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Based on the findinzs of this EnvLronmentnl, Assessment, the project does not
have a significant effect (In the quality of the hucan envf.ronment,

The project Ti.ay result in a temporary increafle in water turbidity. 1\0 hutr..on'
reziclenccs ,dll be relocated or displaced. The project does not change the
social structure, cohesion, or social "tcll-being (If the comcurdty , 1:0
modification (If existing land-use plans \-;1.11occur . No nev permanent; noise,
air, or vat er pollution sources 'td11 he created by the proj ecc , The cceraundty
considers Highvmy4 to be a sicnificaut r cccurcc 1:0 be protected.

An cV<lluatioIl 'of fill activities b<lsed upon EPAguidelines for the di~char8e
of dredged or fill matcrial undcr Section 404 of the Federel Clean ~ater Act
of 1977 indicates that the material is suitablt>. for discharge at the project
sdt.e,

None of the follmving e:dst 't-;ithin the project site: sites listed on the
National Register of Historic Places, monUr.lcntsor lanc!r.tarks, valuable
naturul scenic or recreational arenz, critical habitats for listed endangercd
specd.es , ,·;ildlife or marine sanctuaries or refuges, prime agricultural Lands,
or impcrt ant ccamcrca.al, or recreational fi~hitlB'

Abstract: The project is located along the southeastern shoreline, adjacent
'to nigh-tolay4 on the island of Guam. The project consists of a 250-foot-long
rubbLcmound revetment ,dth a cres t elevation of 14 fee.t above Eean Lower ·LCH
lInter (HLLl-l). The structure ldll have a fncing slope of IV to 1.511. The
project ldoll protect the shoreHne and adj acent Hight....ay 4 from wave damage
during· hurricanes and severe storDS.

The reoponsible lead federal agency is the US ArmyEngineer District, Honolulu~
Hal-laii. The responsible local agency is the Department of Public Korks,
Govp.rnmentof Guam. The cooperating federal agency is the US Fish and l~ildli.fe
Service, Ral·laii.

Proposed PIon [or
Asldroga Bay Shore I'zot.ect.Lon Proj ect;

Territor.y of Guam

ENVIRONtrEI'!l'l\l. ASSESSHr.NT
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Not applicable.Protection of lvet1ands (EO 11990)

In full complianceFloodplain }fanagement (EO 11988)

?
Not applicable
Not applicable
Not'applicable

~IarineProtection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act -
Section 102
Section 103
Section 111

In full compliance
No ~TDLS permit required
In full compliance. Evaluation
and public revie\oTnot
complete.·.. '

Clean i1aterAct - Section 401
Section 402
Section 401.

In full coaipHanceEndangered Species Act of 1973

Not applicableUi1d and Scenic Rivers Act

Coordination in processNational Historic Preservation Act (NIIPA)

In full complianceNational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

In full compliancel'laterResources Planning Act

In full complianceFish end lUld1ife Coordination Act

Plan of IrJprovereentFederal Policies

TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF PLAn TO El\'VIRO~~iENTALREQUIREHENTS

1.04 Relationship to Environmental Requirements. These relationships are
show~ on Table 1.

1.03 Unresolved Issues. None.

1.02 Areas of Controversy. None.

1.01 Hnjor Conclus:i,onsand fjncHn!]s. The cnvironmenta1 impncts associated
.with the project arc not anticipated to be sIgnd.fLcunt, Adverse effects
are confined to temporary dc~r.ndntionor the environment during construction.
TIlescadverse effects will be ~inimized by appropriate environncntal -
protection specifications in the construction contract. On the basis of
prev:f..ousstatements dcscribing similar actions, the nature and scope of
the recommended work, the lack of significant euvf.ronmentaf impacts or
controversy, and the mitigation of temporary adverse effects, it has
been detercined that an environmental state~ent is not required.

1. Sutll{AllY
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c. Avoid adversely affecting the culture or lifestyle in the project
area.

h. Minimize destruction of or adverse impacts to the nearshore marine
environment and coral reef.

a. Protect the shoreline and Highway 4 from damage by shoreline erosion.
0;.

'" .

