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I. Purpose and Need

A. Introduction and Past History

Under authority of the Colorado River Front Work and
Levee System Act, the Bureau of Reclamation maintains the
conveyance channel, banklines, levee systems, and control
structures along the Colorado River. This maintenance program is
for increased bank stabilization to prevent further erosion and to
protect 1ife and property in anticipation of high volume water
releases from Hoover Dam and flood runoff from tributary drainages.
This maintenance requires large amounts of riprap material. In
1977 the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) began a program to
replenish all of the riprap stockpiles along the river.

The work which this assessment covers is a continuation
of the past work. Future work will be similar to past work and
generally in the same locations. A description of some of the past
work follows; however, this description is not exhaustive.

Although river maintenance work first began near Yuma,
Arizona prior to 1925, Congress did not pass the Colorado River
Front Work and Levee System Act until March 3, 1925. The present
authority under which the Bureau operates the Colorado River Front
Work and Levee System is the Act of Jure 28, 1946. This act
authorized appropriations for maintaining the banks of the Colorado
River, dredging and straightening the river channel, and conducting
studies necessary to fulfill the foregoing objectives.

Prior to construction of storage dams on the Colorado
River, the lower river from the present site of Hoover Dam to the
Gulf of California was typical of a river carrying a heavy sediment
load over an alluvial bed. Before the dams, the river was actively
building up the alluvial valleys by repeated inundation when the
spring snowmelt flowed from the upper river basin. Each flood
deposited part of its sediment load on the valley floor.

The dams impounded the heavy load of sediment that the
river carried down from the upper basin, and the clear water
released from the dam entered the channel practically free of
sediment and immediately began transporting a new sediment load.
The dams caused natural sediment 1load in the river to be
redistributed with the result that further downstream the quantity
of sediment was so great that the river continued the natural
process of aggradation.

At Topock, for example, the deterioration of the channel
induced more deposition and by 1943 sandbars extended across the
entire channel. They caused water levels upstream to rise and



eventually caused serious flooding at Needles. Although emergency
protective works were undertaken, channelizing the river was the
only permanent solution so a dredge cut a new channel from Needles
to Topock and the river was diverted into the new channel on
June 25, 1951. To prevent the same aggradation process from
repeating itself, the Topock Settling Basin was constructed to
reduce the flow of sediment into Topock Gorge. Periodic dredging
is required to maintain the settling basin.

Below Parker Dam, erosion has also been uncontrolled,
only repeating a pattern of scour or degradation. A temporary rock
weir was constructed at the Palo Verde Irrigation District's diver-
sion headworks to restore and stabilize the water elevation at the
intake. The weir, known as Palo Verde Diversion Dam, has been
maintained since its completion in 1945,

Increased agriculture in the Palo Verde Valley resulted
in a greater need for protection from flooding. Therefore,
construction of levees to confine the river more closely to its
channel was begun at an early date. These levees have prevented
the river from overflowing into the valley bottoms, and have
stopped the buildup of the valley bottom.

Farther downstream, the ponding of water behind Imperial
Dam in 1938 <created backwaters with decreased velocity and
initially caused much of the incoming sediment to be trapped. By
19 5, the sediment concentration in the flow diverted at Imperial
Dam for irrigation had increased to an objectionable level and the
desilting works for the All-American Canal were placed in
operation,

To handle the sediment inflow to the lLaguna Division a
settling basin was constructed between Laguna and Imperial Dams.

Water required for sluicing in the California sluiceway
at Imperial Dam has been reduced with the construction of the
Laguna Settling Basin. In recent years about 350,000 acre-feet has
been used to meet this need and about 700,000 acre-feet of Mexico's
water has been delivered at Pilot Knob Powerplant. This operation
has reduced the sediment load into Mexico considerably and the use
of Pilot Knob Power Plant has provided better control of flows
being delivered to Mexico.

Downstream from Laguna Dam, for the greatest part of the
distance to the international boundary, the river 1is confined



within a Tevee system which was raised and strengthened pursuant to
the provisions of the treaty between the United States of America
and Mexico, effective November 8, 1945. The levees protect the
Yuma Valley 1in Arizona and the Reservation Division of the Yuma
Project in California.

In 1961 the Bureau agreed to attempt to reduce the amount
of sediment arriving at Morelos Dam, and in return, Mexico no
longer would dispose of all sediment entering the Alamo Canal by
deposition in the river channel.

In addition to the dredging of the Topock Settling Basin,
Laguna Settling Basin, and Imperial Dam, other areas along the
river have required dredging from time to time. These areas
include the Needles Marina, Park Moabi Marina, Blythe Marina,
McIntyre County Park, and Squaw Lake.

Aside from the need for dredging for maintenance, riprap
for bank and levee stabilization has also been needed at various
locations along the river primarily to repair existing stabilized
banks and levees. Approximately 60,000 tons of material have been
placed annually for about the last 10 years; 80-90 percent of it
was used for repair and the remainder was used to arrest new
erosion problems. Routine maintenance has generally required
several hundred feet of riprap at each Tlocation; however, in
extreme emergencies, riprap has been placed up to 2,000 feet at one
location to contain new erosion. The type of work which this
assessment covers is a continuation of the type of work done in the
past; however, future work will be on a lesser scale.

B. Need for the Project

The Colorado River is very unstable. This instability
results in the river meandering and changing its alinement. It
also results in erosion of the riverbanks and levees. Because of
this, maintenance work is necessary to retain the integrity of the
bankline and levees.

The river picks up the eroded materials and deposits them
downstream, causing a gradual rise in riverbed elevations. Sand
bars develop, acting as plugs and restricting riverflow. Water
backs up, topping the banks, and flooding adjacent property.

If no maintenance is accomplished on the levees, further
deterioration will occur, increasing the probability of
compromising their capability. Unprotected levee banks would erode
and possibly fail if the flood water continued long enough. Once
the bank fails, any developed properties would be severely damaged
by flood waters.

Based on available information, there is about a
70 percent chance that flood control releases from Hoover Dam will



have to be made during the 1981 to 1990 period. Stable banks would
not only retard sedimentation but would safeguard present and
future developments along the riverbank.

If the settling basins and river banks are not
maintained, increasing sediment downstream, 300,000 acre-feet of
water which was once formerly used to clear the California
sluiceway, would have to be used again to clear the California
Sluiceway and would not be available for use at the Pilot Knob
Powerplant.

Without maintenance, the river will return to its cycles
of aggradation and degradation, making Tlong-term planning of
riverine developments difficult or impossible. A lowering of the
water levels under controlled conditions would maintain and enhance
the recreational potential of the area.

C. Purpose of the Proposed Project

The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce sediment
in the river, stabilize the riverbanks, and armor the levees.
Sufficient amounts of riprap material for a project of this scale
are not presently available so the riprap material for a given area
will have to be quarried and stockpiled prior to the maintenance
work in that area.

I1. Alternatives Including the Preferred Alternative

A. Introduction

There are only two alternatives discussed in this assess-
ment, the proposed alternative and the no action alternative. No
other zlternatives were identified as feasible or practical. The
surpose of this project is threefold: to maintain channelized
portions of the river and prevent its meandering; to decrease the
sediment load of the river; and to maintain existing flood control.
There are only limited ways to meet the above objectives. The only
way to channelize the river is to stabilize the banks. The only
ways to remove sediment from the river is by dredging directly or
by providing settling ponds in which the sediment falls out. The
only way to prevent the flooding is to stabilize and armor the
levees and banks and keep them in good repair.

To accomplish these objectives, the Tlevees must be
armored, the river channelized, and sediment removed. Alternatives
to the proposed plans are so costly that they were quickly dropped
from consideration. For example, instead of armoring the levees by
riprapping, the levees could be concrete lined. Or instead of
channelizing the river by dredging, it could be channelized by
placing concrete on the riverbed. But even a cursory glance at how
much concrete could be required for such an endeavor renders this
alternative clearly impractical.
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Rock groins and weirs were considered to provide bankline
stabilization and protection. However, they would not provide the
same degree of protection that riprapping would, and would
intensify the adverse impacts of rock quarrying and stockpiling
because they require an even greater quantity of rock. These two
alternatives were also dismissed from further consideration.

Therefore, dredging and riprapping are the only two means
identified to accomplish the objective of maintaining channelized
areas, bankline stabilization, and sediment reduction. Dredging
and riprapping are not two alternatives, but two separate features
of the same alternative, since they are both essential to
accomplish the overall goal. The only other feasible alternative
is the no-action alternative.

B. The Proposed Alternative

The proposed alternative consists of four features or
actions. The first feature is a series of rock quarries, where
rock will be quarried for use in riprapping the levees and river
banks. The second feature is a series of stockpile sites, where
the riprap material will be stored until ready for use. These
stockpile sites must be adjacent to the river and outside the
levee, in order to be useful. The third feature is the riprapping
itself, in which the rock will be placed on selected areas of the
riverbank and levees to prevent further erosion. The fourth
feature is the dredging. Settling basins must be dredged in order
to make room for further sediment. In addition, entrances to some
marinas will be dredged.

1. The Quarrying Feature

There are 17 previously used quarries which were
used to mine rocks for river maintenance work. These quarries are:

1. Davis Dam 7. Palo Verde 13. Ehrenberg

2. Section 7 8. Laguna Dam West 14. Trigo Wash

3. Eagle Pass 9. Pilot Knob 15. Hart Mine No. 2
4, Bat Cave No. 1 10. Moon Mountain 16. Laguna Dam East
5. Agnes Wilson 11. La Paz East 17. Palo Verde Dam
6. Ripley 12. La Paz West

In addition the Bureau has identified 19 quarry
sites: 14 are in California and 5 are in Arizona. Sites were
determined by suitability of material, amount of material
availtable, potential adverse environmental impacts, cost of
development, and proximity to stockpiles and areas of need. A
total of 33 possible sites were investigated, 15 in Arizona and 18
in California, but 14 .were eliminated because they failed to meet
some or all of the above criteria.



There are alternative sites to the 19 described
herein. However, those that are not suitable have been eliminated
from further consideration. The Lower Colorado River Basin is an
unusual geological setting. There are vast amounts of rock exposed
along its entire length; however, because of extensive upheavals
and movement in ages past, only a few areas of rock remain with the
engineering properties and size suitable for our riprap needs.

One of four basic plans for quarrying the material
will be used. There are three basic considerations for selecting
which one of the four mining plans will be used on any given site.
These considerations are:

1. Safety of the mining operation.

2. Safety of the general public when the quarry is not
being mined.

3. Utilization of the maximum amount of materials
mined. This 1is a very important change from past
operations which 1left large amounts of undersize
spoil and oversize rock at the quarry sites.
Current specifications require the contractor to
process all rock. Rocks of the desired size remain
on top of a screening device while dirt and
undersize rocks fall through. Smaller rocks are
mixed with clay and stockpiled for road surfacing.
Oversize rocks are broken and used.

The four basic mining plans (called Mining Plans A,
B, C, and D) are described below. The mining plan that is finally
selected for any given quarry will be determined by engineering
considerations for that particular quarry.

1. Mining Plan A is the general plan that will be used
for mining quarries with a gently sloping face and
with a top which can be reached with haul roads
having an overall grade of less than 8 percent and
local grades of not more than 12 percent. For
details about this mining plan, see Appendix A.

2. Mining Plan B is the general plan that will be used
for quarries with a steep face and where the top
cannot be reached with gently sloped haul roads.
For details of this plan, see Appendix A.

3. Mining Plan C is the general plan used to mine
relatively high, nearly vertical «cliffs. For
details of this plan, see Appendix A.
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4, Mining Plan D--Mining Plan D would be utilized for
surface rock salvage operations. Some areas have a
fairly large number of rocks of the right size for
riprap. This plan would use a rock rake and simply
harvest the rocks off the surface. For details of
this plan, see Appendix A.

Table 1 shows which mining plan will be used on each quarry site,
as well as the amount of material to be removed, and the land area
which will be disturbed. Chapter III and Appendix B give a more
detailed description of each quarry site, the amount of material to
be removed, and the acres of land which will be disturbed. See
Maps Nos. 423-300-1549 and 423-300-1550 for the quarry locations.

2. The Stockpile Feature

Once the rock and gravel have been quarried, they must be
transported and stored in convenient locations close to the site
where they will be used in order to cut down on the time and
expense involved in transporting them for use. An engineering
assessment is made at each stockpile site to assure that the
materials will be readily available under the most severe flood
conditions. Therefore, stockpile locations will have to be spaced
along the Colorado River, since banklines and levees will be
riprapped all along the river.

A total of 45 stockpile sites have been selected for possible use.
Some of these sites are already in use as stockpile areas.
Chapter III and Appendix C describe these sites and also indicate
which of the sites are existing sites.

3. The Riprap Feature

There are two aspects to the riprapping feature. One is
riprapping the river banks and the other is riprapping the levees.
The exact location of the bankline stabilization, or riprapping the
banks, is determined as needed. The location is determined no more
than a year in advance and the priority depends on the severity of
erosion and economics involved. However, it is possible to project
which reaches of the river most of the work will take place in.
Approximately 85 percent of the stabilization activity involves the
repair of existing riprapped banks located along the river as
indicated below:

RM-RM* (Division)** % Riprapped (Approx.)
22-43 (Yuma) : 10

87-106 (Cibola) 95

106-134 (Palo Verde) - 70

165-178 (Parker) .80

234-276 (Mohave) (234-250, 267-275 90

*River Mile most probable)

**Map No. 423-300-933 identifies divisions



The remaining 15 percent of stabilization will be in
non-riprapped areas. The most severe erosion on the river is
occurring in Parker II (RM 134-RM 160) but that area is being
studied separately. The most probable areas to be stabilized are
in the Cibola and Palo Verde Divisions, RM 88-RM 134,
Stabilization work is not anticipated in the Limitrophe, Laguna,
Imperial, Havasu, and Topock Gorge Divisions.

Approximately 92 total miles of levee will be riprapped
in four divisions - Mohave, Cibola, Yuma, and Limitrophe - of the
river. Construction will require the placement of a sand and
gravel bedding for the riprap material. The materials will be
hauled by trucks and placed below the scour line by bulldozers or
front end Toaders.

Although Tlevees in the Mohave and Cibola Valleys were
constructed between 1949 and 1970, major development of lands
protected by the levees did not begin until the late 1960's. Since
then, development has progressed at a rapid rate and it is expected
to continue. Levees in the Yuma, Arizona, area were constructed to
protect developed residential areas and farmlands. Further
residential development behind the unprotected reaches of levees in
this area is expected to continue at a rapid rate.

The armoring of the levees would begin at the southern
end and would progress northward with the most critical areas given
priority. Drawings numbers 423-300-1697 to 423-300-1707 show the
location of the levee armoring.

The construction program of armoring will be over a
5-year period; $6 million the first year; 10 million the 2nd, 3rd
and 4th years; 4 million the 5th year for a total of $40 million in
construction costs. It is estimated the levees will last at least
100 years, with only token maintenance required during that period,
except for years 1in which intense flooding occurs and more
extensive maintenance may be needed. '

4. The Dredging Feature

Dredging 1is accomplished by hydraulic pipeline dredge.
The most probable dredging areas are shown on the drawings in the
impacts section of Chapter III with approximate quantities and
frequencies as follows:

Area Quantity (cy) Frequency
Topock Settling Basin 1,500,000 - 2,000,000 Annual
Laguna Settling Basin . 500,000 - 1,000,000 Annual
Imperial Dam Up to 250,000 Annual

8
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Area Quantity (cy) - Frequency

Entrances to

Needles Marina Once
Park Moabi Marina Once
Blythe Marina Up to 500 per location Once
McIntyre Co. Park Once
Squaw Lake ~ Once
Needles Dredge Basin Once

The Material is classified as clean medium sand.

Dredging will be accomplished using the dredge "Little
Colorado" and others. These dredges have a nominal dredging depth
capability of 24 feet below the water 1in which they operate.
However, depth of dredging is influenced by a number of factors and
is in practice somewhat less.

Disposal areas for some proposed dredge sites have not
been selected at this time. Dredge material from entrances to the
marina and parks 1listed above would be disposed of in areas
adjacent to each entrance.

Considerable analysis has been devoted to disposing of
the material to be dredged from the Topock Settling Basin. Eight
sites adjacent to the basin were proposed for investigation in a
meeting with Fish and Wildlife Service on February 11, 1974. In
addition, five miles of river above Topock Bridge were investigated
for possible sites. This .is presently considered the safe limit of
settling basin operations. The areas investigated are shown on the
drawings included in the discussion on impacts. The areas
jdentified by numbers on the drawing correspond to the Fish and
Wildlife Service sites; the areas identified by alphabet Tletters
are other disposal areas evaluated. A description of these areas
is found in Chapter III.

Several areas were investigated for disposing of the
material to be dredged from the Laguna Basin. It was decided that
the best disposal sites would be immediately adjacent to the Laguna
Settling Basin. Disposal areas will be located immediately
adjacent to, and almost coterminous with, the settling basin.

C. The No Action Alternative

- As mentioned earlier, the only real alternative to the
project as proposed is the no action alternative, which is simply
doing nothing. Under this alternative, rock would not be quarried
or stockpiled, the river banks would not be riprapped, the levees
would not be armored, and the settling basins would not be dredged.
A discussion of the impacts of this alternative is contained in the
next chapter, following the discussion of impacts of the proposed
alternative.



ITI. Environmental Consequences and the Affected Environment

A. General Description

1. Location

A The area covered by the Colorado River Front Work
and Levee System extends from Davis Dam on the north to the
International Boundary with Mexico on the south. The length of
this reach of river is about 280 miles and traverses 3 wildlife
refuges, 4 Indian reservations, and 5 irrigation districts.

The overall length of the river is divided into 10
divisions as shown on Map No. 423-300-933. These divisions are:

Mohave Valley Division - Davis Dam to Topock Bridge
(R.M. 276.2 to R.M. 233.9)

Topock Gorge Division - Topock Bridge to upper end of
Lake Havasu (R.M. 233.9 to R.M. 219.2)

Havasu Division - upper end of Lake Havasu to Headgate
Rock Dam (R.M. 219.2 to R.M. 177.8)

Parker Division - Headgate Rock Dam to Palo Verde
Diversion Dam (R.M. 177.8 to R.M. 133.8)

Palo Verde Division - Palo Verde Diversion Dam to Taylor's .
Ferry (R.M. 133.8 to R.M. 106.6)

Cibola Division - Taylor's Ferry to Adobe Ruins
(R.M. 106.6 to R.M, 87.4)

Imperial Division - Adobe Ruins to Imperial Dam
(R.M. 87.4 to R.M. 49.3)

Laguna Division - Imperial Dam to Laguna Dam
(R.M. 49.3 to R.M, 43.3)

Yuma Division - Laguna Dam to Morelos Dam
(R.M. 43.3 to R.M. 22.1)

Limitrophe Division - Morelos Dam to the southern
International Boundary
(R.M. 22.1 to R.M.0)

2. Climate

The climate is typical of southern Nevada, southern
Arizona, and inland southern California. The desert climate is dry
and rainfall averages less than four inches annually, which rapidly

10
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evaporates. However, heavy showers sometimes occur in the winter
and summer, which can cause flash flooding. Most days are sunny; a
cloudy day is very rare. The summers are hot and the winters are
milg. The maximum temperature is high, ranging between 115~ and
1237 F. Spring winds are common.

3. Air Qua]itz

Air quality in most of the area is very good,
although high winds frequently cause dust problems because of the
arid climate and sparse vegetation. In some of the irrigation
districts, where agricultural wastes are burned, the air quality is
reduced.

4, Terrestrial Resource

The only perennial tributaries of the Colorado River
below Davis Dam are the Bill Williams and Gila Rivers. However,
numerous washes with a total drainage area of 11,000 square miles
empty into the main stream. The steep slopes of these washes
contain much sand and gravel, which wash into the river valley
during periods of high runoff. If this coarse, alluvial material
flows into the river channel, it can alter the course of the river.

The topography of the Tower Colorado River basin is
characterized by broad, flat valleys separated by 1low ranges.
Between Davis Dam and the International Boundary, the Colorado
River flows alternately through alluvial valleys and mountain
canyons. The valleys traversed by the river are:

Mohave Valley (Davis Dam to Topock) 43 miles

Parker, Palo Verde, and Cibola Valleys 148 miles
(Parker to Imperial Dam)

Yuma Valley (Imperial Dam to International 47 miles
(Boundary)

About two miles below Topock, Arizona, the Colorado
River enters a 12 mile long canyon known as Topock Gorge. Within
the valleys, the alluvial character of the bed and banks provides
little resistance to meandering and transport of riverbed
sediments.

The mountain ranges are mainly igenous and are part
of the oldest known formation; the younger sedimentary rocks have
been removed by erosion. The soils of the valley are primarily
heterogeneous deposits of river sediments laid down on the flood
plain of the Colorado River before the flow was controlled by
upstream dams. Small-areas have accumulations of material from the
adjoining mountains and fans. The 1land reflects alternating
deposits of coarse and fine material.

11



5. Vegetation

a. General

The vegetation of the northern part of the
project area is within the Mohave Desert. The characteristic
species include creosote bush, burro bush, brittlebush, and Mohave
yucca. The vegetation in the southern part of the project area is
within the Sonoran Desert. The main species are creosote bush,
burro bush, palo verde, saguaro, and ocotillo. The area around
Needles, California, is in a transition zone between the Sonoran
and Mohave Deserts. The vegetation in the area is extremely
sparse, a characteristic of the Mohave Desert, but consists of
species typically Sonoran.

Vegetation in the project area is composed of
three main vegetative communities. These are the desert scrub
community, agricultural acres, and riparian.

The main community in the area is the desert
shrub community. Creosote bush and burro bush are co-dominants
within this community. Other species consist of brittlebush, palo
verde, ocotillo, and saguaro cactus. Exact acreages of this
community are hard to determine because of the great numbers of
acres involved.

Approximately 100,000 acres in the project area

are under irrigation. High value specialty crops are produced,
including cotton, winter vegetables, citrus fruits, and feed grain.

The uncultivated land bordering the river is
covered with heavy riparian growth. There are approximately
103,500 acres of riparian vegetation within the entire project
area. This vegetation consists of seven types. Approximately 34
percent of the riparian vegetation is salt cedar. Salt cedar in
association with screwbean mesquite composes 20 percent and in
association with honey mesquite 6 percent of the total riparian
community. The other types of vegetation which comprise the
remainder of the community are cottonwood/ willow, 7 percent; honey
mesquite, 23 percent; marsh, 6 percent; and arrowweed, 4 percent.
For more detailed information on the type and location of
vegetation the reader is referred to Ohmart and Anderson's 1976
report, prepared under contract with the Bureau, Vegetation Type

Maps of the Lower Colorado River from Davis Dam to the Southerly

International Boundary.

b. Special Status Species

Under authority of Section 12 of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-205, 87 Stat. 884), the Federal
Government has been developing a Tlist of proposed endangered
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plants. A tentative listing of such plants was published in the
Federal Register of June 16, 1976. Since that time, several
species have been given official endangered or threatened status;
however, a biological inventory of the project area did not reveal
any of these species and none are mentioned in the literature as
occuring in the area.

Two species of plants proposed for the
endangered list have been found within the project area by BLM.
These species are Coryphanta vivipara var. alversonii (foxtail
cactus) and Ferocactus acanthodes var. acanthodes (barrel cactus).
According to BLM the foxtail cactus is found at the Big Maria No. 2
site and the Hills Ranch site. The barrel cactus has been found at
Times Gulch, Osborn Wash South, Eagle Pass South Hill, Big Maria
No. 2, Vidal Junction, and Bat Cave Wash Nos. 2 and 3. According
to BLM a number of plant species protected in both Arizona and
California also occur on some of the proposed quarry sites. These
species include beavertail, barrel, hedgehog, opuntia, ocotillo,
paloverde, smoke tree and mesquite.

The BLM, 1in accordance with BLM Manual 6840,
recognizes species meriting special attention in their planning and
decision-making processes. The objective 1is to maintain or
increase the population of less common species by early habitat
protection or enhancement before these less common species require
listing as rare, threatened, or endangered. No BLM-sensitive
Species are known to occur in the area. ’

6. Fish and Wildlife

a. General

The wildlife of the Lower Colorado River has
been the subject of a study by Drs. Anderson and Ohmart under
contract to the Bureau. Their report submitted in 1977 is titled
Wildlife Use and Densities Report of Birds and Mammals in the Lower
Colorado Valley. This report is probably the most comprehensive
and up to date listing of wildlife inhabiting the Lower Colorado
River and the reader is referred to this report for detailed
information.

(1) Fish

Sampling of the Colorado River has
provided a gﬁpd qualitative description of the fish species found
in the area.=’ More than 20 species have been recorded in this

l/w.A. Di11, The Fishery of the Lower Colorado River, California
Fish and Game 30:309-409, 1944,
J. W. Moffett, A Fishery Survey of the Colorado River Below
Boulder Dam, California Fish and Game 28:76-86, 1942.
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reach of the river. Among the most common are the bluegill, carp,
channel catfish, flathead catfish, largemouth bass, red shiner,
striped bass, and threadfin shad.

(2) Amphibians and Reptiles

Numerous species of lizards, snakes, and
amphibians inhabit the area. The most common are as follows:

coachwhip Mohave rattlesnake
striped whipsnake spiny soft-shelled turtle
chuckwalla western banded gecko
desert spiny lizard western diamondback rattlesnake
desert tortoise zebra-tailed lizard
western whiptail Mohave Desert sidewinder
side-blotched lizard tree lizard

(3) Birds

There is a great diversity in the bird
community of the Lower Colorado River area. The area includes
three National wildlife refuges important to migrating and
wintering waterfowl of the Pacific fly way. Waterfowl species most
common are the Canada goose, snow goose, green winged teal,
cinnamon teal, pintail, mallard, gadwall, redhead, bufflehead,
shoveler, American widgeon, ring-necked duck, and common
mergansers. There is also a large coot population. The sand bars
and shorelines also provide habitat for numerous resident and
migrating shorebirds and songbirds. Some of the more common
species of shorebirds are the great blue heron, snowy egret, great
egret, Wilson's phalarope, and godwit. Double-crested cormorants,
grebes, marsh hawks, red-tailed hawks, turkey vulture, and ospreys
are also familiar inhabitants of the area. The dominant game bird
species are white-winged doves, mourning doves, and Gambel's quail.

(4) Mammals

The following species of small mammals and
big game species are sparsely distributed throughout portions of
the project area:

antelope ground squirrel kit fox
badger Merriam's kangaroo rat
beaver Mexican free-tail bat
big brown rat muskrat
blacktail jackrabbit pallid bat
bobcat raccoon
cactus mouse river otter
coyote round-tailed ground squirrel
desert bighorn ' valley pocket gopher
desert cottontail white-footed mouse
desert mule deer white-throated wood rat
desert pocket mouse Yuma myotis
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b. Bureau of Land Management Sensitive Species

BLM-sensitive species, which may occur within
the project area, are the desert tortoise, flat-tailed horned
lizard, golden eagle, and Nelson bighorn. During a field
reconnaisance conducted by a Bureau biologist, one desert tortoise
was seen at the Mission Wash site and several bighorn sheep were
seen at the Times Gulch site.

c. Endangered or Threatened Species

Consulting the Federal List of Endangered and
Threatened Species revealed that five endangered species may be
found in the project area.

Peregrine Falcon

Peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus) may be found

over the Southwest at any time of the year, either as
residents or migrants. These birds prefer rocky, steep
cliffs, preferably near water where prey concentrations
are high.

Bald Eagle

The bald eagle (Haliaeetus Tleucocephalus) winters along
rivers and major reservoirs 1in the Southwest. These
birds nest near water and require large trees or rock
cliffs for nesting. Fish are their primary food source.

Brown Pelican

The brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) is generally
found in coastal areas. Its normal food source and
natural habitat are dependent on salt water environments.
However, some brown pelicans are. found as transients
along the Lower Colorado River.

Yuma Clapper Rail

The original range of the Yuma clapper rail (Rallus
longirostris yumanensis) was confined to the Colorado
River delta, but its range has been moving northward
during the past 60 years (Ohmart and Smith, 1973). Rails
are secretive animals which require secluded freshwater

_ marsh areas containing mature stands of cattail and
bulrush. In 1966, Yuma clapper rails were first recorded
in Topock marsh. This is the northernmost record of the
Yuma clapper rail to date. :
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Bonytail Chub

The bonytail chub (Gila elegans) was once found
throughout the Colorado River. In this river it was most
frequently associated with eddies adjacent to swift
water. The most recent surveys of streams and reservoirs
in the Colorado River basin indicate that it is presently
found only in Lake Mohave (Federal Register, Volume 45,
No. 80). However, AG&F report that an angler caught a
bonytail chub in the river below Davis Dam in July 1979.
The bonytail chub has not been collected below Parker
Dam.

d. Other Special Status Species

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has
forwarded the following Tlist of state protected species in the
project area. This list is the official state 1ist approved by the
Arizona Game and Fish Commission on October 21, 1978.

desert bighorn sheep (subspecies mexicana)
black rail

fringe-toed lizard

great egret

snowy egret

black-crowned night heron
zone-tailed hawk

osprey

desert tortoise

gila monster

Pacific tree frog

7. MWater Quality

The Lower Colorado Region is hydrologically defined
as the drainage area of the Colorado River in the United States
below Lee Ferry. The Front Work and Levee System covers that part
of the river from Davis Dam to the Southern International Boundary.

Salinity has long been identified as the Region's
most serious water quality problem. The river has traditionally
had a higher salinity level than most other major rivers in the
United States. This salinity comes from a large dissolved mineral
load caused by both natural conditions and human activities.

. The Colorado River enters the region at concentra-
tions exceeding 500 mg/liter and varies between 500 and 900
mg/liter at most diversion points, and increases to as high as 1000
mg/liter during fall months at Imperial Dam.
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Although salinity is considered to be the most
serious water quality problem in the Colorado River Basin, there
are a number of other water quality problems of varying magnitude.
Other key water quality parameters include dissolved oxygen, pH,
heavy metals, toxic materials, nutrients, bacteria, and radio-
activity. Water quality problems related to these parameters are
primarily site-specific and large distances apart throughout the
river basin.

In addition to salinity, agriculture also contri-
butes pesticides and fertilizers to the waters of the river.
However, the mere presence of a pesticide in water does not neces-
sarily indicate serious pollution. Samples of fish were tested for
pesticides and it was found that pesticide levels were well below
the 1imits set by the Food and Drug Administration.

Nutrients, primarily nitrogen and phosphorus, are
conducive to the growth of algae. The sources of these nutrients
are runoff from agricultural lands, municipal and industrial waste
waters, and natural runoff.

