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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and United States Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation) guidelines.  This EA summarizes the 
environmental effects of implementation of the proposed land conveyance 
(Proposed Project) between the City of Yuma (COY) and Reclamation. 
 
The EA describes the Proposed Project, alternatives, and the potential 
environmental impacts of the project.  It also sets forth the consultation used 
in preparing this EA. 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
The COY for many years has been seeking avenues to improve tourism and 
revitalize the historic downtown area.  In 2008 the COY proposed to construct 
a parking lot for the future Yuma, Arizona Welcome Center.  This project was 
to be constructed on Reclamation land which was to be licensed to the COY 
granting the COY the use of the federal lands.  An EA was conducted for this 
project by Nicklaus Engineering, Inc.  This EA is listed under References of 
this report and may be viewed at 180 West 1st Street in Yuma, Arizona.  This 
project was to support the Yuma Welcome Center facility by providing a 
designated parking area within close proximity to and aiding in the 
revitalization of the city of Yuma’s historic downtown area.  To further assist in 
the revitalization effort, the COY and Reclamation propose to exchange land 
between the two entities.  Reclamation will be the lead federal agency under 
NEPA.   
 
1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
The COY and the Reclamation propose to convey land between the two 
entities to address the scattered parcels owned by both entities.   
 
The lands conveyed between the COY and Reclamation will be in accordance 
with Public Law 109-454, Section 3 titled Conveyance of Federal Land and 
Non-Federal Land, passed by the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States of America on December 22, 2006.  This Public Law is 
known as the “City of Yuma Improvement Act”.     
 
 
1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
Because a portion of the Proposed Project is located on Reclamation land, it 
is subject to review and documentation under NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 et 
seq.), and Reclamation NEPA Handbook (USBR 1990).  This EA provides 
information needed by the responsible federal official to determine whether to 
prepare a Finding of No Significant Impact or an Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES  

2.1 LOCATION 
 
The Proposed Project sites are located in Yuma, Arizona, along the Yuma 
Valley Railroad commencing at Parcel A-3 lying within Gila Street Right-of-
Way heading west to the west end of the Parcel I (sludge beds) in Section 35; 
Township 16 South, Range 22 East, Gila and Salt River Baseline and 
Meridian (GSRB&M). 
 
A portion of the Proposed Project would be located on federal lands 
administered by Reclamation.  See Table 1 for Parcel Owners.  The 
Proposed Project sites are shown on Figure 1. 
 

Table 1 
Parcel Owners 

Parcel 
Number 

Owner 

A City of Yuma 
A-3 City of Yuma 
B-1 City of Yuma 
B-2 City of Yuma 
C City of Yuma 
D U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 
E U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 
F U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 
H U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 
I U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 
J-1 U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 

 
 
2.2 ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

 
There were two alternatives considered in detail: Alternative A, No Action, 
and Alternative B, the Proposed Project. 
 
2.2.1 Alternative A – No Action  
 
NEPA guidelines require that an EA evaluate the “No Action” alternative in 
addition to the Proposed Project.  The No Action alternative provides a basis 
for comparison of the environmental consequences of the Proposed Project.  
In this EA, the No Action alternative assumes that the land currently owned by 
Reclamation would remain in the custody of Reclamation and land currently 
owned by the COY would remain in the custody of the COY.    
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2.2.2 Alternative B – Proposed Project  
 
The COY and Reclamation propose to exchange land between the two 
entities to address scattered parcels owned by the two entities.  Any 
proposed future development on these parcels could be subject to the NEPA 
process, if applicable.  A COY/Reclamation Land Conveyance Exhibit is 
provided as Figure 2. 
 
 

 
                 

               Legend   
       
 
 
                           Project Areas 

 
 
           Figure 1 

               Site Map 
U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 

and the City of Yuma Land Exchange 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  

To comply with Council of Environmental Quality requirements for analytical 
and concise environmental documents (40 CFR 1502.2), resources identified 
as potentially affected by the Proposed Project or as a special concern are 
described in this section.  Environmental resources could be affected during 
implementation of the Proposed Project.  The effect, or impact, is defined as 
any change or alteration, produced directly or indirectly by the Proposed 
Project, to the pre-existing condition of the environment. 
 
This EA evaluated the resource elements below in relation to the Proposed 
Project to determine the potential for both adverse and beneficial effects.  
Only the elements of the environment that could be affected by the Proposed 
Project would be discussed in detail. 
 
 Evaluated Resources: 
 Noise   
 Air Quality  

 Hazardous and Solid Waste   
 Water Resources    
 Land Use/Ownership    
 Biological Resources 
 Cultural/Historic Resources 
 Geology and Soils 
 Indian Trusts Assets 
 Socioeconomics 
 Environmental Justice 
 
 3.1 Noise  
  
 3.1.1 Affected Environment 
 
 Noise is usually defined as sound that is undesirable because it interferes 
 with speech communication and hearing, is intense enough to damage 
 hearing, or is otherwise annoying (unwanted noise). The response of 
 individuals to similar noise events is diverse and influenced by many factors, 
 including the type of noise, the perceived importance of the noise and its 
 appropriateness in the setting, the time of day and the type of activity during 
 which the noise occurs, and the sensitivity of the individual.  

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel 
through a medium, such as air, and are sensed by the human ear. Sound is 
generally characterized by several variables, including frequency and 
amplitude. Frequency describes the sound’s pitch and is measured in Hertz 
(Hz), while amplitude describes the sound’s loudness and is measured in 
decibels (dB). 
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The method commonly used to quantify environmental sounds consists of 
evaluating all frequencies of a sound according to a weighting system that 
reflects that human hearing is less sensitive at low frequencies and extremely 
high frequencies than at the mid-range frequencies. This is called “A” 
weighting, and the dB level measured is called the A - weighted sound level 
(dBA). In practice, the level of a noise source is conveniently measured using 
a sound level meter that includes a filter corresponding to the dBA curve. 
Unless specifically noted, the use of A weighting is always assumed with 
respect to environmental sound and community noise even if the notation is 
dB instead of dBA. 

