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Based on the findings of this Environmental Assessment, the project does not
have a significant effect on th~quality of the human environ~ent.

The project may result in a temporary increase in water turbidity. No human
residences will be relocated or displaced. The project does not change the
social structure, cohesion, or social well-being of the community. No
modification of existing land-use plans will occur. No new permanent noise,
air, or water pollution source~ will be created by the project. The co~unity
considers Highway 4 to be ~ s~lificant resource to be protected•

An evaluation of fill activities based upon EPA suidelines for the discharge
of dredged or fill material under Section 404 of the Federal Clean lvaterAct
of 1977 indicates that the material is suitable for discharge at the project
site.

None of the following exist within the project site: sites listed on the
National Register of Historic Places, monuments or landmarks, valuable
natural-scenic or recreational areas, critical habitats for listed endangered
species, wildlife or marine sanctuaries or refuges, prime agricultural lands,
or important commercial or recreational fishing.

Abstract: The project is located along the southeastern shoreline, adjacent
to Highway 4on the island of Guam. Tne project consists of a 250-foot-long
rubblemound revetment with a crest elevation"·of14 feet above Mean Lower Low
Water (~aLW). The structure will have a facing slope of IV to 1.5H. The
project will protect the shoreline and adjacent Highway 4 from ~ave damage
during hurricanes and severe .storms.

-~The responsible lead federal agency is the US Army Engineer District, Rono1ulu,
Hawaii. The responsible local'agency is the Department of Public Works,
Government of Guam. The cooperating federal agency is the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, Ral.laii.

Proposed Plan for
Askiroga Bay Shore Protection Project

Territory of Guam

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
28 April 1980
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Frotection of lvetlands (EO 11990)

Not applicable
Not applicable
Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Floodplain Management (EO 11988)

}~rine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act -
Section 102
Section 103
Section 111

In full compliance
No ~~DES permit required
In full compliance. Evaluatiol
and public review not
complete.

In full complianceEndangered Species Act of 1973

Clean Water Act - Section 401:
Section '402
Section 404

Not applicableWild and Scenic Rivers Act

Coordination in processNational Historic Presel~ation Act (l\~A)

In full complianceNational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

In full compliance.,Water Reso~rces Pl~nning Act

In full complianceFish and Wildlife Coordination Act

Plan of ImprovementFederal Policies

TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF PLAN TO ENVIROl\TI-iENTAL'REQUIREHENTS

1.04 Relationship to Environmental 'Requirements. These relationships are
shown on Table 1.

-..-.1.03 Unresolved Issues. None.

1.02 Areas of Controversy. None.

1.01 Major Conclusions and Findings. The environmental impacts associated
with the project are'not anticipated to be significant. Adverse effects
are confined to temporary degradation of the environment during construction.
These adverse effects will be minimized by appropriate environQental
protection specifications in the construction contract. On the basis of
previous statements describing similar actions, the nature and scope of
the recommended work, the lack'of significant environmental impacts or
controversy, ana the mitigation of temporary adverse effects, it has
been determined that an environmental statement-is not required.

1. SUMMARY
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area.
Avoid adversely affecting the culture or lifestyle in the project

:..
c.

..
b. Minimize destruction of or adverse impacts to the nearshore marine

environment and coral reef.

a. Protect the shoreline and High~ay 4 from damage by shoreline erosion•

... o
2.03 Planning Ob;ectives. Based on an analysis of the social, economic, and
environmental aspects of the project area, and the identification of project
problems and needs, the following objectives ~ere determined to aid in the
formulation and evaluation of alternative plans of improvement:

2.02 Public Concerns. The area is subjected to severe ~a.veattack during
storms and typhoons which periodically ravage the island. The high~ay, a
major transportation link through the area, has suffered repeated damage, and
the Government of Guam has had only limited success in protecting the highway
from erosion damage. The most recent repair was cotllpletedas a result of Typhoon
Tip which struck the island in October 1979. However, continuing erosion is
threatening the integrity of the highway. The Government of Guam desires that
emergency shore protection be constructed to protect the highway and shoreline
against erosion damage. The Government of Guam's attempts to halt the erosion
by dumping rocks have had only limited success.

