
Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.

July 2026 Post-2026 Colorado River Reservoir Operations Final EIS ES-43

Impact 
Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative
(LB Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative

Water 
Temperature

Percent of modeled 
futures in which water
temperature at Lees Ferry 
(river mile [RM] 0) never 
exceeds 20°C.

19% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

32% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

62% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

60% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

30% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

30% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

36% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled 
futures in which water
temperature at the Little 
Colorado River Confluence 
(RM 62) exceeds 12°C 

110 days in 90% of years.

52% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

50% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

36% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

31% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

58% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

58% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

44% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled 
futures in which water
temperature at the Little 
Colorado River Confluence 
(RM 62) exceeds 16°C 

110 days in 90% of years.

1% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

2% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

4% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

4% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

5% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

5% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

6% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled 
futures in which water
temperature at the Havasu 
Creek Confluence (RM 
157.2) exceeds 12°C 110
days in 90% of years.

91% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

92% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

90% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

89% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

93% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

93% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

93% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled 
futures in which water
temperature at the Havasu 
Creek Confluence (RM 
157.2) exceeds 16°C 110
days in 90% of years.

43% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

35% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

16% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

16% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

38% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

38% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

25% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled 
futures in which water
temperature at Pearce 
Ferry (RM 281) exceeds 
12°C 110 days in 90% of 
years.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled 
futures in which water
temperature at Pearce 
Ferry (RM 281) exceeds 
16°C 110 days in 90% of 
years.

73% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

72% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

51% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

56% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

66% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

66% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

58% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Smallmouth 
population 

growth

Percent of modeled 
futures in which the 5-year 
Smallmouth Bass growth 
rate (lambda) at Lees Ferry 
is always less than 1.

6% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

21% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

47% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

44% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

25% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

25% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

30% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.

ES-44 Post-2026 Colorado River Reservoir Operations Final EIS July 2026

Impact 
Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative
(LB Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative

Smallmouth 
bass 

entrainment

Percent of modeled 
futures in which the 
annual count of adult 
smallmouth bass that are 
entrained and survive is 
always less than 50 
individuals.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

2% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

26% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

24% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

4% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

4% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

6% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Lake Mead 
elevation

Percent of modeled 
futures in which Lake 
Mead elevation is above 
the historical minimum 
elevation of 1,040.92 feet 

.

4% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

11% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

14% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

17% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

21% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

27% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

17% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled 
futures in which Colorado 
River water levels at 
Pearce Ferry Rapid are 
below
months.

78% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

59% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

31% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

38% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

30% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

20% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

39% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Hoover Dam 
releases

Percent of modeled 
futures in which monthly 
releases from Hoover Dam 
are within the range 
observed during 2008–
2025, in 100% of months. 

88% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

82% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

47% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

32% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

64% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

61% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

41% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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Vegetation Including Special Status Species (See Section 3.9) 

Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata) 
Representative Preferred Alternative 

Vegetation, 
including special 

status plant 
species 

Marsh habitat (Lake 
Powell, Lake Mead, and 
Hoover Dam to SIB 
Reaches) – Changes in 
water fluctuations within 
a single year compared 
to historical conditions. 

The No Action Alternative is 
among the middle performing 
alternative for the Lake Powell 
reach because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for these 
reaches. The No Action 
Alternative is among the best 
performing alternatives for the 
Hoover Dam to SIB reaches 
because it has annual variability 
similar to historic conditions. The 
No Action Alternative is among 
the least performing 
alternatives for the Lake Mead 
reach because its annual 
variability is least like historic 
conditions.  

The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternatives for the 
Lake Powell reach because is 
neither the most similar nor the 
least similar to historic conditions 
for these reaches. The Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the best performing 
alternatives for the Lake Mead 
and Hoover Dam to SIB reaches 
because it has annual variability 
similar to historic conditions.  
 

The Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
best performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Powell reach because it has 
annual variability similar to 
historic conditions. The 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
least performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Mead and Hoover Dam to 
SIB reach because its annual 
variability is least like 
historic conditions.  

The Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is among 
the best performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Powell, Lake Mead, and Hoover 
Dam to the SIB reaches 
because it has annual 
variability similar to historic 
conditions.  

The Supply Driven Alternative is 
among the best performing 
alternative for the Hoover Dam to SIB 
reach because it has annual variability 
similar to historic conditions. The 
Supply Driven Alternative is among 
the middle performing alternative for 
the Lake Mead reach because the 
annual variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to historic 
conditions for these reaches. 
The Supply Driven Alternative is 
among the least performing 
alternatives for Lake Powell because its 
annual variability is least like historic 
conditions.  

The Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternatives for the Lake 
Powell and Lake Mead reaches 
because is neither the most similar nor 
the least similar to historic conditions 
for these reaches in the first decade. 
The Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the least 
performing alternatives for the 
Hoover Dam to the SIB because its 
annual variability is least like historic 
conditions in the first decade. 
Considering all modeled natural flow 
conditions, no Alternative is better 
performing compared to the modeled 
historic conditions in the Glen Canyon 
Dam to Lake Mead reach. 

  Woody riparian habitat 
(Lake Powell, Lake Mead, 
and Hoover Dam to SIB 
Reaches) – Changes in 
water fluctuations in the 
preceding 5 years 
compared to historical 
conditions.   

The No Action Alternative is 
among the middle performing 
alternative for the Lake Powell, 
Lake Mead, and Hoover Dam to 
SIB reaches because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for these 
reaches.  

The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternative for the 
Lake Powell because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for this reach. 
The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the best 
performing alternatives for the 
Lake Mead and Hoover Dam to 
SIB reaches because it has annual 
variability similar to historic 
conditions.  

The Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
best performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Powell reach because it has 
annual variability similar to 
historic conditions. The 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
least performing 
alternatives for Lake Mead 
and the Hoover Dam to SIB 
reach because its annual 
variability is least like 
historic conditions.  

The Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is among 
the middle performing 
alternatives for the Lake Powell 
reach because it has annual 
variability similar to historic 
conditions. The Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative is among the best 
performing alternatives for 
the Lake Mead reach because 
it has annual variability similar 
to historic conditions.  
The Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is among 
the least performing 
alternatives for the Hoover 
Dam to SIB reach because its 
annual variability is least like 
historic conditions.  

The Supply Driven Alternative is never 
the best performing alternative 
because it never has variability most 
similar to historic conditions. The 
Supply Driven Alternative is among 
the middle performing alternative for 
the Lake Mead and Hoover Dam to SIB 
reaches because the annual variability 
is neither the most similar nor the least 
similar to historic conditions for these 
reaches. The Supply Driven Alternative 
is among the least performing 
alternatives for the Lake Powell reach 
because its annual variability is least 
like historic conditions.  

The Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternatives for all reaches 
because the annual variability is 
neither the most similar nor the least 
similar to historic conditions for these 
reaches. 
Considering all modeled natural flow 
conditions, no Alternative is better 
performing compared to the modeled 
historic conditions in the Glen Canyon 
Dam to Lake Mead reach. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
 
ES-46 Post-2026 Colorado River Reservoir Operations Final EIS July 2026 

Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata) 
Representative Preferred Alternative 

Vegetation, 
including special 

status plant 
species 

(continued) 

Upland habitat (Lake 
Powell, Lake Mead, and 
Hoover Dam to SIB 
Reaches) – Changes in 
water fluctuations in 
either the preceding 
single year or preceding 
5 years compared to 
historical conditions. 

Upland habitat would be gained or lost depending on whether conditions are suitable for marsh or woody riparian habitat (see above). 

  Marsh habitat suitable 
area (Glen Canyon Dam 
to Lake Mead Reach) - A 
change from the median 
and interquartile ranges 
from modeled historic 
conditions 

Considering all modeled natural flow conditions, no alternative is better performing compared to the modeled historic conditions in the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead reach. Across all sub-reaches, there is a general 
trend of less suitable habitat area for marsh vegetation under wetter conditions and more suitable habitat area under drier conditions compared to modeled historic conditions.  

 Woody Riparian habitat 
suitable area (Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead Reach) - A change 
from the median and 
interquartile ranges from 
modeled historic 
conditions. 

Considering all modeled natural flow conditions, no alternative is better performing compared to the modeled historic conditions in the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead reach. Across all sub-reaches, there is a general 
trend of less suitable habitat area for woody riparian vegetation under wetter conditions and more suitable habitat area under drier conditions compared to modeled historic conditions. 
 

  Upland habitat suitable 
area 

Upland habitat would be gained or lost depending on whether conditions are suitable for marsh or woody riparian habitat (see above). 

  Native Species Richness 
(Glen Canyon Dam to 
Lake Mead Reach) - A 
change from the median 
and interquartile ranges 
from modeled historic 
conditions. 

Considering all modeled natural flow conditions and sub-reaches, no alternative is better performing compared to the modeled historic conditions in the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead reach. All alternatives show 
decreased native species richness compared to modeled historic conditions under all flow conditions.  

  Proportion Native 
Species Cover (Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead Reach) - A change 
from the median and 
interquartile ranges from 
modeled historic 
conditions. 

Considering all modeled natural flow conditions, no alternative is better performing compared to the modeled historic conditions in the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead reach. Across all sub-reaches, there is a general 
trend of less proportion of native species cover under wetter conditions and more proportion of native species cover under drier conditions compared to modeled historic conditions.  
 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
 
July 2026 Post-2026 Colorado River Reservoir Operations Final EIS ES-47 

Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata) 
Representative Preferred Alternative 

Vegetation, 
including special 

status plant 
species 

(continued) 

Annual Total Vegetation 
Cover (Glen Canyon Dam 
to Lake Mead Reach) - A 
change from the median 
and interquartile ranges 
from modeled historic 
conditions. 

Considering all modeled natural flow conditions, no alternative is better performing compared to the modeled historic conditions in the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead reach. Across all sub-reaches, there is a general 
trend of less annual total vegetation cover under wetter conditions and more annual total vegetation cover under drier conditions compared to modeled historic conditions. 

Terrestrial Wildlife Including Special Status Species (See Section 3.10) 

Impact 
Category 

Performance 
Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational Flexibility 
Alternative 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro 

Rata) 
Representative Preferred 

Alternative 
Terrestrial 

wildlife 
species 
habitat 

availability, 
including for 
special status 

species 

Terrestrial wildlife 
species using 
marsh habitat – 
Changes in water 
fluctuations within 
a single year 
compared to 
historical 
conditions. 

The No Action Alternative is 
among the middle performing 
alternative for the Lake Powell 
reach because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for these 
reaches. The No Action Alternative 
is among the best performing 
alternatives for the Hoover Dam to 
SIB reaches because it has annual 
variability similar to historic 
conditions. The No Action 
Alternative is among the least 
performing alternatives for the 
Lake Mead reach because its 
annual variability is least like 
historic conditions.  
 
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions in the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach. 

The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
middle performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Powell reach because is 
neither the most similar nor 
the least similar to historic 
conditions for these reaches. 
The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
best performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Mead and Hoover Dam to 
SIB reaches because it has 
annual variability similar to 
historic conditions.  
 
Considering all modeled 
natural flow conditions, no 
Alternative is better 
performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions 
in the Glen Canyon Dam to 
Lake Mead reach. 

The Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the best 
performing alternatives for the 
Lake Powell reach because it has 
annual variability similar to historic 
conditions. The Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is among 
the least performing alternatives 
for the Lake Mead and Hoover 
Dam to SIB reach because its 
annual variability is least like 
historic conditions.  
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to 
the modeled historic conditions in 
the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead reach. 

The Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is among the 
best performing alternatives for 
the Lake Powell, Lake Mead, and 
Hoover Dam to the SIB reaches 
because it has annual variability 
similar to historic conditions.  
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions in the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach.  

The Supply Driven Alternative is among the 
best performing alternative for the Hoover 
Dam to SIB reach because it has annual 
variability similar to historic conditions. The 
Supply Driven Alternative is among the 
middle performing alternative for the Lake 
Mead reach because the annual variability is 
neither the most similar nor the least similar 
to historic conditions for these reaches. 
The Supply Driven Alternative is among the 
least performing alternatives for Lake Powell 
because its annual variability is least like 
historic conditions. Considering all modeled 
natural flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to the modeled 
historic conditions in the Glen Canyon Dam 
to Lake Mead reach.  

The Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternatives for the 
Lake Powell and Lake Mead reaches 
because is neither the most similar 
nor the least similar to historic 
conditions for these reaches in the 
first decade. 
The Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the least 
performing alternatives for the 
Hoover Dam to the SIB because its 
annual variability is least like 
historic conditions in the first 
decade. 
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions in the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
 
ES-48 Post-2026 Colorado River Reservoir Operations Final EIS July 2026 

Impact 
Category 

Performance 
Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational Flexibility 
Alternative 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro 

Rata) 
Representative Preferred 

Alternative 
Terrestrial 

wildlife 
species 
habitat 

availability, 
including for 
special status 

species 
(continued) 

Terrestrial wildlife 
species using 
woody riparian 
habitat – Changes 
in water 
fluctuations in the 
preceding 5 years 
compared to 
historical 
conditions.   

The No Action Alternative is 
among the middle performing 
alternative for the Lake Powell, 
Lake Mead, and Hoover Dam to SIB 
reaches because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for these 
reaches. 
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions in the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach.  

The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
middle performing 
alternative for the Lake 
Powell because the annual 
variability is neither the 
most similar nor the least 
similar to historic conditions 
for this reach. 
The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
best performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Mead and Hoover Dam to 
SIB reaches because it has 
annual variability similar to 
historic conditions.  
 
Considering all modeled 
natural flow conditions, no 
Alternative is better 
performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions 
in the Glen Canyon Dam to 
Lake Mead reach. 

The Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the best 
performing alternatives for the 
Lake Powell reach because it has 
annual variability similar to historic 
conditions. The Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is among 
the least performing alternatives 
for Lake Mead and the Hoover 
Dam to SIB reach because its 
annual variability is least like 
historic conditions. 
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to 
the modeled historic conditions in 
the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead reach. 

The Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is among the 
middle performing alternatives for 
the Lake Powell reach because it 
has annual variability similar to 
historic conditions. The Maximum 
Operational Flexibility Alternative is 
among the best performing 
alternatives for the Lake Mead 
reach because it has annual 
variability similar to historic 
conditions.  
The Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is among the 
least performing alternatives for 
the Hoover Dam to SIB reach 
because its annual variability is 
least like historic conditions.  
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions in the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach. 

The Supply Driven Alternative is never the 
best performing alternative because it never 
has variability most similar to historic 
conditions. The Supply Driven Alternative is 
among the middle performing alternative 
for the Lake Mead and Hoover Dam to SIB 
reaches because the annual variability is 
neither the most similar nor the least similar 
to historic conditions for these reaches. The 
Supply Driven Alternative is among the least 
performing alternatives for the Lake Powell 
reach because its annual variability is least 
like historic conditions.  
Considering all modeled natural flow 
conditions, no Alternative is better 
performing compared to the modeled historic 
conditions in the Glen Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead reach. 

The Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternatives for all 
reaches because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for these 
reaches. 
Considering all modeled natural 
flow conditions, no Alternative is 
better performing compared to the 
modeled historic conditions in the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach. 

 Terrestrial wildlife 
species using 
upland habitat – 
Changes in water 
fluctuations in 
either the 
preceding single 
year or preceding 5 
years compared to 
historical 
conditions. 

Upland habitat would be gained or lost depending on whether conditions are suitable for marsh or woody riparian habitat (see above). 

 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.

July 2026 Post-2026 Colorado River Reservoir Operations Final EIS ES-49

Cultural Resources (See Section 3.11)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB 

Priority)

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro 

Rata)
Representative Preferred 

Alternative
Projected end-of-

year lake elevations 
that may expose 
cultural resources 
to damage from 

wave action, 
wet/dry cycling, or 
increased ease of 

access

Projected end-of-year lake 
elevations for Lake Powell 
(EOWY) and Lake Mead 
(EOCY) and number of 
cultural resources 
potentially impacted 

Lake Powell:
Under average conditions, 
median water levels fall below 
3,550 feet exposing at least 
316 archaeological sites. Under 
critically dry conditions, 
median water levels drop 
below 3,440 feet, potentially 
leaving the most sites exposed 
with at least 415 sites exposed.

Lake Mead:
During average hydrologic 
conditions, median elevations 
are around 990below 980 feet
potentially exposing at least 
301 known sites. 
In critically dry conditions, all 
310 sites would likely be 
exposed due to low reservoir 
elevations. 

Lake Powell:
Under average conditions, 
median water levels fall 
below 3,570 feet exposing at 
least 316 archaeological 
sites. Under critically dry 
conditions, median water 
levels drop below 3,490 feet
with at least 415 sites
exposed.

Lake Mead:
During average hydrological 
conditions, median 
elevations are around or 
below 1,060 feet exposing at 
least 280 sites. In critically 
dry conditions, median 
elevations drop below 980 
feet, exposing at least 296 
sites would likely be 
exposed. 

Lake Powell:
Under average conditions, 
median water levels drop to 
around 3,610 feet, leaving at 
more than 138 sites 
exposed.  Under critically dry 
conditions, median water 
levels drop below 3,560 feet, 
potentially leaving at least 
316 sites exposed.

Lake Mead:
Under average conditions, 
median elevations are 
around 1,110 feet exposing 
up to at least 265 sites. In 
critically dry conditions, all 
310 sites could be exposed 
due to low reservoir 
elevations.

Lake Powell:
Under average conditions, 
median water levels drop to 
around 3,600 feet, leaving at 
least 197 sites exposed.  Under 
critically dry conditions, median 
water levels drop below 3,550 
feet, potentially leaving at least 
316 site exposed.

Lake Mead:
Under average conditions, 
median elevations are around or 
below 1,130 feet exposing up to 
at least 245 sites. Under 
critically dry conditions, median 
elevations are around 1,000 feet 
leaving at least 296 sites 
exposed. 

Lake Powell:
Under average conditions, median elevations 
are around 3,580 feet leaving at least 280 sites 
exposed. Under critically dry conditions, median 
water levels drop below 3,490 feet, potentially 
leaving the most sites exposed with at least 415
sites exposed.

Lake Mead:
During average conditions, median elevations 
are around or below 1,150 feet exposing at least 
227 known sites. Under critically dry conditions, 
minimum elevations are below 1,030 feet and 
could potentially expose at least 291 sites. .

Lake Powell:
Under average conditions, 
median elevations are just below 
3,600 feet leaving at least 249 
sites exposed. Under critically dry 
conditions, median water levels 
drop below 3,510 feet, 
potentially leaving the most sites 
exposed with at least 316 sites 
exposed. 

Lake Mead:
During average conditions, 
median elevations are around or 
below 1,100 feet exposing at 
least 265 known sites. Under 
critically dry conditions, 
minimum elevations are below 
990 feet and could potentially 
expose at least 296 sites. 

Lake Powell:
Percent of modeled futures 
for the first decadal period 
(2027–2039) in which the 
preservation risk at Lake 
Powell is below 2.72 in at 
least 90% of months

Lake Mead:
Percent of modeled futures 
for the first decadal period 
(2027–2039) in which the 
preservation risk at Lake 
Mead is below 2.24 in at 
least 90% of months

Lake Powell:

12% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Mead:

1% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Powell:

14% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Mead:

2% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Powell: 

30% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Mead:

2% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Powell:

25% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.  

Lake Mead:

3% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Powell:

12% of modeled futures meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Lake Mead:

5% of modeled futures meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Lake Powell:

16% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Lake Mead:

3% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB 

Priority)

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro 

Rata)
Representative Preferred 

Alternative
Projected changes 
in river flows that 
may contribute to 

erosion and 
exposure of cultural 
resources that may 

expose sites to 
damage from 

erosion, wet/dry 
cycling, or 

increased ease of 
access

Projected releases from 
dams and forecasted river 
flow volumes that are
outside past releases or 
flows  

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall within 
past volumes for the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach and Hoover Dam to Lake 
Mohave. During critically dry 
conditions, release volumes 
may drop below past releases; 
however, impacts would only 
be for sites close to riverbank. 
No impacts below Lake 
Mohave. 

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall 
within past volumes for the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead reach and Hoover 
Dam to Lake Mohave. 
During critically dry 
conditions, release volumes 
may drop below past 
releases; however, impacts 
would only be for sites close 
to riverbank. 
No impacts below Lake 
Mohave.

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall 
within past volumes for the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead reach and Hoover 
Dam to Lake Mohave. 
During critically dry 
conditions, release volumes 
may drop below past 
releases; however, impacts 
would only be for sites close 
to riverbank. 
No impacts below Lake 
Mohave.

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall within 
past volumes for the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach and Hoover Dam to Lake 
Mohave. During critically dry 
conditions, release volumes may 
drop below past releases; 
however, impacts would only be 
for sites close to riverbank. 
No impacts below Lake Mohave.

Under average hydrologic conditions, releases 
fall within past volumes for the Glen Canyon 
Dam to Lake Mead reach and Hoover Dam to 
Lake Mohave. During critically dry conditions, 
release volumes may drop below past releases; 
however, impacts would only be for sites close 
to riverbank. 
No impacts below Lake Mohave.

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall within 
past volumes for the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead reach 
and Hoover Dam to Lake 
Mohave. During critically dry 
conditions, release volumes may 
drop below past releases; 
however, impacts would only be 
for sites close to riverbank. 
No impacts below Lake Mohave.

Projected 
availability of 

sediments along 
the river which may 
be transported by 

wind and deposited 
on archaeological 

sites

Percent of modeled futures 
for the first decadal period 
(2027-2039) in which 
annual sand area >50th 
and vegetation cover <50th 
percentile or sandbar 
volume >1.5 initial 
condition at least one out of 
every 3 years

38% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

19% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.  

35% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.  

30% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.  

9% of modeled 
futures meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance.  

9% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.  

17% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Paleontological Resources (See Section 3.12)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB 

Priority)

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB Pro 

Rata)
Representative Preferred 

Alternative
Paleontological 

preservation risk due to 
dam operations

Percent of modeled futures for the 
first decadal period (2027–2039) in 
which monthly preservation risk 
rank at Lake Powell stays below 
2.9 at least 90% of months

10% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

11% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

24% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

21% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

10% of modeled futures meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

13% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Percent of modeled futures for the 
first decadal period (2027–2039) in 
which monthly preservation risk 
rank at Lake Mead stays below 2.3 
at least 90% of months

1% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

1% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

2% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

2% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

4% of modeled futures meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 
  

3% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.

July 2026 Post-2026 Colorado River Reservoir Operations Final EIS ES-51

Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB 

Priority)

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB Pro 

Rata)
Representative Preferred 

Alternative
Paleontological 

resource preservation 
and stability due to 
altered sediment 

transport

Percent of modeled futures for the 
first decadal period (2027-2039) in 
which annual sand area >50th and 
vegetation cover <50th percentile 
or sandbar volume >1.5 initial 
condition at least one out of every 
3 years

38% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

19% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.  

35% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.  

30% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.  

9% of modeled futures meet the preferred 
minimum performance.  

9% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.  

Paleontological 
resource preservation 
and stability due to 
altered sediment 

transport
(continued)

Percent of modeled futures in 
which the fraction of sand mass 
transported by sandbar-forming 
flow rates (above 37,000 cfs) is at 
least 0.4 over 34 years (40% of the 
sand transport)

44% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

75% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

83% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

85% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

78% of modeled futures meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

76% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

Impacts of increased 
disturbance, 

unauthorized collection, 
and recreational 

impacts on 
paleontological 

resources due to dam 
operations and altered 

water levels

Percent of modeled futures for the 
first decadal period (2027-2039) in 
which Lake Powell elevation stays 
above 3,500 feet in 100% of 
months

4% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance 

19% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 

81% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance 

94% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance 

35% of modeled futures meet the preferred 
minimum performance 

49% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance during the 
2027-2039 modeling period.

Percent of modeled futures for the 
first decadal period (2027-2039) in 
which Lake Mead elevation stays 
above 975 feet in 100% of months

32% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance 

62% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance 

74% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance 

77% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance 

69% of modeled 
futures meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance 

81% of modeled 
futures meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance 

66% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance 

Tribal Resources (See Section 3.13)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB 

Priority)

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata)
Representative Preferred 

Alternative
Reservoir 

Elevations that may 
expose traditional 
cultural properties, 

archaeological 
sites, or sacred 

sites to increased 
access and 
visitation

Lake Powell EOWY elevations Lowest elevations in the 
critcally dry flow category 
exposing the greatest number 
of sites to visitation

Second lowest elevations in the 
critcally dry flow category

Highest elevations in the 
critcally dry flow category 
exposing the fewest 
number of sites to 
visitation

Second highest
elevations in the critcally dry 
flow category

Tied in the middle 
performing for 
elevations in the 
critcally dry flow 
category

Tied in the middle 
performing for 
elevations in the 
critcally dry flow 
category

Third highest median
elevations in the critcally 
dry flow category. 

Lake Mead EOCY elevations in feet Lowest elevations in all flow 
categories exposing the 
greatest number of sites to 
visitation

Second lowest elevations in all 
flow categories

Third lowest elevations in 
all flow categories

Third highest elevations in all 
flow categories

Second highest 
elevations in all flow 
categories

Highest elevations 
in all flow 
categories 
exposing the 
fewest number of 
sites to visitation

Third lowest median 
elevations in the critcally 
dry flow category. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata) 
Representative Preferred 

Alternative 
Projected changes 
in river flows that 
may contribute to 

erosion and 
exposure of 

archaeological sites 
or sacred sites 

Projected releases from dams and 
forecasted river flow volumes that 
are outside past releases or flows  

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall within 
past volumes for the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach and Hoover Dam to Lake 
Mohave. During critically dry 
conditions, release volumes 
may drop below past releases; 
however, impacts would only 
be for sites close to riverbank.  
No impacts below Lake 
Mohave.  

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall within 
past volumes for the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach and Hoover Dam to Lake 
Mohave. During critically dry 
conditions, release volumes may 
drop below past releases; 
however, impacts would only be 
for sites close to riverbank.  
No impacts below Lake Mohave.  

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall 
within past volumes for the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead reach and Hoover 
Dam to Lake Mohave. 
During critically dry 
conditions, release 
volumes may drop below 
past releases; however, 
impacts would only be for 
sites close to riverbank.  
No impacts below Lake 
Mohave.  

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall within 
past volumes for the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach and Hoover Dam to 
Lake Mohave. During critically 
dry conditions, release 
volumes may drop below past 
releases; however, impacts 
would only be for sites close 
to riverbank.  
No impacts below Lake 
Mohave.  

Under average hydrologic conditions, 
releases fall within past volumes for the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead reach and 
Hoover Dam to Lake Mohave. During 
critically dry conditions, release volumes may 
drop below past releases; however, impacts 
would only be for sites close to riverbank.  
No impacts below Lake Mohave. 

 

Under average hydrologic 
conditions, releases fall 
within past volumes for the 
Glen Canyon Dam to Lake 
Mead reach and Hoover 
Dam to Lake Mohave. 
During critically dry 
conditions, release 
volumes may drop below 
past releases; however, 
impacts would only be for 
sites close to riverbank.  
No impacts below Lake 
Mohave. 

Projected changes 
in natural resources 
important to Native 

Americans 
including riparian 
vegetation and 

wildlife 

Woody riparian habitat most 
similar to historic conditions 

The No Action Alternative is 
among the middle performing 
alternative for the Lake Powell, 
Lake Mead, and Hoover Dam to 
SIB reaches because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for these 
reaches.  

The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternative for the 
Lake Powell because the annual 
variability is neither the most 
similar nor the least similar to 
historic conditions for this reach. 
The Basic Coordination 
Alternative is among the best 
performing alternatives for the 
Lake Mead and Hoover Dam to 
SIB reaches because it has 
annual variability similar to 
historic conditions.  
 

Among the best 
performing alternatives for 
the Lake Powell reach and 
among the least 
performing alternatives for 
Lake Mead and the Hoover 
Dam to SIB reach.  

Among the middle 
performing alternatives for 
the Lake Powell reach and 
among the best performing 
alternatives for the Lake 
Mead reach. Among the least 
performing alternatives for 
the Hoover Dam to SIB reach.  

Never the best performing alternative but 
among the middle performing alternatives 
for the Lake Mead reach because the annual 
variability is neither the most similar nor the 
least similar to historic conditions for these 
reaches. Alternative is among the middle 
performing alternative for the Lake Mead 
and Hoover Dam to SIB reaches. Among the 
least performing alternatives for the Lake 
Powell reach.  

The Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the middle 
performing alternatives for 
all reaches because the 
annual variability is neither 
the most similar nor the 
least similar to historic 
conditions for these 
reaches. 
Considering all modeled 
natural flow conditions, no 
Alternative is better 
performing compared to 
the modeled historic 
conditions in the Glen 
Canyon Dam to Lake Mead 
reach. 

  

Critical fish habitat (Colorado 
River) 

Modeling presented for aquatic 
species suggests that 52% of 
futures would meet acceptable 
critical habitat performance 
standards 

Modeling suggests 49% of 
futures would meet acceptable 
critical habitat performance 
standards 

Modeling suggests that 
28% of futures would meet 
acceptable critical habitat 
performance standards 

Modeling suggests that 27% 
of futures would meet 
acceptable critical habitat 
performance standards 

Modeling suggests that 53% of futures 
would meet acceptable critical habitat 
performance standards 

Modeling suggests that 
40% of futures would meet 
acceptable critical habitat 
performance standards 

 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
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Recreation (See Section 3.14)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1
Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB Priority)

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB Pro Rata)

Representative 
Preferred Alternative

Reservoir elevation impacts 
on shoreline recreational 

facilities, reservoir boating, 
and sport fishing 

opportunities

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which the
proportion of Lake Powell recreation sites 
open stays above 0.6 (historical 
benchmark) for all summer months (May 
31 – August 31) each year

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which the 
proportion of Lake Mead recreation sites 
open stays above 0.8 (historical 
benchmark) for all summer months (May 
31 – August 31) each year

3% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

6% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

5% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

8% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

13% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

16% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

7% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which 
Lake Powell elevation is above the 
identified boating hazard minimum (3,620 
feet) for at least 20% of months

47% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

50% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

64% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

69% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

43% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

43% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

55% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which 
Lake Powell elevation is above the 
critical threshold for most boat launch 
facilities (3,590 feet) for at least 60% of 
months

32% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance. 

34% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet 
the preferred minimum 
performance.

56% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance.

55% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet 
the preferred minimum 
performance.

31% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance. 

31% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance. 

38% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet 
the preferred minimum 
performance.

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which 
Lake Mead elevation is above the 
identified boating hazard minimum (1,170 
feet) for at least 10% of months

12% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

19% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

32% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

36% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

44% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

49% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

31% of modeled futures 
in first 10 years meet 
the preferred minimum 
performance.

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which 
Lake Mead elevation is 1,040 feet or 
greater for at least 90% of months

5% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

12% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

16% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

18% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

22% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

28% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

18% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Glen Canyon Dam releases 
impacts on whitewater 

boating and sport fishing

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which 
daytime flows (7am – 7pm) below Glen 
Canyon Dam are at least 5,000 cfs every 
day

92% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

94% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

99% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

40% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance.

98% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures for the first 
decadal period (2027-2039) in which 
daytime flows (7am – 7pm) below Glen 
Canyon Dam are at least 8,000 cfs at least 
95% of days

75% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

90% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

1% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

22% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

90% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

90% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

60% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures in which 
water temperature at Lees Ferry (river 
mile [RM] 0) never exceeds 20°C. 

19% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

32% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

62% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

60% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

30% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

30% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

36% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
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Dams and Electrical Power Resources (See Section 3.15)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1
Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative
(LB Pro Rata)

Representative Preferred 
Alternative

Reservoir 
Elevations and 

Power Pool 
Robustness

Percent of modeled futures in 
which Lake Powell elevation is 
always above minimum power 
pool (3,490 feet).

25% of 
modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance. 

45% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

87% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

98% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

46% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

46% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

66% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures in 
which Lake Mead elevation is 
always above minimum power 
pool (950 feet).

43% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

68% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

86% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

90% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

77% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

88% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

84% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled futures in 
which Lake Mead elevation is 
always above the high-head 
turbines (1,035 feet)

7% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

18% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

23% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

22% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

26% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

36% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

25% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Energy Capacity 
of the Glen 

Canyon Dam and 
Hoover Dam 
Powerplants

August power capacity 
(megawatt [MW]) under 
average hydrology conditions

Glen Canyon Dam: 500-635 
MW

Hoover Dam: 125-1,240 MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 580-750 
MW

Hoover Dam: 400-1,550 MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 590-
790 MW

Hoover Dam: 1,300-1,600 
MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 600-650 
MW

Hoover Dam: 1,200-1,700 
MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 620 -740 
MW

Hoover Dam: 1,380-1,700 
MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 620 -
740 MW

Hoover Dam: 1,490 -1,725
MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 600 -
740 MW

Hoover Dam: 1,190 -1.650 
MW

August power capacity (MW)
under critically dry hydrology 
conditions  

Glen Canyon Dam: 0-520 MW

Hoover Dam: 0-250 MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 0-525 
MW

Hoover Dam: 0-1,260 MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 250-
625 MW

Hoover Dam: 200 -1,270 
MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 225-380 
MW

Hoover Dam: 249 – 1,425 
MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 0-390 
MW

Hoover Dam: 0-1,500 MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 0-390 
MW

Hoover Dam: 240-1,550 
MW

Glen Canyon Dam: 225 -
510 MW

Hoover Dam: 100 -450
MW

Water year generation 
(Megawatt Hours [MWhs 
under average hydrology 
conditions  

Glen Canyon Dam: 
3-4 MWhs  

Hoover Dam:
1.3-3.3 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
3.1-3.7 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
2.8-3.6 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam:
3-4.1 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
2.7-3.8 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
3.3-4 MWhs 

Hoover Dam:
2.9-3.8 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
3.1-3.6 MWhs 

Hoover Dam:
2.9-3.9 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam:
3.1-3.6 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
2.9-4 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam:
3.3-3.6 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
2.7—3.8 MWhs

Water year generation (MWhs) 
under critically dry hydrology 
conditions

Glen Canyon Dam: 
0-2 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
0-2.2 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
0-2.3 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
0-3 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
1.8-2.7 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
1.7-2.7 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
1.9-2.4 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
1.9-3 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
0-2 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
0.4-3.2 MWhs

Glen Canyon Dam: 
0-2 MWhs 

Hoover Dam:
2-3.1 MWh s

Glen Canyon Dam:
0.7-2.1 MWhs 

Hoover Dam: 
1.0-3.4 MWhs



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1
Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative
(LB Pro Rata)

Representative Preferred 
Alternative

Glen Canyon Dam 
and Hoover Dam 

spillway 
infrastructure 

Percent of modeled futures in 
which the January 1 Lake 
Powell elevation does not 
exceed 3,684 feet, the target 
elevation to preserve flood 
control storage, in at least 90% 
of years.

80% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

84% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

75% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

72% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

87% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

87% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

89% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled futures in 
which Lake Powell elevation is 
below 3,700 feet in 100% of 
months. The higher the 
percentage, the more likely 
Lake Powell will remain below 
the spillway crest.

75% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

76% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

69% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

66% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

82% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

82% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

78% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures in 
which the Glen Canyon Dam 
spillway is not utilized. 

87% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

87% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

84% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

81% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

89% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

89% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

89% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance.

Percent of modeled futures in 
which Lake Mead stays below 
1,205.4 feet, the elevation of 
the Hoover Dam spillway crest,
in at least 90% of months

93% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

90% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

80% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

78% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

72% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

68% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

81% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures in 
which Lake Mead elevation 
stays below 1,219 feet in at 
least 90% of months. The 
higher the percentage, the 
more likely Lake Mead will 
have reserve flood control 
storage. 

99% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

98% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

95% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

93% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

86% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

84% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

89% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Percent of modeled futures in 
which Lake Mead elevation 
never exceeds 1,226.9 feet. At 
this elevation the volume of 
spillway discharge triggers a 
“Imminent Life-Threatening 
Emergency” response.

98% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

97% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

94% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

94% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

89% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 

88% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

93% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

Glen Canyon Dam 
electricity rates 

Glen Canyon Dam number of 
rate changes Results indicate one or fewer 

major rate increases during the 
2027–2039 modeling period. 
For maintaining zero rate 
increases, 33% of futures meet
the minimum performance 
level.

Results indicate one or fewer 
major rate increases during 
the 2027–2039 modeling 
period. For maintaining zero 
rate increases, 36% of futures 
meet the minimum 
performance level.

Results indicate one or 
fewer major rate increases 
during the 2027–2039 
modeling period. For
maintaining zero rate 
increases, 44% of futures 
meet the minimum 
performance level.

Results indicate one or 
fewer major rate increases 
during the 2027–2039 
modeling period. For 
maintaining zero rate 
increases, 44% of futures 
meet the minimum 
performance level.

Results indicate one or fewer 
major rate increases during 
the 2027–2039 modeling 
period. For maintaining zero 
rate increases, 32% of 
futures meet the minimum 
performance level.

Results indicate one or 
fewer major rate increases 
during the 2027–2039 
modeling period. For
maintaining zero rate 
increases, 32% of futures 
meet the minimum 
performance level.

Results indicate one or 
fewer major rate increases 
during the 2027–2039 
modeling period. For
maintaining zero rate 
increases, 37% of futures 
meet the minimum 
performance level.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Annual Market 
Value of the Glen 
Canyon Dam and 

Hoover Dam 
Powerplants 

Annual Market Value (million 
dollars) of Glen Canyon Dam 
Generation under average 
hydrology conditions  

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$160 million - $230 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$50 million - $125 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$190 million - $210 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$100 million - $190 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$190 million - $250 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$145 million - $190 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$200 million - $250 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$140 million - $200 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$190 million - $210 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$150 million - $210 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$190 million - $210 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$150 million - $215M 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$200 million - $210 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$140 million - $200 million 

  Annual Market Value (million 
dollars) of Hoover Dam 
Generation under critically dry 
hydrology conditions 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$0 - $100 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$0 - $100 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$0 - $100 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$0 - $110 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$100 million - $160million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$75 million - $125 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$100 million - $150 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$80 million - $145 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$0 million - $100 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$0 - $155 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$0 million - $100 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$90 million - $160 million 

Glen Canyon Dam:  
$40 million - $130 million 
 
Hoover Dam:  
$40 million - $160 million 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts. 
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Socioeconomics (See Section 3.16) 
Impact 

Category 
Performance 

Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Economic 
contributions 

and social 
conditions 
associated 

with changes 
in agriculture 
due to water 

shortages 

Level of annual 
impacts on acres of 
fallowed agricultural 
lands during a 
maximum shortage 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the No Action 
Alternative has the lowest 
level of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with an increase of 
about 1,000 fallowed acres.4 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the No Action 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with no change in 
fallowed acres.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the No 
Action Alternative has the 
lowest level of impact on 
acres of fallowed lands during 
a maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with an increase of 
about 12,000 fallowed acres.   

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
low level of impact on acres 
of fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 1.5 
maf, with an increase of 
about 7,000 fallowed acres.4 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with 
the lowest level of impact 
on acres of fallowed lands 
during a maximum shortage 
of 1.5 maf, with no change in 
fallowed acres. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
acres of fallowed lands during 
a maximum shortage of 1.5 
maf, with an increase of 
about 50,000 fallowed acres.  