The amplitude of sound is measured using a logarithmic scale with units of 
dB. A sound level of 0 dBA is approximately the threshold of human hearing 
and is barely audible under extremely quiet listening conditions. This 
threshold is the reference level against which the amplitude of other sounds is 
compared. Normal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dBA. Sound 
levels above about 120 dBA begin to be felt inside the human ear as 
discomfort and eventually pain at still higher levels. 

Although a dBA reading may adequately indicate the level of environmental 
noise at any instant in time, community noise levels vary continuously. Most 
ambient environmental noise includes a mixture of noise from nearby and 
distant sources that creates an ebb and flow of sound, including some 
identifiable sources plus a relatively steady background noise in which no 
particular source is identifiable. A single descriptor called the equivalent 
sound level (Leq) is used to describe sound that is constant or changing in 
level. Leq is the energy-mean dBA during a measured time interval. It is the 
“equivalent” constant sound level that would have to be produced by a given 
constant source to equal the acoustic energy contained in the fluctuating 
sound level measured during the interval. In addition to the energy-average 
level, it is often desirable to know the acoustic range of the noise source 
being measured. This is accomplished through the maximum Leq (Lmax) and 
minimum Leq (Lmin) indicators that represent the root-mean-square maximum 
and minimum noise levels measured during the monitoring interval. The Lmin 
value obtained for a particular monitoring location is often called the acoustic 
floor for that location. 

Federal, state and local agencies regulate environmental and occupational, 
as well as other aspects of noise. Federal and state agencies generally set 
noise standards for mobile sources, while regulation of stationary sources is 
left to local agencies. Local regulation of noise involves implementation of 
General Plan policies and noise ordinance standards, which are general 
principles intended to guide and influence development plans. Noise 
ordinances set forth specific standards and procedures for addressing 
particular noise sources and activities. The Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) sets and enforces noise standards for worker safety. 
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OSHA regulates occupational exposure to noise. The standard stipulates that 
protection against the effects of noise exposure shall be provided when sound 
levels exceed 90 dBA over an 8-hour exposure period. Protection shall 
consist of feasible administrative or engineering controls. If such controls fail 
to reduce sound levels to within acceptable levels, personal protective 
equipment shall be provided and used to reduce exposure of the employee. 
Additionally, employers must institute a Hearing Conservation Program 
whenever employee noise exposure equals or exceeds the Action Level of an 
8-hour time-weighted average sound level of 85 dBA. The Hearing 
Conservation Program requirements consist of periodic area and personal 
noise monitoring, performance and evaluation of audiograms, provision of 
hearing protection, annual employee training, and record keeping. 
 
3.1.2 Environmental Consequence/Impacts 
 
The Proposed Project will not include the construction of any buildings, 
structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, structures or 
infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of parcels 
between the COY and Reclamation.  As a result, the Proposed Project is not 
expected to generate any noise. 
 

 
3.2 Air Quality 

 
 3.2.1 Affected Environment 

 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ), and local air pollution control districts 
determine the air quality attainment status of designated areas by comparing 
local air quality measurements from the state or local ambient air monitoring 
stations with the National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). 
Those areas that meet AAQS are classified as “attainment” areas; areas that 
do not meet the standards are classified as “nonattainment” areas.  Areas 
that have insufficient air quality data may be identified as unclassifiable areas. 
These attainment designations are determined on a pollutant-by-pollutant 
basis.  Yuma County is currently classified as nonattainment for the PM10 
NAAQS.  Yuma is an attainment area for the remaining criteria pollutants. 
State Implementation Plan 
The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is the cumulative record of all air 
pollution strategies, state statutes, state rules, and local ordinances 
implemented under Title I of the Clean Air Act by governmental agencies 
within Arizona. Revisions to Arizona's SIP must be submitted to the EPA by 
the director of ADEQ on behalf of the governor. Once approved by EPA as 
published in the Federal Register the provisions contained in the SIP revision 
become enforceable by the federal government as well as by the appropriate 
governmental entities of Arizona. The cumulative and complete record of SIP 
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revisions that have been approved by EPA and federally enforceable in 
Arizona is called the "applicable Arizona SIP." 
The first Arizona SIP submittal was in 1972.  Because there have been so 
many changes to federal, state and local air quality programs in the last 30 
years, there is not a single definitive document that contains all of the SIP 
requirements. 
In addition to ADEQ, there are local air planning organizations that share in 
the responsibility of completing SIP requirements.  The Maricopa Association 
of Governments and the Pima Association of Governments  are metropolitan 
planning organizations that have been delegated the responsibility to 
complete SIP revisions for their respective county areas. 
The Yuma PM10 SIP that was submitted to the EPA on November 15, 1991, is 
in the process of being withdrawn by ADEQ.  A revision to the PM10 SIP was 
submitted to EPA on July 12, 1994, and was determined by EPA to be 
complete but was never approved.  ADEQ is also withdrawing this plan.  
ADEQ began working with stakeholders in the Yuma area in July 2001 to 
develop a maintenance plan based on data that showed no exceedances of 
the NAAQS for PM10. On August 18, 2002, however, the Yuma area 
experienced a violation of the 24-hour NAAQS due to high winds associated 
with a large thunderstorm. The high wind event data met all the technical 
criteria to be considered a natural event. Consequently, work on the Yuma 
Maintenance Plan was temporarily suspended because EPA policy required 
the development of a Natural Events Action Plan (NEAP) to prevent the area 
from being downgraded to a serious nonattainment area.  The NEAP was 
developed by the Yuma area stakeholders and ADEQ, and submitted to EPA 
in February 2004. A NEAP Implementation Report was submitted to EPA on 
August 17, 2005. 
ADEQ submitted a maintenance plan for the Yuma area to the EPA on 
August 14, 2006, which, upon EPA’s approval, will re-designate the area to 
attainment for PM10.  The NEAP and maintenance plan will be re-evaluated 
every 5 years. 
 