2.03 Planning Objecti\Tes. Based on an analysis of the social, econcraac, and
environI.1elltalaspects of the project area, nnd the identification of project
problems and needs, the following objectives were determined to aid ~n the
formulation and evaluation of alternative plans of improvement:

2.02 Public Concerns. The area is subjected to severe wave attack during
storms and typhoons t·7hichperiodically ravage the island. The hd.ghway, a
~~jor transportation link through the area, has suffered repeated darr.age~ane
the Government of Guam has had only limited success in protecting the hf.ghway
from erosion damage. The most recent repair was completed as a result of Typhoon
Tip which struck the island in October 1979. Eot...ever, continuing erosion is
threatening the integrity of the hf.ghway, The Government of Guam desires that
emergency shore protection be constructed to protect the hight'myand shoreline
against erosion damage. The Government of Guam's attempts to halt the erosion
by dumping rocks have had only limited success.

•

2.01 St~dy Authority. This study is conducted under the authority of Section
14 of thn Flood Control Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with the
policies and procedures prescribed by the Chief of Engineers in ER 1105-2-50.
The study is in response to a request dated 29 October 1979 from the Governor
of Guam for emergency federal assistance in protecting the shoreline and RighHay
4 from erosion damage.

2. NEEDS FOR AND ODJECTIVES OF ACTION

In full complianceLand Use Plans

In full complianceFederal CZH Consistency Certification from DPED

In full complianceGuam CZH Consistency Certification

State and Loco! Policies

Plan of Impl~ovement]"cc1c!'ral Polid,es

'fABLE 1. (continued)

t.)u



d. Offshore Brenla~nters: Brea~~~atersare structures designed to protect
coastal areas from wave action. They are usually constructed to intercept the
movement of littoral material by dissipating the wave forces that woukd normally
move it. In the same fashion, an offshore breakwater can provide shoreline
protection by dLssLpatLng Have energy that \·70ulduortaaLLy strike the shore and
cause erosion. Offshore breda·ratersmay be built as Low-profLLc structures,
or to a height sufficient to prevent overt.oppLng under desLgn ,·raveconditions,

c. Groin: A groin is a shore protection structure designed ·to build a pro­
tective beach or to retard erosion of an existing or restored beach by trapping
material in the nearshore zone. Groin!:;are usually perpendicular to the shore
and extend from a point Landward of predicted shoreline recession into the
water far enough to accorr.plishtheir purpose. Because of the lack of a
significant longshore transport into the area, the groins Hou1clnot function
to trap material. Ilence , a groin system is not considered a feasible
shore protection alternative. .

a. Shoreline Setback or Shoreline Hunager.lent:Erosion is expected
to continue in the future, and a nonstructural shoreline management plan
't~ouldresclt in continued damage to High~"ay4. ReLocatiLonof the highway is not
feasible,since it.is situated adjacent.,:r.ountainouscliffs.

'''I"bb. Protective Beach: This plan involves the construction of a beach
to protect the backshore area from erosion by dissipating wave energy im­
pinging on the shoreline.' The continuing erosion problem and the exposure
of the shoreline to storm waves renders the concept cifa stable beach
infeasible. Tropical storms and hurricanes which affect the project area
usually subject the shoreline to hibh wave attack for several days; a beach
.woul.d be subject to considerable erosion during storm periods. Continuing
erosion of the beach would necessitate periodic nourishment. Because im­
plementation of this plan would req~irc a large amount of sand over the life of
the project, the plan vas not conaf.dered feasible. Accordingly, no further
evaluation of the plan was made.

3.01 Plans Elimjnated from Furthc.rStudy. Both structural and nonstructural
solut:i.onsto meet the planning object.Lves\-JereLnveotIgated, NonatructnrraL
measures \Tereessentially limited to shoreline setback or shoreline I:'.anagement.
TIlestructural measures considered included construction of a'protective beach,
shoreline revetment, a groin or groin system, and an offshore breakwat.er, From
the full array of possible r.3nagement~easures, a preliminary analysis and
screening was performed to eliminate Eeasures which were technically not
applicable to the conditions at Askiroga Bay, obviously too expensive or
socially or environmentally unacceptable, or obviously unimplementable
alternatives. All meascres except the shoreline revetment l1ereeliminated
from further study for the foliol-lingreasons:

ALTERNATIVE PLANS3.

-'.



a. Fifty random casts of a 1/2-meter-square quadrat revealed that
dominant organf.sms on the coarse sandy beach '.rerehermit crabs (Paqurus
guttaturo)Cancnl1us sp, , Anj.culus sp.), and ghost crab (Ocypode sp,},
Densities of ghost crab btrr'rovrs and hermit.crnbs (three specLeu) 'verafound
to be 0.40 and 1.28 per square meter, respectively.

