Jurisdiction of the State of Nevada. With the removal of federal
lands from the general permit area and the limitations put on the type
of construction allowed under the permit, the Department of Wildlife
would have no objection to this proposal as amended.

Sincerely,

JOSEPH REENLEY,IRECTOR

. A. J Dioriger

Acti Director

AJD:p0

Attachment

ce: State Clearinghouse
Region III

IMS-C-53.
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COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES
Colorado Rvr inan~as Ie~rvatien

RotrM 1. BOx23B
TzL,'w eo.02.MO-i92 U

PARKER. ARIZONA 45344

November 9, 1981

Colonel Gwynn A. Teague
Department of the Army
Los Angeles District,

Corps of Engineers
P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

RE: Comments on Lower Colorado River Proposed General

Permit Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Sir:

This is to inform you that the Colorado River Indian
Tribes will wish to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement to the Lower ColOrado River Proposed
General Permit. However, we are uncertain at this time
whether we will be able to meet the November 14th deadline
for comments. We were advised gt thMhl Mating bd
last evening, No er 5, 1981 in Parker, Arizona, that we
could write to you now and request that our comments be
received after the deadline.

We will endeavor to have our comments to you by the
14th, and at any rate they will not be later than the 20th
of November.

Sincerely yours,

Tribal Attorney

8JB/rr
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. . - Rourir 1. Dox 23.8

PARKER ARIZONA M44

November 24, 1981

refer to:

Commander,
Lou Angeles District
Corp of Engineers
P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

R3: Comments on Lower Colorado River Proposed General
Permit/Draft EZwironmental -Izpct -StAtment

Dear Sir:

The following are the comments of the Colorado River
Indian Tribes on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the proposed Lower Colorado River General Permit. An extension
of time for the Tribes to muke their comments was made by phone
call from Andrea Pickart on November 18, 1981 in response to
a letter from the Tribe dated November 9, 1981 requesting
an .extension.

First, the Tribes note that neither they nor other Indian
*Tribes.are listed in the Main Report as governmental agencies
with land use regulatory authority. (Main Report pp. 5-7).
Rather, the Tribes are listed in the Environmental Impact
Statement as a "Native American Group," evidently with a
status similar to the other "Interested Groups" who are
listed.. (EIS p. 36). The Tribes object to this characteriaz-
tion of their status and authority regarding the lands within
their territorial boundaries. Tribes are distinct sovereign
governments, with authority over the use and dispostion of
ladsv'within their boundaries. The Colorado River Indian
Tribes do not recognize any authority of either the California
at Arizona Departments of Fish and Game over lands within the
Tribe' boundaries.

Second, the Tribes note that prior to the receipt by the
TELbes of notice of the public hearing held in Parker, Arizona
an' November 5, 1981, the Tribes were never informed of the
propqmed General Permit, nor were they ever consulted. The
regulatons in 40 CFR Part 1500, which implement the National
Invironmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. sec. 4321 et seq., provide
that a Tribe may be a cooperating agency .(secs. 1501.6; 1508.5);
required that Tribes be consulted during the "scoping" process
(eo. 1501.7); and provide that close consultation with Tribes
is required generally where actions are considered with effects



r 24, 1981

Aeservations (e.g., sec. 1506.6(b) (3) (ii)).

, From the maps provided in the Environment Impact State-
isnt, see EIS-A-14 through EIS-A-17, the Tribes are in several

places unable "to accurately discern which lands are proposed
to be covered by the proposed General Permit. Further, some
lands shown as under federal ownership are claimed by the
Tribes, and the Tribes have never been informed that the
Federal Government claims adversely to the Tribes. (See,
e.g., lands on California side of Colorado River between RM
127.0 and Rm 128.5.)

$*cause the Tribes have not been previously consulted, and
because of their questions concerning which lands are to be in-
cluded, and which lands the United States Claims as its own,
the Tribes hereby ask that a meeting be arranged whereby the
Tribes will be consulted about these matters before the EIS
is finalized. Without such consultation, the Tribes believe
that the Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate.

Sincerely yours,

MthonDrennan, Sr.,
Chairman, Tribal Council
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COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES

PARKXR ARIZNA 3644

Inf to:y

January 12, 1982

Andrea Pickart
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District
P. 0. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053

RE: Comments on Lower Colorado River Proposed General

Permit/Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Me. Pickart:

This is to confirm our request made by telephone on
January 7, 1982 that the Corps of Engineers delete all areas
within the Colorado River Indian Reservation from the proposed
General Permit Plan for the Lower Colorado River.

The Tribes have taken the position to seek exclusion of
Reservation lands from the general permit areas for two
reasons. First, the Tribes do not now have in operation a
permitting system which would govern the construction of pro-
jects as are to be included in the general permit system of
the Army Corps. Were the Army Corps to give blanket approval
of certain projects, then the Tribes would be forced to develop
a permitting system, or else allow projects to proceed without
any Tribal input. Seocai, the Tribes *ish to. IAintaif the
status quo unless there is presented good reason to change
that status. The Tribes have not been persuaded that the
general permit system will work to the benefit of the Tribes,
and therefore prefer not to allow such a system within
the Resertion.