3.2.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 
 
The Proposed Project will not include the construction of any buildings, 
structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, structures or 
infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of parcels 
between the COY and Reclamation.  As a result the Proposed Project is not 
anticipated to affect air quality. 

 

3.3  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE AND SOLID WASTE 
 
3.3.1 Affected Environment 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) gave the EPA the 
authority to control hazardous waste. This includes the generation, 
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transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA 
also set forth a framework for the management of non-hazardous wastes.  

Order 1050.19 states that an Environmental Due Diligence Audit should be 
conducted to evaluate subject properties for potential hazardous substances 
contamination.  

A due diligence survey (Phase I Environmental Site Assessment) was 
conducted on November 15, 2009 by Nicklaus Engineering, Inc. The site 
inspection revealed no discrepancies. A regulatory database search was 
conducted through Environmental Data Resources Inc. for the project site and 
surrounding area. None of the surrounding properties or the project site was 
identified in this report.   The (Phase I Environmental Site Assessment) is 
listed under References of this report and may be viewed at 180 West 1st 
Street in Yuma, Arizona. 

 
3.3.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 
 
The Proposed Project will not include the construction of any buildings, 
structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, structures or 
infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of parcels 
between the COY and Reclamation. As a result, there will be no hazardous 
materials/waste and solid waste generated as a result of the Proposed 
Project. 

 
3.4 WATER RESOURCES 
 
3.4.1 Affected Environment 
 
Surface Water 
 
The project area falls within the Yuma Desert Watershed and a small portion 
of the Lower Colorado Watershed.  The Yuma Desert Watershed has no 
naturally occurring perennial streams within its boundaries; however the East 
Main Canal meanders through the western and central portion of the 
Proposed Project site.  The Colorado River is located north of the Proposed 
Project site. 
 
Water Quality 
 
In 1995, the ADEQ conducted a baseline study to assess the groundwater 
quality of the Yuma Groundwater Basin (YGB).  The study found that YGB 
groundwater had no dominant water chemistry and is chemically similar to 
Colorado River water (ADEQ 1998).  Groundwater quality differences were a 
function of length of time an area had been irrigated, depth to groundwater, 
and the source of irrigation water.  The laboratory results revealed no 
detection of pesticides.  This data suggests that regional groundwater quality 
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conditions in the YGB generally support drinking water use, but residents may 
prefer to use treated water for some domestic purposes (ADEQ 1998). 
 
3.4.2 Environmental Consequences/Impact 

 
Impacts to water resources are not anticipated since the Proposed Project will 
not include the construction of any buildings, structures or infrastructure, or 
the demolition of any buildings, structures or infrastructure. The Proposed 
Project involves the conveyance of parcels between the COY and 
Reclamation. 
 

 
3.5 LAND USE/OWNERSHIP 

   
3.5.1 Affected Environment 
 
The study area for the land-use inventory is an area approximately 1 mile 
from all sides of the Proposed Project site. 
 
In general, the Proposed Project is located in the residential and commercial 
part of town in Yuma Arizona.  Primary land uses within the study area 
include agriculture, residential, retail, and transportation.  The East Main 
Canal meanders through the western and central portion of the Proposed 
Project site.  The Colorado River is located north of the Proposed Project site.  
See Table 2 for property uses.  The Joint Land Use designations are shown 
on Figure 3. 
 

Table 2 
Property Uses 

Parcel Number Current Use Prior Use (when known) 
A Section of Yuma Valley 

Railroad 
Railroad 

A-3 Section of Yuma Valley 
Railroad 

Railroad 

B-1 Vacant Vacant 
B-2 Vacant Vacant 
C Vacant Vacant 
D Vacant Vacant 
E Vacant Vacant 
F One abandoned structure 

on site 
Weight Station 

H Vacant Vacant 
I Sludge Bed Vacant 
J-1 Vacant Vacant 
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In general, the surrounding area is comprised of: 
 

• Single family residences 
• Multi-family apartments 
• Retail business 
• Public use areas  
• Public and quasi-public use areas 
• Retail business areas 
• Light Industrial area  
 

The study area includes federal lands withdrawn for and administered by 
Reclamation, as well as lands under jurisdiction of Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
and Arizona State Trust.  Residential areas are located in the study area and 
are typically single and multi-family dwellings. 
 
3.5.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 
 
Impacts from the Proposed Project are not anticipated since the Proposed 
Project will not include the construction of any buildings, structures or 
infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, structures or infrastructure. 
The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of parcels between the COY 
and Reclamation. 
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3.6       BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
3.6.1 Affected Environment 
 
A site visit to the Proposed Project area was conducted on November 15, 
2009 and December 10, 2009.  The Proposed Project sites are located in 
Yuma, Arizona, along the Yuma Valley Railroad commencing at Parcel A-3 
lying within Gila Street Right-of-Way heading west to the west end of the 
Parcel I (sludge beds) in Section 35; Township 16 South, Range 22 East 
GSRB&M.    The East Main Canal meanders through the western and central 
portion of the Proposed Project site.  The Colorado River is located north of 
the Proposed Project site.   
 
Climate  
 
The Yuma Desert is very dry, usually receiving less than 100 millimeter (mm) 
of rainfall per year (Phillips and Comus 2000).  Temperatures are high in the 
summer, with a maximum near 120 degrees Fahrenheit.  Winter maximum 
temperatures average in the upper 60 degrees Fahrenheit range.  Daily 
variations of 30 to 50 degrees are common due to the low cloudiness and 
lack of vegetation cover to hold the heat.  Low relative humidity accompanies 
the high summer temperatures, with daytime relative humidity readings 
frequently between 5 to 10 percent.  Precipitation occurs primarily in the 
winter months (from October to June).  Because of the high temperatures and 
low precipitation, the Lower Colorado River Valley Subdivision is the driest of 
the Sonoran desert subdivision (Phillips and Comus 2000). 
 