4.01 Environmental Conditions. The physical environment of the 'general
area has been described in the Cor.psReconnaissance Report of Nay 1980.
Askiroga Bay is located on the southeastern shore of the island of Guam,
just north of Talofofo Bay. Route 4, a tt-1o-1anehf.ghway , is situated
at the base of mount adnous cliffs, directly adjacent the shoreline. This
scenic hd.ghway is the mafn throughfare serving the southeastern coast of
the island. A US Fish and l:ildlifeService site inspectipn provided
the following information:

4. AFFECTED ENVIRO~1>iENT

3.04 Comparative Impacts of Alternative Plans. The rubblcmouud revet~ent
is the only implementable alternative plan (see Section 5 for a discussion
of Environmental Consequences).

It is planned to construct a 2S0-foot-Iong rubblereoundrevetment ~ith'a
crest elevation of 14 feet above mean lower lou wat er (NJ.Ll~). The
structure woukd have a racing slope of IV to 1.5H. The revetnent would
front the aeawar d side of Highway 4.

A revetment is a facing of stone, concrete blecks, sandbags, or other
materials, built to protect a scarp, embankment, or shore structure against
erosion by nave action. Revetments can be pemeable or nonpermcable depending
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 revetreent
appear.sto be an acceptable measure for consideration at Lskiroga Bay since
Jllcterialsare readily available for its construction, it wouLd minimize
impact both on the highway and the reef area, it woufd provide the needed
shore protection, and it is visually consistent tviththe 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
detaileq con~ideration at Askiroga Bay.

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

3.02 Hithout Conditions.
highm~y would continue to
alternative does not meet
therefore eliminated from

depandfng on the degree of protectjon required. An offshore brcakwater uould
alleviate wave damage to the (.'xJ.ntinGhighway and shoreline; hovever , because
of the (lnvironrnentaland aesthetic impacts associated with construction on
the reef flat, the use of of fnhore breakwaters was not considered a viable
alternative.

()u
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h. The project area is not a municipal water supply source area and
the groundwauer in the area is most; likely saline.

g. Askiroga Cave, which is l,isted on the Na.tional Register of Historic
Places, is located about 1,600 feet west of the project area. Asanite Cava
site and Asanitc Eay site complex are located about 600 fect nor-thwest;of
the project according to available maps. These two sites are not listed on
either the Guamor. National Registers. Hhile the proj ect; site is not Locat ed
in a flood plain, it is located within a potenti~l tsunami nnd high wave
flood hazard area. The project site is exposed Co erosion by large ocean
st·7elJ.sand by typhoons.

f. Terrestrial resources in the project site (i.e., east of the road) are
limited. Vegetation at the nor theud of the bay consists of ~i>:ed trecs and
shrubby plants. Birds actually seen in the area ,.;rerelimited to one black
drongo (Dicrurus macrocc.rc,tlshar te rtri , (S. Baker) and treo reef herons (Egret ta
sacra sacra (Gmelin) which flcH past.- CharadrdLformes probably feed along the
shoreline; however, the area is not significant bird habitat for stilts.

e. At the time of the Service investigation, there l1as a line of drift
debris along the shore. TIlis material was composedprimarily of palu fronds
and fruf.t s , and pieces of bambooculms. l'lithin the debris ",ere abundant
populations of amphipods.

d. \ During a search of the boulders along the soufhweat;margin of the bay,
only grapsid crabs were sean, but not sampled quantitatively.

c. A strip of Hariana Limestone Formation, probably Agana 'Argillaceous
Ncmberwas exposed aloll£ the mlter's edge. This substrate was irregularly
pocketed l-Jith small holes which frequently formed interconnecting tunnel
systems. Within these tunnels were found a variety of orgard.sms 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 sa~pling required destruction of the li~estone, served
no purpose, and was not concucted. Thirty random casts of the quadrat
revealed.a density of 8.S organisms per square meter, comprised of mussels
(Brachidontes sp. - 0.67/~2),hercit crabs - 5.6/m2, grapsid crabs - O.53/m2,
and snails (Mitra litterate., Strcntbus sp, , }!crita .E._licata, and Pythia scarabL~eus
1.731m2) , clams (Tallina sp - O.13/m2), and xanthid crabs (0.13/1!l~).