Within the Colorado River Basin, the majority of
discharges from waste water treatment plants enter the river system
and contribute to the bacteriological and organic pollution.

Sediment is also a problem of the Colorado River. It
causes damage during transport along streams, rivers, and lakes.
Sediment results in overwash, swamping, and increased flooding. It
accumulates in reservoirs, increases treatment costs of municipal
and industrial supplies, impairs navigable streams, clogs irriga-
tion and drainage improvements, smothers growing plants. It des-
troys harvestable crops, increases maintenance costs of utility and
transportation facilities, decreases the recreational value of
water, and adversely affects the fishery resource.

8. Archaeological and Historical Resources

The sequence of man's occupation of the lower
Colorado River area is not well understood; however, most
archaeologists accept the following account.

There is evidence indicating occupation as early as
20,000 to 40,000 B.C. This period was characterized by lack of
projectile points and the presence of large, percussion flaked
bifaces, scrapers, flakes, and cores. Most of the artifacts have
come- from surface sites, but none have been dated with any degree
of certainty.

Willey has labeled the next occupation period as the

Lake Mohave. Sites of this period have been dated somewhere
between 7,000 to 10,000 B.C. Because no milling stones have been
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found, it is postulated that plant foods, especially seeds, did not
play a major role in the economics of this tradition.

A period of increasing utilization of plants is
dated from approximately 7,000 B.C. and has survived in some areas
to the historic period. This period has been defined by
Jesse Jennings (1964) as the Desert Culture. By 600 A.D., maize
was being grown along the lower Colorado River, irrigated by the
annual spring floods. The people of this period were probably the
ancestors of the later Yuman-speaking groups.

Much of the evidence of occupation along the
Colorado River has been destroyed or covered by the annual
floodings, the constant shifting of the river channel, as well as
by the various historic and modern developments in the flood plain.
On the terraces and uplands bordering the river, however, there is
evidence of the various people who occupied the area.

Although European explorations of the river began in
the 17th century, intensive settlement dates from the mid-1800's.
By the late 1800's, agriculture became important and more permanent
towns and stable communities appeared. The building of canal
systems and dams began in the 1890's and facilitated the
development of agriculture as a major industry.

The existing cultural resource data base for the
lower Colorado River compiled for the Bureau was consulted to
provide information for the Class I Literature Search Phase of the
study. The data base is the result of three contracted Phase I
literature searches of the river and flood plain in the disciplines
of history and architecture, archaeology, and paleontology. This
data base is on file and is available for review. In addition to
the contracted studies, the document, The Preliminary Resource
Inventory Report for the Colorado River between Lee's Ferry,

Arizona and the United States/Mexico Boundary, provided useful
information in the literature search.

The California and Arizona  State Historic
Preservation Offices have not yet responded to the request for
information. The Nevada State Historic Preservation Office has no
properties in the project area presently listed on, or pending
nomination to, the National Register of Historic Places.

The California Archaeological Site Survey Regional
Office, Imperial County, reported no sites within the vicinities of
the proposed stockpile or quarry sites in Imperial County.

The University of California at Riverside has

reported 6 sites in the general area of the quarry and stockpile
sites. None of these would be affected by the project.
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The San Bernardino County Museum Association
responded with records of four known sites. Three of the sites are
outside the project area and will not be affected. The remaining
site was a rock shelter that had contained pottery at the time of
the report in 1968. The Class III Survey relocated the rock cave
but no artifacts or features were present. It is not eligible for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places.

Mr. William Pink, Executive Secretary of the Native
American Heritage Commission, has been consulted in regard to
P.L. 95-341, the Native American Religious Freedom Act. His office
has not yet responded.

The cultural resources data base reported 14
possible historical resources and 22 possible archaeological
resources within a 5-mile radius of the proposed stockpile and
quarry sites.

The paleontological resource data base reported a
very sketchy knowledge of resources in this area. Because of the
lack of knowledge concerning the fossil resources, there is no way
at this time to assess impacts on these resources.

A Class III Survey was conducted for each of the
areas. The individual site reports are on file with this office.
The results are discussed under the site specific descriptions.
The Bureau proposes to mitigate the impact of the undertaking on
any archaeological or historical resources located during
construction activities. Any properties located will be evaluated
by an archaeologist who will make a determination in consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer as to the properties'
significance. Should the property be determined eligible for
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, the Bureau
will follow the procedure outlined in 36 CFR Part 800. Should it
then be determined that extensive recovery and study were required,
such activities would be both beneficial and adverse. The
beneficial impacts will include the actual location and
documentation of the site, the information gained through
excavation, and the preservation of artifacts found. The adverse
impacts will involve the physical loss of the site, which will
preclude any future evaluation at some later date when newer
technology might allow for more detailed findings.

9. Esthetics

- The project area consists of the lower Colorado
River from Davis Dam to the International Boundary. The Region is
characterized by sparse desert habitat with irrigated tracts in the
river valleys and strips of riparian vegetation along the streams,
canals, and drainage channels.

19



The terrain is characterized by flat flood plains
and terraces crossed by many arroyos and washes. The land is
separated into valleys by low, rugged hills and mountains which are
oriented in a north-south, or northwest-southeast direction.

Along most of the river's Tlength, the view is
typical of the southwest deserts: sparse desert shrub interspersed
by sand and rocky soil. Occasionally, the desert vista is broken
by thicker stands of trees and other riparian vegetation,
especially in the Topock Marsh area, and in the Havasu, Cibola, and
Imperial National Wildlife Refuges.

10. Land Use and Ownership

The land along the lower Colorado River is put to
many uses. From Davis Dam to Needles, California, the primary use
of the land adjacent to the river is recreation. Some of the land
is used for houses and trailer parks. Around Needles, Parker,
Blythe, and Yuma the land is used for irrigated agriculture. Three
wildlife refuges - Havasu, Cibola, and Imperial National Wildlife
Refuges-are located along the river.

There are 529 miles of shoreline along the Colorado
River below Davis Dam. The majority of this land is federally
owned. A more detailed breakdown of land ownership is found in the
following tabulation.

Land Ownership
Colorado River Shore Line
Below Davis Dam

u.s. 55%
Indian 22%
Private 14%
State 3%
Unknown 5%

11. Recreation

At the present time, recreational developments along
the lower Colorado River consist of boat launching and mooring
sites, trailer parks, cabins, motels, campgrounds, picnic sites,
stores, and restaurants. Vacation residences and permanent
dwellings which have been built vary from cabins and trailers to
substantial houses. Fishing, swimming, boating, hunting, camping,
and picnicking are the most prominent recreational activities along
the river. The Topock Settling Basin provides an excellent area
for water sports.

20
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The more elaborate resort deve]opments lie along the
reservoirs and the wider sections of the river where either private
lands were available or tenure by government lease was possible.
Residences along the unstable reaches of the river and on
trespassed federal Tlands generally vrepresent much smaller
investments and tend to be of a temporary nature.

12. Socioeconomic Conditions

Since 1965, the population of the area has been
increasing at the rate of 4 to 5 percent per year. The area is one
of the fastest growing in the nation. The combination of climate,
employment opportunities, scenery, and recreation opportunities has
attracted residents from all parts of the United States.

Agriculture provides one of the mainstays of the
area's economy; however, new employment opportunities exist in the
manufacturing, trades, and service-type industries. The area is
experiencing a vigorous, healthy upswing of development in all
thése industries. Personal income per capita for the area was near
the national average.

Parts of the area have become meccas for retirement,
recreation, and entertainment which have boosted the noncommod1ty
dollar output to more than the combined amount from all other
economic sectors.

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Preferred Alternative

a. Quarry Sites

The 19 proposed quarry sites are summarized in
Table 2. This table gives the name of the quarry site and the
number of acres it comprises. The table summarizes the impacts of
quarrying operations for each site. It indicates the density of
the vegetation, the frequency of wildlife use, as well as the
presence or absence of archaeolgical resources.

The table also indicates what BLM Visual
Resource Management Class (VRM Class) the site is found in. Each
visual resource management class describes a different degree of
modification allowed in the basic elements of the landscape. The
primary character of the landscape should be retained regardless of
the degree of modification. The five classes and the limitation on
land -use they imply are described as follows:

1. Class I. This class provides primarily
for natural ecological changes; however, it does not preclude very
lTimited management activity. Any contrast created within the
characteristic environment must not attract attention. It is
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applied to wilderness areas, some natural areas, wild portions of
the wild and scenic rivers, and other similar situations where
management activities are to be restricted.

3. Class II. Changes in any of the basic
elements (form, 1line, color, texture) caused by a management
activity should not be evident in the characteristic landscape. A
contrast may be seen but should not attract attention.

4, Class III. Contrasts to the basic
elements (form, line, color, texture) caused by a management
activity may be evident and begin to attract attention in the
characteristic landscape. However, the changes should remain
subordinate to the existing characteristic landscape.

5. Class IV. Contrasts may attract attention
and be a dominant feature of the landscape in terms of scale;
however, the change should repeat the basic elements (form, Tine,
color, texture) inherent in the characteristic landscape.

6. Class V. Change is needed or change may
add acceptable visual variety to an area. This class applies to
areas where the naturalistic character has been disturbed to a
point where rehabilitation is needed to bring it back into
character with the surrounding landscape. This class would apply
to areas identified in the scenic evaluation where the quality
class has been reduced because of unacceptable cultural
modification. The contrast is inharmonious with the characteristic
landscape. It may also be applied to areas that have the potential
for enhancement, i.e., add acceptable visual variety to an
area/site. It should be considered an interim or short-term
classification until one of the other VRM class objectives can be
reached through rehabilitation or enhancement. The desired visual
resource management class should be identified.

The table gives miscellaneous information
in the final column, especially the mitigation of any adverse
jmpacts. It also indicates present condition of the land, such as
disturbance by ORV use, pipelines, or previous quarrying, and any
other significant features necessary to understand the extent of
impact.

A11 19 of the quarry sites are discussed
on Table 2. Nine of the 19 sites will be discussed in more detail
in the following text. These nine sites are the ones with the most
impacts. -They are discussed in the body of the text to give the
reader insight into the type and magnitude of impacts associated
with the quarrying operation. All the sites are discussed in
greater detail by parameter in Appendix B.
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JABLE 2
arry Site

rry Sites -« SUMMARY OF ENVIRCNMENTAL-CONSEQUENCES

Kcres Uisturbed Veqotatlon Wildlife Use Archaeology VRM Class

Previous Disturbance

Other

1.

2.
3.

17.

18.

Tives Gulch

Twin Hills

Osdorn Wash South
Laguna Hountainsyﬂorth
Rittry Lake

Eagle Pass Nestzrl}

Eagle Pass South Hill

Park Moabi
Pipeline

Big Marfa No. 1
Big Marta No. 2

Yidal Junction

Quien Sabe East
Qufen Sabe West

Hills Ranch

Mission Wash

Bat Cave Wash Nos. 2 & 3

Manchester

[

89

a1

17

29

29

200

20
26

17
122

32

Heavy

Moderate
Moderate
Sparse

Sparse

Sparse

Moderate

Sparse

Sparse

Moderate

Moderate

Sparse

Sparse

Sparse

Sparse

Sparse

Sparse

Voderate

Heavy

Moderate
High
Light
Light

Light

Moderate

Light

Light

Light

Moderate

Light

Light
Light

Light
Moderate

Light

Heavy

No sites

3 Sites
No Sites
No Sites
No Sites

1 Site

No Sites

No Sites

No Sites

No Sites

No Sites

No Sites

No Sites
1 Site

No Sites
No Sites

No Sites

No Sites

Class 1

Class Il
Class I1
Class 11
Class II1

Class 11

Class 11

Class 111

Class 1

Class 111

Class 11

Class [1

Class It
Class II1

Class 11l
Class I1

. Qlass III/11

Class 111

Moderate--mining,
hunting, pospecting

None
None
None

Heavy--prospecting
4 burros

Heavy--quarrying,
public use

Moderate--mining,
public use

Moderate--pipelines
8 03N roads

Heavy--pipelines,
camping, dumping

Moderate--camping,
hunting
None

Heavy--prospectors
military

None

Heavy--ORY use

Kone

None

None

3 fnsignificant archaeological
sites would be impacted

for bighorn sheep -no blasting
postponed, reconsidering 1987

Remove boulders from the wash
to enhance area. Constant
water source

One insignificant
archaeological site would be
impacted; for bighorn sheep
protection quarry will remain
inactive frem March to
October. Construct water
sources.

Construct water source, work
from April to September.

Construct water source, work
from April to September.

1dle March through September
to protect the desert
tortoise, and mule deer.

One insignificant
archaeological site would
be fmpacted.

Construct water source.

For mule deer and desert
tortoise protection the site
will remain idle October
through March.

Several water ent :pments
would be destroyed.

Several water catchments

. would be destroyed by

quarrying. Water catchments
will be constructed to
replace those destroyed.



1. Twin Hills

The proposed quarry site is two low hills southwest of McHeffy
Butte on BLM land. About 21.5 acres would be disturbed by the
removal of 240,000 tons of rock. However, this site is in an area
already disturbed by mining, prospecting, and grazing. This site
js in a wilderness study area (WSA). Quarrying would not change
the characteristic landscape, although it would remove the desert
varnish and hence cause a visual impact.

Vegetation is sparse because the quarry site is covered with
talus. The site is in close proximity to critical bighorn sheep
habitat. However, since no blasting will be required, impacts on
sheep are expected to be minimal.

Three isolated archaeclogical features are found near enough
to the site to be impacted by hauling activities. However, none of
these features meet the criteria for eligibility for inclusion on
the National Register of Historic Places.

2. Eagle Pass Westerly

The proposed quarry site is the rock shelves on both sides of
a large wash from which 10,000,000 tons of rock would be removed.
This would disturb about 85 acres of sparse desert wash community.
It is found in a BLM (California) wilderness study area. Ultimate
wilderness designation is doubtful because of past heavy
disturbance of the area due to an existing access road.

Quarrying this site would result in a noticeable scar;
however, quarrying may also help improve the condition of the area
by removing boulders from the wash. According to BLM, these
boulders, which were left from previous quarrying operations, may
be impairing the suitability of the area for wilderness
classification. This area is not visible from any population
centers or major roads.

California Fish and Game considers this area to be important
habitat for bighorn sheep because of the presence of several
permanent water sources. In addition, California Fish and Game
beljeves this site to be used by raptors for nesting and brooding.

3. Eagle Pass South Hill

The proposed quarry site is a large talus-covered hill from
which 200,000 tons of rock would be removed. This would disturb
about 31 acres of desert wash community. This site is also in a
wilderness study area, but because of heavy past use, wilderness
designation is doubtful.

A Class III field survey located one archaeological feature.

This is the remnant of a mining ore chute from which the metal
tie-rods have been removed. This feature could be impacted by
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blasting and hauling rock. However, it does not appear eligible
for the National Register.

Because of the high number of rodents and reptiles, the area
supports a high raptor use. Raptors include turkey vultures,
red-tailed hawks, and possibly great horned owls. These raptors
could be impacted by this loss of habitat. BLM biologists and
California Fish and Game consider this area to be permanent bighorn
sheep range.

4. Vidal Junction

The proposed quarry site is four talus-covered hills from
which 70,000 tons of rock would be removed by surface raking.
Approximately 200 acres of sparse vegetation would be affected.
Care would be taken to prevent damage to mesquite trees growing in
the adjacent wash.

The site lies in habitat of the desert tortoise as identified
by the BLM California Desert Plan Staff.

This site is in VRM (Visual Resource Management) Class III. It
has been heavily disturbed by prospectors, ORV's, and the military,
and is transected by several roads and trails. Disruption of such
a large area would result in a noticeable scar. However, visual
impacts would be minimal because of previous disturbances and
screening provided by vegetation along the highways. The site is
visible from U.S. 95 and California Highway 62.

5. Quien Sabe West

The quarry site is a hillside between two other hills from
which a maximum of 1,215,000 tons of rock would be removed from a
25.5 acre area. Vegetation on the quarry site is primarily grasses
and forbs, with a few scattered creosote bushes.

A Class III field survey for archaeological resources revealed
one isolated feature which would be 1impacted by blasting and
hauling. The feature. does not appear significant enough to be
eligible for the National Register.

The area is presently undisturbed, so its appearance would be
changed by quarrying.

6. Mission Wash

The proposed quarry site is the talus-covered slopes of a
large wash. A maximum of 2,100,000 tons of rock would be removed
from this site by surface raking, disturbing about 122 acres of
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land. Vegetation on the site is very sparse, although vegetation
in the wash itself is fairly dense.

Wildlife use in this area is fairly high. Small washes in the
general area are important mule deer habitat and desert tortoise
have been observed on the site.

The area is a Wilderness Study Area and is relatively undis-
turbed. A noticeable scar would be made by quarrying, which could
affect its wilderness potential.

7. Bat Cave Nos. 2 and 3

Both proposed quarry sites are steep rock shelves along the
edge of a small wash. A maximum of 1,030,000 tons of rock would be
removed from site No. 2. No estimate has been made of the
amount of material to be removed from site No. 3. A combined total
of 32 acres would be disturbed on both sites.

An access road, which is an extension of the road into Bat
Cave Wash No. 1, already runs into site No. 2. The road would be
extended approximately 2,500 feet into site No. 3. The work areas
at both sites would be Tocated in the wash.

Vegetation in the wash is relatively sparse and appears to
have been recently subjected to high water flows. Vegetation in
the wash 1is dominated by creosote bush, brittlebush, and burro
bush. Vegetation on the quarry site 1is sparse, consisting
primarily of scattered beavertail and barrel cactus.

Several water entrapments would be destroyed by construction
of the road from site No. 2 to site No. 3.

Site No. 2 has been designated a visual resource management
Class III because there is an existing access road. Site No. 3 has
been designated a visual resource management Class II because it is
undisturbed.

Quarrying operations and construction of the access road into
site No. 3 will result in noticeable scars. Neither of the sites
are visible from a major road or population center.

8. Manchester
-The site 1is on a rocky ridge parallelling a large wash.
Approximately 3,253,000 tons of rock would be removed from the
sites, disturbing about 86 acres of sparse vegetation.

The wash 1is heavily used by wildlife. The area supports a
large rodent population and therefore probably supports a number of
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predators and reptiles. Evidence of desert mule deer was found in
the wash. o

As a result of this project, several small, natural water
tanks in the wash would be destroyed during construction of the
haul road and work area. Several small water tanks would be con-
structed to replace those destroyed by quarrying.

b. Stockpile Sites

The sites are titled according to their
location in terms of river miles. For instance, site 124.1 would
be located 124.1 miles upstream from the Southerly International
Border.

Forty-one of the forty-five sites have existing
stockpiles. The vegetation and wildlife were removed when the
material was stockpiled although some reptiles, birds, and small
mammals may have returned. These animals may be disturbed again
when the rock is removed; however, this would be done slowly over a
period of time and no significant impacts would occur. There would
be no archaeological impacts on existing sites. Nor would there be
any impacts to threatened or endangered species. [If the rock is
replenished after the stockpile site is emptied, some fugitive dust
may be generated and noise levels would increase. Dust and noise
levels would also increase when the rock is removed from each site.

Each stockpile site is described in Table 3 and
discussed 1in greater detail in Appendix C. Four sites are
described in the text because they are not existing sites. It may
be necessary in the future to locate up to approximately five
additional sites in the Palo Verde Division. These sites would be
located on private land. The impacts from stockpiling on these
sites would be similar to those described below for the other
stockpile sites.

Transporting rocks from the quarry sites to the
stockpile sites will cause additional truck traffic. Each quarry
site will be mined for about four weeks. A ten ton truck will
leave the quarry site with a load of rocks about every ten minutes
while the site is being quarried. This means that about fifty
trucks a day will be on the road for four weeks during quarrying
activities.

(1) Site 258.7
Thisr-;ite is located adjacent to a dirt road west of the
Mohave Valley levee on the Nevada side of the river. This site was

burned in June 1980 so an open and disturbed area is available for
stockpiling.
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Table 3 Stockpile Sites - Summary of Envirornentsal Conscquences
Sfte Status  Quantity Vegetation Wildlife Archacology  Other
1.1 Extsting 30,000 tons
268.0 Existing 24,500 tons
264.6 Exfsting 30,000 tons
261.7 Existing 30,000 tons .
258.7 New 20,000 tons Prevously burned Sparse none
254.3  Existing 45,000 tons '
253.8 Existing 50,000 tons Disturbed area Sparse none 30,000 existing
add 20,000
248.7 Existing 30,000 tons
244.5 Existing 10,000 tons
244.2 Existing 45,000 tons
240.3 Existing 4,500 tons
239.9 Existing 23,000 tons
238.3 Existing 5,000 tons
236.7 New 40,000 tons Sparse Sparse None Open dredge sboﬂ
235.7 Existing 1,200 tons + Add 10,000 tons
10,000 tons Rock
174.3 Existing 6,000 tons + Add 20,000 tons
20,000 tons rock
164.0 Kew 50,000 tons cleared Sparse None
156.8 Existing 20,000 tons
154.2 Existing 18,000 tons
134.0 Existing 20,000 tons
130.8 Existing 40,560 tons
124.4 Existing 30,000 tons
120.8 Existing 51,640 tons
1191 Exfsting 3,000 tons + Add 5,000
5,000 tons tons rock
114.8 Existing Add 10,000
tons rock
114.2 Exfsting 15,000 tons
110.8 Existing 20,000 tons
108.8 Existing Add 10,000
tons rock
105.3 Existing 30,000 tons
104.0 Existing 60,000 tons
100.2 Existing 27,000 tons Add 10,000
10,000 tons ton gravel
to existing
rock
98.9 E€xisting 27,000 tons
96.7 Existing 40,000 tons
96.0 New ) 45,000 tons Moderate Moderate HNone 25,000 tons
. gravel
20,000 tons
rock
94.3 Existing 47,000 tons
93.7 Existing 2G,000 tons
90.7 Existing 10,500 tons
83.5 Existing 30,000 tons
48.3 Exfsting 20,000 tons Vodcrate Moderate None Add 20,000
tons rack
to extsting
may enlarge
stockpile
by 5 acres
43.2 Existing 7,500 tons
38.7 Existing 43,000 tons
34,1 Existing 40,00 tons
233 Existing 3,000 tons
na Existtng 9,200 tons
10.6 Existing 20,000 tons
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(2) Site 236.7

This site lies approximately 1 mile north of the Park Moabi
campground. About 40,000 tons of rock would be stored on this open
area of dredge spoil. Vegetation is sparse with a few salt cedar
and arrowweeds on this half acre site.

(3) Site 163.4

This site is adjacent to the recently paved Wilson Road on the
Colorado River Indian Reservation. Approximately 30,000 tons of
rock would be stockpiled on this site. This site has already been
cleared of vegetation by past construction work.

(4) Site 96.0

This proposed site would be located within the immediate area
outside the levee on the Cibola National Wildlife Refuge. The area
consists of old dredge spoil supporting a vegetation community.
Vegetation includes salt cedar, some honey mesquite, creosote,
schismus grass, and a few small annuals.

Approximately 25,000 tons of gravel and 20,000 tons of rock
would be stockpiled on the site. This would result in the distur-

- bance of approximately one-half acre of vegetation.

c. Riprap Feature

The riprap feature includes two different
actions. The first is riprapping parts of the bankline to stabilize
it, and the second is riprapping parts of the levees to armor them.
The impacts associated with these two parts are discussed together,

There are no precise locations for most of the
riprapping, because locations are determined by need, and this in
turn depends upon the river. About 85 percent of the bankline
stabilization would be performed on banks which have already been
riprapped and will be repair and maintenance of these areas. Of
the 115 river miles involved, about 3 miles (in small segments)
would be repaired. Only 15 percent of the bankline riprapping
would be done on banks that have not been riprapped in the past.
This would involve an area approximately 1 mile in total length.
The 85 percent of riprapping to be done on armored banks in need of
repair would be done within the Divisions identified on the
following page.
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Location of Division

Division by River Mile
Yuma Division - 22-43
Cibola Division 87-106
Palo Verde Division 106-134
Parker Division (upper) 165-178
Mohave Division 234-276

The new riprapping would be done where sections
of the bank are collapsing or undergoing rapid erosion.
Preliminary surveys indicate that most of this new riprapping would
be done in the Cibola and Palo Verde Divisions between River Mile
88 and 134.

The armoring program would consist of riprap-
ping 92 miles of presently unriprapped levees. This riprapping
would be begun at the southern end and would progress northward.
Areas are identified on drawings 423-300-1697 to 423-300-1707
included earlier. ‘

(1) Impacts of Bank Stabilization

There would be certain temporary impacts
caused by riprapping the river banks. Trucks would have to haul
the rock, disturbing vegetation. Once the project is completed the
vegetation would eventually recover. In addition, dumping the rock
into the river would increase turbidity in the general area of
dumping. The turbidity caused by placing riprap is limited to the
area where the rocks are placed in the water and this turbidity
would clear up the same day it is placed.

More long lasting impacts would be caused
to the fish and wildlife and to the vegetation in the -immediate
vicinity of the riprap placement. The overhanging vegetation on
the banks of the river, either that which has grown up between the
rocks of past riprapping, or that which grows along the banks in
unriprapped stretches, would be destroyed by dumping rocks on top
of it. This would involve approximately 1 acre of vegetation in
new areas and 3.5 acres of vegetation in areas already riprapped.
This overhanging vegetation is particularly important for producing
insect populations which furnish fish food. This overhang also
furnishes perches and cover for birds, as well as shade and plant
roots which increase habitat diversity for aquatic organisms. Fish
losses as a direct result of riprapping work will be insignificant.
Riprapping _over existing vegetation will eliminate shade and food
in localized areas. The riprap will provide a new substrate which
will be colonized by some benthic organisms. In addition, small
fish will use the riprap for cover and feeding. Reestablishment of
vegetation which provides shade and a terrestrial source of food
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will require several years. However, much of this vegetation is
expected to be lost to the high flows in the river in the next few
years. It would probably take a year or more for the overhanging
vegetation to vreestablish ditself after completion of the
riprapping.

Some fish would be lost due to the riprap-
ping. However, the fish population should soon reestablish itself,
particularly because of the new habitat formed by the rocks. The
riprap, especially the larger rocks, would form breeding spots for
fish; catfish in particular seek rock cover to breed. The rocks
would also provide cover for smaller fish.

An additional impact would be the destruc-
tion of the snake dens found along the river. However, the snake
population should reestablish itself once the riprapping is
completed. '

(2) Impacts of Levee Armoring

There will be some temporary construction
impacts while the levees are being armored. These will include
such things as increased fugitive dust in the area caused by clear-
ing activities and the dumping of rock. There will also be
increased noise levels caused by these activities.

More 1long 1lasting impacts to vegetation
and to fish and wildlife will also result from the riprapping of
the levees. The levee will be cleared from the top of the levee to
the toe. This distance will vary considerably depending upon what
section of the river the levee 1is found in. Levees in three
sections of the river will be riprapped. The following tabulation
indicates the division of the river that will have levees
riprapped, the average width of clearing, the miles of levee
cleared, and the acres affected.

: Average Width Miles of Acres
Division of Q]earing Levee Cleared Affected
Mohave 40 feet 35 miles 170
Cibola 55 feet 30 miles 200
Yuma Limitrophe 40 feet 27 miles 130

Therefore, armoring the levees will impact
500 acres of levee area. Most of the vegetation is the screwbean
mesquite-saltcedar association, predominantly saltcedar, with some
cottonwood-willow south of Needles and some saltcedar-honey
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mesquite in the Cibola Division. The density of this vegetation
varies depending upon the location of the levee. About 50 percent
of the levees are denuded of vegetation or very .sparsely vegetated
and would require very little clearing. Other sections of the
levee support the above vegetative communities and would require a
greater degree of clearing.

The wildlife associated with this vegeta-
tion will be displaced and probably Tlost. Wildlife populations
should recover once the vegetation has recovered. )

Clearing of vegetation could also affect
the esthetic sensibilities of some water based recreationists.

d. Dredging

Both the Laguna Settling Basin and the Topock
Settling Basin will continue to be dredged. Accumulated sediment,
which in some places has formed sandbars, would be pumped from the
river and carried by a pipe to the disposal area. A small segment
of the Colorado River adjacent to the desilting works in front of
Imperial Dam would also be dredged of accumulated sediment. Other
dredging areas include the entrances to several marinas and

riverside parks. The earlier tabulation given in Chapter II gives

the quantity of sediment that would be removed from the different
locations.

The impacts would be those caused by the
dredging itself and those caused by disposing of the dredge spoil.
There would be some fish lost to the dredge as it pumps up the
sediment; however, the number of fish lost would be insignificant.
Dredging would cause some slight turbidity in the immediate area of
the dredge line itself; however, this slight turbidity would clear
up within one day. Because the dredge material is fine sand,
dredging would not result in any measurable turbidity in the
general area. There would be no impacts at all to dissolved
oxygen. Other impacts would be caused by disposing of the dredge
spoil. Approximately 800 acres in the Topock Basin and 300 acres
in the Laguna Basin are used as a depository of spoil. The
vegetation currently on these areas would be covered; however,
since most of these areas have recently been used for spoil
placement, the vegetation has not yet returned. The majority of
this vegetation is saltcedar and arrowweed. The vegetation would
be allowed to recover to its natural state. No planting is
currently planned. There would also be some increase in wind-borne
dust from -the newly placed piles of dredge spoil. When the
vegetation recovers, the amount of wind-borne dust would be
reduced.

The sedfment itself is classified as clean,
medium sand. This type of substrate is usually low in food value.
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As a result, it is not of high value to most species of fish.
However, sand bars do provide resting areas for wading birds and
some habitat for small fishes. Removal of sand will not have any
long term impacts on fish and wildlife. It will not have any
effect on water quality because the material is inert and will not
cause any pollution problems.

The disposal areas for dredging the small
entrances to the parks and marinas are located adjacent to each
entrance. Dredge spoil disposal areas for the settling basins are
found adjacent to the settling basins. The disposal areas for the
Topock Basin are those agreed upon during consultation between the
Bureau and the Fish and Wildlife Service. The following maps of
the Topock and Laguna Settling Basins show the locations for these
disposal areas. A description of these disposal areas, with a
discussion of the impacts, follows.

(1) Topock Settling Basin - Dredge Spoil
Disposal Sites

(a) Area 1, on the California side at
River Mile 238.9, is Tlocated in a wide wash above and beyond the
railroad. It has approximately 300,000 cubic yards of disposal
capacity. Development of a disposal site in this area would have
to consider the possibility of a substantial amount of material
washing back into the river during storm runoff. Plans would have
to be developed to prevent this. 1In addition, filling in this area
would increase erosion in the unoccupied bed. The distance from
the river and the elevation of the site place it in the Tlow
production range of the dredge's operation capabilities, making the
dredge operation itself expensive. The relatively small disposal
volume, the expenses of developing the site, and the inefficiency
of operation make this area very unattractive for use at this time
and it would probably not be used within the next 5 years. This
site is located outside the riparian zone classified by Anderson
and Ohmart.