Federally Listed and Special Status Species 
 
Special status species are those wildlife and plant species, which because of 
loss of habitat and/or decline in their numbers, have been listed by the federal 
and/or state government as species of concern.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) maintains a list of threatened and endangered species, as 
well as species that are candidates for such listings under guidelines of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), as amended.  The U.S. Forest 
Service (Forest Service) maintains its own list of Forest Service Sensitive 
Species.  The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD) monitors Wildlife 
Species of Special Concern in Arizona (WSC), and the Arizona Department of 
Agriculture provides protection for native plant species under the Arizona 
Native Plant Law (ANPL). 
 
The Arizona Office of the USFWS requests that information on threatened or 
endangered species for specific projects be obtained from their Internet 
website.  The list of federally protected species for Yuma County was 
obtained from the USFWS website and was reviewed in preparing this EA.  
Information obtained from the AZGFD includes records from their Heritage 
Data Management System (HDMS) within 3 miles of the project limits.  The 
HDMS also includes listings for ESA, Forest Service, United States Bureau of 
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Land Management (BLM), WSC, and ANPL species.  The HDMS also 
includes the former federal species of concern, under the ESA category, 
which are now being monitored by the AZGFD for the USFWS.  Since there is 
always potential for sensitive species to be present for which there are no 
known records, the full HDMS list for Yuma County was also reviewed.  
Federally listed threatened, endangered, and other sensitive species of 
animals and plants that were thought to have some potential for occurring 
within the project study area are listed in Table 3-1.  Table 3-1 includes a 
column listing the probability for each species occurring within the project 
study area.  Background information, habitat suitability analyses, and 
potential impacts and effects of the Proposed Project on the species listed are 
located in Appendix A along with the response from AZGFD. 
 
Former federal species of concern have no federal protection, but were 
species under an earlier classification that are currently being monitored by 
the AZGFD for the USFWS. 
 
 

TABLE 3-1 
FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES 

Scientific Name Common Name Status Potential 
to Occur 

Rationale 

Athene cunicularia 
hypugaea 

Western Burrowing 
Owl 

Species of 
Concern 

High Within range and 
suitable foraging 
habitat is present 
 near project site 

Ardea alba Great Egret Species of 
Concern 

Low Within range and 
suitable foraging 
habitat is present 
 near project site 

Egretta thula Snowy Egret Species of 
Concern 

Low Within range and 
suitable foraging 
habitat is present 
 near project site 

Empidonax traillii extimus Southwestern 
Willow Flycatcher 

Endangered Low Within range and 
suitable foraging 
habitat is present 
 near project site 

Rallus longirostris 
yumanensis 

Yuma Clapper Rail Endangered Low Within range and 
suitable foraging 
habitat is present  
near project site 

Coccyzus americanus  Yellow-billed 
Cuckoo 

Candidate Low Within range and 
suitable foraging 
habitat is present  
near project site 

Sigmodon hispidus 
eremicus 

Yuma Hispid 
Cotton Rat 

Species of 
Concern 

High Within range and 
suitable foraging 
habitat is present  
near project site 
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3.6.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

 
Vegetation 
 
The Proposed Project would have no impact on native vegetation in the 
surrounding area.  The project site is vacant of native vegetation.  A concrete 
sludge bed is located on the west side of the project site.  The area around 
the sludge bed has been landscaped by the COY.  Project sites located east 
of 4th Avenue consist of little native vegetation as the sites contain asphalt, 
landscaping or railroad tracks.   
 
Wildlife 

The Proposed Project would have no effect on the wildlife since the Proposed 
Project does not include the construction of any new buildings, structures or 
infrastructure, or the demolition of any existing buildings, structures or 
infrastructure. As a result, there will be no wildlife impacts as a result of the 
Proposed Project.  

 
 
3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES/HISTORIC RESOURCES 
 
3.7.1 Affected Environment 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, establishes the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) within the National Park Service. Section 110 governs 
federal agencies responsibilities to preserve and use historic buildings; 
designate an agency Federal Preservation Officer; identify, evaluate, and 
nominate eligible properties under the control or jurisdiction of the agency to 
the NRHP. The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 provides 
for the preservation of historic American sites, buildings, objects, and 
antiquities of national significance by providing for the survey, recovery, and 
preservation of historical and archaeological data which might other wise be 
destroyed or irreparably lost due to a federal, federally licensed, or federally 
funded action. 

The file search indicates that 15 surveys have been conducted within a 1 mile 
radius of the project area.  Twenty-six sites have been recorded within that 
same distance.  Twenty properties within 1 mile of the project area are listed 
on the NRHP, and 16 are listed on the Arizona State Inventory of Historic 
Places.   
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Quechan Tribal History 
Quechan tradition describes their creation, along with that of other lower 
Colorado River tribes, by their culture hero, Kukumat. After Kukumat died, his 
son Kumastamxo took the people to the sacred mountain Avikwame, near the 
present city of Needles, California. There he gave them bows and arrows and 
taught them how to cure illness and then sent them down from the mountain 
in various directions. The ancestors of the Quechan settled along the 
Colorado River to the south of the Mohave. Little archaeological evidence of 
the Quechan’s past has survived the Colorado's flooding. The Quechan and 
some of the other lower Colorado River tribes may have begun as rather 
small patrilineal bands that gradually grew into larger "tribal" groupings. What 
caused the formation of these tribes is not altogether clear; the interrelated 
factors probably included population increase from a generally reliable and 
abundant river bottom horticulture; competition with neighboring riverine 
groups for control of lucrative trade routes between the Pacific Coast and 
cultures to the east of the Colorado (including, for a time, the great Hohokam 
Culture between about Anno Domini 1050 and 1200); and increasingly strong 
social bonds between small groups living next to one another along the river's 
banks. 

