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Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing are two of the major developed areas on Lake Mohave within 
the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The purpose of the development concept plans for these two 
areas is to reevaluate the implementation strategies that were identified in the 1986 Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area General Management Plan / Development Concept Plans / Final Environmental Impact 
Statement and to incorporate the concepts and carrying capacities that were approved in the 2003 Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area Lake Management Plan / Final Environmental Impact Statement. Each 
development concept plan provides an integrated plan for development with site-specific guidance for 
the extent, type, and location of facilities and services that is consistent with the management direction 
and intent established in the 1986 and 2003 plans. 

This document presents three alternatives for managing the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
developed areas. It also analyzes the impacts of implementing each of the alternatives. “Alternative 1: No 
Action, Continue Current Management Trends” reflects current management direction and serves as a 
baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. Existing facilities would be retained with minimal 
changes. “Alternative 2: Implement Previous Planning Proposals” would implement previous planning 
proposals that separate day use and marina facilities, maintain the type of overnight facilities, and provide 
flood mitigation. “Alternative 3: Enhance Visitor Experience and Park Operations (Preferred 
Alternative) would enhance day-use opportunities, upgrade and expand the type of overnight facilities, 
and provide flood mitigation. 

The impacts of implementing the various alternatives were analyzed under five broad topic areas: natural 
resources; cultural resources; visitor use and experience; the socioeconomic environment; and Park 
operations. The key impacts of implementing these alternatives are summarized in table 5 and detailed in 
chapter 4. 

This final document has been distributed to other agencies and interested organizations and individuals. 

  

 



 



 

SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

The National Park Service (NPS) has prepared the 
final development concept plans and a draft 
environmental impact statement for the 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
developed areas on Lake Mohave within Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area (NRA). The 
purpose of the development concept plans is to 
reevaluate the implementation strategies for these 
two areas that were identified in the 1986 Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area General 
Management Plan / Development Concept Plans / 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (GMP) and 
to incorporate the concepts and carrying 
capacities that were approved in the 2003 Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area Lake Management 
Plan / Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(LMP). Each development concept plan provides 
an integrated plan for development with site-
specific guidance for the extent, type, and location 
of facilities and services that is consistent with the 
management direction and intent established in 
the general management plan and lake 
management plan. 

The general management plan addressed the need 
to provide recreational opportunities while 
preserving and protecting natural and cultural 
resources. It established land-based management 
zones and included development concept plans 
for Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing that 
identified limits on the development, established 
the number and type of facilities, and addressed 
flood hazards. The general management plan’s 
vision for both areas was to accommodate 
increasing use, enhance the visitor experience, 
and mitigate flood hazards. The lake management 
plan established water-based management zones 
and provided further guidance for the long-term 
protection of park resources while allowing a 
range of recreational opportunities to support 
visitor needs. A number of the management 
actions identified in both approved plans require 
more site-specific development planning. There 
are also a number of management issues that have 
not been adequately addressed or resolved in the 
previous planning efforts and that require a more 
detailed examination of development and 
operational needs. 

The primary issues affecting the management of 
the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
developed areas are as follows: 

• providing flood mitigation 

• enhancing shoreline-based day-use 
opportunities and facilities to meet a growing 
demand 

• improving the safety and ease of access, 
providing better organized and more 
convenient parking, and providing the 
authorized number of parking spaces 

• improving NPS campgrounds to function 
effectively to meet visitor needs while 
protecting the cultural landscape 

• providing adequate visitor information and 
education programs while meeting the needs 
of both park staff and visitors 

• identifying which concession facilities or 
services are still necessary and appropriate at 
these sites for public use and enjoyment of the 
park 

This Final Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing Development Concept Plans / 
Environmental Impact Statement (DCPs/EIS) 
presents and analyzes three alternatives for 
managing the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing developed areas on Lake Mohave. 
“Alternative 1: No Action, Continue Current 
Management Trends” represents the continuation 
of existing conditions, operations, and 
management practices within each developed 
area. The action alternatives (“Alternative 2: 
Implement Previous Planning Proposals” and 
“Alternative 3: Enhance Visitor Experience and 
Park Operations [Preferred Alternative]”) were 
developed to satisfy the purpose and need for the 
project, achieve the project objectives, and meet 
relevant NPS policies and legal requirements. 
Alternative 3 is the agencies’ preferred alternative 
for each of the developed areas. 
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PURPOSE AND  
NEED FOR THE PLANS 

The Final Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing Development Concept Plans / 
Environmental Impact Statement reevaluates the 
implementation strategies for the Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Landing developed areas that 
were identified in the general management plan 
and incorporate the concepts and carrying 
capacity identified in the Lake Management Plan. 
Each development concept plan provides site-
specific guidance for the extent, type, and location 
of facilities and services that is consistent with the 
management direction and intent established in 
both plans. The management zoning designations 
and overall strategies for managing each 
developed area are consistent with the previous 
plans, although specific actions (e.g., facility 
locations, roadway circulation) could differ from 
those recommended in those plans. 