(b) Area 2, on the Arizona side at River
Mile 238.9, is Tlocated in relatively flat terrain immediately
adjacent to the river. It has a capacity of approximately 3
million cubic yards. This area is farther upstream than the
presently established 1imit of the settling basin. Being adjacent
to and level with the riverbank, it comprises an attractive site
from the viewpoint of operating economy. It may be utilized at
some future time if the settling basin is extended farther upriver
but -it would probably not be used within the next 5 years. This
site is within that association classified cottonwood willow by
Anderson and Ohmart. However a field reconnaisance of the area
revealed no cottonwood or willow on the site.
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(g) Area 7, on the Arizona side between
River Mile 235.4 and River Mile 237.0, is a strip approximately 200
feet wide immediately adjacent to the river. Its capacity is
approximately 930,000 cubic yards. Its use is attractive from the
operational standpoint, and no significant problems are foreseen
from its use. This site is not classified by Anderson and Ohmart

as riparian.

(h) Area 8, on the California side at
River Mile 235.4, is part of the existing Park Moabi. San
Bernardino County has requested that a part of the existing park be
covered with a blanket of dredged sand as a part of their park
development. It is estimated that up to 1 million cubic yards can
be placed in this area, depending on the time frame of development
of the park and the timely availability of dredged material. This
site is classified by Anderson and Ohmart as being in the salt
cedar community.

(i) Area A, on the Arizona side,
generally comprises the existing spoil areas between River Mile
235.4 and River Mile 237.5. This area is essential to the
continued operation of the Topock Settling Basin, since it is
located in the very heart of the basin. In order for this area to
continue to be effectively utilized, and at the same time
contribute to the development of the Topock Marsh, a change in the
methods of sand discharge must be initiated. By constructing dikes
with land equipment and extending the dredge land lines, further
encroachment into the marsh area can be minimized. However, these
methods seriously affect the efficiency of the dredge operation,
reducing it by as much as 50 percent. Using diking, this area has
a capacity of approximately 8,000,000 additional cubic yards. This
site is classified by Anderson and Ohmart as being largely salt
cedar.

(i) Area B, is a relatively small area on
the California side at River Mile 234.4. It has been previously
used and has a remaining capacity of approximately 160,000 cubic
yards. A scheduled use is not being contemplated at this time and
the site would probably not be used within the next 5 years. Due
to this strategic location, its use should be reserved in case some
natural happening or inadvertent mishap should require dredging the
entry of the gorge. This site is outside the riparian zone
classified by Anderson and Ohmart.

(2) Laguna Dredge Spoil Site

The Laguna Dredge spoil site consists of
one fairly continuous site stretching for about a mile on both
sides of the Laguna Desilting Basin. The site will be managed in
such a way as to minimize the environmental impacts. Retention

. dikes would also be built around two limited areas of cottonwood/
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willow communities. These dikes would protect the trees from
excess water runoff caused by the dredge spoil. The dredge spoil
would then be pumped into the site where it would slope away from
the basin. The top elevation of a typical section will be 161 +
feet, which would constitute approximately 5-15 feet of dredge
spoil on top of the existing elevation. The approximate slope will
be 20:1. Crawler tractors would be used to construct retention
dikes and maintain access roads.

The Anderson and Ohmart vegetation type
maps indicate that the majority of vegetation on the subject site
consists of arrowweed (32 percent) and saltcedar (31 percent). The
remaining percentages are made up of more important types such as
cottonwood/willow, screwbean mesquite, and marsh. The effects on
vegetation would vary depending on its location. Vegetation
occurring in the 1innermost area of the spoil site will be
completely covered with spoil and thus receive the highest impact.
The effects will become less as the spoil slopes away from the
settling basin, because there would be less spoil to impact the
vegetation. Excess water caused by dredge spoil could have a
beneficial impact on the outermost edge of the basin. This area
could be enhanced through the leaching of salts and increase in
vegetation. Overall, the operation would be expected to have an
insignificant effect, since the cottonwood/willow communities would
be protected by retention dikes.

2. No Action Alternative

Under this alternative, the river banks would
continue to erode, the levees would continue to deteriorate, and
sediment would continue to accumulate in the river channels. The
future would be one of continued flooding and a meandering river.
The impacts of this no action alternative will be discussed in
general terms by feature of the project.

- a. The Quarrying Feature

If the quarrying feature 1is not implemented,
there would not be the disturbances to the environment caused by
jt. There would be no noise of quarrying, no dust from loading and
transporting rock, and no esthetic degradation caused by removing
large quantities of rock.

b. The Stockpile Feature

If the stockpile feature 1is not implemented,
there would be fewer stockpile sites spread along the river. These
stockpile sites do form a visual intrusion onto the environment.
In addition, there would not be the dust and noise associated with
transporting the rock to and from the stockpile sites.
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c. The Riprap Feature

If the river banks are not riprapped, then they
will continue to erode. This not only weakens the stability of the
river's course, but it also causes this material to move downstream
until it reaches a point where the river's sediment-carrying
capacity decreases and the sediment settles out on the river
bottom. The deposition of materials on the river bottom creates a
problem of severe aggradation where sandbars develop, acting as a
plug and restricting river flow. The water then backs up and
causes flooding when the water overtops the river banks.

Not riprapping the riverbanks would cause other
impacts as well. The river banks would not be stabilized, which in
turn would cause the river to change its course from time to time,
creating backwater areas which are beneficial to fish and wildlife.
Stabilizing the river banks eliminates the creation of these back-
water areas.

Not riprapping the riverbanks would also cut
down on the temporary noise and dust caused by the dumping of rock
on the riverbank.

In addition, high flows in the river would top
the banks and inundate the overhanging vegetation, eventually
destroying it.

Not riprapping the levees would pose a fairly
serious threat of flooding 1in the future. Although the
construction of large multipurpose dams on the Colorado has brought
great reductions in downstream flood peaks, large flows are still
possible below the dams. A levee-design flood was adopted in 1949
for use in flood-protection planning. Based on a severe but
reasonable combination of hydrological and meteorological
conditions occurring in the watershed, the design flood consists of
releases through the dams as well as local inflow from tributaries
below the dams. :

The magnitudes of the design floods were
computed by  the Bureau 1in collaboration with the Corps of
Engineers; the results were concurred in by the United States
section of the International Boundary and Water Commission.

Flows of the levee-design flood are as follows:

= Davis Dam to Pajute Wash 50,000 ftg/s
Pajute Wash to Lake Havasu 70,000 ft3/s
Parker Dam to Palo Verde Dam 50,000 ft3/s
Palo Verde Dam to Taylor Ferry 75,000 ft3/s
Taylor Ferry to Adobe Ruins 80,000 ft3/s
Imperial Dam to Gila River 103,500 ft*/s

Gila River to Southern International 3
Boundary 140,000 ft“/s
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The Tevees could be overtopped by the peak high
flood. The water velocities could also erode the levee banks
sufficiently to cause the levees to be breached, thus flooding the
adjacent valleys.

Since the levees were constructed, considerably
more development has taken place in those protected valleys. There
has been some increase in agricultural lands, but the primary
growth has been in population in the more densely settled areas in
Yuma and the Mojave Valley areas. The 1980 census figures recently
released by the City of Yuma indicate a 60 percent population
increase since 1970. The Mojave Valley in Arizona is considered
experiencing a similar growth as indicated by aerial photos.
Failure to riprap the levees would expose these growth areas to
flooding.

d. The Dredging Feature

Not dredging the settling basins as proposed
would cause the continued aggradation of the river channel,
especially in the settling basin where water loses its sediment
carrying capacity. This would cause the appearance of sand bars,
which would cause the back up of water and the increased potential
for flooding. An additional result of not dredging would be the
decrease in the amount of dredge spoil around the settling basin.

IV. Mitigation

Mitigation measures have been closely coordinated with the
Arizona Game and Fish Department, California Department of Fish and
Game, and Bureau of Land Management. The following measures have
been agreed to:

A. Times Gulch

In accordance with Arizona law the Arizona Commission
will be given at Teast 30 days notice prior to excavation to allow
inspectors an opportunity to check the area and salvage protected
plants if necessary.

B. Twin Hills

Both the AGFD and the BLM would be notified in advance if
any deviation from the described mining plan, such as light
blasting, were necessary. To minimize possible impact on bighorn
sheep, construction and quarrying activities would be restricted to
the months of July through January.
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The Arizona Commission would be given at least 30 days
notice prior to construction and quarrying activities so that
protected plant species can be salvaged. '

C. Laguna Mountains North

The Arizona Commission will be given at least 30 days
notice prior to construction and quarring activities so that
protected plant species can be salvaged.

D. Mittry Lake

The Arizona Commission would be given at least 30 days
notice prior to construction and quarrying activities so that
protected plant species can be salvaged.

E. Eagle Pass Westerly and South Hill

In order to minimize impacts to bighorn sheep, an adit
will be constructed in the Hidden Canyon area. Big game guzzlers
will be constructed near Broken Mule Shoe Spring and Mort Spring.
One additional adit or guzzler will be constructed at a mutually
agreeable site in the general area. Construction and quarrying
activities will be restricted to the months of November through
February.

F. Big Marja Nos. 1 and 2

These areas were historically good deer habitat and the
Bureau has agreed to develop permanent water sources in the areas
in an effort to restore historical habitat values. This will be
done by constructing one adit on or near each site and constructing
ten small check dams in nearby washes to improve vegetative
productivity. Access roads to the adits will be blocked at the
conclusion of each contract. Bureau and CDFG personnel will
jointly inspect the sites to determine the feasibility of blocking
the primary access roads. At Big Maria No. 1. an 18 consecutive
month period will be allowed for work done under the initial
contract. Work done under subsequent contracts will be restricted
to the months of April through September. At Big Maria No. 2.,
work will be limited to the months of April through September.

G. Vidal Junction

One big game guzzler will be constructed on nearby public
landS. Quarrying activities- will be restricted to the months of
October through February in order to minimize impacts on mule deer
movement and the desert tortoise.
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H. Quien Sabe West

To reduce impacts to mule deer two check dams will be

constructed in nearby washes and two adits will be constructed on

or near the site. Construction and quarrying activities will be
restricted to the months of June through September.

I. Hills Ranch
To minimize impacts to mule deer five small check dams
will be constructed 1in nearby washes and one adit will be
constructed on or near the site. Upon conclusion of quarrying
activities, the access road will be blocked by a rock barrier.

J. Mission Wash

To improve the habitat for mule deer five small check
dams will be constructed in nearby washes. The access road will be
constructed out of the wash. Construction and quarrying activities
will be restricted to the months of April through September,
although further consultation may result in the construction of the
southern 2 or 3 miles of access road during the winter months.

K. Manchester
In an effort to restore historical habitat value the
Bureau has agreed to develop a permanent water source in the area.
This will be done by constructing two guzzlers and/or adits on a
- mutually agreeable site in the Dead Mountains.

V. Consultation and Coordination

A. General

The river maintenance work discussed in this assessment
has been a continuing item of interest at the Lower Colorado River
Management Program Work Group meetings. This work group, organized
in early 1973, meets regularly to discuss items of mutual interest
in managing the river. The membership of this work group includes
the following agencies:

The Bureau of Reclamation

The Bureau of Land Management

The Fish and Wildlife Service

The Bureau of Indian Affairs

The Corps of Engineers

The California Department of Fish and Game
The California State Lands Commission

The Colorado River Board of California

The Arizona Game and Fish Department

The Arizona Department of Water Resources
The Nevada Division of Wildlife

The Division of Colorado River Resources, Nevada
The Colorado River Indian Tribes
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The State Historic Preservation Officers for the states of
Arizona, California, and Nevada were consulted, as well as the site
repositories for the counties of San Bernardino, Riverside, and
Imperial, California.

Mr. William Pink, Executive Secretary of the Native American
Heritage Commission has been consulted in regard to P.L. 95-341,
the Native American Religious Freedom Act. His office has not yet
responded.

The Fish and Wildlife Service was consulted under the
provisions of the Endangered Species Act. A list of endangered and
proposed endangered species was obtained from the Service.

A scoping meeting was held on January 8, 1980. Approximately
170 government agencies, citizen groups, and individuals were
invited to attend this meeting. Representatives from the Fish and
Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, and the Army
Corps of Engineers attended this meeting. The main concern
expressed was about the additional dredge spoil being deposited
near the Havasu National Wildlife Refuge. The Arizona Game and
Fish Department was concerned about dredge spoil blowing into the
Refuge. All agencies represented at this meeting received a copy
of the draft assessment when it was sent out for review in August
1981. See Appendix D for a listing of those agencies that received
a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment. Several agencies,
including the BLM, FWS, AGFD, and CDFG commented on the assessment.
Most of the comments dealt with the impacts of the quarries on
bighorn sheep, mule deer. and wilderness areas. The letters of
comment and the Bureau responses are attached as Appendix E. The
draft assessment was revised to reflect the comments received and
sent out along with the letters of response in February 1982. In
these letters the Bureau agreed to meet with the BLM, AGFD, and
CDFG to discuss the impacts of quarrying.

On February 26. 1982, representatives of the Bureau met with
the California Department of Fish and Game 1in Long Beach,
California. The quarry sites located in California were discussed
and a field reconnaissance was planned. On September 13 and 14,
1982, representatives of the Bureau and the CDFG conducted an
aerial survey of several proposed quarry sites along the Colorado
River in California. The purpose of the trip was to identify and
discuss potential mitigation features related to development of the
proposed California quarries. Mitigation features have been agreed
on and are included in this assessment in Chapter IV.

On March 4, 1982, representatives of the Bureau met in

Phoenix, Arizona, with representatives of the AGFD. The quarry
sites proposed for Arizona were discussed and agreement was
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subsequently reached to drop one quarry from further consideration
in this assessment and to defer use of Osborn Wash South because
of environmental considerations. .

On May 26, 1982, representatives of the Bureau and BLM
conducted an aerial tour of the proposed quarry sites in
California. Ongoing discussions with the BLM are continuing as
part of the permitting process.

B. BLM Permit

During the past several years, numerous meetings have
been held with the Bureau of Land Management to coordinate the
Front Work and Levee System work with BLM's California Desert
Conservation Plan and Wilderness Program. Since portions of the
work would take place on BLM land, the Bureau must obtain a use
permit from BLM. This assessment will be used to provide environ-
mental clearance for this BLM permit.

C. 404 Permit

In addition to the permit from BLM, the Bureau must
obtain a 404 permit from the Army Corps of Engineers. On
October 18, 1972, Congress passed Public Law 92-500. Section 404
of this law requires that a permit be issued by the Army Corps of
Engineers for the discharge of dredge or fill material into
navigable waters of the United States. Since the maintenance work
on the river was begun many years before the legislation was passed
requiring 404 permits, no 404 permit was needed or obtained for the
maintenance program. However, because of the advent of the recent
legislation requiring 404 permits for dredging and riprapping, the
Bureau is applying for a 404 permit for future maintenance on the
lower Colorado River.

Colorado River maintenance dredging would be subject to
the 404 requirement because water, which is an integral part of the
dredged material, would eventually drain back into the Colorado
river. Therefore, it has been determined that a 404 permit is
necessary for this action. Applying for a 404 permit requires that
the new EPA Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for
Dredged or Fill Material be followed. The following discussion
addresses the questions found in Section 230.5 "General Procedures
to be Followed," of the EPA Guidelines.

a) The restrictions on discharge found in Section
230.19 [a] - [d] have been reviewed in the 1light of this
proposed action. None of the restrictions on discharge found
in Section 230.10 apply to this action. There are no
practicable alternatives to this action which would have fewer
adverse impacts to the environment, and there 1is nothing in
the dredged material which would be a health hazard to humans
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or animals. Environmental degradation or pollution is not an
issue with the dredged material.

b) A General Permit is not in effect at this time. However,
a General Permit 1is being requested for this action. A
General Permit would cover discharge of dredged material
discussed in this assessment in various locations along the
Colorado River to take place over the next 5 years.

c) The discharge sites indicated were developed during a
study of the maintenance dredging operation, and there are no
other known practicable alternatives to discharging the
dredged material onto the sites indicated. To be a
practicable alternative to the proposed action according to
the Guidelines, the alternative would have to meet one of two
conditions. One, the alternative would have to preclude the
discharging of dredged material into the waters of the United
States. To implement this feature, the dredged material sites
would have to be diked and the water held and evaporated so it
would not return to the river. Two, the dredged material
would have to be discharged into some other area which would
be less damaging to the environment.

Neither feature would be practicable in this case because the
dredged material is inert and the water would not deteriorate
in quality from the time it is taken from the river until the
time it returns to the river, nor is there any environmental
damage when it does return to the river. Therefore, there is
no practicable alternative which causes less environmental
damage.

d) The proposed dredged deposit sites are above the normal
active river water surface, but within the flood plain. The
dredged material will be contained in the designated areas for
dredged deposit. The sites are on old dredge material or
stratified alluvial deposits. The old dredge material
deposits consist of poorly graded subangular sand, shown on
gradation test, Figure No. 1. It contains a few freshwater
clam shells, 1is very loose, and is tan in color. The
stratified alluvial deposits consist of stratified beds of low
plastic fines, sand, and gravel as shown on sediment size
analysis, Figure Nos. 2 and 3. These materials have some dry
strength and slight cementation and are tan in color.

e) In the environmental assessment, a discussion of environ-
“mental consequences and effects are presented. The effect on
water flow and fluctuation are discussed in detail. The
salinity of water returning to the river from the dredging
operation will not increase. The dredge material from the
river beds are sands and gravels. These materials by their
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1)

nature will not increase the salinity and turbidity of the
return water.

f) The environmental assessment discusses the impacts on
biological characteristics of aquatic ecosystems, impacts on
special aquatic sites, and effects on human use. Also
discussed are the measures to reduce these impacts and
effects. '

g) Factual determinations in  paragraphs 230.11 of
section 404 (b)(1) have been reviewed. Information is on file
for the permitting agency to determine short- and long-term
effects of the proposed dredge and fill material.

h) The material dredged is composed of river-borne sand,
gravel, and other natural occuring inert materials. The areas
to be dredged are in the existing river bed which has been
filled by river sediment from upstream locations. Because the
source of sand and gravels is the active river bed and washes
along the river, the dredge material is not chemically
contaminated or physically incompatible with the material
being discharged.

i)  There is no reasonable probability of chemical contamina-
tion. Refer to the paragraph above and the environmental
assessment.

j)  The environmental impacts are thoroughly discussed in the
environmental assessment and need not be further discussed in
this paragraph.

k) The factual determination has been made. Each of the
jtems in paragraph 230.11 is documented above or in the
Environmental Assessment. If more detailed information is
required, the project file has the needed information. The
information includes:

1) Physical substrate determination

2) Water circulation, fluctuation, and salinity
determinations

3) Suspended particulate/turbidity determinations

4) Contaminant determination

5) Aquatic ecosystem and organism determinations

6) Proposed disposal site determination

7) Determination of cumulative effects on the aquat1c

- ecosystem

8) Determination of secondary effect on the aquatic
ecosystem

This document fu]fi]is the requirement for Finding of

Compliance.
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D. Executive Orders 11988 and 11990

Since much of the bankline stabilization and levee
riprapping is performed within the levees, they are subject to
Executive Order 11988, which deals with all Federal action in the
100 year flood plain of a river and 11990 which deals with
wetlands. These Executive Orders were considered in the
preparation of this assessment. This action would take place in
the flood plain because banklines and levees are by their very
nature in the flood plain. The action 1is not in conflict with
state and local flood plain regulation. The impacts to the flood
plain are discussed in this assessment. So far as is known, the
impacts would be limited to the immediate area. There would be no
wide ranging impacts outside the flood plain, except insofar as the
action provides flood protection to the area on both sides of the
Colorado River beyond the levees.

The project was also considered from the point of view of
Executive Order 11990. It was determined that this project would
have no impacts on any wetlands values of areas found adjacent to
the river in the project area.
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Appendix A
Discussion of the Four Basic
Mining Plans for Quarrying
Riprap Material

The four basic mining plans for quarrying riprap material are
described below.

Plan A

This plan is for gently sloping quarries with tops that can be
reached by haul roads with average grades of less than 8 percent
and no local grades exceeding 12 percent.

Quarries of this type will be mined from the top down.
Successive 1lifts will generally be around 40 feet. The working
face will have a backslope to match a prominent rock joint if such
a joint is present. As the quarry limit is reached, the backslope
will be flattened to a 1 to 1 or flatter slope, or benches will be
left to provide an overall slope not steeper than 1:1.

Processed rock will be hauled directly from the benches.
Access roads will generally be designed 24 feet or more in width.
Where necessary, extra road width with a heavy earth berm will be
provided at such locations as adjacent to deep fills.

The following equipment would be utilized in Plan A quarry
operations.

a. A mechanically operated Grizzley and screening plant

b. Two or three rubber-tired front end loaders

c. Three to six trucks, depending on the distance to where
the rock is being utilized and the capacities of
the trucks

d. A crane with a crushing ball for breaking oversize
material

e. A compressor and air drills

f. A contractor-furnished scales for weighing
quarried materials

g. Several pickups and employees' private automobiles

Between 8 and 14 laborers, a foreman, and a Government inspector
would be required in the work area under Mining Plan A.

Plam B

Mining Plan B 1is the general plan for steep quarries which
cannot be reached by gently sloping haul roads.
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Under this plan, the quarry will be mined from the bottom up.
As each new level is developed, equipment access roads with average
grades of 18 percent and Tocal grades of 24 percent maximum will be
constructed for the drilling equipment. The equipment access roads
will generally be 12 feet wide but may vary from 8 feet to 20 feet.

The equipment and labor force as itemized for Mining Pian B
would be the same as for Mining Plan A.

Plan C
This plan is for high, nearly vertical cliffs.

Under Mining Plan C, development of the quarry will require
removal of talus and waste at the base of the cliff. The talus, if
suitable, will be utilized for riprap. The waste will be used to
form a work area for the riprap and to form a flat area
encompassing from 2 to 4 acres in which to locate the processing
plant and the loading area.

After the work area has been established, coyote tunnels will
be excavated into the base of the cliff, loaded, and blasted. The
equipment for each of the three phases of work is as follows:

Phase I--establishment of the work area:

) 2 to 3 D-9 dozers

2) 1 to 2 rubber-tired front end loaders

3) Air compressor and air drills to remove weathered or
highly fractured rock

4) Grizzley and screening plant, if talus is suitable
for riprap

Phase II--excavating coyote holes, drilling and blasting:

(1) Air compressor and air drills
(2) Track and muck cars
(3) Rubber-tired front end loader

Phase III--processing and hauling riprap:

) Mechanically operated Grizzley and screening plant

) 2 to 3 rubber-tired front end loaders

) 3 to 6 haul trucks

) A crane with a headache ball

) A compressor and air drills for breaking oversize
materials

) Scales for weighing quarried materials

Between 6 and 14 laborers, a foreman, and a Government inspector
would be in the work area.



Plan D

This plan is for harvesting rocks lying on the surface of the
ground. It is expected that the contractor would doze the rock
into piles at convenient locations for loading. In-place rock, if
present, would be ripped and/or blasted loose and utilized.
Normally, rock obtained from surface rock salvage operations is
subangular and would be mixed with rock from a conventional quarry
operation to obtain suitable riprap.

The equipment to be used in a surface rock salvage operation
would include:

One to three dozers with rippers where appropriate
One rubber-tired loader
Three to six haul trucks
Scales for weighing rock

oo oo

Between 5 and 10 laborers, a foreman, and a Government inspector
would be in the work area.
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APPENDIX B - QUARRY SITES

(1) Times Guich (NW}, sec. 18., T. 19 N.,
R. 20 W., Arizona)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is a sharply
sloping (slope 1:1) vertical rock face on the north side of a large
wash. The work area would be located in the wash at the bottom of
the cliff. Care would be exercised in designing the work area so
that it would not interfere with storm flows. A maximum of
2,300,000 tons of rock would be removed from this site and about 27
acres of land would be disturbed.

Considerable preparatory work would
be required to remove the large talus and wash deposits at the base
of the cliff. Much of the material would be used to form the work
area and the vremainder for haul road construction. A final
decision has not yet been made as to placement of the access road.
The road would either be an existing road connecting the site with
a powerline 0&M road, or a new road placed in a small wash and
connecting the site with the existing access road into the
abandoned Sierra Quarry.

Upon completion of each stage of the
mining operations, a very steep rock face would be left with a
slope comparable to or slightly steeper than the existing slope.
A1l specifications would require removal of all loose rock and
scaling to insure the safety of the next operation and the public
between operations.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the proposed quarry
site is sparse, consisting primarily of scattered creosote bush and
barrel cactus. Vegetation in a small wash immediately adjacent to
the quarry site is very dense because of several seasonal water
catchments and seeps which originate on the proposed quarry site.
Although this natural water source will be eliminated during
quarrying operations, it will be restored and improved once
quarrying 1is completed. Vegetation on and around the seeps
includes creosote bush, sweet-bush, brittlebush, bursage, Opunita
sp., ocotillo, catclaw acacia, cholla, yucca, grasses and forbs.
Vegetation on the work site is also quite dense and similar to the
seep areas. Vegetation on the access road is much less dense,
since the wash has been used as a jeep trail. Vegetation in the
wash includes creosote bush, brittlebush, grasses and forbs, with
scattered catclaw acacia, cholla, and ocotillo.
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The project would result in the Toss
of 27 acres of vegetation for the quarry site, work area, and
access road. In addition, the disturbance or destruction of the
seeps would result in the Toss of much of the vegetation on and
around the seep areas and in the wash. However, once the seeps are
restored, vegetation should eventually return.

(c) MWildlife

As a result of the dense vegetation
and seasonal water supply, the site 1is used by wildlife. Many
jackrabbits, cottontail rabbits, and Gambel's quail were observed
by Bureau biologists on the site. Signs of relatively large
populations of coyotes, rodents, reptiles, and raptors were
observed, primarily in the vicinity of the seeps. Burro
populations are obviously high in the area. Many burros were
observed, and damage and trailing due to burros is extensive. What
were believed to have been three bighorn sheep were sighted on a
hill south of the wash, but were too far away for a positive
identification. Sheep have historically used the area around the
site. A herd of approximately 35 sheep were known to be in the
general area as recently as 1978. However, no sign of sheep was
observed around the water tanks during two days of observation and
AGFD considers this site to be within low value bighorn sheep
habitat which presently suffers from human disturbance and lack of
water. Impacts to this habitat as a result of this activity are
expected to be insignificant.

Wildlife on the site would be forced
to relocate and some would perish. While the seeps and water tanks
are disturbed, wildlife dependent upon them for a water supply
would be forced to find alternative sources of water and some would
perish.

(d) Archaeology

A class I Titerature search and a
Class III field survey were conducted. The results of both
indicated that no significant archaeological or historical
resources would be affected by the proposed quarrying.

(e) Esthetics
This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class I. This designation provides for sites

where change 1is limited mainly to natural ecological changes;
however, it does not preclude very limited management activity.
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The removal of 2,300,000 tons of rock
from the site would result in the destruction of the entire rock
face and a unique desert water hole. This water hole will be
restored after quarrying is completed. This, combined with the
loss of associated vegetation, would result in a noticeable scar.
The site is not visible from any major roads or population centers;
however, there is an existing access road (jeep trail) that goes to
within a mile of the site.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is on Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) land. An existing road connects the site with a
powerline 0&M road and ultimately with the Oatman Road. Evidence
of mining, prospecting, and hunting was observed. The area has
apparently been grazed in the past, as the wash is fenced
approximately 14 miles west of the quarry site. The proposed
action would have little impact on land use. Public use of the
area may increase slightly if a new road is constructed.

(2) Twin Hills (NW4, SEi and SWi, NEi,
sec. 9., 1. 17 N., R. 20 W., Arizona)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry is located
southwest of McHeffy Butte. A1l of 240,000 tons of rock would be
removed from this site resulting in a disturbance of approximately
21.5 acres. The quarry would consist of two very low hills
approximately 60 feet 1in elevation above the surrounding,
relatively flat, terrain and would be very 1nconsp1cuous because of
the very high h1]1$ to the east.

The quarry site is covered with a
moderate amount of talus and may have some in- p]ace rock suitable
for ripping. The quantities of rock shown in Table 1 were
calculated for a quarry without suitable in-place rock and would be
revised if suitable rock is found. Recent core drilling has
confirmed that only a minimal amount of inplace rock is available.

The work area would be located at the
base between the two very low hills. The access road, which would
connect the site with an existing powerline 0&M road, would follow
a small wash and then come up onto an extensive flat.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the access road site is
relatively heavy 1in the wash. areas, consisting primarily of
creosote bush, bursage, brittiebush, Mormon tea, cholla and
paloverde. Vegetation on the proposed quarry site 1is sparse
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because the hills are covered with talus. Quarrying this site
would result in the loss of 21.5 acres of vegetation.

(c) Wildlife

Signs of burros, rabbits, coyotes,
rodents, and reptiles were observed on the site. As a result of
this project wildlife on the site would be forced to relocate and
some would perish. However, since no blasting will be required,
impacts on sheep are expected to be minimal. -

(d) Archaeology

Both a class I literature search and
a Class III field survey were conducted. Three isolated lithic
features were located. These features would be impacted by the
blasting and hauling activities. However, none of the features
meet the criteria for eligibility for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places.

(e) Esthetics

This site is designated a visual
resource management Class II because it is within a wilderness
study area. If it were not within a wilderness study area it would
be designated Class III. Quarrying this site would not change the
characteristic landscape. The removal of 240,000 tons of rock
would disturb large areas of desert varnish, resulting in severe
visual 1impacts. The site 1is not visible from any population
centers or major roads; however, it is visible from the old Oatman
Road.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is Tocated on BLM Tand. No
roads exist on the site, and no evidence of public use was
observed. The construction of an improved road would probably
result in increased public use of the area.

The site is located in BLM Arizona

Wilderness Study Area Number 2-28. This project may impair the
suitability of the area for preservation as wilderness.