2.01 Study Authority. This study is condu~ted under the authority of Section
14 of the Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with the
policies and procedures prescribed by the Chief of Engineers in ER 1I05~2-50.
The study is in response to a request dated 29 October 1979 from the Governor
of Guam for emergency federal assistance in protecting the ~horeline and Highwa~o
4 from erosion damage. . .

2. NEEDS FOR AND OBJECTIVES OF ACTION

In full complianceLand Use Plans

In full complianceFederal CZ!oIConsistency Certification from DPED

In full complianceGuam eZM Consistency Certification.

State and Local Policies

Plan of Improve~entFederal Policies

• TABLE 1. (continued)
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d. Offshore Breakwaters: Brea~-watersare structures designed to protect
coastal areas from wave action. They are usually con~tructed to intercept the
movement of littoral material by dissipating the lo1aveforces that l~ould,normally
move it. In the same fashion, an offshore breakwater can provide shoreLine
prote,ctionby dissipating wave energy that would normally strike the shore and
cause erosion. Offshore breakwaters may be built as ~ow-profile structures,
or to a height sufficient to prevent overtopping under design wave conditions,

c. 'Groin: A groin is a shore protection'structure designed to build a pro­
tective beach'or to retard erosion of ~n existing or restored beach by trapping
material in the nearshore zone. Groins are usually perpendicular to the shore
and extend from a pOint landward of predicted shoreline recession into the
water far enough to accomplish thei~ purpose. Because of the lack of a
significant longshore transport into the area, the groins would not functLen
to trap material. Hence~ a groin system is not considered a feasible
shore protection alternative.~

,b. Protective Beach: This plan involves the construction of a beach,
to prot_ectthe backshore area from erosion by dissipating wave energy im-
pinging on"the shoreline. The continuing erosion problem and the eA~osure
of the shoreline to storm waves make the design of a stable beach extremely
difficult. Tropical storms and qurricanes which affect the project area
usually subject the shoreline to high wave attack for several days; a beach
would be subject to considerable erosion during s~orm periods. Continuing
erosion'of the beach would necessitate periodic nourishment. Because im­
plementation of this plan would require a large amount of sand over the life of
the project, the plan was not considered feasible. Accordingly, no further
evaluation of the plan was made.

a. Shoreline Setback or 'Shoreline 'Hariagement: Erosion is expected
to continue in the future, and a nonstructural shoreline management plan
would result in continued damage to F~ghway 4.

3.01 Pla~s Eliminated from'Further Study. Both structural and nonstructural
solutions to meet the planning objectives were investigated. Nonstructural
measures were essentially limited to shoreline setback or shoreline management.
The structural measures considered included construction of a protective beach~,
shoreline revetment, a groin or groin system, and an offshore breakwater. Ff6m
the full array of'possible management measures, a preliminary analysis and
screening was performed to eliminate measures which ....ere technically not"
applicable to the conditions at Askiroga Bay~ obviously too expensive or
socially or environmentally unacceptable, or obviously unimplementable
alternatives. All measures except the shoreline revetment were eliminated
from further study for the following reasons:

3. ALTERNATIVE PLANS



4

a. Fifty random casts of a 1/2-meter-square quadrat revealed that
dominant Qrganisms on the coarse sandy beach were he~it crabs (Paourus
guttatus, Cancellus sp., Aniculus sp.), and ghost crab (Ocypode sp.).
Densities of ghost crab burrows and hermit crabs (three species) were found
to be 0.40 and 1.28 per 'squaremeter, respectively.

4.01 Environmental Conditions....The physLcaL environment 'ofthe general
area has been described in the Corps Reconnaissance Report of ~fay1980.
Askiroga Bay is located on the southeastern shore of the island of Guam,
just north of Talofofo Bay. Route 4, a two-lane highway, is situated
at the base of mountainous cliffs, directly adjacent the shoreline. This
scenic highway is the main throughfare serving the southeastern coast of
t.heisland. A US Fish and Wildlife Service site inspection provided
the following information: .

4. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.04 Comparative Impacts·of Alternative Plans. The rubblemound revetment
is the only implementable alternative plan (see Section 5 for a discussion
of Environmental Consequences).

It is planned to construct a 2S0-foot-Iong rubblcmound revetment with a
crest elevation of'l4 feet above mean lower low water (NLLH). The
structure would have a facing slope of IV to 1.5H. The revetment would
front the seaward side of Highway 4.

.' '

A revetment is a facing of stone, concrete blocks, sandbags, or other
materials, built to protect a scarp, embankment, or shore structure against
erosion by wave action. Revetments can be permeable or Donpermeab1e dep~nding
on the choice of materials, and are a direct means of protecting the shoreline
from continued erosion by separating the land from the ocean. The revetment
appears 'to be an acceptable measure for consideration at Askiroga Bay since
materials are readily available for.'its construction, it would minimize
impact both on the highway and the reef area, it would provide the needed
shore protection, and it is visually consistent with"the pre-erosion setting •

3.03 Plans.Considered in Detail. Based on the preliminary screening and
analysis, a revetment appears to be the only.implementable measure for
detailed consideration at Askiroga Bay.

Without the Plan of Improvement, the shoreline and
be susceptible to erosion damage. The no-action
any of the project pla~ning objectives and was
further study.

3.02 Without Conditions.
highway would cOQtinue to
alternative does not meet
therefore eliminated from

depending on the degree of protection required.' An offshore breakwater would
alleviate wave damage to the existing highway and shoreline; however,'because
of the environmental and aesthetic impacts associated with construction on
the reef flat, the use of offshore breakwaters was not considered a viable
alternative.
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h. The project area is not a municipal water supply source area and
the groundwater in the area is most likely saline.

g. Askiroga Cave, which is listed on the National Register of Historic
Places, is located about l,600,feet west of the project area. Asanite Cave
site and Asanite Bay site comple~ are Ipcated about 600 feet northwest of
the project according to available maps. These two sites are not listed on
either the Guam or National Regi'lSters.'Hhile the project site is not Locat.ed
in a flood plain, it is located within a potential tsunami and high wave
flood hazard area. The project site is exposed to erosion by large ocean
swells and by typhoons.

f. Terr~strial resources in the project site (i.e., east of the road) are
limited. Vegetation at the northend of the bay consists of mixed trees and
shrubby plants. Birds actually seen in the area were limited to one black
drongo (Dicrurus macrocercus harterti, (5. ~aker) and two reef herons (Egretta
sacra sacra (GMelin) which flew past. Charadriiformes probably feed along the
shoreline, however, the area is not'significant bird habitat.

e. 'At the time of the Service investigation, there was a line of drift
debris along the shore. This material was composed primarily of palm fronds
and frUits',and pieces of bamboo cu.lms, Within the debris were abundant

"populations of amphipods.

d. During a search of the boulders al~ng the southwest'margin of the bay,,
only grapsid crabs were seen, but not sampled quantitatively.

c. A strip of Mariana Limestone Formation, probably Agana Argillaceous
Member was exposed along the water's edge. This substrate was irregularly
pocketed with small holes which frequently formed interconnecting tunnel
systems. Withi~ these tunnels were found a variety of organisms including
snails, crabs, and gobies. As a result, samples of epifaunal organisms are
highly inaccurate and do not represent true densities of organisms in this
habitat type.- Accurate sampling required destruction of the limestone, served
no purpose,.and was not conducted. Thirty random casts of the quadrat
revealed a density of 8.S organisms per square meter, comprised of mussels
{Brachidontes sp. - 0.67/m2),hermit crabs - 5.6/m2, grapsid crabs - O.53/m2,
and snails (Mitra litterata, Strombus sp., Nerita plicata, and Pythia scarabaeus
1.73/m2), clams (Tellina sp - O.13/m2), and xanthid crabs (O.13/m2).

b. Infaunal examdnatLon was limited to screening four samples of sand
• along the water's edge above the li~estone strip. Samples were dug to the

limestone layer three to four inches below the sand surface. The only
organisms found were a single unidentified polychaete and two hemi­
chordates, the densities of which were 3.50 and 7.00 per square meter:
respecti.vely.
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5.07 Construction equipment will generate temporary noise and hydrocarbon.
M[tigative measures should include the use of mufflers and emission control
devices on all motorized construction equipment. During construction, the
project will bave short term impact on the existing traffic flow along Route 4.