 
In 1540 a Spanish expedition under Hernando de Alarcón was the first group 
of Europeans to reach Quechan territory. For the next three and a half 
centuries the Quechan were in intermittent contact with various Spanish, 
Mexican, and American expeditions’ intent on developing the land route 
between southern California and the interior to the east of the Colorado River. 
The Quechan controlled the best crossing point along the lower Colorado 
River, just to the south of where it is joined by the Gila River. During this time, 
too, warfare was endemic between the Quechan and other tribes living along 
the Colorado and Gila Rivers. No permanent white settlements were 
attempted at the crossing until 1779, when Spanish settlers and soldiers 
arrived. In 1781, after two years of Spanish depredations, the Quechan 
attacked them, killing some and driving the others away. The tribe retained 
control of the area until the early 1850s, when the U.S. Army defeated them 
and established Fort Yuma at the crossing. Just across the river from the fort 
a small white American town soon sprang up to cash in on the increasing 
overland traffic between California and the East, and to the north and south 
along the Colorado River itself.  A reservation was set aside for the Quechan 
on the west (California) side of the river in 1884. 
 
No artifacts have been retrieved from the Proposed Project site.  No present 
or future archeological excavations are planned for this location. 
 
3.7.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

According to the Cultural Resources Inventory, no Cultural Resources were 
identified; see Appendix B for Cultural Resources Report.  Scoping letters 
were sent to local Tribes (Cocopah and Quechan); only one response was 
received from the Cocopah Indian Tribe.  Also no ground will be disturbed as 
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a result of this Proposed Project.  Any future development will require further 
evaluation for Cultural Resources at that time. 

3.8 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 
 
The geology of the study area consists primarily of alluvial deposits of silt and 
gravel due to depositional activities of the Colorado River.  
 
The soil classification within the project area is identified as Indio Silt Loam.  
This deep, well drained, nearly level soil is on flood plains and alluvial fans.  It 
formed in mixed alluvium.  Elevation is 75 to 600 feet.  The average annual 
precipitation ranges from 2 to 4 inches, the average annual air temperature 
ranges from 72 to 76 degrees Fahrenheit, and the average freeze-free period 
ranges from 250 to 325 days. 
 
Typically, the surface layer is light brown silt loam about 6 inches thick.  The 
underlying material to a depth of 60 inches or more is stratified, light brown 
very fine sandy loam silt.  In some places the surface layer is very fine loam.   
Included with this soil in mapping are small areas of Glenbar silty clay loam, 
and Ripley silt loam.  Permeability of this Indio Soil is moderate.  Potential 
rooting depth is 64 inches or more.  Available water capacity is high.  Surface 
runoff is medium, and the hazard or water erosion is slight.   
 
The Yuma Region has the greatest risk of earthquake-induced ground 
shaking within the State of Arizona (Yuma Plan 2002).  The threat of ground 
shaking is due to the proximity of the southernmost portion of the San 
Andreas Fault system that runs through California.   
 
3.8.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 
 
The Proposed Project will not include the construction of any buildings, 
structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, structures or 
infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of parcels 
between the COY and Reclamation.   As a result, there will be no geological 
or soils disturbance by the Proposed Project. 
 

 
3.9 INDIAN TRUST ASSETS 
 
3.9.1 Affected Environment 
 
It is Reclamation policy to protect Indian Trust Assets (ITAs), whenever 
possible, from adverse impacts caused by its programs and activities.  ITAs 
are legal asset interests held in trust by the federal government for Indian 
Tribes or individual Indians.  Types of actions that could affect ITAs include 
interference with the exercise of a water right, degradation of water quality 
where water is a right, impacts fish and wildlife where there is hunting or 
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fishing rights, and noise near a land asset where it adversely affects use of 
the reserved land.  No ITAs have been identified within the study area. 
 
3.9.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 
 
The Proposed Project would have no effect on ITAs since no ITAs have been 
identified within the study area. 
 
 
3.10 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
3.10.1 Affected Environment 

 
This section describes the demographic and economic characteristics found 
in the study area and potential changes that could result from the proposed 
land conveyance between COY and Reclamation. 
 
Yuma County encompasses 5,514 square miles and acts as a crossroads for 
international and interstate trade in the Southwest.  Yuma County has a 
population of 189,682.  The racial composition consists of 72.9 percent white, 
1.9 percent African American, 1.4 percent Native American, 1.0 percent 
Asian, and 20.6 other.  ”Other” is intended to capture responses from people 
who consider themselves of more than one race, such as Mulatto, Creole, 
and Mestizo.  Half of Yuma County residents (55.1 percent) consider 
themselves to be of Hispanic heritage (Census Bureau 2006-2008 American 
Community Survey).  Hispanic heritage can be defined as persons of any 
race who trace their roots to Spain, Mexico, and the Spanish-speaking 
nations of Central America, South America, and the Caribbean. 
 
Within Yuma County, the BLM accounts for approximately 15 percent of land 
ownership; Department of Defense, approximately 40 percent; Indian 
reservations, less than 0.5 percent; the State of Arizona, approximately 6 
percent; private, approximately 11 percent; Reclamation, approximately 1 
percent; and other federal lands, approximately 28 percent (Yuma County 
Department of Developmental Services 2006). 
 
Yuma County has a labor force of 101,370 persons.  Major industries include 
agriculture, military, government, manufacturing, and public utilities (ADOC 
2007).  Median household income for the county in 2008 was $40,079, less 
than the United States median of $52,175 (in 2008 inflation-adjusted dollars). 
 
The City of Yuma contains over 110 square miles.  The City of Yuma has a 
population of 96,120.  The racial composition consists of 69.2 percent white, 
2.7 percent African American, 0.9 percent Native American, and 1.6 percent 
Asian and 23.1 other.  Residents of Hispanic heritage account for 54.9 
percent of all residents in the City of Yuma (Census Bureau 2006-2008 
American Community Survey). 
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The City of Yuma has a labor force of 45,810 persons.  Major industries 
include agriculture, tourism, military, and light industry (ADOC 2007).  Median 
household income for the city in 2008 was $42,095, less than the United 
States median of $52,175 (in 2008 inflation-adjusted dollars).  The Profile of 
General Demographic Characteristics can be viewed in Appendix C.  
 
3.10.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 
 
In general, there will be no effect on the general population resulting from the 
land conveyance between COY and Reclamation.    
 