(3) Osborn Wash - South (NWi, sec. 15, T. 9
N., R. 18 W., Arizona)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site dis a
horseshoe-shaped rock shelf on the edge of a small wash. The work
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area would be in the wash bottom. The access road would cross a
flat sandy area and enter the wash. It would be constructed
through the center of the site and then doubled back both east and
west along the outside perimeter of the quarry. A maximum of
925,000 tons of rock would be removed from this site resulting in
the disturbance of 20 acres.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the access road site is
relatively sparse, consisting primarily of palo verde, cholla,
ocotillo, forbs, and grasses. Vegetation is more dense in the
wash. Dominant species in the wash are creosote bush, brittlebush,
bursage, barrel cactus, grasses, and forbs. Quarrying this site
would result in the loss of approximately 20 acres of vegetation.

(c) Wildlife

Evidence of very high populations of
rodents and reptiles, primarily sidewinders, was observed on the
site. Signs of coyotes, rabbits, and what was believed to be kit
fox, were also observed. Wildlife on the site would be forced to
relocate and some would perish. Several small water entrapments in
the wash would be destroyed. The large populations of rodents and
reptiles on the site may result in a relatively high mortality
during construction of the access road. This in turn could affect
predator use of the site.

This site is in an area which is
being developed as bighorn sheep habitat by the AGFD and the BLM.
Several permanent water sources have been developed in the area in
an attempt to attract sheep away from the Parker Strip area.
During a meeting with AGFD on March 4, 1982, the Bureau agreed to
drop this site from immediate consideration; however, it was also
agreed that this site would remain in the Bureau's long-range plans
and that in 1987 the Bureau would again consult with the AGFD
regarding the status of bighorn sheep in the area.

(d) Archaeology

Both a Class I literature search and
a Class III survey indicated that no significant archaeological or
historical resources would be affected by the proposed activities.

(e) Esthetics
This site 1is designated a visual

resource management Class II because it 1is within a wilderness
study area.
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The removal of 925,000 tons of rock
and 20 acres of vegetation would disrupt the desert varnish and
result in a noticeable scar.

The area is undisturbed and has no
existing roads. An access road would have to be constructed;
however, it would not be highly visible because of the sandy
character of the area. Portions of the site would be visible from a
surfaced road.

(f) -Land Use and Ownership

This site is located on BLM land.
Although there are no existing roads on the site, the area has been
disturbed by off-road vehicles. Cattle are currently being grazed
in the area. The site is located in BLM Arizona Wilderness Study
Area 5-12.

Construction of an access road may
result in increased public use of the area. Suitability of the
area for preservation as wilderness may be impaired.

(4) Laguna Mountains North (SE}, sec. 17, and
NE4, sec. 20, T. 7 S., R. 21 W., Arizona)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is a rock
shelf on the edge of a small wash. The work area would be located
in the wash bottom. The access road, which would connect the site
with an existing 0&M road, would cross a flat mesa and then proceed
up the wash. A1l of the available 200,000 tons of rock would be
removed from this site resulting in the disturbance of
approximately 10.5 acres.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the proposed quarry
site and the mesa is relatively sparse, consisting primarily of
creosote bush, grasses, and forbs. Vegetation is more dense in the
wash. Dominant species in the wash are creosote bush, brittlebush,
palo verde, smoke tree and ocotillo. One or two small saguaro
cactus are growing on the edge of the proposed quarry site.
Attempts will be made to relocate these cacti if it appears that
quarrying will affect them. The project would result in the loss
of 10.5 acres of vegetation.

(¢c) Wildlife
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Signs of reptiles, and rodents were
observed on the site. Wildlife on the site would be forced to
relocate and some would perish.

(d) Archaeology

Both a Class I literature search and
a Class III field survey indicated that no significant
archaeological or historical resources would be affected by the
proposed activities. T

(e) Esthetics

This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class II. This site is in an undisturbed area.

‘ The removal of 200,000 tons of rock
and 10.5 acres of vegetation and the construction of an access road
would result in noticeable scars. This site is not visible from
any population centers or major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site 1is owned by the United
States Government and is part of the Yuma Proving Grounds. No
roads exist on the area and 1ittle evidence of public use was
observed. Construction of an access road into the site would
probably increase public use of the area.

(5) Mittry Lake (S%, SE%, sec. 14, and Ni,
NE%, sec. 23, T. 7 S., R. 2T W., Arizona)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

A1l of the available 150,000 tons of
rock would be mined on about 8 acres of this site. The proposed
quarry site is a rocky slope rising 200-300 feet above the floor of
a small wash. The work area would be located in the wash bottom.
The access road would be placed in the wash and would connect the
site with an existing 0&M road.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the site is relatively
sparse. The wash appears to carry small but high velocity flows
which prohibit the establishment of extensive vegetation. Dominant
species in the wash are creosote bush, brittlebush, cheese-bush,
cholla, and ocotillo. Vegetation on the slopes consists entirely
of grasses and forbs. Quarrying this site would result in the loss
of approximately 8 acres of vegetation.
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(c) Wildlife

Signs of wild burro, coyotes,
reptiles, and rodents were observed on the site.

Wildlife on the site would be forced
to relocate and some would perish. Several small water entrapments
in the wash would be destroyed. This should not affect large
mammals as alternate water supplies are located nearby.

(d) Archaeology

Both a Class I literature search and
a Class III field survey indicated that no significant
archaeological or historical resources would be affected by the
proposed activities.

(e) Esthetics

: This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class III. This site has already been
disturbed by prospectors and burro trailing. Visual impacts
resulting from quarrying would be minimal because of previous
disturbances. This site is visible from the Colorado River.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is on Reclamation Withdrawn
land. No roads exist on the site, but it has been heavily
disturbed by prospectors and burro trailing.

(6) Eagle Pass Westerly (NWi, sec. 19, T. 8
N., R. 22 E., and NE}, sec. 24, T. 8 N., R. 21 E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is the rock
shelves on both sides of a large wash. Approximately
10,000,000 tons of rock would be removed from this site resulting
in the disturbance of approximately 89 acres. The work area would
be in the wash bottom. The existing access road for the Eagle Pass
site would be used, but would require widening in this area.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation is relatively sparse for a
desert wash community. Dominant species are creosote bush,
brittiebush, cheese-bush, sweetbush, smoke tree,” and catclaw
acacia.
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Vegetation on approximately 85 acres
would be lost. Very little vegetation would be lost along the
access road, as the road will require only minor improvements.

(c) MWildlife

Signs of rabbits, coyotes, reptiles,
and rodents were observed on the site. Quarrying this site would
force wildlife on the site to relocate and some would perish. This
site is within an area considered to be critical bighorn sheep
habitat because of several nearly permanent water sources. CDFG
believes this site to be an important brooding and nesting area for
raptor.

(d) Archaeology

A Class I T1literature search was
initiated for this area. No sites were recorded in the immediate
vicinity of the quarry; however, several sites were recorded to the
west of the proposed quarry and haul road. A Class III survey
located one isolated feature (evidence of mining debris) which
would be impacted by blasting and hauling rock. None of these
features appear to be eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. The results of the field survey indicate that no
significant archaeological or historical resources would be
affected by quarrying.

(e) Esthetics

This site is designated a visual
resource management Class II because it is within a wilderness
study area. Otherwise it would be designated Class IV because it
has an existing access road and quarry.

Quarrying this site would result in a
noticeable scar; however, quarrying may also help improve the
condition of the area by removing boulders from the wash.
According to BLM these boulders which were Tleft from previous
quarrying operations may be impairing the suitability of the area
for wilderness classification. This area is not visible from any
population centers or major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site 1is located on BLM land.
Evidence of fairly heavy public use was observed on this site. The
road into the area is heavily traveled. The site is located in BLM
(California) Wilderness Study Area Number 290 and within the
California Desert Conservation Plan (CDCP) Class L. Quarrying this
site would result in 1little change in 1land use. The area's
suitability for preservation as wilderness may be affected.
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However, the designation of this site as a wilderness area is
questionable because of its past heavy use.

(7) Eagle Pass South Hill (NWi, sec. 24, T. 8
N., R. 21 E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is a large
talus-covered hill that has been quarried in the past by private
individuals. A maximum of 200,000 tons of rock would be removed
from this site resulting in the disturbance of 31 acres of land.
The work area would be located in the wash. The access road to the
other Eagle Pass sites would serve this site as well. The road is
well traveled to this point, but would require widening. Extensive
reconstruction could be required after severe storms.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation in the wash is similar to
Eagle Pass Westerly, but more dense. The quarry site is
essentially void of vegetation with the exception of scattered
creosote bush, beavertail cactus, and barrel cactus.

Vegetation on the 31 acres to be
disturbed would be lost.

(c) Wildlife

Wildlife is similar to that of Eagle
Pass Westerly, but rodent and reptile populations seem to be higher
in this area. Raptor use was evident on this site. Turkey
vultures, red-tailed hawks, and what appeared to be great horned
owl scat, were observed.

Wildlife on the site would be forced
to relocate and some would be destroyed. Apparent high populations
of rodents and reptiles may result in relatively high mortality
during construction. This mortality could affect the large number
of raptors using the area.

BLM biologists believe the Sacramento
Mountain Range, in which this site is found, to be perhaps the best
bighorn sheep habitat in the overall area. They estimate there is
a herd of 60 sheep in the mountain range. Smith Spring, which is
an important watering hole for bighorn sheep, is a half-mile from
this quarrying site. Smith Spring would not be affected in
quarrying.
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(d) Archaeology

A Class I literature search has been
conducted for this site. The Class III field survey located the
remnants of a mining ore chute on Eagle Pass South Hill. The
tie-rods had been removed, collapsing the wooden sides and base.
There were no associated features with this remnant of mining
activity. This feature could be impacted by blasting and hauling
rock. The feature does not appear to be eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. The survey indicates that no Signifi-
cant archaeological or historical resources will be affected by
quarrying.

(e) Esthetics

This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class II because it is within a Wilderness
Study Area. This site would be a Class III if it were not in a
Wilderness Study Area because of previous disturbance and the
existing access road. On the site there is also an old flume used
to remove decorative rock.

Surface rock salvage on the site
would disrupt the desert varnish and result in severe visual
impacts. The site is not visible from any population centers or
major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is on land administered by
BLM. The site is on the same road discussed in the other Eagle
Pass sites and evidence of fairly heavy public use was observed.
Several old mining claims, digs, and inactive mines are located on
the site. The site is located in BLM (California) Wilderness Study
Area No. 290 and within CDCP Class L.

Improvement of the road may result in
increased public use of the area, although the area is already
accessible. The suitability of the areas for preservation as
wilderness could be impaired. However, the designation of this
area as wilderness is questionable because of its past heavy use.

(8) Park Moabi (SEi, sec. 7, T. 7 N., R. 24
E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is on the
side of a large, broad hill. Approximately 200,000 tons of rock
would be removed from this site resulting in the disturbance of
12.5 acres. The work area would be constructed in a small wash at
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the bottom of the slope. An access road would be constructed in
the wash and would connect the site with an existing 0&M road;
however, the access road will be made inaccessible after quarrying
is completed.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the.site is relatively
sparse. Grasses and forbs are dominant on the hillside, while the
wash contains scattered creosote bush, brittlebush, and Mohave
sage. ‘

Vegetation on the 12.5 acres of dis-
turbed land would be lost.

(c) Wildlife

Wild burros, Gambel's quail, and
signs of rodents and reptiles were observed on the site. The CDFG
feels that deer and bighorn sheep inhabit this site; however, no
evidence of either was found during field reconnaisance by Bureau
biologists. Quarrying would force the wildlife on the site to
relocate and some would perish. After joint review of this area by
CDFG and Bureau biologists, it was determined that quarring this
site would not significantly impact nearby deer and sheep habitat.

(d) Archaeology

Both a Class I literature search and
a Class III field survey indicated that no significant
archaeological or historical resources would be affected by the
proposed activities.

(e) Esthetics

: This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class III because of previous disturbance from
pipelines and associated 0&M roads.

Quarrying operations may result in
the elimination of an entire hillside and would leave a noticeable
scar. The site is not visible from the highway or any population
centers.
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(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is on Reclamation Withdrawn
land. No roads or trails exist on the quarry site. However, two
natural gas pipelines and associated 0&M roads are located within
1,500 feet of the site. The general area is traversed by several
roads and trails and the site 1is within about 3,000 feet of
Interstate 40. Little evidence of public use of the site was
observed. The site is within CDCP Class M. Quarrying would have
very little impact on land use. -

(9) Pipeline (SE4, sec. 12, T. 7 N., R. 23 E.,
California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is a steep
cliff which rises approximately 175 feet above the floor of a small
wash. A maximum of 150,000 tons of rock would be removed from this
site disturbing 17 acres of land. The work area would be in the
wash bottom. The access road would be placed in the bottom of the
wash and would connect the site with an existing 0&M road. An
existing road would be used as a portion of the access road. This
access road will be made inaccessible after quarrying is completed.

(b) Vegetation

Dominant species in the wash are
creosote bush, bursage, sweetbush, and catclaw acacia. The quarry
site is generally lacking vegetation.

Vegetation on approximately 17 acres
of land would be lost.

(c) Wildlife

Gambel's quail and signs of wild
burros, coyotes, rodents, and reptiles were observed. The CDFG
feels that deer and bighorn sheep inhabit this site; however, no
evidence of either was found during field reconnaissance by Bureau
biologists. After joint inspection by CDFG and Bureau biologists,
it was determined that the quarry would not significantly impact
nearby deer and sheep habitat.

Wildlife on the site would be forced
to relocate and some would perish. A few small, natural water

B-13



entrapments in the wash would be destroyed; however equivalent
water entrapments will be created at the completion of the
quarrying.

(d) Archaeology

Both a Class I literature search and
a Class III field survey indicated that no significant archaeo-
logical or historical resources would be affected.

(e) Esthetics

This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class II because it is within a Wilderness
Study Area. Otherwise it would be designated Class III because it
has already been disturbed by pipelines and associated 0&M roads.

Quarrying would remove the adjoining
hill, leaving a noticeable scar. The site is not visible from any
population centers or major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is on land administered by
BLM. The area has been used extensively by the public, primarily
for camping, hunting, and target shooting. The area around the
proposed access road has been used for indiscriminate dumping.
This site is close to the same roads and pipelines discussed under
the Park Moabi site. This site is also within 3,000 feet of
Highway 40. This site is in BLM (California) Wilderness Study Area
Number 310 and within CDCP Class L.

Little dimpact on 1land use would
occur. The suitability of the area as wilderness could be impaired.
Designation of the area as potential wilderness 1is questionable
because of the reasons discussed under the Park Moabi site.

(10) Big Maria No. 1 (SEi, sec. 20, and SWi,
sec. 21, T. 4 S., R. 23 E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is a steep
rock shelf along the edge of a large wash. Removing 260,000 tons
of rock from this site would disturb approximately 29 acres. The
work area would be located in the wash. An existing road would be
used as an access road.
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(b) Vegetation

Vegetation in the wash is relatively
dense. Dominant species in the wash are creosote bush,
brittlebush, Mohave sage, ocotillo, and catclaw acacia. Vegetation
on the proposed quarry site 1is sparse, consisting primarily of
beavertail and hedgehog cactus. ‘

As a result of the prOJect, vegeta—
tion on approx1mate1y 22 acres would be lost.

(c) Wildlife

Signs of mule deer, coyotes, rabbits,
and relatively large populations of rodents and reptiles were
observed on the site. Wildlife on the site would be forced to
relocate and some would perish. BLM biologists consider the Big
Maria sites to be in transient bighorn sheep range; however, sheep
are not known to use this area.

(d) Archaeology

A Class I Titerature search and a
Class III field survey indicated that no significant archaeological
or historical resources would be affected by the proposed
activities. :

(e) Esthetics

This site is designated a visual
resource management Class III because of an existing road into the
area.

Quarrying operations would destroy
the rock shelf and part of the adjoining hillside, resulting in a
noticeable scar. The site is not visible from any population
centers or major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is on land administered by
BLM. Evidence of 1limited public use, primarily camping and
hunting, was observed. The site is readily accessible with 4-wheel
drive vehicles. This site is within CDCP Class L.

Improvement of the road may result in
increased public use of the area if the road cannot be blocked.
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(11) Big Maria No. 2 (SWi, sec. 20, T. 4 S., R.

23
E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The site is a steep hillside on the
edge of a large wash. A maximum of 1,100,000 tons of rock would be
removed from this site resulting in the disturbance of 28.6 acres
of land. The work area would be located in the wash bottom. The
access road would be constructed in the wash and would be an exten-
sion of the road into the Big Maria No. 1 site.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation in the wash 1is similar to
that discussed under Big Maria No. 1, but is denser because of the

absence of a road. Vegetation on the proposed quarry site is

sparse and consists primarily of creosote-bush, beavertail cactus,
and barrel cactus.

Vegetation on the 28.6 acres to be
disturbed would be Tost.

(c) MWildlife

The wildlife inhabiting this site are
similar to that found at the Big Maria No. 1 site. Wildlife on the
site would be forced to relocate and some would perish. A few
small water entrapments would be destroyed.

BLM biologists consider this site to
be in transient bighorn sheep range; however, sheep are not known
to use the area.

(d) Archaeology

A Class I Tliterature search and a
Class III field survey indicated that no significant archaeological
or historical resources would be affected.

(e) Esthetics

The site is designated a visual
resource management Class II. There is an old access road into the
area, but it is impassable and the site has not been disturbed in
the past.

Quarrying operations on the site

would essentially destroy a steep rock shelf and a large portion of
a mountainside. Disturbance of desert varnish would result in
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severe visual impacts. The site is not visible from any population
centers or major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

The site is on land administered by
BLM. With the exception of a few old mining claims and digs, very
little evidence of public use was observed, even though the general
area is accessible by a road which runs on a shelf above the wash.
Maps indicate a jeep trail to the site through the wash bottom, but
it is no longer passable. This site is within CDCP Class L.

(12) Vidal Junction (SiNWi, S4SE34, SWi, sec.
19, and all except S3iSE}, sec., 30, T. 1 N., R. 24 E.,
California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is four
rolling, talus-covered hills. All of the available 70,000 tons of
rock would be removed from this site by surface raking resulting in
the disturbance of approximately 200 acres of land; however the
value of the hills will be maintained. An existing road, which
connects the site with Highway 62, would be used for the biggest
portion of the access road. The work area would be located in a
gully which bisects the hills. Recent core drilling has confirmed
that there is no quarryable inplace rock; therefore, all activities
would be confined to rock raking.

(b) Vegetation

Since the proposed quarry site is
covered with talus, vegetation is sparse. Ground cover on the site
is estimated to be less than 20 percent, consisting primarily of
grasses and forbs with scattered creosote bush, barrel cactus, and
beavertail cactus. The access road will cross a large, densely
vegetated wash. Dominant species in the wash are creosote bush,
cheesebush, and catclaw acacia. :

Vegetation on the 200 acres to be

disturbed would be lost. Precautions would be taken to avoid the
destruction of mesquite trees where the road crosses the wash.
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(c) Wildlife

Wildlife on the site consists
primarily of rodents and reptiles. Signs of mule deer, rabbits,
and coyotes were observed in the wash. The site lies in habitat of
the desert tortoise as identified by the BLM California Desert Plan
Staff. .

Wildlife on the site would be forced to
relocate and some would perish. -

(d) Archaeology

A Class I literature search and a
Class III field survey were conducted. The results of the survey
indicate that no significant archaeological or historical resources
would be affected by the proposed activities.

(e) Esthetics

This site is in VRM Class III. It
has been heavily disturbed by prospectors, ORV's and the military,
and is transected by several roads and trails. Disruption of such
a large area would result in a noticeable scar. However, visual
impacts would be minimized because of previous disturbances and
screening provided by vegetation along the highways. The site is
visible from U.S. 95 and California Highway 62.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is owned in part by .the
United States (BLM and Reclamation Withdrawn) and in part by
private parties. This site is within CDCP Class M. '

(13) Quien Sabe East (SE4, sec. 15, NiNE%, sec.
22, T. 3 S., R. 22 E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is in a deep
gully in the side of a mountain. A maximum of 820,000 tons of rock
would be removed from this site, disturbing about 20 acres. The
work area would be in the bottom of the gully. The access road
would connect the site with an existing 0&M road.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the site is relatively
sparse, consisting primarily of grasses and forbs with scattered
creosote bush. Vegetation on the 20 acre site would be lost.

(c) Wildlife
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Signs of coyotes, vreptiles, and
rodents were observed. This site probably receives occasional use
by mule deer and desert bighorn sheep, although no sign of this
species was observed. ‘

Wildlife on the site would be forced
to relocate and some would perish. A few small water entrapments
would be destroyed affecting those wildlife which rely on them.
After joint inspection of the site by CDFG and Bureau biologists,
it was determined that impacts on wildlife would be insignificant.

(d) Archaeology

Both a Class I literature search and
a Class III field survey indicated that no significant archaeo-
logical or historical resources would be affected by the quarry.

(e) Esthetics

This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class II because the area is undisturbed and
has no roads.

Quarrying operations would result in
a noticeable scar, but would not be visible from any roads or
population centers. Portions of the access road would be visible
from Highway 95.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

The site 1is owned in part by the
United States (BLM and Reclamation Withdrawn) and in part by
private parties. The site is accessible only by foot and no
evidence of public use was observed. This site is within CDCP
Class L.

Construction of a road into the site
would likely increase public use of the area.

(14) Quien Sabe West (NWi, sec. 21, T. 3 S., R.

23 E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

. The quarry site is a hillside located
above a saddle between two hills. A maximum of 1,215,000 tons of
rock would be removed from the site resulting in the disturbance of
25.5 acres. The work area would be located in the saddle. The
access road would enter a large wash from Highway 95 and follow the
wash for a short distance.
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(b) Vegetation

With the exception of the wash, which
the access road would follow for a short distance, vegetation on
the site 1is sparse. The wash is dominated by creosote bush,
brittlebush, catclaw acacia, and a few mesquite. The access road
as it leaves the wash and rises on the mesa is desert pavement and
is generally void of vegetation. Vegetation on the proposed quarry
site is primarily grasses and forbs, with a few scattered creosote
bushes. 5 ’ -

Vegetation on the 25.5 acres to be
disturbed would be lost. Placement of the access road into the
site would require extensive blasting, filling, and leveling, which
may result in the destruction of additional vegetation. The access
road in the wash would be placed to avoid the destruction of
mesquite and mature catclaw acacia.

(c) Wildlife

Sign of rodents, reptiles, rabbits,
and raptors was observed on the site. Wildlife on the site would
be forced to relocate and some would perish. The access road where
it crosses the wash, would result in the destruction of several
natural water entrapments. These areas would be riprapped to
create water entrapments.

(d) Archaeology

A Class I literature search for this
area reported no sites.

A Class III Survey revealed one
isolated feature which would be impacted by blasting and hauling.
This feature is the broken remnants of a bottle used by early
mining parties. The feature does not appear to meet the criteria
of eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. The
results of the survey indicated that no significant archaeological
or historical resources would be affected by the quarrying
activities.

(e) Esthetics

This site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class III. An old mining trail crosses the
site.

Disturbance of extensive areas of
desert varnish and desert pavement, and the removal of an entire
hillside, would result in visual impacts, portions of which may be
visible from Highway 95.

B-20



(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is owned in part by the
United States (BLM and Reclamation Withdrawn) and in part by
private parties. Virtually no evidence of public use was observed.
An old mining trail crosses the site, but is no longer passable.
This site is within CDCP Class L.

Construction of a road into the site
would probably increase public use of the area.

(15) Hills Ranch (NEX, EiNWi, sec. 2, T. 5 S.,
R. 23 E., '
California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is a steep,
talus covered cliff on the northeast face of a hill. A maximum of
600,000 tons of rock would be removed from this site resulting in
the disturbance of approximately 17 acres of land. The work area
would be located at the bottom of the cliff. An existing road
would be used as an access road. Approximately the last 2,000 feet
of the road would be filled and widened.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the site consists
primarily of grasses and forbs, with scattered creosote bush,
barrel cactus, and desert fir. Vegetation on the 17 acres to be
disturbed would be lost.

(c) Wildlife
Signs of wild burros, mule deer,

coyotes, rabbits, reptiles and rodents were observed on the site.
Wildlife using this site would be displaced and some would perish.

(d) Archaeology

Both a Class I Titerature search and
a Class III field survey indicated that no significant
archaeological or historical resources would be affected by the
proposed activities.
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(e) Esthetics

The site 1is designated a visual
resource management Class III because there is an existing road
into the area and the area has been disturbed by off-road vehicles.

The removal of 600,000 tons of rock
would result in a scar. The site is not visible from any areas of
human residence or major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

The site is owned by the United
States (BLM and Reclamation Withdrawn). The road into the site,
which connects the site with Highway 95, is heavily used and the
general area has been disturbed by off-road vehicles. The site is
designated CDCP Class L.

(16) Mission Wash (WiSW%, sec. 4, and E4SE%,
sec. 5, T. 15 S., R. 23 E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

The proposed quarry site is the
talus-covered slopes on both sides of a large deep wash. A maximum
of 2,100,000 tons of rock would be removed from this site by rock
raking and would disturb about 122 acres of land. The work area
would be located in the wash bottom. The access road, which would
connect the site with an existing 0&M road, would follow a bench
and then drop into the wash.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the quarry site and the
bench area of the proposed access road is very sparse. The quarry
site is covered with talus and the bench has alternating stretches
of talus and desert pavement. Ground cover on these areas is
estimated at less that 10 percent and consists almost entirely of
grasses and forbs. Vegetation in the wash is relatively dense.
Dominant species 1in the wash are paloverde, catclaw acacia,
ocotillo, creosote bush, brittlebush, and cholla.

Vegetation on the 122 acres would be
lost.
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(c) Wildlife

Wildlife wuse in this area is
relatively high. Jackrabbits, mourning doves, turkey vultures and
a desert tortoise were observed on the site by a Bureau biologist.
Relatively extensive signs of mule deer, rodents, and reptiles were
also seen. Mule deer apparently use the wash for cover and for
travel between the mountains and the All-American Canal.

, Wildlife using this site would be
displaced and some would perish. -

(d) Archaeology

A Class I 1literature search and a
Class III field survey indicated that no significant archaeological
or historical resources would be affected by the proposed
activities.

(e) Esthetics

This site is designated as visual
resource management Class II because it is within a Wilderness
Study Area and is relatively undisturbed. The removal of
2,100,000 tons of rock would result in a noticeable scar. Visual
impacts would be limited to those associated with the disruption of
desert varnish. There would be no impact on form or contour. The
site is not visible from any population centers or major roads.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is on land administered by
the BLM. No trails or roads exist on the site and there is little
evidence of public use. There is some disturbance near the 0&M
road caused by off-road vehicles. This site is located in BLM
(California) Wilderness Study Area Number 356 and CDCP Class L.

Improving the road into the site may
result in increased public use. Suitability of the area for a
wilderness area could be impaired.

(17) Bat Cave Wash No 2 and Bat Cave Wash No. 3
(NE}, sec. 17, T. 7 N., R. 24 E., California)

These sites will be discussed
together because of their similarity and proximity to one another.
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(a) Terrestrial Resource

Both proposed quarry sites are steep
rock shelves along the edge of a small wash. A maximum of
1,030,000 tons of rock would be removed from site No. 2. No
estimate has been made of the amount of material to be removed from
site No. 3. A combined total of 32 acres would be disturbed on
both sites.

An access road, which is an extension
of the road into Bat Cave Wash No. 1, already runs into site No. 2.
The road would be extended approximately 2,500 feet into site
No. 3. The work areas at both sites would be located in the wash.
Recent core drilling has confirmed that substantial quantities of
medium quality rock are available from Bat Cave
No. 2.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation in the wash is relatively
sparse and appears to have been recently subjected to high water
flows. Vegetation in the wash is dominated by creosote bush,
brittlebush, and bursage. Vegetation on the quarry site is sparse,
consisting primarily of scattered beavertail and barrel cactus.
Vegetation on the 32 acres of land would be lost.

(c) Wildlife

Coyotes, rabbits, vreptiles, and
rodents inhabit these sites. Wildlife on the sites would be forced
to relocate and some would perish. Several water entrapments would
be destroyed by construction of the road from site No. 2 to site
No. 3. These water entrapments are not a permanent source of
water, but catch and temporarily store rainfall and run off.

(d) Archaeology

A Class I literature search and a
Class III field survey indicated that no significant archaeological
or historical resources would be affected by the proposed
activities.

(e) Esthetics

Site No. 2 has been designated a
visual resource management Class III because there is an existing
access road. Site No. 3 has been designated a visual resource
management Class II because it is undisturbed.

Quarrying operations and construction
of the access road into site No. 3 will result in noticeable scars.

\
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Neither of the sites are visible from a major road or population
center.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

Both sites are on private land.
Little evidence of public use was observed. These sites are within
CDCP Class L.

Public use of the area may -increase
following construction of the road into site No. 3 and improvement
of the road into site No. 2.

Very little impact on land use would
occur as a result of the project.

(18) Manchester (WiNW3, sec. 15 and NE%,
sec. 16, T. 11 N., R. 21 E., California)

(a) Terrestrial Resource

This site is an approximately 250
foot high, rocky ridge which parallels a 1large wash for
approximately 3,000 feet. Approximately 3,235,000 tons of rock
would be removed from this site disturbing about 86 acres. The
work area for the quarry would be located in the wash bottom. A
1-mile long haul road would be located on the relatively flat
terrain above the wash for reasons of safety, and would connect the
site to Highway 76.

(b) Vegetation

Vegetation on the quarry site is
sparse, made up primarily of creosote bush, brittlebush, and
bursage, with scattered bunches of grasses and forbs. Vegetation
in the wash is relatively dense for a desert wash community. The
wash appears to receive and hold a substantial amount of moisture,
and supports mesquite, catclaw acacia, smoke-tree, paloverde,
creosote bush, bursage, brittlebush, and cheese bush. The wash
bottom also supports relatively dense stands of grasses and forbs.

Quarrying this site would disturb 86
acres of vegetation, including about 16 acres of vegetation in the
wash.

(c) Wildlife
The wash is heavily used by wildlife.
Wildlife observed in the area include jackrabbits, cottontail

rabbits, Gambel's quail, red-tailed hawks, and western diamond back
rattlesnakes. The area suports a large rodent population and
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therefore probably supports a number of predators and reptiles.
Evidence of desert mule deer was found in the wash. BLM biologists
indicate the area hasn't supported bighorn sheep in recent years,
although observations of signs in the past two years hint that
either a remnant or new population may be using the general area.
Signs of coyotes and burros were also observed in the area.

As a result of this project, wildlife
using this area would be displaced and some would perish. Several
small, natural water catchments in the wash would be destroyed
during construction of the haul road and work area. Several larger
water catchments are located in the wash, but, being northwest of
the quarry area, would not be disturbed.

Several small water catchments would
be constructed to replace those destroyed by quarrying.