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
acres of fallowed lands during 
a maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with an increase of 
about 62,000 fallowed acres. 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative has 
the highest level of impact 
on acres of fallowed lands 
during a maximum shortage 
of 3.0 maf, with an increase of 
about 283,000, 5,000, and 700 
fallowed acres for California 
non-tribal, California tribal, 
and Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, 
respectively.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a medium 
level of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with an increase of 
about 39,000 fallowed acres. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative has the highest 
level of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 4.0 
maf, with an increase of 
about 103,000 fallowed acres. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 4.0 
maf, with an increase of 
about 227,000 fallowed acres.  
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is 
among the alternatives with 
the lowest level of impact 
on acres of fallowed lands 
during a maximum shortage 
of 4.0 maf, with no change in 
fallowed acres.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative has the 
highest level of impact on 
acres of fallowed lands during 
a maximum shortage of 4.0 
maf, with an increase of 
about 68,000 fallowed acres. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level 
of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with an increase of 
about 8,000 fallowed acres. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level 
of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with an increase of 
about 12,000 fallowed acres.  
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with the 
lowest level of impact on 
acres of fallowed lands during 
a maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with no change in 
fallowed acres.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with a high 
level of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 maf, 
with an increase of about 
54,000 fallowed acres. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a medium 
level of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with an increase of 
about 61,000 fallowed acres. 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with an increase of 
about 153,000, 3,000, and 500 
fallowed acres for California 
non-tribal, California tribal, 
and Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, 
respectively.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Pro Rata approach) is among 
the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
acres of fallowed lands during 
a maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with an increase of 
about 39,000 fallowed acres. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on acres 
of fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with an increase of 
about 91,000 fallowed acres. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on acres 
of fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with an increase of 
about 151,000 fallowed acres.  
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with no change in 
fallowed acres.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on acres of 
fallowed lands during a 
maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with an increase of 
about 67,000 fallowed acres. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts. 
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Impact 
Category 

Performance 
Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 
No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 

Alternative 
Enhanced Coordination 

Alternative 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Economic 
contributions 

and social 
conditions 
associated 

with changes 
in agriculture 
due to water 

shortages 
(continued) 

Level of annual 
impacts on market 
value of crop 
production from a 
maximum shortage 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the No Action 
Alternative has the lowest 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $1.8 million.4 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the No Action 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with no loss in market 
value. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the No 
Action Alternative has the 
lowest level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $17.4 million. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
low level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 1.5 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $17.6 million.4 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with 
the lowest level of impact 
on market value of crops 
during a maximum shortage 
of 1.5 maf, with no change in 
market value. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 1.5 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $82.3 million. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $79.6 million. 
For California non-tribal, 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $691.8 million. 
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative has the highest 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $10.9 million 
and $0.6 million, for California 
tribal and Nevada tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, respectively.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a medium 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $52.5 million. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative has the highest 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 4.0 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $150.8 million. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative has the highest 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 4.0 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $1,094.3 
million.  
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is 
among the alternatives with 
the lowest level of impact 
on market value of crops 
during a maximum shortage 
of 4.0 maf, with no change in 
market value. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative has the 
highest level of on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 4.0 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $113.2 million. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level 
of impact on market value of 
crops during a maximum 
shortage of 2.1 maf, with a 
loss in market value of about 
$21.0 million. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level 
of impact on market value of 
crops during a maximum 
shortage of 2.1 maf, with a 
loss in market value of about 
$25.4 million. 
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with the 
lowest level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with no change in 
market value. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with a high 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 maf 
with a loss in market value of 
about $88.7 million. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a medium 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $78.2 million. 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on market value of 
crops during a maximum 
shortage of 2.1 maf, with a 
loss in market value of about 
$473.8 million, $7.7 million, 
and $0.5 million, for California 
non-tribal, California tribal, 
and Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, 
respectively.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Pro Rata approach) is among 
the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf with a loss in market 
value of about $51.7 million. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $133.1 million. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
market value of crops during 
a maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with a loss in market 
value of about $812.7 million.  
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on market 
value of crops during a 
maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with no change in 
market value. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on market value of 
crops during a maximum 
shortage of 3.6 maf, with a 
loss in market value of about 
$111.9 million. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts. 
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Impact 
Category 

Performance 
Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 
No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 

Alternative 
Enhanced Coordination 

Alternative 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Economic 
contributions 

and social 
conditions 
associated 

with changes 
in agriculture 
due to water 

shortages 
(continued) 

Level of annual 
impacts on economic 
contributions, 
including jobs, labor 
income, and total 
economic output from 
a maximum shortage 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the No Action 
Alternative has the lowest 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with a loss of over 10 
jobs, about $0.6 million in 
labor income, and $2.8 
million in economic output.4 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the No Action 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 0.6 maf, 
with no loss in jobs, labor 
income, or economic output. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the No 
Action Alternative has the 
lowest level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 0.6 
maf, with a loss of about 135 
jobs, $10.7 million in labor 
income, and $34.8 million in 
economic output. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 1.5 
maf, with a loss of about 135 
jobs, $8.1 million in labor 
income, and $27.4 million in 
economic output.4 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with 
the lowest level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 1.5 
maf, with no change in jobs, 
labor income, or economic 
output. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 1.5 
maf, with a loss of about 900 
jobs, $48.1 million in labor 
income, and $162.2 million in 
economic output4 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with a loss of about 500 
jobs, $29.0 million in labor 
income, and $126.8 million in 
economic output. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 3.0 
maf, with a loss of about 4,000 
jobs, $246.5 million in labor 
income, and $1.0 billion in 
economic output. 
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative has the highest 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 3.0 maf, 
with a loss of about 63 jobs, 
$3.9 million in labor income, 
and $15.9 million in economic 
output for California tribal 
entitlement holders, and a loss 
of about 13 jobs, $0.1 million 
in labor income, and $0.9 
million in economic output for 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 1.5 maf,  

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative has the highest 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 4.0 maf, 
with a loss of about 1,000 jobs, 
$56.5 million in labor income, 
and $237.7 million in 
economic output. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative has the highest 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 4.0 maf, 
with a loss of about 11,000 
jobs, $824.7 million in labor 
income, and $1.8 billion in 
economic output. 
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is among 
the alternatives with the 
lowest level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 4.0 
maf, with no change in jobs, 
labor income, or economic 
output. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative has the 
highest level of on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 1.5 maf, 
with a loss of about 1,000 jobs, 
$64.7 million in labor income, 
and $222.6 million in 
economic output. 
 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a medium 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 maf, 
with a loss of about 160 jobs, 
$9.5 million in labor income, 
and $32.6 million in economic 
output. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level of 
impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 maf, 
with a loss of over 140 jobs, 
about $8.5 million in labor 
income, and $36.9 million in 
economic output. 
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with the 
lowest level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with no change in jobs, 
labor income, or economic 
output. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with a high 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 1.5 maf, 
with a loss of about 900 jobs, 
$51.3 million in labor income, 
and $174.6 million in 
economic output. 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement holders, 
the Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata approach) is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with a loss of 500 jobs, 
about $28.4 million in labor 
income, and $124.3 million in 
economic output. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement holders, 
the Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata approach) is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 2.1 
maf, with a loss of about 3,000 
jobs, $173.4 million in labor 
income, and $689.2 million in 
economic output. 
For California tribal and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level of 
impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 2.1 maf, 
with a loss of about 45 jobs, 
$2.8 million in labor income, 
and $11.2 million in economic 
output for California tribal 
entitlement holders, and a loss 
of about 9 jobs, $0.1 million in 
labor income, and $0.6 million 
in economic output for Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the Supply 
Driven Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on economic 
contributions during a  

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with a loss of 900 jobs, 
about $50.5 million in labor 
income, and $210.7 million in 
economic output. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
economic contributions during 
a maximum shortage of 3.6 
maf, with a loss of 9,000 jobs, 
about $718.1 million in labor 
income, and $1.3 billion in 
economic output.  
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 3.6 maf, 
with no change in jobs, labor 
income, or economic output.  
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on economic 
contributions during a 
maximum shortage of 3.6 maf, 
with a loss of 1,000 jobs, about 
$64.0 million in labor income, 
and $220.0 million in economic 
output. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts. 
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Impact 
Category 

Performance 
Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 
No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 

Alternative 
Enhanced Coordination 

Alternative 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Economic 
contributions 

and social 
conditions 
associated 

with changes 
in agriculture 
due to water 

shortages 
(continued) 

(see above) (see above) (see above) with a loss of about 500 jobs, 
$31.2 million in labor income, 
and $104.7 million in 
economic output. 

(see above) (see above) maximum shortage of 1.5 maf, 
with a loss of about 400 jobs, 
$30.7 million in labor income, 
and $103.0 million in economic 
output. 

(see above) 

  Impacts on 
nonmarket values 
and social conditions 
from changes in 
agriculture 

For non-tribal and tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders in Arizona, California, 
and Nevada, the No Action 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on access 
and quality of nonmarket 
values and social conditions 
due to the little to no 
increases in acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
expected from shortages, 
under this alternative.4 

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
low level of impact on 
access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the low 
level of impact on acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
from shortages.4 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with 
the lowest level of impact 
on access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the little to 
no increases in acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
expected from shortages, 
under this alternative. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the Basic 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the 
medium level of impact on 
acreages of fallowed 
agriculture lands from 
shortages. 

For Arizona non-tribal and 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
medium level of impact on 
access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the 
medium level of impact on 
acreages of fallowed 
agriculture lands from 
shortages. 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the high 
level of impact on acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
from shortages. 

For Arizona non-tribal and 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on access and 
quality of nonmarket values 
and social conditions due to 
the high level of impact on 
acreages of fallowed 
agriculture lands from 
shortages. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Maximum 
Operational Flexibility 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on access and 
quality of nonmarket values 
and social conditions due to 
the high level of impact on 
acreages of fallowed 
agriculture lands from 
shortages. 
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative is 
among the alternatives with 
the lowest level of impact 
on access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the little to 
no increases in acreages of  

For Arizona non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level 
of impact on access and 
quality of nonmarket values 
and social conditions due to 
the low level of impact on 
acreages of fallowed 
agriculture lands from 
shortages. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a low level 
of impact on access and 
quality of nonmarket values 
and social conditions due to 
the low level of impact on 
acreages of fallowed 
agriculture lands from 
shortages. 
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with the 
lowest level of impact on 
access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the little to 
no increases in acreages of   

For Arizona non-tribal and 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a medium 
level of impact on access 
and quality of nonmarket 
values and social conditions 
due to the medium level of 
impact on acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
from shortages. 
For California non-tribal, 
California tribal, and Nevada 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro Rata 
approach) is among the 
alternatives with a high level 
of impact on access and 
quality of nonmarket values 
and social conditions due to 
the high level of impact on 
acreages of fallowed 
agriculture lands from 
shortages. 

For Arizona non-tribal and 
tribal agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the high 
level of impact on acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
from shortages. 
For California non-tribal 
agriculture entitlement 
holders, the Representative 
Preferred Alternative is 
among the alternatives with a 
high level of impact on 
access and quality of 
nonmarket values and social 
conditions due to the high 
level of impact on acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
from shortages.  
For California tribal and 
Nevada tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative is among the 
alternatives with the lowest 
level of impact on access 
and quality of nonmarket 
values and social conditions 
due to the little to no 
increases in acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
expected from shortages, 
under this alternative.  
 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts. 
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Impact 
Category 

Performance 
Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 
No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 

Alternative 
Enhanced Coordination 

Alternative 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Economic 
contributions 

and social 
conditions 
associated 

with changes 
in agriculture 
due to water 

shortages 
(continued) 

(see above) (see above) (see above) (see above) fallowed agriculture lands 
expected from shortages, 
under this alternative. 

fallowed agriculture lands 
expected from shortages, 
under this alternative. 
For Arizona tribal agriculture 
entitlement holders, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) is among 
the alternatives with a high 
level of impact on access 
and quality of nonmarket 
values and social conditions 
due to the high level of 
impact on acreages of 
fallowed agriculture lands 
from shortages. 

(see above) (see above) 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action 
Alternative 

Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative Supply Driven Alternative (LB Priority) Supply Driven 

Alternative (LB Pro Rata) Representative Preferred 
Economic 

contributions and 
value associated 
with Lake-Based 

Recreation 

Changes in recreation visitor 
spending and associated 
regional employment, labor 
income, and total economic 
output from lake-based 
recreation-related activities  

Under No Action 
and all Action 
Alternatives, 
declining reservoir 
elevations at Lake 
Powell and Lake 
Mead reduce access 
to boating, marina 
operations, and 
shoreline recreation 
in dry conditions. 
This is expected to 
lead to a decrease in 
visitation and 
associated spending 
on lodging, food 
services, and 
transportation-
related spending in 
nearby gateway 
communities. 
Businesses that rely 
on water-based 
visitation, including 
marinas, guide 
services, motels, and 
equipment rentals, 
are expected to 
experience losses in 
jobs and labor 
income. Downstream 
economic effects 
also weaken, 
reducing Potential 
for overall economic 
output. 

Decreases in visitation and 
associated spending 
would occur under dry 
conditions as described 
under the No Action 
Alternative. For Lake 
Powell, economic 
contributions associated 
with recreational use are 
likely to be similar to 
existing conditions For 
Lake Mead, there is more 
robust performance 
related to recreation site 
access and navigation 
thresholds, therefore 
visitation and spending 
associated with this 
reservoir are anticipated 
to be maintained at levels 
at or above that of the No 
Action Alternative.   

Decreases in visitation 
and associated spending 
would occur under dry 
conditions as described 
under the No Action 
Alternative. 
This alternative is 
among the most robust 
in terms of meeting 
thresholds for 
navigation in Lake 
Powell, and recreation 
access and Lake Mead. 
Consequently, 
Employment and 
income losses remain 
but occur at lower levels 
relative to No Action 
and Basic Coordination 
Alternatives. Gateway 
communities experience 
more consistent 
seasonal activity. 

Decreases in visitation and 
associated spending would 
occur under dry conditions as 
described under the No Action 
Alternative. 
As discussed under for the 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative, 
consequently, economic 
contributions from lake-based 
recreation would likely be 
higher than the CCS 
Comparative Baseline and No 
Action Alternative due to more 
robust maintenance of access 
for recreation sites and 
navigation Consequently 
Employment and income 
losses remain but occur at 
lower levels relative to No 
Action and Basic Coordination 
Alternatives. Gateway 
communities experience more 
consistent seasonal activity. 

Decreases in visitation and associated 
spending would occur under dry 
conditions as described under the No 
Action Alternative. 
For Lake Powell recreation site and 
navigation access would be less robust 
than the No Action Alternative which 
could further impact recreational 
spending and gateway businesses and 
concessionaire associated with Lake 
Powell. In contrast, for Lake Mead, the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB Priority 
approach) modeling represents the 
most robust outcomes for recreation 
site access and navigation, supporting 
continued or increased spending 
associated with recreation activities for 
this reservoir. 

Decreases in visitation 
and associated spending 
would occur under dry 
conditions as described 
under the No Action 
Alternative. Impacts 
would be the same as 
described for the Supply 
Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach). 
 

Decreases in visitation and 
associated spending would 
occur under dry conditions 
as described under the No 
Action Alternative. On Lake 
Powell, the Representative 
Preferred would be slightly 
more robust in terms of 
maintenance of critical 
thresholds for navigation 
than the No Action 
Alternative and CCS 
Comparative Baseline. 
Compared to other action 
alternatives, this is better 
than the Supply Driven 
Alternative (both LB Priority 
and LB Pro Rata approaches), 
but less robust than the 
Enhanced Coordination and 
Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternatives in 
terms of support for 
recreational spending. For 
reservoir-based recreation on 
Lake Mead, the 
Representative Preferred 
modeling represents less 
robust outcomes for 
recreational site access as 
compared to the CCS 
Comparative Baseline but 
slightly more robust 
outcomes than the No 
Action Alternative This is a 
similar level of performance 
to the other action 
alternatives. For navigation, 
the Representative Preferred 
Alternative is more robust at 
meeting defined thresholds 
than both the No Action and 
CCS Comparative Baseline.  



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
5 Recreational value of whitewater boating is calculated based on net economic value changes for whitewater rafting in Grand Canyon. This approach follows the methods used in the Glen Canyon Dam Long-Term Experimental and Management Plan Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement, where past survey research (Neher et al. 2017, Bishop et al. 1987) informed models to project the change in net economic value under different river flow scenarios. These models link willingness-to-pay estimates for boaters to hydrologic 
conditions, providing a measure of recreation benefits that extends beyond market spending. Reclamation used similar methods for the analysis of potential impacts on recreation as were used in the 2007 Final EIS and 2024 Near-term Colorado River Operations Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (2024 Final SEIS) to assess the effects on recreation value associated with white-water boating. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action 
Alternative 

Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative Supply Driven Alternative (LB Priority) Supply Driven 

Alternative (LB Pro Rata) Representative Preferred 
Economic 

contributions and 
value associated 
with Lake-Based 

Recreation 
(continued) 

(see above) (see above) (see above) (see above) (see above) (see above) (see above) Overall, recreational 
spending and gateway 
businesses and 
concessionaire associated 
with Lake Mead would be 
similar to other action 
alternatives. 

 Percent of modeled futures in 
which the annual recreational 
value5 of whitewater boating 
exceeds 32 million dollars at 
least 90% of years over the 
first decadal period. This 
threshold indicates when 
modeled futures achieve 
recreation values at least as 
high as the lowest 10% of 
outcomes for recreation value 
based on recent historic 
hydrologic data (2020-2023). 

 
60% of modeled 
futures meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance. 

 
78% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

 
18% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

 
36% of modeled futures meet 
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

 
38% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance. 

 
38% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

 
37% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
6 Recreational value of angling is calculated based on net economic value changes for angling in Glen Canyon. This approach follows the methods used in the Glen Canyon Dam Long-Term Experimental and Management Plan Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, 
where past survey research (Neher et al. 2017, Bishop et al. 1987) informed models to project the change in net economic value under different river flow scenarios. These models link willingness-to-pay estimates for boaters to hydrologic conditions, providing a measure of 
recreation benefits that extends beyond market spending. Reclamation used similar methods for the analysis of potential impacts on recreation as were used in the 2007 Final EIS and 2024 Final SEIS to assess the effects on recreation value associated with angling. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum 
Operational 

Flexibility Alternative 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 

Priority) Supply Driven Alternative (LB Pro Rata) Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Economic 
contributions and 
value associated 
with Lake-Based 
and River-based 

Recreation 
(continued) 

Percent of modeled 
futures in which the 
annual recreational value6 
of angling exceeds 1.75 
million dollars in at least 
90% of years over the first 
decadal period. This value 
indicates when modeled 
futures achieve recreation 
values at least as high as 
the lowest 10% of 
outcomes for recreation 
value based on recent 
historic hydrologic data 
(2020-2023). 

 
40% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

 
63% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

 
2% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred 
minimum performance. 

 
19% of modeled 
futures meet the 
preferred minimum 
performance. 

 
34% of modeled futures meet 
the preferred minimum 
performance. 

 
34% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance. 

 
9% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum 
Operational 

Flexibility Alternative 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 

Priority) Supply Driven Alternative (LB Pro Rata) Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

How would 
anticipated water 

shortages and 
changes in water 

levels in reservoirs 
and river 

segments affect 
access and quality 

of nonmarket 
values? 

Changes in existence and 
symbolic values of the 
river due to shifts in 
scenic character or 
ecological conditions. 

Lower reservoir 
elevations and 
increased shoreline 
exposure reduce 
opportunities for 
solitude, as well as 
access to quiet coves, 
beaches, and natural 
shorelines. These 
conditions diminish the 
experiential qualities 
that many users value. 
Extended low-flow 
periods could also 
impact river-based 
experiences in Grand 
Canyon due to changes 
in setting which could 
impact perceived 
naturalness (see TA 14, 
Recreation). Cultural 
and spiritual values tied 
to iconic landscapes 
and cultural artifacts 
could also be impacted 
in low-hydrologic flow 
periods (see TA 11, 
Cultural Resources). 
Ecological services such 
as riparian habitat 
stability may decline, 
influencing non-use 
values related to wildlife 
and vegetation 
communities (see TA 8, 
Biological Resources – 
Fish and Other Aquatic 
Resources).  

Under dry conditions 
nonmarket values could 
be impacted as discussed 
under the no action 
alternative. More 
frequent low-elevation 
conditions could occur in 
the Basic Coordination 
Alternative, which could 
noticeably affect 
nonmarket values tied to 
lake-based recreation 
and scenic quality (see TA 
14, Recreation) although 
at a reduced level 
compared to the No 
Action Alternative. 
Reduced reservoir levels 
may expose previously 
submerged areas, 
altering visual character 
and diminishing 
opportunities for 
solitude. Overall impacts 
are similar to the No 
Action. 

Under dry conditions 
nonmarket values could 
be impacted as discussed 
under the no action 
alternative. 
The Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative 
is more robust in terms of 
the support for 
nonmarket values, 
particularly for values 
associated with Lake 
Powell, as reservoir levels 
would be maintained at 
thresholds supporting 
access for boating and 
camping in more 
modeled futures, 
supporting experiential 
benefits and cultural 
connections (see TA 11, 
Cultural Resources). 
River-based recreation 
quality is expected to 
remain high, due to 
increased stability with 
flow-dependent activities 
(see TA 14, Recreation). 
Non-use values tied to 
ecosystem services, such 
as wildlife habitat and 
riparian vegetation, 
would also be supported 
(see TA 8, Biological 
Resources – Fish and 
Other Aquatic 
Resources). 

Under dry conditions 
nonmarket values 
could be impacted as 
discussed under the 
no action alternative. 
Similar to the 
Enhanced 
Coordination 
Alternative, this 
alternative is more 
robust in terms of the 
support for 
nonmarket values, 
particularly for values 
associated with Lake 
Powell, and for river 
Based recreation, due 
to increased stability 
with flow-dependent 
activities (see TA 14, 
Recreation).  

Outcomes produced by the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority approach) vary 
depending on hydrology and 
location. In wet years, 
nonmarket values remain 
similar to the No Action 
Alternative but in dry 
sequences, reduced reservoir 
elevations and altered flow 
regimes diminish scenic quality 
and access for boating and 
angling (see TA 14, 
Recreation), for Lake Powell. 
For Lake Mead, the Supply 
Driven Alternatives (both LB 
Priority and LB Pro Rata 
approaches) are the most 
robust for supporting reservoir 
levels at Lake Mead which 
support non-market values. 
River-based recreation 
experiences moderate 
variability in trip quality, while 
ecosystem services and 
associated non-use values 
fluctuate with water availability 
(see TA 8, Biological 
Resources – Fish and Other 
Aquatic Resources). Cultural 
and spiritual values tied to river 
corridors may also be affected 
during extended drought 
periods (see TA 11, Cultural 
Resources).  

Impacts would be as described for the 
Supply Driven Alternative (LB Priority 
approach). 

Under dry conditions nonmarket 
values could be impacted as 
discussed under the no action 
alternative. 
For values associated with lake-
based recreation, modeled 
results show reduced low-
elevation outcomes in Lake 
Powell and Mead compared to 
more vulnerable alternatives, but 
vulnerability remains under drier 
future hydrologic conditions (TA 
3, Hydrology). The 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative generally performs in 
the middle of the range of 
alternatives for both Lake Powell 
and Lake Mead elevations as well 
as river flow, showing moderate 
robustness in terms of overall 
support for recreation associated 
benefits (TA 14, Recreation). 
Overall, this alternative would 
provide moderate protection for 
riverine habitat to support 
cultural values (see TA 13, Tribal). 
The preferred alternative 
provides a framework that allows 
for shortage distributions to be 
negotiated in different ways, 
consistent with sideboards 
described in Chapter 2, as a 
result, impacts for any given sub-
period in the planning period 
may differ from those described.  
 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts.
7 Normal delivery refers to a full supply of domestic water delivery throughout this table.
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Population and Land Use (See Section 3.17)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1
Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata)

Representative Preferred 
Alternative

Priority Group: Arizona 
Central Arizona Project 

(CAP) non-Indian 
agriculture (NIA)-A 

and NIA-B 

Percent of modeled futures in which 
greater than 80% of normal domestic 
delivery7 occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the modeling 
period. The higher the percentage, the 
more robust an alternative is with respect 
to achieving normal domestic deliveries.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

Percent of modeled futures in which 
greater than 60% of normal delivery 
occurs at least 90% of years, across the 
first decade of the modeling period. The 
higher the percentage, the more robust 
an alternative is with respect to achieving 
normal domestic deliveries.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

Priority Group: Arizona 
CAP Indian, municipal 
and industrial (M&I), 

and 4(i)

Percent of modeled futures in which 
greater than 80% of normal domestic 
delivery7 occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the modeling 
period. The higher the percentage, the 
more robust an alternative is with respect 
to achieving normal domestic deliveries.

13% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

Percent of modeled futures, in which 
greater than 60% of normal domestic 
delivery7 occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the modeling 
period. The higher the percentage, the 
more robust an alternative is with respect 
to achieving normal domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

Priority Group: Arizona 
Priorities 2 and 3

Percent of modeled futures in which 
greater than 80% of normal domestic 
delivery7 occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the modeling 
period. The higher the percentage, the 
more robust an alternative is with respect 
to achieving normal domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

26% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

54% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

Percent of modeled futures, in which 
greater than 60% of normal domestic 
delivery7 occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the modeling 
period. The higher the percentage, the 
more robust an alternative is with respect 
to achieving normal domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

35% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

58% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts.
7 Normal delivery refers to a full supply of domestic water delivery throughout this table.
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1
Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata)

Representative 
Preferred Alternative

Priority Group: 
Arizona present 

perfected right (PPR) 

Percent of modeled futures 
in which greater than 80% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

Percent of modeled futures, 
in which greater than 60% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

Priority Group: 
California Priority 4

Percent of modeled futures 
in which greater than 80% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures meet 
the performance definition.

0% of modeled futures meet 
the performance definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

Percent of modeled futures, 
in which greater than 60% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures meet 
the performance definition.

0% of modeled futures meet 
the performance definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts.
7 Normal delivery refers to a full supply of domestic water delivery throughout this table.
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1
Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata)

Representative 
Preferred Alternative

Priority Group: 
California PPR

  

Percent of modeled futures 
in which greater than 80% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

Percent of modeled futures, 
in which greater than 60% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

Priority Group: 
Nevada Priorities 1-7 

Percent of modeled futures 
in which greater than 80% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

18% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

Percent of modeled futures, 
in which greater than 60% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts.
7 Normal delivery refers to a full supply of domestic water delivery throughout this table.
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1
Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority)

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata)

Representative 
Preferred Alternative

Priority Group: 
Nevada 

Priority 8

Percent of modeled futures 
in which greater than 80% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

0% of modeled futures meet 
the performance definition.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

1% of modeled futures meet 
the performance definition.

0% of 
modeled futures meet the 
performance definition.

18% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition. 

Percent of modeled futures, 
in which greater than 60% of 
normal domestic delivery7

occurs at least 90% of years, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period. The higher 
the percentage, the more 
robust an alternative is with 
respect to achieving normal 
domestic deliveries.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.4

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

22% of modeled futures meet 
the performance definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

100% of modeled futures 
meet the performance 
definition.

54% of modeled 
futures meet the 
performance definition.

Lower Basin 
Domestic Water 

Deliveries

Percent of modeled futures 
in which dead pool-related 
delivery reductions occur, 
across the first decade of the 
modeling period (2027 – 
2039)

59% of modeled futures 
with dead pool-related 

reductions

32% of modeled futures with 
dead pool-related reductions

12% of modeled futures 
with dead pool-related 

reductions

6% of modeled futures with 
dead pool-related reductions

23% of modeled futures with 
dead pool-related reductions

12% of modeled futures 
with dead pool-related 

reductions

8% of modeled futures 
with dead pool-related 

reductions



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

Comparison of 
impacts on senior 

and junior 
entitlements  

Shortage to domestic water 
users, across the first decade 
of the modeling period 
  

>80% of normal 
domestic water delivery 
to senior entitlements 
(Arizona (AZ) P2 & P3; 
AZ PPR; California (CA) 
PPR; and Nevada (NV) 
P1-7 priority groups) and 
some junior entitlements 
(CA P4 and NV P8 
priority groups) occurs in 
all potential futures. In 
contrast, for Arizona 
junior entitlements (AZ 
CAP NIA-A and NIA-B; 
AZ CAP Indian, M&I, and 
4(i) priority groups) there 
are no potential futures 
in which >80% normal 
domestic water delivery 
occurs.4 
 
AZ CAP Indian, M&I, and 
4(i) receives >60% of 
normal domestic water 
delivery in all potential 
futures 
 
There are no potential 
futures in which Arizona 
CAP NIA-A and NIA-B 
priorities receive any 
percentage of normal 
domestic water delivery.  
 
While this alternative 
results in all senior 
priority groups and some 
Arizona, California, and 
Nevada junior priority 
groups receiving 
domestic water delivery 
closest to normal 
conditions, it results in 
severe domestic shortage 
impacts to Arizona CAP 
NIA-A and NIA-B. 

>80% of normal domestic 
water delivery to senior 
entitlements (AZ P2 & P3; AZ 
PPR; CA PPR; and NV P1-7 
priority groups) and some 
junior entitlements (CA P4 
priority group) occurs in all 
potential futures. In contrast, 
for Arizona and Nevada junior 
entitlements (AZ CAP NIA-A 
and NIA-B; AZ CAP Indian, 
M&I, and 4(i); and NV P8 
priority groups) there are no 
potential futures in which 
>80% normal domestic water 
delivery occurs.4  
 
NV P8 receives >60% of 
normal domestic water 
delivery in all potential futures.  
 
There are no potential futures 
in which Arizona junior priority 
receive any percentage of 
normal domestic water 
delivery.  
  
While this alternative results in 
all senior priority groups and 
some California junior priority 
groups receiving domestic 
water delivery closest to 
normal conditions, it results in 
severe domestic shortage 
impacts to Arizona junior 
priority groups. 

>60% of normal domestic 
water delivery to all 
Arizona, California, and 
Nevada priority groups 
occurs in all potential 
futures.  
 
While this alternative 
results in more priority 
groups receiving domestic 
water delivery closer to 
normal conditions, it 
results in domestic 
shortage impacts on 
Arizona, California, and 
Nevada senior 
entitlements that would 
otherwise receive 
domestic water deliveries 
consistent with normal 
conditions.  

>80% of normal domestic 
water delivery to some senior 
priority groups (AZ PPR; CA 
PPR; and NV P1-7 priority 
groups) occurs in all potential 
futures. In contrast, for all 
Arizona, California, and 
Nevada junior entitlements (AZ 
CAP NIA-A and NIA-B; AZ CAP 
Indian, M&I, and 4(i); CA P4; 
and NV P8 priority groups) 
there are no potential futures, 
in which >80% of normal 
domestic water delivery 
occurs.  
 
AZ P2 & P3 receives >60% and 
>80% of normal delivery in 
26% and 35% of potential 
futures, respectively. 
 
NV P8 receives >60% and 
>80% of normal domestic 
water delivery in 1% and 22% 
of potential futures, 
respectively. 
 
There are no potential futures 
in which Arizona and California 
junior entitlements receive any 
percentage of normal 
domestic water delivery.  
 
While this alternative results in  
Arizona and California PPR and 
Nevada senior priority groups 
receiving domestic water 
delivery closest to normal 
conditions, it results in severe 
domestic shortage impacts to 
all Arizona and California 
junior priority groups. 

>80% of normal domestic 
delivery to some senior 
entitlements (AZ P2 & P3; AZ 
PPR; CA PPR; and NV P1-7 
priority groups) occurs in all 
potential futures. In contrast, 
for junior entitlements (AZ 
CAP NIA-A and NIA-B; AZ 
CAP Indian, M&I, and4(i); CA 
P4; and NV P8 priority 
groups), there are no 
potential futures, in which 
>80% of normal domestic 
water delivery occurs. 

 
NV P8 receives >60% of 
normal domestic water 
delivery in all potential 
futures.  
AZ CAP Indian, M&I, and 4 (i) 
receives >20% of normal 
domestic water delivery in 31-
40% of potential futures. 
 
There are no potential futures 
in which Arizona CAP NIA-A 
and NIA-B and CA P4 priority 
groups receive any 
percentage of normal 
domestic water delivery.  
 
While this alternative results 
in all senior priority groups 
receiving domestic water 
delivery closest to normal 
conditions, it results in severe 
domestic shortage impacts to 
some Arizona and California 
junior priority groups. 

>80% normal domestic 
water delivery occurs in all 
potential futures for all 
California priority groups.  
>60% of normal domestic 
delivery to all Arizona and 
Nevada priority groups 
occurs in all potential 
futures.  
 
While this alternative 
results in more Arizona 
junior priority groups 
receiving domestic delivery 
closer to normal 
conditions, it results in 
domestic shortage impacts 
on Arizona and Nevada 
senior entitlements that 
would otherwise receive 
deliveries consistent with 
normal conditions.   

>80% of normal domestic 
water delivery to some 
senior priority groups (AZ 
PPR; CA PPR; and NV P1-7 
priority groups) occurs in all 
potential futures. In 
contrast, for all Arizona, 
California, and Nevada 
junior entitlements (AZ CAP 
NIA-A and NIA-B; AZ CAP 
Indian, M&I, and 4(i); CA P4; 
and NV P8 priority groups) 
there are no potential 
futures, in which >80% of 
normal domestic water 
delivery occurs. 
 
AZ P2 & P3 receives >60% 
and >80% of normal 
delivery in 54% and 58% of 
potential futures, 
respectively. 
 
NV P8 receives >60% and 
>80% of normal domestic 
water delivery in 0% and 
51% of potential futures, 
respectively. 
 
There are no potential 
futures in which Arizona 
and California junior 
entitlements receive any 
percentage of normal 
domestic water delivery.  
 
While this alternative results 
in Arizona and California 
PPR and Nevada senior 
priority groups receiving 
domestic water delivery 
closest to normal 
conditions, it results in 
domestic shortage impacts 
to all Arizona and California 
junior priority groups. 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 
Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination Alternative Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven Alternative (LB 
Priority) 

Supply Driven Alternative 
(LB Pro Rata) 

Representative Preferred 
Alternative 

How would 
operational changes 

affect irrigated 
agricultural land? 

Acres of irrigated agricultural 
land within the analysis area 
and potential for changes 
based on agricultural water 
availability  

Frequent and severe 
shortages for junior-
priority irrigation users 
likely lead to fallowing, 
crop switching, and long-
term land retirement in 
Arizona counties (La Paz, 
Mohave and Yuma); 
Imperial Valley impacts 
are more limited.  

Concentrated impacts for 
junior users in Arizona still 
drive significant agricultural 
land use changes; California 
and senior priority holders see 
limited more limited impacts 

Pro rata distribution 
mitigates concentrated 
impacts for junior users 
but introduces broader 
reductions, increasing risk 
of widespread crop 
switching and fallowing in 
both Arizona and 
California.  

Large shortage volumes and 
reliance on conservation 
participation create high 
uncertainty; potential for 
extensive land retirement if 
participation is low.  

Concentrates impacts on 
junior users, preserving senior 
districts but accelerating land 
use change in Arizona 
counties (La Paz, Mohave and 
Yuma).  

Distributes shortages 
broadly, increasing exposure 
for senior priority holders 
California and potentially 
leading to widespread 
fallowing and crop switching 
across the Basin. 

The representative 
preferred alternative for 
2027-2028 would result in 
shortages, with impacts 
concentrated on junior 
users. In the longer term 
(2029-2060) modeled 
outcomes indicate potential 
for additional fallowing 
land and crop switching, 
with impacts concentrated 
on junior users. However, 
the distribution of shortage 
under any specific 
operating guidelines 
adopted under the 
Preferred Alternative 
decision framework may 
differ from the priority 
distribution method 
reflected here for the 
Representative Preferred 
Alternative, as a result, the 
potential for fallowing, crop 
switching, and other 
associated long term land -
use patterns in any given 
area may vary and impacts 
may be mitigated in part by 
specific operational 
guidelines 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
4 Note that these impacts are based on low maximum Lower Basin shortage volumes that translate to higher volumes of dead pool-related reductions (see Figure TA 4-12), which could result in significant but highly uncertain impacts.
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Indian Trust Assets (See Section 3.18)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB Pro 

Rata)

Representative 
Preferred 

Alternative
Upper Basin Tribal Water 

Deliveries 
Typical Water Deliveries The alternatives act the same in terms of Upper Basin tribal water deliveries.

Lower Basin Tribal Water 
Deliveries

Percent of modeled futures in which dead pool-related 
delivery reductions never occur in 2027-2039 41% of modeled 

futures do not have 
dead pool-related 
reductions.

68% of modeled 
futures do not have 
dead pool-related 
reductions.

88% of modeled 
futures do not have 
dead pool-related 
reductions.

94% of modeled do not 
have dead pool-related 
reductions. 

77% of modeled 
futures do not have 
dead pool-related 
reductions.

88% of modeled 
futures do not have 
dead pool-related 
reductions.

95% of modeled 
futures do not 
have dead pool-
related reductions.

Lower Basin Tribal Water 
Deliveries (Group of tribes 

with PPR rights)

At least 80% of Normal Water Deliveries (i.e., non-
shortage conditions) occurs in at least 90% of years 
across 2027-2039. The higher the percentage, the more 
frequently deliveries are estimated to remain consistent 
with normal delivery.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance.4

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance. 

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum 
preferred 
performance.

Lower Basin Tribal Water 
Deliveries (Group of tribes 

with AZ Priority 3 
entitlements)

At least 80% of Normal Water Deliveries (i.e., non-
shortage conditions) occurs in at least 90% of years 
across 2037-2039. The higher the percentage, the more 
frequently deliveries are estimated to remain consistent 
with normal delivery.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance.4

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

60% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance. 

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

65% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum 
preferred 
performance.

Lower Basin Tribal Water 
Deliveries (Group of tribes 
with Arizona CAP Indian, 
M&I, and 4i entitlements)

At least 80% of Normal Water Deliveries (i.e., non-
shortage conditions) occurs in at least 90% of years 
across 2037-2039. The higher the percentage, the more 
frequently deliveries are estimated to remain consistent 
with normal delivery.

100% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum preferred 
performance.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum 
preferred 
performance.

Lower Basin Tribal Water 
Deliveries (Group of tribes 

with Arizona CAP Non-Indian 
Agriculture entitlements)

At least 80% of Normal Water Deliveries (i.e., non-
shortage conditions) occurs in at least 90% of years 
across 2037-2039. The higher the percentage, the more 
frequently deliveries are estimated to remain consistent 
with normal delivery.

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance.4

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled futures 
meet the minimum 
preferred performance. 

0% of modeled 
futures meet the 
minimum 
preferred 
performance.

Trust Land (Arizona) Acres of Fallowed Tribal Land 12,419 4 12,419 to 49,582 4 8,067 to 39,200 6,535 to 68,054 6,535 to 53,560 15,794 to 38,605 6,535 to 67,375 4

Trust Land (California) Acres of Fallowed Tribal Land 0 4 0 4 1,298 to 5,092 0 0 579 to 2,803 0 4

Trust Land (Nevada) Acres of Fallowed Tribal Land 0 4 0 4 131 to 656 0 0 131 to 460 0 4



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects)

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
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Visual Resources (See Section 3.19)

Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB 

Priority)

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata)
Representative Preferred 

Alternative
Visibility of 
Attraction 
Features

Percent of futures in which Lake 
Powell elevation is below 3,550 feet
in at least 90% of months. The 
higher the percentage, the more 
likely Lake Powell will remain at 
elevations where Cathedral in the 
Desert is visible and accessible.

82% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.
Most acceptable futures where 
Cathedral in the Desert is visible and 
accessible.

78% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.
Second most 
acceptable futures where 
Cathedral in the Desert is 
visible and accessible.

52% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.
Fewest acceptable futures 
where Cathedral in the Desert 
is visible and accessible.

59% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.
Second fewest acceptable 
futures where Cathedral in the 
Desert is visible and accessible.

77% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.
Third most acceptable futures where 
Cathedral in the Desert is visible and 
accessible.

75% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.
Fourth most acceptable 
futures where Cathedral in 
the Desert is visible and 
accessible.

Percent of futures in which Lake 
Powell elevation is above 3,550 feet 
at least 90% of months. The higher 
the percentage, the more likely less 
of Glen Canyon Dam will be visible. 
Hoover Dam visibility is based on 
modeling associated with the next 
issue statement.

18% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.
Fewest futures where less of Glen 
Canyon and Hoover dams would be 
visible, with their increased visibility 
further dominating the local 
landscape character.

22% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.
Second fewest futures 
where less of Glen Canyon 
Dam would be visible, with 
its increased visibility further 
dominating the local 
landscape character with less 
of Hoover Dam visible 
compared to the No Action.

48% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.
Most acceptable 
futures where less of Glen 
Canyon and Hoover dams
would be visible, reducing 
their level of dominance in 
the local landscape compared 
to the No Action

41% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.
Second most acceptable
futures where less of Glen 
Canyon and Hoover dams
would be visible, reducing their 
level of dominance in the local 
landscape compared to the No 
Action.

23% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.
Third fewest futures where less of Glen 
Canyon Dam would be visible, with its 
increased visibility further dominating the 
local landscape character. Based on 
managing higher reservoir levels in Lake 
Mead compared to Lake Powell under 
this alternative, less of the upstream side 
of Hoover Dam would be visible under 
this alternative (similar to the Enhanced 
Coordination and Maximum Flexibility 
alternatives) with comparatively more of 
the upstream side of Glen Canyon Dam 
being visible as described above.

25% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.
Third most futures where 
less of Glen Canyon Dam 
would be visible, with its 
increased visibility further 
dominating the local 
landscape character with less 
of Hoover Dam visible 
compared to the No Action.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects)

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices.
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1

Impacts Summary

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative

Maximum Operational
Flexibility Alternative

Supply Driven
Alternative (LB 

Priority)

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata)
Representative Preferred 

Alternative
Lake Powell and 

Lake Mead 
landscape 
character

Percent of futures in which Lake 
Powell elevation would result in 
calcium carbonate rings remaining 
under historic maximums for 100% 
of the modeling period. Based on 
updated modeling, the analysis 
focused on a threshold of 200 feet 
instead of the historic maximum. 
The higher the percentage, the 
more likely calcium carbonate rings 
at Lake Powell will remain shorter 
than historic maximums. 

4% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.

19% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

81% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

94% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

35% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.

45% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

Percent of futures in which Lake 
Mead elevation would result in 
calcium carbonate rings remaining 
under historic maximums for 100% 
of the modeling period. Based on 
updated modeling, the analysis 
focused on a threshold of 200 feet 
instead of the historic maximum. 
The higher the percentage, the 
more likely calcium carbonate rings 
at Lake Mead will remain shorter 
than historic maximums. 

8% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.

20% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

17% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

22% of modeled futures meet
the preferred minimum 
performance.

44% of modeled futures meet the 
preferred minimum performance.

23% of modeled futures 
meet the preferred minimum 
performance.

Colorado River 
landscape 
character

Qualitative description of the effect 
associated with proposed flow rates 
and the potential to conduct HFEs 
from Glen Canyon Dam under each 
alternative.

Initially, there would be less impacts 
as flows would remain above 7.0 
maf; however, if Lake Powell reaches 
dead pool, impacts would be 
extensive and immediate due to a 
dramatic reduction in flows. The 
current trends of increasing bank 
armoring, associated with expanding 
riparian vegetation areas (including 
tamarisk), would continue under the 
No Action Alternative. This 
alternative has the fewest futures
where HFEs are conducted during 
the full modeling period.

Impacts would be similar to 
the No Action since it 
includes a similar range of 
releases from Glen Canyon 
Dam. This alternative would 
have an increased number 
of futures where HFEs are 
conducted compared to the 
No Action Alternative. 

Based on yearly projections, if 
releases as low as 4.7 maf are 
needed, there would be 
increased impacts on the 
river’s landscape character. If 
releases are above 7.0 maf, 
impacts would be the same as 
the No Action Alternative. 
This alternative would result 
in the second most futures
where HFEs are conducted.

Based on yearly projections, if 
releases as low as 5.0 maf are 
needed, there would be 
increased impacts on the 
river’s landscape character. If 
releases are above 7.0 maf, 
impacts would be the same as 
the No Action Alternative. This 
alternative would result in the 
most futures where HFEs are 
conducted.

Based on yearly projections, if releases as 
low as 4.7 maf are needed, there would 
be increased impacts on the river’s 
landscape character. If releases are above 
7.0 maf, impacts would be the same as 
the No Action Alternative. This alternative 
has the second fewest futures where 
HFEs are conducted during the full 
modeling period.

Based on yearly projections, 
if releases as low as 6.0 maf 
are needed, there would be 
increased impacts on the 
river’s landscape character. If 
releases are above 7.0 maf, 
impacts would be the same 
as the No Action Alternative. 
This alternative has the 
second fewest futures 
where HFEs are conducted 
during the full modeling 
period similar to the Supply 
Driven Alternative.



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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Impact Category Performance Indicator1 

Impacts Summary 

No Action Alternative Basic Coordination 
Alternative 

Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative 

Maximum Operational 
Flexibility Alternative 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Priority) 

Supply Driven 
Alternative (LB 

Pro Rata) 
Representative Preferred 

Alternative 
Lower Division 

States’ landscape 
character 

Qualitative description of the 
effects associated with potential 
decreases in water availability for 
the Lower Division States on the 
broader landscape character 
including the potential to reach 
dead pool. 

Initially, there would be lower 
impacts; however, if Lake Mead 
reaches dead pool, dramatic 
decreases in water availability could 
affect the landscape character in all 
three Lower Division States. 
Depending on the duration of these 
decreased water deliveries, the 
character of irrigated and 
agricultural landscapes within the 
Lower Division States would be 
modified through aridification of 
these areas; this would diminish the 
vivid greens associated with crops 
and ornamental plantings. This 
alternative has the most futures 
where dead pool shortage is 
reached. 

Impacts would be similar to 
the No Action except this 
alternative includes 
increased shortages to 
Arizona and Nevada (up to 
1.48 maf). While the 
potential to reach dead pool 
is reduced under this 
alternative, compared to the 
No Action Alternative, there 
is still a risk to reach dead 
pool under some futures. 
This alternative has the 
second most futures where 
dead pool shortage is 
reached. 

Shortages up to 3.0 maf are 
possible under this 
alternative, which would 
incrementally affect all three 
Lower Division States 
including irrigated and 
agricultural landscapes. These 
shortages are designed to 
avoid reaching dead pool, 
tempering the impacts on the 
character of irrigated and 
agricultural landscapes within 
the Lower Division States and 
avoid more extensive impacts 
if Lake Mead reached dead 
pool. This alternative has the 
second fewest futures where 
dead pool shortage is 
reached. 

Shortages up to 4.0 maf are 
possible under this alternative, 
which would incrementally 
affect all three Lower Division 
States including irrigated and 
agricultural landscapes. The 
shortages are designed to 
avoid reaching dead pool. This 
alternative has the fewest 
futures where dead pool 
shortage is reached. 

Shortages up to 2.1 maf are possible 
under this alternative, which would 
incrementally affect all three Lower 
Division States including irrigated and 
agricultural landscapes. The shortages are 
designed to avoid reaching dead pool. 
This alternative, similar to the Enhanced 
Coordination Alternative, has the second 
fewest futures where dead pool 
shortage is reached. 

Shortages up to 3.0 maf are 
possible under this 
alternative, which would 
incrementally affect all three 
Lower Division States 
including irrigated and 
agricultural landscapes. The 
shortages are designed to 
avoid reaching dead pool. 
This alternative, similar to the 
Enhanced Coordination 
Alternative, has the second 
fewest futures where dead 
pool shortage is reached. 

 



Executive Summary (Summary of Potential Effects) 

1 Some performance indicator descriptions include italics to denote a definition of the “preferred minimum performance” that was used as a significant reference point for technical analysis. The following were considered when determining preferred minimum performance: input 
from resource experts, the severity of negative outcomes associated with not satisfying a given performance level, historical (observed) data, and/or reasonably expected outcomes if current operations and recent hydrology continued. To find more information about preferred 
minimum performance levels, see Volume III – Technical Appendices. 
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13. B
ank Stabilization.B

ankstabilization activities necessary 
forerosion control or prevention, such asvegetative 
stabilization, bioengineering,sills, rip rap, revetm

ent, gabion 
baskets,stream

 barbs, and bulkheads, orcom
binations of bank 

stabilizationtechniques, provided the activity m
eetsall of the 

follow
ing criteria:

(a) N
o m

aterial is placed in excess ofthe m
inim

um
 needed for 

erosion
protection;

(b) The activity is no m
ore than 500feet in length along the 

bank, unless thedistrict engineer w
aives this criterion by

m
aking a w

ritten determ
inationconcluding that the discharge 

ofdredged or fill m
aterial w

ill result in no
m

ore than m
inim

al 
adverseenvironm

ental effects (an exception isfor 
bulkheads—

the district engineercannot issue a w
aiver for a 

bulkheadthat is greater than 1,000 feet in length
along the 

bank);
(c) The activity w

ill not exceed an
average of one cubic yard 

per runningfoot, as m
easured along the length of thetreated 

bank, below
 the plane of theordinary high w

ater m
ark or the 

high
tide line, unless the district engineerw

aives this criterion 
by m

aking a
w

ritten determ
ination concluding thatthe 

discharge of dredged or fill m
aterialw

ill result in no m
ore 

than m
inim

aladverse environm
ental effects;

(d) The activity does not involvedischarges of dredged or fill 
m

aterialinto special aquatic sites, unless thedistrict engineer 
w

aives this criterion by
m

aking a w
ritten determ

ination
concluding that the discharge ofdredged or fill m

aterial w
ill 

result in no
m

ore than m
inim

al adverseenvironm
ental effects;

(e) N
o m

aterial is of a type, or isplaced in any location, or in 
any

m
anner, that w

ill im
pair surface w

aterflow
 into or out of 

any w
aters of theU

nited States;
(f) N

o m
aterial is placed in a m

annerthat w
ill be eroded by 

norm
al orexpected high flow

s (properly anchorednative trees 
and treetops m

ay be used in
low

 energy areas);
(g) N

ative plants appropriate forcurrent site conditions, 
includingsalinity, m

ust be used forbioengineering or 
vegetative bankstabilization;

(h) The activity is not a stream
channelization activity; and

(i) The activity m
ust be properly

m
aintained, w

hich m
ay 

requirerepairing it after severe storm
s orerosion events. This 

N
W

P authorizesthose m
aintenance and repair activitiesif 

they require authorization.
This N

W
P also authorizes tem

porarystructures, fills, and w
ork, 

including theuse of tem
porary m

ats, necessary to
construct the 

bank stabilization activity.A
ppropriate m

easures m
ust be taken 

to
m

aintain norm
al dow

nstream
 flow

s and
m

inim
ize flooding to 

the m
axim

um
extent practicable, w

hen tem
porary

structures, 
w

ork, and discharges ofdredged or fill m
aterial, including

cofferdam
s, are necessary forconstruction activities, access fills, 

ordew
atering of construction sites.Tem

porary fills m
ust consist 

ofm
aterials, and be placed in a m

anner,that w
ill not be eroded 

by
expected high

flow
s. A

fter construction, tem
porary

fills m
ust 

be rem
oved in their entiretyand the affected areas returned to 

preconstructionelevations. The areasaffected by tem
porary fills 

m
ust berevegetated, as appropriate.

N
otification:The perm

ittee m
ustsubm

it a pre-construction 
notification to

the district engineer prior to
com

m
encing the 

activity if the bankstabilization activity: 
(1) Involvesdischarges of dredged or fill m

aterialinto special 
aquatic sites; or 

(2) is in
excess of 500 feet in

length; or 
(3) w

illinvolve the discharge of dredged or fillm
aterial of 

greater than an average ofone cubic yard per running foot as
m

easured along the length of the treated
bank, below

 the plane 
of the ordinaryhigh w

ater m
ark or the high tide line.(See 

general condition 32.) (A
uthorities:Sections 10 and 404)

N
ote:In coastal w

aters and the G
reatLakes, living shorelines 

m
ay be anappropriate option for bank

stabilization, and m
ay be 

authorized by
N

W
P 54.

A
.

R
egional C

onditions

1. 
R

egional C
onditions for C

alifornia

2.
R

egional C
onditions for N

evada and U
tah

B
.

N
ationw

ide Perm
it G

eneral C
onditions

N
ote: To qualify for N

W
P authorization, the prospective 

perm
ittee m

ust com
ply w

ith the follow
ing general conditions, as 

applicable, in addition to any regional or case-specific conditions 
im

posed by the division engineer or district engineer. 
Prospective perm

ittees should contact the appropriate C
orps 

district office to determ
ine if regional conditions have been 

im
posed on an N

W
P. Prospective perm

ittees should also contact 
the appropriate C

orps district office to determ
ine the status of 

C
lean W

ater A
ct Section 401 w

ater quality certification and/or 
C

oastal Zone M
anagem

ent A
ct consistency for an N

W
P. Every 

person w
ho m

ay w
ish to obtain perm

it authorization under one 
or m

ore N
W

Ps, or w
ho is currently relying on an existing or 

The activity w
ill not exceed an

average of one cubic yard 
per runningfoot, a



prior perm
it authorization under one or m

ore N
W

Ps, has been 
and is on notice that all of the provisions of 33 C

FR 330.1 
through 330.6 apply to every N

W
P authorization. N

ote 
especially 33 C

FR 330.5 relating to the m
odification, 

suspension, or revocation of any N
W

P authorization. 

 
1.  

N
avigation.   

 
(a) N

o activity m
ay cause m

ore than a m
inim

al 
adverse effect on navigation. 

 
 (b) A

ny safety lights and signals prescribed by the 
U

.S. C
oast G

uard, through regulations or otherw
ise, m

ust 
be installed and m

aintained at the perm
ittee's expense on 

authorized facilities in navigable w
aters of the U

nited 
States. 

 
 (c) The perm

ittee understands and agrees that, if 
future operations by the U

nited States require the 
rem

oval, relocation, or other alteration, of the structure or 
w

ork herein authorized, or if, in the opinion of the 
Secretary of the A

rm
y or his or her authorized 

representative, said structure or w
ork shall cause 

unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation of the 
navigable w

aters, the perm
ittee w

ill be required, upon due 
notice from

 the C
orps of Engineers, to rem

ove, relocate, 
or alter the structural w

ork or obstructions caused thereby, 
w

ithout expense to the U
nited States. N

o claim
 shall be 

m
ade against the U

nited States on account of any such 
rem

oval or alteration. 
 

2. 
A

quatic L
ife M

ovem
ents. N

o activity m
ay 

substantially disrupt the necessary life cycle m
ovem

ents of 
those species of aquatic life indigenous to the w

aterbody, 
including those species that norm

ally m
igrate through the area, 

unless the activity's prim
ary purpose is to im

pound w
ater.  A

ll 
perm

anent and tem
porary crossings of w

aterbodies shall be 
suitably culverted, bridged, or otherw

ise designed and 
constructed to m

aintain low
 flow

s to sustain the m
ovem

ent of 
those aquatic species.  If a bottom

less culvert cannot be used, 
then the crossing should be designed and constructed to 
m

inim
ize adverse effects to aquatic life m

ovem
ents. 

 
 3. 

Spaw
ning A

reas. A
ctivities in spaw

ning areas during 
spaw

ning seasons m
ust be avoided to the m

axim
um

 extent 
practicable. A

ctivities that result in the physical destruction (e.g., 
through excavation, fill, or dow

nstream
 sm

othering by 
substantial turbidity) of an im

portant spaw
ning area are not 

authorized. 
 

 4. 
M

igratory B
ird B

reeding A
reas. A

ctivities in w
aters 

of the U
nited States that serve as breeding areas for m

igratory 
birds m

ust be avoided to the m
axim

um
 extent practicable. 

 
5. 

Shellfish B
eds. N

o activity m
ay occur in areas of 

concentrated shellfish populations, unless the activity is directly 
related to a shellfish harvesting activity authorized by N

W
Ps 4 

and 48, or is a shellfish seeding or habitat restoration activity 
authorized by N

W
P 27. 

 
6. 

Suitable M
aterial. N

o activity m
ay use unsuitable 

m
aterial (e.g., trash, debris, car bodies, asphalt, etc.). M

aterial 
used for construction or discharged m

ust be free from
 toxic 

pollutants in toxic am
ounts (see section 307 of the C

lean W
ater 

A
ct). 

 
7. 

W
ater Supply Intakes. N

o activity m
ay occur in the 

proxim
ity of a public w

ater supply intake, except w
here the 

activity is for the repair or im
provem

ent of public w
ater supply 

intake structures or adjacent bank stabilization.   
 

8. 
A

dverse E
ffects From

 Im
poundm

ents.  If the activity 
creates an im

poundm
ent of w

ater, adverse effects to the aquatic 
system

 due to accelerating the passage of w
ater, and/or 

restricting its flow
 m

ust be m
inim

ized to the m
axim

um
 extent 

practicable.   
 

9. 
M

anagem
ent of W

ater Flow
s. To the m

axim
um

 extent 
practicable, the pre-construction course, condition, capacity, and 
location of open w

aters m
ust be m

aintained for each activity, 
including stream

 channelization, storm
 w

ater m
anagem

ent 
activities, and tem

porary and perm
anent road crossings, except 

as provided below
. The activity m

ust be constructed to w
ithstand 

expected high flow
s. The activity m

ust not restrict or im
pede the 

passage of norm
al or high flow

s, unless the prim
ary purpose of 

the activity is to im
pound w

ater or m
anage high flow

s. The 
activity m

ay alter the pre-construction course, condition, 
capacity, and location of open w

aters if it benefits the aquatic 
environm

ent (e.g., stream
 restoration or relocation activities). 

 
10. Fills W

ithin 100-Y
ear Floodplains. The activity m

ust 
com

ply w
ith applicable FEM

A
-approved state or local 

floodplain m
anagem

ent requirem
ents. 

 
11. E

quipm
ent. H

eavy equipm
ent w

orking in w
etlands or 

m
udflats m

ust be placed on m
ats, or other m

easures m
ust be 

taken to m
inim

ize soil disturbance. 
 

12. Soil E
rosion and Sedim

ent C
ontrols. A

ppropriate soil 
erosion and sedim

ent controls m
ust be used and m

aintained in 
effective operating condition during construction, and all 
exposed soil and other fills, as w

ell as any w
ork below

 the 
ordinary high w

ater m
ark or high tide line, m

ust be perm
anently 

stabilized at the earliest practicable date. Perm
ittees are 

encouraged to perform
 w

ork w
ithin w

aters of the U
nited States 

during periods of low
-flow

 or no-flow
, or during low

 tides. 
 

13. R
em

oval of T
em

porary Fills. Tem
porary structures 

m
ust be rem

oved, to the m
axim

um
 extent practicable, after their 

use has been discontinued. Tem
porary fills m

ust be rem
oved in 

their entirety and the affected areas returned to pre-construction 
elevations. The affected areas m

ust be revegetated, as 
appropriate. 

 
14. Proper M

aintenance. A
ny authorized structure or fill 

shall be properly m
aintained, including m

aintenance to ensure 
public safety and com

pliance w
ith applicable N

W
P general 

conditions, as w
ell as any activity-specific conditions added by 

the district engineer to an N
W

P authorization. 
 

15.  Single and C
om

plete Project. The activity m
ust be a 

single and com
plete project. The sam

e N
W

P cannot be used 
m

ore than once for the sam
e single and com

plete project. 

 
16.  W

ild and Scenic R
ivers.  

 
(a) N

o N
W

P activity m
ay occur in a com

ponent of the 
N

ational W
ild and Scenic R

iver System
, or in a river 

officially designated by C
ongress as a “study river” for 

possible inclusion in the system
 w

hile the river is in an 
official study status, unless the appropriate Federal agency 
w

ith direct m
anagem

ent responsibility for such river, has 



determ
ined in w

riting that the proposed activity w
ill not 

adversely affect the W
ild and Scenic R

iver designation or 
study status. 

 
(b) If a proposed N

W
P activity w

ill occur in a 
com

ponent of the N
ational W

ild and Scenic R
iver System

, 
or in a river officially designated by C

ongress as a “study 
river” for possible inclusion in the system

 w
hile the river is 

in an official study status, the perm
ittee m

ust subm
it a pre-

construction notification (see general condition 32). The 
district engineer w

ill coordinate the PC
N

 w
ith the Federal 

agency w
ith direct m

anagem
ent responsibility for that river.  

Perm
ittees shall not begin the N

W
P activity until notified by 

the district engineer that the Federal agency w
ith direct 

m
anagem

ent responsibility for that river has determ
ined in 

w
riting that the proposed N

W
P activity w

ill not adversely 
affect the W

ild and Scenic R
iver designation or study status. 

 
(c) Inform

ation on W
ild and Scenic R

ivers m
ay be 

obtained from
 the appropriate Federal land m

anagem
ent 

agency responsible for the designated W
ild and Scenic 

R
iver or study river (e.g., N

ational Park Service, U
.S. Forest 

Service, B
ureau of Land M

anagem
ent, U

.S. Fish and 
W

ildlife Service). Inform
ation on these rivers is also 

available at: https://w
w

w
.rivers.gov/. 

 
17. T

ribal R
ights. N

o activity or its operation m
ay im

pair 
reserved tribal rights, including, but not lim

ited to, reserved 
w

ater rights and treaty fishing and hunting rights. 

 
18.  E

ndangered Species.  
 

(a) N
o activity is authorized under any N

W
P w

hich 
is likely to directly or indirectly jeopardize the continued 
existence of a threatened or endangered species or a 
species proposed for such designation, as identified under 
the Federal Endangered Species A

ct (ESA
), or w

hich w
ill 

directly or indirectly destroy or adversely m
odify 

designated critical habitat or critical habitat proposed for 
such designation. N

o activity is authorized under any 
N

W
P w

hich “m
ay affect” a listed species or critical 

habitat, unless ESA
 section 7 consultation addressing the 

consequences of the proposed activity on listed species or 
critical habitat has been com

pleted. See 50 C
FR 402.02 

for the definition of “effects of the action” for the 
purposes of ESA

 section 7 consultation, as w
ell as 50 

C
FR

 402.17, w
hich provides further explanation under 

ESA
 section 7 regarding “activities that are reasonably 

certain to occur” and “consequences caused by the 
proposed action.” 

 
(b) Federal agencies should follow

 their ow
n 

procedures for com
plying w

ith the requirem
ents of the 

ESA
 (see 33 C

FR
 330.4(f)(1)). If pre-construction 

notification is required for the proposed activity, the 
Federal perm

ittee m
ust provide the district engineer w

ith 
the appropriate docum

entation to dem
onstrate com

pliance 
w

ith those requirem
ents. The district engineer w

ill verify 
that the appropriate docum

entation has been subm
itted. If 

the appropriate docum
entation has not been subm

itted, 
additional ESA

 section 7 consultation m
ay be necessary 

for the activity and the respective federal agency w
ould 

be responsible for fulfilling its obligation under section 7 
of the ESA

. 

 
(c) 

N
on-federal perm

ittees m
ust subm

it a pre-
construction notification to the district engineer if any 
listed species (or species proposed for listing) or 
designated critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed 
such designation) m

ight be affected or is in the vicinity of 
the activity, or if the activity is located in designated 
critical habitat or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation, and shall not begin w

ork on the activity until 
notified by the district engineer that the requirem

ents of 
the ESA

 have been satisfied and that the activity is 
authorized. For activities that m

ight affect Federally-listed 
endangered or threatened species (or species proposed for 
listing) or designated critical habitat (or critical habitat 
proposed for such designation), the pre-construction 
notification m

ust include the nam
e(s) of the endangered 

or threatened species (or species proposed for listing) that 
m

ight be affected by the proposed activity or that utilize 
the designated critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed 
for such designation) that m

ight be affected by the 
proposed activity. The district engineer w

ill determ
ine 

w
hether the proposed activity “m

ay affect” or w
ill have 

“no effect” to listed species and designated critical habitat 
and w

ill notify the non-Federal applicant of the C
orps’ 

determ
ination w

ithin 45 days of receipt of a com
plete pre-

construction notification. For activities w
here the non-

Federal applicant has identified listed species (or species 
proposed for listing) or designated critical habitat (or 
critical habitat proposed for such designation) that m

ight 
be affected or is in the vicinity of the activity, and has so 
notified the C

orps, the applicant shall not begin w
ork until 

the C
orps has provided notification that the proposed 

activity w
ill have “no effect” on listed species (or species 

proposed for listing or designated critical habitat (or 
critical habitat proposed for such designation), or until 
ESA

 section 7 consultation or conference has been 
com

pleted. If the non-Federal applicant has not heard 
back from

 the C
orps w

ithin 45 days, the applicant m
ust 

still w
ait for notification from

 the C
orps. 

 
(d) A

s a result of form
al or inform

al consultation or 
conference w

ith the FW
S or N

M
FS the district engineer 

m
ay add species-specific perm

it conditions to the N
W

Ps. 
 

(e) 
A

uthorization of an activity by an N
W

P does not 
authorize the “take” of a threatened or endangered species 
as defined under the ESA

. In the absence of separate 
authorization (e.g., an ESA

 Section 10 Perm
it, a 

B
iological O

pinion w
ith “incidental take” provisions, etc.) 

from
 the FW

S or the N
M

FS, the Endangered Species A
ct 

prohibits any person subject to the jurisdiction of the 
U

nited States to take a listed species, w
here "take" m

eans 
to harass, harm

, pursue, hunt, shoot, w
ound, kill, trap, 

capture, or collect, or to attem
pt to engage in any such 

conduct. The w
ord “harm

” in the definition of “take'' 
m

eans an act w
hich actually kills or injures w

ildlife. Such 
an act m

ay include significant habitat m
odification or 

degradation w
here it actually kills or injures w

ildlife by 
significantly im

pairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, feeding or sheltering. 

 



 
(f) 

If the non-federal perm
ittee has a valid ESA

 
section 10(a)(1)(B

) incidental take perm
it w

ith an 
approved H

abitat C
onservation Plan for a project or a 

group of projects that includes the proposed N
W

P 
activity, the non-federal applicant should provide a copy 
of that ESA

 section 10(a)(1)(B
) perm

it w
ith the PC

N
 

required by paragraph (c) of this general condition. The 
district engineer w

ill coordinate w
ith the agency that 

issued the ESA
 section 10(a)(1)(B) perm

it to determ
ine 

w
hether the proposed N

W
P activity and the associated 

incidental take w
ere considered in the internal ESA

 
section 7 consultation conducted for the ESA

 section 
10(a)(1)(B) perm

it.  If that coordination results in 
concurrence from

 the agency that the proposed N
W

P 
activity and the associated incidental take w

ere 
considered in the internal ESA

 section 7 consultation for 
the ESA

 section 10(a)(1)(B
) perm

it, the district engineer 
does not need to conduct a separate ESA

 section 7 
consultation for the proposed N

W
P activity.  The district 

engineer w
ill notify the non-federal applicant w

ithin 45 
days of receipt of a com

plete pre-construction notification 
w

hether the ESA
 section 10(a)(1)(B) perm

it covers the 
proposed N

W
P activity or w

hether additional ESA
 

section 7 consultation is required. 
 

(g) 
Inform

ation on the location of threatened and 
endangered species and their critical habitat can be 
obtained directly from

 the offices of the FW
S and N

M
FS 

or their w
orld w

ide w
eb pages at https://w

w
w

.fw
s.gov/ or 

https://w
w

w
.fw

s.gov/ipac/ and 
https://w

w
w

.fisheries.noaa.gov/topic/endangered-species-
conservation respectively. 

 
19. M

igratory B
irds and B

ald and G
olden E

agles. The 
perm

ittee is responsible for ensuring that an action authorized by 
an N

W
P com

plies w
ith the M

igratory B
ird Treaty A

ct and the 
B

ald and G
olden Eagle Protection A

ct. The perm
ittee is 

responsible for contacting the appropriate local office of the U
.S. 

Fish and W
ildlife Service to determ

ine w
hat m

easures, if any, 
are necessary or appropriate to reduce adverse effects to 
m

igratory birds or eagles, including w
hether "incidental take" 

perm
its are necessary and available under the M

igratory B
ird 

Treaty A
ct or B

ald and G
olden Eagle Protection A

ct for a 
particular activity. 

 
20. H

istoric Properties. 
 

(a)  N
o activity is authorized under any N

W
P w

hich 
m

ay have the potential to cause effects to properties 
listed, or eligible for listing, in the N

ational R
egister of 

H
istoric Places until the requirem

ents of Section 106 of 
the N

ational H
istoric Preservation A

ct (N
H

PA
) have been 

satisfied. 
 

(b) Federal perm
ittees should follow

 their ow
n 

procedures for com
plying w

ith the requirem
ents of 

section 106 of the N
ational H

istoric Preservation A
ct (see 

33 C
FR

 330.4(g)(1)). If pre-construction notification is 
required for the proposed N

W
P activity, the Federal 

perm
ittee m

ust provide the district engineer w
ith the 

appropriate docum
entation to dem

onstrate com
pliance 

w
ith those requirem

ents. The district engineer w
ill verify 

that the appropriate docum
entation has been subm

itted. If 

the appropriate docum
entation is not subm

itted, then 
additional consultation under section 106 m

ay be 
necessary. The respective federal agency is responsible 
for fulfilling its obligation to com

ply w
ith section 106. 

 
(c) 

N
on-federal perm

ittees m
ust subm

it a pre-
construction notification to the district engineer if the 
N

W
P activity m

ight have the potential to cause effects to 
any historic properties listed on, determ

ined to be eligible 
for listing on, or potentially eligible for listing on the 
N

ational R
egister of H

istoric Places, including previously 
unidentified properties.  For such activities, the pre-
construction notification m

ust state w
hich historic 

properties m
ight have the potential to be affected by the 

proposed N
W

P activity or include a vicinity m
ap 

indicating the location of the historic properties or the 
potential for the presence of historic properties. 
A

ssistance regarding inform
ation on the location of, or 

potential for, the presence of historic properties can be 
sought from

 the State H
istoric Preservation O

fficer, Tribal 
H

istoric Preservation O
fficer, or designated tribal 

representative, as appropriate, and the N
ational R

egister 
of H

istoric Places (see 33 C
FR 330.4(g)). W

hen 
review

ing pre-construction notifications, district 
engineers w

ill com
ply w

ith the current procedures for 
addressing the requirem

ents of section 106 of the N
ational 

H
istoric Preservation A

ct. The district engineer shall 
m

ake a reasonable and good faith effort to carry out 
appropriate identification efforts com

m
ensurate w

ith 
potential im

pacts, w
hich m

ay include background 
research, consultation, oral history interview

s, sam
ple 

field investigation, and/or field survey.  B
ased on the 

inform
ation subm

itted in the PC
N

 and these identification 
efforts, the district engineer shall determ

ine w
hether the 

proposed N
W

P activity has the potential to cause effects 
on the historic properties. Section 106 consultation is not 
required w

hen the district engineer determ
ines that the 

activity does not have the potential to cause effects on 
historic properties (see 36 C

FR 800.3(a)).  Section 106 
consultation is required w

hen the district engineer 
determ

ines that the activity has the potential to cause 
effects on historic properties.  The district engineer w

ill 
conduct consultation w

ith consulting parties identified 
under 36 C

FR
 800.2(c) w

hen he or she m
akes any of the 

follow
ing effect determ

inations for the purposes of 
section 106 of the N

H
PA

: no historic properties affected, 
no adverse effect, or adverse effect. 

 
(d) W

here the non-Federal applicant has identified 
historic properties on w

hich the proposed N
W

P activity 
m

ight have the potential to cause effects and has so 
notified the C

orps, the non-Federal applicant shall not 
begin the activity until notified by the district engineer 
either that the activity has no potential to cause effects to 
historic properties or that N

H
PA

 section 106 consultation 
has been com

pleted.  For non-federal perm
ittees, the 

district engineer w
ill notify the prospective perm

ittee 
w

ithin 45 days of receipt of a com
plete pre-construction 

notification w
hether N

H
PA

 section 106 consultation is 
required.  If N

H
PA

 section 106 consultation is required, 
the district engineer w

ill notify the non-Federal applicant 
that he or she cannot begin the activity until section 106 



consultation is com
pleted. If the non-Federal applicant 

has not heard back from
 the C

orps w
ithin 45 days, the 

applicant m
ust still w

ait for notification from
 the C

orps. 
 

(e) 
Prospective perm

ittees should be aware that 
section 110(k) of the N

H
PA

 (54 U
.S.C

. 306113) prevents 
the C

orps from
 granting a perm

it or other assistance to an 
applicant w

ho, w
ith intent to avoid the requirem

ents of 
section 106 of the N

H
PA

, has intentionally significantly 
adversely affected a historic property to w

hich the perm
it 

w
ould relate, or having legal pow

er to prevent it, allow
ed 

such significant adverse effect to occur, unless the C
orps, 

after consultation w
ith the A

dvisory C
ouncil on H

istoric 
Preservation (A

C
H

P), determ
ines that circum

stances 
justify granting such assistance despite the adverse effect 
created or perm

itted by the applicant.  If circum
stances 

justify granting the assistance, the C
orps is required to 

notify the A
C

H
P and provide docum

entation specifying 
the circum

stances, the degree of dam
age to the integrity 

of any historic properties affected, and proposed 
m

itigation.  This docum
entation m

ust include any view
s 

obtained from
 the applicant, SH

PO
/TH

PO
, appropriate 

Indian tribes if the undertaking occurs on or affects 
historic properties on tribal lands or affects properties of 
interest to those tribes, and other parties know

n to have a 
legitim

ate interest in the im
pacts to the perm

itted activity 
on historic properties. 

 
21. D

iscovery of Previously U
nknow

n R
em

ains and 
A

rtifacts.  Perm
ittees that discover any previously unknow

n 
historic, cultural or archeological rem

ains and artifacts w
hile 

accom
plishing the activity authorized by an N

W
P, they m

ust 
im

m
ediately notify the district engineer of w

hat they have found, 
and to the m

axim
um

 extent practicable, avoid construction 
activities that m

ay affect the rem
ains and artifacts until the 

required coordination has been com
pleted. The district engineer 

w
ill initiate the Federal, Tribal, and state coordination required 

to determ
ine if the item

s or rem
ains w

arrant a recovery effort or 
if the site is eligible for listing in the N

ational R
egister of 

H
istoric Places. 
 

22. D
esignated C

ritical R
esource W

aters. C
ritical 

resource w
aters include, N

O
A

A
-m

anaged m
arine sanctuaries 

and m
arine m

onum
ents, and N

ational Estuarine R
esearch 

R
eserves. The district engineer m

ay designate, after notice and 
opportunity for public com

m
ent, additional w

aters officially 
designated by a state as having particular environm

ental or 
ecological significance, such as outstanding national resource 
w

aters or state natural heritage sites. The district engineer m
ay 

also designate additional critical resource w
aters after notice and 

opportunity for public com
m

ent. 
 

(a) D
ischarges of dredged or fill m

aterial into w
aters 

of the U
nited States are not authorized by N

W
Ps 7, 12, 

14, 16, 17, 21, 29, 31, 35, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 49, 50, 51, 
52, 57 and 58 for any activity w

ithin, or directly affecting, 
critical resource w

aters, including w
etlands adjacent to 

such w
aters. 

 
(b) For N

W
Ps 3, 8, 10, 13, 15, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25, 27, 

28, 30, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, and 54, notification is required 
in accordance w

ith general condition 32, for any activity 
proposed by perm

ittees in the designated critical resource 

w
aters including w

etlands adjacent to those w
aters. The 

district engineer m
ay authorize activities under these 

N
W

Ps only after she or he determ
ines that the im

pacts to 
the critical resource w

aters w
ill be no m

ore than m
inim

al. 
 

23.  M
itigation. The district engineer w

ill consider the 
follow

ing factors w
hen determ

ining appropriate and practicable 
m

itigation necessary to ensure that the individual and cum
ulative 

adverse environm
ental effects are no m

ore than m
inim

al: 
 

(a) The activity m
ust be designed and constructed to 

avoid and m
inim

ize adverse effects, both tem
porary and 

perm
anent, to w

aters of the U
nited States to the m

axim
um

 
extent practicable at the project site (i.e., on site). 

 
(b) M

itigation in all its form
s (avoiding, m

inim
izing, 

rectifying, reducing, or com
pensating for resource losses) 

w
ill be required to the extent necessary to ensure that the 

individual and cum
ulative adverse environm

ental effects 
are no m

ore than m
inim

al. 
 

(c) 
C

om
pensatory m

itigation at a m
inim

um
 one-for-

one ratio w
ill be required for all w

etland losses that 
exceed 1/10-acre and require pre-construction 
notification, unless the district engineer determ

ines in 
w

riting that either som
e other form

 of m
itigation w

ould 
be m

ore environm
entally appropriate or the adverse 

environm
ental effects of the proposed activity are no 

m
ore than m

inim
al, and provides an activity-specific 

w
aiver of this requirem

ent. For w
etland losses of 1/10-

acre or less that require pre-construction notification, the 
district engineer m

ay determ
ine on a case-by-case basis 

that com
pensatory m

itigation is required to ensure that the 
activity results in only m

inim
al adverse environm

ental 
effects. 

 
(d) C

om
pensatory m

itigation at a m
inim

um
 one-for-

one ratio w
ill be required for all losses of stream

 bed that 
exceed 3/100-acre and require pre-construction 
notification, unless the district engineer determ

ines in 
w

riting that either som
e other form

 of m
itigation w

ould 
be m

ore environm
entally appropriate or the adverse 

environm
ental effects of the proposed activity are no 

m
ore than m

inim
al, and provides an activity-specific 

w
aiver of this requirem

ent. This com
pensatory m

itigation 
requirem

ent m
ay be satisfied through the restoration or 

enhancem
ent of riparian areas next to stream

s in 
accordance w

ith paragraph (e) of this general condition.  
For losses of stream

 bed of 3/100-acre or less that require 
pre-construction notification, the district engineer m

ay 
determ

ine on a case-by-case basis that com
pensatory 

m
itigation is required to ensure that the activity results in 

only m
inim

al adverse environm
ental effects.  

C
om

pensatory m
itigation for losses of stream

s should be 
provided, if practicable, through stream

 rehabilitation, 
enhancem

ent, or preservation, since stream
s are difficult-

to-replace resources (see 33 C
FR

 332.3(e)(3)).  
 

(e) 
C

om
pensatory m

itigation plans for N
W

P 
activities in or near stream

s or other open w
aters w

ill 
norm

ally include a requirem
ent for the restoration or 

e nhancem
ent, m

aintenance, and legal protection (e.g., 
conservation easem

ents) of riparian areas next to open 
w

aters. In som
e cases, the restoration or 



m
aintenance/protection of riparian areas m

ay be the only 
com

pensatory m
itigation required. If restoring riparian 

areas involves planting vegetation, only native species 
should be planted. The w

idth of the required riparian area 
w

ill address docum
ented w

ater quality or aquatic habitat 
loss concerns. N

orm
ally, the riparian area w

ill be 25 to 50 
feet w

ide on each side of the stream
, but the district 

engineer m
ay require slightly w

ider riparian areas to 
address docum

ented w
ater quality or habitat loss 

concerns. If it is not possible to restore or m
aintain/protect 

a riparian area on both sides of a stream
, or if the 

w
aterbody is a lake or coastal w

aters, then restoring or 
m

aintaining/protecting a riparian area along a single bank 
or shoreline m

ay be sufficient. W
here both w

etlands and 
open w

aters exist on the project site, the district engineer 
w

ill determ
ine the appropriate com

pensatory m
itigation 

(e.g., riparian areas and/or w
etlands com

pensation) based 
on w

hat is best for the aquatic environm
ent on a 

w
atershed basis. In cases w

here riparian areas are 
determ

ined to be the m
ost appropriate form

 of 
m

inim
ization or com

pensatory m
itigation, the district 

engineer m
ay w

aive or reduce the requirem
ent to provide 

w
etland com

pensatory m
itigation for w

etland losses. 
 