 
3.11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
 
3.11.1 Affected Environment 
 
Executive Order 12898 requires each federal agency to achieve 
environmental justice as part of its mission, by identifying and addressing 
disproportionately high adverse human health or environmental effects 
(including social and economic effects) of its programs and activities on 
minority and low-income populations. 

 
3.11.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 
 
The Propose Project will have no negative impact on the local community.   
The Proposed Project will not include the construction of any buildings, 
structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, structures or 
infrastructure.  The Proposed Project will not cause the relocation or 
displacement of any family or persons.  The Proposed Project involves the 
conveyance of parcels between the COY and Reclamation. 
 
 
3.12 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF 
RESOURCES 

 
NEPA guidelines (40 CFR 1502.16) required the discussion of any 
irreversible or irretrievable environmental changes that would be involved with 
the Proposed Project. 

 
Irreversible commitments are decisions affecting renewable resources such 
as soils, wetlands, and wildlife habitat.  Such decisions are considered 
irreversible because their implementation would affect a resource 
deterioration to the point that renewal could occur only over a long period of 
time or at great expense, or because they would cause the resources to be 
destroyed or removed.   

 
Irretrievable commitment describes loss of production or use of resources as 
a result of a decision.  It represents opportunities foregone for the period that 
a resource cannot be used.  Irretrievable refers to the permanent loss of a 
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resource, including production, harvest, or use of natural resources.  For 
example, production loss of agriculture lands can be irretrievable, while the 
action itself may not be irreversible. 
 
The Proposed Project would not require the consumption of fossil fuels and or 
materials which might be considered an irretrievable resource.  The Proposed 
Project will not include the construction of any buildings, structures or 
infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, structures or infrastructure; 
therefore, the use of any irretrievable resource is not anticipated. The 
Proposed Project involves the conveyance of parcels between the COY and 
Reclamation.    
 
 
3.13 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Cumulative impacts may result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions that occur within the same temporal study area and 
surrounding communities.   
 
The Proposed Project could have a positive impact to the project area and 
surrounding community.  Upon completion of the land conveyance there will 
be areas available for potential future development along the Colorado River 
that could revive the downtown area of Yuma.   
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4.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION   

The preparation of this EA required communication and consultation with 
various federal, state, and local agencies and citizens. 

 The following list summarizes the agencies contacted during the preparation 
 of the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation and the City of 
 Yuma Land Exchange EA. 

 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
 Bureau of Land Management 
 Bureau of Reclamation, Yuma Area Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
 
STATE AGENCIES 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 
 
 
LOCAL AGENCIES 
Yuma County 
 Engineering Department 
 County Assessor’s Office 
 Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Yuma County Water Users’ Association 
Yuma Audubon Society 
Yuma Crossing National Heritage Area 
 
 
TRIBAL AGENCIES 
Cocopah Indian Tribe 
Quechan Indian Tribe 
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
 
SPECIES ACCOUNTS AND EVALUATIONS 
 
The following discussion provides information on the species with potential to occur within 
the project area. 
 
 
Species Accounts 
 
Federally Listed Species 
 
Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) 
 
Status:  The Burrowing Owl is listed as a federal species of concern and is a BLM sensitive 
species. 
 
Background:  Burrowing Owls inhabit open areas in deserts, grasslands, and agricultural 
and range lands.  They use well-drained areas with gentle slopes and sparse vegetation and 
may occupy areas near human habitation, such as golf courses and airports (Dechant et al. 
1999; Ehrlich et al1988; Terres 1980).  Burrowing Owls often select burrows where 
surrounding vegetation is kept short by grazing, dry conditions, or burning (Dechant et al. 
1999; Hjertaas et al. 1995).  In Arizona, Burrowing Owls prefer grasslands, creosote 
bush/bursage desert scrub communities, and agricultural lands (de Vos 1998). 
 
Burrowing Owls are semi-colonial and usually occupy burrows excavated by small 
mammals, often at the edges of active colonies of Black-tailed Prairie Dogs or Richardson’s 
Ground Squirrels (Spermophilus richardsonii).  In areas that lack colonial burrowing 
mammals, burrowing owls will use excavations made by other mammals, such as Badgers, 
Woodchucks, Skunks, Foxes, Armadillos, and Coyotes.  They may also use natural cavities 
in rocks.  In addition to the nest burrow, the owls also may use several satellite burrows.  
Satellite burrows may serve as protection from predators and parasite (Dechant et al. 1999). 
 
Burrowing Owls lay clutches averaging 5 to 7 eggs.  The female remains in the burrow and is 
fed by the male through egg-laying, incubation, and brooding.  The eggs hatch after 21 days 
of incubation, and young fledge from the nest approximately 28 days after hatching (Ehrlich 
et al. 1988). 
 
Burrowing Owls are opportunistic feeders, preying on a variety of arthropods and small 
vertebrates (Dechant et al. 1999; Hjertaas et al. 1995).  They may forge during the day or 
night, but tend to forge closer to the nest during the day.  Foraging habit is variable, 
depending on prey availability and abundance. 
 
Widespread declines in the range and abundance of burrowing owls have been attributed to 
habitat loss and fragmentation and extermination of colonial burrowing mammals (Dechant 
et al. 1999; Hjertaas et al. 1995).  Reductions in Burrowing Owl populations have been 
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associated with reductions in populations of both Black-tailed Prairie Dogs and Richard’s 
Ground Squirrels.  
 
Populations in Study Area:  Suitable habitat for the Burrowing Owl is present in the project 
area.  The project area currently contains a sledge bed and vacant land as well as areas 
containing a portion of the Yuma Valley Railroad.  
 
Potential Impacts and Determination of Effects:  The Proposed Project will not include 
the construction of any buildings, structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any 
buildings, structures or infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of 
parcels between the COY and Reclamation and therefore, would have no impact on the 
Burrowing Owl. 
 
