ARIZONA WILDLIFE FEDERATION
644 N. Country Club Drive, Suite E
Mesa, Arizona 85201

March 24, 2004

Arturo Duran Commissioner

I nternationa Boundary and Water Commission
4171 North Mesa, Suite C-100

El Paso, TX 79902-1441

Dear Commissoner:

Wewriteto urgeyoutoinitiateareview of flood control and boundary alignment objectivesfor the
Colorado River limitrophe. Asyou know, the Commissionisinthe processof defining aternativesto
meet these objectives. Weare concerned that as currently planned, the project will result inthe
destruction of the Colorado River limitrophe nativeriparian forests, wetlands, and backwaters, which
constitute some of the best habitat onthe Lower Colorado River. Webelievethat IBWC and CILA
have an historic opportunity to provide cost-effective, reasonable protection for life and property,
address sovereignty concerns of the United States, Mexico and the Cocopah Indian Nation, andat the
sametime protect —and even restore—the valuablelimitrophe habitat. Specifically, werequest that the
Commissionsre-examinethe need for protection against aflood of 140,000 cubic feet per second, as
well asthe need to dredge apilot channel that accommaodates 15,000 cubic feet per second.

Some of thevery best nativeriparian habitat intheentirelower Colorado River (indeed intheentirearid
southwest of the North American continent) isfound in the southernmost reach of theriver: nativetree
cover is18%, while ontherest of thelower Colorado mainstemitisonly 1-2%. Thisreach below
MorelosDamisthe only remaining segment of thelower Col orado where over-bank flooding hasbeen
availablein recent decadesto sustain native vegetation such as cottonwood and willow trees. The
resultant habitat sustainsseveral specieslistedinthe United Statesasendangered, including the
Southwestern willow flycatcher and the Yumaclapper rail; Mexico liststhe clapper rail asthreatened as
well. A rapid biological assessment conducted in 2003 documentsthelocal, regional, and continental
sgnificanceof thishabitat.

Inthe past few years, IBWC hasbegun to craft aproposal to add flood capacity to thelimitropheinan
effort tofulfill therequirementsof Minute 217 (an e ement of the U.S.-Mexico Colorado River Treaty
adoptedin 1964), and to rectify the U.S.- Mexico boundary per the requirement of the 1970 border
treaty. Minute 217 relieson areport from the 1940’ sasthe basisfor itschannel capacity standard.
Although the extent of water devel opment on the Colorado River sincethenisindisputable (including the
construction of the Central Arizona Project and the Colorado River Storage Project), the IBWC hasnot
updated itsflood predictionsonthe Lower Colorado. Consequently, the standard established in Minute
217 would protect communitiesnear thelimitrophefrom
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the 10,000-year flood. Mgor riverside citiesin the United States such asNew Orleansand St. Louis
are protected from the 500-year flood. We are concerned that the existing obj ective of protectionfroma
flood of 140,000 cubic feet per second for thelimitrophewould result in extraordinarily high project
costs, aswell asunnecessary environmental impacts. Theseimpactswill increase project mitigation costs
dramatically, and will lead to strong opposition from environmenta organizationsin both countries.

The second component of IBWC’splanisto dredge anew pilot channel with acapacity of 15,000 cubic
feet per second withinthelimitrophe, literaly clearing vegetationto create apath of bare sand ranging
from 350-700 feet widein order to accommodate smaller flowsand to demarcatetheinternational
border. We are concerned that thisplan would requirethe physical removal of significant native habitat,
and would strand existing habitat by removingitswater source (both by moving channel location and by
lowering the groundwater table). The United Statesand Mexico do not have acodified agreement
committing to apilot channel of 15,000 cubic feet per second, indicating that thisobjectiveof IBWC's
plan can be easily modified, reducing costsand minimizing negative environmental impacts.