(d) Archaeology

A Class I literature search showed no
cultural resources are located in this area. A Class III survey
indicated that no significant archaeological or historical
resources would be affected.

(e) Esthetics

This site is designated a visual
resource management Class III because it does not contain any
unique or outstanding visual features.

Quarrying and construction of the
haul road would disturb the desert varnish and perhaps cause
changes in contour, resulting in a noticeable scar. This site is
visible from a small portion of Highway 76. Quarrying would be
concentrated on the south and west end of the ridge to reduce
visibility from Highway 76.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site 1is located on privately
owned land. Little evidence of public use was observed. The site
is inaccessible except by small all-terrain vehicles. The site is
designated CDCP Class L.

Construction of an access road would

increase public use. The area's suitability for preservation as
wilderness may be affected.
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APPENDIX C - STOCKPILE SITES

(1) Site 274.1 (SWi, sec. 30, T. 21 N.,
R. 217 W., Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile. It is
located approximately % mile north of Bullhead City airport on
Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 30,000 tons of rock are
currently stored there. This site 1is visible from- Arizona
Highway 95.

(2) Site 268.0

(NE} & SE%, sec. 29, T. 32 S.,
R.66E., MDW, Nevada)

This is an existing stockpile site. It is
located approximately 150-200 yards south of the existing Davis Dam
Quarry in a wide shallow wash on Reclamation Withdrawn land.
Approximately 24,500 tons of rock are currently stored there.

The stockpile site is partially visible
from some parts of the Big Bend area and adjacent traffic routes.

(3) Site 264.6 (sec 30, T. 20 N.,
R. 22W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This is an existing stockpile site on the
Arizona side of the river in an area that has been heavily used by
off-road vehicles. It is on Reclamation Withdrawn land. Areas to
the north and east of the site are being developed for commercial
and residential uses. Approximately 30,000 tons of rock are
currently stored there. ‘

(4) Site 261.7 (SE%, sec. 22, T. 33 S.,
R66E., MDV, Nevada)

This existing stockpile site is
immediately outside the levee in the historic flood plain on the
Nevada side of the Colorado River. "It is on Reclamation Withdrawn
land. The boundary of the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation is about
three-tenths of a mile south of the site. This site is an existing-
stockpile for riprap material from the Davis Dam Quarry and would
be replenished for this project. Approximately 30,000 tons of rock
are currently stockpiled there.

(5) Site 258.7 (Lot 3, sec. 5, T. 33 S.,
R. 66 E., MDW, Nevada)
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This site is located adjacent to a dirt
road west of the Mohave Valley levee on the Nevada side of the
river. The Fort Mohave Indian Reservation borders the road on the
north side. The site is on Reclamation Withdrawn land.

A fire during the week of June 9, 1980,
burned from north of the road through the Fort Mohave Indian
Reservation. The fire burned several acres of salt cedar-screwbean
mesquite community. Vegetation in the area also includes
arrowweed, brittlebush, schismus grass, and bermuda grass. No
threatened or endangered plant or wildlife species are found on the
site. Several acres of this site were burned clear, so an open and
disturbed area is available for stockpiling.

Both a Class I literature search and a
Class III field survey were conducted. The results of these
surveys indicate that no significant archaeological or historical
resources would be affected by the proposed activities.

’ Approximately 20,000 tons of gravel would
be stockpiled on this site. Some visual and noise impacts would
occur during construction and stockpiling. Fugitive dust may be
generated during the deposition of gravel.

(6) Site 254.3 (NWi, sec. 9, T. 18 N.,
R 23 E., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on disturbed dredge spoil on the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation.
Approximately 30,000 tons of rock and 15,000 tons of gravel are
stockpiled on the site.

(7) Site 253.8 (NE %, sec. 25, T. 10N.,
R. 23 E., SBM, California)

This site is an existing stockpile
approximately 6 miles north of Needles on the California side of
the river on the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation. There is an
existing 30,000 ton stockpile of rock on the site. It is proposed
to add a 20,000 ton gravel stockpile adjacent to the rock
stockpile.

The vegetation in the area consists of
screwbean mesquite, salt cedar, and arrowweed. There is an open,
disturbed area approximately 700 feet south of the existing
stockpile and the proposed stockpile would be located there. No
threatened or endangered plant or wildlife species are found in the
area. Impacts would be minimal to wildlife and the vegetation
community.
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A class I literature search and a
Class III Survey were conducted. The results of these surveys
indicated that no significant archaeological or historical
resources would be affected by the proposed activities.

Some visual and noise impacts would occur
during construction and stockpiling. Fugitive dust may be generated
during the deposition of gravel.

(8) Site 248.7 (NE 3, sec. 14, t. 9 N.,,
R. 22 E., SBM, Ca]ifornia)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 30,000 tons of rock
are currently stored there.

(9) Site 244.5 (NE 4, sec. 32, T. 9 N.,
R. 23 E., SBM, California)

This site is an existing stockpile located
within the Bureau construction yard at Needles, California.
Approximately 10,000 tons of rock are currently stockpiled there.

(10) Site 244.2 (WISNE 4, sec. 33, T. ON.,
R. 23 E., SBM, Arizona)

This site with its two existing stockpiles
is located outside the levee on the Arizona side of the river. It
is on Reclamation Acquired land. Approximately 15,000 tons of
gravel and 30,000 tons of rock are stockpiled there.

(11) Site 240.3 (SE%, sec. 12, T. 16 N.,
R. 22 W., SBM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile. It is
located inside the levee on the California side of the river on
Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 4,500 tons of rock are
currently stored there and this rock will be replenished as it is
used.

(12) Site 239.9 (NEi, sec. 22, T. 8 N.,
R. 23 E. SBM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
Jjust outside the levee on the Arizona side of the river. It is on
Reclamation Acquired land in the Havasu National Wildlife Refuge.
Approximately 4,500 tons of rock are currently stockpiled there.
It is proposed to add 20,000 tons of gravel.

This site has already been cleared
although some arrowweed and salt cedar still occur. No threatened



or endangered plant or wildlife species are found in the area.
Impacts would be minimal to wildlife and the vegetation community.

A  Class I literature search and a
Class III Survey indicated that no significant archaeological or
historical resources would be affected.

Some visual and noise.impacts would occur
during stockpiling. Fugitive dust may be generated during the
deposition of gravel. -
(13) Site 238.3 (NE}, sec. 19, T. 16 N.,

R. 21 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on Reclamation Withdrawn land within the Havasu National Wildlife
Refuge on the Arizona side of the river. Approximately 5,000 cubic
yards of rock are currently stockpiled there.

(14) Site 236.7 (Ni, sec. 36, T. 10 N.,
R. 23 E., SBM, California)

This proposed stockpile site lies approxi-
mately 1 mile north of the Park Moabi campground on Reclamation
Withdrawn and Acquired land. Proposals call for stockpiling
40,000 tons of rock at this site.

The site lies on an open area of dredge
spoil. Vegetation is sparse with a few salt cedars and arrowweeds

on the site. No threatened or endangered plants or wildlife.

species are found on the site.

A Class I literature search and a
Class III survey were conducted. The results of these surveys
indicate that no significant archaeological or historical resources
would be affected by the proposed activities.

Stockpiling rock on this site would result
in the disturbance of half an acre of salt cedar-arrowweed
community. Wildlife using this habitat would be forced to relocate
and some would perish. '

‘ Some visual and noise impacts would occur
during construction and stockpiling. Fugitive dust may be
generated during the deposition of material.

(15) Site 235.7 (SW%, sec. 28, T. 16 N.,
G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile on
Reclamation Withdrawn land within the Havasu National Wildlife
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Refuge. There is an existing 1,200 ton stockpf]e of rock on this
site. It is proposed to add an additional 10,000 tons of rock at
this site.

(16) Site 174.3 (SW%, sec. 11, T. 9 N.,
R. 20 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on the Colorado River Indian Reservation. Approximately 6,000 tons
of rock are currently stockpiled on the site. It is proposed to
add an additional 20,000 tons of rock.

(17) Site 163.4 (NWi, sec. 34, T. 1 S.,
R. 22 W., SBM, California)

This proposed site is adjacent to the
recently paved MWilson Road on the Colorado River Indian
Reservation. The area is in the flood plain of the Colorado River.
Approximately 50,000 tons of rock would be stockpiled on this site.

Vegetation in the area consists of a
salt cedar-honey mesquite community with some quail bush and
schismus grass. No threatened or endangered species of plant or
animal occur on the site. The present road-surfacing contractor,
D. C. Contractors, Inc., has cleared a site adjacent to the Wilson
Road for parking construction vehicles and the proposed stockpile
would be located there. Impacts to wildlife and vegetation would
be minimal.

A Class I Tliterature search and a
Class III field survey indicated that no significant archaeological
or historical resources would be affected by the proposed
activities. '

Some visual and noise impacts would occur
during construction and stockpiling. Fugitive - dust may be
generated during the deposition of rock.

(18) Site 156.8 (NW4, sec. 6 T. 7 N.,
R. 21 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
inside the levee on the Arizona side of the river. The site is on
the Colorado River Indian Reservation. Approximately 20,000 tons
of rock are stockpiled on this site.

(19) Site 154.2 (SWi, sec. 11, T. 7 N.,
R. 21 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
inside the 1levee on the Arizona side of the river. The
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site is on the Colorado River Indian Reservation. Approximately
18,000 tons of rock are stockpiled on this site.

(20) Site 134.0 (NWi, sec. 19, T. 5 S.,
R. 23 E., SBM, California)

This site is an existing stockpile located
in Riverside County, California. The site is northwest of the Palo
Verde Diversion Dam, west of Highway 95 on Reclamation Withdrawn
land. Approximately 20,000 tons of rock are stockpiled on this
site.

(21) Site 130.8 (SE4, sec. 11, T. 4 N.,
R. 22 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on the Colorado River Indian Reservation. Approximately
40,560 tons of rock are currently stockpiled on this site.

(22) Site 124.4 (SWi, sec. 34, T. 4 N.,
R. 22 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on the Colorado River Indian Reservation on the Arizona side of the
river. It is in the flood plain of the Colorado River.
Approximately 30,000 tons of rock are currently stockpiled on this
site.

(23) Site 120.8 (SWi, sec. 15, T. 3 N.,
R. 22 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
south of Interstate 10 and east of the Colorado River out of the
flood plain. It is on Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately
51,640 tons of rock are currently stockpiled on this site.

(24) Site 119.1 (NE4, sec. 29, T. 7 S.,
R. 23 E., SBM, California)

- This site is an existing stockpile located
within the Colorado River flood plain on Reclamation Withdrawn
land. Approximately 3,000 tons of rock are currently stockpiled on
the site and it is proposed to add 5,000 tons of rock to the
existing stockpile.

(25) Site 114.8 (NWi sec 8, T. 2 N,
R. 23 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This is an existing cleared stockpile
site. It is proposed to add 10,000 tons of rock to the site.
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(26) Site 114.2 (SE%, sec. 8, T. 2 N.,
R. 22 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 15,000 tons of rock
are currently stockpiled on the site.

(27) Site 110.8 (NE4, sec. 25, T. 2 N.,
R. 23 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
within the flood plain of the Colorado River. The site is on
Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 20,000 tons of rock are
stockpiled on the site.

(28) Site 108.8 (SWi, sec. 35, T. 2 N.,
R. 23 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This is an existing cleared stockpile
site. It is proposed to add 10,000 tons of rock to the site.

(29) Site 105.3 (NW%, sec. 22, T. 1 N.,
R. 23 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile
located outside the levee on a sloping bajada. The site is on
Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 30,000 tons of rock are
stockpiled on the site.

(30) Site 104.0 (NE4, sec. 9, T. 9 S.,
R. 22 E., SBM, California)

This site with two existing stockpiles is
located within the old Cibola operations yard on Reclamation
Acquired land. Approximately 20,000 tons of gravel and 40,000 tons
of rock are stockpiled on this site.

(31) Site 100.2 (SE%, sec. 26, T. 1 N.,
R. 24 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
at the west end of the Cibola Operating Bridge, outside of the
California levee, on Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately
27,000 tons of rock are currently stored there. It is proposed to
store 10,000 tons of gravel on the cleared area of this existing
site.

(32) Site 98.9 (NEi, sec. 2, T. 2 S.,
R. 24 W., G&SRM, Arizona)
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This site is an existing stockpile Tocated
outside the Tevee on the Cibola National Wildlife Refuge.
Approximately 27,000 tons of rock are currently stockpiled there.

(33) Site 96.7 (NWi, sec. 6, T. 10 S.,
R. 22 E., SBM, California)

This site is an existing stockpile site
located within the Cibola National Wildlife Refuge on Reclamation

Acquired land. Approximately 20,000 tons of gravel and 20,000 tons

of rock are currently stored there.

(34) Site 96.0 (SW4, sec. 13, T. 1°S.,
R. 24 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This proposed site would be located within
the immediate area outside the levee on the Cibola National
Wildlife Refuge. The area consists of old dredge spoil supporting
a vegetation community occupying about 40 percent total ground
cover. Vegetation includes salt cedar, some honey mesquite,
creosote, schismus grass, and a few small annuals. No endangered
or threatened plants occur on this site.

A Class I Titerature search was conducted
on this site. No known cultural resources were located. A Class
ITT survey was conducted. The results of the survey indicated that
no signficant archaeological or historical resources would be
affected by stockpiling on the this site.

Approximately 25,000 tons of gravel and
20,000 tons of rock would be stockpiled on the site. This would
result in the disturbance of approximately 4 acre of vegetation.
Wildlife using this habitat would be displaced and some would
perish.

Some visual and noise impacts would occur
during construction and stockpiling. Fugitive dust may be
generated during the deposition of material.

(35) Site 94.3 (NE%, sec. 25, T. 1 S.,
- R. 24 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
within the Cibola National Wildlife Refuge on Reclamation Acquired
land. Approximately 20,000 tons of gravel and 27,000 tons of rock
are currently stockpiled there.

(36) Site 93.7 (SW, sec. 29, T. 1 S.,
R. 23 W., G&SRM, Arizona)



This site is an existing stockpile located
east of the lower Cibola Operating Bridge on Reclamation Withdrawn
land. Approximately 20,000 tons of rock are currently stockpiled
there.

(37) Site 90.7 (SW4, sec. 8, T., 2 S.,
R. 23 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on a low hill adjacent to the Colorado River flood plain.
Approximately 10,500 tons of rock are currently stockpiled there.

(38) Site 89,5 (NW%, sec. 18, T. 2 S.,
R. 23 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile Tocated
within the Cibola National Wildlife Refuge, on the California side
of the vriver. The site 1is on Reclamation Acquired 1land.
Approximately 10,000 tons of gravel and 20,000 tons of rock are
currently stockpiled on this site.

(39) Site 48.3 (Lot 7, sec. 17, R. 24 E.,
T. 15 S., SBM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile site
located on Reclamation Withdrawn land. The vegetation within the
stockpile site is dominated by salt cedar, arrowweed, and
quailbush. No endangered or threatened plant or animal species
occur on this site.

A Class I literature search was conducted
on this site. No known cultural resources were located. A
Class III survey was conducted. The results of the survey indicate
that no signficant archaeological or historical resources would be
affected by this project.

An additional 20,000 tons of rock would be
stockpiled either on, or adjacent to, the existing site. If the
proposed 20,000 tons of rock are placed within the boundaries of
the existing site, no additional environmental impacts would occur
other than temporary audio and visual impacts and fugitive dust.
If it is necessary to enlarge the present site to accommodate the
additional rock, additional minor impacts to vegetation and
wildlife would occur. Less than % acre of vegetation would be Tost
and wildlife using this habitat would be displaced and some would
perish.

(40) Site 43.2 (SE4, sec. 14 T. 7 S.,
R. 22 W., G&SRM, Arizona)
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This site is an existing stockpile located
to the south of Laguna Dam near the terminus of a wash in the
Laguna Mountains on Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately
7,500 tons of rock are currently stockpiled there.

(41) Site 38.7 (NEi, sec. 15 T. 16, S.,
R. 23 E. SBM, Ca]ifornia)

This site is an existing stockpile located
at the junction of the new and old reservation Jlevees on
Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 13,000 tons of gravel
and 30,000 tons of rock are currently stored on this site.

(42) Site 34.1 (NE4, sec. 30, T. 8 S.,
R. 22 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
adjacent to the South Gila Levee, inside the ancient Gila River
flood plain, approximately three-quarters of a mile south of the
confluence of the Gila and Colorado Rivers. The site 1is on
Reclamation Withdrawn 1land. Approximately 15,000 tons of gravel
and 25,000 tons of rock are currently stockpiled on this site.

(43) Site 23.3 (SWi, sec. 36, T. 16 S.,
R. 21 E., SBM, Arizona)

v This site is an existing stockpile located
inside the 1levee between the Colorado River. The site is on
Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 3,000 tons of gravel are
currently stored there.

(44) Site 11.7 (SE%, sec. 35, T. 9 S.,
R. 25, W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
on Reclamation Withdrawn land. Approximately 9,000 tons of gravel
are currently stockpiled there.

(45) Site 10.6 (NE%X, sec. 11, T. 10 S.,
R. 25 W., G&SRM, Arizona)

This site is an existing stockpile located
in the low lying area between a railroad embankment and the Yuma
Valley Levee. The site 1is on Reclamation Withdrawn land.
Approximately 20,000 tons of gravel are currently stored there.
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Appendix D

Agencies that received the July 1981 Draft Environmental Assessment.

Colorado River Indian Tribes

Colorado River Indian Reservation

Route 1, Box 23-B

Parker, AZ 85344 -

State Conservationist
Soil Conservation Service
2828 Chiles Road

Davis, CA 95616

Chief Engineer

Colorado River Board of California
107 South Broadway, Room 8103

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Director

Arizona Department of Water Resources
99 E. Virginia Avenue

Phoenix, AZ 85004

Administrator

Division of Colorado River Resources
State of Nevada

P.0. Box 19090

Las Vegas, NV 89119

Director

Nevada Department of Wildlife
P.0. Box 10678

Reno, NV 89510

State Liaison Officer

Arizona Qutdoor Recreation Coordinating Commission
4433 North 19th Avenue, Suite 203

Phoenix, AZ 85015
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State Land Commissioner
Arizona State Land Department
1624 West Adams

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Director

Arizona Department of Mineral Resources
Mineral Building, Fairgrounds

Phoenix, AZ 85007

State Historical Preservation Officer
Department of Parks and Recreation
State Resources Agency

P.0. Box 2390

Sacramento, CA 95811

Director

Department of Fish and Game
1416 19th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

The Resources Agency of California
Resources Building

1416 9th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814 (w/10 enclosures)

State Planning Coordinator

Nevada State Clearinghouse

State Capitol Building

Carson City, NV 89701 (w/15 enclosures)

Region IV Supervisor

Arizona Game and Fish Department
3005 Pacific Avenue

Yuma, AZ 85364

State Historic Preservation Officer
Arizona State Parks Board

1688 West Adams Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007
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Office of Economic Planning and Development
State of Arizona

1700 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007 (w/15 enclosures)

Director

Area Office

Fish and Wildlife Service
2953 West Indian School Road
Phoenix, AZ 85017

Area Manager

Boulder City Area Office

Western Area Power Administration
P.0. Box 200

Boulder City, NV 89005

Colorado River Agency

Bureau of Indian Affairs

U.S. Department of the Interior
Route 1, Box 9-C

Parker, AZ 85344

Yuma District Office
Bureau of Land Management
2450 4th Avenue

P.0. Box 5680

Yuma, AZ 85364

Lake Havasu City Area Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 685

Lake Havasu City, AZ 86403
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Appendix E

Letters of Comment on the July 1981 Draft Environmental Assessment
and Bureau Responses to those Letters of Comment.
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{ Department of Water Resources

Mr. X.M. Trompecter on \\
Regicnal Environmental Officer I 4
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation , September 29, 1981

Post Office Box U427
Boulder City, NV 89005

Dear Mr. Trompeter:

Th- State has reviewed the Environmental Assessment, Colorado River
Front Work.and Levee System, submitted through the Of’lce “of Planning
and Research. This review, in accordance with OMB Circular A-95, was
coordinated with the Air Resourcco, Colorado River, Reclamation, and
Water Resources Control Boards; State Lands Commission; and Departments
of Boating and Waterwsys, Conservation, Fish and Game, Parks and Recre-
ation, Water Resources, Health Services, and Transportation.

N - N S . -,

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) comments that actions of this
magﬁltgpe require Iuli cnv1ron~ﬂntal impact ‘statements. The acticns.
(quarries, stockpiles, riprap, and dredrinv) should be treated in
three documents. Qusrrying should be discussed in a alngle document
that addresses 1wpacts and provides offsetting compensation for damege
to fish and wildlife. Stockpile sites and riprap could be discussed

in a single document. Dredging and spoil placement should be discussed

in one document.

The effects of each action should be discussed clearly, so that all cf
- the impacts to fish and wildlife can be identified and evaluated. Maps
Should be used to show locations of the actions, and Ohmarts Vegetation
‘Type meps should be included as overlays. Including the rwildlife den-
sity informetion of Ohmarts and Anderson would allow for an evaluation
ol the impacts of riprapping and spoil placement.

DFG also has the following specific comments to offer concerning
quarry sites, stockpile sites, and riprapping:

Quarry Sites

The four qua rry sites identified in the Sacramento Mountains (Fagle
Pass, Eagle Pass Westerly, South Hill, and North Cliff) contain large
popugutzono of bighorn sheep., DIG recommends dropping these areas
from consideration as quarry sites. The terrain at these sites and
the proximity of springs and bighor watering.sites (Smith Springs and
Broken Mule Shoe are within onec milc) make this an important summer
area for bighorn. Summer use dreas are cons idered critical habitat
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.M, Trompeter

for bighorn sheep. The wash bottoms are essential to the sheep for

foraging and tempcrature moderation. Two plants found in these washes, ..

Bebbia and Stephanomeria, have been mentioned as important food for
desert bighorn in the study Biphorn of Death Valley, by Ralph and Buddy
Wells. 1In addition, raptors use these sites exlensively as nesting and
broodinrr areas,

Any proposal for quarrying at the Park Moabi site would have impaéts on.

both deer and bighorn sheep. There would also be increased public use
as a result of the widening of the road to the site. These impacts
should be discussed fully in the EIS, and appropriate mitigation mees-
ures provided. A spring site is shown within one mile of the quarry
site and may have potential for spring development.

-The pipeline site is comparable to the Park Moabi site, and the same
comments apply. The area is valuable for bighorn and other wildlife.
Quarrying would destroy the small water tanks in the wash, and this
would be a significant impact.

Big Maria Site 1 has both deer and bighorn values. A plan to permit
guarrying in the Big Maria sites could be considered, if the road is
~closed when the project is completed and if water developments are
created in identified areas,

The terrain at Big Maria Site 2 is a confluence of several washes., This
creates high wildlife potential. The Big Maria sites have good hatitat
and good potential for wildlife, but do not now have large wildlife
populations. This is probably due to a lack of water and also due to
mining and associated human disturbances. There may be an onportuuLty
to create water scurces for wildlife in the Big Marias, and also in
adjacent desert mountain ranges, such as the Riversides.

A recent DFG telemetry study has established the importance of the
Vidal Junction site. Section 19 has been found to be good deer habitat
with valuable vegetation including ironwood and mesquite. Either this
site should be dropped from consideration as a quarry, or some mears

should be found to assure that the values of the hills will be meintained.

The two Quien Sabe sites are similar to the Big Maria sites, and the
same comments and recommendations for compensation would apply.

Although the Hills Ranch site in the Big Marias still has some wildlife
values, it is already an impacted area. Therefore, any compensation
measures implemented would only be token measures to maintain some non-
game wildlife values. The major emphasis for compensation should e in
other desert mountain ranges where wildlife values are. greater and,
therefore, greater benefits could be realized.

The Mission Wash site is part of the complex of the deer habitat con-
taining Milpitas Wash, and is an integral part of the system. This
system contains high quality deer habitat and should be dropped from

consideration as a quarry site.
E-3
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(.M. Trompeter

Because the Bat ‘Cave Wash sites are similar to the Chemehuevi Moun-
tains sites (namely pipeline, etc.), the same comments apply for
both areas.

The Manchester site in the Dead Mountains contains habitats of high
value and should be dropped from consideration as a quarry site.

Stockpile Sites and Riprapping

Generally, the impacts associated with stockpiling could be offset
by careful site selection. Riprapping can be done so as to preserve
existing vegetation. Levee armoring could prevent wildlife from
reaching the river, but this could be mitigated by construction of
access ramps in the riprep on the levees at freguent spacings. This
is most important in the Cibola Division.

Quzstions regarding these comments should be directed to Fred Worth-
ley, Regional Manager, DFG, 350 Golden Shore, Long Beach, CA 90802.

The Department of Transportation comments that the transporting of
rock and gravel from the quarry sites to the stockpile sites could
impact State Highways 40 and 95. The report should address such
impacts as traffic safety, volume of traffic, number of daily tri PSS,
composition of traffic, and degradation of the highwey facilities!
structural integrity. Prolonged use of heavily-laden trucks could
severely tax the structure of the area's highways. The report should
also discuss costs related to any transportation 1mprovem°nts, poten-
tial for funding, and sources of funding

It may be necessary to obtain an encroachment permit, and Caltrans
(as the responsible agency) may require that mitigation measures be
provided as conditions for issuance of a permit. Caltrans should

- be involved early and continuously on any proposed plans that affect

State highways.

Sincerely,

/

.%$¢/¢7 Whinia

~JAMES W. BURNS
Assistant Secretary for Resources

ce: Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(SCH 81081&20)

}
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Regional Water Quality Contrat Boards
Enargy Resources Conservation and

(916) 44550650

partmiont of Fish and Gamo
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Mr. K,M, Trorreter i B
Resionsl Znvircnmental Officer : f*'”'? N eIoN
U.s. 2ureau of Reclamation October 9,4 1070 !

Post Office Box 1#27 I »
Boulder City, NV 89005 : L *

Desr Mr, Trompeter:

-

29, 1681, the State provided comments
ent, Colerado River-Erent Work ans

Ve bave just received the following comments from the Department
of Weter Reconrces (DUWR), and would “\'rccinco your consideretion
off them as pert cf the State's response on this project proposal.

that the citiles 2ud counties with jurisdiction=l

T ‘ne areas adjoining the levees regulate develonpments

ceordance uith the Naticnsl Tlood Inzurance Prowram. Ctn Febh-
s XGo81, the Federal Emergency MaQ°geveqt Agency issued en

im levee policy estn b¢xshln, the necessary leves requirenm

?\ClgUu,DTS from flecodi hazards,
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Sincerely,

ary for Resources

cet Off*“@ o’ Plenning and Research
&

1400 Tenth S

+
Sacramento, CA
Department of Weter Resources, Southern District

(sci 810381L20)
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Hr. Janes M. Buras

Assistant Secratary for Resaurcas
Tha Resources Ajency of Californla
Rasources Guilding

1410 3ch Straet

Sacramznto, CA 95514

Dear Hr. Burns:

He have carz2fully reviewad your letters of September 29, 1981 and
Octobar 9, 1931 forwarding comwmants from various California State
agancics *boug our tﬂVllOﬂ”‘ﬂ*%\ hssessmant on the Colorado River Front
Hork and Levea Syscezm (CHF:LS). Wherever possible we have revisaed the
assassment to reflect yuur corments, Howaver, s2m2 comments w2 are

Cunable to implzaant, sither p2caus2 we lack the nacassary infarmation at

this tine, or because wa disagree with the commant. We would lika 1o
discuss thase in more detail with yosu. ‘

He do not agrez2 wi he commant Trom the Departmant of Fish and Game
(UFG) that thrza soparate eavironmeatal impact stataments (EIS) ar:
requirad for tnis projact. M2 consider the CRFVLS to be ona2 unified
action, with all thd individual features intarrelaced and
interdependant, and therafore to be treatad in one environmantal
docuriznt. We dzligve this position is coasistant with both tie lo
and spirit of CEQ Requiatinns. As far as the second aspact of DFG's
commznt, that an xrpact statement is regquired instead of an assessment,
we can only respond that at this timez we have boen unadle to idantify
any significant impacts associatad with this proposal. He balieva that
CEQ Regulacions set forth the policy that tne criteria for deterniniag
whether or not to prepare an EIS are the magnitude of the imoacts and
not necessarily the mugﬂitudb of the action. e believe that an
environmantal assessient is the proper action for this project.

Howover, if it can ba dunonstrabbd curinj tiis analysis that significant

tter
1

Cimpacts will occur as a result of this projact w2 will reassess the

possipility of preparing an ciS. e would like to mest with
representativas of UFG to discuss any information tnoy may have which
indicates that possiola impacts are rmor2 significant than those we hava
boen able to idoantify. -

fie Nave considercod OFG's cormmant that Drs. Ohmart's and Anderson's
Vegatation Typz ilaps snould b2 1ncludad as overlays in this assassment.
While we do not agroe that thoy should be included as overlays (because
of the g“neral bulk this wwuld add to the assessmant as well as tazir
casy accessipility ¢ sahere) we do agree they snould be referencad,

Tne rhforh, wo nave referanced tincse maps in the assessuent and addad
mare iaformation generally from unnart‘f and Anderson's studics.
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We would also 1ike to discuss those move spacific comints in your
letter by tha hcadings you used stariing with Quarry Sites.

Quarry Sites

W2 hiva been unadble to idantify the significant impacts Lo bighorn sha2z
or raptors thit your latter {ndicates would be causad by quarrying the
Eagle Pass sites. Eagle Pass, for example, is an existing quarry, and
was last used in lata 1979, Sinca your letter indicates that bighorn
shaep continue to us2 this site, we tail to perceive wnat the
significant inpacts are. : ‘

As conceras raptors using these Eagle Pass sites we were able tq.
identify only one nest, and inat was a stick nast at the Eagle Pass
North Cliff site. The signiticance of the impacts of quarrying to
raptors would be directly rolated to what spacies is nesting there. W2
have no indication ihat the raptors using tiis site are spacies of
special concera. :

As far as the remaining quarry sites discussed in your letter, we not2
you express thrae major types of concerns. One is the possible impacis
to deer and bighorn shezp, anothar is tha increased pudlic use made
possible by counstructing access rosds, and the third is possiple
destruction of natural watering tanks and catchments. We have ravised
the assessment in the light of theSe comments to indicate that we will ’
close off any access roads we might construct to provida access for
quarrying activities onca those activities are completed. W2 have also
revised tha assessment to indicat2 that we will replace any watering
tanks or catchments which would be d23troysd by quarrying activities.
We have the sama problem identifying significant impacts to deer and
bighora sheep that we have already spoken of in relation to th2 Eagle
Pass sites.