5.08 The materials utilized for construction of the revetment will not resuit
in the discharge of toxic pollutants or excess turbidity. The Section 404
evaluation shows that no major effect on water quality is anticipated from
dredging or filling operations of the project. The contractor will be required
to maintain water quality ,,·ithinGovernment of Guam water quality standards
during construction of the project.

-
5.06 The revetment will add a.' new man-made visual element along the shoreline
and will prob.ablyprovide a better aesthetic.appearance than the ,e.:dstingeroded
shoreline.

5.05 The Corps has determined that the project ~ould not adversely affect
any known cultural or historic sites includ'ing those listed on the l;ational
Register of Historic Places. The Corps 1'8 coordinating this determination with
the Advisory Council on E~storic Preservation.

5.04 The proj,ect does not require modifying exi.sting land use plans.
The area :is zoned for transportation use and the project does not change
this land use.

5.03 No human residences ~~ill be x:elocat:edor displaced. The proj ect
protects the highway and does not provide any amenities that would change
the social, struct~re, cohesion, or'social well-being of the community.

5.02 The project would not affect any wildlife refuges, marine sanctuaries~ .
wetland, unique terrestrial or reef flat environments, unique or prime
agricultura£ lands, archaeological/historical sites~ groundwater, commercial
fisheries, or f'loodplains, since none exist at the proj ect site. Due to the
nature of existing resources, probably cause;;rin part by erosion at the site,
and the limited effect of 'the proposed Corps' project thereon, the US Fish .
and Wildlife Service does not expect any significant resource losses due to
project construction or maintenance. No endangered species will be affected
at the site of the revetment. In fact, the Service believes that the reyetment
will provide a stable rocky intertidal habitat resulting in an increase in
epifaun~l populations. .

5.01 The only significant consequence of the project would be the protection
of Highway 4 from damage by shoreline erosion.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.02 Highway 4 is the only significant resource within the project area.
The public considers the highway to be a significant resource that is'
important to the community's well-being.
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•6. LIST OF PREPARERS. The persons listed below were primarily responsible
for the preparation of this Environmental Assessment.
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A consistency determination, pr~pared in accordance with the Federal C~f Act
of 1972, indicates that the proposed project is consistent with the approved
local CZM program.

A terrestrial and marine environment surveY"has been completed by the US
Fish and Wildlife Service and a 2(b) report submitted. Coordination with
the US Fish and Wildlife Service for threatened and endangered species has
been completed•. Water quality certification and historic!archeologic resources (
were coordinated with the Government of Guam.

7.02 Required Coordination: Pursuant to the Clean l-laterAct of 1977, as
amended, an evaluation·of dredge or fill material effects has been made using
the Section 404 ,guidelinesand the fill material and site have been found
to be acceptable. A public not~ce offering opportunity for a public hearing
will be issued•.

7.01 Public Involvement Program. The Corps has coordinated with representatives
of the Department of Public Works of the Government of Guam~ the sponsor of
the project. Prior to the construction~ the Corps will issue a public
notice of this action, its authority, and the emergency plan of improvement.
There is no specific requirement under Section 14 to hold a public meeting.

7. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
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c. There are no terrestrial species in Guam that are listed as endangered
or threatened pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Marine species,
protected by this act that could occur in Guam include the hawksbill turtle

.... .
b. Applicable Federal laws, (Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960, as amended,

and National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and regulations 36 CFR 305 and
36 CFR 800) have been applied. There are no historic sites or cultural
resources at the project site that are listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. The Corps has determined that the project would not adversely
affect any cultural sites and is coordinating this determination with the'
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

.
The material used to construct the revetment meets the exclusion criteria
promulgated by the US Environmental Protection Agency and is therefore
exempt from chemical, elutriate, bioassay and total sediment analysis.
All the material to be discharged is composed of rock greater than spall
.(gravel) size. The discharged material is not suspected of containing
polluted materials.

a. The suitability of the discharge site for t~e Askiroga Bay Shore
Protection project has been determined through the application of the
Section 404(b) guidelines. The project site is not a wetland, municipal
water supply area, harvestable shellfish area, fishery, a fish spawning,
a nursery area, or a wildlife habitat, a formal recreational area, or
a habitat for threatened or endangered species•

2. BASIS FOR FI~~ING. The following factors have been considered in the
environmental assessment in making a determination that an environmental
impact statement (EIS) is not required:

1. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION. The"project is located on the
southeastern coast of Guam, MI. The proposed plan of improvement consists
of approximately 250 feet of-rock revetment with a crest elevation of 14
feet above mean lower low-water' (MLLW) approximately at existing ground
level. Two layers of armor stone (2,000 to 4,DOO-lb rock) will be placed
on top of a th~e-foot thick underlayer'of 1/4-inch spal1s to 400-pound stone.
The new structure will have a facing slope of IV to 1.SR; the revetment will --­
extend laterally a distance of-approximately 30 feet'on to the reef flat
from the shoreline to the toe of the sea·wall. Excavation and removal of-
some sediment and-debris material to a depth of"-7 feet MLLW or to coral
reef will be necessary to insure a stable foundation for placement of the
structure. Trucks, crane,'front-end loader and other'heavy equipment will
be utilized to haul rock, fill, and equipment at appropriate times during
construction. The project will protect the shoreline, and Righ~ay 4 from
wave damage during hurricanes'and severe storms. ' "

FINDING OF·NO SIGNIFICANT Il-lPACT(FONSI)
ASKIROGA BAY SHORE PROTECTION, TERRITORY OF GUAM

29 April 1980 "

. ,
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B. R. SCHLAPAK
COL, Corps 'of Engineers
District Engineer

Based upon the above factors, the US Army Corps of Engineers finds that the
Askiroga Bay Shore Protection P~oject has no significant impact on the human
environment at Askiroga Bay» Guam. '

project.

j. Informal meetings with ~ocal officials by the Corps have not
elicited negative comments or any controversial issues regarding the proposed

i. No human residences will be relocated or displaced. The project
protects the highway and does not provide for any amenities that would
change the social structure, cohesion or social well-being of the
community. '

h. Pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1972, construction generated
noise in the project area will be minor and tcmporarx and may be mitigated
by the use of mufflers on'motorized construction equipment. The project
~ill not result in "anew, Long+term noise pollution source.

g. Pursuant to the Safe Drinking l?ater"Act of 1974, the project wit1
not affect drinking water'in any manner since it is located in marine waters.

f. Pursuant to the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, the project
will not result in a new, long-term air pollution" source.

e. No ocean dumping is required for the project; therefore implementa­
tion of Sections 102 and 103 of the }farineProtection,'=Researchand
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 is not required.

d. Under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958» Section 2(b)~
the Corps and the FWS have determined that there are no significant fishery
resources, no fish spawning or nursery areas, and no commercial harvestable
shellfish beds in or adjacent to the project area. No marine sanctuaries
or national wildlife refuges~ or wetlands will be affected by the project.

(endangered) and the green turtle (threatened). Both species are reported
as infrequent visitors to nearshore waters of Guam» but nesting has been
reported as sporadic on the island. A field survey by tbe US Fish ana Wild­
life Service biologists found no evidence of these species in the project
area.
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(1) Reduction in li~ht Transmission - A tenporary, minor, and localized
reduction in lioht transmission \-/il1be--caused by turbidity generated durlnc
placement of re~etmcnt rock (fill material) .

b. Impact on Water Comumn.

a. Potenti·al destruction of wetlands-effects on (40 CFR 230.0-1 (a)(l)
(i-iv). Not applicable.