(f) 
C

om
pensatory m

itigation projects provided to 
offset losses of aquatic resources m

ust com
ply w

ith the 
applicable provisions of 33 C

FR part 332. 
 

(1) The prospective perm
ittee is responsible for 

proposing an appropriate com
pensatory m

itigation 
option if com

pensatory m
itigation is necessary to 

ensure that the activity results in no m
ore than 

m
inim

al adverse environm
ental effects. For the 

N
W

Ps, the preferred m
echanism

 for providing 
com

pensatory m
itigation is m

itigation bank credits or 
in-lieu fee program

 credits (see 33 C
FR

 332.3(b)(2) 
and (3)). H

ow
ever, if an appropriate num

ber and type 
of m

itigation bank or in-lieu credits are not available 
at the tim

e the PC
N

 is subm
itted to the district 

engineer, the district engineer m
ay approve the use of 

perm
ittee-responsible m

itigation. 
 

(2) The am
ount of com

pensatory m
itigation 

required by the district engineer m
ust be sufficient to 

ensure that the authorized activity results in no m
ore 

than m
inim

al individual and cum
ulative adverse 

environm
ental effects (see 33 C

FR 330.1(e)(3)). (See 
also 33 C

FR
 332.3(f).) 

 
(3) Since the likelihood of success is greater and 

the im
pacts to potentially valuable uplands are 

reduced, aquatic resource restoration should be the 
first com

pensatory m
itigation option considered for 

perm
ittee-responsible m

itigation. 
 

(4) If perm
ittee-responsible m

itigation is the 
proposed option, the prospective perm

ittee is 
responsible for subm

itting a m
itigation plan. A

 
conceptual or detailed m

itigation plan m
ay be used 

by the district engineer to m
ake the decision on the 

N
W

P verification request, but a final m
itigation plan 

that addresses the applicable requirem
ents of 33 C

FR
 

332.4(c)(2) through (14) m
ust be approved by the 

district engineer before the perm
ittee begins w

ork in 
w

aters of the U
nited States, unless the district 

engineer determ
ines that prior approval of the final 

m
itigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to 

ensure tim
ely com

pletion of the required 
com

pensatory m
itigation (see 33 C

FR 332.3(k)(3)). If 
perm

ittee-responsible m
itigation is the proposed 

option, and the proposed com
pensatory m

itigation 
site is located on land in w

hich another federal 
agency holds an easem

ent, the district engineer w
ill 

coordinate w
ith that federal agency to determ

ine if 
proposed com

pensatory m
itigation project is 

com
patible w

ith the term
s of the easem

ent. 
 

(5) If m
itigation bank or in-lieu fee program

 
credits are the proposed option, the m

itigation plan 
needs to address only the baseline conditions at the 
im

pact site and the num
ber of credits to be provided 

(see 33 C
FR

 332.4(c)(1)(ii)).  
 

(6) C
om

pensatory m
itigation requirem

ents (e.g., 
resource type and am

ount to be provided as 
com

pensatory m
itigation, site protection, ecological 

perform
ance standards, m

onitoring requirem
ents) 

m
ay be addressed through conditions added to the 

N
W

P authorization, instead of com
ponents of a 

com
pensatory m

itigation plan (see 33 C
FR

 
332.4(c)(1)(ii)). 

 
(g) 

C
om

pensatory m
itigation w

ill not be used to 
increase the acreage losses allow

ed by the acreage lim
its 

of the N
W

Ps. For exam
ple, if an N

W
P has an acreage 

lim
it of 1/2-acre, it cannot be used to authorize any N

W
P 

activity resulting in the loss of greater than 1/2-acre of 
w

aters of the U
nited States, even if com

pensatory 
m

itigation is provided that replaces or restores som
e of 

the lost w
aters. H

ow
ever, com

pensatory m
itigation can 

and should be used, as necessary, to ensure that an N
W

P 
activity already m

eeting the established acreage lim
its 

also satisfies the no m
ore than m

inim
al im

pact 
re quirem

ent for the N
W

Ps. 
 

(h) Perm
ittees m

ay propose the use of m
itigation 

banks, in-lieu fee program
s, or perm

ittee-responsible 
m

itigation. W
hen developing a com

pensatory m
itigation 

proposal, the perm
ittee m

ust consider appropriate and 
practicable options consistent w

ith the fram
ew

ork at 33 
C

FR
 332.3(b).  For activities resulting in the loss of 

m
arine or estuarine resources, perm

ittee-responsible 
m

itigation m
ay be environm

entally preferable if there are 
no m

itigation banks or in-lieu fee program
s in the area 

that have m
arine or estuarine credits available for sale or 

transfer to the perm
ittee. For perm

ittee-responsible 
m

itigation, the special conditions of the N
W

P verification 
m

ust clearly indicate the party or parties responsible for 
the im

plem
entation and perform

ance of the com
pensatory 

m
itigation project, and, if required, its long-term

 
m

anagem
ent. 

 
(i) 

W
here certain functions and services of w

aters of 
the U

nited States are perm
anently adversely affected by a 

regulated activity, such as discharges of dredged or fill 
m

aterial into w
aters of the U

nited States that w
ill convert 



a forested or scrub-shrub w
etland to a herbaceous w

etland 
in a perm

anently m
aintained utility line right-of-w

ay, 
m

itigation m
ay be required to reduce the adverse 

environm
ental effects of the activity to the no m

ore than 
m

inim
al level. 

 
24. Safety of Im

poundm
ent Structures. To ensure that all 

im
poundm

ent structures are safely designed, the district engineer 
m

ay require non-Federal applicants to dem
onstrate that the 

structures com
ply w

ith established state or federal, dam
 safety 

criteria or have been designed by qualified persons. The district 
engineer m

ay also require docum
entation that the design has 

been independently review
ed by sim

ilarly qualified persons, and 
appropriate m

odifications m
ade to ensure safety. 

 
25. W

ater Q
uality.  

 
 

(a) W
here the certifying authority (state, authorized 

tribe, or EPA
, as appropriate) has not previously certified 

com
pliance of an N

W
P w

ith C
W

A
 section 401, a C

W
A

 section 
401 w

ater quality certification for the proposed discharge m
ust 

be obtained or w
aived (see 33 C

FR 330.4(c)). If the perm
ittee 

cannot com
ply w

ith all of the conditions of a w
ater quality 

certification previously issued by certifying authority for the 
issuance of the N

W
P, then the perm

ittee m
ust obtain a w

ater 
quality certification or w

aiver for the proposed discharge in 
order for the activity to be authorized by an N

W
P. 

 
 

(b) If the N
W

P activity requires pre-construction 
notification and the certifying authority has not previously 
certified com

pliance of an N
W

P w
ith C

W
A

 section 401, the 
proposed discharge is not authorized by an N

W
P until w

ater 
quality certification is obtained or w

aived.  If the certifying 
authority issues a w

ater quality certification for the proposed 
discharge, the perm

ittee m
ust subm

it a copy of the certification 
to the district engineer. The discharge is not authorized by an 
N

W
P until the district engineer has notified the perm

ittee that 
the w

ater quality certification requirem
ent has been satisfied by 

the issuance of a w
ater quality certification or a w

aiver.  
 

 
(c) The district engineer or certifying authority m

ay 
require additional w

ater quality m
anagem

ent m
easures to ensure 

that the authorized activity does not result in m
ore than m

inim
al 

degradation of w
ater quality. 

 
26. C

oastal Z
one M

anagem
ent. In coastal states w

here an 
N

W
P has not previously received a state coastal zone 

m
anagem

ent consistency concurrence, an individual state coastal 
zone m

anagem
ent consistency concurrence m

ust be obtained, or 
a presum

ption of concurrence m
ust occur (see 33 C

FR
 330.4(d)). 

If the perm
ittee cannot com

ply w
ith all of the conditions of a 

coastal zone m
anagem

ent consistency concurrence previously 
issued by the state, then the perm

ittee m
ust obtain an individual 

coastal zone m
anagem

ent consistency concurrence or 
presum

ption of concurrence in order for the activity to be 
authorized by an N

W
P. The district engineer or a state m

ay 
require additional m

easures to ensure that the authorized activity 
is consistent w

ith state coastal zone m
anagem

ent requirem
ents. 

 
27. R

egional and C
ase-B

y-C
ase C

onditions. The activity 
m

ust com
ply w

ith any regional conditions that m
ay have been 

added by the D
ivision Engineer (see 33 C

FR
 330.4(e)) and w

ith 
any case specific conditions added by the C

orps or by the state, 
Indian Tribe, or U

.S. EPA
 in its C

W
A

 section 401 W
ater Q

uality 

C
ertification, or by the state in its C

oastal Zone M
anagem

ent 
A

ct consistency determ
ination. 

 
28.  U

se of M
ultiple N

ationw
ide Perm

its. The use of 
m

ore than one N
W

P for a single and com
plete project is 

authorized, subject to the follow
ing restrictions: 

 
 

(a)  If only one of the N
W

Ps used to authorize the 
single and com

plete project has a specified acreage lim
it, the 

acreage loss of w
aters of the U

nited States cannot exceed the 
acreage lim

it of the N
W

P w
ith the highest specified acreage 

lim
it. For exam

ple, if a road crossing over tidal w
aters is 

constructed under N
W

P 14, w
ith associated bank stabilization 

authorized by N
W

P 13, the m
axim

um
 acreage loss of w

aters of 
the U

nited States for the total project cannot exceed 1⁄3-acre. 
 

(b)  If one or m
ore of the N

W
Ps used to authorize the 

single and com
plete project has specified acreage lim

its, the 
acreage loss of w

aters of the U
nited States authorized by those 

N
W

Ps cannot exceed their respective specified acreage lim
its. 

For exam
ple, if a com

m
ercial developm

ent is constructed under 
N

W
P 39, and the single and com

plete project includes the filling 
of an upland ditch authorized by N

W
P 46, the m

axim
um

 acreage 
loss of w

aters of the U
nited States for the com

m
ercial 

developm
ent under N

W
P 39 cannot exceed 1/2-acre, and the 

total acreage loss of w
aters of U

nited States due to the N
W

P 39 
and 46 activities cannot exceed 1 acre. 

 
29. T

ransfer of N
ationw

ide Perm
it V

erifications. If the 
perm

ittee sells the property associated w
ith a nationw

ide perm
it 

verification, the perm
ittee m

ay transfer the nationw
ide perm

it 
verification to the new

 ow
ner by subm

itting a letter to the 
appropriate C

orps district office to validate the transfer. A
 copy 

of the nationw
ide perm

it verification m
ust be attached to the 

letter, and the letter m
ust contain the follow

ing statem
ent and 

signature: 
“W

hen the structures or w
ork authorized by this nationw

ide 
perm

it are still in existence at the tim
e the property is 

transferred, the term
s and conditions of this nationw

ide perm
it, 

including any special conditions, w
ill continue to be binding on 

the new
 ow

ner(s) of the property. To validate the transfer of this 
nationw

ide perm
it and the associated liabilities associated w

ith 
com

pliance w
ith its term

s and conditions, have the transferee 
sign and date below

.” 

_____________________________________________ 

(Transferee) 

_____________________________________________ 

(D
ate) 
 

30. C
om

pliance C
ertification. Each perm

ittee w
ho 

receives an N
W

P verification letter from
 the C

orps m
ust provide 

a signed certification docum
enting com

pletion of the authorized 
activity and im

plem
entation of any required com

pensatory 
m

itigation.   The success of any required perm
ittee-responsible 

m
itigation, including the achievem

ent of ecological perform
ance 

standards, w
ill be addressed separately by the district engineer. 

The C
orps w

ill provide the perm
ittee the certification docum

ent 
w

ith the N
W

P verification letter.  The certification docum
ent 

w
ill include: 



 
(a) A

 statem
ent that the authorized activity w

as done in 
accordance w

ith the N
W

P authorization, including any general, 
regional, or activity-specific conditions; 
 

 
(b) A

 statem
ent that the im

plem
entation of any required 

com
pensatory m

itigation w
as com

pleted in accordance w
ith the 

perm
it conditions. If credits from

 a m
itigation bank or in-lieu fee 

program
 are used to satisfy the com

pensatory m
itigation 

requirem
ents, the certification m

ust include the docum
entation 

required by 33 C
FR

 332.3(l)(3) to confirm
 that the perm

ittee 
secured the appropriate num

ber and resource type of credits; and 
 

 
(c) The signature of the perm

ittee certifying the 
com

pletion of the activity and m
itigation. 

The com
pleted certification docum

ent m
ust be subm

itted to the 
district engineer w

ithin 30 days of com
pletion of the authorized 

activity or the im
plem

entation of any required com
pensatory 

m
itigation, w

hichever occurs later. 
 

31. A
ctivities A

ffecting Structures or W
orks B

uilt by 
the U

nited States. If an N
W

P activity also requires review
 by, 

or perm
ission from

, the C
orps pursuant to 33 U

.S.C
. 408 

because it w
ill alter or tem

porarily or perm
anently occupy or use 

a U
.S. A

rm
y C

orps of Engineers (U
SA

C
E) federally authorized 

C
ivil W

orks project (a “U
SA

C
E project”), the prospective 

perm
ittee m

ust subm
it a pre-construction notification. See 

paragraph (b)(10) of general condition 32.  A
n activity that 

requires section 408 perm
ission and/or review

 is not authorized 
by an N

W
P until the appropriate C

orps office issues the section 
408 perm

ission or com
pletes its review

 to alter, occupy, or use 
the U

SA
C

E project, and the district engineer issues a w
ritten 

N
W

P verification. 

 
32. Pre-C

onstruction N
otification.  

 
(a)  Tim

ing. W
here required by the term

s of the 
N

W
P, the prospective perm

ittee m
ust notify the district 

engineer by subm
itting a pre-construction notification 

(PC
N

) as early as possible. The district engineer m
ust 

determ
ine if the PC

N
 is com

plete w
ithin 30 calendar days 

of the date of receipt and, if the PC
N

 is determ
ined to be 

incom
plete, notify the prospective perm

ittee w
ithin that 

30 day period to request the additional inform
ation 

necessary to m
ake the PC

N
 com

plete. The request m
ust 

specify the inform
ation needed to m

ake the PC
N

 
com

plete. A
s a general rule, district engineers w

ill request 
additional inform

ation necessary to m
ake the PC

N
 

com
plete only once. H

ow
ever, if the prospective 

perm
ittee does not provide all of the requested 

inform
ation, then the district engineer w

ill notify the 
prospective perm

ittee that the PC
N

 is still incom
plete and 

the PC
N

 review
 process w

ill not com
m

ence until all of 
the requested inform

ation has been received by the district 
engineer. The prospective perm

ittee shall not begin the 
activity until either: 

 
 (1) 

H
e or she is notified in w

riting by the 
district engineer that the activity m

ay proceed under 
the N

W
P w

ith any special conditions im
posed by the 

district or division engineer; or 
 

 (2) 
45 calendar days have passed from

 the 
district engineer’s receipt of the com

plete PC
N

 and 
the prospective perm

ittee has not received w
ritten 

notice from
 the district or division engineer. 

H
ow

ever, if the perm
ittee w

as required to notify the 
C

orps pursuant to general condition 18 that listed 
species or critical habitat m

ight be affected or are in 
the vicinity of the activity, or to notify the C

orps 
pursuant to general condition 20 that the activity 
m

ight have the potential to cause effects to historic 
properties, the perm

ittee cannot begin the activity 
until receiving w

ritten notification from
 the C

orps 
that there is “no effect” on listed species or “no 
potential to cause effects” on historic properties, or 
that any consultation required under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species A

ct (see 33 C
FR

 330.4(f)) 
and/or section 106 of the N

ational H
istoric 

Preservation A
ct (see 33 C

FR 330.4(g)) has been 
com

pleted. If the proposed activity requires a w
ritten 

w
aiver to exceed specified lim

its of an N
W

P, the 
perm

ittee m
ay not begin the activity until the district 

engineer issues the w
aiver. If the district or division 

engineer notifies the perm
ittee in w

riting that an 
individual perm

it is required w
ithin 45 calendar days 

of receipt of a com
plete PC

N
, the perm

ittee cannot 
begin the activity until an individual perm

it has been 
obtained. Subsequently, the perm

ittee’s right to 
proceed under the N

W
P m

ay be m
odified, suspended, 

or revoked only in accordance w
ith the procedure set 

forth in 33 C
FR

 330.5(d)(2). 
 

(b) C
ontents of Pre-C

onstruction N
otification: The 

PC
N

 m
ust be in w

riting and include the follow
ing 

inform
ation: 
 

(1) 
N

am
e, address and telephone num

bers of 
the prospective perm

ittee; 
 

(2) 
Location of the proposed activity; 

 
(3) 

Identify the specific N
W

P or N
W

P(s) the 
prospective perm

ittee w
ants to use to authorize the 

proposed activity; 

 
(4) 

 
 

 
(i) A

 description of the proposed activity; 
the activity’s purpose; direct and indirect adverse 
environm

ental effects the activity w
ould cause, 

including the anticipated am
ount of loss of w

etlands, 
other special aquatic sites, and other w

aters expected 
to result from

 the N
W

P activity, in acres, linear feet, 
or other appropriate unit of m

easure; a description of 
any proposed m

itigation m
easures intended to reduce 

the adverse environm
ental effects caused by the 

proposed activity; and any other N
W

P(s), regional 
general perm

it(s), or individual perm
it(s) used or 

intended to be used to authorize any part of the 
proposed project or any related activity, including 
other separate and distant crossings for linear projects 
that require D

epartm
ent of the A

rm
y authorization 

but do not require pre-construction notification. The 
description of the proposed activity and any proposed 
m

itigation m
easures should be sufficiently detailed to 

allow
 the district engineer to determ

ine that the 
adverse environm

ental effects of the activity w
ill be 

no m
ore than m

inim
al and to determ

ine the need for 



com
pensatory m

itigation or other m
itigation 

m
easures. 

 
(ii) For linear projects w

here one or m
ore 

single and com
plete crossings require pre-

construction notification, the PC
N

 m
ust include the 

quantity of anticipated losses of w
etlands, other 

special aquatic sites, and other w
aters for each single 

and com
plete crossing of those w

etlands, other 
special aquatic sites, and other w

aters (including 
those single and com

plete crossings authorized by an 
N

W
P but do not require PC

N
s).  This inform

ation 
w

ill be used by the district engineer to evaluate the 
cum

ulative adverse environm
ental effects of the 

proposed linear project, and does not change those 
non-PC

N
 N

W
P activities into N

W
P PC

N
s. 

 
 

(iii)  Sketches should be provided w
hen 

necessary to show
 that the activity com

plies w
ith the 

term
s of the N

W
P. (Sketches usually clarify the 

activity and w
hen provided results in a quicker 

decision. Sketches should contain sufficient detail to 
provide an illustrative description of the proposed 
activity (e.g., a conceptual plan), but do not need to 
be detailed engineering plans); 

 
(5) 

The PC
N

 m
ust include a delineation of 

w
etlands, other special aquatic sites, and other 

w
aters, such as lakes and ponds, and perennial and 

interm
ittent stream

s, on the project site. W
etland 

delineations m
ust be prepared in accordance w

ith the 
current m

ethod required by the C
orps. The perm

ittee 
m

ay ask the C
orps to delineate the special aquatic 

sites and other w
aters on the project site, but there 

m
ay be a delay if the C

orps does the delineation, 
especially if the project site is large or contains m

any 
w

etlands, other special aquatic sites, and other 
w

aters. Furtherm
ore, the 45-day period w

ill not start 
until the delineation has been subm

itted to or 
com

pleted by the C
orps, as appropriate; 

 
(6) 

If the proposed activity w
ill result in the 

loss of greater than 1/10-acre of w
etlands or 3/100-

acre of stream
 bed and a PC

N
 is required, the 

prospective perm
ittee m

ust subm
it a statem

ent 
describing how

 the m
itigation requirem

ent w
ill be 

satisfied, or explaining w
hy the adverse 

environm
ental effects are no m

ore than m
inim

al and 
w

hy com
pensatory m

itigation should not be required. 
A

s an alternative, the prospective perm
ittee m

ay 
subm

it a conceptual or detailed m
itigation plan. 

 
(7) 

For non-federal perm
ittees, if any listed 

species (or species proposed for listing) or designated 
critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation) m

ight be affected or is in the vicinity of 
the activity, or if the activity is located in designated 
critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation), the PC

N
 m

ust include the nam
e(s) of 

those endangered or threatened species (or species 
proposed for listing) that m

ight be affected by the 
proposed activity or utilize the designated critical 
habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 

designation) that m
ight be affected by the proposed 

activity. For N
W

P activities that require pre-
construction notification, Federal perm

ittees m
ust 

provide docum
entation dem

onstrating com
pliance 

w
ith the Endangered Species A

ct; 
 

(8) 
For non-federal perm

ittees, if the N
W

P 
activity m

ight have the potential to cause effects to a 
historic property listed on, determ

ined to be eligible 
for listing on, or potentially eligible for listing on, the 
N

ational R
egister of H

istoric Places, the PC
N

 m
ust 

state w
hich historic property m

ight have the potential 
to be affected by the proposed activity or include a 
vicinity m

ap indicating the location of the historic 
property. For N

W
P activities that require pre-

construction notification, Federal perm
ittees m

ust 
provide docum

entation dem
onstrating com

pliance 
w

ith section 106 of the N
ational H

istoric Preservation 
A

ct; 
 

(9) 
For an activity that w

ill occur in a 
com

ponent of the N
ational W

ild and Scenic R
iver 

System
, or in a river officially designated by 

C
ongress as a “study river” for possible inclusion in 

the system
 w

hile the river is in an official study 
status, the PC

N
 m

ust identify the W
ild and Scenic 

R
iver or the “study river” (see general condition 16); 

and 
 

(10) For an N
W

P activity that requires 
perm

ission from
, or review

 by, the C
orps pursuant to 

33 U
.S.C

. 408 because it w
ill alter or tem

porarily or 
perm

anently occupy or use a U
.S. A

rm
y C

orps of 
Engineers federally authorized civil w

orks project, 
the pre-construction notification m

ust include a 
statem

ent confirm
ing that the project proponent has 

s ubm
itted a w

ritten request for section 408 
perm

ission from
, or review

 by, the C
orps office 

having jurisdiction over that U
SA

C
E project. 

 
(c) 

Form
 of Pre-C

onstruction N
otification: The 

nationw
ide perm

it pre-construction notification form
 

(Form
 EN

G
 6082) should be used for N

W
P PC

N
s. A

 
letter containing the required inform

ation m
ay also be 

used.  A
pplicants m

ay provide electronic files of PC
N

s 
and supporting m

aterials if the district engineer has 
established tools and procedures for electronic subm

ittals. 

 
(d) A

gency C
oordination:  

 
(1) The district engineer w

ill consider any 
com

m
ents from

 Federal and state agencies 
concerning the proposed activity’s com

pliance w
ith 

the term
s and conditions of the N

W
Ps and the need 

for m
itigation to reduce the activity’s adverse 

environm
ental effects so that they are no m

ore than 
m

inim
al. 

 
(2) 

A
gency coordination is required for: (i) all 

N
W

P activities that require pre-construction 
notification and result in the loss of greater than 1/2-
acre of w

aters of the U
nited States; (ii) N

W
P 13 

activities in excess of 500 linear feet, fills greater 
than one cubic yard per running foot, or involve 



discharges of dredged or fill m
aterial into special 

aquatic sites; and (iii) N
W

P 54 activities in excess of 
500 linear feet, or that extend into the w

aterbody 
m

ore than 30 feet from
 the m

ean low
 w

ater line in 
tidal w

aters or the ordinary high w
ater m

ark in the 
G

reat Lakes. 
 

(3) 
W

hen agency coordination is required, the 
district engineer w

ill im
m

ediately provide (e.g., via 
e-m

ail, facsim
ile transm

ission, overnight m
ail, or 

other expeditious m
anner) a copy of the com

plete 
PC

N
 to the appropriate Federal or state offices (FW

S, 
state natural resource or w

ater quality agency, EPA
, 

and, if appropriate, the N
M

FS). W
ith the exception of 

N
W

P 37, these agencies w
ill have 10 calendar days 

from
 the date the m

aterial is transm
itted to notify the 

district engineer via telephone, facsim
ile 

transm
ission, or e-m

ail that they intend to provide 
substantive, site-specific com

m
ents. The com

m
ents 

m
ust explain w

hy the agency believes the adverse 
environm

ental effects w
ill be m

ore than m
inim

al. If 
so contacted by an agency, the district engineer w

ill 
w

ait an additional 15 calendar days before m
aking a 

decision on the pre-construction notification. The 
district engineer w

ill fully consider agency com
m

ents 
received w

ithin the specified tim
e fram

e concerning 
the proposed activity’s com

pliance w
ith the term

s 
and conditions of the N

W
Ps, including the need for 

m
itigation to ensure that the net adverse 

environm
ental effects of the proposed activity are no 

m
ore than m

inim
al. The district engineer w

ill provide 
no response to the resource agency, except as 
provided below

. The district engineer w
ill indicate in 

the adm
inistrative record associated w

ith each pre-
construction notification that the resource agencies’ 
concerns w

ere considered. For N
W

P 37, the 
em

ergency w
atershed protection and rehabilitation 

activity m
ay proceed im

m
ediately in cases w

here 
there is an unacceptable hazard to life or a significant 
loss of property or econom

ic hardship w
ill occur. The 

district engineer w
ill consider any com

m
ents 

received to decide w
hether the N

W
P 37 authorization 

should be m
odified, suspended, or revoked in 

accordance w
ith the procedures at 33 C

FR 330.5. 
 

(4) 
In cases of w

here the prospective perm
ittee 

is not a Federal agency, the district engineer w
ill 

provide a response to N
M

FS w
ithin 30 calendar days 

of receipt of any Essential Fish H
abitat conservation 

recom
m

endations, as required by section 
305(b)(4)(B) of the M

agnuson-Stevens Fishery 
C

onservation and M
anagem

ent A
ct. 

 
(5) 

A
pplicants are encouraged to provide the 

C
orps w

ith either electronic files or m
ultiple copies 

of pre-construction notifications to expedite agency 
coordination. 

C
. 

District Engineer’s Decision 
 

1.  In review
ing the PC

N
 for the proposed activity, the 

district engineer w
ill determ

ine w
hether the activity authorized 

by the N
W

P w
ill result in m

ore than m
inim

al individual or 

cum
ulative adverse environm

ental effects or m
ay be contrary to 

the public interest.  If a project proponent requests authorization 
by a specific N

W
P, the district engineer should issue the N

W
P 

verification for that activity if it m
eets the term

s and conditions 
of that N

W
P, unless he or she determ

ines, after considering 
m

itigation, that the proposed activity w
ill result in m

ore than 
m

inim
al individual and cum

ulative adverse effects on the 
aquatic environm

ent and other aspects of the public interest and 
exercises discretionary authority to require an individual perm

it 
for the proposed activity.  For a linear project, this determ

ination 
w

ill include an evaluation of the single and com
plete crossings 

of w
aters of the U

nited States that require PC
N

s to determ
ine 

w
hether they individually satisfy the term

s and conditions of the 
N

W
P(s), as w

ell as the cum
ulative effects caused by all of the 

crossings of w
aters of the U

nited States authorized by an N
W

P. 
If an applicant requests a w

aiver of an applicable lim
it, as 

provided for in N
W

Ps 13, 36, or 54, the district engineer w
ill 

only grant the w
aiver upon a w

ritten determ
ination that the NW

P 
activity w

ill result in only m
inim

al individual and cum
ulative 

adverse environm
ental effects. 

 
2.  W

hen m
aking m

inim
al adverse environm

ental effects 
determ

inations the district engineer w
ill consider the direct and 

indirect effects caused by the N
W

P activity. H
e or she w

ill also 
consider the cum

ulative adverse environm
ental effects caused by 

activities authorized by an N
W

P and w
hether those cum

ulative 
adverse environm

ental effects are no m
ore than m

inim
al. The 

district engineer w
ill also consider site specific factors, such as 

the environm
ental setting in the vicinity of the N

W
P activity, the 

type of resource that w
ill be affected by the N

W
P activity, the 

functions provided by the aquatic resources that w
ill be affected 

by the N
W

P activity, the degree or m
agnitude to w

hich the 
aquatic resources perform

 those functions, the extent that aquatic 
resource functions w

ill be lost as a result of the N
W

P activity 
(e.g., partial or com

plete loss), the duration of the adverse effects 
(tem

porary or perm
anent), the im

portance of the aquatic 
r esource functions to the region (e.g., w

atershed or ecoregion), 
and m

itigation required by the district engineer. If an appropriate 
functional or condition assessm

ent m
ethod is available and 

practicable to use, that assessm
ent m

ethod m
ay be used by the 

district engineer to assist in the m
inim

al adverse environm
ental 

effects determ
ination. The district engineer m

ay add case-
specific special conditions to the N

W
P authorization to address 

site-specific environm
ental concerns. 

 
3. If the proposed activity requires a PC

N
 and w

ill result in 
a loss of greater than 1/10-acre of w

etlands or 3/100-acre of 
stream

 bed, the prospective perm
ittee should subm

it a m
itigation 

proposal w
ith the PC

N
. A

pplicants m
ay also propose 

com
pensatory m

itigation for N
W

P activities w
ith sm

aller 
im

pacts, or for im
pacts to other types of w

aters. The district 
engineer w

ill consider any proposed com
pensatory m

itigation or 
other m

itigation m
easures the applicant has included in the 

proposal in determ
ining w

hether the net adverse environm
ental 

effects of the proposed activity are no m
ore than m

inim
al. The 

com
pensatory m

itigation proposal m
ay be either conceptual or 

detailed. If the district engineer determ
ines that the activity 

com
plies w

ith the term
s and conditions of the N

W
P and that the 

adverse environm
ental effects are no m

ore than m
inim

al, after 
considering m

itigation, the district engineer w
ill notify the 

perm
ittee and include any activity-specific conditions in the 

N
W

P verification the district engineer deem
s necessary. 



C
onditions for com

pensatory m
itigation requirem

ents m
ust 

com
ply w

ith the appropriate provisions at 33 C
FR

 332.3(k). The 
district engineer m

ust approve the final m
itigation plan before 

the perm
ittee com

m
ences w

ork in w
aters of the U

nited States, 
unless the district engineer determ

ines that prior approval of the 
final m

itigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to ensure 
tim

ely com
pletion of the required com

pensatory m
itigation. If 

the prospective perm
ittee elects to subm

it a com
pensatory 

m
itigation plan w

ith the PC
N

, the district engineer w
ill 

expeditiously review
 the proposed com

pensatory m
itigation 

plan. The district engineer m
ust review

 the proposed 
com

pensatory m
itigation plan w

ithin 45 calendar days of 
receiving a com

plete PC
N

 and determ
ine w

hether the proposed 
m

itigation w
ould ensure that the N

W
P activity results in no 

m
ore than m

inim
al adverse environm

ental effects. If the net 
adverse environm

ental effects of the N
W

P activity (after 
consideration of the m

itigation proposal) are determ
ined by the 

district engineer to be no m
ore than m

inim
al, the district 

engineer w
ill provide a tim

ely w
ritten response to the applicant. 

The response w
ill state that the N

W
P activity can proceed under 

the term
s and conditions of the N

W
P, including any activity-

specific conditions added to the N
W

P authorization by the 
district engineer. 

 
4. If the district engineer determ

ines that the adverse 
environm

ental effects of the proposed activity are m
ore than 

m
inim

al, then the district engineer w
ill notify the applicant 

either: (a) that the activity does not qualify for authorization 
under the N

W
P and instruct the applicant on the procedures to 

seek authorization under an individual perm
it; (b) that the 

activity is authorized under the N
W

P subject to the applicant’s 
subm

ission of a m
itigation plan that w

ould reduce the adverse 
environm

ental effects so that they are no m
ore than m

inim
al; or 

(c) that the activity is authorized under the N
W

P w
ith specific 

m
odifications or conditions. W

here the district engineer 
determ

ines that m
itigation is required to ensure no m

ore than 
m

inim
al adverse environm

ental effects, the activity w
ill be 

authorized w
ithin the 45-day PC

N
 period (unless additional tim

e 
is required to com

ply w
ith general conditions 18, 20, and/or 31), 

w
ith activity-specific conditions that state the m

itigation 
requirem

ents. The authorization w
ill include the necessary 

conceptual or detailed m
itigation plan or a requirem

ent that the 
applicant subm

it a m
itigation plan that w

ould reduce the adverse 
environm

ental effects so that they are no m
ore than m

inim
al. 

W
hen com

pensatory m
itigation is required, no w

ork in w
aters of 

the U
nited States m

ay occur until the district engineer has 
approved a specific m

itigation plan or has determ
ined that prior 

approval of a final m
itigation plan is not practicable or not 

necessary to ensure tim
ely com

pletion of the required 
com

pensatory m
itigation. 

D
. 

Further Inform
ation 

1. D
istrict engineers have authority to determ

ine if an activity 
com

plies w
ith the term

s and conditions of an N
W

P. 
2. N

W
Ps do not obviate the need to obtain other federal, state, or 

local perm
its, approvals, or authorizations required by law

. 
3. N

W
Ps do not grant any property rights or exclusive 

privileges. 
4. N

W
Ps do not authorize any injury to the property or rights of 

others. 

5. N
W

Ps do not authorize interference w
ith any existing or 

proposed Federal project (see general condition 31). 

E
. 

N
ationw

ide Perm
it D

efinitions 
B

est m
anagem

ent practices (B
M

Ps): Policies, practices, 
procedures, or structures im

plem
ented to m

itigate the adverse 
environm

ental effects on surface w
ater quality resulting from

 
developm

ent. B
M

Ps are categorized as structural or non-
structural. 
C

om
pensatory m

itigation: The restoration (re-establishm
ent or 

rehabilitation), establishm
ent (creation), enhancem

ent, and/or in 
certain circum

stances preservation of aquatic resources for the 
purposes of offsetting unavoidable adverse im

pacts w
hich 

rem
ain after all appropriate and practicable avoidance and 

m
inim

ization has been achieved. 
C

urrently serviceable: U
seable as is or w

ith som
e m

aintenance, 
but not so degraded as to essentially require reconstruction. 
D

irect effects: Effects that are caused by the activity and occur 
at the sam

e tim
e and place. 

D
ischarge:  The term

 “discharge” m
eans any discharge of 

dredged or fill m
aterial into w

aters of the U
nited States. 

E
cological reference:  A

 m
odel used to plan and design an 

aquatic habitat and riparian area restoration, enhancem
ent, or 

establishm
ent activity under N

W
P 27.  A

n ecological reference 
m

ay be based on the structure, functions, and dynam
ics of an 

aquatic habitat type or a riparian area type that currently exists in 
the region w

here the proposed N
W

P 27 activity is located.  
A

lternatively, an ecological reference m
ay be based on a 

conceptual m
odel for the aquatic habitat type or riparian area 

type to be restored, enhanced, or established as a result of the 
proposed N

W
P 27 activity.  A

n ecological reference takes into 
account the range of variation of the aquatic habitat type or 
riparian area type in the region. 
E

nhancem
ent: The m

anipulation of the physical, chem
ical, or 

b iological characteristics of an aquatic resource to heighten, 
intensify, or im

prove a specific aquatic resource function(s). 
Enhancem

ent results in the gain of selected aquatic resource 
function(s) but m

ay also lead to a decline in other aquatic 
resource function(s). Enhancem

ent does not result in a gain in 
aquatic resource area. 
E

stablishm
ent (creation): The m

anipulation of the physical, 
chem

ical, or biological characteristics present to develop an 
aquatic resource that did not previously exist at an upland site. 
Establishm

ent results in a gain in aquatic resource area. 
H

igh T
ide L

ine:  The line of intersection of the land w
ith the 

w
ater’s surface at the m

axim
um

 height reached by a rising tide. 
The high tide line m

ay be determ
ined, in the absence of actual 

data, by a line of oil or scum
 along shore objects, a m

ore or less 
continuous deposit of fine shell or debris on the foreshore or 
berm

, other physical m
arkings or characteristics, vegetation 

lines, tidal gages, or other suitable m
eans that delineate the 

general height reached by a rising tide. The line encom
passes 

spring high tides and other high tides that occur w
ith periodic 

frequency but does not include storm
 surges in w

hich there is a 
departure from

 the norm
al or predicted reach of the tide due to 

the piling up of w
ater against a coast by strong w

inds such as 
those accom

panying a hurricane or other intense storm
. 

 



H
istoric Property:  A

ny prehistoric or historic district, site 
(including archaeological site), building, structure, or other 
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the N

ational 
R

egister of H
istoric Places m

aintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior.  This term

 includes artifacts, records, and rem
ains that 

are related to and located w
ithin such properties.  The term

 
includes properties of traditional religious and cultural 
im

portance to an Indian tribe or N
ative H

awaiian organization 
and that m

eet the N
ational R

egister criteria (36 C
FR

 part 60). 
Independent utility: A

 test to determ
ine w

hat constitutes a 
single and com

plete non-linear project in the C
orps R

egulatory 
Program

. A
 project is considered to have independent utility if it 

w
ould be constructed absent the construction of other projects in 

the project area. Portions of a m
ulti-phase project that depend 

upon other phases of the project do not have independent utility. 
Phases of a project that w

ould be constructed even if the other 
phases w

ere not built can be considered as separate single and 
com

plete projects w
ith independent utility. 

Indirect effects: Effects that are caused by the activity and are 
later in tim

e or farther rem
oved in distance but are still 

reasonably foreseeable. 
L

oss of w
aters of the U

nited States: W
aters of the U

nited 
States that are perm

anently adversely affected by filling, 
flooding, excavation, or drainage because of the regulated 
activity. The loss of stream

 bed includes the acres of stream
 bed 

that are perm
anently adversely affected by filling or excavation 

because of the regulated activity. Perm
anent adverse effects 

include perm
anent discharges of dredged or fill m

aterial that 
change an aquatic area to dry land, increase the bottom

 elevation 
of a w

aterbody, or change the use of a w
aterbody. The acreage 

of loss of w
aters of the U

nited States is a threshold m
easurem

ent 
of the im

pact to jurisdictional w
aters or w

etlands for determ
ining 

w
hether a project m

ay qualify for an N
W

P; it is not a net 
threshold that is calculated after considering com

pensatory 
m

itigation that m
ay be used to offset losses of aquatic functions 

and services. W
aters of the U

nited States tem
porarily filled, 

flooded, excavated, or drained, but restored to pre-construction 
contours and elevations after construction, are not included in 
the m

easurem
ent of loss of w

aters of the U
nited States. Im

pacts 
resulting from

 activities that do not require D
epartm

ent of the 
A

rm
y authorization, such as activities eligible for exem

ptions 
under section 404(f) of the C

lean W
ater A

ct, are not considered 
w

hen calculating the loss of w
aters of the U

nited States. 
N

avigable w
aters: W

aters subject to section 10 of the R
ivers 

and H
arbors A

ct of 1899.  These w
aters are defined at 33 C

FR
 

part 329. 
N

on-tidal w
etland: A

 non-tidal w
etland is a w

etland that is not 
subject to the ebb and flow

 of tidal w
aters. N

on-tidal w
etlands 

contiguous to tidal w
aters are located landw

ard of the high tide 
line (i.e., spring high tide line). 
O

pen w
ater: For purposes of the N

W
Ps, an open w

ater is any 
area that in a year w

ith norm
al patterns of precipitation has water 

flow
ing or standing above ground to the extent that an ordinary 

high-w
ater m

ark can be determ
ined. A

quatic vegetation w
ithin 

the area of flow
ing or standing w

ater is either non-em
ergent, 

sparse, or absent. V
egetated shallow

s are considered to be open 
w

aters. Exam
ples of “open w

aters” include rivers, stream
s, 

lakes, and ponds. 