Stockpile Sites and Riprapping

de will consider any suggestions you might have as 1o what kind of
wildlife access ramps tao install or preserve as w211 as the best
locations for such river access ramps.

We have added additional details to th2 assessment about the number of
trucks and volume of traffic reguired for the hauling of riprap. 2
will contact tne California Oepariment of Transportation about the ne
for permits as well as keep tnem advisad as to the progress of this
action. :

We received one additional conmeent from your agency in a letter datod
October 9, 1931, The Departmaat of Hater Rasources recommendad tiel w2
consult with the Fed2ral Energy Hanayamant Ajency to insure local
jurisdiction can regulate davelopnents in accordsnce with the Hatianal
Flood Insurance Program. w2 are presantly consulting with FRHA,

In coaclusion, we would like to inform you that we plan to continu: with
the processing of this enviroaanial assesstent.  Ho plaa to subnil this
assessmant to the Corps of Englnenrs as part of our applicativa for a

.
.
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404 neriit snd to tha Bur2au of Land Manajorent as part of an
application for a use parmit to quarry rock. M would 1ikoe to assure
you that we are not attempting to bypass your concarns about tho quarry
sites Dy dofng so. Our responsibility to maintain the Colorado River
requiras tnat w2 continue a an expaditious manner to process this
document. Howevar, w2 are willing to discuss with representatives of
the DF5G furthar informaticn adbsut those quarry sites and their impacts
on tne pighorn shovp,  Even though we have been uneble to tdentify any
significant iwmpacts, parigps thay could ideatify thase iipacts they ta21
to be sigaificant as wall as provide us with genaral information wnich
ve wmay not have.

We will be attampting to contact the DFG shortly, and we w1l _probably
be applying for a 404 parmit at about the same time., Mz ar2 sure your
agancy will be included in tne raview procass for that 404 perait, but
also as already mantionad, we will be attampting to contact the DFG .
aftar tha first of the year to discuss their concerns.

Enclosed 15 a copy of the raovised assasseient,

Sincerely yours,
BOY DL GfAR

;ﬁhN. W, Plurmer
ﬁg? Regional Diractor

Enclosurs
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Regional Environmental Officer : . f
Lower Colorado Regional Office . oy
Bureau of Reclamation r—— 1450 |

Lower Colorado Regional Office
P.0. Box 427 —
Boulder City, Nevada 89005 ™

i

Re: Colorado Rive#,“Need]es

Bank Stabilization (AZ side)
DOI BR

Dear Mr. Trompeter:

I héve reviewed the documentation submitted for this proposed
project and have the following comments:

1. Based on the Class I overview studies done by the BR,
a check of our cultural resource files, and on pro-
fessional judgment, there appears little likelihood
that significant cultural resources could be located
within the project area.

2. Therefore, I concur with the BR's determination that,
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4 of the Advisory Council's
regulations ("Protection of Historic and Cultural
Properties"), this project should have no effect on
any National Register or eligible property.

3. However, should previously unrecorded archaeological
remains be encountered during project construction,
work should cease in the area of the discovery and
this office be notified immediately.

Your continued cooperation is appreciated. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (602) 255-4174.

Sincerely,

JOE T FALLINI /~

STATE LAND COMMISSIONER kjl W—\

Frank B. Fryman
Archaeologist/Compliance Coord1natcr

for Ann A. Pritzlaff
State Historic Preservation Officer

FBF :mes
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Mr. Ken Trompeter MmHWMLNJ““w%Nw“ -
Regional Environmental Officer s S S
1‘ file . o
Bureau of Reclamation R

Lower Colorado Regional Office
P. O. Box 427
Boulder City, Nevada 890905

Re: Environmental Assessment -
Colorado River Frcnt Work
& Levee System

. Dear Mr. Trompeter:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the subject
document and we submit, for your consideration, the following
comments.

The proposed action, which intends "to reduce sediment in the
river, stabilize the riverbanks, and armor the levees", really in-
volves four separate and distinct actions which, individually,
have the potential to produce significant adverse impacts on the
fish and/or wildlife rescurces of the project area: (l) quarrying
~of rock material to be used for riprapping and armoring, (2) stock-
piling of quarried rock materials adjacent to areas where rlprapplrg
oy armoring will occur, (3) rlprapplng of riverbanks and armoring
of levees, and (4) dredging of the river and placement of resultart
spoil.

These actions recceive only token treatment in the environmental
~ assessgent, with unequal and inadequate information/data provided

for each action to fully disclose and evaluate the magnitude of
potential impacts. For example, little if any information is pro-
vided for specific aresas or acreages of riparian habitats that will
.be impacted by the proposed action =-- by river division, reach, or
river mile. Riparian habitat is recognized as a unigque and limited
natural resource in Arizona; one that demands protection, management,
and enbanccment.
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Mr. Ken Trompeter -2 - ' October 9, 1981

Since the document that would result from the augmentation/
elaboration of data for each separate action would be voluminous
and unwieldly, the Department believes that each action should
be treated separately, with its own environmental document. Also,
when considering the scope of the actions and the potential for
significant impacts, it is apparent that the situation demands a
full environmental impact statement for each action, i.e., one for
the quarrying aspect, one for stockpiling and riprapping/levee
armoring, and one for the dredging and spoil deposition.

The Department has concerns regarding each of the four actions.
Specific comments/information are provided for the subject environ-
mental assessment as a separate attachment to this letter.

The Department appreciates thelopportunity to review this en-
vironmental assessment, and we fully understand the Bureau's need

to manage the Colorado River through a continuing and coordinated
maintenance program.

Sincerely,

Bud Bristow, Director

N 7 7 '

’é624/7&yéiégﬁéé2¢&£¢/

g%ert K. Wéaver AL

Habitat Evaluation Coordinator

Planning and Evaluation Branch
RKW:dd
Attachment
cc: Wes Martin, Supervisor, Kingman Regional Office

Don Wingfield, Supervisor, Yuma Regional Office
State Clearinghouse, AZ 81-80-0047
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Environmental Assessment - Colorado
River and Front Work & Levee
System .

Specific Comments By
Arizona CGame and Fish Department
October 9, 1981

Pége 4, Paragraph 1l:

If the water now used for sluicing is to be diverted into the
All-American Canal, the biological impacts of this reduction in flow
in the Colorado River, from Imperial Dam to Pilot Knob,_must be
addressed in this document. While the impacts of such a reduction
in flow are unknown at this time, these impacts could affect fish
and wildlife habitat over a large area, including the old river
channel between Imperial and Laguna Dams, which lies within the
Mittry Lake Wildlife Area. The old river channel provides habitat
for the endangered Yuma Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis).

Page 4, Paragraph 2:

In the first sentence of this paragraph, the dynamic nature of

wildlife habitat fails to be recognized. Long-term planning of
"wildlife developments" does not depend on the actions proposed
under this document.

Page 7, Paragraph 3:

Under this section, the scope of the proposed action is vague
and unspecific. The following statements appear in the EA:

"The most probably areas to be stabilized are
in the Cibola and Palo Verde Divisions, RM 88-RM 134.
Stabilization work is not anticipated in the Limitrophe,
Laguna, Imperial, Havasu, and Topock Gorge Divisions."

With only such vague descriptions of the proposed riprapping
of the riverbanks, it is impossible to even attempt to professionally
assess potential impacts on fish and wildlife resources. The Cibola
and Palo Verde Divisions encompass a considerable amount of fish’

and ‘wildlife habitat. The second sentence of the above excerpt does

not rule out bankline riprapping in the Limitrophe, Laguna, Imperial,
Havasu, and Topock Gorge Divisions. Therefore, it must be assumed
that this statement could be used to cover bankline riprapping in
these divisions. :

Pages 12-14, Fish and Wildlife:

The description of the fisheries resources in the project area
found in this section must be considered inadequate when one con-
siders the size of the project area. With all the literature avail-
able for reference, this section should say more than, "Sampling of
the Colorado River has provided a good qualitative description of
the fish species found in the area.", and a listing of a few common
species. :

E-12



Reptiles and Amphibians:

The following corrections should be made to the reptile and
amphibian species list:

- common whipsnake should more appropfiately read
Striped whipsnake;

- chuckawalla should read chuckwalla;

- desert spring lizard should read desert spiny lizard;
and

- zebra-tailed lizard, western whiptail, mohave desert
sidewinder, side-blotched lizard and tree lizard should
be added to the list.

Birds:

The following corrections should be made to the bird list:

- american wigeon and ring-necked duck should be added
to the common waterfowl species;

- the common goldeneye, although occurring in the area,
is not considered a common species;

- mergansers should read common merganser;

- the black-crowned night heron, although occurring in
the area, is not considered a common species;

- American egret should read great egret;
- phalarope should fead Wilson's phalarope;

- little brown crane should be omitted -- there is no
such species;

- killdeer should be added to the common shorebird list;
- cormorants should read double-crested cormorants;

- grebes should read western grebes, pied-billed grebes,
and eared grebes; and

- marsh hawk, red-tailed hawk, and turkey wvulture should
be added to this common bird list.

Mammals:

This section is grossly inadequate in describing the mammalian
fauna of the project arca. The following statement appears under
this section:

. E-13
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"The following species of small mammals and big
game species are sparsely distributed throughout the
creosote bush habitat."

The creosote bush habitat is not the only wildlife habitat
represented in the project area. The following vegetative com-
munities are also well represented: Cottonwood/Willow, Screwbean
mesquite-Salt Cedar, Honey mesguite-Salt Cedar, Salt Cedar,
Honey masquite, Arrowweed, and Marsh.

The mammalian species listed under this section of the document
are not all "...sparsely distributed throughout the creosote bush
habitat." Bats are not likely to be found in a typical creosote
bush habitat. Bighorn sheep may be seen in creosote bush habitat,
but this species has more elaborate hahitat requirements. Jack-
rabbits may be quite abundant in a creosote bush habitat. Mice
is a general and vague term in its usage and without further
description, e.g. pocket mice, its use is inappropriate in an
environmental document. The use of the term "rats" is likewise
inappropriate. The probability of observing a white-tailed deer
in the project area is nil for all practical purposes, and this
species is very infrequently found in creosote bush habitat anywhere
in the State of Arizona. The desert cottontail rabbit and raccoon
should be included on the list.

Bureau of Land Management Sensitive Species:

The following species should be omitted as they do not occur
on the Phoenix District's, Yuma District's, or Desert District's
(California) Sensitive Species Lists:

- osprey;

- elf owl;

- vermillion flycatcher; and

- summey tanager.

Endangered or Threatened Species:

Only July 14, 1979 an angler caught a bonytail chub in the
Colorado River below Davis Dam. Therefore, it is possible that
bonytail chubs still occur in the river below Davis Dam.

This section should also mention those species listed by the
State of Arizona in “"Threatened and Unigue Wildlife of Arizona -
1978". This list is the official State list approved by the
Arizona Game and Fish Commission on Cctober 21, 1978. Those
State-listed species which occur in the project area include:

- desert bighorn sheep (subspecies mexicana)
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T - black rail
- fringe-toed lizard
- great.egret
- snowy egret
- black-crowned night heron ' -
- zone-tailed hawk
- osprey
- desert tortoise
- gila monster

- Pacific tree frog

Page 20, Paragraph 7:
Hunting is not considered to have disturbed this site.

Page 25, Paragraph 1:

This paragraph implies that wildlife has never returned to
the stockpile sites. Reptiles, birds and small mammals probably
use these existing stockpile sites.

Page 26, Riprap Feature, Paragraph 3:

In this paragraph and from the table which follows it, the
implication is that river miles 22-43 in the Yuma Division have
previously been riprapped. This is untrue. While there is some
bankline riprap in this section, there are many areas with none.
This paragraph is very unclear in its meaning.

Figure Opposite Page 29:

This figure implies riparién habitat is returning to spoil
deposit sites. Salt cedar has invaded, but mesquite has not
returned. ’

Page 29, Paragraph 1l:

Dreding of the Topock Settling Basin is expected to cause signi-

ficant adverse impact as a result of the deposition of the spoil
material. The spoil deposit sites total 800 acres of existing or
potential riparian habitat. Additionally, all the spoil deposit
sites are located within the floodplain. When the river reaches
flood stages, as a result of the expected large releases from Davis
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Dam and/or runoff from the watershed south of Davis Dam, this spoil
would be introduced into the Colorado River and would degrade down-
stream. Siltation of this magnitude is expected to be extremely
adverse to the downstream aguatic environment.

Map of Laguna Settling Basin:

On this map, the Arizona-California state boundary is in error.
This boundary no longer follows the 0l1d River Channel but is across
the "island" area, (see "Interstate Compact Defining the Boundary
Between the States of Arizona and California", ratified March 12,
1963). Also, the line on the map showing the "Mittry Lake Refuge"
is in error, as is the line showing the boundary of the Imperial
National Wildlife Refuge.

Page 32, Laguna‘bredge Spoil Site:

If the dredge spoil at the Laguna Settling Basin disposal site
assumes a 20:1 slope, it will eventually impact vegetation and wild-
life within the Mittry Lake Wildlife Area. The impacts of this
dredge spoil on this area need further elaboration. Our Department
is concerned about other vegetation types, especially those important
for dove and other nesting, and we do not agree that the use of this
spoil site will have insignificant impacts if retention dikes are
built around cottonwood/willow communities.

Appendix B - Quarry Sites.

Times Gulch:

The Times Gulch site occurs within low-value bighorn sheep
habitat which presently suffers from human disturbance and lack
of water. Impacts to this habitat as a result of this activity
are expected to be insignificant.

Twin Hills:

The Twin Hills site occurs adjacent to bighorn sheep habitat

"(.75 miles from high value habitat and 1.25 miles from a critical

lambing ground). Harvesting surface rock with a rock rake or
dozer is not expected to cause significant impacts to bighorn sheep.
However, if blasting is necessary, bighorn sheep lambing activities
may be impacted because of the close preximity to the lambing

‘ground.

Because of the close proximity of this quarry site to high value
bighorn sheep habitat, the Department requests notification of any
deviations from the described quarrying plans of operation.

Osborn Wash - North:

The wildlife portion of this section is inadequate in describing
the wildlife values of the quarry site and is grossly inadequate and
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inaccurate in describing the probably impacts to wildlife resources
as a result of this quarry.

This proposed quarry site lies within an important Desert Bighorn
lambing area. The Desert Bighorn (Ovis canadensis mexicana)is listed
in "Threatened and Unique Wildlife of Arizona - 1978" as a species
whose status in Arizona may be in jeopardy in the foreseeable future.

Our Department opposes the development of a rock quarry at the
Osborn Wash North Site.

Osborn Wash - South:

.

The wildlife portion of this section is inadequate and inaccurate
in describing existing conditions and potential adverse impacts.

This proposed quarry site lies within an important Desert Bighorn
lambing area. :

Our Department opposes the development of a rock gquarry at this
site.

Partial Mitigation Measures for Proposed Actions.

The Quarrying Feature:

If blasting is required at the Twin Hills site, we recommend
blasting only occur from July through December of any year to avoid
impacts to the bighorn sheep lambing season.

The Stockpile Feature:

We recommend that all stockpile sites which have the potential

to support riparian vegetation be abandoned. New, Department-cocrdinate

stockpile sites in upland desert habitat would be less detrimental
than existing sites within riparian habitat.

The Riprap Feature:

Most of the impacts resulting from the riprap feature are pro-
bably unavoidable. " However, the riprap plan calls for the placement
of a sand and gravel bedding for the riprap material. These
materials will be hauled by trucks and placed below the scour line
by front-end loaders and bulldozers. This activity may cause
adverse levels of siltation, impacting spawning striped bass. To
avoid these impacts, we recommend that the riprapping from Topock
to Davis Dam not be conducted from April through June, inclusive.

The Dredging Feature:

Dredging at the Topock Settling Basin is expected to cause signi-
ficant adverse impacts as a result of sedimentation. The impacts
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to spawning striped bass resulting from operation of the dredge may
be avoided by not dredging from April through June, inclusive.

The significant adverse impacts resulting from deposition of
the spoil material can be avoided by depositing the spoil above the
floodplain. We recommend that the spoil be trucked out of the flood-
plain, and be deposited on Department~coordinated upland desert sites.

- -
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FEB 10 1982
LC-154 o

Hr. bud Bristow, Director
Arizona Game2 and Fish D2partment
2222 Mast Groanway Road

Phoznix, AZ 8508

Doar Mr. Bristow:

Ve have reviewad your Octobar 9, 13981 commants on the Colorado River

- Frant Woark and Lavee Systan (CRFWLS) Eaviroamantal Assessinant and hava

rovised the assassmant wherever possible. However, some comm2nts wWe are
unable to isplement, cithor bacause w2 lack the necessary information at

his time, or because we disagrao with the comaants. W would 1ik2 to
discuss tnese in mora detail with you. : :

We do nat agree with your commani that thres szpirate environnantal
dacuinents are raguired. Ha consider the TRFWLS to be one unified
action, with all the individual tTeatures interrelated and
interdependain:, and therefors 1o b2 treated in one enyiroanental
docunent. e balieve  this positivn 1s consistent with botn the spirit
and the letter of CEQ Regulations.

In addition, your letter states that we have given only “token®
treatiaent of che impacts whos? magaituds you imply is far grzater than
what wa have discuss2d. U2 do not beiieva that we hava given only
Weokan" treataznt of these impacts. e have bzen unable o idaatity th2
impacts to wnich you s2em Lo refer. o nave been maintaining the
Colorady River for many vears now and our experience has not revealed
the impacts t» be signivicant. ’

You also indizate that w2 du not give spacific doscriptions of the
riparian vegatation tu be impacied by this project. As w2 pointed out
in th: assoessilant, we do not Kndw what specific areas of banklina will .
be riprapped ot this tiaz. Thos2 areas will be detarnined es noadad.
Qur raesponsibility to miatain the Coloradn River requiras that we have
a cortain anount of flaxibility iun placiag riprap. Howaver, we have
discussed those ganeral areas wost likaly to be riprappad.

Page 4, Parsgzaph 1

o have reviszd the paragreph on pags 4 to indicat: that the water is

noc acy beiag used for sluicisg. 2 are not chaaging tha use of any
Wicar undar odr projecty tharerare, herd Would b2 o HaDacts.

emmmen  mmievteem e atemieee o M el
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Pa3e 7, Paraqrash 3
n a\.-:a/ Gricussed, our resprsinility to mifatain the Colarudd Rivar
doniands that wy edrrcise 2 Covlabn MlexioiliLs in our mintznance
projraen. It s 1mpossidle o desoriiag . ..ut]y vhat beniks will most
a2ad s2abilization & years from add.  iowavaer, we have indizaced thase
arads witich are most likaly o be riprappad.  Since all whe riprapping
we will do siouats ©o a 1itzhe ovar 3 mles of river bank, and since-
this amouat of riprappiag «will disturd ot tha mast about 4.5 acrus of
vojatation, and since abaut 3 niles of this arca has alroady boen
disturdad, we do aot tnink ih: imacts will be significant ragardlass of
{he dl"S on in whichh thay taks place.

Pag> 25, Paragrapn 1:

Asszssment revisad to indicate that somz GCLiluS birds,.and ;4311
mamiaals miay nave returndd Lo ch sites.

Figure Oppssita Page 29:

ne caption beneath the picture doas not mention anything but saltcedzr,
The picture shows zn actual dredge matzrial site and simply shows what
was titer2 in the spring ot 1951,

-t

Paz2 ¢9. Paragraph 1:

This comient seains 1) ravolve araund 3 disagresmant as to wiat is the
71304 plain of the Colarado River. Ddurcau onginesrs indicate that Shoso
sites arzs not in tha fload pluxn oF e Colurado River, R;garu\uss.
tiese sites wore discussed with and wore agrecd upon by tha Lodaer
Coloradu Rivar tlanzgemzat Program Hork Group, of which your agency is 2
RRD2", . ‘

fap of Lasuna Settlina 2asin:

Tnls comment has been noted and the map will beo revisaed when it is noxt
priuted,

Paq2 37, Lsquna Oredgo Spoil Sita:
W2 taintain our p

25 s action will not have significant
impacts on tna littry L H
it {

o Area.” fs alraady mentienad, the
dradae material o 24 finnadictely adyacent to and almost
coatnninous Jith the s sin.  This meaas tihat the suter adge of
the site will b2 avout unz—hAll uilb fron the bouadary of the ilfitry
Lake WildHive Areas In addition, the use of retontiog dikes uill

siainiz s vacs 2a cottoareemd and wiliows, Tho selactoed dradsy

weterial site also supporisn @ nigasr priccatag: of low valuas 4@ j-,:ti)l
(Arrsdeod}e FAP S0 Pe ety it eliass G2 N std veptiidian
MELGEETS Ve Tiee BT, Ldiee draa untl b2 AasigivIcaat.
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Appendix B - Quarry Sites:

Twin Hills

Blasting at this site will not be necessary.

Osborn Wash-North | -

IFII‘. N R . ’!II _E N N . ll-l 'llll I NS N E T E Em s

The assessment has been revised to indicate that Arizona Game and Fish
Department believes this site to be bighorn sheep habitat.

Osborn Wash-South

The assessment has been revised to indicate thét the Arizona Game and
Fish Department considers this site to be important bighorn sheep

habitat.

' Partial Mitigation Measures for Proposed Actions:

The Quarrying Features

No blasting will be done at the Twin Hills Site.

The Stockpile Feature

It is unrealistic to consider moving stockpile sites inland. These
sites would require extensive road building to be accessible. Thay
would require extensive use of scarce energy resources to move the rock
where needed. It would require extensive trucking, which would produce
dust and traffic congestion. If, however, the Department has
recommendations for alternate, better sites close to the areas being
riprapped, the Bureau of Reclamation will look at these sites and
consider their use.

The Riprap Feature

The riprap plan does not call for the placement of sand and gravel for
bank line stabilization. Regardless, localized, short-term increases in
suspended sediment during riprapping do not represent significant
adverse impacts to striped bass reproduction. Unstable streambanks are
presently a major source of sediment to the river due to bank sloughing
during water level fluctuations. Riprapping these areas will eliminate
these existing, persistent perturbations.

E-21
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Dradying Foature:

Dredging at tha Topock Settling Basin 1s not oxpected to cause
sfgnificant adverse fupacts to Striped bass spawning. Tids arca 1s a
settling dasiu and has been an area of natural sadinant deposition since
Lake Havasu Ti1led, causing the waier currants to slow abave

Topock Gurge.  Since strived Lass spawa in araas of moderate o strong
current (fHinckley 1973), Topack Settling Basin daes not rapresant
stripad bess spuwning haditat. IT you have docum2atation of stripad
bass spawaing in this reach of tha river, wa would appraciate such
data.

In conclusion, w2 would Yike to infora you that we plan to continue with
the processing of this envirumacntal assessment., YWe plan to subnis this
- assessaant to the Corps of Enginacrs, as part of our application for a
404 pariit and to the Burcau of Land tanagemant as part of an
application for a use permit ©3 quiarry rock., Wz would like ©9 assureo
you that we are noi attenmpting to bypass your coaceras about the quarry
sites by doing so. Uur responsidbility to maintain th2 Colorado Rivar
requiras that we contiaue in an exocditious manner to praocess this
cocumant. However, wa are willing to discuss with representatives of
your cifice furthar imvormztion about thasa quarry sites and their
impacts on the dighora shzep. Even though wo have been unable ¢
identify any significant impacts, perhaps thzy could idontify thase
impattts thay feal to be significant as woll as provide us with Jeneral
information waich we wmay aot nhave. '

He will bz attempting to contact you soon, and we wili probably he
applying Yor a 4U4 parmit at aboul the sare time. We are surs your
agency will be includad in the review process for that 404 pariit, bul
also, w2 will be attompting to pursue th2 subject with you as partc of
your earlier commonts. : ' .

Enclosed {s a copy of th2 revisad assossmznt.

Sincerely yours,

SEYHONY I, CARPBELL

q§ .
< N. L Plusisier

»

W Ragional Diractor

Enclosure
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COLORADO RIVER lNDIAN_,le IBES i

A . a1 niusls To
C)o/ora(/o /Qwer j’l(/lall lgederuaftop ° '

ROUTE 1, BOX 23-8 ' Rl

TELEPHONE (602) 669-9211 jf5()
PARKER, ARIZONA 85344
November 4, 1981
T'ﬁw
In Teply,
refer to:

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation

Lower Colorado Regional Office
P.0. Box 427

Boulder City, Nevada 89005

Dear Sir:

The Resources Development Committee of the Colorado River Indian Tribes,
has reviewed the Environmental Assessment on the Colorado River Front
Work and Levee System report and found no adverse impact will be made on
the Colorade River Indian Reservationm.

The Colorado River Indian Tribes strongly endorse the Bureau's project
in its river regulation and flood control purpose.

It has been noted in the report that severe erosion is now occuring in
the Parker II area and that a study is being made. The Tribes are hope-
ful that a plan approved by all concerned agencies and groups will soon
be prepared and that stabilization of the river be developed wherein the
Tribes can plan and made an orderly development for economic purposes.

Sincerely yours,

COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES

Anthony
Tribal

E-23



. ' .
'

UNITED STATES Do

DEPARTMENT OF THE !NTER!O.R::‘;‘\':-‘:JWS_E}
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE ; s s,
. ; At t‘/ ""“"- s
Ecological Services”’ t\u 1/.1 C o
2934 W. Fairmount Avenue L
Phoenix, Arizona 85017 N
| o .
September 15, 1981 e
MEMORANDUM - J,l , _ll |
| ' i ! /
To: Regional Director, BR, Boulder City, Nevada —f; : ’t4£,
From: Field Supervisor, Phoenix ES

Subject: Environmental Assessment, Colorado River Front Work and Levee
System ’

We have reviewed the subject assessment and provide the following comments.
Because specific comments would be too numerous we are nresenting only our
major concerns. Generally, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is
not justified based upon the informatien contained in the assessment. For
example, in the description of the Dredge Spoil Disposal Sites for the
Topock Settling Basin, Areas 3 and 8 both have potential to impact impor-
tant marsh habitat. By stating that this impact will be minimized does

not necessarily infer that it is not significant. More information should
be given to support the claim. Also, in referring to the Dredge Spoil Sites
for the Laguna Settling Basin on page 32, no mention is made of potential
impacts to the 01d River Channel due to the addition of water and sediment
from the dredging operation. '

Additionally; a number of questions regarding the environmental impacts to
the proposed quarry sites remain unanswered or ignored. For example, the
description of the Times Gulch site on pages B-1 through B-3 indicates that
a valuable water source for bighorn sheep and other wildlife will be im-
pacted. The fact that no sheep were observed in a 2 day period does not

-diminish the value of this resource to the sheep. A more detailed analysis

is needed before any determination of the impacts can be made.

The discussion of alternatives on page 4 is very inadequate. No justification
is provided to support the contention that there is only one way to meet the
objectives ¢f flcod control and river stabilization. Merely making a state-

ment of the contention is not justification.

In general there is insufficient information included in the report and much
of ‘the data that is presented is ambiguous or otherwise inadequate to sup-
port. a FONSI. We recommend that the assessment be rewritten to include ad-
ditional supporting data, more detailed site descriptions and a more realis-
tic analysis of anticipated impacts, as indicated above.

If you have any questions concerning these comments or would like to discuss
1n detail our review of the subject assessment please contact this office.

LY ff
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LC-154 FEB 10 1982
Memorandun
To: Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, Fish and Hildlife

Service, 2934 W. Fairmount Avenue, Phoenix, AZ _ 85017
O
From: % Regional Director

Subject: Eanvironmental Assessment on the Colorado River Front Work and
Levee System (your September 15, 1981 memorandum)

We have reviewed your comments about the subject assessment. Wherever
possible w2 have revisad thea assessment to reflact thosa comments. in
raference to your comazni about Dradge Disposal Sites 3 and 8 impacting
important marsh habitat, field reconnaissance and the vegestation type
maps preparad for this area oy Drs. Ohmart and Anderson did not identify
any marsh habitat in Sites 3 and 8. Thera is some marsh nabitat
adjacent to Site 3, but it will not be impacted since protaective
measures will be taken. There will be no impacts to the 01d River
Channel because the water and sediment from the dredging operation will
not drain into the 0l1d River Channel.

In ragard to your comment about the Times Gulch quarry sita and its
possible impact on bighora sneep, we will take this commant under
further advisemant. &Even thougn we are continuing to process this
assessment, that 1s, we are going to request a 404 permit and a 3ureau
of Land Management use permit, we are not foreclosing your concerns
about bighorn sheep. We will be meating socon with representatives of
fish and game agancies to discuss quarrying operations and thair impiacts
on wildlite. Wz have not been able to identify any significant impacts
to wildlife due to quarrying, but we are willing to pursuc the matter by
further analysis and information gathering.

In regard to the comments found in the last two paragraphs of your
memorandum, w2 could not revise the assessmant in light of these
comments or respond in detail to them because of a lack of specificity.
We believe that we have given adequate justification for not presenting
any viable alternatives, wihich is simply that thare ars not any. In
reference to your last paragraph, «e balieve that we have given a
"realistic analysis of anticipated impacts“ in the assessment. Perhaps
it you could be more spscific as to what impacts we have not
realistically discussed, we could more adequately respond to them.
Enclosed is ¢ copy of thz revised assassment. '
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San Francisco, Ca. 947

K.M. Trompeter, Regional Environmental Offi{
Bureau of Reclamation

Lower Colorado River Regional Office

P.O. Box 427

File

Boulder City, NV 89005

Dear Mr. Trompeter:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

has received and

reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) titled COLORADO

RIVER FRONT_WORK & LEVEE SYSTEM.

The EA does not adequately assess the impacts of the proposed

project with respect to 404 permit and wat

er quality issues.

The attached@ comments detail our concerns which should be
addressed in a revised EA or in any future document dealing

with the proposed action.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this EA and request
copies of any documents related to this project. If you have
any questions regarding our comments, please contact Susan

Sakaki, EIS Review Coordinator, at (415) 55

Sincerely yo

Jake Mackenzie, Dic
Surveillance an nalysis Division

Attachment

E-26
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404 Permit Comments

While the Corps of Engineers issues 404 permits, EPA is respon-
sible for reviewing and concurring on the permit applications.
In light of our role in this process, we have the following
comments to offer at this time.

1. The EA should provide further clarification and discussion
with respect to the impacts associated with the discharge

of dredged material to wetlands. Statements on page 30 (c)°

and page 31 (i) indicate that efforts should be made to
minimize the impacts of encroachment of dredged materials
into Topock Marsh. However, the last sentence on page
38 contradicts the need to minimize wetlands impacts by
indicating that the "project would have no impacts on any
wetlands found adjacent to the river in the project area."
Project impacts on wetlands should be re-evaluated.