h. Infullnal cxami.nat Lon ,·.taG] Lndtcd to ucrccnlng four s ompLcs of sand
along the: \1.:1tcr ' S edCC: above the 11I.,CStone ntrip. SampLes were dug to the
limestone layer three to four Lnclies bel ow the sand surface. TIle only
organ'Lsmsfound wero a sLng.Le unidentified polychaete and tHO hemi­
chozdat.cs, the densities of whf.ch'Jere 3.50 and 7.00 per square mete.r,
respectively.
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5.08 The materials utilized for construction of the revetment will not result
in the'discharge of.toxic pollutants or.exceas turbidity. The Section 40/.
evaluation shows that no major effect on wace'r quality is ant.Lcdpatiedfrom
dredging or filling operations of the project. The contractor nill be re.quf.red
to maintain unte,r.quztLf.t.y,d.thinGover.nment of Cuam uater qunlity stnndards
during construction of the project.

5.07 Construction equipment "lillgenerate temporary noise and hydrocarbon.
Mitigative measures should include the use of mufflers and-emission control
devices on all motorized construction equipment. During construction, the
project ,dll have short term impact on the existing traffic flow along Route 4.

"

5.06 nle revetment will aed a new man-made visual element along the shoreline
and will probably provide a better aesthetic appearance than the existing eroded
sh'oreline. ~ ":

5.05 The Corps hns determined that the project would not adversely nffect
any knotrncultural or historic sites including those listed on the }~ational
Register of Historic Places. The Corps is coordinating this determination "lith
the Advisory Council on liistoric,Prcservation.

5.04 The project does not require modifying existing land use plans.
TIlearea is zoned for transportation use and the project does not chcnBe
this land use.

5.03 No human residences will be relocated or displaced. The project
protects the higlnray and does not provide any arcenitiesthnt tvol,tldchange
the social, structure, cohesion, or social "Tell-being of the coamunf.t.y,,

5.02 The project would not affect any wildlife refuges, marine sanctuaries,
wetland, unique terrestrial or reef flat environments, unique or prime
agricultural lands, archaeological/historical sites, groundwater, commercial
fisheries, or floodplains, since none exist at the project site. Due to the
nature of existing resources, probably caused in 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 cue to
project construction or maintenance. No endangered species ~]illbe affected
at the site of the revetment. In fact, the Service believes that the revetment
will provide a stable rocky intertidal habitat resulting in an increase in
epifaunal populations.

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

ENVIROl\'HENTAL CONSEQUENCES

1,.02 HighHay 4 is the only slgnificant resource ~lithin the project area.
The public conGidcrs the highway to he n significant resource that is
important Co rhe cotlmunity'D\·7ell-being.

uo
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6. LIST Ol~ PREPARERS. Tho persons li.stt>dbe Low were primarily respon.sible
for the preparrrtLon of this Environmental Al::;scssmcnt.
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In compliance '-lithExecutive Order 11988 on Floodplain Hanagement, an
evaluation of the proposed project bas been made using the Hater Resources
Council Floodplain Hanagement Guidelines. The evaluation idcntifies'minilOal
impacts associated with construction in the floodplain. A public notice
will be issued to advise the general public in the affected area and to
obtain their comments.

A consistency determination, pr~pared in accordance with the Federal CZM Act
of 1972 t indicates that the proposed projeet is consistent tiiththe approved
local CZM program.

A terrestrial and marine environment survey has been completed by the US,
Fish and tU1dlife Service and a 2(b) report submitted. Coordination with
the us Fish and Hild1i£e Service for threatened atldendangered species has
been completed. tJater quality certification and historic/archeolo&ic resources
were coordinated 't-Tiththe Government of Guam.

1.01 Public Invol"~ment Pro~r.am. The Corps has coordinated ~.;ithrepresentatives
of the Dcpartrncnt;of Public Horks of the Governmont of Guam, the sponsor of
the project. Prior to the construction, the Corps loTillissue a public
notLce of th;i.saction, its nuthority, and the er.crccncypl<1nof i~provem~nt,
as pr.r!:of the required coord'tna t~.ondescrLbed in p3ra 7.02. There is no
specific requirement under Section 14 to hold a public Dleeting.

7.02 Required Coordination. Pursuant to the Clean Hater Act of 1977, as'
amended, an evaluation of dredge or fill material effects has been made using
the Section 404 guidelines and the fill material and site have been found
to be acceptable. A public notice offering opportunity for a public heari~g
tdll be issued..