O
rdinary H

igh W
ater M

ark: The term
 ordinary high w

ater 
m

ark m
eans that line on the shore established by the fluctuations 

of w
ater and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, 

natural line im
pressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the 

character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the 
presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate m

eans that 
consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas. 
Perennial stream

: A
 perennial stream

 has surface w
ater flow

ing 
continuously year-round during a typical year. 
Practicable: A

vailable and capable of being done after taking 
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light 
of overall project purposes. 
Pre-construction notification: A

 request subm
itted by the 

project proponent to the C
orps for confirm

ation that a particular 
activity is authorized by nationw

ide perm
it. The request m

ay be 
a perm

it application, letter, or sim
ilar docum

ent that includes 
inform

ation about the proposed w
ork and its anticipated 

environm
ental effects. Pre-construction notification m

ay be 
required by the term

s and conditions of a nationw
ide perm

it, or 
by regional conditions. A

 pre-construction notification m
ay be 

voluntarily subm
itted in cases w

here pre-construction 
notification is not required, and the project proponent w

ants 
confirm

ation that the activity is authorized by nationw
ide perm

it. 
Preservation: The rem

oval of a threat to, or preventing the 
decline of, aquatic resources by an action in or near those 
aquatic resources. This term

 includes activities com
m

only 
associated w

ith the protection and m
aintenance of aquatic 

resources through the im
plem

entation of appropriate legal and 
physical m

echanism
s. Preservation does not result in a gain of 

aquatic resource area or functions. 
R

e-establishm
ent: The m

anipulation of the physical, chem
ical, 

or biological characteristics of a site w
ith the goal of returning 

natural/historic functions to a form
er aquatic resource. R

e-
establishm

ent results in rebuilding a form
er aquatic resource and 

results in a gain in aquatic resource area and functions. 
R

ehabilitation: The m
anipulation of the physical, chem

ical, or 
biological characteristics of a site w

ith the goal of repairing 
natural/historic functions to a degraded aquatic resource. 
R

ehabilitation results in a gain in aquatic resource function but 
does not result in a gain in aquatic resource area. 
R

estoration: The m
anipulation of the physical, chem

ical, or 
biological characteristics of a site w

ith the goal of returning 
natural/historic functions to a form

er or degraded aquatic 
resource. For the purpose of tracking net gains in aquatic 
resource area, restoration is divided into tw

o categories: re-
establishm

ent and rehabilitation. 
R

iffle and pool com
plex: R

iffle and pool com
plexes are special 

aquatic sites under the 404(b)(1) G
uidelines. R

iffle and pool 
com

plexes som
etim

es characterize steep gradient sections of 
stream

s. Such stream
 sections are recognizable by their 

hydraulic characteristics. The rapid m
ovem

ent of w
ater over a 

course substrate in riffles results in a rough flow
, a turbulent 

surface, and high dissolved oxygen levels in the w
ater. Pools are 

deeper areas associated w
ith riffles. A

 slow
er stream

 velocity, a 
stream

ing flow
, a sm

ooth surface, and a finer substrate 
characterize pools. 



R
iparian areas: R

iparian areas are lands next to stream
s, lakes, 

and estuarine-m
arine shorelines. R

iparian areas are transitional 
betw

een terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem
s, through w

hich 
surface and subsurface hydrology connects riverine, lacustrine, 
estuarine, and m

arine w
aters w

ith their adjacent w
etlands, non-

w
etland w

aters, or uplands. R
iparian areas provide a variety of 

ecological functions and services and help im
prove or m

aintain 
local w

ater quality. (See general condition 23). 
Shellfish seeding: The placem

ent of shellfish seed and/or 
suitable substrate to increase shellfish production. Shellfish seed 
consists of im

m
ature individual shellfish or individual shellfish 

attached to shells or shell fragm
ents (i.e., spat on shell). Suitable 

substrate m
ay consist of shellfish shells, shell fragm

ents, or other 
appropriate m

aterials placed into w
aters for shellfish habitat. 

Single and com
plete linear project:  A

 linear project is a 
project constructed for the purpose of getting people, goods, or 
services from

 a point of origin to a term
inal point, w

hich often 
involves m

ultiple crossings of one or m
ore w

aterbodies at 
separate and distant locations. The term

 “single and com
plete 

project” is defined as that portion of the total linear project 
proposed or accom

plished by one ow
ner/developer or 

partnership or other association of ow
ners/developers that 

includes all crossings of a single w
ater of the U

nited States (i.e., 
a single w

aterbody) at a specific location. For linear projects 
crossing a single or m

ultiple w
aterbodies several tim

es at 
separate and distant locations, each crossing is considered a 
single and com

plete project for purposes of N
W

P authorization. 
H

ow
ever, individual channels in a braided stream

 or river, or 
individual arm

s of a large, irregularly shaped w
etland or lake, 

etc., are not separate w
aterbodies, and crossings of such features 

cannot be considered separately. 
Single and com

plete non-linear project: For non-linear 
projects, the term

 “single and com
plete project” is defined at 33 

C
FR

 330.2(i) as the total project proposed or accom
plished by 

one ow
ner/developer or partnership or other association of 

ow
ners/developers.  A

 single and com
plete non-linear project 

m
ust have independent utility (see definition of “independent 

utility”).  Single and com
plete non-linear projects m

ay not be 
“piecem

ealed” to avoid the lim
its in an N

W
P authorization. 

Storm
w

ater m
anagem

ent: Storm
water m

anagem
ent is the 

m
echanism

 for controlling storm
w

ater runoff for the purposes of 
reducing dow

nstream
 erosion, w

ater quality degradation, and 
flooding and m

itigating the adverse effects of changes in land 
use on the aquatic environm

ent. 
Storm

w
ater m

anagem
ent facilities: Storm

w
ater m

anagem
ent 

facilities are those facilities, including but not lim
ited to, 

storm
w

ater retention and detention ponds and best m
anagem

ent 
practices, w

hich retain w
ater for a period of tim

e to control 
runoff and/or im

prove the quality (i.e., by reducing the 
concentration of nutrients, sedim

ents, hazardous substances and 
other pollutants) of storm

w
ater runoff. 

Stream
 bed: The substrate of the stream

 channel betw
een the 

ordinary high-w
ater m

arks. The substrate m
ay be bedrock or 

inorganic particles that range in size from
 clay to boulders. 

W
etlands contiguous to the stream

 bed, but outside of the 
ordinary high-w

ater m
arks, are not considered part of the stream

 
bed. 

Stream
 channelization: The m

anipulation of a stream
’s course, 

condition, capacity, or location that causes m
ore than m

inim
al 

interruption of norm
al stream

 processes. A
 channelized 

jurisdictional stream
 rem

ains a w
ater of the U

nited States. 
Structure: A

n object that is arranged in a definite pattern of 
organization. Exam

ples of structures include, w
ithout lim

itation, 
any pier, boat dock, boat ram

p, w
harf, dolphin, w

eir, boom
, 

breakwater, bulkhead, revetm
ent, riprap, jetty, artificial island, 

artificial reef, perm
anent m

ooring structure, pow
er transm

ission 
line, perm

anently m
oored floating vessel, piling, aid to 

navigation, or any other m
anm

ade obstacle or obstruction. 
T

idal w
etland: A

 tidal w
etland is a jurisdictional w

etland that is 
inundated by tidal w

aters. Tidal w
aters rise and fall in a 

predictable and m
easurable rhythm

 or cycle due to the 
gravitational pulls of the m

oon and sun. Tidal w
aters end w

here 
the rise and fall of the w

ater surface can no longer be practically 
m

easured in a predictable rhythm
 due to m

asking by other 
w

aters, w
ind, or other effects. Tidal w

etlands are located channel 
w

ard of the high tide line. 
T

ribal lands:  A
ny lands title to w

hich is either: 1) held in trust 
by the U

nited States for the benefit of any Indian tribe or 
individual; or 2) held by any Indian tribe or individual subject to 
restrictions by the U

nited States against alienation. 
T

ribal rights:  Those rights legally accruing to a tribe or tribes 
by virtue of inherent sovereign authority, unextinguished 
aboriginal title, treaty, statute, judicial decisions, executive order 
or agreem

ent, and that give rise to legally enforceable rem
edies. 

V
egetated shallow

s: V
egetated shallow

s are special aquatic 
sites under the 404(b)(1) G

uidelines. They are areas that are 
perm

anently inundated and under norm
al circum

stances have 
rooted aquatic vegetation, such as seagrasses in m

arine and 
estuarine system

s and a variety of vascular rooted plants in 
freshw

ater system
s. 

W
aterbody: For purposes of the N

W
Ps, a w

aterbody is a “w
ater 

of the U
nited States.” If a w

etland is adjacent to a w
aterbody 

determ
ined to be a w

ater of the U
nited States, that w

aterbody 
and any adjacent w

etlands are considered together as a single 
aquatic unit (see 33 C

FR 328.4(c)(2)).  
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 36. B
oat R

am
ps. A

ctivities required for the construction, repair, 
or replacem

ent of boat ram
ps, provided the activity m

eets all of 
the follow

ing criteria:  
(a) The discharge of dredged or fill m

aterial into w
aters of the 

U
nited States does not exceed 50 cubic yards of concrete, 

rock, crushed stone or gravel into form
s, or in the form

 of pre-
cast concrete planks or slabs, unless the district engineer 
w

aives the 50 cubic yard lim
it by m

aking a w
ritten 

determ
ination concluding that the discharge of dredged or fill 

m
aterial w

ill result in no m
ore than m

inim
al adverse 

environm
ental effects;  

(b) The boat ram
p does not exceed 20 feet in w

idth, unless the 
district engineer w

aives this criterion by m
aking a w

ritten 
determ

ination concluding that the discharge of dredged or fill 
m

aterial w
ill result in no m

ore than m
inim

al adverse 
environm

ental effects;  
(c) The base m

aterial is crushed stone, gravel or other suitable 
m

aterial;  
(d) The excavation is lim

ited to the area necessary for site 
preparation and all excavated m

aterial is rem
oved to an area 

that has no w
aters of the U

nited States; and,  
(e) N

o m
aterial is placed in special aquatic sites, including 

w
etlands. The use of unsuitable m

aterial that is structurally 
unstable is not authorized. If dredging in navigable w

aters of 
the U

nited States is necessary to provide access to the boat 
ram

p, the dredging m
ust be authorized by another N

W
P, a 

regional general perm
it, or an individual perm

it.  
N

otification: The perm
ittee m

ust subm
it a pre-construction 

notification to the district engineer prior to com
m

encing the 
activity if:  

(1) The discharge of dredged or fill m
aterial into w

aters of the 
U

nited States exceeds 50 cubic yards, or  
(2) the boat ram

p exceeds 20 feet in w
idth. (See general 

condition 32.) (A
uthorities: Sections 10 and 404). 

 A
. 

R
egional C

onditions 

 
1.  

R
egional C

onditions for C
alifornia 

2. 
R

egional C
onditions for N

evada and U
tah 

B
. 

N
ationw

ide Perm
it G

eneral C
onditions 

N
ote: To qualify for N

W
P authorization, the prospective 

perm
ittee m

ust com
ply w

ith the follow
ing general conditions, as 

applicable, in addition to any regional or case-specific conditions 
im

posed by the division engineer or district engineer. 
Prospective perm

ittees should contact the appropriate C
orps 

district office to determ
ine if regional conditions have been 

im
posed on an N

W
P. Prospective perm

ittees should also contact 
the appropriate C

orps district office to determ
ine the status of 

C
lean W

ater A
ct Section 401 w

ater quality certification and/or 
C

oastal Zone M
anagem

ent A
ct consistency for an N

W
P. Every 

person w
ho m

ay w
ish to obtain perm

it authorization under one 
or m

ore N
W

Ps, or w
ho is currently relying on an existing or 

prior perm
it authorization under one or m

ore N
W

Ps, has been 
and is on notice that all of the provisions of 33 C

FR 330.1 
through 330.6 apply to every N

W
P authorization. N

ote 
especially 33 C

FR 330.5 relating to the m
odification, 

suspension, or revocation of any N
W

P authorization. 

 
1.  

N
avigation.   

 
(a) N

o activity m
ay cause m

ore than a m
inim

al 
adverse effect on navigation. 

 
 (b) A

ny safety lights and signals prescribed by the 
U

.S. C
oast G

uard, through regulations or otherw
ise, m

ust 
be installed and m

aintained at the perm
ittee's expense on 

authorized facilities in navigable w
aters of the U

nited 
States. 

 
 (c) The perm

ittee understands and agrees that, if 
future operations by the U

nited States require the 
rem

oval, relocation, or other alteration, of the structure or 
w

ork herein authorized, or if, in the opinion of the 
Secretary of the A

rm
y or his or her authorized 

representative, said structure or w
ork shall cause 

unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation of the 
navigable w

aters, the perm
ittee w

ill be required, upon due 
notice from

 the C
orps of Engineers, to rem

ove, relocate, 
or alter the structural w

ork or obstructions caused thereby, 
w

ithout expense to the U
nited States. N

o claim
 shall be 

m
ade against the U

nited States on account of any such 
rem

oval or alteration. 
 

2. 
A

quatic L
ife M

ovem
ents. N

o activity m
ay 

substantially disrupt the necessary life cycle m
ovem

ents of 
those species of aquatic life indigenous to the w

aterbody, 
including those species that norm

ally m
igrate through the area, 

unless the activity's prim
ary purpose is to im

pound w
ater.  A

ll 
perm

anent and tem
porary crossings of w

aterbodies shall be 
suitably culverted, bridged, or otherw

ise designed and 
constructed to m

aintain low
 flow

s to sustain the m
ovem

ent of 
those aquatic species.  If a bottom

less culvert cannot be used, 
then the crossing should be designed and constructed to 
m

inim
ize adverse effects to aquatic life m

ovem
ents. 



 
 3. 

Spaw
ning A

reas. A
ctivities in spaw

ning areas during 
spaw

ning seasons m
ust be avoided to the m

axim
um

 extent 
practicable. A

ctivities that result in the physical destruction (e.g., 
through excavation, fill, or dow

nstream
 sm

othering by 
substantial turbidity) of an im

portant spaw
ning area are not 

authorized. 
 

 4. 
M

igratory B
ird B

reeding A
reas. A

ctivities in w
aters 

of the U
nited States that serve as breeding areas for m

igratory 
birds m

ust be avoided to the m
axim

um
 extent practicable. 

 
5. 

Shellfish B
eds. N

o activity m
ay occur in areas of 

concentrated shellfish populations, unless the activity is directly 
related to a shellfish harvesting activity authorized by N

W
Ps 4 

and 48, or is a shellfish seeding or habitat restoration activity 
authorized by N

W
P 27. 

 
6. 

Suitable M
aterial. N

o activity m
ay use unsuitable 

m
aterial (e.g., trash, debris, car bodies, asphalt, etc.). M

aterial 
used for construction or discharged m

ust be free from
 toxic 

pollutants in toxic am
ounts (see section 307 of the C

lean W
ater 

A
ct). 
 

7. 
W

ater Supply Intakes. N
o activity m

ay occur in the 
proxim

ity of a public w
ater supply intake, except w

here the 
activity is for the repair or im

provem
ent of public w

ater supply 
intake structures or adjacent bank stabilization.   

 
8. 

A
dverse E

ffects From
 Im

poundm
ents.  If the activity 

creates an im
poundm

ent of w
ater, adverse effects to the aquatic 

system
 due to accelerating the passage of w

ater, and/or 
restricting its flow

 m
ust be m

inim
ized to the m

axim
um

 extent 
practicable.   

 
9. 

M
anagem

ent of W
ater Flow

s. To the m
axim

um
 extent 

practicable, the pre-construction course, condition, capacity, and 
location of open w

aters m
ust be m

aintained for each activity, 
including stream

 channelization, storm
 w

ater m
anagem

ent 
activities, and tem

porary and perm
anent road crossings, except 

as provided below
. The activity m

ust be constructed to w
ithstand 

expected high flow
s. The activity m

ust not restrict or im
pede the 

passage of norm
al or high flow

s, unless the prim
ary purpose of 

the activity is to im
pound w

ater or m
anage high flow

s. The 
activity m

ay alter the pre-construction course, condition, 
capacity, and location of open w

aters if it benefits the aquatic 
environm

ent (e.g., stream
 restoration or relocation activities). 

 
10. Fills W

ithin 100-Y
ear Floodplains. The activity m

ust 
com

ply w
ith applicable FEM

A
-approved state or local 

floodplain m
anagem

ent requirem
ents. 

 
11. E

quipm
ent. H

eavy equipm
ent w

orking in w
etlands or 

m
udflats m

ust be placed on m
ats, or other m

easures m
ust be 

taken to m
inim

ize soil disturbance. 
 

12. Soil E
rosion and Sedim

ent C
ontrols. A

ppropriate soil 
erosion and sedim

ent controls m
ust be used and m

aintained in 
effective operating condition during construction, and all 
exposed soil and other fills, as w

ell as any w
ork below

 the 
ordinary high w

ater m
ark or high tide line, m

ust be perm
anently 

stabilized at the earliest practicable date. Perm
ittees are 

encouraged to perform
 w

ork w
ithin w

aters of the U
nited States 

during periods of low
-flow

 or no-flow
, or during low

 tides. 
 

13. R
em

oval of T
em

porary Fills. Tem
porary structures 

m
ust be rem

oved, to the m
axim

um
 extent practicable, after their 

use has been discontinued. Tem
porary fills m

ust be rem
oved in 

their entirety and the affected areas returned to pre-construction 
elevations. The affected areas m

ust be revegetated, as 
appropriate. 

 
14. Proper M

aintenance. A
ny authorized structure or fill 

shall be properly m
aintained, including m

aintenance to ensure 
public safety and com

pliance w
ith applicable N

W
P general 

conditions, as w
ell as any activity-specific conditions added by 

the district engineer to an N
W

P authorization. 
 

15.  Single and C
om

plete Project. The activity m
ust be a 

single and com
plete project. The sam

e N
W

P cannot be used 
m

ore than once for the sam
e single and com

plete project. 

 
16.  W

ild and Scenic R
ivers.  

 
(a) N

o N
W

P activity m
ay occur in a com

ponent of the 
N

ational W
ild and Scenic R

iver System
, or in a river 

officially designated by C
ongress as a “study river” for 

possible inclusion in the system
 w

hile the river is in an 
official study status, unless the appropriate Federal agency 
w

ith direct m
anagem

ent responsibility for such river, has 
determ

ined in w
riting that the proposed activity w

ill not 
adversely affect the W

ild and Scenic R
iver designation or 

study status. 
 

(b) If a proposed N
W

P activity w
ill occur in a 

com
ponent of the N

ational W
ild and Scenic R

iver System
, 

or in a river officially designated by C
ongress as a “study 

river” for possible inclusion in the system
 w

hile the river is 
in an official study status, the perm

ittee m
ust subm

it a pre-
construction notification (see general condition 32). The 
district engineer w

ill coordinate the PC
N

 w
ith the Federal 

agency w
ith direct m

anagem
ent responsibility for that river.  

Perm
ittees shall not begin the N

W
P activity until notified by 

the district engineer that the Federal agency w
ith direct 

m
anagem

ent responsibility for that river has determ
ined in 

w
riting that the proposed N

W
P activity w

ill not adversely 
affect the W

ild and Scenic R
iver designation or study status. 

 
(c) Inform

ation on W
ild and Scenic R

ivers m
ay be 

obtained from
 the appropriate Federal land m

anagem
ent 

agency responsible for the designated W
ild and Scenic 

R
iver or study river (e.g., N

ational Park Service, U
.S. Forest 

Service, B
ureau of Land M

anagem
ent, U

.S. Fish and 
W

ildlife Service). Inform
ation on these rivers is also 

available at: h ttps://w
w

w
.rivers.gov/. 

 
17. T

ribal R
ights. N

o activity or its operation m
ay im

pair 
reserved tribal rights, including, but not lim

ited to, reserved 
w

ater rights and treaty fishing and hunting rights. 

 
18.  E

ndangered Species.  
 

(a) N
o activity is authorized under any N

W
P w

hich 
is likely to directly or indirectly jeopardize the continued 
existence of a threatened or endangered species or a 
species proposed for such designation, as identified under 
the Federal Endangered Species A

ct (ESA
), or w

hich w
ill 

directly or indirectly destroy or adversely m
odify 

designated critical habitat or critical habitat proposed for 
such designation. N

o activity is authorized under any 
N

W
P w

hich “m
ay affect” a listed species or critical 

habitat, unless ESA
 section 7 consultation addressing the 



consequences of the proposed activity on listed species or 
critical habitat has been com

pleted. See 50 C
FR 402.02 

for the definition of “effects of the action” for the 
purposes of ESA

 section 7 consultation, as w
ell as 50 

C
FR

 402.17, w
hich provides further explanation under 

ESA
 section 7 regarding “activities that are reasonably 

certain to occur” and “consequences caused by the 
proposed action.” 

 
(b) Federal agencies should follow

 their ow
n 

procedures for com
plying w

ith the requirem
ents of the 

ESA
 (see 33 C

FR
 330.4(f)(1)). If pre-construction 

notification is required for the proposed activity, the 
Federal perm

ittee m
ust provide the district engineer w

ith 
the appropriate docum

entation to dem
onstrate com

pliance 
w

ith those requirem
ents. The district engineer w

ill verify 
that the appropriate docum

entation has been subm
itted. If 

the appropriate docum
entation has not been subm

itted, 
additional ESA

 section 7 consultation m
ay be necessary 

for the activity and the respective federal agency w
ould 

be responsible for fulfilling its obligation under section 7 
of the ESA

. 
 

(c) 
N

on-federal perm
ittees m

ust subm
it a pre-

construction notification to the district engineer if any 
listed species (or species proposed for listing) or 
designated critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed 
such designation) m

ight be affected or is in the vicinity of 
the activity, or if the activity is located in designated 
critical habitat or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation, and shall not begin w

ork on the activity until 
notified by the district engineer that the requirem

ents of 
the ESA

 have been satisfied and that the activity is 
authorized. For activities that m

ight affect Federally-listed 
endangered or threatened species (or species proposed for 
listing) or designated critical habitat (or critical habitat 
proposed for such designation), the pre-construction 
notification m

ust include the nam
e(s) of the endangered 

or threatened species (or species proposed for listing) that 
m

ight be affected by the proposed activity or that utilize 
the designated critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed 
for such designation) that m

ight be affected by the 
proposed activity. The district engineer w

ill determ
ine 

w
hether the proposed activity “m

ay affect” or w
ill have 

“no effect” to listed species and designated critical habitat 
and w

ill notify the non-Federal applicant of the C
orps’ 

determ
ination w

ithin 45 days of receipt of a com
plete pre-

construction notification. For activities w
here the non-

Federal applicant has identified listed species (or species 
proposed for listing) or designated critical habitat (or 
critical habitat proposed for such designation) that m

ight 
be affected or is in the vicinity of the activity, and has so 
notified the C

orps, the applicant shall not begin w
ork until 

the C
orps has provided notification that the proposed 

activity w
ill have “no effect” on listed species (or species 

proposed for listing or designated critical habitat (or 
critical habitat proposed for such designation), or until 
ESA

 section 7 consultation or conference has been 
com

pleted. If the non-Federal applicant has not heard 
back from

 the C
orps w

ithin 45 days, the applicant m
ust 

still w
ait for notification from

 the C
orps. 

 
(d) A

s a result of form
al or inform

al consultation or 
conference w

ith the FW
S or N

M
FS the district engineer 

m
ay add species-specific perm

it conditions to the N
W

Ps. 
 

(e) 
A

uthorization of an activity by an N
W

P does not 
authorize the “take” of a threatened or endangered species 
as defined under the ESA

. In the absence of separate 
authorization (e.g., an ESA

 Section 10 Perm
it, a 

B
iological O

pinion w
ith “incidental take” provisions, etc.) 

from
 the FW

S or the N
M

FS, the Endangered Species A
ct 

prohibits any person subject to the jurisdiction of the 
U

nited States to take a listed species, w
here "take" m

eans 
to harass, harm

, pursue, hunt, shoot, w
ound, kill, trap, 

capture, or collect, or to attem
pt to engage in any such 

conduct. The w
ord “harm

” in the definition of “take'' 
m

eans an act w
hich actually kills or injures w

ildlife. Such 
an act m

ay include significant habitat m
odification or 

degradation w
here it actually kills or injures w

ildlife by 
significantly im

pairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, feeding or sheltering. 

 
(f) 

If the non-federal perm
ittee has a valid ESA

 
section 10(a)(1)(B

) incidental take perm
it w

ith an 
approved H

abitat C
onservation Plan for a project or a 

group of projects that includes the proposed N
W

P 
activity, the non-federal applicant should provide a copy 
of that ESA

 section 10(a)(1)(B
) perm

it w
ith the PC

N
 

required by paragraph (c) of this general condition. The 
district engineer w

ill coordinate w
ith the agency that 

issued the ESA
 section 10(a)(1)(B) perm

it to determ
ine 

w
hether the proposed N

W
P activity and the associated 

incidental take w
ere considered in the internal ESA

 
section 7 consultation conducted for the ESA

 section 
10(a)(1)(B) perm

it.  If that coordination results in 
c oncurrence from

 the agency that the proposed N
W

P 
activity and the associated incidental take w

ere 
considered in the internal ESA

 section 7 consultation for 
the ESA

 section 10(a)(1)(B
) perm

it, the district engineer 
does not need to conduct a separate ESA

 section 7 
consultation for the proposed N

W
P activity.  The district 

engineer w
ill notify the non-federal applicant w

ithin 45 
days of receipt of a com

plete pre-construction notification 
w

hether the ESA
 section 10(a)(1)(B) perm

it covers the 
proposed N

W
P activity or w

hether additional ESA
 

section 7 consultation is required. 
 

(g) 
Inform

ation on the location of threatened and 
endangered species and their critical habitat can be 
obtained directly from

 the offices of the FW
S and N

M
FS 

or their w
orld w

ide w
eb pages at https://w

w
w

.fw
s.gov/ or 

https://w
w

w
.fw

s.gov/ipac/ and 
https://w

w
w

.fisheries.noaa.gov/topic/endangered-species-
conservation respectively. 

 
19. M

igratory B
irds and B

ald and G
olden E

agles. The 
perm

ittee is responsible for ensuring that an action authorized by 
an N

W
P com

plies w
ith the M

igratory B
ird Treaty A

ct and the 
B

ald and G
olden Eagle Protection A

ct. The perm
ittee is 

responsible for contacting the appropriate local office of the U
.S. 

Fish and W
ildlife Service to determ

ine w
hat m

easures, if any, 
are necessary or appropriate to reduce adverse effects to 
m

igratory birds or eagles, including w
hether "incidental take" 

perm
its are necessary and available under the M

igratory B
ird 



Treaty A
ct or B

ald and G
olden Eagle Protection A

ct for a 
particular activity. 

 
20. H

istoric Properties. 
 

(a)  N
o activity is authorized under any N

W
P w

hich 
m

ay have the potential to cause effects to properties 
listed, or eligible for listing, in the N

ational R
egister of 

H
istoric Places until the requirem

ents of Section 106 of 
the N

ational H
istoric Preservation A

ct (N
H

PA
) have been 

satisfied. 
 

(b) Federal perm
ittees should follow

 their ow
n 

procedures for com
plying w

ith the requirem
ents of 

section 106 of the N
ational H

istoric Preservation A
ct (see 

33 C
FR

 330.4(g)(1)). If pre-construction notification is 
required for the proposed N

W
P activity, the Federal 

perm
ittee m

ust provide the district engineer w
ith the 

appropriate docum
entation to dem

onstrate com
pliance 

w
ith those requirem

ents. The district engineer w
ill verify 

that the appropriate docum
entation has been subm

itted. If 
the appropriate docum

entation is not subm
itted, then 

additional consultation under section 106 m
ay be 

necessary. The respective federal agency is responsible 
for fulfilling its obligation to com

ply w
ith section 106. 

 
(c) 

N
on-federal perm

ittees m
ust subm

it a pre-
construction notification to the district engineer if the 
N

W
P activity m

ight have the potential to cause effects to 
any historic properties listed on, determ

ined to be eligible 
for listing on, or potentially eligible for listing on the 
N

ational R
egister of H

istoric Places, including previously 
unidentified properties.  For such activities, the pre-
construction notification m

ust state w
hich historic 

properties m
ight have the potential to be affected by the 

proposed N
W

P activity or include a vicinity m
ap 

indicating the location of the historic properties or the 
potential for the presence of historic properties. 
A

ssistance regarding inform
ation on the location of, or 

potential for, the presence of historic properties can be 
sought from

 the State H
istoric Preservation O

fficer, Tribal 
H

istoric Preservation O
fficer, or designated tribal 

representative, as appropriate, and the N
ational R

egister 
of H

istoric Places (see 33 C
FR 330.4(g)). W

hen 
review

ing pre-construction notifications, district 
engineers w

ill com
ply w

ith the current procedures for 
addressing the requirem

ents of section 106 of the N
ational 

H
istoric Preservation A

ct. The district engineer shall 
m

ake a reasonable and good faith effort to carry out 
appropriate identification efforts com

m
ensurate w

ith 
potential im

pacts, w
hich m

ay include background 
research, consultation, oral history interview

s, sam
ple 

field investigation, and/or field survey.  B
ased on the 

inform
ation subm

itted in the PC
N

 and these identification 
efforts, the district engineer shall determ

ine w
hether the 

proposed N
W

P activity has the potential to cause effects 
on the historic properties. Section 106 consultation is not 
required w

hen the district engineer determ
ines that the 

activity does not have the potential to cause effects on 
historic properties (see 36 C

FR 800.3(a)).  Section 106 
consultation is required w

hen the district engineer 
determ

ines that the activity has the potential to cause 
effects on historic properties.  The district engineer w

ill 

conduct consultation w
ith consulting parties identified 

under 36 C
FR

 800.2(c) w
hen he or she m

akes any of the 
follow

ing effect determ
inations for the purposes of 

section 106 of the N
H

PA
: no historic properties affected, 

no adverse effect, or adverse effect. 
 

(d) W
here the non-Federal applicant has identified 

historic properties on w
hich the proposed N

W
P activity 

m
ight have the potential to cause effects and has so 

notified the C
orps, the non-Federal applicant shall not 

begin the activity until notified by the district engineer 
either that the activity has no potential to cause effects to 
historic properties or that N

H
PA

 section 106 consultation 
has been com

pleted.  For non-federal perm
ittees, the 

district engineer w
ill notify the prospective perm

ittee 
w

ithin 45 days of receipt of a com
plete pre-construction 

notification w
hether N

H
PA

 section 106 consultation is 
required.  If N

H
PA

 section 106 consultation is required, 
the district engineer w

ill notify the non-Federal applicant 
that he or she cannot begin the activity until section 106 
consultation is com

pleted. If the non-Federal applicant 
has not heard back from

 the C
orps w

ithin 45 days, the 
applicant m

ust still w
ait for notification from

 the C
orps. 

 
(e) 

Prospective perm
ittees should be aware that 

section 110(k) of the N
H

PA
 (54 U

.S.C
. 306113) prevents 

the C
orps from

 granting a perm
it or other assistance to an 

applicant w
ho, w

ith intent to avoid the requirem
ents of 

section 106 of the N
H

PA
, has intentionally significantly 

adversely affected a historic property to w
hich the perm

it 
w

ould relate, or having legal pow
er to prevent it, allow

ed 
such significant adverse effect to occur, unless the C

orps, 
after consultation w

ith the A
dvisory C

ouncil on H
istoric 

Preservation (A
C

H
P), determ

ines that circum
stances 

justify granting such assistance despite the adverse effect 
created or perm

itted by the applicant.  If circum
stances 

justify granting the assistance, the C
orps is required to 

notify the A
C

H
P and provide docum

entation specifying 
the circum

stances, the degree of dam
age to the integrity 

of  any historic properties affected, and proposed 
m

itigation.  This docum
entation m

ust include any view
s 

obtained from
 the applicant, SH

PO
/TH

PO
, appropriate 

Indian tribes if the undertaking occurs on or affects 
historic properties on tribal lands or affects properties of 
interest to those tribes, and other parties know

n to have a 
legitim

ate interest in the im
pacts to the perm

itted activity 
on historic properties. 

 
21. D

iscovery of Previously U
nknow

n R
em

ains and 
A

rtifacts.  Perm
ittees that discover any previously unknow

n 
historic, cultural or archeological rem

ains and artifacts w
hile 

accom
plishing the activity authorized by an N

W
P, they m

ust 
im

m
ediately notify the district engineer of w

hat they have found, 
and to the m

axim
um

 extent practicable, avoid construction 
activities that m

ay affect the rem
ains and artifacts until the 

required coordination has been com
pleted. The district engineer 

w
ill initiate the Federal, Tribal, and state coordination required 

to determ
ine if the item

s or rem
ains w

arrant a recovery effort or 
if the site is eligible for listing in the N

ational R
egister of 

H
istoric Places. 

 



 
22. D

esignated C
ritical R

esource W
aters. C

ritical 
resource w

aters include, N
O

A
A

-m
anaged m

arine sanctuaries 
and m

arine m
onum

ents, and N
ational Estuarine R

esearch 
R

eserves. The district engineer m
ay designate, after notice and 

opportunity for public com
m

ent, additional w
aters officially 

designated by a state as having particular environm
ental or 

ecological significance, such as outstanding national resource 
w

aters or state natural heritage sites. The district engineer m
ay 

also designate additional critical resource w
aters after notice and 

opportunity for public com
m

ent. 
 

(a) D
ischarges of dredged or fill m

aterial into w
aters 

of the U
nited States are not authorized by N

W
Ps 7, 12, 

14, 16, 17, 21, 29, 31, 35, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 49, 50, 51, 
52, 57 and 58 for any activity w

ithin, or directly affecting, 
critical resource w

aters, including w
etlands adjacent to 

such w
aters. 

 
(b) For N

W
Ps 3, 8, 10, 13, 15, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25, 27, 

28, 30, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, and 54, notification is required 
in accordance w

ith general condition 32, for any activity 
proposed by perm

ittees in the designated critical resource 
w

aters including w
etlands adjacent to those w

aters. The 
district engineer m

ay authorize activities under these 
N

W
Ps only after she or he determ

ines that the im
pacts to 

the critical resource w
aters w

ill be no m
ore than m

inim
al. 

 
23.  M

itigation. The district engineer w
ill consider the 

follow
ing factors w

hen determ
ining appropriate and practicable 

m
itigation necessary to ensure that the individual and cum

ulative 
adverse environm

ental effects are no m
ore than m

inim
al: 

 
(a) The activity m

ust be designed and constructed to 
avoid and m

inim
ize adverse effects, both tem

porary and 
perm

anent, to w
aters of the U

nited States to the m
axim

um
 

extent practicable at the project site (i.e., on site). 
 

(b) M
itigation in all its form

s (avoiding, m
inim

izing, 
rectifying, reducing, or com

pensating for resource losses) 
w

ill be required to the extent necessary to ensure that the 
individual and cum

ulative adverse environm
ental effects 

are no m
ore than m

inim
al. 

 
(c) 

C
om

pensatory m
itigation at a m

inim
um

 one-for-
one ratio w

ill be required for all w
etland losses that 

exceed 1/10-acre and require pre-construction 
notification, unless the district engineer determ

ines in 
w

riting that either som
e other form

 of m
itigation w

ould 
be m

ore environm
entally appropriate or the adverse 

environm
ental effects of the proposed activity are no 

m
ore than m

inim
al, and provides an activity-specific 

w
aiver of this requirem

ent. For w
etland losses of 1/10-

acre or less that require pre-construction notification, the 
district engineer m

ay determ
ine on a case-by-case basis 

that com
pensatory m

itigation is required to ensure that the 
activity results in only m

inim
al adverse environm

ental 
effects. 

 
(d) C

om
pensatory m

itigation at a m
inim

um
 one-for-

one ratio w
ill be required for all losses of stream

 bed that 
exceed 3/100-acre and require pre-construction 
notification, unless the district engineer determ

ines in 
w

riting that either som
e other form

 of m
itigation w

ould 
be m

ore environm
entally appropriate or the adverse 

environm
ental effects of the proposed activity are no 

m
ore than m

inim
al, and provides an activity-specific 

w
aiver of this requirem

ent. This com
pensatory m

itigation 
requirem

ent m
ay be satisfied through the restoration or 

enhancem
ent of riparian areas next to stream

s in 
accordance w

ith paragraph (e) of this general condition.  
For losses of stream

 bed of 3/100-acre or less that require 
pre-construction notification, the district engineer m

ay 
determ

ine on a case-by-case basis that com
pensatory 

m
itigation is required to ensure that the activity results in 

only m
inim

al adverse environm
ental effects.  

C
om

pensatory m
itigation for losses of stream

s should be 
provided, if practicable, through stream

 rehabilitation, 
enhancem

ent, or preservation, since stream
s are difficult-

to-replace resources (see 33 C
FR

 332.3(e)(3)).  
 

(e) 
C

om
pensatory m

itigation plans for N
W

P 
activities in or near stream

s or other open w
aters w

ill 
norm

ally include a requirem
ent for the restoration or 

enhancem
ent, m

aintenance, and legal protection (e.g., 
conservation easem

ents) of riparian areas next to open 
w

aters. In som
e cases, the restoration or 

m
aintenance/protection of riparian areas m

ay be the only 
com

pensatory m
itigation required. If restoring riparian 

areas involves planting vegetation, only native species 
should be planted. The w

idth of the required riparian area 
w

ill address docum
ented w

ater quality or aquatic habitat 
loss concerns. N

orm
ally, the riparian area w

ill be 25 to 50 
feet w

ide on each side of the stream
, but the district 

engineer m
ay require slightly w

ider riparian areas to 
address docum

ented w
ater quality or habitat loss 

c oncerns. If it is not possible to restore or m
aintain/protect 

a riparian area on both sides of a stream
, or if the 

w
aterbody is a lake or coastal w

aters, then restoring or 
m

aintaining/protecting a riparian area along a single bank 
or shoreline m

ay be sufficient. W
here both w

etlands and 
open w

aters exist on the project site, the district engineer 
w

ill determ
ine the appropriate com

pensatory m
itigation 

(e.g., riparian areas and/or w
etlands com

pensation) based 
on w

hat is best for the aquatic environm
ent on a 

w
atershed basis. In cases w

here riparian areas are 
determ

ined to be the m
ost appropriate form

 of 
m

inim
ization or com

pensatory m
itigation, the district 

engineer m
ay w

aive or reduce the requirem
ent to provide 

w
etland com

pensatory m
itigation for w

etland losses. 
 

(f) 
C

om
pensatory m

itigation projects provided to 
offset losses of aquatic resources m

ust com
ply w

ith the 
applicable provisions of 33 C

FR part 332. 
 

(1) The prospective perm
ittee is responsible for 

proposing an appropriate com
pensatory m

itigation 
option if com

pensatory m
itigation is necessary to 

ensure that the activity results in no m
ore than 

m
inim

al adverse environm
ental effects. For the 

N
W

Ps, the preferred m
echanism

 for providing 
com

pensatory m
itigation is m

itigation bank credits or 
in-lieu fee program

 credits (see 33 C
FR

 332.3(b)(2) 
and (3)). H

ow
ever, if an appropriate num

ber and type 
of m

itigation bank or in-lieu credits are not available 
at the tim

e the PC
N

 is subm
itted to the district 



engineer, the district engineer m
ay approve the use of 

perm
ittee-responsible m

itigation. 
 

(2) The am
ount of com

pensatory m
itigation 

required by the district engineer m
ust be sufficient to 

ensure that the authorized activity results in no m
ore 

than m
inim

al individual and cum
ulative adverse 

environm
ental effects (see 33 C

FR 330.1(e)(3)). (See 
also 33 C

FR
 332.3(f).) 

 
(3) Since the likelihood of success is greater and 

the im
pacts to potentially valuable uplands are 

reduced, aquatic resource restoration should be the 
first com

pensatory m
itigation option considered for 

perm
ittee-responsible m

itigation. 
 