2. While the EA discusses some of the project's adverse impacts
on wetland vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries, no specific
mitigation measures are proposed for implementation.

3. The EA inaccurately states on page 36 that recent legisla-
tion requires "404 permits for dredging and riprapping." A
404 permit is required for disposal of dredged material.
Additionally, the statement (p. 36, paragraph a) that "envi-
ronmental degradation or pollution is not an issue with the
dredged material" is misleading.. While there may be no
contamination of the dredged material, placement of this
material in sensitive aquatic or terrestrial areas can have
significant impacts on those areas.

Water Quality Comments

The EA does not adequately address the water quality impacts
of bank stabilization and dredging. The discussion of bank
stabilization (p. 27) does not indicate the degree of turbidity
increases; nor does it indicate the time frame in which these
conditions will "eventually clear up." The discussion of
dredging (p. 29) states that "dredging would increase turbidity"
and that "other impacts would be caused by disposing of the
dredge soil." Again, the discussion of water quality impacts
needs to be expanded. Greater detail should be presented on
the impacts of dredging and dredge disposal on turbidity and
dissolved oxygen.

E-27
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FEB 10 1982
LC-154
Memorandum
To: Mr. Jake McKenzie, United States Envirbnmantal Protection

Agency, Region IX, 215 Fremont Street, San Francisco, CA 94105
From%¢d§3 RPegional Director

Subjact: Environmental Assecssment--Colorado River Front Work and Levee
System (your letter of September 24, 1931)

We have reviewed your comments on the subject assessment and have
ravised the assessment wherever possible,

Certain measures have been propossd for mitigation. For example,
quarrying activities will be limited in sensitive areas to those times
of the year when impacts should be the fewsst. However, a great degrea
of mitigation has not been proposed because it is not Bureau policy to
mitigate for insignificant impacts. This project is in essence ongoing
0&H work on the river. We have been doing this type of work for many
years and have been unable to identify any significant impacts
associated with it. Ue are still unable to identify any significant
impacts, and we have not proposad mitigation for insignificant impacts.

We have revised the assessment to more clearly indicata that the dredge
material is inert and therefore poses no poliution problems. All dredge
disposal areas have bean chosen in coordiration with fish and wildlife
resources agancies, as well as other state and Federal agencies. One of
the criteria for selection was that these areas pose no significant
environmental problems. We are not placing this material in any
"sensitive aquatic or terrestrial areas" and therefors do not foresee any
significant impacts. :

We have revised the assessment to add more details about the turbidity

caused by placement of riprap and the dredging activities. The
turbidity caused by placing riprap is limited to the area where the

E-28
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rucks are placed in the water and +his turbidity would clear up tha same
day it s placad. Dredjing could causd sJoue slight turbidicy in tho
imaediate araa of tha dredye Nine jtsalfy hownver, this slight turbidity
would clear up within ono day. B2cause tie drodga material is fine
send, dredging would not result in any measuradle turdidity in the
genaral arca. There would be no i@pacts at all to dissolvad oxygen.

Enclosed is a copy of the revised assassmz2nt.
plan to utilize this rovisad varsion for our Corps of Eaginaars 404
Parmit and durcau of Laad ianagamenl land use pernmit applications.

SNTHONY L CAMPBELL

- -Enclosurse

\\

E-29
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Regional Envir

Buread Af Reclamation =
Lower Colorado River Regional office

p.0. Box 427 B
Boulder City, NV 89005

has received and

~ The Environmental protection Agency (EPA)
(EA) titled COLORADO

Environmental Assessment

re ;iewed the
RIVER FROUT WORKJ&_LEVEB SYSTEM.
e | —e --s_.‘—-‘-.b.‘--._..——-——— ————

St ’ . ) . N -
The EA does not adequately assess the impacts of the proposed
project with respect to 404 permit and water quality issues.
The attached comments detail our concerns whic

addressed in a revised EA OT in any

with the proposed action.

Nttty

We éppreciate the opportunity to review this EA and request
copies of any documents related to this project. 1f you have

any questions regarding our comments, please contact Susan
Sakaki, EIS Review coordinator,  at (415) 556-7858. - ’

Sincerely yo<fs,

e

jake—fackenzie, Direetor
surveillance iggﬁﬁﬁalysis pivision

‘Attachment

E730
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//?”404~Permit Comments

.

While the Corps of Engineers issues 404 permits, EPA is respon-
sible for reviewing and concurring on the permit applications.
In light of our role in this process, we have the following
comments to offer at this time. .

1.

3.

The EA should provide further clarification and discussion
with respect to the impacts associated with the discharge
of dredged material to wetlands. Statements on page 30 (c)
and page 31 (i) indicate that efforts should be made to
minimize the impacts of encroachment of dredged materials
into Topock Marsh. However, the last .sentence on page
38 contradicts the need to minimize wetlands impacts by

-indicating that the "project would have no impacts on any

wetlands found adjacent to the river in the project area.”
Project impacts on wetlands should be re-evaluated. )

While the EA discusses some of ‘the project's adverse impacts

on wetland vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries, no specific

mitigation measures are proposed for implementation.

The EA inaccurately states on page 36 that recent legisla-
tion requires "404 permits for dredging and riprapping." A
404 permit 1is required for disposal of dredged material.

~*’Additionally, the statement (p. 36, paragraph a) that "envi-

, ronmental degradation or pollution is not an issue with the

dredged material" is misleading. While there may be no

.contamination of the dredged material, placement of this

material in sensitive aquatic or terrestrial areas can have
significant impacts on those areas.

Water Quality Comments

The EA does not adequately address the water quality impacts
of bank stabilization and dredging. The discussion of bank
stabilization (p. 27) does not indicate the degree of turbidity

Lismincreases; nor does it indicate the time frame in which these
conditions will ‘"eventually clear up." The discussion of
dredging (p. 29) states that "dredging would increase turbidity"
and that "other impacts would be caused by disposing of the
dredge soil." Again, the discussion of water gquality impacts

~—needs to be expanded. Greater detail should be presented on
the impacts of dredging and dredge disposal on turbidity and
dissolved oxygen. :

N s[\\“x\'(f/
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY I ©rerd AUG 31 1981
\;/gsteBr(r)\xﬁérgg Power Administration AUG 2 8 1981 MW
Boulder City, Nevada 89005

i
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! o v

1]

IN REPLY o :
62330 R RN
E
'“5450 I Col. Rvr. Levee System """ /5C

Mr. Eugene Hinds File
Regional Director
Attention: LC-150

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Lower Colorado Region

P.0. Box 427

Boulder City, Nevada 89005

Dear Mr. Hinds:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Assessment for
the Colorado_River_Front Work and Levee System. We have reviewed the document
and find no apparent impacts on Western. Based on our finding, we offer no
comments.

Sincerely,

R. A. Olson
Area Manager

E-32



United States Soil 2828 Chiles Road e et T et
Department of Conservation OFFAICIAL FiLz CCPY
Agriculture Service Davis, CA 95616 ] ' -

916) 758-2200 o
(916) VDD SEP 8 1981

Action. VY\/ e ]

September /33~ 1981 _Jmmﬂn}

- i

- . . Date !m’.i.‘:H [ Tr) 1
s e s vt ek 8 5 & = e -—.—'—'w—-,

f

[SOUSE, S {

K. M. Trompeter : . ;E:E:Z.~J

Regional Environmental Officer
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation A Tire
P. 0. Box 427

Boulder City, NV 89005

- N W N aE ..
|
1
l\
I
t

Dear Mr. Trompeter:

|

We acknowledge receipt of the Environmental Assessment on the Colorado
River Front Work and Levee System. We have reviewed the document and

have no comments.

FRANCIS C. H. LUM a
State Conservationist

/

I

The Soil Conservation Service E-33 SCS-AS -1
is an agency of the ~ 10-79
u Department of Agriculture
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STATE OF NEVADA A tint “%""'"m.":‘-’—-

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING COORDINATION-" == " Wiied j‘ T
CAPITOL COMPLEX o carct ¥
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710 o

(702) 885-4865

September 4, 1981

Mr. K.M. Trompeter

Regional Environmental Officer

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation

Lower Colorado Regional Office

P.0. Box 427

Boulder City, NV 89005

RE: SAI NV# 82300011 Project: Colorado River Front Work & Levee System - E.A.

Dear Mr. Trompeter:

The State Clearinghouse has processed the S.F. 424 for the proposed project.
Based on the information contained therein and the responses of interested
parties, the proposed project is, as of this date, found not to be in conflict
with the State's plans, goals or objectives.

of State Parks.

You should now continue with the application process prescribed by the
appropriate funding agency. .

The S.F. 424 is to be included with your final application, and a copy of this
letter must accompany the application to the funding agency.

Stdte Planning Coordinator

JWS/s1
Enclosure

l Attached are the comments of the State Clearinghouse prepared by the Division

E-34
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o NEVADA-STATE-CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW FORM . ‘
s Eimletagtsy, e
JTransportation / \umﬂ% mployment Security Department CAPITOL COMPLEX
¥ Conservation & Natural Resources O Energy ‘ MM Hbiae
JHuman Resources 0J Law Enforcement Assistance
gwildlife () O Taxation
JBudget CJ Equal Rights Commission ‘X\_{ 3_&/
JHistoric Preservation & Archeology (3 Economic Development ‘ o T
JAgriculture ' 0OG.0PC.- ’
JCommunity Services Agency 0O -
JCommerce ] -
JPublic Service Commission O

ROM: Bob Hill, State Planning Coordinator

Al NV # gQ 300 0 ” PROJECT.: CO‘Q)M,QD,(J' M \ﬁrm\j WO»‘-QQ ¢

Feres. Sualinm —E, A,

tt;thed for review and comment is 3 copy of the aforementioned project. PLEA(E evaluate it with respect to:
1) the program'’s effect on your plans and programs
2)  the importance of its contribution to State and/or Areawide goals and objectives

3) itsaccord with any applicable faw, order or regulation with which you are femiliar
4)  additional considerations.

-LASE submit your comments to this office NO LATER THAN 8 "9*7—8_1 by checking the appropriate

ix below and returning the form to this office. Please do so ever if you have _no comment on this particulzr project so
at we may complete our processing.

11S SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY { )

No comment on this project - OConference desired (see below)
Proposal supported as written (see below) O Conditional support (outlined below)

Additional information (see below) O Disapproval/denial of funding (must specify reason beiow)

omments: (use additional sheets if necessary)

The Division sees little impact on recreation or open space in Nevada. There will be !
some impact with levees to be armored in the Fort Mohave area. This may affect future !

recreational development in conjunction with the proposed Colorado River State Fark
as part of the Fort Mohave lands transfer.

There is no analysis of impacts on rare or threatened species.

Many of the quarry sites will adversely

impact wilderness, archaeological and recreational
sites,. but these are all out of Nevada. -

Nevada Division of
Stote Parks

=0 =4

JokpA. Meder, Adminiskrator
Division of State Parks

L.
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OMB Appioval No. 29-R0218

Section 1 - Applicant / Recipient Data

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE A a. Numbe: ~ 13 Sfpte |a. Number -
Avoli . \ appligition -
apptication | 2C=134 \, | |Az_81-80-0047
1. Type Of [ Preapplication b. Oaée ?‘\‘\ '\s\ ,';‘\‘J’,k{\‘()ate Year month day
. y ?kcnon [:]Application Year Month IXA L. .\\\.\\ \\‘ Assigned 19 g1 08 H
ark ] .
; Notification Of Intent {(Opt.)} Learve .
appropriate g P a ..
box) [JReport Of Federal Action Blank SEP 1 4 198“ W -
4. Legal Applicant/Recipient 5. Federal Employer Icﬁg}ification No. < ’
a. Applicant Name Bureau of Reclamation S Proaam
b. Organization Unit : 1 ,uer Colorado Regional Office )
c. Street/P.O. Box P 0 BOX 427 g (From a. Nu~mber Il ls ] ® l 9 l 9 l 9
d. City ' Boulder City o woor” Coratog) | ® T nknown ~ DOI
f. State : y g. ZipCode : 89005 un ’
h G . Nevada Bureau of Reclamation
. Contact Person : R
(Name & tclephone "O‘fnén}éélTS??Egg%r » Regional Environ-

7. Title and description of applicant’s project COLORADO RIVER FRONT WORK
AND LEVEE SYSTEM - ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT -

Tre purpose of the proposed action is

‘“jent in the river, stabilize the riverbanks, and

armor the levees. Sufficient amounts

mazerial for a project of this scale are not present-
ly available so the riprap material for a given area
will have to be quarried and stockpiled prior to the

to reduce sed-

of riprap

8. Type of applicant/recioient

A~—State G~Special Purposa District
B—Interstate H—-Community Action Ayency
C-—Substate District |~ Higher Educational

D-County
£—
[

¢ 1astitution
City J— Indian Tribe
Schoot District  K—Other

Federal Agency
Enter appropriate letter E]

(Specify):

9. Tywe of assistance

A-—Basic Grant
B—Supplemental Grant E—Other

D—Insurance

maintenance work in that area. C—Loan Enter appropriate letter(s) [_]
10. Area of project impact (Namesof citics, counties, states,etc.)| 11. Estimated number | 12. Type of application
82:;'}5‘?:; g—gew g— Revision E— Aygmentation
. —Renewal D—Continuation
Maricopa, Mohave, Yuma Counties, AZ Enter appropriate letter
13. Proposed Funding 14. Congressional Districts Of: 15. Type of change For 12c or 12e
a. Federal | $ .00| a. Applicant b. Project A—Increase Dollars F—Other Specify:
- Mul B—Decrease Dollars
b. Audicant” .00 C—Increase Duration
c. State .00 16. Project Start 17. Project E:S:ﬁgﬁf:ﬁ%ﬁrauon Enter appro-
Date Year month day Duration rer app
d. Local 00 19 Months priate letter(s) 1 1 |
e. Other 1 .00{18. Estimated date Year month date | 19. Existing federal identification number
T to be submitted N !
f. Total | $ 00 to federal agency 19
20. Federal agency to receive request (Name, city, state, zip code) 21. Remarks added
OYes [INo
c |22, a. To the best of my knowledge and | b, If required by OM8 Circular A-95 this application was submitted, No Response
e belief, data in this preapplication/ pursuant to instructions therein, to appropriate clearinghouses and  response  attached
H The 3 application are true and correct, the all responses are attached:
S| Applicant | document has been duly authorized ( ' . . D &]
£1{ Certifies | by the governing body of the appli- 1) Arizona State Clearinghouse
5| That cant and the applicant will comply | (21Region I Clear in%house MAzG , Region IV X J
¢ e amee s o eoved. e (z1Clearinghouse (DIST. IV) (Comments will be fgrwardejl)
< f23. a. Typed name and title b. Signature c. Date signed
2 § Certifying Year month day
G §f represen-
wn § tative 19
24. Agency name 25. Year montit day
Application o

received 19

26. Organizational Unit

27. Administrative office

28. Federal application
identification

29. Address

30. Federal grant

. : E-36

c
2
S
i identification
%)
§ 31. Action taken 32. Funding Year month day :Si? i Year month day
arti
: (Ja. Awarded a, Federal $ .00 | 33. Action date 19 date 19
é [b. Rejected b. Applicant .00 | 35. Contact for additional information 36. Year month  day
3 [Jc. Returned for | c, State 00 (Name and telephoue nuiber) s:“:"\e 19
- amendment [, 00 37. Remarks added
= [)a. Deferred o 00
. e. er .
o . Withdrawn
5 0 f. Total |$ .00 Oves Ono
a 38. :'3 In taking above acxi(oin,'a'nv comments received from ciearing- b. Federal Agency A-95 Official
ouses were considared. agency response is due under provisions

Federal agency of Part 1, OMB Circular A-G5, it has been or is being made. . (Name and telephone number)

A-95 action .

424-101 Standard Form 424 Pags 1 {10-75)

Prescribed by GSA, Federal Managenent Circular 74-7
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State Apphcation ddentitier {SAR

o B 81-80-0047

e
DINTE A

Frank G. Servia, l.Exec. Dir; Indian Aftairs
District IV Council ?f Gov'ts Mineral Res.
1020 Fourth Ave., Suite 201 _Game & Fish
Yumz, AZ 85364 . Ag. & Hort,

Archacological Research
AZ Natural Heritage Prog.

) . . . Health
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse Water )
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC -
. K e
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Land
Parks .
OEPAD: P, Bergthold Region I, IV
_ RECEIVED
This project i_s (efcrreq to you for review gnd comment. Please evaluate as DisT. IV COG
to the foliowing questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghouse no later than 17 WORKING DAYS from TR ERATE
the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you rre o 03y
. . .. . . IS I
nz2ed further information or additional time for review. A I n TR T L E e
: VAGRCR I IERPEIE SRS
: 4
[:] No comment on this project roposal is supported as written DCommems as indicated below

i, Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectivcs?D Yes D No D Not Relative to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar?D Yes D No

¥

3. is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and ob}ectives?D Yes D No

Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you( agency or within project impact area?D Yes D No

5. Does project viclate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

- .

/

6. Does project adeq\)ate!y address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No

7. Isproject in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? D Yes D No

Additiona! Comments (Use back of sheet, if necessary):

/

Reviewers Sm'\d;ylﬂ/ﬂ%' //»(?,/\—-E=37 Date ?/ /.' /}:):/



~b. Does project adeq(xately address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No

TO . State Aputicanon identitier (SAL -
o o ROG121%1  81-80-0047
1\4:"- John Jett’ Director — State AZ Mo
Fl{!eral Resources Department Indian Aftairs
lg;ggvﬁ‘:;’t‘d;' gﬁneral Building | Mineral Res. —_—
. = [o :
_ Phoenix, Arizog;ven R§§§o7 | i:[?e&&ng:it.‘ RECE] VIS
— LTI T T T e L Archaeological Research -
e AZ Natural Heritage Hrog. 7. . .
, , | Health AU D 15
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse Water
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC PoDEY L
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Land S PR
Parks
OEPAD: P. Bergthold Region I, IV

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as. i
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

|

|

. . . . - . I

. need further information or additional time for review. . ‘
]

gNo comment on this project D Proposal is supported as written DCOmmems as indicated beiow

1. Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectives?D Yes D No D Not Relative to this agency
. : |

2. Daoes project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are fam Iiar?D Yes D No

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and bbjectives?D Yes D No

- |

A Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you[ agency or within project impact area?D Yes D No
5.  Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

.
-

7. Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? D Yes D No

Additional Comments (Use back of sheet, if necessary):

Reviewers Signature %x ‘7(4—@/// ) Date ,)7-’ /. ))/ p/

//v %@8
Title : ! Telephone_




Stats Apuihicanon identihier ISAL

1o | AuG 12 1881 81-80-0047

Gtare 37 N

Mr. James R. Carter, Director \ Indian Aftairs
sgriculture & Horticulture Dept.! Mineral Res.
421 Capitol Annex West , Game & Fish

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Ag. & Hort.
o Archaeological Research RECEIVED

AZ Natural Heritage Prog.

. Health : 13 1981
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse Water AUG
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC - - ' ARIZONA coma.-nssx'or‘lvqf'._
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Land ) Lt ARmpTHRS 2 uAnTICLL TS
Parks . - o
OEPAD: P. Bergthold _ "Region I, IV

T!~'s project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as

to the following questions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROY 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.

@ No comment on this project . D Proposal is supported as written DComments as indicated below

i. Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectives?{:l Yes D No D Not Relative to this abency

Cew =
-

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar?D Yes D No
3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives?D Yes D No

4, Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you( agency or within project impact area?D Yes D No

5.  Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

b Does project adeqdately address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No

7. Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? D Yes D No

Additional Comments (Use back of sheet, if nécessary):

’ Reviewers Signature g&mw P | o Oate ﬁ ,/3/‘ £

»
B

. E-39 -
Tnleyéz,f%w 401(1& Telephone 0765-'5—_ %373



' T10:

State Apalication ldentitiee (SAL)

huG 1 2 1981 81-80-0047

Gare A7
Dr. Paul Fish, Archaeologist Indian Aftairs .
Arizona State Museum Mineral Res.
The University of Arizona Game & Fish
Tucson, Arizona 85721 Ag. & Hort.

Archaeological Research
AZ Natural Heritage Prog.

. . : Health
. FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse Water
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 , Land _
l Parks
OEPAD: P. Bergthold Region I, IV

The

1.

E IE EE O AR EBn B R s B G S aE e
. P ,

Title

F;eviewers SignaxureA//é? /}[’hl ) \ % 7[)/’777,7

project is referred to you for rewew and c0mment Please evaluate as

to the following questions. Aftér completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XEROX COPY to the Clearinghquse 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.

DNo comment on this project ﬂ Proposal is supported as written DCommems as indicated below

Is praject consistent with your agency goals and objectives?D Yes D No D Not Relative to this agency

Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide éoals and objectives of which you are familiar?[_—_] Yes D No

.

Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objecrives?D Yes D No

Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you( agency or within project impact area?DYes D No

Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

Does project adequately address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No

Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? D Yes D No

Additional Comments (Use back of sheet, if necessary):

Date ﬁ///f/;ﬂl' PIAN 74

7 _ -
?Jl,é{z{\ /’ 7/ P7f'/2// t E-40 Telenhone ﬂ»)/"‘//\:{(/




.

1
\

'

N

o

O’/

Feviewers Signature

.

e

Jo -
State alling, Commjgg

< . A0 ne
164 md )y Partmeny ner

FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

D No comment on this project

Additional Comments (Use back of sheet, if necessary):

(RN oy

SVt AN e 11t e A D

huv 1215

Indian Aftairs

Mincral Res.

Game & Fish

Ag. & Hort.
Archacological Rescarch

AZ Natural Heritage Prog.

HHealth

Water

AORCC

Land

Parks

OEPAD: P, Bergthold

TH.. 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

Proposa! is supported as written

the date noted above. Please contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

L d

Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

DoesAproject.adeqUa.tely address the intended effects on target population?~D Yes D No

Land Manager

Region I, 1V

D Comments as indicaied below

Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectivést Yes D No D Not Reiative to this agzency

Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar?D Yes D No
Is there overtap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives?D Yes D No

Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you[ agency or within project impact area?DYes D No

Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? D Yes D Ne

E-41
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. . COMIent camm o B Lo ete Ly Fucee ng At " Cy

St A Ao ddentitie (SALD

huo 12 1931 81-80-0047

Crave LM
Mr. C1i
Execui;\rjton M. Pattea Indian Aftairs
¢ Secretary Mineral Kes.

;gj;a;e::fslis Commission Game & Fish
Phoenix , ap. ggrson St. Ag. & Hort.
’ 007 Archaeological Research
AZ Natural Heritage Prog.

.- . . Health
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse Water
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC -
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Land
Parks
OEPAD: P. Bergthold Region I, IV

This project is referred 1o 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.

No comment on this project D Proposal is supported as written DComments as indicaied below

i. Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectives?D Yes D No D Not Relative to this agency

)

Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familiar?D Yes D Ne

3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and ob}ectives?D Yes D No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you[ agency or within project impact area?D Yes D No

3. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No
~ B
0. Does project adequately address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No
7. Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are famitiar? D Yes D No

‘
1

Additional Comments {Use back of sheet, if necessary}:

. i

Reviewsers Signature Wﬁ Vi %’f«““:‘""\ pae__ - 2/~ £
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State Apnication Idestiter (SAD

Ao 12 1381

-
Q

L 81-80-0047

5 Indian Aftairs
Mepartment‘of Water Resources Mineral Res.
r. Larry Linser Game & Fish
st? E. Virginia Ag. & Hort
oenix, AZ 8 : i
‘ 5004 Archaeological Research

AZ Natural Heritage Prog.

, Health
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse Water
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Land _
Parks
OEPAD: P. Bergthold Region I, IV

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as

tu 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.

D No comment on this project E Proposal is supported as written DComments as indicated below

1. Is project consistent with your agency goals and objchves Yes D No D Not Relative to this agency

Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are fami!iar?D Yes D No

L3
w

Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives?[:] Yes D No

4, Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with youf agency or within project impact area?D Yes [:] No
5.  Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes S No

6. Does project adeqi:ately address the intended effects on target popu!a‘tion? EYes D No

7. Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? @ Yes D No

Additional Comments (Use back of sheet, if necessary):

"Reviewers Signature 04/741‘4’7[) 4«1 '/7’[0 . Date 8’5/ ’8/
T(‘lvphono___fa_{‘j"' /_b{é. 6m“

Title

N




DAL ARLLC A oy BT §5 A0

TO o4
huo 12 1981 81-80-0047
Mr. Terr SERA
yB. Jg .
Arizona Natura?hgsoil " Indian Aftairs
30 Nortn - oCritage Progranm Mineral Res.

Tucson Boulevard

Tucson., Arizona 85716

Game & TFish
Ag. & Hort,
Archaeological Research

AZ Natural Heritage Prog.

Health
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse wji .
. A er
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 ‘Land _
Parks
OEPAD: P. Bergthold Region I, IV

Tiiis project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as

t 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. Piease contact the Clearinghouse at 255-5004 if you
need further information or additional time for review.

/g No comment on this project D Proposal is supported as written DCommcms as indicatzZ below

1. Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectives?D Yes D No D Not Relative to this agancy

Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are familia r?D Yes D No
3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives?D Yes D No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you( agency or within project impact area?D Yes D No
5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

6. Does project adequately address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No

7. lsproject in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? D Yes D No

Additional Comments {Use back of sheet, if necessary):

’ Reviewers Signature ([:fa/{b QA-*E’\—V . Date@ .32, ,7°2/
= - E-4 .
Title /M’L@’/é,/yﬁff b ’ v Tnlvplmm-__gg:z ;“é:‘_f’_&_?_--

N



- State Annicatine ident e (SA
{ ey - p ,
S hoo 12180 81-80-0047
Dr. Janies Sarn, M.D., Director Indian Aftairs
Deparurent of Hea'th Services Mineral Res.
1740 West Adams Street Game & Fish
Phoenix, AZ 85007 Ag. & Hort.
. : Archaeological Research
AZ Natural Heritage Prog.
. . Health
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghouse Water
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC )
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Land
Parks .
OEPAD: P, Bergthold Region I, IV

Tius 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. '

D No comment on this project D Proposal is supported as written Comments as indicated below

1. Is project consistent with your agency goals and objectives?{] YesD No D Not Re!atiye to this agency

2. Does project contribute to statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are faminar?D Yes D No
3. Is there overlap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/or goals and objectives?D Yes B No

4, Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you[ agency or within project impact area?D Yes D No

om

Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

o/

Does project adeq(Jately address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No

7. Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulations with which you are familiar? D Yes D No

1
:

Additional Comments {Use back of sheet, if necessary):

Reviewers Signature ' . - E-45 . Date
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AWQU Review SAI 81-80-0047

General Comments

1. Control of accelerated sedimentation should imorove water quality
and is therefore supported.

2. Protection from levee failures and floods is important to assure
quality drinking water supplies for residents in low lying areas.

3. The quarry location maps and dwgs. 423-300 - 1697 thru 1707
provide an excellent indication of proposed operations.

4. Since the City of Yuma water supply is £rom the Colorado River,
they should be given the opportunity to review this draft.

Specific Comments

1. Page 4, paragraphs 5 and 6 - Since there is a substantial
national commitment to controlling the Colorado River, permanent solution
alternative to the sediment reduction and riverbank stabilization should
be more exhaustively investigated. For example, concrete lining of the
banks and bottom should receive more than just a "cursory glance'". Also,
other alternatives, such as levee/bank vegetation enhancement, modified
regulatory storage/hydroelectric operating procedures, dam construction,
and improved rangeland management could be considered to reduce sedi-
mentation,

2. Photograph opposite page 4 - The text should refer to this
figure. Perhaps. notation or artwork could be added to more specifically
identify problems.

3. Page 5, paragraph 1 - Not clear. Please amplify.

4. Page 15, paragraph 8 - Surface water discharges to the
Colorado River in Arizona typically meet bacteriologic, suspended

solids and 5-day BOD requirements and are not known to be causing

stream standards violations for these parameters.
S. Table 2 - Only 23 quarry sites are listed. The text refers to 24.
6. Page 20, paragraph 6 - First and second sentences are not clear.
7. Pages 20 thru 24 - The environmental evaluation should address
potential sedimentation and mineralization impacts on water quality
resulting from quarry operation and abandonment on or near ephemeral
watercourses. '
8. Page 27, paragraphs 2 thru 5 - Some rock contain toxic

mineralization which could suppress biotic recovery following bank
stabilization with riprap. Has this been a problem in the past?

E-46



" AWQU Review
Page 2

9. Pages 29 thru 32, 2nd paragraph - How will sediment be controlled
during dredging? Other aspects of the dredging program have not been
reviewed by this Agency and we will support Arizona Game and Fish
Department recommendations. '

10. Page 32, paragraph 3 thru page 34, paragraph 4 - The no-action
alternative should be expanded for the quarrying and dredging features.

E-47
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FEB 10 198
LC-154

Your Reference: AZ 81-80-0047

Department of Economic Planning

and Development _ :
State of Arizona ' -
Capitol Tower, Room 505
1700 West Mashington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007 :

Gentiemen: .

Ha have reviewad the comments forwarded by your agency on the Colorado
River Front Work and Levee System Environmental Assessment aad have
revised the assessment wherever possible., We could not add more
discussion to the alternatives considered becausa concrete lining is
simply too expensive to be discussed in any detail and there are legal
and institutional restraints precluding us from considering the other
alternatives mentioned, such as modified regulatory
storagae/hydroelectric operating procedures, and dam constructioa.

We have implemented your othar comments. We have also evaluatad the
possible impacts of sedimentation reaching the river from freshly

gquarried sites. This has not been a problem in the past. Whatever

mineral content there is in the quarry has alrcady bzen reaching the

river through natural runoff. There is the possibility that some

undersize material may be carried into the washes by rainfall and be
carried. into the river. But™the amount would be small. Host of the

rock quarried will be much larger in size.  Very little undersize ‘
material, i.e. smaller than gravel, will be produced. :

He have not had a problem in the past with any toxic minerals in riprap
material which retarded biotic recovery. Sedimentation is not a problar
during dredging. The dredge material is fine sand and has not causad
any problem of sedimentation in the past. The immaasurable amounts of
sedimentation produced during dredging operations geaerally clear up in
less than a day.

Enclosed is a copy of the revised assessﬁent.