Weare confident that if IBWC and CILA review flood control and boundary adjustment needsusing
contemporary Colorado River flow data, in the context of contemporary flood protection policies, life
and property can be protected to areasonabl e degree, and sovereign concerns about territory can be
satisfactorily addressed, at the sametimethat habitat is preserved and perhaps even restored. Moreover,
webelieveamorereasonableaternativewill bemuchlesscostly, saving limited taxpayer fundsin both
countries. Tothisend, werecommend the IBWC and CIL A cooperatein acontemporary assessment of
thelimitrophe, including existing environmenta val ues, existing flood probability, and existing flood
protection. With thisinformationin hand, IBWC and CILA will be suitably equipped to determinewhat
additional flood protectionisneeded, and how aflood protection and boundary adjustment project not
only might minimizenegative environmental impacts, but even might restoreadditiona environmenta value
tothelimitrophe.

We offer ourselvesasaresourcein thisreview, and would wel comethe opportunity to participate.
Specifically, we recommend thefollowing principlesfor project design, based onwhat we know about
theecologica formand function of thelimitrophe:

1. Consider doing nothing: Thenativeriparian deciduousforest that dominates much of thelimitrophe
regenerated during the 1980-90’ swithout intervention, responding naturally to the presence of water and
occasiond flooding. If left alone, it will continuetothriveaslong aswater continuesto flow. Thelevee-
to-levee capacity already exceedsaflow of 75,000 cubic feet per second, whichisnearly twice
thevolumethat the Bureau of Reclamation calculatesasthe 100-year flood.! Infact, theleveescan
contain 140,000 cubic feet per secondin al but the northernmost reach of thelimitrophe. The
international boundary could be adjusted in the southern reach of thelimitrophewhere ecological vaues
arelower.

2. Maximizeuseof leveesto minimizetherisk to streamside habitat: Weare particularly concerned that
IBWC isplanning to dredgein the northernmost extent of thelimitrophein order to increaselevee-to-
levee capacity. If the project must increaseflow capacity inthisreach, it should bedoneby raising
theleveesrather than dredging.

1 Bureau of Reclamation, Flood Frequency Determinationsfor the Lower Colorado River Review. September, 2000.
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3. Reconsider theneed for apilot channel: Dredging apilot channel of 15,000 cubic feet per second
will removeand/or deny water to native vegetationinthelimitrophe. Giventhat theU.S. and
Mexico have not entered into aformal agreement to dredge apilot channel of agiven capacity, we
areoptimistic that IBWC and CILA will be ableto agree on aproject design that does not require
such adestructivedement. Itispossiblethat adesign solution using multiple channelscould
adleviatethe need to impact native habitat. Theexisting braided channel aready hasacapacity of
15,000 cubicfeet per second in all but the northernmost reach of thelimitrophe.

4. Assessinsde-leveefloodrisk: Where homesexist insdethelevees (and we understand that most
areinthesouthern haf of thelimitrophe, on relatively high ground) assesstheir flood risk. Where
homesareat risk of frequent flooding, consider buying the property, ending the concession, or in
thecaseof illega occupation, by helping the residentsfind aternative housing. Weexpect that it will
be considerably lessexpensive, and certainly lessdamaging to the environment, to remove homes
with high flood risk rather than dredging ahuge channel to protect them from floods.

5. ldentify and protect areaswith significant habitat value: Avoid any modificationsin thenorthern half
of thelimitrophewherenativeriparian habitat valuesarehigh. Do not strand existing nativeriparian
forest by diverting theexisting channel and theflowsit conveys. Make boundary adjustmentsas
needed inthe southern half of thelimitrophewhere nativeriparian habitat valuesarelower.

6. Emphasizehabitat restoration: Incorporaterestoration of cottonwood-willow trees, oxbowsand
backwaters, and other important riparian habitatsinto afinal alternative. Add stability to theexisting
channd by augmenting the native vegetation.

Thank you for your interest. Wewould liketo receive awritten responseto our request. Welook
forward to working with you to makethe Colorado River limitropheflood control and boundary
adjustment project asuccess.

Sincerdy,
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