(4) If perm
ittee-responsible m

itigation is the 
proposed option, the prospective perm

ittee is 
responsible for subm

itting a m
itigation plan. A

 
conceptual or detailed m

itigation plan m
ay be used 

by the district engineer to m
ake the decision on the 

N
W

P verification request, but a final m
itigation plan 

that addresses the applicable requirem
ents of 33 C

FR
 

332.4(c)(2) through (14) m
ust be approved by the 

district engineer before the perm
ittee begins w

ork in 
w

aters of the U
nited States, unless the district 

engineer determ
ines that prior approval of the final 

m
itigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to 

ensure tim
ely com

pletion of the required 
com

pensatory m
itigation (see 33 C

FR 332.3(k)(3)). If 
perm

ittee-responsible m
itigation is the proposed 

option, and the proposed com
pensatory m

itigation 
site is located on land in w

hich another federal 
agency holds an easem

ent, the district engineer w
ill 

coordinate w
ith that federal agency to determ

ine if 
proposed com

pensatory m
itigation project is 

com
patible w

ith the term
s of the easem

ent. 
 

(5) If m
itigation bank or in-lieu fee program

 
credits are the proposed option, the m

itigation plan 
needs to address only the baseline conditions at the 
im

pact site and the num
ber of credits to be provided 

(see 33 C
FR

 332.4(c)(1)(ii)).  
 

(6) C
om

pensatory m
itigation requirem

ents (e.g., 
resource type and am

ount to be provided as 
com

pensatory m
itigation, site protection, ecological 

perform
ance standards, m

onitoring requirem
ents) 

m
ay be addressed through conditions added to the 

N
W

P authorization, instead of com
ponents of a 

com
pensatory m

itigation plan (see 33 C
FR

 
332.4(c)(1)(ii)). 

 
(g) 

C
om

pensatory m
itigation w

ill not be used to 
increase the acreage losses allow

ed by the acreage lim
its 

of the N
W

Ps. For exam
ple, if an N

W
P has an acreage 

lim
it of 1/2-acre, it cannot be used to authorize any N

W
P 

activity resulting in the loss of greater than 1/2-acre of 
w

aters of the U
nited States, even if com

pensatory 
m

itigation is provided that replaces or restores som
e of 

the lost w
aters. H

ow
ever, com

pensatory m
itigation can 

and should be used, as necessary, to ensure that an N
W

P 
activity already m

eeting the established acreage lim
its 

also satisfies the no m
ore than m

inim
al im

pact 
requirem

ent for the N
W

Ps. 
 

(h) Perm
ittees m

ay propose the use of m
itigation 

banks, in-lieu fee program
s, or perm

ittee-responsible 
m

itigation. W
hen developing a com

pensatory m
itigation 

proposal, the perm
ittee m

ust consider appropriate and 
practicable options consistent w

ith the fram
ew

ork at 33 
C

FR
 332.3(b).  For activities resulting in the loss of 

m
arine or estuarine resources, perm

ittee-responsible 
m

itigation m
ay be environm

entally preferable if there are 
no m

itigation banks or in-lieu fee program
s in the area 

that have m
arine or estuarine credits available for sale or 

transfer to the perm
ittee. For perm

ittee-responsible 
m

itigation, the special conditions of the N
W

P verification 
m

ust clearly indicate the party or parties responsible for 
the im

plem
entation and perform

ance of the com
pensatory 

m
itigation project, and, if required, its long-term

 
m

anagem
ent. 

 
(i) 

W
here certain functions and services of w

aters of 
the U

nited States are perm
anently adversely affected by a 

regulated activity, such as discharges of dredged or fill 
m

aterial into w
aters of the U

nited States that w
ill convert 

a forested or scrub-shrub w
etland to a herbaceous w

etland 
in a perm

anently m
aintained utility line right-of-w

ay, 
m

itigation m
ay be required to reduce the adverse 

environm
ental effects of the activity to the no m

ore than 
m

inim
al level. 

 
24. Safety of Im

poundm
ent Structures. To ensure that all 

im
poundm

ent structures are safely designed, the district engineer 
m

ay require non-Federal applicants to dem
onstrate that the 

structures com
ply w

ith established state or federal, dam
 safety 

criteria or have been designed by qualified persons. The district 
engineer m

ay also require docum
entation that the design has 

be en independently review
ed by sim

ilarly qualified persons, and 
appropriate m

odifications m
ade to ensure safety. 

 
25. W

ater Q
uality.  

 
 

(a) W
here the certifying authority (state, authorized 

tribe, or EPA
, as appropriate) has not previously certified 

com
pliance of an N

W
P w

ith C
W

A
 section 401, a C

W
A

 section 
401 w

ater quality certification for the proposed discharge m
ust 

be obtained or w
aived (see 33 C

FR 330.4(c)). If the perm
ittee 

cannot com
ply w

ith all of the conditions of a w
ater quality 

certification previously issued by certifying authority for the 
issuance of the N

W
P, then the perm

ittee m
ust obtain a w

ater 
quality certification or w

aiver for the proposed discharge in 
order for the activity to be authorized by an N

W
P. 

 
 

(b) If the N
W

P activity requires pre-construction 
notification and the certifying authority has not previously 
certified com

pliance of an N
W

P w
ith C

W
A

 section 401, the 
proposed discharge is not authorized by an N

W
P until w

ater 
quality certification is obtained or w

aived.  If the certifying 
authority issues a w

ater quality certification for the proposed 
discharge, the perm

ittee m
ust subm

it a copy of the certification 
to the district engineer. The discharge is not authorized by an 
N

W
P until the district engineer has notified the perm

ittee that 
the w

ater quality certification requirem
ent has been satisfied by 

the issuance of a w
ater quality certification or a w

aiver.  



 
 

(c) The district engineer or certifying authority m
ay 

require additional w
ater quality m

anagem
ent m

easures to ensure 
that the authorized activity does not result in m

ore than m
inim

al 
degradation of w

ater quality. 
 

26. C
oastal Z

one M
anagem

ent. In coastal states w
here an 

N
W

P has not previously received a state coastal zone 
m

anagem
ent consistency concurrence, an individual state coastal 

zone m
anagem

ent consistency concurrence m
ust be obtained, or 

a presum
ption of concurrence m

ust occur (see 33 C
FR

 330.4(d)). 
If the perm

ittee cannot com
ply w

ith all of the conditions of a 
coastal zone m

anagem
ent consistency concurrence previously 

issued by the state, then the perm
ittee m

ust obtain an individual 
coastal zone m

anagem
ent consistency concurrence or 

presum
ption of concurrence in order for the activity to be 

authorized by an N
W

P. The district engineer or a state m
ay 

require additional m
easures to ensure that the authorized activity 

is consistent w
ith state coastal zone m

anagem
ent requirem

ents. 
 

27. R
egional and C

ase-B
y-C

ase C
onditions. The activity 

m
ust com

ply w
ith any regional conditions that m

ay have been 
added by the D

ivision Engineer (see 33 C
FR

 330.4(e)) and w
ith 

any case specific conditions added by the C
orps or by the state, 

Indian Tribe, or U
.S. EPA

 in its C
W

A
 section 401 W

ater Q
uality 

C
ertification, or by the state in its C

oastal Zone M
anagem

ent 
A

ct consistency determ
ination. 

 
28.  U

se of M
ultiple N

ationw
ide Perm

its. The use of 
m

ore than one N
W

P for a single and com
plete project is 

authorized, subject to the follow
ing restrictions: 

 
 

(a)  If only one of the N
W

Ps used to authorize the 
single and com

plete project has a specified acreage lim
it, the 

acreage loss of w
aters of the U

nited States cannot exceed the 
acreage lim

it of the N
W

P w
ith the highest specified acreage 

lim
it. For exam

ple, if a road crossing over tidal w
aters is 

constructed under N
W

P 14, w
ith associated bank stabilization 

authorized by N
W

P 13, the m
axim

um
 acreage loss of w

aters of 
the U

nited States for the total project cannot exceed 1⁄3-acre. 
 

(b)  If one or m
ore of the N

W
Ps used to authorize the 

single and com
plete project has specified acreage lim

its, the 
acreage loss of w

aters of the U
nited States authorized by those 

N
W

Ps cannot exceed their respective specified acreage lim
its. 

For exam
ple, if a com

m
ercial developm

ent is constructed under 
N

W
P 39, and the single and com

plete project includes the filling 
of an upland ditch authorized by N

W
P 46, the m

axim
um

 acreage 
loss of w

aters of the U
nited States for the com

m
ercial 

developm
ent under N

W
P 39 cannot exceed 1/2-acre, and the 

total acreage loss of w
aters of U

nited States due to the N
W

P 39 
and 46 activities cannot exceed 1 acre. 

 
29. T

ransfer of N
ationw

ide Perm
it V

erifications. If the 
perm

ittee sells the property associated w
ith a nationw

ide perm
it 

verification, the perm
ittee m

ay transfer the nationw
ide perm

it 
verification to the new

 ow
ner by subm

itting a letter to the 
appropriate C

orps district office to validate the transfer. A
 copy 

of the nationw
ide perm

it verification m
ust be attached to the 

letter, and the letter m
ust contain the follow

ing statem
ent and 

signature: 
“W

hen the structures or w
ork authorized by this nationw

ide 
perm

it are still in existence at the tim
e the property is 

transferred, the term
s and conditions of this nationw

ide perm
it, 

including any special conditions, w
ill continue to be binding on 

the new
 ow

ner(s) of the property. To validate the transfer of this 
nationw

ide perm
it and the associated liabilities associated w

ith 
com

pliance w
ith its term

s and conditions, have the transferee 
sign and date below

.” 

_____________________________________________ 

(Transferee) 

_____________________________________________ 

(D
ate) 
 

30. C
om

pliance C
ertification. Each perm

ittee w
ho 

receives an N
W

P verification letter from
 the C

orps m
ust provide 

a signed certification docum
enting com

pletion of the authorized 
activity and im

plem
entation of any required com

pensatory 
m

itigation.   The success of any required perm
ittee-responsible 

m
itigation, including the achievem

ent of ecological perform
ance 

standards, w
ill be addressed separately by the district engineer. 

The C
orps w

ill provide the perm
ittee the certification docum

ent 
w

ith the N
W

P verification letter.  The certification docum
ent 

w
ill include: 

 
(a) A

 statem
ent that the authorized activity w

as done in 
accordance w

ith the N
W

P authorization, including any general, 
regional, or activity-specific conditions; 
 

 
(b) A

 statem
ent that the im

plem
entation of any required 

com
pensatory m

itigation w
as com

pleted in accordance w
ith the 

perm
it conditions. If credits from

 a m
itigation bank or in-lieu fee 

program
 are used to satisfy the com

pensatory m
itigation 

requirem
ents, the certification m

ust include the docum
entation 

required by 33 C
FR

 332.3(l)(3) to confirm
 that the perm

ittee 
secured the appropriate num

ber and resource type of credits; and 
 

 
(c) The signature of the perm

ittee certifying the 
com

pletion of the activity and m
itigation. 

The com
pleted certification docum

ent m
ust be subm

itted to the 
district engineer w

ithin 30 days of com
pletion of the authorized 

activity or the im
plem

entation of any required com
pensatory 

m
itigation, w

hichever occurs later. 
 

31. A
ctivities A

ffecting Structures or W
orks B

uilt by 
the U

nited States. If an N
W

P activity also requires review
 by, 

or perm
ission from

, the C
orps pursuant to 33 U

.S.C
. 408 

because it w
ill alter or tem

porarily or perm
anently occupy or use 

a U
.S. A

rm
y C

orps of Engineers (U
SA

C
E) federally authorized 

C
ivil W

orks project (a “U
SA

C
E project”), the prospective 

perm
ittee m

ust subm
it a pre-construction notification. See 

paragraph (b)(10) of general condition 32.  A
n activity that 

requires section 408 perm
ission and/or review

 is not authorized 
by an N

W
P until the appropriate C

orps office issues the section 
408 perm

ission or com
pletes its review

 to alter, occupy, or use 
the U

SA
C

E project, and the district engineer issues a w
ritten 

N
W

P verification. 
 

32. Pre-C
onstruction N

otification.  
 

(a)  Tim
ing. W

here required by the term
s of the 

N
W

P, the prospective perm
ittee m

ust notify the district 
engineer by subm

itting a pre-construction notification 
(PC

N
) as early as possible. The district engineer m

ust 
determ

ine if the PC
N

 is com
plete w

ithin 30 calendar days 
of the date of receipt and, if the PC

N
 is determ

ined to be 



incom
plete, notify the prospective perm

ittee w
ithin that 

30 day period to request the additional inform
ation 

necessary to m
ake the PC

N
 com

plete. The request m
ust 

specify the inform
ation needed to m

ake the PC
N

 
com

plete. A
s a general rule, district engineers w

ill request 
additional inform

ation necessary to m
ake the PC

N
 

com
plete only once. H

ow
ever, if the prospective 

perm
ittee does not provide all of the requested 

inform
ation, then the district engineer w

ill notify the 
prospective perm

ittee that the PC
N

 is still incom
plete and 

the PC
N

 review
 process w

ill not com
m

ence until all of 
the requested inform

ation has been received by the district 
engineer. The prospective perm

ittee shall not begin the 
activity until either: 

 
 (1) 

H
e or she is notified in w

riting by the 
district engineer that the activity m

ay proceed under 
the N

W
P w

ith any special conditions im
posed by the 

district or division engineer; or 
 

 (2) 
45 calendar days have passed from

 the 
district engineer’s receipt of the com

plete PC
N

 and 
the prospective perm

ittee has not received w
ritten 

notice from
 the district or division engineer. 

H
ow

ever, if the perm
ittee w

as required to notify the 
C

orps pursuant to general condition 18 that listed 
species or critical habitat m

ight be affected or are in 
the vicinity of the activity, or to notify the C

orps 
pursuant to general condition 20 that the activity 
m

ight have the potential to cause effects to historic 
properties, the perm

ittee cannot begin the activity 
until receiving w

ritten notification from
 the C

orps 
that there is “no effect” on listed species or “no 
potential to cause effects” on historic properties, or 
that any consultation required under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species A

ct (see 33 C
FR

 330.4(f)) 
and/or section 106 of the N

ational H
istoric 

Preservation A
ct (see 33 C

FR 330.4(g)) has been 
com

pleted. If the proposed activity requires a w
ritten 

w
aiver to exceed specified lim

its of an N
W

P, the 
perm

ittee m
ay not begin the activity until the district 

engineer issues the w
aiver. If the district or division 

engineer notifies the perm
ittee in w

riting that an 
individual perm

it is required w
ithin 45 calendar days 

of receipt of a com
plete PC

N
, the perm

ittee cannot 
begin the activity until an individual perm

it has been 
obtained. Subsequently, the perm

ittee’s right to 
proceed under the N

W
P m

ay be m
odified, suspended, 

or revoked only in accordance w
ith the procedure set 

forth in 33 C
FR

 330.5(d)(2). 
 

(b) C
ontents of Pre-C

onstruction N
otification: The 

PC
N

 m
ust be in w

riting and include the follow
ing 

inform
ation: 
 

(1) 
N

am
e, address and telephone num

bers of 
the prospective perm

ittee; 

 
(2) 

Location of the proposed activity; 
 

(3) 
Identify the specific N

W
P or N

W
P(s) the 

prospective perm
ittee w

ants to use to authorize the 
proposed activity; 

 
(4) 

 
 

 
(i) A

 description of the proposed activity; 
the activity’s purpose; direct and indirect adverse 
environm

ental effects the activity w
ould cause, 

including the anticipated am
ount of loss of w

etlands, 
other special aquatic sites, and other w

aters expected 
to result from

 the N
W

P activity, in acres, linear feet, 
or other appropriate unit of m

easure; a description of 
any proposed m

itigation m
easures intended to reduce 

the adverse environm
ental effects caused by the 

proposed activity; and any other N
W

P(s), regional 
general perm

it(s), or individual perm
it(s) used or 

intended to be used to authorize any part of the 
proposed project or any related activity, including 
other separate and distant crossings for linear projects 
that require D

epartm
ent of the A

rm
y authorization 

but do not require pre-construction notification. The 
description of the proposed activity and any proposed 
m

itigation m
easures should be sufficiently detailed to 

allow
 the district engineer to determ

ine that the 
adverse environm

ental effects of the activity w
ill be 

no m
ore than m

inim
al and to determ

ine the need for 
com

pensatory m
itigation or other m

itigation 
m

easures. 
 

(ii) For linear projects w
here one or m

ore 
single and com

plete crossings require pre-
construction notification, the PC

N
 m

ust include the 
quantity of anticipated losses of w

etlands, other 
special aquatic sites, and other w

aters for each single 
and com

plete crossing of those w
etlands, other 

special aquatic sites, and other w
aters (including 

those single and com
plete crossings authorized by an 

N
W

P but do not require PC
N

s).  This inform
ation 

w
ill be used by the district engineer to evaluate the 

cum
ulative adverse environm

ental effects of the 
proposed linear project, and does not change those 
non-PC

N
 N

W
P activities into N

W
P PC

N
s. 

 
 

(iii)  Sketches should be provided w
hen 

necessary to show
 that the activity com

plies w
ith the 

term
s of the N

W
P. (Sketches usually clarify the 

activity and w
hen provided results in a quicker 

decision. Sketches should contain sufficient detail to 
provide an illustrative description of the proposed 
activity (e.g., a conceptual plan), but do not need to 
be detailed engineering plans); 

 
(5) 

The PC
N

 m
ust include a delineation of 

w
etlands, other special aquatic sites, and other 

w
aters, such as lakes and ponds, and perennial and 

interm
ittent stream

s, on the project site. W
etland 

delineations m
ust be prepared in accordance w

ith the 
current m

ethod required by the C
orps. The perm

ittee 
m

ay ask the C
orps to delineate the special aquatic 

sites and other w
aters on the project site, but there 

m
ay be a delay if the C

orps does the delineation, 
especially if the project site is large or contains m

any 
w

etlands, other special aquatic sites, and other 
w

aters. Furtherm
ore, the 45-day period w

ill not start 
until the delineation has been subm

itted to or 
com

pleted by the C
orps, as appropriate; 



 
(6) 

If the proposed activity w
ill result in the 

loss of greater than 1/10-acre of w
etlands or 3/100-

acre of stream
 bed and a PC

N
 is required, the 

prospective perm
ittee m

ust subm
it a statem

ent 
describing how

 the m
itigation requirem

ent w
ill be 

satisfied, or explaining w
hy the adverse 

environm
ental effects are no m

ore than m
inim

al and 
w

hy com
pensatory m

itigation should not be required. 
A

s an alternative, the prospective perm
ittee m

ay 
subm

it a conceptual or detailed m
itigation plan. 

 
(7) 

For non-federal perm
ittees, if any listed 

species (or species proposed for listing) or designated 
critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation) m

ight be affected or is in the vicinity of 
the activity, or if the activity is located in designated 
critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation), the PC

N
 m

ust include the nam
e(s) of 

those endangered or threatened species (or species 
proposed for listing) that m

ight be affected by the 
proposed activity or utilize the designated critical 
habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation) that m

ight be affected by the proposed 
activity. For N

W
P activities that require pre-

construction notification, Federal perm
ittees m

ust 
provide docum

entation dem
onstrating com

pliance 
w

ith the Endangered Species A
ct; 

 
(8) 

For non-federal perm
ittees, if the N

W
P 

activity m
ight have the potential to cause effects to a 

historic property listed on, determ
ined to be eligible 

for listing on, or potentially eligible for listing on, the 
N

ational R
egister of H

istoric Places, the PC
N

 m
ust 

state w
hich historic property m

ight have the potential 
to be affected by the proposed activity or include a 
vicinity m

ap indicating the location of the historic 
property. For N

W
P activities that require pre-

construction notification, Federal perm
ittees m

ust 
provide docum

entation dem
onstrating com

pliance 
w

ith section 106 of the N
ational H

istoric Preservation 
A

ct; 
 

(9) 
For an activity that w

ill occur in a 
com

ponent of the N
ational W

ild and Scenic R
iver 

System
, or in a river officially designated by 

C
ongress as a “study river” for possible inclusion in 

the system
 w

hile the river is in an official study 
status, the PC

N
 m

ust identify the W
ild and Scenic 

R
iver or the “study river” (see general condition 16); 

and 
 

(10) For an N
W

P activity that requires 
perm

ission from
, or review

 by, the C
orps pursuant to 

33 U
.S.C

. 408 because it w
ill alter or tem

porarily or 
perm

anently occupy or use a U
.S. A

rm
y C

orps of 
Engineers federally authorized civil w

orks project, 
the pre-construction notification m

ust include a 
statem

ent confirm
ing that the project proponent has 

subm
itted a w

ritten request for section 408 
perm

ission from
, or review

 by, the C
orps office 

having jurisdiction over that U
SA

C
E project. 

 
(c) 

Form
 of Pre-C

onstruction N
otification: The 

nationw
ide perm

it pre-construction notification form
 

(Form
 EN

G
 6082) should be used for N

W
P PC

N
s. A

 
letter containing the required inform

ation m
ay also be 

used.  A
pplicants m

ay provide electronic files of PC
N

s 
and supporting m

aterials if the district engineer has 
established tools and procedures for electronic subm

ittals. 

 
(d) A

gency C
oordination:  

 
(1) The district engineer w

ill consider any 
com

m
ents from

 Federal and state agencies 
concerning the proposed activity’s com

pliance w
ith 

the term
s and conditions of the N

W
Ps and the need 

for m
itigation to reduce the activity’s adverse 

environm
ental effects so that they are no m

ore than 
m

inim
al. 

 
(2) 

A
gency coordination is required for: (i) all 

N
W

P activities that require pre-construction 
notification and result in the loss of greater than 1/2-
acre of w

aters of the U
nited States; (ii) N

W
P 13 

activities in excess of 500 linear feet, fills greater 
than one cubic yard per running foot, or involve 
discharges of dredged or fill m

aterial into special 
aquatic sites; and (iii) N

W
P 54 activities in excess of 

500 linear feet, or that extend into the w
aterbody 

m
ore than 30 feet from

 the m
ean low

 w
ater line in 

tidal w
aters or the ordinary high w

ater m
ark in the 

G
reat Lakes. 
 

(3) 
W

hen agency coordination is required, the 
district engineer w

ill im
m

ediately provide (e.g., via 
e-m

ail, facsim
ile transm

ission, overnight m
ail, or 

other expeditious m
anner) a copy of the com

plete 
PC

N
 to the appropriate Federal or state offices (FW

S, 
state natural resource or w

ater quality agency, EPA
, 

and, if appropriate, the N
M

FS). W
ith the exception of 

N
W

P 37, these agencies w
ill have 10 calendar days 

from
 the date the m

aterial is transm
itted to notify the 

district engineer via telephone, facsim
ile 

transm
ission, or e-m

ail that they intend to provide 
substantive, site-specific com

m
ents. The com

m
ents 

m
ust explain w

hy the agency believes the adverse 
environm

ental effects w
ill be m

ore than m
inim

al. If 
so contacted by an agency, the district engineer w

ill 
w

ait an additional 15 calendar days before m
aking a 

decision on the pre-construction notification. The 
district engineer w

ill fully consider agency com
m

ents 
received w

ithin the specified tim
e fram

e concerning 
the proposed activity’s com

pliance w
ith the term

s 
and conditions of the N

W
Ps, including the need for 

m
itigation to ensure that the net adverse 

environm
ental effects of the proposed activity are no 

m
ore than m

inim
al. The district engineer w

ill provide 
no response to the resource agency, except as 
provided below

. The district engineer w
ill indicate in 

the adm
inistrative record associated w

ith each pre-
construction notification that the resource agencies’ 
concerns w

ere considered. For N
W

P 37, the 
em

ergency w
atershed protection and rehabilitation 

activity m
ay proceed im

m
ediately in cases w

here 
there is an unacceptable hazard to life or a significant 



loss of property or econom
ic hardship w

ill occur. The 
district engineer w

ill consider any com
m

ents 
received to decide w

hether the N
W

P 37 authorization 
should be m

odified, suspended, or revoked in 
accordance w

ith the procedures at 33 C
FR 330.5. 

 
(4) 

In cases of w
here the prospective perm

ittee 
is not a Federal agency, the district engineer w

ill 
provide a response to N

M
FS w

ithin 30 calendar days 
of receipt of any Essential Fish H

abitat conservation 
recom

m
endations, as required by section 

305(b)(4)(B) of the M
agnuson-Stevens Fishery 

C
onservation and M

anagem
ent A

ct. 
 

(5) 
A

pplicants are encouraged to provide the 
C

orps w
ith either electronic files or m

ultiple copies 
of pre-construction notifications to expedite agency 
coordination. 

C
. 

District Engineer’s Decision 
 

1.  In review
ing the PC

N
 for the proposed activity, the 

district engineer w
ill determ

ine w
hether the activity authorized 

by the N
W

P w
ill result in m

ore than m
inim

al individual or 
cum

ulative adverse environm
ental effects or m

ay be contrary to 
the public interest.  If a project proponent requests authorization 
by a specific N

W
P, the district engineer should issue the N

W
P 

verification for that activity if it m
eets the term

s and conditions 
of that N

W
P, unless he or she determ

ines, after considering 
m

itigation, that the proposed activity w
ill result in m

ore than 
m

inim
al individual and cum

ulative adverse effects on the 
aquatic environm

ent and other aspects of the public interest and 
exercises discretionary authority to require an individual perm

it 
for the proposed activity.  For a linear project, this determ

ination 
w

ill include an evaluation of the single and com
plete crossings 

of w
aters of the U

nited States that require PC
N

s to determ
ine 

w
hether they individually satisfy the term

s and conditions of the 
N

W
P(s), as w

ell as the cum
ulative effects caused by all of the 

crossings of w
aters of the U

nited States authorized by an N
W

P. 
If an applicant requests a w

aiver of an applicable lim
it, as 

provided for in N
W

Ps 13, 36, or 54, the district engineer w
ill 

only grant the w
aiver upon a w

ritten determ
ination that the NW

P 
activity w

ill result in only m
inim

al individual and cum
ulative 

adverse environm
ental effects. 

 
2.  W

hen m
aking m

inim
al adverse environm

ental effects 
determ

inations the district engineer w
ill consider the direct and 

indirect effects caused by the N
W

P activity. H
e or she w

ill also 
consider the cum

ulative adverse environm
ental effects caused by 

activities authorized by an N
W

P and w
hether those cum

ulative 
adverse environm

ental effects are no m
ore than m

inim
al. The 

district engineer w
ill also consider site specific factors, such as 

the environm
ental setting in the vicinity of the N

W
P activity, the 

type of resource that w
ill be affected by the N

W
P activity, the 

functions provided by the aquatic resources that w
ill be affected 

by the N
W

P activity, the degree or m
agnitude to w

hich the 
aquatic resources perform

 those functions, the extent that aquatic 
resource functions w

ill be lost as a result of the N
W

P activity 
(e.g., partial or com

plete loss), the duration of the adverse effects 
(tem

porary or perm
anent), the im

portance of the aquatic 
resource functions to the region (e.g., w

atershed or ecoregion), 
and m

itigation required by the district engineer. If an appropriate 
functional or condition assessm

ent m
ethod is available and 

practicable to use, that assessm
ent m

ethod m
ay be used by the 

district engineer to assist in the m
inim

al adverse environm
ental 

effects determ
ination. The district engineer m

ay add case-
specific special conditions to the N

W
P authorization to address 

site-specific environm
ental concerns. 

 
3. If the proposed activity requires a PC

N
 and w

ill result in 
a loss of greater than 1/10-acre of w

etlands or 3/100-acre of 
stream

 bed, the prospective perm
ittee should subm

it a m
itigation 

proposal w
ith the PC

N
. A

pplicants m
ay also propose 

com
pensatory m

itigation for N
W

P activities w
ith sm

aller 
im

pacts, or for im
pacts to other types of w

aters. The district 
engineer w

ill consider any proposed com
pensatory m

itigation or 
other m

itigation m
easures the applicant has included in the 

proposal in determ
ining w

hether the net adverse environm
ental 

effects of the proposed activity are no m
ore than m

inim
al. The 

com
pensatory m

itigation proposal m
ay be either conceptual or 

detailed. If the district engineer determ
ines that the activity 

com
plies w

ith the term
s and conditions of the N

W
P and that the 

adverse environm
ental effects are no m

ore than m
inim

al, after 
considering m

itigation, the district engineer w
ill notify the 

perm
ittee and include any activity-specific conditions in the 

N
W

P verification the district engineer deem
s necessary. 

C
onditions for com

pensatory m
itigation requirem

ents m
ust 

com
ply w

ith the appropriate provisions at 33 C
FR

 332.3(k). The 
district engineer m

ust approve the final m
itigation plan before 

the perm
ittee com

m
ences w

ork in w
aters of the U

nited States, 
unless the district engineer determ

ines that prior approval of the 
final m

itigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to ensure 
tim

ely com
pletion of the required com

pensatory m
itigation. If 

the prospective perm
ittee elects to subm

it a com
pensatory 

m
itigation plan w

ith the PC
N

, the district engineer w
ill 

expeditiously review
 the proposed com

pensatory m
itigation 

plan. The district engineer m
ust review

 the proposed 
com

pensatory m
itigation plan w

ithin 45 calendar days of 
receiving a com

plete PC
N

 and determ
ine w

hether the proposed 
m

itigation w
ould ensure that the N

W
P activity results in no 

m
ore than m

inim
al adverse environm

ental effects. If the net 
a dverse environm

ental effects of the N
W

P activity (after 
consideration of the m

itigation proposal) are determ
ined by the 

district engineer to be no m
ore than m

inim
al, the district 

engineer w
ill provide a tim

ely w
ritten response to the applicant. 

The response w
ill state that the N

W
P activity can proceed under 

the term
s and conditions of the N

W
P, including any activity-

specific conditions added to the N
W

P authorization by the 
district engineer. 

 
4. If the district engineer determ

ines that the adverse 
environm

ental effects of the proposed activity are m
ore than 

m
inim

al, then the district engineer w
ill notify the applicant 

either: (a) that the activity does not qualify for authorization 
under the N

W
P and instruct the applicant on the procedures to 

seek authorization under an individual perm
it; (b) that the 

activity is authorized under the N
W

P subject to the applicant’s 
subm

ission of a m
itigation plan that w

ould reduce the adverse 
environm

ental effects so that they are no m
ore than m

inim
al; or 

(c) that the activity is authorized under the N
W

P w
ith specific 

m
odifications or conditions. W

here the district engineer 
determ

ines that m
itigation is required to ensure no m

ore than 
m

inim
al adverse environm

ental effects, the activity w
ill be 

authorized w
ithin the 45-day PC

N
 period (unless additional tim

e 
is required to com

ply w
ith general conditions 18, 20, and/or 31), 



w
ith activity-specific conditions that state the m

itigation 
requirem

ents. The authorization w
ill include the necessary 

conceptual or detailed m
itigation plan or a requirem

ent that the 
applicant subm

it a m
itigation plan that w

ould reduce the adverse 
environm

ental effects so that they are no m
ore than m

inim
al. 

W
hen com

pensatory m
itigation is required, no w

ork in w
aters of 

the U
nited States m

ay occur until the district engineer has 
approved a specific m

itigation plan or has determ
ined that prior 

approval of a final m
itigation plan is not practicable or not 

necessary to ensure tim
ely com

pletion of the required 
com

pensatory m
itigation. 

D
. 

Further Inform
ation 

1. D
istrict engineers have authority to determ

ine if an activity 
com

plies w
ith the term

s and conditions of an N
W

P. 
2. N

W
Ps do not obviate the need to obtain other federal, state, or 

local perm
its, approvals, or authorizations required by law

. 
3. N

W
Ps do not grant any property rights or exclusive 

privileges. 
4. N

W
Ps do not authorize any injury to the property or rights of 

others. 
5. N

W
Ps do not authorize interference w

ith any existing or 
proposed Federal project (see general condition 31). 

E
. 

N
ationw

ide Perm
it D

efinitions 
B

est m
anagem

ent practices (B
M

Ps): Policies, practices, 
procedures, or structures im

plem
ented to m

itigate the adverse 
environm

ental effects on surface w
ater quality resulting from

 
developm

ent. B
M

Ps are categorized as structural or non-
structural. 
C

om
pensatory m

itigation: The restoration (re-establishm
ent or 

rehabilitation), establishm
ent (creation), enhancem

ent, and/or in 
certain circum

stances preservation of aquatic resources for the 
purposes of offsetting unavoidable adverse im

pacts w
hich 

rem
ain after all appropriate and practicable avoidance and 

m
inim

ization has been achieved. 
C

urrently serviceable: U
seable as is or w

ith som
e m

aintenance, 
but not so degraded as to essentially require reconstruction. 
D

irect effects: Effects that are caused by the activity and occur 
at the sam

e tim
e and place. 

D
ischarge:  The term

 “discharge” m
eans any discharge of 

dredged or fill m
aterial into w

aters of the U
nited States. 

E
cological reference:  A

 m
odel used to plan and design an 

aquatic habitat and riparian area restoration, enhancem
ent, or 

establishm
ent activity under N

W
P 27.  A

n ecological reference 
m

ay be based on the structure, functions, and dynam
ics of an 

aquatic habitat type or a riparian area type that currently exists in 
the region w

here the proposed N
W

P 27 activity is located.  
A

lternatively, an ecological reference m
ay be based on a 

conceptual m
odel for the aquatic habitat type or riparian area 

type to be restored, enhanced, or established as a result of the 
proposed N

W
P 27 activity.  A

n ecological reference takes into 
account the range of variation of the aquatic habitat type or 
riparian area type in the region. 
E

nhancem
ent: The m

anipulation of the physical, chem
ical, or 

biological characteristics of an aquatic resource to heighten, 

intensify, or im
prove a specific aquatic resource function(s). 

Enhancem
ent results in the gain of selected aquatic resource 

function(s) but m
ay also lead to a decline in other aquatic 

resource function(s). Enhancem
ent does not result in a gain in 

aquatic resource area. 
E

stablishm
ent (creation): The m

anipulation of the physical, 
chem

ical, or biological characteristics present to develop an 
aquatic resource that did not previously exist at an upland site. 
Establishm

ent results in a gain in aquatic resource area. 
H

igh T
ide L

ine:  The line of intersection of the land w
ith the 

w
ater’s surface at the m

axim
um

 height reached by a rising tide. 
The high tide line m

ay be determ
ined, in the absence of actual 

data, by a line of oil or scum
 along shore objects, a m

ore or less 
continuous deposit of fine shell or debris on the foreshore or 
berm

, other physical m
arkings or characteristics, vegetation 

lines, tidal gages, or other suitable m
eans that delineate the 

general height reached by a rising tide. The line encom
passes 

spring high tides and other high tides that occur w
ith periodic 

frequency but does not include storm
 surges in w

hich there is a 
departure from

 the norm
al or predicted reach of the tide due to 

the piling up of w
ater against a coast by strong w

inds such as 
those accom

panying a hurricane or other intense storm
. 

 
H

istoric Property:  A
ny prehistoric or historic district, site 

(including archaeological site), building, structure, or other 
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the N

ational 
R

egister of H
istoric Places m

aintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior.  This term

 includes artifacts, records, and rem
ains that 

are related to and located w
ithin such properties.  The term

 
includes properties of traditional religious and cultural 
im

portance to an Indian tribe or N
ative H

awaiian organization 
and that m

eet the N
ational R

egister criteria (36 C
FR

 part 60). 
Independent utility: A

 test to determ
ine w

hat constitutes a 
single and com

plete non-linear project in the C
orps R

egulatory 
P rogram

. A
 project is considered to have independent utility if it 

w
ould be constructed absent the construction of other projects in 

the project area. Portions of a m
ulti-phase project that depend 

upon other phases of the project do not have independent utility. 
Phases of a project that w

ould be constructed even if the other 
phases w

ere not built can be considered as separate single and 
com

plete projects w
ith independent utility. 

Indirect effects: Effects that are caused by the activity and are 
later in tim

e or farther rem
oved in distance but are still 

reasonably foreseeable. 
L

oss of w
aters of the U

nited States: W
aters of the U

nited 
States that are perm

anently adversely affected by filling, 
flooding, excavation, or drainage because of the regulated 
activity. The loss of stream

 bed includes the acres of stream
 bed 

that are perm
anently adversely affected by filling or excavation 

because of the regulated activity. Perm
anent adverse effects 

include perm
anent discharges of dredged or fill m

aterial that 
change an aquatic area to dry land, increase the bottom

 elevation 
of a w

aterbody, or change the use of a w
aterbody. The acreage 

of loss of w
aters of the U

nited States is a threshold m
easurem

ent 
of the im

pact to jurisdictional w
aters or w

etlands for determ
ining 

w
hether a project m

ay qualify for an N
W

P; it is not a net 
threshold that is calculated after considering com

pensatory 
m

itigation that m
ay be used to offset losses of aquatic functions 

and services. W
aters of the U

nited States tem
porarily filled, 



flooded, excavated, or drained, but restored to pre-construction 
contours and elevations after construction, are not included in 
the m

easurem
ent of loss of w

aters of the U
nited States. Im

pacts 
resulting from

 activities that do not require D
epartm

ent of the 
A

rm
y authorization, such as activities eligible for exem

ptions 
under section 404(f) of the C

lean W
ater A

ct, are not considered 
w

hen calculating the loss of w
aters of the U

nited States. 
N

avigable w
aters: W

aters subject to section 10 of the R
ivers 

and H
arbors A

ct of 1899.  These w
aters are defined at 33 C

FR
 

part 329. 
N

on-tidal w
etland: A

 non-tidal w
etland is a w

etland that is not 
subject to the ebb and flow

 of tidal w
aters. N

on-tidal w
etlands 

contiguous to tidal w
aters are located landw

ard of the high tide 
line (i.e., spring high tide line). 
O

pen w
ater: For purposes of the N

W
Ps, an open w

ater is any 
area that in a year w

ith norm
al patterns of precipitation has water 

flow
ing or standing above ground to the extent that an ordinary 

high-w
ater m

ark can be determ
ined. A

quatic vegetation w
ithin 

the area of flow
ing or standing w

ater is either non-em
ergent, 

sparse, or absent. V
egetated shallow

s are considered to be open 
w

aters. Exam
ples of “open w

aters” include rivers, stream
s, 

lakes, and ponds. 
O

rdinary H
igh W

ater M
ark: The term

 ordinary high w
ater 

m
ark m

eans that line on the shore established by the fluctuations 
of w

ater and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, 
natural line im

pressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the 
character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the 
presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate m

eans that 
consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas. 
Perennial stream

: A
 perennial stream

 has surface w
ater flow

ing 
continuously year-round during a typical year. 
Practicable: A

vailable and capable of being done after taking 
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light 
of overall project purposes. 
Pre-construction notification: A

 request subm
itted by the 

project proponent to the C
orps for confirm

ation that a particular 
activity is authorized by nationw

ide perm
it. The request m

ay be 
a perm

it application, letter, or sim
ilar docum

ent that includes 
inform

ation about the proposed w
ork and its anticipated 

environm
ental effects. Pre-construction notification m

ay be 
required by the term

s and conditions of a nationw
ide perm

it, or 
by regional conditions. A

 pre-construction notification m
ay be 

voluntarily subm
itted in cases w

here pre-construction 
notification is not required, and the project proponent w

ants 
confirm

ation that the activity is authorized by nationw
ide perm

it. 
Preservation: The rem

oval of a threat to, or preventing the 
decline of, aquatic resources by an action in or near those 
aquatic resources. This term

 includes activities com
m

only 
associated w

ith the protection and m
aintenance of aquatic 

resources through the im
plem

entation of appropriate legal and 
physical m

echanism
s. Preservation does not result in a gain of 

aquatic resource area or functions. 
R

e-establishm
ent: The m

anipulation of the physical, chem
ical, 

or biological characteristics of a site w
ith the goal of returning 

natural/historic functions to a form
er aquatic resource. R

e-

establishm
ent results in rebuilding a form

er aquatic resource and 
results in a gain in aquatic resource area and functions. 
R

ehabilitation: The m
anipulation of the physical, chem

ical, or 
biological characteristics of a site w

ith the goal of repairing 
natural/historic functions to a degraded aquatic resource. 
R

ehabilitation results in a gain in aquatic resource function but 
does not result in a gain in aquatic resource area. 
R

estoration: The m
anipulation of the physical, chem

ical, or 
biological characteristics of a site w

ith the goal of returning 
natural/historic functions to a form

er or degraded aquatic 
resource. For the purpose of tracking net gains in aquatic 
resource area, restoration is divided into tw

o categories: re-
establishm

ent and rehabilitation. 
R

iffle and pool com
plex: R

iffle and pool com
plexes are special 

aquatic sites under the 404(b)(1) G
uidelines. R

iffle and pool 
com

plexes som
etim

es characterize steep gradient sections of 
stream

s. Such stream
 sections are recognizable by their 

hydraulic characteristics. The rapid m
ovem

ent of w
ater over a 

course substrate in riffles results in a rough flow
, a turbulent 

surface, and high dissolved oxygen levels in the w
ater. Pools are 

deeper areas associated w
ith riffles. A

 slow
er stream

 velocity, a 
stream

ing flow
, a sm

ooth surface, and a finer substrate 
characterize pools. 
R

iparian areas: R
iparian areas are lands next to stream

s, lakes, 
and estuarine-m

arine shorelines. R
iparian areas are transitional 

betw
een terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem

s, through w
hich 

surface and subsurface hydrology connects riverine, lacustrine, 
estuarine, and m

arine w
aters w

ith their adjacent w
etlands, non-

w
etland w

aters, or uplands. R
iparian areas provide a variety of 

ecological functions and services and help im
prove or m

aintain 
local w

ater quality. (See general condition 23). 
Shellfish seeding: The placem

ent of shellfish seed and/or 
s uitable substrate to increase shellfish production. Shellfish seed 
consists of im

m
ature individual shellfish or individual shellfish 

attached to shells or shell fragm
ents (i.e., spat on shell). Suitable 

substrate m
ay consist of shellfish shells, shell fragm

ents, or other 
appropriate m

aterials placed into w
aters for shellfish habitat. 