2. PHYSICAL EFFECTS.

(5) Projected Life of Disposal Site - 50 years (project life).

(6) Bathymetry (if open water disposal) - Not appl icable.

(4) When will disposal occur - During 6-month construction period.

.,

(3) Method of Discharge'- ~tone revetment will be placed using mechanical
construction equipment.

(2) Type of Disposal Site - Shoreline .

(l) location - See Incl 1.

b. Description of the proposed disposal site.

(b) Quarried coral limestone for armor stone.

(a) Excavated material from existing shoreline.

(2) Quantity of material proposed for discharge:

(a) Underlayer - approx. 1,200 cubic yards. One-pound spalls to 300-pound stone.

(b) .Armor layer - approx. 1,900 cubic yards. 2,OOO-3.500-pound armor stone.

(3) Source of material:

(b) Coral limestone for the two layers of armor stone.·

(a) Existing shoreline consists of coral debris, basaltic stones, and
limestone bo~lders.

(1)· General characteristics of the ma terlal;

a. Description of the proposed discharge of dredged or fill materials.

-,

ASKIROGA BAY SHORE PROTECT ION, GUAr1

EVALUATION OF THE EFFECTS OF
THE DISCHARGE OF DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL INTO

HATERS OF THE UNITED STATES USING THE SECTION 404(b} GUIDELINES

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION.

. "

31 :·:nrch153(.1
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a. Compare Constituent Concentrations. llot app lIcab le .

-5. REVIEW APPLICABLE \/ATERQUALITY STAtIDARDS.

b. Biological Community Structure Analysis. The existing area of the project
is biologically depauperate. Those benthic species present will be covered and
destroyed and motile species will be displaced. ~\otile and sessile species wi ll
probably colonize the completed rock revetment.

a. Total 'Sediment Analysis. Fill consist~ of materials l~rger th~n sil~
size, i.e., one-pound spatls to 300-pound rock and Z,OOO to 3,500-pound stones.

~. DESCRIPTION OF SITE COMPARISON.

c. Effects of Chemical Constituents. Not applicable.

~
b. Water Column Effects of Chemical Constituents. ~ot applicable.

B IOLOG ICAL - IN~ERACTI VE EFFECTS. 0
a. Does the material meef the exclusion criteria? Yes, the material is larger

than silt size.

CHEMICAL -

(It) Exchanqe of Consti tuents Detween Sediments and Overlying \.Iater \-Ii th
Alterations of BioloQical CO!T1munities- N~t applicable.

(3) Salinity Gradients - Salinity gradients will not be affected by the disch~r~
of fill materials.

(2) Vater Circulation - Ho changes in water circulation will occur as the
result of discharge of fill materials.

o
(1) Changes in Bottom Geometry and Substrate Composition - The placement of

the revetment will cover O.Z acre of existing bottom changing the bathymetry in
this area. The existing substrate composition will be changed to coral limestone
rock.

d. Other Effects.

(Z) fhanqes in COir.munityStructure or Function - The area covered by-the
revetment wi II be permanently precluded from use by benthic biota. The .b lo ta ....
utilizing the existing area as habitat will utilize the completed revetment as
a habitat.

(1) Actual Covering of Benthic Communities - Approximately O.Z acre of
existing benthos will be covered by the rock revetment and destroyed. The
area to be covered, however, is biologically depauperate.

c. Covering of Benthic Communities.

(3) Direct Destruction Effects on Nektonic and Planktonic Pcpulations -
No effects.

(z) Aesthetic Vnlues A temporary, minor, and localized reduction in
aesthetic values vrl lI be caused by ';;/aterturbidity during placement of revetment
rock (fill material).
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(5) Recreation Activities - Minimal impact on adjacent beuch.

(~) Wildlife - None.

None.(3) Fisheries

(2) Shellfish - None.

d. Impacts on Hater Uses at Proposed Disposal Site.

(1) Hunicipal \.,laterSupply Intakes - None.

'.(9) Threatened ~r EndanQered Species - ~one.