Becaus the Army CORps se not to have received the
OMeMnts ot the tribee In a Letter dated November 24t 1981,

M em enooIn * of that ltter far your records, Be-
0awap of the. .eafteRtf that ha 6courred Blie the date

of linteint, t1W ftibet hmt*y WithdraW their objections
o the, ,ret MreVIU intal zft o Statemeat that pertain to

the Se o o foAtM with the Tribes. owver, the
trio o saintaLn that all tribes shouls be treted

g
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Andrea Pickart
January Ile 1982
Page 2

as govern!ental entities rather than private groups by the
Army Corps. The Tribes also still object to the characterixa-
tion of certain lands within the Reservation as non-tribal
lands.

Thank you for your assistance and attention to the con-
cerns of the Tribes in this matter. If we may be of further
assistance, please feel free to oall.

Very truly yours, )
OLOADORIVER INDIAN TRIMBS

Anthn nnan, Sr.,Chairs ri'bal Council1

Enclosure

)
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Proposed General Permit, Lover Colorado River

.Environmental Impact Main Report
SUSJIBCT Statement (References Incorporated)

Affected Invlroament pp. E1S-10 to RIS-23 pp. 21-74
Water Quality p. EIS-10 pp. 21-26

pars. 4.003 to 4.005
Aquatic Biology pp. 18-10 to 18-12 pp. 26-34

para. 4.006 to 4.016
Terrestrial iology pp. 91S-12 to 118-16 pp. 34-39

para. 4.017 to 4.036,
Appendix B

Air quality pp. ZIS-16 to 1IS-17 pp. 39-45
Cta sopacss 4.037 to 4.044
=; .Cultural Resources pp. 1IS-17 to ZIS-18 pp. 45-47

pars. 4.045 to 4.049
Land Use pp. 11S-18 to 1IS-19 pp. 47-51

para. 4.050 to 4.060
Population pp. SIS-19 to 1IS-20 pp. 52-61

pars. 4.061 to 4.068
Recreation/Public Safety pp. S1S-20 to 1IS-22 pp. 62-69

pars. 4.069 to 4.076
Noise pp. 18-22 to SIS-23 pp. 69-74

pars. 4,077 to 4.082
Alternatives p. ES-7 to 91$-9

General Permit p. IS-7, App. A pp. 13-20
para. 3.001 to 3.005

No-Action pp. 118-7 to 118-8 p. 20
pars. 3.006 to 3.007

Permit Moratorium p. 118-8 p. 20
pars. 3.008 to 3.010

Areas of Controversy pp. 918-2

pars. 1.008 to 1.012
Comparative Impacts of p. 13-8 to 1I8-9 pp. 75-77
Alternatives pars. 3.011, Table 2

Environmental Effocts pp. 31-24 to 3IS-29

Water quality p. 43-24 to 131-25
pars. 5.001 to 5.007

Aquatic Biology p. 918-24 to 318-25

pats. 5.001 to 5.007
Terrestrial Biology p. 118-25

pares. 3.00 to 5.012
Air Quality pp. 13S-25 to 318-26

part. 5.013 to 5,015
Cultural Mesurees pp. i18 6 to 3t8-17

para. 5,016 to 5.024
Lead "0e pp. *18-27

pAr. 5.015 to 5.027
()IMU kn
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Kvironmental Impact Main Report
SUBJBCTS Statement (References Incorporatedg)

Population p. R1S-27
para. 5.028 to 5.030

Recreatlon/Public Safety p. 18-29
pars. 5.034 to 5.037

Noise p. CIS-29
pars. 5.031 to 5.033

List of Preparers pp. EIS-30 to E1S-32

Major Conclusions and
Findings p. EIS-I pp. 76-77

Need for and Objectives
of Action pp. KIS-5 to NIS-6 pp. 2-10

Planning Objectives p. E1S-6 p. I0
para. 2.008

Public Concerns pp. KIS-5
para. 2.002 to 2.004

Public Involvement pp. BIS-33 to KIS-34

Public Involvement Program p. R1S-33

para. 7.001 to 7.004Public Views and Responses p. KIS-34 to EIS-50
pars. 7.008 to 7.109

Relationship to Environ- p. 3IS-3 to IS-4
mental Requirements para. 1.015, Table I

Required Coordination p. 1-33
para. 7.005 to 7.006

Statement Recipients pp. 1IS-34 to IS-37
para. 7.007, Table 3

Study Authority p. gIS-5 pp. 2-3
pars. 2.001

Summary pp. SIS-I to IS-3

Table of Contents pp. NIS i to 3IS-tv

Unresolved Issues p. 3S-2
pars. 1.013 to 1.014
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