Single and com
plete linear project:  A

 linear project is a 
project constructed for the purpose of getting people, goods, or 
services from

 a point of origin to a term
inal point, w

hich often 
involves m

ultiple crossings of one or m
ore w

aterbodies at 
separate and distant locations. The term

 “single and com
plete 

project” is defined as that portion of the total linear project 
proposed or accom

plished by one ow
ner/developer or 

partnership or other association of ow
ners/developers that 

includes all crossings of a single w
ater of the U

nited States (i.e., 
a single w

aterbody) at a specific location. For linear projects 
crossing a single or m

ultiple w
aterbodies several tim

es at 
separate and distant locations, each crossing is considered a 
single and com

plete project for purposes of N
W

P authorization. 
H

ow
ever, individual channels in a braided stream

 or river, or 
individual arm

s of a large, irregularly shaped w
etland or lake, 

etc., are not separate w
aterbodies, and crossings of such features 

cannot be considered separately. 

  



Single and com
plete non-linear project: For non-linear 

projects, the term
 “single and com

plete project” is defined at 33 
C

FR
 330.2(i) as the total project proposed or accom

plished by 
one ow

ner/developer or partnership or other association of 
ow

ners/developers.  A
 single and com

plete non-linear project 
m

ust have independent utility (see definition of “independent 
utility”).  Single and com

plete non-linear projects m
ay not be 

“piecem
ealed” to avoid the lim

its in an N
W

P authorization. 
Storm

w
ater m

anagem
ent: Storm

water m
anagem

ent is the 
m

echanism
 for controlling storm

w
ater runoff for the purposes of 

reducing dow
nstream

 erosion, w
ater quality degradation, and 

flooding and m
itigating the adverse effects of changes in land 

use on the aquatic environm
ent. 

Storm
w

ater m
anagem

ent facilities: Storm
w

ater m
anagem

ent 
facilities are those facilities, including but not lim

ited to, 
storm

w
ater retention and detention ponds and best m

anagem
ent 

practices, w
hich retain w

ater for a period of tim
e to control 

runoff and/or im
prove the quality (i.e., by reducing the 

concentration of nutrients, sedim
ents, hazardous substances and 

other pollutants) of storm
w

ater runoff. 
Stream

 bed: The substrate of the stream
 channel betw

een the 
ordinary high-w

ater m
arks. The substrate m

ay be bedrock or 
inorganic particles that range in size from

 clay to boulders. 
W

etlands contiguous to the stream
 bed, but outside of the 

ordinary high-w
ater m

arks, are not considered part of the stream
 

bed. 
Stream

 channelization: The m
anipulation of a stream

’s course, 
condition, capacity, or location that causes m

ore than m
inim

al 
interruption of norm

al stream
 processes. A

 channelized 
jurisdictional stream

 rem
ains a w

ater of the U
nited States. 

Structure: A
n object that is arranged in a definite pattern of 

organization. Exam
ples of structures include, w

ithout lim
itation, 

any pier, boat dock, boat ram
p, w

harf, dolphin, w
eir, boom

, 
breakwater, bulkhead, revetm

ent, riprap, jetty, artificial island, 
artificial reef, perm

anent m
ooring structure, pow

er transm
ission 

line, perm
anently m

oored floating vessel, piling, aid to 
navigation, or any other m

anm
ade obstacle or obstruction. 

T
idal w

etland: A
 tidal w

etland is a jurisdictional w
etland that is 

inundated by tidal w
aters. Tidal w

aters rise and fall in a 
predictable and m

easurable rhythm
 or cycle due to the 

gravitational pulls of the m
oon and sun. Tidal w

aters end w
here 

the rise and fall of the w
ater surface can no longer be practically 

m
easured in a predictable rhythm

 due to m
asking by other 

w
aters, w

ind, or other effects. Tidal w
etlands are located channel 

w
ard of the high tide line. 

T
ribal lands:  A

ny lands title to w
hich is either: 1) held in trust 

by the U
nited States for the benefit of any Indian tribe or 

individual; or 2) held by any Indian tribe or individual subject to 
restrictions by the U

nited States against alienation. 
T

ribal rights:  Those rights legally accruing to a tribe or tribes 
by virtue of inherent sovereign authority, unextinguished 
aboriginal title, treaty, statute, judicial decisions, executive order 
or agreem

ent, and that give rise to legally enforceable rem
edies. 

V
egetated shallow

s: V
egetated shallow

s are special aquatic 
sites under the 404(b)(1) G

uidelines. They are areas that are 
perm

anently inundated and under norm
al circum

stances have 

rooted aquatic vegetation, such as seagrasses in m
arine and 

estuarine system
s and a variety of vascular rooted plants in 

freshw
ater system

s. 
W

aterbody: For purposes of the N
W

Ps, a w
aterbody is a “w

ater 
of the U

nited States.” If a w
etland is adjacent to a w

aterbody 
determ

ined to be a w
ater of the U

nited States, that w
aterbody 

and any adjacent w
etlands are considered together as a single 

aquatic unit (see 33 C
FR 328.4(c)(2)).  
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M
aterials To B

e R
em

oved or Placed B
elow

 O
rdinary H

igh-W
ater M

ark 

P
urpose 

A proposed project includes relocating C
allville Bay M

arina and boat launch ram
p. C

allville Bay is 
located w

ithin the Lake M
ead N

ational R
ecreation Area, N

evada. The purpose of this technical 
m

em
orandum

 is to give the reader a basic understanding of how
 the O

rdinary H
igh-W

ater M
ark 

(O
H

W
M

) w
as calculated and w

hat m
aterials are proposed to be rem

oved or placed below
 the O

H
W

M
 

w
ith the im

provem
ents of the project. 

O
rdinary H

igh-W
ater M

ark (O
H

W
M

) 
As w

ith previous boat launch projects w
ithin the park, including Echo Bay and H

em
enw

ay H
arbor, the 

O
H

W
M

 w
as defined per interim

 guidance from
 Jason G

ipson (U
S Arm

y C
orp of Engineers) as the 

“average of the highest 2 m
onths per year for the past tw

o years”. The Bureau of R
eclam

ation figure 
below

 show
s the historical lake levels for Lake M

ead, w
ith the colum

n on the left sum
m

arizing and 
highlighting the tw

o (2) highest w
ater levels for the previous tw

o (2) years. 

 

Figure 1: B
O

R
 H

istorical Lake Levels w
ith H

ighlighted Sum
m

ary 
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The high-w
ater levels show

n in Figure 1 use the localized Pow
erhouse D

atum
 w

hich is 
approxim

ately 2.1 feet low
er than the N

AVD
88 datum

 used in the plans for the project. See below
 for 

the O
H

W
M

 calculation used in the plans. 

 

Figure 2: O
H

W
M

 C
alculation and C

onversion to N
A

VD
88 

P
roject O

verview
 

The overall project consists of a Base Bid and six (6) additional bid options. A brief overview
 of the 

Base Bid and Bid O
ptions are listed below

: 

 
Base Bid – R

oadw
ay, boat launch ram

p and boat launch ram
p parking 

 
Bid O

ption #1 – M
oveable restroom

s 
 

Bid O
ption #2 – Buried utilities including pow

er, w
ater, and sew

er 
 

Bid O
ption #3 – Fuel Station 

 
Bid O

ption #4 – M
arina access road w

ith m
arina parking 

 
Bid O

ption #5 – M
aintenance area for concessionaire 

 
Bid O

ption #6 – H
elipad 

From
 the item

s listed above, only portions of the Base B
id and B

id O
ption #4 contain construction 

activities below
 the O

H
W

M
 of 1068.63 feet N

AVD
88. 

B
ase B

id Q
uantities B

elow
 O

H
W

M
 

B
oat Launch R

am
p 

The new
 boat launch ram

p is listed w
ithin the Base Bid w

ith separate C
ontract Line Item

s (C
LIN

S) that 
m

ay be aw
arded separately based on the lake w

ater levels at the tim
e of construction. See sheet C

40 
for the breakdow

n of the separate C
LIN

’s for the boat launch ram
p. N

ote that C
LIN

 1 includes all of 
the C

ast-In-Place (C
IP) launch ram

p and 92 precast panels. The O
H

W
M

 is show
n approxim

ately 
through the m

iddle of the C
IP portion of the launch ram

p. C
om

parison surfaces w
ere created for each 

C
LIN

. The typical sections of the launch ram
p are show

n on sheet C
5 and below

: 
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Figure 3: Launch R
am

p Typical Sections Show
n on Sheet C

5 

A sum
m

ary of the quantities for the launch ram
p is provided on sheet C

40 for C
ontractor reference, 

includes quantities above the O
H

W
M

. Figure 4 show
s the highlighted adjusted quantities for item

s 
below

 O
H

W
M

: 

 

Figure 4: Sum
m

ary of Launch R
am

p Totals B
elow

 O
H

W
M

 

R
oadw

ay 

O
nly a sm

all portion of the Base Bid R
oadw

ay is below
 O

H
W

M
 and is show

n on sheet C
14 and in 

Figure 5 below
: 
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Figure 5: R
oadw

ay A
reas B

elow
 O

H
W

M
 on Sheet C

14 

 

C
om

parison surfaces w
ere created in AutoC

AD
 C

ivil3d for the tw
o areas, the east side and w

est 
side, show

n in Figure 5 to com
pare the existing surface to the roadw

ay subgrade. The aggregate 
base w

as then hand calculated for the areas. The com
parison surfaces are show

n below
 in Figure 6 

and Figure 7: 

 

 

Figure 6: A
utoC

A
D

 C
om

parison Surface for East Side A
rea (Show

n in Figure 5) 
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Figure 7:A
utoC

A
D

 C
om

parison Surface for W
est Side A

rea (Show
n in Figure 5) 

A sum
m

ary of the roadw
ay quantities below

 O
H

W
M

 is show
n in Figure 8 for native fill calculations 

from
 the com

parison surfaces and hand calculated base based on the tw
o areas from

 Figure 5. 

 

 

Figure 8:Sum
m

ary of B
ase B

id R
oadw

ay Totals B
elow

 O
H

W
M

 

B
id O

ption #4 Q
uantities B

elow
 O

H
W

M
 

R
oadw

ay and Parking Areas 

Bid O
ption #4 contains the m

arina access road and the m
arina parking areas. N

early the entire Bid 
O

ption is below
 O

H
W

M
 except for a sm

all portion of the roadw
ay show

n on Sheet C
6.5 and below

: 

 

Figure 9: B
id O

ption #4 A
rea A

bove O
H

W
M
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A com
parison surface for the area w

as created and then subtracted from
 the quantities show

n on 
Sheet C

6.5 (Figure 9). Figure 10, show
n below

, are the quantities of the com
parison surface. 

 

Figure 10:A
utoC

A
D

 C
om

parison Surface for B
id O

ption #4 A
rea A

bove O
H

W
M

 

 All other portions of Bid O
ption #4 (sheet C

6.6 and C
6.7) are located below

 the O
H

W
M

 and are 
sum

m
arized in Figure 11 show

n below
. 

 

Figure 11:Sum
m

ary of B
id O

ption #4 Totals B
elow

 O
H

W
M

 

T
otal P

roject S
um

m
ary  

The follow
ing is a com

piled sum
m

ary of quantities below
 O

H
W

M
 for the entire project. 
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13. Bank Stabilization. Bank stabilization activities necessary 
for erosion control or prevention, such as vegetative 
stabilization, bioengineering, sills, rip rap, revetment, gabion 
baskets, stream barbs, and bulkheads, or combinations of bank 
stabilization techniques, provided the activity meets all of the 
following criteria: 

(a) No material is placed in excess of the minimum needed for 
erosion protection; 

(b) The activity is no more than 500 feet in length along the 
bank, unless the district engineer waives this criterion by making 
a written determination concluding that the discharge of dredged 
or fill material will result in no more than minimal adverse 
environmental effects (an exception is for bulkheads – the 
district engineer cannot issue a waiver for a bulkhead that is 
greater than 1,000 feet in length along the bank); 

(c) The activity will not exceed an average of one cubic yard per 
running foot, as measured along the length of the treated bank, 
below the plane of the ordinary high water mark or the high tide 
line, unless the district engineer waives this criterion by making 
a written determination concluding that the discharge of dredged 
or fill material will result in no more than minimal adverse 
environmental effects; 

 (d) The activity does not involve discharges of dredged or fill 
material into special aquatic sites, unless the district engineer 
waives this criterion by making a written determination 
concluding that the discharge of dredged or fill material will 
result in no more than minimal adverse environmental effects; 

(e) No material is of a type, or is placed in any location, or in 
any manner, that will impair surface water flow into or out of 
any waters of the United States; 

 (f) No material is placed in a manner that will be eroded by 
normal or expected high flows (properly anchored native trees 
and treetops may be used in low energy areas); 

 (g) Native plants appropriate for current site conditions, 
including salinity, must be used for bioengineering or vegetative 
bank stabilization; 

(h) The activity is not a stream channelization activity; and 

(i) The activity must be properly maintained, which may require 
repairing it after severe storms or erosion events. This NWP 

authorizes those maintenance and repair activities if they require 
authorization. 

In addition, this NWP authorizes discharges of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States and structures and work 
in navigable waters of the United States to incorporate nature-
based solutions into new and existing bank stabilization 
activities to provide habitat and other ecosystem functions and 
services and to reduce adverse effects of bank stabilization 
activities on the aquatic environment. Examples of nature-based 
solutions for bank stabilization activities include the use of 
construction materials for seawalls and bulkheads that have 
textured surfaces, crevices, shelves, benches, and pits that 
support attachment and growth of benthic organisms; vegetative 
stabilization; bioengineering; the construction of rock pools next 
to the bank stabilization activity; the construction of small 
pocket beaches next to the bank stabilization activity; the use of 
various sizes of rock for revetments to provide different sizes of 
spaces between rocks for habitat for various species of 
organisms; the placement of rock clusters next to a seawall or 
bulkhead; the placement of large wood next to seawalls, 
bulkheads, and revetments; and the placement of bags of 
molluscs or the placement of small reef structures to provide 
habitat for molluscs and other sessile aquatic organisms next to a 
seawall, bulkhead, or revetment. Nature-based solutions should 
be appropriate for the physical and biological characteristics of 
the site. 

This NWP also authorizes temporary structures, fills, and work, 
including the use of temporary mats, necessary to construct the 
bank stabilization activity. Appropriate measures must be taken 
to maintain normal downstream flows and minimize flooding to 
the maximum extent practicable, when temporary structures, 
work, and discharges of dredged or fill material, including 
cofferdams, are necessary for construction activities, access fills, 
or dewatering of construction sites. Temporary fills must consist 
of materials, and be placed in a manner, that will not be eroded 
by expected high flows. After construction, temporary fills must 
be removed in their entirety and the affected areas returned to 
pre-construction elevations. The areas affected by temporary 
fills must be revegetated, as appropriate. 

Notification: The permittee must submit a pre-construction 
notification to the district engineer prior to commencing the 
activity if the bank stabilization activity: (1) involves discharges 
of dredged or fill material into special aquatic sites; or (2) is in 
excess of 500 feet in length; or (3) will involve the discharge of 
dredged or fill material of greater than an average of one cubic 
yard per running foot as measured along the length of the treated 
bank, below the plane of the ordinary high water mark or the 
high tide line. (See general condition 32.) (Authorities: Sections 
10 and 404) 

Note 1: In coastal waters and the Great Lakes, living shorelines 
may be an appropriate option for bank stabilization, and may be 
authorized by NWP 54. 

http://www.spk.usace.army.mil/
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Note 2: Under 33 CFR 320.4(g)(2), a landowner has the general 
right to protect his or her property from erosion, and the district 
engineer can provide general guidance to the landowner 
regarding possible alternative methods of protecting his or her 
property. Permittees are encouraged to use soft bank 
stabilization approaches (e.g., bioengineering, vegetative 
stabilization) at sites where those methods are likely to be 
effective in managing erosion, such as sites where shorelines and 
banks are subject to moderate to low erosive forces. However, 
hard bank stabilization activities (e.g., seawalls, bulkheads, 
revetments, riprap) may be necessary at sites where shorelines 
and banks are subject to strong erosive forces. An appropriate 
and effective approach to managing shoreline or bank erosion at 
a specific site requires consideration of a variety of factors, 
including but not limited to: bank height; bank condition; the 
energy of tides, waves, currents, or other water flows that the 
bank is exposed to; fetch; nearshore water depths; the potential 
for storm surges; sediment or substrate type; tidal range in 
waters subject to the ebb and flow of tides; shoreline 
configuration and orientation; the width of the waterway; and 
whether there is infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed 
bank stabilization activity that needs to be protected and the 
degree of protection needed. 

 

A. Regional Conditions 

 1.  Regional Conditions for California 

2. Regional Conditions for Nevada and Utah 

B. Nationwide Permit General Conditions 

Note: To qualify for NWP authorization, the prospective 
permittee must comply with the following general conditions, as 
applicable, in addition to any regional or case-specific conditions 
imposed by the division engineer or district engineer.  
Prospective permittees should contact the appropriate Corps 
district office to determine if regional conditions have been 
imposed on an NWP.  Prospective permittees should also contact 
the appropriate Corps district office to determine the status of 
Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification and/or 
Coastal Zone Management Act consistency for an NWP.  Every 
person who may wish to obtain permit authorization under one 
or more NWPs, or who is currently relying on an existing or 
prior permit authorization under one or more NWPs, has been 
and is on notice that all of the provisions of 33 CFR 330.1 
through 330.6 apply to every NWP authorization. Note 
especially 33 CFR 330.5 relating to the modification, 
suspension, or revocation of any NWP authorization. 

 1.  Navigation.   

 (a) No activity may cause more than a minimal 
adverse effect on navigation. 

  (b) Any safety lights and signals prescribed by the 
U.S. Coast Guard, through regulations or otherwise, must 
be installed and maintained at the permittee's expense on 
authorized facilities in navigable waters of the United 
States. 

  (c) The permittee understands and agrees that, if 
future operations by the United States require the 
removal, relocation, or other alteration, of the structure or 

work herein authorized, or if, in the opinion of the 
Secretary of the Army or his or her authorized 
representative, said structure or work shall cause 
unreasonable obstruction to the free navigation of the 
navigable waters, the permittee will be required, upon due 
notice from the Corps of Engineers, to remove, relocate, 
or alter the structural work or obstructions caused thereby, 
without expense to the United States. No claim shall be 
made against the United States on account of any such 
removal or alteration. 

 2. Aquatic Life Movements. No activity may 
substantially disrupt the necessary life cycle movements of 
those species of aquatic life indigenous to the waterbody, 
including those species that normally migrate through the area, 
unless the activity's primary purpose is to impound water.  All 
permanent and temporary crossings of waterbodies shall be 
suitably culverted, bridged, or otherwise designed and 
constructed to maintain low flows to sustain the movement of 
those aquatic species.  If a bottomless culvert cannot be used, 
then the crossing should be designed and constructed to 
minimize adverse effects to aquatic life movements.   

  3. Spawning Areas. Activities in spawning areas during 
spawning seasons must be avoided to the maximum extent 
practicable.  Activities that result in the physical destruction 
(e.g., through excavation, fill, or downstream smothering by 
substantial turbidity) of an important spawning area are not 
authorized. 

  4. Migratory Bird Breeding Areas. Activities in waters 
of the United States that serve as breeding areas for migratory 
birds must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 

 5. Shellfish Beds. No activity may occur in areas of 
concentrated shellfish populations, unless the activity is directly 
related to a shellfish harvesting activity authorized by NWPs 4 
and 48, or is a shellfish seeding or habitat restoration activity 
authorized by NWP 27. 

 6. Suitable Material. No activity may use unsuitable 
material (e.g., trash, debris, car bodies, asphalt, etc.).  Material 
used for construction or discharged must be free from toxic 
pollutants in toxic amounts (see section 307 of the Clean Water 
Act). 

 7. Water Supply Intakes. No activity may occur in the 
proximity of a public water supply intake, except where the 
activity is for the repair or improvement of public water supply 
intake structures or adjacent bank stabilization. 

 8. Adverse Effects From Impoundments.  If the activity 
creates an impoundment of water, adverse effects to the aquatic 
system due to accelerating the passage of water, and/or 
restricting its flow must be minimized to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

 9. Management of Water Flows. To the maximum extent 
practicable, the pre-construction course, condition, capacity, and 
location of open waters must be maintained for each activity, 
including stream channelization, storm water management 
activities, and temporary and permanent road crossings, except 
as provided below.  The activity must be constructed to 
withstand expected high flows, including tidal flows.  The 
activity must not restrict or impede the passage of normal or 
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high flows, including tidal flows, unless the primary purpose of 
the activity is to impound water or manage high flows.  The 
activity may alter the pre-construction course, condition, 
capacity, and location of open waters if it benefits the aquatic 
environment (e.g., stream restoration or relocation activities). 

 10. Fills Within 100-Year Floodplains. The activity must 
comply with applicable FEMA approved state or local 
floodplain management requirements. 

 11. Equipment. Heavy equipment working in wetlands or 
mudflats must be placed on mats, or other measures must be 
taken to minimize soil disturbance.  If mats are used to minimize 
soil disturbance, the affected areas must be returned to pre-
construction elevations, and revegetated as appropriate.  In 
circumstances where the use of mats has caused significant soil 
compaction, efforts using techniques (e.g., soil reaeration 
techniques) to break up the compaction should be employed to 
return the soil to a pre-construction state prior to returning to 
pre-construction elevations. 

 12. Soil Erosion and Sediment Controls. Appropriate soil 
erosion and sediment controls must be used and maintained in 
effective operating condition during construction, and all 
exposed soil and other fills, as well as any work below the 
ordinary high water mark or high tide line, must be permanently 
stabilized at the earliest practicable date.  Permittees are 
encouraged to perform work within waters of the United States 
during periods of low-flow or no-flow, or during low tides. 

 13. Removal of Temporary Fills. Temporary structures 
must be removed, to the maximum extent practicable, after their 
use has been discontinued.  Temporary fills must be removed in 
their entirety and the affected areas returned to pre-construction 
elevations.  The affected areas must be revegetated, as 
appropriate. 

 14. Proper Maintenance. Any authorized structure or fill 
shall be properly maintained, including maintenance to ensure 
public safety and compliance with applicable NWP general 
conditions, as well as any activity-specific conditions added by 
the district engineer to an NWP authorization. 

 15.  Single and Complete Project. The activity must be a 
single and complete project.  The same NWP cannot be used 
more than once for the same single and complete project.   

 16.  Wild and Scenic Rivers.  

 (a) No NWP activity may occur in a component of the 
National Wild and Scenic River System, or in a river 
officially designated by Congress as a “study river” for 
possible inclusion in the system while the river is in an 
official study status, unless the appropriate Federal agency 
with direct management responsibility for such river has 
determined in writing that the proposed activity will not 
adversely affect the Wild and Scenic River designation or 
study status. 

 (b) If a proposed NWP activity will occur in a 
component of the National Wild and Scenic River System, 
or in a river officially designated by Congress as a “study 
river” for possible inclusion in the system while the river is 
in an official study status, the permittee must submit a pre-
construction notification (see general condition 32).  The 

district engineer will coordinate the PCN with the Federal 
agency with direct management responsibility for that river.  
Permittees shall not begin the NWP activity until notified by 
the district engineer that the Federal agency with direct 
management responsibility for that river has determined in 
writing that the proposed NWP activity will not adversely 
affect the Wild and Scenic River designation or study status. 

 (c) Information on Wild and Scenic Rivers may be 
obtained from the appropriate Federal land management 
agency responsible for the designated Wild and Scenic 
River or study river (e.g., National Park Service, U.S. Forest 
Service, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service).  Information on these rivers is also 
available at: http://www.rivers.gov/. 

 17. Tribal Rights. No activity or its operation may impair 
reserved tribal rights, including, but not limited to, reserved 
water rights and treaty fishing and hunting rights. 

 18.  Endangered Species.  

 (a) No activity is authorized under any NWP which is 
likely to directly or indirectly jeopardize the continued 
existence of a threatened or endangered species or a 
species proposed for such designation, as identified under 
the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), or which will 
directly or indirectly destroy or adversely modify 
designated critical habitat or critical habitat proposed for 
such designation.  No activity is authorized under any 
NWP which “may affect” a listed species or critical 
habitat, unless ESA section 7 consultation addressing the 
consequences of the proposed activity on listed species or 
critical habitat has been completed.  See 50 CFR 402.02 
for the definition of “effects of the action” for the 
purposes of ESA section 7 consultation. 

 (b) Federal agencies should follow their own 
procedures for complying with the requirements of the 
ESA (see 33 CFR 330.4(f)(1)).  If pre-construction 
notification is required for the proposed activity, the 
federal permittee must provide the district engineer with 
the appropriate documentation to demonstrate compliance 
with those requirements.  The district engineer will verify 
that the appropriate documentation has been submitted.  If 
the appropriate documentation has not been submitted, 
additional ESA section 7 consultation may be necessary 
for the activity and the respective federal agency would 
be responsible for fulfilling its obligation under section 7 
of the ESA. 

 (c) Non-federal permittees must submit a pre-
construction notification to the district engineer if any 
listed species (or species proposed for listing) or 
designated critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed 
such designation) might be affected or is in the vicinity of 
the activity, or if the activity is located in designated 
critical habitat or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation, and shall not begin work on the activity until 
notified by the district engineer that the requirements of 
the ESA have been satisfied and that the activity is 
authorized. For activities that might affect federally-listed 
endangered or threatened species (or species proposed for 
listing) or designated critical habitat (or critical habitat 

http://www.rivers.gov/


proposed for such designation), the pre-construction 
notification must include the name(s) of the endangered 
or threatened species (or species proposed for listing) that 
might be affected by the proposed activity or that utilize 
the designated critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed 
for such designation) that might be affected by the 
proposed activity. The district engineer will determine 
whether the proposed activity “may affect” or will have 
“no effect” to listed species and designated critical habitat 
and will notify the non-federal applicant of the Corps’ 
determination within 45 days of receipt of a complete pre-
construction notification.  For activities where the non-
federal applicant has identified listed species (or species 
proposed for listing) or designated critical habitat (or 
critical habitat proposed for such designation) that might 
be affected or is in the vicinity of the activity, and has so 
notified the Corps, the applicant shall not begin work until 
the Corps has provided notification that the proposed 
activity will have “no effect” on listed species (or species 
proposed for listing or designated critical habitat (or 
critical habitat proposed for such designation), or until 
ESA section 7 consultation or conference has been 
completed. If the non-federal applicant has not heard back 
from the Corps within 45 days, the applicant must still 
wait for notification from the Corps. 

 (d) As a result of formal or informal consultation or 
conference with the FWS or NMFS the district engineer 
may add species-specific permit conditions to the NWPs. 

 (e) Authorization of an activity by an NWP does not 
authorize the “take” of a threatened or endangered species 
as defined under the ESA.  In the absence of separate 
authorization (e.g., an ESA Section 10 Permit, a 
Biological Opinion with “incidental take” provisions, etc.) 
from the FWS or the NMFS, the Endangered Species Act 
prohibits any person subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States to take a listed species, where "take" means 
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, 
capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such 
conduct. The word “harm” in the definition of “take'' 
means an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such 
an act may include significant habitat modification or 
degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by 
significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, 
including breeding, feeding or sheltering. 

 (f) If the non-federal permittee has a valid ESA 
section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit with an 
approved Habitat Conservation Plan for a project or a 
group of projects that includes the proposed NWP 
activity, the non-federal permittee should provide a copy 
of that ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) permit with the PCN 
required by paragraph (c) of this general condition.  The 
district engineer will coordinate with the agency that 
issued the ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) permit to determine 
whether the proposed NWP activity and the associated 
incidental take were considered in the internal ESA 
section 7 consultation conducted for the ESA section 
10(a)(1)(B) permit.  If that coordination results in 
concurrence from the agency that the proposed NWP 
activity and the associated incidental take were 

considered in the internal ESA section 7 consultation for 
the ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) permit, the district engineer 
does not need to conduct a separate ESA section 7 
consultation for the proposed NWP activity.  The district 
engineer will notify the non-federal applicant within 45 
days of receipt of a complete pre-construction notification 
whether the ESA section 10(a)(1)(B) permit covers the 
proposed NWP activity or whether additional ESA 
section 7 consultation is required.   

 (g) Information on the location of threatened and 
endangered species and their critical habitat can be 
obtained directly from the offices of the FWS and NMFS 
or their web pages at http://www.fws.gov/ or 
http://www.fws.gov/ipac and 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/esa/ respectively. 

 19. Migratory Birds and Bald and Golden Eagles. The 
permittee is responsible for ensuring that an action authorized by 
an NWP complies with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.  The permittee is 
responsible for contacting the appropriate local office of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service to determine what measures, if any, 
are necessary or appropriate to reduce adverse effects to 
migratory birds or eagles, including whether "incidental take" 
permits are necessary and available under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act or Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act for a 
particular activity. 

 20. Historic Properties. 

 (a)  No activity is authorized under any NWP which 
may have the potential to cause effects on properties 
listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of 
Historic Places until the requirements of Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) have been 
satisfied. 

 (b) Federal permittees should follow their own 
procedures for complying with the requirements of 
section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (see 
33 CFR 330.4(g)(1)).  If pre-construction notification is 
required for the proposed NWP activity, the federal 
permittee must provide the district engineer with the 
appropriate documentation to demonstrate compliance 
with those requirements.  The district engineer will verify 
that the appropriate documentation has been submitted.  If 
the appropriate documentation is not submitted, then 
additional consultation under section 106 may be 
necessary.  The respective federal agency is responsible 
for fulfilling its obligation to comply with section 106. 

 (c) Non-federal permittees must submit a pre-
construction notification to the district engineer if the 
NWP activity might have the potential to cause effects on 
any historic properties listed on, determined to be eligible 
for listing on, or potentially eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places, including previously 
unidentified properties.  For such activities, the pre-
construction notification must state which historic 
properties might have the potential to be affected by the 
proposed NWP activity or include a vicinity map 
indicating the location of the historic properties or the 
potential for the presence of historic properties.  

http://www.fws.gov/
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Assistance regarding information on the location of, or 
potential for, the presence of historic properties can be 
sought from the State Historic Preservation Officer, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer, or designated tribal 
representative, as appropriate, and the National Register 
of Historic Places (see 33 CFR 330.4(g)).  When 
reviewing pre-construction notifications, district 
engineers will comply with the current procedures for 
addressing the requirements of section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.  The district engineer shall 
make a reasonable and good faith effort to carry out 
appropriate identification efforts commensurate with 
potential impacts, which may include background 
research, consultation, oral history interviews, sample 
field investigation, and/or field survey.  Based on the 
information submitted in the PCN and these identification 
efforts, the district engineer shall determine whether the 
proposed NWP activity has the potential to cause effects 
on historic properties.  Section 106 consultation is not 
required when the district engineer determines that the 
activity does not have the potential to cause effects on 
historic properties (see 36 CFR 800.3(a)).  Section 106 
consultation is required when the district engineer 
determines that the activity has the potential to cause 
effects on historic properties.  The district engineer will 
conduct consultation with consulting parties identified 
under 36 CFR 800.2(c) when he or she makes any of the 
following effect determinations for the purposes of 
section 106 of the NHPA: no historic properties affected, 
no adverse effect, or adverse effect.   

 (d) Where the non-federal applicant has identified 
historic properties on which the proposed NWP activity 
might have the potential to cause effects and has so 
notified the Corps, the non-federal applicant shall not 
begin the activity until notified by the district engineer 
either that the activity has no potential to cause effects on 
historic properties or that NHPA section 106 consultation 
has been completed.  For non-federal permittees, the 
district engineer will notify the prospective permittee 
within 45 days of receipt of a complete pre-construction 
notification whether NHPA section 106 consultation is 
required.  If NHPA section 106 consultation is required, 
the district engineer will notify the non-federal applicant 
that he or she cannot begin the activity until section 106 
consultation is completed.  If the non-federal applicant 
has not heard back from the Corps within 45 days, the 
applicant must still wait for notification from the Corps. 

 (e) Prospective permittees should be aware that 
section 110k of the NHPA (54 U.S.C. 306113) prevents 
the Corps from granting a permit or other assistance to an 
applicant who, with intent to avoid the requirements of 
section 106 of the NHPA, has intentionally significantly 
adversely affected a historic property to which the permit 
would relate, or having legal power to prevent it, allowed 
such significant adverse effect to occur, unless the Corps, 
after consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP), determines that circumstances 
justify granting such assistance despite the adverse effect 
created or permitted by the applicant. If circumstances 
justify granting the assistance, the Corps is required to 

notify the ACHP and provide documentation specifying 
the circumstances, the degree of damage to the integrity 
of any historic properties affected, and proposed 
mitigation. This documentation must include any views 
obtained from the applicant, SHPO/THPO, appropriate 
Indian tribes if the undertaking occurs on or affects 
historic properties on tribal lands or affects properties of 
interest to those tribes, and other parties known to have a 
legitimate interest in the impacts to the permitted activity 
on historic properties. 

 21. Discovery of Previously Unknown Remains and 
Artifacts. Permittees that discover any previously unknown 
historic, cultural or archeological remains and artifacts while 
accomplishing the activities authorized by NWPs, must 
immediately notify the district engineer of what they have found, 
and to the maximum extent practicable, avoid construction 
activities that may affect the remains and artifacts until the 
required coordination has been completed.  The district engineer 
will initiate the federal, tribal, and state coordination required to 
determine if the items or remains warrant a recovery effort or if 
the site is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

 22. Designated Critical Resource Waters. Critical 
resource waters include, NOAA-managed marine sanctuaries 
and marine monuments, and National Estuarine Research 
Reserves.  The district engineer may designate, after notice and 
opportunity for public comment, additional waters officially 
designated by a state as having particular environmental or 
ecological significance, such as outstanding national resource 
waters or state natural heritage sites. The district engineer may 
also designate additional critical resource waters after notice and 
opportunity for public comment.  

 (a) Discharges of dredged or fill material into waters 
of the United States are not authorized by NWPs 7, 12, 
14, 16, 17, 21, 29, 31, 35, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 49, 50, 51, 
52, 57 and 58 for any activity within, or directly affecting, 
critical resource waters, including wetlands adjacent to 
such waters. 

 (b) For NWPs 3, 8, 10, 13, 15, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25, 27, 
28, 30, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, and 54, notification is required 
in accordance with general condition 32, for any activity 
proposed by permittees in the designated critical resource 
waters including wetlands adjacent to those waters.  The 
district engineer may authorize activities under these 
NWPs only after she or he determines that the impacts to 
the critical resource waters will be no more than minimal. 

 23.  Mitigation. The district engineer will consider the 
following factors when determining appropriate and practicable 
mitigation necessary to ensure that the individual and cumulative 
adverse environmental effects are no more than minimal: 

 (a) The activity must be designed and constructed to 
avoid and minimize adverse effects, both temporary and 
permanent, to waters of the United States to the maximum 
extent practicable at the project site (i.e., on site). 

 (b) Mitigation in all its forms (avoiding, minimizing, 
rectifying, reducing, or compensating for resource losses) 
will be required to the extent necessary to ensure that the 



individual and cumulative adverse environmental effects 
are no more than minimal. 

 (c)  Compensatory mitigation at a minimum one-for-
one ratio will be required for all wetland losses that 
exceed 1/10-acre and require pre-construction 
notification, unless the district engineer determines in 
writing that either some other form of mitigation would 
be more environmentally appropriate or the adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed activity are no 
more than minimal, and provides an activity-specific 
waiver of this requirement. For wetland losses of 1/10-
acre or less that require pre-construction notification, the 
district engineer may determine on a case-by-case basis 
that compensatory mitigation is required to ensure that the 
activity results in only minimal adverse environmental 
effects.   

 (d) Compensatory mitigation at a minimum one-for-
one ratio will be required for all losses of stream bed that 
exceed 3/100-acre and require pre-construction 
notification, unless the district engineer determines in 
writing that either some other form of mitigation would 
be more environmentally appropriate or the adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed activity are no 
more than minimal, and provides an activity-specific 
waiver of this requirement. This compensatory mitigation 
requirement may be satisfied through the restoration or 
enhancement of riparian areas next to streams in 
accordance with paragraph (e) of this general condition.  
For losses of stream bed of 3/100-acre or less that require 
pre-construction notification, the district engineer may 
determine on a case-by-case basis that compensatory 
mitigation is required to ensure that the activity results in 
only minimal adverse environmental effects.  
Compensatory mitigation for losses of streams should be 
provided, if practicable, through stream rehabilitation, 
enhancement, or preservation, because streams are 
difficult-to-replace resources (see 33 CFR 332.3(e)(3)). 

 (e) Compensatory mitigation plans for NWP 
activities in or near streams or other open waters will 
normally include a requirement for the restoration or 
enhancement, maintenance, and legal protection (e.g., 
conservation easements) of riparian areas next to open 
waters.  In some cases, the restoration or 
maintenance/protection of riparian areas may be the only 
compensatory mitigation required.  If restoring riparian 
areas involves planting vegetation, only native species 
should be planted.  The width of the required riparian area 
will address documented water quality or aquatic habitat 
loss concerns.  Normally, the riparian area will be 25 to 
50 feet wide on each side of the stream, but the district 
engineer may require slightly wider riparian areas to 
address documented water quality or habitat loss 
concerns.  If it is not possible to restore or 
maintain/protect a riparian area on both sides of a stream, 
or if the waterbody is a lake or coastal waters, then 
restoring or maintaining/protecting a riparian area along a 
single bank or shoreline may be sufficient.  Where both 
wetlands and open waters exist on the project site, the 
district engineer will determine the appropriate 

compensatory mitigation (e.g., riparian areas and/or 
wetlands compensation) based on what is best for the 
aquatic environment on a watershed basis.  In cases where 
riparian areas are determined to be the most appropriate 
form of minimization or compensatory mitigation, the 
district engineer may waive or reduce the requirement to 
provide wetland compensatory mitigation for wetland 
losses. 