Sincerely yours,

RNTHONY D. CAMPBELL

<& 0o WL Plummer
v§§ Regional Director

e . E-48



l ARIZONA

OFFICE
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GOVERNOR
ERUCE BABBIYT
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Mailing Address: Executive Tower Room 505 e

o

N\ OFFICE OF

\
Y,
t

\A‘

I 3
EC ONOI’WiC PIL/VVN}WG AND DE VELOF;’A/?EN
N TR Y TR U N R AN N S S S 0 S LT R s T TRRSTTY \_.._‘.4——»‘»‘-‘-‘“ gt .:.~< PRSP SO L Py [P -
Larry Landry, Director e (602) 255.5371 G'GéﬂetdLOffnces of OEPAD_p 4th Floor
RECrNﬁD OCT 2 1981 )\
MEMORANDUM 2 o 11“*
;' b 1} ﬂi( IB:SO*;‘ a4
o ,-~}~]ro_
TO: Applicant ; ..; : T _.m..-»-—:'
FROM: Arizona State Clearinghguse §L¢.$4»1¢—TW”
DATE SEP 3u 1941 |
RE:

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.

E~49
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ShGINOFF

k4

OMB Applovai No. 29--R0213

Section t - Applicant / Recipient Data

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE z a. Nutabe: L |3 Sgte  [a Numbe
Applicant’s 1< v appligition -
fomeants | LC-154 r\»..? wentfior |AZ__81-80-0047
1. Type Of [ ] Preapplication b, D{xée A \ \.__‘3\ »'."M’i\"g“""’ Year month day
/"a,:;”o" (J Application Yeor Montl IRNEVN, .\\\'\‘, 1\\\\’Assignnd 19 81_ 08 ]2
4 e . -
Sy Notification Of Intent (Opt.)§ /.cure ) 4 : ; /%
appropriate 0 . -
box) [JRepart Of Federal Action Blank SEP 1 }98“ E}h&/ > — — { fangl

4. Legal Applicant/Rocipient

Buréau of Reclamation

6. Federal Employer I(@ihcation No.

d

a. Applicant Name

b. Organization Unit : y qu6r Colorado Regional Office
c. Street/P.0. Box P.0. Box 427

d. City v ) e. County :

f. State : gm‘lger City g. Zip Code : 89005
h. Contact Percon : evada

(Name & telephone no.éénbgéllrsg?ggg%r » Regional Environ-

6. Program

(From 4. Number Il IS l. [ 9 [ 91 9
Federal b. Title
Catclog) Uuknown - DOI,

Bureau of Reclamation

AND LEVEE SYSTEM - ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT -
The purpose of the proposed action is to.reduce sed-

iment in the river, stabilize the riverbanks, and
armor the levees. Sufficient amounts of riprap

material for a project of this scale are not present-

7. Title and description of applicant’s project COLORADO RIVER FRONT WORK

B. Type of applicant/recinient

A—State G--Special Purpose District
B Interstate H-Community Action Ayancy
C—Substate District 1— tugher Educational
D—County Institution

E-City J=— Indwan Tribe

F--School District K~Other

Federal Agency
Enter appropiiate letter E]

{Specify):

ly available so the riprap material for a given area
will have to be quarried and stockpiled prior to the

maintenance work in that area.

9. Type of assistance

A—Basic Grant D—lInsurance
8—Supplemental Grant E—Other

-
.

C—~Loan Enter appropriate Ieiter{s) EIE
10. Area of project impact (Names of citics, counties, states, etc.}| 11, Estimated namber | 12, Type of application
. g;::fr_i?:; S—New C~ Revision E—'Auygmentation
s " | —Rencwal D-~Continuation
Maricopa, Mohave, Yuma Counties, AZ Enter appropriate letzer [
13. Proposed Funding 14. Congressional Districts Of: 15. Type of change For [2¢c or 12¢
a. Federal | & .00 3. Applicant b. Project - A—Increase Dollars F—Other Specify:
- Mul B—Decrease Dollars
b. Aulicant .00 C-Increase Duration
- fc. State .00 16.DProje<;§ Start i d 17, F[’)roiec( E:gﬁﬁ'ci‘ff:“gﬁra"on Entcr appro-
te Year month day urati .
d. Local .00 139 ) fon Months priate leteer(s) ]'—"l ] i
e. Other 1 -00/18. Estimated date Year month date |19. Existing federal identification number
T to be submitted . ~
f Total | S OQ to federal agency 19
20. Federal agency to receive request (Name, city, state, zip code) 21. Remarks added
{Jves [No
c|22. 3. To the best of my knowledge and | b, |f required by OMB Circular A-95 this application was submitted, No Response
2, belief, data in this preapplication/ pursuant o instructions therein, to appropriate clearinghouses and responise  atiached
H e apphication are true and correct, the all responses are attached:
Y| Applicant | document has been duly authorized 1 . . o @
Z| Certifies | by the governing body of the appli- | (1} Arizona State Clearinghouse g% =
5| That cant and the applicant will comply Q’Region I Clearinghouse » G, Region IV J
o with the attached assurances if the . ) g o ys 1y
. assistance is aporoved. ‘3)Clearlnghouse (D ST, IV) Comments will be @rwar@)
<23, a. Typed name and title b. Signature c. Date signed
2 ! Certifying \ Year month dax
< K represen-
v § tative 19
24. Agency name 25. Year month dzv
/ Application . o
; received 19
26. Organizationat Unit 27. Administrative office 28. Federal application
identification
"8
©129. Address 30. Federal grant
- a identification
z
§ 31. Action taken 32. Funding . Year month day g;l . Year month  day
. arting
f [Ja. Awarded a. Federat $ .00 | 33. Action date 19 date 19
<
g Db. Rejected b. Applicant . .00 | 35. Contact for additional information ng Year month day
’ » 4 tele . D n
- [Je. Returned for c. State 00 {Name and rclephone number) dme'"g 19
__-_ . ?Jm'cndmem d. Local 00 37. Remarks added
— . > (1] —
s 8 Wl' 'e;r d . Other .00
o e. Withdrawn e —
sl .1t Towi s 09 (yes [Ono
& 38. a. b taking stiove uction, any cominents received from clearing. b. Federal /\gux?cy A-95 Official
B . N houses were considered. |f aqency response 1s due undaer provisions b . s , .
.| Federal agoncy of Part 1, OMB Cicuiar A-95, 1t has been or is buing made. (Nane and telephone number)
A-95 action gm .
424-101 E-50 Standard Form 424 Page 1 (10-75)

Prescervibed ha 2C 8

D AN o~

LBioliovad 8 our vinnainnns




» ddentifier (SAt—"

g/q G 12 198 81-80-0047

Grae A7

Indian Aftairs

hn J. DeBolske, Exec. Dir.
John Indian Afiad

Maricopa Association of

Government S Game & Fish
\820W Washmgton . Ag. & Hort.
Phocmx AZ dgfj Archaecological Research
i ) AZ Natural Heritage Prog.
Health
FROM Arizona State Clearinghouse Water—
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 AORCC
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Land - )
—Parks

OEPAD: P. Bergthold Region I, IV

This project is referred to you for review and comment. Please evaluate as

10 the following guestions. After completion, return THIS FORM AND ONE
XERQOX 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 revicw.

% comment on this project D Proposal is supported as written DCommems as indicated below

objectives?D Yes D No D Not Relative 1o this agency

{s project consistent with y0ur agency goals and

2. Does project contribute 1o statewide and/or areawide goals and objectives of which you are {émiliar?D Yes D No

3. Is there overtap or duplication with other state agency or local responsibilities and/for goals and objectives?D Yes D No

4. Will project have an adverse effect on existing programs with you[ agency or within project impact area?DYes D No

5. Does project violate any rules or regulations of your agency? D Yes D No

rd

Does project adequately address the intended effects on target population? D Yes D No

Is project in accord with existing applicable laws, rules or regulalidns with which you are familiar? D Yes D No

Additional Comments (Use back of sheet, if necessary}:

Reviewers Signature %/% / M‘aw—-‘ | Date___?jﬂ f!—a,L_._» —

A E-51
s S - o |
e .__..,AQ- Telephone e —
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IN REPLY REFER TO

United States Department of the Interior 1782

(Colo. Riv.
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT . ~Rip-Rop
California Desert District S TAA r'”('C osq gg}
1695 Spruce Street P -
Riverside, California 92507 CUTUIVED JAN 13 1962
5l ﬁf?k/
.J ter ) J i
. "‘” v dads
FA _
Memor andura //; : ‘6{#(2 'V _ﬁe/
To: Repional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, Lower [0 L ; *1-'uu./5?3
Office, P. 0. Box 427, Boulder City, Nevada 89035?(.__1 129
: He
Franm: District Manager, California Desert u7g7 (:/5’
' 230
Subject: Environmental Assessment, Coloradc River Front Work and Levee

System Rip-Rap Quarry Sites in California Desert

The following comments were prepared after consultation with our Needles
Resource Area and Indio Resource Ares offices. We are sorry about the long
delay in replying to your memorandum.

We have tvo major problems with many of the selected quarry sites:

1. The sites have been designated by BLM as either 'monsuitable for wilderness'
(WSA's 292, 321 & 356) or ''suitable for wilderness' (WSA 310). Regardless
of vhich designetion has been given, all WSAs must be managed to protect
their wilderness values until Congress decides on their final designation.
We feel tnhis may preclude their usce as a quarry site in the interim
period.

2.  Should Congress act favorably on WSA's recommended as non-suitable, many
of these areas are identified as "L'" class in the CDCA Plan. This would
mean any quarry site over 5 acres would then require an EIS. (A proposed
Arendinent to the plan is being processed but approval may take several
months., )

In order to clarify our position on each proposed California quarry site we
will list them by Nurber, Name ard lLegal description as shown in Appendix

B, of your Environmental Assessment. We will show the present status of each
site in regard Lo a BIM permit: '

Site# Name Location
' Ezgle Pass , Section 18 T18N R22E
Not in WSA Class M Existing quarry site
On Reclamation 725,000 Tons of Rock Existing road
Withdrawal ' EA acceptable
9.4 Acres
E-52



Site #
et

Existing Access Rd
89 acres

9
Existing quarty work
and road

10
24 acres

1l '
12.5 acres
Reclamation wi;hdrawal

\‘;1'2
A17 acres

13
29 acres

14 .
28.6 acrg™’

15
476 acres

16
. 200 azres
Some BilM - sane BR

Name

Eagle Pass Westerly
WSA 292 Class L
10,000,000 tons of rock

Eagle Pass - South Hill
Class L
200,000 tons of rtock

Eagle Pass - North Cliif
5,400,000 tons of rock
WSA 292 Class L

“Park Moabi

200,000 tons of tock
WSA 310 Class C

Pipeline

150,000 tons of rock
within WSA 310
CLass L

Big Maria #1
260,000 tons of tock
within WSA 321

Class L

Big Maria #2

1,100,000 tons of rock
Within WSA 321

Class L

Big Maria #3
.13,200,000 tons of rock

Location

NW 174 Sec 19 T8N R22E

NE 1/4 Sec 24 T8N R2IE
Located within BIM « pernit

cannot be granted

Nd 1/4 Sec 24 T8N R2IE
Within WSA 292 -
BLM - permit cannot be granted

SW 1/4 Sec 13 T8N R2IE
BIM - permit cannot be
granted

SE 1/4 Sec 7 TIN R24E
BIM - permit cannct be
granted

SE 1/4 Sec 12 T7N R23E
BIM - permit cannot be
granted

SE 1/4 Sec 20 and SW 1/4
Sec 21 T4S R23E
Permit cannot be granted

SW 1/4 Sec 20 T4S R23 E
Permit cannot be granted

E 1/2 NE 1/4 Sec 25 T4S R2ZE
W 1/2 NW 1/4 Sec 30 T4S R23E

Outside of WSA 321 - CICA Class L will require an EIS

until proposed anendment to the guidelines is approved.

Vidal Junction
70,000 tons of rock
CLass M

withdrawal - no wilderness

17
. 20 acres
BIM and BR withdrawal

18
25.5 acres
BIM and RBR withdrawal

Quien Sabe East (?)
820,000 tons of rock
WSA 321 Class M

Quien Sabe West (7)
1,215,000 tons of roci
outside WSA 321

Class L

E-53

S 1/2 NW 1/4, S 1/2 SE 1/4,
SW 1/4 Sec 19 and all except
S 1/2 Se 1/4 Sec 30 TIN R24E
EA acceptable

SE 1/4 Sec 15, N 1/2 NE 1/4
Sec 22, T3S RZ2E
Permit cannot be granted

NW 1/4 Sec 2) T3S R23E
Will require an EIS until
proposed amendment to CDCA
Plan is approved.



) 3

Site # Name Location
19 Hills Ranch NE 1/4 E 1/2 NW 1/4 S=c 2
25.5 acres 600,000 tons of rock T5S R23E

WSA 321 Class L - Permit cannot be gratited
20 Mission Wash East W 1/2 SW 1/6 Sec 4 and
122 acres 2,106,000 tons of rock E 1/2 SE 1/4 SE 1/4 Sec 5
BLM WSA 356 Class L T15S R23E i

Permit cannot be granted
21 Bat Cave Wash Mo 1 Sec 8 T/N R24E
O0ld quarry site WSA 310 Class L Permit cannot, be granted
access road 960,000 tons of rock ~ )
19 acres
22 Bat Cave Wash No 263 NE 1/4 Sec 17, T7N R24E
32 acres 1,030,000 tons of rock Permit cannot be granted
:¢«Both on Reclemation Site 3 is in WSA 310
- withdrawal Both are Class L areas

23 Manchester W 1/2 NW 1/4 Sec 15 and NE 1/4
86 acres 3,235,000 tons of rock Sec 16 T1IN RZ1E
No BIM lands private land

As you can see, aside from sites numbered 7, 16, and 23 we still have major
problems. Sites numbered 15 and 18 now require an E1S. The remainder are
all restricted by being within a WSA and all but one of these would be Class
L. (The amendment process should be finalized by June 1, 1982).

We agree with your discussions regarding the need and urgency of providing
"Front Work and Levec System’ along the Colorado River fram Davis Dam to the
Mexican Border and will help any way we can to resolve those problems.
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
LOWER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE
P.O.BOX 427
BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005
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Your reference:

1782

(Colo. Riv. Rip Rap)
(€C-064.03)

Memorandum

To: District Manager, California Desert District, Bureau of Land
2 Management, 1695 Spruce Street, Riverside, California 92507

From: % Regional Director

Subject Environmental Assessment on the Colorado River Front Work and
Levee System Riprap Quarry Sites in California Desert (your
memorandum dated January 8, 1982)

In your memorandum of January 8, 1982 you expressed reservations about
our use of the subject quarry sites. This memorandum is to respond to
some of your comments about these sites, as well as pursue the
possibility of our using some of these sites in the future.

First, we would like to mention Bat Cave Wash No. 1 and the Eagle Pass
Site. These are existing quarry sites which we are presently usirg and
are on Reclamation withdrawn land. For that reason we have deleted
them from the Assessment and have added them to the list of existing
quarries. It is our position that since these are existing quarries on
Reclamation withdrawn land further NEPA clearance for permitting action
is not necessary. Therefore, these two quarry sites are no longer an
issue.

We also want to address the use of the Eagle Pass South Hill and the
Mission Wash East quarries. Our plans are to quarry only surface rock
at these two sites. We do not believe that such a quarrving method is
necessarily harmful to wilderness values. We would hope that quarrying
methods can be coordirated sufficiently with your staff so &s to protect
wilderness values and allow you to issue a permit based on the fact that
our quarrving will not cause impacts significant enough to impair the
suitability of these areas for wilderness designations. We would like
to explore this possibility with you further.

We want to explore with you the possibility of using other quarry sites
as well as Eagle Pass South Hill and Missjon Wash East. The use of
these sites may not be inconsistent with wilderness values. For
example, Eagle Pass Westerly, Eagle Pass MNorth Cliff, Park Moabi,
Pipeline, Big Maria No. 1, Hills Ranch in addition to Ecale Pass Scu‘h
Hi11, have all had previous disturbance either through access roads,
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pipeline construction, or old quarrying activities. The fact that such
disturbance does not militate against their consideration as possible
wilderness arcas indicates that a certain amount of disturbance, such as
some type of quarrying, does not render them ineligible for wilderness
designation. The Eagie Pass South Hill site, for example, has been
previously quarried. If this past quarrying activity does not render
this site ineligible for wilderness designation, then perhaps future
quarrying activities can be arranged to preserve those vaiues.

Finally, you point out in your memorandum that the use of quarry sites
found in areas designated as Class L in the CDCA plan requires an
environmental impact statement. Since cur environmental assessment is
acceptable for the Eagle Pass and Vidal Junction sites, we are assuniing
that it will also be acceptable for the Class I designated sites once
the proposed amendment to the CDCA Plan is finalized.

We currently plan to continue processing thic envircnmental assessment
(copy enclosed). We will be applving shortly tor e 404 Pernit from the
Corps of Engineers and a use permit from apprepriate BLM offices. In
addition, we have developed further correspordence outlining the program
and financial impacts associated with alternative sites.

We believe it is imperative that our respective staffs meet in the rear

future, as we suggested earlier, to discuss the items we have menticned
here.

Roy D. Gear

Enclosure
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Memorandum o -
To: Regional Director, Lower Colorado Regional Office, Bureau of

Reclamation, P. 0. Box 427, Boulder City, NV 89005
From: District Manager, Yuma

Subject: Review of the Colorado River Front Work and Levee System
Environmental Assessment '

The Yuma District has reviewed the Colorado River Front Work and Levee
System Environmental Assessment. Our comments are fairly detailed, and

have been broken down according to the specific sections of the document
they address.

II. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

B. The Proposed Alternative

1. The Quarrying Feature

Discussion of the quarry sites eliminated from further
~---- consideration appears to be inadequate. The sites have
~~not been identified and their bresent status is unclear
or example, there is no discussion of a site located
north of Interstate Highway 10 in the vicinity of Tom
Wells Road on which our office recently completed an
archaeological inventory for a riprap quarry. Likewise,
there is no discussion of known quarry sites located
south of the town of Palo Verde, west of the Palo Verde
Intake and elsewhere. We need to know if these sites,
and others, are still under . consideration as riprap
sources for other pProjects.

3. The Riprap Feature

. This feature should include a provision to preserve hoat
———~ ---laugching opportunities where undeveloped boat launch

. ramps exist. Total armoring of levees may eliminate
these opportunities,.

CONSERVE
AMERICA'S

Save Energy and You Serve America!
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Paymaster Landing and Walter's Camp are erroneously
i labeled on Sheet 7 of the Flood Area with Breached Levecs
map. This error has been carried over from the USGS 7.5"

maps.

III. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A. General Description

5. Vegetation

b. Special Status Species

Two species of proposed endangered plants have been
found within the project area:

(1) Coryphanta vivipara var. alversonii (Foxtail
Cactus). A candidate species for listing as
either endangered or threatened, Category 1
(Federal Register, December 15, 1980, p. 82486).

The foxtail cactus has been identified on one of
the proposed quarry sites, and may occur on
several other sites as well.

(2) Ferocactus acanthodes var. acanthodes (Barrel
Cactus). A candidate species for listing as
either endangered or threatened, Category 1
(Federal Register, December 15, 1980, p. 82510).

This species has been encountered on nine of the
quarry sites listed.

The Regional Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service should be contacted for a biological opinion
on the potential impacts cf the quarry sites on these
two species. '

A number of state-protected plant species in both
Arizona and California also occur on the proposed
quarry sites. These species include beavertail,
barrel, hedgehog, Opuntia and other cactus species as
well as ocotillo, palo verde, smoketrec and mesquite.

Arizona law provides that the Arizona Commission of
- Agriculture be given at least 30 days notice prior to
excavation to allow inspectors an opportunity to

check the area and salvage protected plants if necessary.
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Archaeological and Historical Resources

Overall, the report gives very few details on archaeological
and historical resources that can be evaluated. It

appears that such a document should mention a more detailed
professional cultural resource report, which should be on
file and available to cultural resource specialists for
review.

The Yuma District archaeologist should have time to at
least field check areas where sites are recorded prior to
making comments on this report. While the archaeologist
did fly over some of the quarry sites with a Bureau of
Reclamation team, he does not recall having an opportunity
to provide BLM data for the initial Class I data gathering
effort. '

Two important documents should be mentioned somewhere in
the text to show the full effort of Class I data gathering.
These documents are:

(1) The Preliminary Resource Inventory Report for the
Colorado River between Lee's Ferry, Arizona and the
United States/Mexico Boundary by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Los Angeles District.

(2)  7The comprehensive Class I study of western Arizona by
Mike Schiffer of the University of Arizona. While
the final report will not be published until this
fall, site data for the river should be available at
the State Museun.

The document has two weaknesses concerning the State
Historic Preservation Offices. The offices must respond
to requests for information concerning:

(1) Their records of existing sites in the area of proposed
impacts;
7
(2) Their concurrence to an archaeological study that
will detail why resources which would be impacted are
not considered to be of National Register quality.

More information is needed on the archaeological site

identified by the San Bernardino County Museum Association
that will be impacted by the proposal.
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The report indicates that a Class III Inventory was con-
ducted for each of the proposed stockpile and quarry sites.
Where Yuma District BLM land is involved, the archaeo-
logist would like to see the resulting Class III report

and site records.

Finally, the report should spell out proposed methods of
data recovery prior to impacts so that the Yuma District
archaeologist can evaluate them and either concur or not.

B. Environmental Consequences

1.

Preferred Alternative

The text should include an analysis of the projected

costs of constructing and armoring levees (in terms of
economic costs and environmental impacts) compared to the
benefits afforded by the project. Once costs are clarified,
the possible mitigation of impacts for each feature of

the project can then be added to the environmental conse-
quences section of the assessment.

a.

Quarry Sites

The status of several of the 24 proposed quarry sites
in Table 2 appears to be in error. Specifically, the-
Big Maria No. 1, 2 and 3 and the Hills Ranch sites

are all classified as "new" even though there are
existing quarries at each of these sites.

The information on individual guarry sites found in
Appendix B appears to be incomplete in some cases.

For example, most of the legal descriptions for the
quarry sites leave out the designations SBM in California
and G&SRM in Arizona. There also appears to be no
discussion on how much new access road would be

required for the quarry sites, or if a cultural

resource inventory of proposed new or improved roads

was accomplished.

We also have specific comments on several of the 24
quarry sites listed in Appendix B:

’
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(1) Times Gulch

(b)

(@)

Vegetation

Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.
acanthodes), a species prdposeq for Federal
listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been encountered .at this site.

Archaeology

A discussion of the impacts to the three
"insignificant" archaeological sites iden-
tified in Table 2 is needed.

(3) Osborn Wash - North

(c)

(£)

Wildlife

Wild horses and burros are not known to
occur in this area of the Buckskin
Mountains. Any signs of horses or burros
were most likely caused by domestic horses
or cattle.

Disturbances from dynamiting and rock
removal at the site could have serious
impacts to a lambing area for desert
bighorn sheep. Such impacts have been
recognized by both the Arizona Department
of Game and Fish and the BLM. The impacts
could probably be lessened by restricting
operations in the period from May to
October of each year.

The site is within 1% miles of a newly

built water development for desert bighorn

sheep, game birds and other desert wildlife.
P

Land Use and Ownership

This site is located in BLM Arizona Wilder-
ness Study Area Number 5-12, not Area Number
5-14 as indicated in the text. Development
of the site would impair the area's suita-
bility for wilderness designation, and con-
sequently would be precluded by the BLM's
Wilderness Interim Management Policy as

long as the area remains under wilderness
review.
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G.
(4) Osborn Wash - South
(b) Vegetation
Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.
. . acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal

listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been encountered at this site.

(c) Wwildlife

Wild horses and burros are not known to
occur in this area of the Buckskin Mountairns.
Any signs of horses or burros were most

N likely caused by domestic horses or cattle.

Disturbances from dynamiting and rock
removal at the site could have serious
impacts to a lambing area for desert
bighorn sheep. Such impacts have been
recognized by both the Arizona Department
of Game and Fish and the BLM. The impacts
could probably be lessened by restricting
operations in the period from May to
October of each year.

The site is within 1% miles of a newly
built water development for desert bighcrn

sheep, game birds and other desert wildlife.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

This site is located in BLM Arizona Wilder-
ness Study Area Number 5-12, not Area

N Number 5-14 as indicated in the text.
Development of the site would impair the
area's suitability for wilderness designa-
tion, and consequently would be precluded
by the BLM's Wilderness Interim Management
Policy as long as the area remains under
wilderness review.

7

(8) Eagle Pass Westerly

(f) Land Use and Ownership

The BLM wilderness proposal for California
Wilderness Study Area Number 290, as found
in the California Desert Conservation Area
Plan, should be referenced here.

E_62 a .
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(9) Eagle Pass South Hill

(b) Vegetation

Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.
acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal
listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been encountered at this site.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

The BLM wilderness proposal for California
Wilderness Study Area Number 290, as found
in the California Desert Conservation Area
Plan, should be referenced here.

(10) Eagle Pass North Cliff

(b) Vegetation

Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.

acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal

listing as either endangered or threatened,
" has been encountered at this site.

(f) Land Use and Ownership

The BLM wilderness proposal for California
Wilderness Study Area Number 290, as found
in the California Desert Conservation Area
Plan, should be referenced here.

(11) Park Moabi

(f) Land Use ang Ownership

This site is located in BLM Arizona Wilder-
ness Study Area Number 5-3, not California
Wilderness Study Area Number 310 as indicated
in the text. Development of the site would
impair the area's suitability for wilderness
designation. However, development may

occur as our interpretation of the BIM's
Wilderness Interim Management Policy is

that it permits the use of Reclamation-
-withdrawn lands under wilderness review for
valid Reclamation purposes.
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(13) Big Maria No. 1

(b)

Vegetation

Foxtail cactus (Coryphanta vivipara var.
alversonii), a species proposed for Federal
listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been found to grow extensively and in
close proximity to this site. B

(14) Big Maria No. 2

(b)

Vegetation

Foxtail cactus (Coryphanta vivipara var.
alversonii), a species nroposed for Federal
listing as either endangered or threatenegd,
has been found to grow extensively and in
close proximity to this site.

Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.
acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal
listing as either endangered or threateneg,
has been encountered at this site.

(15) Big Maria No. 3

(b)

Vegetation

Foxtail cactus (Coryphanta vivipara var.
alversonii), a species proposed for Federal
listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been found to grow extensively and in
close proximity to this site.

Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.
acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal
listing as either endangered or threatered,
has been encountered at this site.

’

(16) vidal Junction

b.

Vegetation

I
Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.

acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal

listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been encountered at this site.
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(19) Hills Ranch

The legal description for this site does not
\ match the map configuration for Site 423-300-1549.

(b) Vegetation

Foxtail cactus (Coryphanta vivipara var.
alversonii) and barrel cactus (Ferocactus
acanthodes var. acanthodes), species
proposed for Federal listing as either
endangered or threatened, have been
encountered at this site.

(22) Bat Cave Wash No. 2

(b) Vegetation

. Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.

: acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal
' listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been encountered at this site.

(23) Bat Cave Wash No. 3

(b) Vegetation

Barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes var.
acanthodes), a species proposed for Federal
listing as either endangered or threatened,
has been encountered at this site.

c. Riprap Feature

(2) Impacts of Levee Armoring

The proposal to remove vegetation along levees

and armor additional levees will have a negative
impact on esthetics, and will lessen the attrac-
tiveness of the area for water-based recreation.

v

(1) Topock Settling Basin - Dredge Spoil Disposal
Sites

!

(a) Area 1 is located in a wash above Beal
Slough, along the Colorado River. Develop-
ment of a disposal site in this area could
threaten Beal Slough with heavy siltation
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if high water flows inundate the wash, as
the recently improved and armored levee
would direct these flows into the slough.

High water flows could be impounded in the
wash by improvement of the planned dike on
the north edge of the Beal Slough project

area. -

IV. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

B. BLM Permit
Finally, the text states:

"Since portions of the work would take place on BLM
land, the Bureau must obtain a use permit from BLM.
This assessment will be used to provide environmental
clearance for this BLM permit."

To the dgreatest extent possible, we feel that this document
will provide environmental clearance for the BLM permit.
However, additonal environmental analysis may still be
required for implementation fo the individual features of this
complex project.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document.

Ll 17

39 H. M. Bruce
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LC-154
Hemorandum
To: District Manager, Burcau of Land Management, Yuma District

Office, P.0. Box 5680, Yuma, AZ 85364

‘ Q
f*‘rom:m‘ﬁ““Q ﬁegional Director

Subject: Raview of the Colorado River Front Work and Levea Systenm
Envivonmental Assessment (your Septembesr 29, 1982 memorandum)

We nave reviewad your comments on the subject assessment. Wherever
possible we have revised the assessment in the light of your comments.

We have addad 2 discussion to the assessment of all existing quarry
sites, aven those which are presently being used. He are also Willing
1o work with vour office in preserving undavelopad boat launching ramps.
If you have spacific sites in mind, we will consider preserving tham in

‘som2 way. We will correct the map which is mislabalad for Paymaster

Landing and Malter's Camp when the map is reprinted. .

We have also taken into account all your comments on Special Status
species and have revised the assessment accordingly. '

An archaeologist from our staff is in contact with th2 Bureau of Land
Management (BLi4) archaeologist in Yuma. Hore information such as site
records and resource inventories is being seat to the BLM archaeologist.

8. Environmental Consequances

1. Preferred Alternative

Cost-banefit figures are not available since we do not do a
cost-benefit ratio for existing operation and maintenance projects.

a. Quarry Sites

We believe that geographical descriptions as given are
adzquate for a report of this nature. The total acrzaqga disturbed for
each quarty site includes the access road. 1n addition, the

S



site includad the access road. Your

archaeological survey of each
ites have been accemmodated except where «-

comments on specific quarry S
indicated below:

(10) Eagle Pass North Cliff
The assassment has been ravised per your comment,
except for California wWilderness Proposal. It is not clear if you are
indicating by your comment that this site is Wilderness Study Area

Number 250.

d. Oredging
The Assessment already indicatas‘that wa will take action
to prevent material from washing back into the river.

We plan to continue processing this envirenmental assassmant. He will
be applying shortly Tor a 404 permit from the Corps of Engineers and a
use permit from the Bud. Your review of this documenti was appreciated.
atoments that activity in the Osborn Wash

pracluded because of impairment to
in ‘hcpes that sork zccomaddation could

be reachad to permit use of some of these sites. we would appreciate
the opportuaity to further pursue this. possibly jn.gonjuncticn with our
entry pernitting process. In this regard we will be developing furiher
correspondance outlining the program and financial impacts associated

with potential alternative sites.

We are concerned about your st
South and iorth Sites will be
Wilderness Study Area. We were

Enclosed 1s a copy of the revised asseSsment.

< FTHONY 1L CAMPBELL

Enclosure
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