(8) Methods to r1inimize Deoradation of Aesthetic, Recreational, and
Economic Values of Navicable '~ters - No other measures related to fill activities.

(6) Impact on Areas that Serve to Retain Natural High Waters or Flood
\.faters. Not appl icab le,

(7) Methods to l1inimize Turbidity - Care wl ll .be taken that unstable slopes
do not slump into the water. The project area will be properly graded to mitigate
erosion from runoff. Extreme care will be taken to insure that no debris, petroleum
products, or other deleterious materials be allowed to fall, flow, leach or
otherwise enter the water. All construction activities within and adjacent to the
water will be conducted so as to~inimize turbidity and control erosion.

(If) Impact on I~ovement Into and Out of Feedingl Spawning! Breeding. and
Nursery Areas. No impact. ;,

(5) _ Impact on Hetland Areas Having SiQnificant Functions of \-/ater
Qual ity Maintenance - Not a we t 1and. No impact.

(3) Impact on Diversity of Animal Species - low diversity in the project area.
little impact will occur.

impact on the food chain.Imoact on Food Chain - little or no~~~~~~~~~~(2)

c. Objectives to be Considered in OischCli~.eDetermination (40 CFR 230.5(a)}:

(t) I'mpactson Chemical, Physical, and Biological Integrity of the
Aquatic Ecosystem - Hinimal impacts.

b. Alternatives Considered. The following alternatives vJere considered: _
Shoreline setback or shoreline management, protective beach, groins, breakwater,
and revetment.

a. Need for the Proposed Activity. Placement of rock fill for the -~
revetment is required as par:t of. the emergency shore protection project design.

6. SElECTIOH OF DISPOSAL SITES.

c. Based on a and b above, will disposal operation be in conformance with
applicable standards? Yes.

b. Consider Mixing Zone. Not applicable.
•, ,



c. The discharge of the fill material wi lL'be accomplished under conditions
which will ~ini~izet to the extent practicable, adverse environmental effects on
the ~quatic·and semi-aquatic ecosysten.

b. There are no unacceptable environmental impacts on tbe aquatlc and
semi-aquatic ecosystem as a result of the fill and placement operations.

a. Alternatives to the prop~ed disoharge have been considered and none that
are practicable will have less adverse impsct on the aquatic and semi-aquatic
eco~ystem.

9. concursrous AIlDDETERMINATIONS.

8. DETERMINE MIXING ZONE. Not applicable.

7. STATHIENT AS TO CONTAMINATION OF FILL MATERIAL IF FROM A LAUD SOURCE. No
contamination, material is coral limestone from nearby quarry sites.

(6) Investigate t1ethod to Minimize Effect of Runo'ff from Confined Areas on
Aquatic Environment - Not applicable.

(7) Coordinate Potential MonitorinQ Activities at Disposal Site with
Environmental Protection Agency - Hot applicable. Materials are exempt.

(5) 'Where possible, Investiqate Coverino Contaminated DredQed Material with
Cleaner Material - Hot applicable.

(~) Ocean Dumping - Not applicable.

(3) Investigate Physical Characteristics of Alternative Disposal
Sites - Not applicable.

..'....
Investi9ate Alternatives to Open Water Dispo~al - Not applicable.(2)

e. ConsIderjst ions to Minimize Harmful Effects.

(1) Water Quulity Criteria - Const;uction contractor wi ll be required to
maintain water quality within Government of Guam water quality standards_
during construction.

(10) Coastal Zone Management Programs - None.

(8) Submerged VeQetation - None.

(9) Size of Disposal Site - Approximately 0.2 acre.

(6) Benthic Life - 0.2 acre covered and destroyed.
, "

(7) Wetlands - Ilone.
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,{1.~~
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

3 Incl
Plate 1 - Location Hap
Plate 2 - Plan of Improvement
Plate 3 - Cross-Section

I ~O. FINDINGS. The suitabil ity of the discharge site for the Askiroga Bay Shore
Protection project has beerl determined through the app1ication of the Section
404(b) guidelines.

..