 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) 
 
Status:  The Southwestern Willow Flycatcher was listed as endangered, without designated 
critical habitat, on February 27, 1995, primarily because of riparian habitat loss or 
modification.  Critical habitat was designated on July 22, 1997, and a Final Rule designating 
critical habitat for this species was published in the Federal Register on October 19, 2005.  
Eighteen critical habitat units, totaling 599 rivers miles in Arizona, California, Nevada, Utah, 
and New Mexico, were designated.  Knowledge of important habitat areas for Willow 
Flycatchers has improved since 1997, and some designated critical habitats may not provide 
the most accurate description of critical habitat requirements for these birds.  A draft 
Recovery Plan (USFWS 2001a) for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher was released for 
public review on June 8, 2001. 
 
Background:  In the western United States, Willow Flycatchers are often found on willow 
(Salix spp.) covered islands, in dense brush along watercourses, beaver meadows, and 
mountain parks.  They may be found as high as 2,400 meters (m) (7,875 feet) and they also 
follow willow or cottonwood (Populus spp.) lined streams out into desert regions (Terres 
1980).  Four specific habitat types have been described as breeding areas for the 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Sogge et al. 1997).  The first of these types is monotypic 
high-elevated willow.  This habitat occurs above 300 m (984 feet) in Arizona and has dense 
stands of willow with no distinct overstory.  This community is often associated with sedges, 
rushes, or other herbaceous wetland plants.  A second habitat type is monotypic, exotic dense 
stands of salt cedar (Tamarix spp.) or Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) up to 10 m (33 
feet) in height.  These species form a dense, closed canopy, with no distinct overstory layer.  
Native broadleaf-dominated communities form a third habitat type.  This habitat may be 
composed of a single species, such as Goodding willow (Salix gooddingii), but often includes 
other broadleaf tree and shrub species, including cottonwood, other willows, boxelder (Acer 
negundo), ash (Fraxinus spp.), alder (Alnus spp.), and buttonbush (Cephalanthus 
occidentalis).  The vegetation in this habitat type ranges in height from 3 to 15 m (10 to 49 
feet).  There are trees of various size classes, and there is often a distinct overstory.  The final 
habitat type is a mixture of native and exotic species including those listed above.  Within 
any particular area, the native and exotic species may be dispersed as patches dominated by 
native or exotics, or they may be more evenly distributed throughout the area.  Regardless of 
the species composition, all of these habitats share common structural characteristics (Sogg 
et al. 1997).  Occupied habitats always have dense vegetation in the patch interior, and dense 
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patches are often interspersed with small clearings, open water, or areas of sparse shrubs.  
Habitat patches can vary in size and shape, with some occupied areas being relatively dense, 
linear, contiguous stands, and others being large, irregularly shaped mosaics of dense 
vegetation intermingled with open areas.  Patch sizes can range from as little as 0.8 hectares 
(2.0 acres) to several hundred hectares (several hundred to a thousand acres).  Southwestern 
Willow Flycatchers have not been found nesting in narrow riparian habitats than 10 m (33 
feet) wide.    
 
Like most other flycatchers, the Willow Flycatcher forges primarily by flying out from a 
perch to capture flying insects.  They tend to be fairly active, moving frequently from perch 
to perch (Bent 1942).  They will also use gleaning techniques when forging for spiders, 
millipedes, and other arthropods and also when feeding on berries. 
 
Two primary factors have been identified as serious threats to the continued existence of the 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Federal Register 1995).  These threats are the loss or 
degradation of riparian habitat and brood parasitism by Brown-headed Cowbirds.  It has been 
estimated that the State of Arizona lost 35 percent of its wetlands between 1780 and 1980 
(Dahl 1990), and as much as 90 percent of lowland riparian habitat in Arizona has been lost 
or modified (State of Arizona 1990).  The primary causes for riparian degradation include 
urban and agricultural development, water diversion and impoundment, stream 
channelization, livestock grazing, off-road vehicles and other recreational use, and 
hydrological changes resulting from these uses (Federal Register 1995). 
 
Population in Study Area:  Suitable habitat for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher is not 
present in the project area.  The nearest populations are found along the lower Colorado 
River located north of the proposed site. 
 
Potential Impacts and Determination of Effects:  The Proposed Project will not include 
the construction of any buildings, structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any 
buildings, structures or infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of 
parcels between the COY and Reclamation and therefore, would have no impact on the 
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher. 
 
 
Yuma Clapper Rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis) 
 
Status:  The Yuma Clapper Rail was listed on March 11, 1967 (Federal Register 1967), 
under endangered species legislation enacted in 1966 (Public Law 89-669).  This listing 
protects the populations in California and Arizona.  No critical habitat has been designated 
for this species.  The Yuma Clapper Rail recovery Plan was released in 1983 (USFWS 1983).  
The Yuma Clapper Rail is a subspecies of Clapper Rail that lives and sometimes breeds in 
freshwater marshes in the Salton Sea of California, along the lower Colorado River, in the 
Colorado River Delta of Sonora and Baja California del Norte, on the Salt and Gila rivers 
upstream to the confluence with the Verde River, and at Picacho Reservoir (AZGFD 1996; 
Todd 1986). 
 
Background:  Yuma Clapper Rails in Arizona breed in freshwater marshes with dense 
vegetation such as cattail and giant bulrush (Schoenoplectus californicus).  Todd (1986) 
reported that Yuma Clapper Rails require more dense woody or herbaceous vegetation that 
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exceeds 16 inches in height.  Pond openings and flowing channels are also important, as are 
emergent soils.  Water depth at preferred sites is 12 inches or less.  The interface between 
water and soil is important, and rails use areas where the slope of the soil-to-water contact is 
relatively gentle.  Conway et al. (1993) compared habitat variables between random sites and 
sites used heavily by Yuma Clapper Rails.  They reported that during the breeding season, 
the rails used sites that had less residential vegetation, were farther from upland habitat, and 
were closer to vegetative edges, open water, and dry ground that were random sites.  Yuma 
Clapper Rails usually build their nests on the ground or suspended in dense vegetation a few 
inches from over the ground or over water (Todd 1986).  Nests are usually placed along 
channels bear the water’s edge or on a mud hummock within the marsh.  Nests are usually 
placed in locations that provide overhead cover, and, if vegetation is relatively sparse, rails 
will pull grasses together over the nest to form a canopy (Conway and Eddleman 2000).  
 