7. PUBLIC INVOLVEHF.NT

()o
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c. 'I'hereare no terrestrial species in Guam t.hat;arc listed as endanger-ed
or threatened pllrsu~ntto the Endan£crucISpecies Act of 1973. Harine species
protected by tht,c<letthat could occur in Cumu include the havltsbd.Ll, t urt l c

b. Applicable Federal Laws, (Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960, as amended,
and National Historic Preservati.onAct of 1966 and regulations 36 CFR·305 and
36 CFR 800) have been applied. There are no historic sites or cultur..l
resources at the project site that are listed en the National Rcgiater of
Histor.icP'Laces, The Corps has detemtlned that the projcct;wou Ld uot advcrseLy
affect any cultural sites and is coordinating this deuerurtnatLon "{"iehthe
AdVisory Council on Historic Preservation.

The material used to construct the revetnent meets t.heexcLusf.cn criteria
promulgated by the US Environmental Protection Agency and is therefore
exempt from chemical, e1utriate, bioassay and total sediment analysis.
All the material to be discharged is composed of rocl:greater than spall
(gravel) size. The discharged material is not suspected of containing
polluted materials.

a. The suitability of the discharge site for the Askiroga Bay Shore
Protection project has been determined through the ~pplication of the
Section 404(b) guidelines. The project site is not a \.1etlancI,tmnicipal
l·mtersupply area, harvestab1e shellfish area, fishery, a fish spaonf.ng,
a nursery area, or a wildlife habitat, a formal recreational area, or
a habitat for threatened or endangered species.

2. - BASIS FOR FUmING. The follo\-lingfactors have been considered in the
environmental assess~ent in making a determination that an enyironmental
impact statement (EIS) is not required:

1. JH~SCRIPTIONOF THE PIWl'OSED I.CTIml. The project is located on the
southeastern const of Guam, J·a. The proposed plan of Lmprovenent;consists
of approximately 250 feet of rock ruvctnent;"'itha crest clevation of Il,
feet above mean Imler lov1water (ULU1) approximately at existing ground
level. Two layers of armor stone (2,000 to 4,000-lb rock) "{.!i1lbe placed
On top of a three-foot thick underlayer of 1/4-inch spalls to 400-pound stone.
The new structure will have a facing slope of IV to 1.5H; 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 ~a1l. Excavation and removal of
some sediment and debris material to a depth of -7 feet HLLH or to coral
reef will be necessary to insure a stable foundation fer place~ent of the
structure. Trucks, crane, front-end lo~cer and other heavy equipment 'viII
be utilized to haul rock, fill, and equipnent at appropriate tir:les during
construction. The project "{-lillprotect the shoreline, and High,,fay4 from
wave damage during hurricanes and severe storES.

FIHDING OF NO SICNr.nCAl~T Il'{llACT (l~O~·ISI)
ASKIl~OGA nAY SJJOI~j: l'RO'1'CCTIOi·:, TERRITORY OF GUM!

29 April 1980
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/!-t.YA:4#'..J<
B. R. SCI!LAPAKV \
COL, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

Based upon the above factors, the US Army Corps of Engineers finds that tlle
Askiroga Bay Shore Protection Project has no Significant irepacton the human
environment at Askiroga Day, Guam.

j. Informal meetings l'lithlocal officials by the Corps have not
elicited negative comments or any controversial issues regarding the proposed
project.

1. No human residences ~·:illbe relocated or displaced. The project
protects the hd.gbway and does not provide for any au:enities that woukd
change the social structure, cohesion or social t~ell-being of the
community.

h. Pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1972, construction generated
noise j,nthe project area "..ill be minor and temporary and may be mitigated
by the use of mufflers on Irotorized conat rue.tLon equf.pnent , The project
will not result in a neW',long-tern noise pollution source.

g. Pursuant to the Safe Drinking ~]aterAct of 1974, the project Hill
not affect drinking wacer in any manner since it is located in marine waters.

f. Pursuant to the Clean Air Act l~endments 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 Harine Protection, ..Research and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 is not required.

d. Under the Fish and Hildlife Coordination Act of 1958, Section 2(b)~
the Corps and the F1\S have det.armfned 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 grenn turtle (threatened). Both species are r~ported
as infrequent visitors to nearshore wat.cxsof Cuam , but nesting has been
reported as sporadic on the LsLand , A field survey by the US Fish and lUld­
life Serv.Lce biologists found no evidence of these species in the project
area.

uo