 (f) Compensatory mitigation projects provided to 
offset losses of aquatic resources must comply with the 
applicable provisions of 33 CFR part 332. 

 (1) The prospective permittee is responsible for 
proposing an appropriate compensatory mitigation 
option if compensatory mitigation is necessary to 
ensure that the activity results in no more than 
minimal adverse environmental effects.  For the 
NWPs, the preferred mechanism for providing 
compensatory mitigation is mitigation bank credits or 
in-lieu fee program credits (see 33 CFR 332.3(b)(2) 
and (3)). However, if an appropriate number and type 
of mitigation bank or in-lieu credits are not available 
at the time the PCN is submitted to the district 
engineer, the district engineer may approve the use of 
permittee-responsible mitigation. 

 (2) The amount of compensatory mitigation 
required by the district engineer must be sufficient to 
ensure that the authorized activity results in no more 
than minimal individual and cumulative adverse 
environmental effects (see 33 CFR 330.1(e)(3)).  (See 
also 33 CFR 332.3(f).) 

 (3) Since the likelihood of success is greater and 
the impacts to potentially valuable uplands are 
reduced, aquatic resource restoration should be the 
first compensatory mitigation option considered for 
permittee-responsible mitigation. 

 (4) If permittee-responsible mitigation is the 
proposed option, the prospective permittee is 
responsible for submitting a mitigation plan.  A 
conceptual or detailed mitigation plan may be used 
by the district engineer to make the decision on the 
NWP verification request, but a final mitigation plan 
that addresses the applicable requirements of 33 CFR 
332.4(c)(2) through (14) must be approved by the 
district engineer before the permittee begins work in 
waters of the United States, unless the district 
engineer determines that prior approval of the final 
mitigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to 
ensure timely completion of the required 
compensatory mitigation (see 33 CFR 332.3(k)(3)). If 
permittee-responsible mitigation is the proposed 
option, and the proposed compensatory mitigation 
site is located on land in which another federal 
agency holds an easement, the district engineer will 
coordinate with that federal agency to determine if 
proposed compensatory mitigation project is 
compatible with the terms of the easement.   

 (5) If mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program 
credits are the proposed option, the mitigation plan 



needs to address only the baseline conditions at the 
impact site and the number of credits to be provided 
(see 33 CFR 332.4(c)(1)(ii)). 

 (6) Compensatory mitigation requirements (e.g., 
resource type and amount to be provided as 
compensatory mitigation, site protection, ecological 
performance standards, monitoring requirements) 
may be addressed through conditions added to the 
NWP authorization, instead of components of a 
compensatory mitigation plan (see 33 CFR 
332.4(c)(1)(ii)). 

 (g) Compensatory mitigation will not be used to 
increase the acreage losses allowed by the acreage limits 
of the NWPs.  For example, if an NWP has an acreage 
limit of 1/2-acre, it cannot be used to authorize any NWP 
activity resulting in the loss of greater than 1/2-acre of 
waters of the United States, even if compensatory 
mitigation is provided that replaces or restores some of 
the lost waters.  However, compensatory mitigation can 
and should be used, as necessary, to ensure that an NWP 
activity already meeting the established acreage limits 
also satisfies the no more than minimal impact 
requirement for the NWPs. 

 (h) Permittees may propose the use of mitigation 
banks, in-lieu fee programs, or permittee-responsible 
mitigation.  When developing a compensatory mitigation 
proposal, the permittee must consider appropriate and 
practicable options consistent with the framework at 33 
CFR 332.3(b).  For activities resulting in the loss of 
marine or estuarine resources, permittee-responsible 
mitigation may be environmentally preferable if there are 
no mitigation banks or in-lieu fee programs in the area 
that have marine or estuarine credits available for sale or 
transfer to the permittee.  For permittee-responsible 
mitigation, the special conditions of the NWP verification 
must clearly indicate the party or parties responsible for 
the implementation and performance of the compensatory 
mitigation project, and, if required, its long-term 
management. 

 (i) Where certain functions and services of waters of 
the United States are permanently adversely affected by a 
regulated activity, such as discharges of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States that will convert 
a forested or scrub-shrub wetland to a herbaceous wetland 
in a permanently maintained utility line right-of-way, 
mitigation may be required to reduce the adverse 
environmental effects of the activity to the no more than 
minimal level. 

 24. Safety of Impoundment Structures. To ensure that all 
impoundment structures are safely designed, the district engineer 
may require non-federal applicants to demonstrate that the 
structures comply with established state or federal, dam safety 
criteria or have been designed by qualified persons.  The district 
engineer may also require documentation that the design has 
been independently reviewed by similarly qualified persons, and 
appropriate modifications made to ensure safety. 

 25. Water Quality.  

  (a) Where the certifying authority (state, authorized 
tribe, or EPA, as appropriate) has not previously certified 
compliance of an NWP with CWA section 401, a CWA section 
401 water quality certification for the proposed activity which 
may result in any discharge from a point source into waters of 
the United States must be obtained or waived (see 33 CFR 
330.4(c)).  If the permittee cannot comply with all of the 
conditions of a water quality certification previously issued by 
the certifying authority for the issuance of the NWP, then the 
permittee must obtain a water quality certification or waiver for 
the proposed activity which may result in any discharge from a 
point source into waters of the United States in order for the 
activity to be authorized by an NWP.   

  (b) If the NWP activity requires pre-construction 
notification and the certifying authority has not previously 
certified compliance of an NWP with CWA section 401, the 
proposed activity which may result in any discharge from a point 
source into waters of the United States is not authorized by an 
NWP until water quality certification is obtained or waived.  If 
the certifying authority issues a water quality certification for the 
proposed discharge into waters of the United States, the 
permittee must submit a copy of the certification to the district 
engineer.  The discharge into waters of the United States is not 
authorized by an NWP until the district engineer has notified the 
permittee that the water quality certification requirement has 
been satisfied (i.e., by the issuance of a water quality 
certification or a waiver and completion of the Section 401(a)(2) 
process).   

  (c) The district engineer or certifying authority may 
require additional water quality management measures to ensure 
that the authorized activity does not result in more than minimal 
degradation of water quality. 

California 401 Water Quality Certification Status 

Nevada 401 Water Quality Certification Status 

Utah 401 Water Quality Certification Status 

 26. Coastal Zone Management. In coastal states where an 
NWP has not previously received a state coastal zone 
management consistency concurrence, an individual state coastal 
zone management consistency concurrence must be obtained, or 
a presumption of concurrence must occur (see 33 CFR 330.4(d)).  
If the permittee cannot comply with all of the conditions of a 
coastal zone management consistency concurrence previously 
issued by the state, then the permittee must obtain an individual 
coastal zone management consistency concurrence or 
presumption of concurrence in order for the activity to be 
authorized by an NWP. The district engineer or a state may 
require additional measures to ensure that the authorized activity 
is consistent with state coastal zone management requirements.  

 27. Regional and Case-By-Case Conditions. The activity 
must comply with any regional conditions that may have been 
added by the division engineer (see 33 CFR 330.4(e)) and with 
any case specific conditions added by the Corps or by the state, 
Indian Tribe, or U.S. EPA in its CWA section 401 Water Quality 
Certification, or by the state in its Coastal Zone Management 
Act consistency determination. 

https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/Nationwide-Permits/NWP-CA-Summary-Table/
https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/Nationwide-Permits/NWP-NV-Summary-Table/
https://www.spk.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/Permitting/Nationwide-Permits/NWP-UT-Summary-Table/


 28.  Use of Multiple Nationwide Permits. The use of 
more than one NWP for a single and complete project is 
authorized, subject to the following restrictions:   

  (a) The total acreage loss of waters of the United States 
for a single and complete project cannot exceed the acreage limit 
of the NWP with the highest specified acreage limit when 
multiple NWPs are used to authorize an activity. 

  (b) If only one of the NWPs used to authorize the single 
and complete project has a specified acreage limit, the acreage 
loss of waters of the United States for that single and complete 
project cannot exceed that specified acreage limit.  For example, 
if a road crossing over tidal waters is constructed under NWP 14 
(which has an acreage limit of 1/3 acre in tidal waters), with 
associated bank stabilization authorized by NWP 13 (which does 
not have a specified acreage limit), the maximum acreage loss of 
waters of the United States for the total project cannot exceed 
1⁄3-acre. 

  (c) If two or more of the NWPs used to authorize the 
single and complete project have specified acreage limits, the 
acreage loss of waters of the United States authorized by each of 
those NWPs cannot exceed the specified acreage limits of each 
of those NWPs.  For example, if a commercial development is 
constructed under NWP 39 (which as a 1/2-acre limit), and the 
single and complete project includes the filling of a ditch 
authorized by NWP 46 (which has a 1-acre limit), the maximum 
acreage loss of waters of the United States for the construction 
of the commercial development under NWP 39 cannot exceed 
1/2-acre, and the total acreage loss of waters of United States 
caused by the combination of the NWP 39 and NWP 46 
activities cannot exceed 1 acre. 

 29. Transfer of Nationwide Permit Verifications. If the 
permittee sells the property associated with a nationwide permit 
verification, the permittee may transfer the nationwide permit 
verification to the new owner by submitting a letter to the 
appropriate Corps district office to validate the transfer.  A copy 
of the nationwide permit verification must be attached to the 
letter, and the letter must contain the following statement and 
signature: 

“When the structures or work authorized by this nationwide 
permit are still in existence at the time the property is 
transferred, the terms and conditions of this nationwide permit, 
including any special conditions, will continue to be binding on 
the new owner(s) of the property.  To validate the transfer of this 
nationwide permit and the associated liabilities associated with 
compliance with its terms and conditions, have the transferee 
sign and date below.”  

_____________________________________________ 

(Transferee) 

_____________________________________________ 

(Date) 

 30. Compliance Certification.  Each permittee who 
receives an NWP verification letter from the Corps must provide 
a signed certification documenting completion of the authorized 
activity and implementation of any required compensatory 
mitigation.  The successful completion of any required 
permittee-responsible mitigation, including the achievement of 

ecological performance standards, will be addressed separately 
by the district engineer.  The Corps will provide the permittee 
the certification document with the NWP verification letter.  The 
certification document will include: 

  (a) A statement that the authorized activity was done in 
accordance with the NWP authorization, including any general, 
regional, or activity-specific conditions; 

  (b) A statement that the implementation of any required 
compensatory mitigation was completed in accordance with the 
permit conditions.  If credits from a mitigation bank or in-lieu 
fee program are used to satisfy the compensatory mitigation 
requirements, the certification must include the documentation 
required by 33 CFR 332.3(l)(3) to confirm that the permittee 
secured the appropriate number and resource type of credits; and 

  (c) The signature of the permittee certifying the 
completion of the activity and mitigation.  The completed 
certification document must be submitted to the district engineer 
within 30 days of completion of the authorized activity or the 
implementation of any required compensatory mitigation, 
whichever occurs later.   

 31. Activities Affecting Structures or Works Built by 
the United States. If an NWP activity also requires review by, 
or permission from, the Corps pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 408 
because it will alter or temporarily or permanently occupy or use 
a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) federally authorized 
Civil Works project (a “USACE project”), the prospective 
permittee must submit a pre-construction notification.  See 
paragraph (b)(10) of general condition 32.  An activity that 
requires section 408 permission and/or review is not authorized 
by an NWP until the appropriate Corps office issues the section 
408 permission or completes its review to alter, occupy, or use 
the USACE project, and the district engineer issues a written 
NWP verification. 

 32. Pre-Construction Notification.  

 (a)  Timing. Where required by the terms of the 
NWP, the prospective permittee must notify the district 
engineer by submitting a pre-construction notification 
(PCN) as early as possible.  The district engineer must 
determine if the PCN is complete within 30 calendar days 
of the date of receipt and, if the PCN is determined to be 
incomplete, notify the prospective permittee within that 
30 day period to request the additional information 
necessary to make the PCN complete.  The request must 
specify the information needed to make the PCN 
complete.  As a general rule, district engineers will 
request additional information necessary to make the PCN 
complete only once. However, if the prospective 
permittee does not provide all of the requested 
information, then the district engineer will notify the 
prospective permittee that the PCN is still incomplete and 
the PCN review process will not commence until all of 
the requested information has been received by the district 
engineer. The prospective permittee shall not begin the 
activity until either: 

  (1) He or she is notified in writing by the 
district engineer that the activity may proceed under 



the NWP with any special conditions imposed by the 
district or division engineer; or 

  (2) 45 calendar days have passed from the 
district engineer’s receipt of the complete PCN and 
the prospective permittee has not received written 
notice from the district or division engineer.  
However, if the permittee was required to notify the 
Corps pursuant to general condition 18 that listed 
species (or species proposed for listing) or designated 
critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation) might be affected or are in the vicinity 
of the activity, or to notify the Corps pursuant to 
general condition 20 that the activity might have the 
potential to cause effects to historic properties, the 
permittee cannot begin the activity until receiving 
written notification from the Corps that there is “no 
effect” on listed species or “no potential to cause 
effects” on historic properties, or that any 
consultation required under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (see 33 CFR 330.4(f)) 
and/or section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (see 33 CFR 330.4(g)) has been 
completed. If the proposed activity requires a written 
waiver to exceed specified limits of an NWP, the 
permittee may not begin the activity until the district 
engineer issues the waiver.  If the district or division 
engineer notifies the permittee in writing that an 
individual permit is required within 45 calendar days 
of receipt of a complete PCN, the permittee cannot 
begin the activity until an individual permit has been 
obtained.  Subsequently, the permittee’s right to 
proceed under the NWP may be modified, suspended, 
or revoked only in accordance with the procedure set 
forth in 33 CFR 330.5(d)(2). 

 (b) Contents of Pre-Construction Notification: 
The PCN must be in writing and include the 
following information: 

 (1) Name, address and telephone numbers of 
the prospective permittee; 

 (2) Location of the proposed activity; 

 (3) Identify the specific NWP or NWP(s) the 
prospective permittee wants to use to authorize the 
proposed activity; 

 (4)  

  (i) A description of the proposed activity; 
the activity’s purpose; direct and indirect adverse 
environmental effects the activity would cause, 
including the anticipated amount of loss of wetlands, 
other special aquatic sites, and other waters expected 
to result from the NWP activity, in acres, linear feet, 
or other appropriate unit of measure; a description of 
any proposed mitigation measures intended to reduce 
the adverse environmental effects caused by the 
proposed activity; and any other NWP(s), regional 
general permit(s), or individual permit(s) used or 
intended to be used to authorize any part of the 
proposed project or any related activity, including 

other separate and distant crossings for linear projects 
that require Department of the Army authorization 
but do not require pre-construction notification. The 
description of the proposed activity and any proposed 
mitigation measures should be sufficiently detailed to 
allow the district engineer to determine that the 
adverse environmental effects of the activity will be 
no more than minimal and to determine the need for 
compensatory mitigation or other mitigation 
measures.   

  (ii) For linear projects where one or more 
single and complete crossings require preconstruction 
notification, the PCN must include the quantity of 
anticipated losses of wetlands, other special aquatic 
sites, and other waters for each single and complete 
crossing of those wetlands, other special aquatic sites, 
and other waters (including those single and complete 
crossings authorized by an NWP but do not require 
PCNs).  This information will be used by the district 
engineer to evaluate the cumulative adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed linear project, 
and does not change those non-PCN NWP activities 
into NWP PCNs. 

  (iii)  Sketches should be provided when 
necessary to show that the activity complies with the 
terms of the NWP.  (Sketches usually clarify the 
activity and when provided results in a quicker 
decision.  Sketches should contain sufficient detail to 
provide an illustrative description of the proposed 
activity (e.g., a conceptual plan), but do not need to 
be detailed engineering plans); 

 (5) The PCN must include a delineation of 
waters, wetlands, and other special aquatic sites on 
the project site.  Wetland delineations must be 
prepared in accordance with the current method 
required by the Corps.  The permittee may ask the 
Corps to delineate the special aquatic sites and other 
waters on the project site, but there may be a delay if 
the Corps does the delineation, especially if the 
project site is large or contains many wetlands, other 
special aquatic sites, and other waters.  Furthermore, 
the 45-day period will not start until the delineation 
has been submitted to or completed by the Corps, as 
appropriate.  For NWP 27 activities that require 
PCNs because of other general conditions or regional 
conditions imposed by division engineers, see Note 2 
of that NWP; 

 (6) If the proposed activity will result in the 
loss of greater than 1/10-acre of wetlands or 3/100-
acre of stream bed and a PCN is required, the 
prospective permittee must submit a statement 
describing how the compensatory mitigation 
requirement will be satisfied, or explaining why the 
adverse environmental effects are no more than 
minimal and why compensatory mitigation should 
not be required.  As an alternative, the prospective 
permittee may submit a conceptual or detailed 
mitigation plan. 



 (7) For non-federal permittees, if any listed 
species (or species proposed for listing) or designated 
critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation) might be affected or is in the vicinity of 
the activity, or if the activity is located in designated 
critical habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation), the PCN must include the name(s) of 
those endangered or threatened species (or species 
proposed for listing) that might be affected by the 
proposed activity or utilize the designated critical 
habitat (or critical habitat proposed for such 
designation) that might be affected by the proposed 
activity. For NWP activities that require pre-
construction notification, federal permittees must 
provide documentation demonstrating compliance 
with the Endangered Species Act;   

 (8) For non-federal permittees, if the NWP 
activity might have the potential to cause effects to a 
historic property listed on, determined to be eligible 
for listing on, or potentially eligible for listing on, the 
National Register of Historic Places, the PCN must 
state which historic property might have the potential 
to be affected by the proposed activity or include a 
vicinity map indicating the location of the historic 
property. For NWP activities that require 
preconstruction notification, federal permittees must 
provide documentation demonstrating compliance 
with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act;   

 (9) For an activity that will occur in a 
component of the National Wild and Scenic River 
System, or in a river officially designated by 
Congress as a “study river” for possible inclusion in 
the system while the river is in an official study 
status, the PCN must identify the Wild and Scenic 
River or the “study river” (see general condition 16); 
and 

 (10) For an NWP activity that requires 
permission from, or review by, the Corps pursuant to 
33 U.S.C. 408 because it will alter or temporarily or 
permanently occupy or use a U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers federally authorized civil works project, 
the pre-construction notification must include a 
statement confirming that the project proponent has 
submitted a written request for section 408 
permission from, or review by, the Corps office 
having jurisdiction over that USACE project.   

 (c) Form of Pre-Construction Notification: The 
nationwide permit pre-construction notification form 
(Form ENG 6082) should be used for NWP PCNs.  A 
letter containing the required information may also be 
used.  Applicants may provide electronic files of 
PCNs and supporting materials if the district engineer 
has established tools and procedures for electronic 
submittals. 

 (d) Agency Coordination:  

 (1) The district engineer will consider any 
comments from federal and state agencies concerning 

the proposed activity’s compliance with the terms 
and conditions of the NWPs and the need for 
mitigation to reduce the activity’s adverse 
environmental effects so that they are no more than 
minimal. 

 (2) Agency coordination is required for: (i) all 
NWP activities that require preconstruction 
notification and result in the loss of greater than 1/2-
acre of waters of the United States; (ii) NWP 13 
activities in excess of 500 linear feet, fills greater 
than one cubic yard per running foot, or involve 
discharges of dredged or fill material into special 
aquatic sites; and (iii) NWP 54 activities in excess of 
500 linear feet, or that extend into the waterbody 
more than 30 feet from the mean low water line in 
tidal waters or the ordinary high water mark in the 
Great Lakes. 

 (3) When agency coordination is required, the 
district engineer will immediately provide (e.g., via 
e-mail, facsimile transmission, overnight mail, or 
other expeditious manner) a copy of the complete 
PCN to the appropriate federal or state offices (FWS, 
state natural resource or water quality agency, EPA, 
and, if appropriate, the NMFS).  With the exception 
of NWP 37, these agencies will have 10 calendar 
days from the date the material is transmitted to 
notify the district engineer via telephone, facsimile 
transmission, or e-mail that they intend to provide 
substantive, site-specific comments. The comments 
must explain why the agency believes the adverse 
environmental effects will be more than minimal.  If 
so contacted by an agency, the district engineer will 
wait an additional 15 calendar days before making a 
decision on the preconstruction notification. The 
district engineer will fully consider agency comments 
received within the specified time frame concerning 
the proposed activity’s compliance with the terms 
and conditions of the NWPs, including the need for 
mitigation to ensure that the net adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed activity are no 
more than minimal.  The district engineer will 
provide no response to the resource agency, except as 
provided below.  The district engineer will indicate in 
the administrative record associated with each pre-
construction notification that the resource agencies’ 
concerns were considered.  For NWP 37, the 
emergency watershed protection and rehabilitation 
activity may proceed immediately in cases where 
there is an unacceptable hazard to life or a significant 
loss of property or economic hardship will occur.  
The district engineer will consider any comments 
received to decide whether the NWP 37 authorization 
should be modified, suspended, or revoked in 
accordance with the procedures at 33 CFR 330.5.  

 (4) In cases where the prospective permittee is 
not a federal agency, the district engineer will 
provide a response to NMFS within 30 calendar days 
of receipt of any Essential Fish Habitat conservation 
recommendations, as required by section 



305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act.   

 (5) Applicants are encouraged to provide the 
Corps with either electronic files or multiple copies 
of pre-construction notifications to expedite agency 
coordination. 

C. District Engineer’s Decision 

 1.  In reviewing the PCN for the proposed activity, the 
district engineer will determine whether the activity authorized 
by the NWP will result in more than minimal individual or 
cumulative adverse environmental effects or may be contrary to 
the public interest.  If a project proponent requests authorization 
by a specific NWP, the district engineer should issue the NWP 
verification for that activity if it meets the terms and conditions 
of that NWP, unless he or she determines, after considering 
mitigation, that the proposed activity will result in more than 
minimal individual and cumulative adverse effects on the 
aquatic environment and other aspects of the public interest and 
exercises discretionary authority to require an individual permit 
for the proposed activity. For a linear project, this determination 
will include an evaluation of the single and complete crossings 
of waters of the United States that require PCNs to determine 
whether they individually satisfy the terms and conditions of the 
NWP(s), as well as the cumulative effects caused by all of the 
crossings of waters of the United States authorized by an NWP. 
If an applicant requests a waiver of an applicable limit, as 
provided for in NWPs 13, 36, or 54, the district engineer will 
only grant the waiver upon a written determination that the NWP 
activity will result in only minimal individual and cumulative 
adverse environmental effects.   

 2.  When making minimal adverse environmental effects 
determinations the district engineer will consider the direct and 
indirect effects caused by the NWP activity.  He or she will also 
consider the cumulative adverse environmental effects caused by 
activities authorized by an NWP and whether those cumulative 
adverse environmental effects are no more than minimal.  The 
district engineer will also consider site specific factors, such as 
the environmental setting in the vicinity of the NWP activity, the 
type of resource that will be affected by the NWP activity, the 
functions provided by the aquatic resources that will be affected 
by the NWP activity, the degree or magnitude to which the 
aquatic resources perform those functions, the extent that aquatic 
resource functions will be lost as a result of the NWP activity 
(e.g., partial or complete loss), the duration of the adverse effects 
(temporary or permanent), the importance of the aquatic 
resource functions to the region (e.g., watershed or ecoregion), 
and mitigation required by the district engineer. If an appropriate 
functional or condition assessment method is available and 
practicable to use, that assessment method may be used by the 
district engineer to assist in the minimal adverse environmental 
effects determination.  The district engineer may add activity-
specific conditions to the NWP authorization to address site-
specific environmental concerns. 

 3.  If the proposed NWP activity requires a PCN and will 
result in a loss of greater than 1/10acre of wetlands or 3/100-acre 
of stream bed, the prospective permittee should submit a 
mitigation proposal with the PCN.  Applicants may also propose 
compensatory mitigation for NWP activities with smaller 

impacts, or for impacts to other types of waters.  However, 
compensatory mitigation shall not be required for activities 
authorized by NWP 27 because those activities must result in net 
increases in aquatic resource functions and services (see the text 
of NWP 27).  The district engineer will consider any proposed 
compensatory mitigation or other mitigation measures the 
applicant has included in the proposal when determining 
whether the net adverse environmental effects of the proposed 
NWP activity are no more than minimal.  The compensatory 
mitigation proposal may be either conceptual or detailed.  If the 
district engineer determines that the proposed activity complies 
with the terms and conditions of the NWP and that the adverse 
environmental effects are no more than minimal, after 
considering mitigation, the district engineer will notify the 
permittee and include any activity specific conditions in the 
NWP verification the district engineer deems necessary.  
Conditions for compensatory mitigation requirements must 
comply with the appropriate provisions at 33 CFR 332.3(k).  The 
district engineer must approve the final mitigation plan before 
the permittee commences work in waters of the United States, 
unless the district engineer determines that prior approval of the 
final mitigation plan is not practicable or not necessary to ensure 
timely completion of the required compensatory mitigation.  If 
the prospective permittee elects to submit a compensatory 
mitigation plan with the PCN, the district engineer will 
expeditiously review the proposed compensatory mitigation 
plan.  The district engineer must review the proposed 
compensatory mitigation plan within 45 calendar days of 
receiving a complete PCN and determine whether the proposed 
mitigation would ensure that the NWP activity results in no 
more than minimal adverse environmental effects.  If the net 
adverse environmental effects of the NWP activity (after 
consideration of the mitigation proposal) are determined by the 
district engineer to be no more than minimal, the district 
engineer will provide a timely written response to the applicant.  
The response will state that the NWP activity can proceed under 
the terms and conditions of the NWP, including any activity-
specific conditions added to the NWP authorization by the 
district engineer. 

 4.  If the district engineer determines that the adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed NWP activity are more 
than minimal, then the district engineer will notify the applicant 
either: (a) that the activity does not qualify for authorization 
under the NWP and instruct the applicant on the procedures to 
seek authorization under an individual permit; (b) that the 
activity is authorized under the NWP subject to the applicant’s 
submission of a mitigation plan that would reduce the adverse 
environmental effects so that they are no more than minimal; or 
(c) that the activity is authorized under the NWP with specific 
modifications or conditions. Where the district engineer 
determines that mitigation is required to ensure no more than 
minimal adverse environmental effects, the activity will be 
authorized within the 45-day PCN review period (unless 
additional time is required to comply with general conditions 16, 
18, 20, and/or 31), with activity-specific conditions that state the 
mitigation requirements.  The authorization will include the 
necessary conceptual or detailed mitigation plan or a 
requirement that the applicant submit a mitigation plan that 
would reduce the adverse environmental effects so that they are 
no more than minimal.  When compensatory mitigation is 



required, no work in waters of the United States may occur until 
the district engineer has approved a specific mitigation plan or 
has determined that prior approval of a final mitigation plan is 
not practicable or not necessary to ensure timely completion of 
the required compensatory mitigation.  

D. Further Information 

1. District engineers have authority to determine if an activity 
complies with the terms and conditions of an NWP. 

2. NWPs do not obviate the need to obtain other federal, state, or 
local permits, approvals, or authorizations required by law. 

3. NWPs do not grant any property rights or exclusive 
privileges. 

4. NWPs do not authorize any injury to the property or rights of 
others. 

5. NWPs do not authorize interference with any existing or 
proposed Federal project (see general condition 31). 

E. Nationwide Permit Definitions 

Best management practices (BMPs): Policies, practices, 
procedures, or structures implemented to mitigate the adverse 
environmental effects on surface water quality resulting from 
development.  BMPs are categorized as structural or non-
structural. 

Compensatory mitigation: The restoration (re-establishment or 
rehabilitation), establishment (creation), enhancement, and/or in 
certain circumstances preservation of aquatic resources for the 
purposes of offsetting unavoidable adverse impacts which 
remain after all appropriate and practicable avoidance and 
minimization has been achieved. 

Currently serviceable: Useable as is or with some maintenance, 
but not so degraded as to essentially require reconstruction. 

Direct effects: Effects that are caused by the activity and occur 
at the same time and place. 

Discharge:  The term “discharge” means any discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. 

Ecological reference: A model used to plan and design an 
aquatic ecosystem restoration, enhancement, or establishment 
activity under NWP 27.  An ecological reference may be based 
on: (1) the structure, functions, and dynamics of an aquatic 
ecosystem type or a riparian area type that currently exists in the 
region; (2) the structure, functions, and dynamics of an aquatic 
ecosystem type or riparian area type that existed in the region in 
the past; and/or (3) indigenous and local ecological knowledge 
that apply to the aquatic ecosystem type or riparian area type 
(i.e., a cultural ecosystem). Cultural ecosystems are ecosystems 
that have developed under the joint influence of natural 
processes and human management activities (e.g., fire 
stewardship).  An ecological reference takes into account the 
range of variation of the aquatic habitat type or riparian area type 
in the region.   

Enhancement: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or 
biological characteristics of an aquatic resource to heighten, 
intensify, or improve a specific aquatic resource function(s).  
Enhancement results in the gain of selected aquatic resource 
function(s), but may also lead to a decline in other aquatic 

resource function(s).  Enhancement does not result in a gain in 
aquatic resource area. 

Establishment (creation): The manipulation of the physical, 
chemical, or biological characteristics present to develop an 
aquatic resource that did not previously exist at an upland site.  
Establishment results in a gain in aquatic resource area. 

High Tide Line: The line of intersection of the land with the 
water’s surface at the maximum height reached by a rising tide.  
The high tide line may be determined, in the absence of actual 
data, by a line of oil or scum along shore objects, a more or less 
continuous deposit of fine shell or debris on the foreshore or 
berm, other physical markings or characteristics, vegetation 
lines, tidal gages, or other suitable means that delineate the 
general height reached by a rising tide. The line encompasses 
spring high tides and other high tides that occur with periodic 
frequency but does not include storm surges in which there is a 
departure from the normal or predicted reach of the tide due to 
the piling up of water against a coast by strong winds such as 
those accompanying a hurricane or other intense storm.  

Historic Property: Any prehistoric or historic district, site 
(including archaeological site), building, structure, or other 
object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National 
Register of Historic Places maintained by the Secretary of the 
Interior.  This term includes artifacts, records, and remains that 
are related to and located within such properties.  The term 
includes properties of traditional religious and cultural 
importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization 
and that meet the National Register criteria (36 CFR part 60).   

Independent utility: A test to determine what constitutes a 
single and complete non-linear project in the Corps Regulatory 
Program.  A project is considered to have independent utility if it 
would be constructed absent the construction of other projects in 
the project area.  Portions of a multi-phase project that depend 
upon other phases of the project do not have independent utility.  
Phases of a project that would be constructed even if the other 
phases were not built can be considered as separate single and 
complete projects with independent utility. 

Indirect effects: Effects that are caused by the activity and are 
later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable. 

Loss of waters of the United States: Waters of the United 
States that are permanently adversely affected by filling, 
flooding, excavation, or drainage because of the regulated 
activity.  The loss of stream bed includes the acres of stream bed 
that are permanently adversely affected by filling or excavation 
because of the regulated activity.  Permanent adverse effects 
include permanent discharges of dredged or fill material that 
change an aquatic area to dry land, increase the bottom elevation 
of a waterbody, or change the use of a waterbody.  The acreage 
of loss of waters of the United States is a threshold measurement 
of the impact to jurisdictional waters or wetlands for determining 
whether a project may qualify for an NWP; it is not a net 
threshold that is calculated after considering compensatory 
mitigation that may be used to offset losses of aquatic functions 
and services.  Waters of the United States temporarily filled, 
flooded, excavated, or drained, but restored to pre-construction 
contours and elevations after construction, are not included in 
the measurement of loss of waters of the United States.  Impacts 



resulting from activities that do not require Department of the 
Army authorization, such as activities eligible for exemptions 
under section 404(f) of the Clean Water Act, are not considered 
when calculating the loss of waters of the United States. 

Nature-based solutions: Actions to protect, sustainably 
manage, and restore natural or modified ecosystems, that address 
societal challenges effectively and adaptively, simultaneously 
providing human well-being and biodiversity benefits.   

Navigable waters: Waters subject to section 10 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act of 1899.  These waters are defined at 33 CFR 
part 329. 

Non-tidal wetland: A non-tidal wetland is a wetland that is not 
subject to the ebb and flow of tidal waters.  Non-tidal wetlands 
contiguous to tidal waters are located landward of the high tide 
line (i.e., spring high tide line). 

Open water: For purposes of the NWPs, an open water is any 
area that in a year with normal patterns of precipitation has water 
flowing or standing above ground to the extent that an ordinary 
high water mark can be determined.  Aquatic vegetation within 
the area of flowing or standing water is either non-emergent, 
sparse, or absent.  Vegetated shallows are considered to be open 
waters. Examples of “open waters” include rivers, streams, 
lakes, and ponds. 

Ordinary High Water Mark: The term ordinary high water 
mark means that line on the shore established by the fluctuations 
of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear, 
natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the 
character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the 
presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate means that 
consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas. 

Perennial stream: A perennial stream has surface water flowing 
continuously year-round during a typical year.   

Practicable: Available and capable of being done after taking 
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light 
of overall project purposes. 

Pre-construction notification: A request submitted by the 
project proponent to the Corps for confirmation that a particular 
activity is authorized by nationwide permit.  The request may be 
a permit application, letter, or similar document that includes 
information about the proposed work and its anticipated 
environmental effects.  Pre-construction notification may be 
required by the terms and conditions of a nationwide permit, or 
by regional conditions.  A pre-construction notification may be 
voluntarily submitted in cases where pre-construction 
notification is not required and the project proponent wants 
confirmation that the activity is authorized by nationwide permit. 

Preservation: The removal of a threat to, or preventing the 
decline of, aquatic resources by an action in or near those 
aquatic resources.  This term includes activities commonly 
associated with the protection and maintenance of aquatic 
resources through the implementation of appropriate legal and 
physical mechanisms.  Preservation does not result in a gain of 
aquatic resource area or functions. 

Re-establishment: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, 
or biological characteristics of a site with the goal of returning 
natural/historic functions to a former aquatic resource.  Re- 

establishment results in rebuilding a former aquatic resource and 
results in a gain in aquatic resource area and functions. 

Rehabilitation: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or 
biological characteristics of a site with the goal of repairing 
natural/historic functions to a degraded aquatic resource.  
Rehabilitation results in a gain in aquatic resource function, but 
does not result in a gain in aquatic resource area. 

Restoration: The manipulation of the physical, chemical, or 
biological characteristics of a site with the goal of returning 
natural/historic functions to a former or degraded aquatic 
resource.  For the purpose of tracking net gains in aquatic 
resource area, restoration is divided into two categories: re-
establishment and rehabilitation. 

Riffle and pool complex: Riffle and pool complexes are special 
aquatic sites under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  Riffle and pool 
complexes sometimes characterize steep gradient sections of 
streams.  Such stream sections are recognizable by their 
hydraulic characteristics.  The rapid movement of water over a 
course substrate in riffles results in a rough flow, a turbulent 
surface, and high dissolved oxygen levels in the water.  Pools are 
deeper areas associated with riffles. A slower stream velocity, a 
streaming flow, a smooth surface, and a finer substrate 
characterize pools. 

Riparian areas: Riparian areas are lands next to streams, lakes, 
and estuarine-marine shorelines.  Riparian areas are transitional 
between terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, through which 
surface and subsurface hydrology connects riverine, lacustrine, 
estuarine, and marine waters with their adjacent wetlands, non-
wetland waters, or uplands.  Riparian areas provide a variety of 
ecological functions and services and help improve or maintain 
local water quality.  (See general condition 23.) 

Shellfish seeding: The placement of shellfish seed and/or 
suitable substrate to increase shellfish production.  Shellfish seed 
consists of immature individual shellfish or individual shellfish 
attached to shells or shell fragments (i.e., spat on shell).  Suitable 
substrate may consist of shellfish shells, shell fragments, or other 
appropriate materials placed into waters for shellfish habitat. 

Single and complete linear project: A linear project is a 
project constructed for the purpose of getting people, goods, or 
services from a point of origin to a terminal point, which often 
involves multiple crossings of one or more waterbodies at 
separate and distant locations.  The term “single and complete 
project” is defined as that portion of the total linear project 
proposed or accomplished by one owner/developer or 
partnership or other association of owners/developers that 
includes all crossings of a single water of the United States (i.e., 
a single waterbody) at a specific location.  For linear projects 
crossing a single or multiple waterbodies several times at 
separate and distant locations, each crossing is considered a 
single and complete project for purposes of NWP authorization.  
However, individual channels in a braided stream or river, or 
individual arms of a large, irregularly shaped wetland or lake, 
etc., are not separate waterbodies, and crossings of such features 
cannot be considered separately. 

Single and complete non-linear project: For non-linear 
projects, the term “single and complete project” is defined at 33 
CFR 330.2(i) as the total project proposed or accomplished by 



one owner/developer or partnership or other association of 
owners/developers.  A single and complete non-linear project 
must have independent utility (see definition of “independent 
utility”).  Single and complete non-linear projects may not be 
“piecemealed” to avoid the limits in an NWP authorization. 

Stormwater management: Stormwater management is the 
mechanism for controlling stormwater runoff for the purposes of 
reducing downstream erosion, water quality degradation, and 
flooding and mitigating the adverse effects of changes in land 
use on the aquatic environment. 

Stormwater management facilities: Stormwater management 
facilities are those facilities, including but not limited to, 
stormwater retention and detention ponds and best management 
practices, which retain water for a period of time to control 
runoff and/or improve the quality (i.e., by reducing the 
concentration of nutrients, sediments, hazardous substances and 
other pollutants) of stormwater runoff. 

Stream bed: The substrate of the stream channel between the 
ordinary high water marks.  The substrate may be bedrock or 
inorganic particles that range in size from clay to boulders.  The 
substrate may also be comprised, in part, of organic matter, such 
as large or small wood fragments, leaves, algae, and other 
organic materials.  Wetlands contiguous to the stream bed, but 
outside of the ordinary high water marks, are not considered part 
of the stream bed. 

Stream channelization: The manipulation of a stream’s course, 
condition, capacity, or location that causes more than minimal 
interruption of normal stream processes.  A channelized 
jurisdictional stream remains a water of the United States. 

Structure: An object that is arranged in a definite pattern of 
organization.  Examples of structures include, without limitation, 
any pier, boat dock, boat ramp, wharf, dolphin, weir, boom, 
breakwater, bulkhead, revetment, riprap, jetty, artificial island, 
artificial reef, permanent mooring structure, power transmission 
line, permanently moored floating vessel, piling, aid to 
navigation, or any other manmade obstacle or obstruction. 

Tidal wetland: A tidal wetland is a jurisdictional wetland that is 
inundated by tidal waters.  Tidal waters rise and fall in a 
predictable and measurable rhythm or cycle due to the 
gravitational pulls of the moon and sun.  Tidal waters end where 
the rise and fall of the water surface can no longer be practically 
measured in a predictable rhythm due to masking by other 
waters, wind, or other effects. Tidal wetlands are located 
channelward of the high tide line. 

Tribal lands: Any lands title to which is either: 1) held in trust 
by the United States for the benefit of any Indian tribe or 
individual; or 2) held by any Indian tribe or individual subject to 
restrictions by the United States against alienation. 

Tribal rights: Those rights legally accruing to a tribe or tribes 
by virtue of inherent sovereign authority, unextinguished 
aboriginal title, treaty, statute, judicial decisions, executive order 
or agreement, and that give rise to legally enforceable remedies. 

Vegetated shallows: Vegetated shallows are special aquatic 
sites under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  They are areas that are 
permanently inundated and under normal circumstances have 
rooted aquatic vegetation, such as seagrasses in marine and 

estuarine systems and a variety of vascular rooted plants in 
freshwater systems. 

Waterbody: For purposes of the NWPs, a waterbody is a “water 
of the United States.” If a wetland is adjacent to a waterbody 
determined to be a water of the United States, that waterbody 
and any adjacent wetlands are considered together as a single 
aquatic unit (see 33 CFR 328.4(c)(2)). 
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