Yuma Clapper Rails feed on wetland invertebrates and small vertebrates.  The birds forge by 
probing mud or sand with their long bills, spearing prey beneath the water surface, and 
picking prey off vegetation or the ground (Conway and Eddleman 2000).  Their primary food 
source is crayfish, but they also feed on isopods, beetles, small fish, dragonfly and damselfly 
nymphs, and freshwater shrimp and clams (Ohmart and Tomlinson 1977).  On the Colorado 
River, Yuma Clapper Rails feed very heavily on introduced crayfish (Bison 2001; 
LCRMSCP 2001).  Of the 10 species examined from the Colorado River north of the Gila 
River, 95 percent of the diet by volume consisted of crayfish.  The distribution of Yuma 
Clapper Rails appears to be closely related to the abundance and availability of crayfish, and 
the lack of crayfish might explain the absence of rails in otherwise suitable marshes (Virginia 
tech 1996). 
 
The primary threat to Yuma Clapper Rails is habitat destruction (AZGFD 1996).  Marshes 
may be destroyed as the result of stream channelization, dam construction, or appropriation 
of water for human uses.  Marshland may also be affected by livestock grazing, and 
agricultural runoff may have high concentrations of pesticides (Todd 1986). 
 
Populations in Study Area:  Suitable habitat for the Yuma Clapper Rails is not present in 
the project area.  The nearest populations are found along the lower Colorado River located 
north of the proposed site. 
 
Potential Impacts and Determination of Effects:  The Proposed Project will not include 
the construction of any buildings, structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any 
buildings, structures or infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of 
parcels between the COY and Reclamation and therefore, would have no impact on the 
Yuma Clapper Rails. 
 
 
Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) 
 
Status:  Yellow-billed Cuckoo is listed as a federal candidate species and the State of 
Arizona as a Wildlife of Special Concern. 
 
Background:  Yellow-Billed Cuckoos are medium birds (26 to 30 cm long; 55 to 65 g) with 
long tails. They have uniform grayish-brown plumage on their head and back, and dull white 
underparts. Their tails are long with two rows of four to six large white circles on the 
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underside. The bill of yellow-billed cuckoos is short to medium in length and curved 
downward with a black upper mandible and a yellow or orange lower mandible. Yellow-
Billed Cuckoos have zygodactylous feet, meaning that of the four toes, the middle two point 
forward and the outer two point backward. (Parker).  Female yellow-billed cuckoos are 
slightly larger than males. Juveniles are similar in appearance to adults, but have a less 
distinct undertail pattern, and have cinnamon brown wing coverts. 
 
Yellow-Billed Cuckoos prefer open woodlands with clearings and a dense shrub layer. They 
are often found in woodlands near streams, rivers or lakes. In North America, their preferred 
habitats include abandoned farmland, old fruit orchards, successional shrubland and dense 
thickets. In winter, yellow-billed cuckoos can be found in tropical habitats with similar 
structure, such as scrub forest and mangroves. (Hughes, 1999). 
 
Yellow-Billed Cuckoos are probably monogamous, though their breeding system has not 
been well studied. Breeding pairs form in May or June, and pairs may visit prospective nest 
sites together before choosing a location. Males may attempt to procure or keep a mate by 
offering sticks and other nest materials to their mate as well as feeding them (Eaton, Erlich et 
al). (Hughes, 1999). 
 
Yellow-Billed Cuckoos begin breeding in mid- to late-May. Most populations breed once per 
year, though some eastern populations may raise two broods in one breeding season. The 
male and female build the nest, which is made of twigs, lined with roots and dried leaves, and 
rimmed with pine needles. The female may begin laying eggs before nest construction is 
complete. She lays 1 to 5 (usually 2 or 3) light blue eggs, and begins incubating after the first 
egg is laid. Incubation is done by both parents, and lasts 9 to 11 days. 
 
Yellow-Billed Cuckoos chicks are altricial at hatching, and are brooded often by the parents 
for the first week or so. Both parents feed the chicks, which begin to leave the nest 7 to 9 
days after hatching. They begin to fly about 21 days after hatching. Soon thereafter they 
leave the nest for good. The male will usually take care of the first fledgling, and the female 
will care for the rest (Ehrlich et al.). There is little information available on when yellow-
billed cuckoo chicks become independent from their parents. Most Yellow-Billed Cuckoos 
begin breeding at age 1. 
 
Some Yellow-Billed Cuckoos may parasitize other birds by laying eggs in the nest of other 
parents. They may lay eggs in the nest of other Yellow-Billed Cuckoos, or in the nests of 
other bird species, including black-billed cuckoos, American Robins, gray catbirds, and 
wood thrushes. (Hughes, 1999). 
 
There are two recognized subspecies of Coccyzus americanus; Coccyzus americanus 
americanus (the eastern version) and its western counterpart, Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis. These two subspecies are differentiated by tail, wing and bill length. (Hughes, 
1999). 
 
Population in Study Area: Yellow-billed cuckoos reside along stream sides in cottonwoods, 
willow groves, and larger mesquite bosques for migrating and breeding.  The Yellow-Billed 
Cuckoos rarely are observed as transient in xeric desert or urban settings.  The Proposed 
Project site is situated near a residential setting as well as the Yellow-Billed Cuckoos 
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migrates to South America for the winter.  Therefore, it is unlikely the Yellow-Billed 
Cuckoos would be found in the Proposed Project site during this time of year. 
 
Potential Impacts and Determination of Effects: The Proposed Project will not include the 
construction of any buildings, structures or infrastructure, or the demolition of any buildings, 
structures or infrastructure. The Proposed Project involves the conveyance of parcels 
between the COY and Reclamation and therefore, would have no impact on the Yellow-
Billed Cuckoos. 
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