OBJECTIVES IN TAKING ACTION 

The following objectives were developed based on 
the purpose and need for this project and were 
used in the development of the action alternatives: 

• enhance visitor and staff safety 

• enhance the recreational experience 

• protect and enhance the natural, scenic, and 
cultural resources of the areas 

• provide necessary and appropriate facilities 
and services for visitors 

ISSUES 

The NPS staff, general public, developed area 
concessioners, and representatives from other 
agencies, organizations, and businesses identified 
a number of issues and concerns during scoping 
for this planning effort. The following issues were 
raised through scoping: 

• flood mitigation 

• no-boat / shoreline users 

• traffic circulation, parking, and launch ramps 

• overnight visitor facilities 

• visitor orientation, interpretation, and 
education 

• National Park Service and concessioner 
support facilities 

• other commercial visitor facilities 

IMPACT TOPICS 

The National Park Service has prepared these 
development concept plans in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, the Council of Environmental Quality’s 
(CEQ’s) Regulations for Implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (CEQ 1993), and the 
NPS Director’s Order 12: Conservation Planning, 
Environmental Impact and Decision Making (NPS 
2000). Impact topics allow comparison of the 
environmental consequences of implementing 
each of the alternatives. The impact topics in these 
concept plans were identified based on 
substantive issues expressed by the public or other 
agencies during scoping, federal laws, and other 
legal requirements, CEQ guidelines, NPS 
Management Policies 2006, and staff subject-
matter expertise. 

The NPS planning team selected the following 
impact topics for analysis based on the potential 
for each topic to be affected by the alternatives: 

• native plant communities and soils 

• wildlife 

• threatened, endangered, and special status 
species 

• floodplains 

• archeological resources 

• historic structures 

• cultural landscape 

• ethnographic resources 

• visitor use, experience, and safety 
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• park operations 

• socioeconomic environment 

The following impact topics were considered but 
dismissed from further analysis because they 
would not be affected, or the potential for impacts 
under all the alternatives would be negligible or 
minor: 

• natural soundscapes 

• lightscapes 

• scenic resources 

• air quality and climate change 

• water quality 

• ecologically critical areas, wild and scenic 
rivers, or other unique natural areas 

• wetlands 

• threatened and endangered species not 
addressed in these plans 

• nontribal ethnographic resources 

• museum collections 

• environmental justice 

• paleontological resources 

• prime and unique farmlands 

• Indian trust resources 

• conflicts with land use plans 

• energy requirements and conservation 
potential 

• natural or depletable resource requirements 
and conservation potential 

• urban quality and design of the built 
environment 

• wilderness 

ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR 
ANALYSIS FOR COTTONWOOD  
COVE DEVELOPED AREA 

The alternatives presented in these development 
concept plans were developed by the NPS 
planning team of the Cottonwood Cove 
developed area. The NPS management policies, 
the national recreation area’s purpose, relevant 
laws and regulations, and public input all helped 
to direct and shape the alternatives. 

Summary of Alternative 1: No Action,  
Continue Current Management Trends 

The no-action alternative reflects current 
management of the developed area and serves as a 
baseline for comparison with the other 
alternatives. This alternative would essentially 
maintain existing conditions at Cottonwood 
Cove. The existing visitor, National Park Service, 
and concession support facilities would be 
maintained with minimal changes. 

Summary of Alternative 2:  
Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 2 would maintain many of the existing 
facilities and continue to implement some of the 
specific actions identified in the general 
management plan and the lake management plan 
that have not yet been completed. Flood hazards 
would be addressed through structural 
protection, relocation of some facilities, and use of 
a flood warning system. 

A new visitor contact / ranger station would be 
constructed near the launch ramp. The existing 
ranger station would be converted for use as a 
campground office. Overnight visitor facilities 
would be retained in their current locations. The 
existing motel could be expanded. A new day-use 
area (picnic and no-boat area) would be 
developed in Ski Cove. The main access road 
would remain two lanes through the developed 
area. Parking capacity would be increased and the 
marina expansion would be allowed to the 
carrying capacity authorized in the lake 
management plan. The National Park Service and 
concessioner housing and maintenance areas 
would be relocated to the bluff south of the access 
road. 
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Summary of Alternative 3:  
Enhance Visitor Experience and Park 
Operations (Preferred) 

Alternative 3 would focus on enhancing and 
dispersing day use along the lakeshore. The site 
just north of the motel would be redeveloped for a 
combined visitor/commercial services center that 
would consolidate store and restaurant functions 
in one location. Visitor information and 
exhibit/interpretive space would also be provided, 
but are not expected to occupy a substantial 
percentage of space. The existing picnic area 
would be configured for group and individual 
sites with additional site amenities (e.g., shade 
structures, tables, grills). A new day-use area 
(picnic and no-boat area) would be developed in 
Ski Cove, with a designated trail access to 
Cottontail Cove. The lower campground would 
be converted to a day-use picnic area during the 
summer season and continue to operate as a 
campground during the winter season. 

The existing motel could be expanded. The trailer 
village would be removed and the area would be 
redeveloped for overnight accommodations (i.e., 
recreational vehicle park, cabin units, and park 
models with individual bathrooms) managed by 
the concessioner. This would be done pending 
economic feasibility. The upper campground 
would be redeveloped for concessioner and NPS 
volunteer housing, with a portion of the 
campground — perhaps one loop — retained for 
visitor tent/car camping. A new launch / ready 
lane extending from the launch ramp to the upper 
campground would be constructed. Parking 
capacity would be increased and the marina 
expansion would be allowed to the carrying 
capacity authorized in the lake management plan. 
A new paved loop road through the developed 
area would provide an alternate route to the motel 
and visitor contact / commercial services facility, 
with a spur to the Ski Cove day-use area. Flood 
hazards would be addressed through structural 
protection, relocation of some facilities, and use of 
a flood warning system. 

A new law enforcement / emergency services 
center that would accommodate a ranger station, 
fire station, and helipad would be developed 
across from the existing ranger station. The NPS 
housing and maintenance functions would be 
retained in their current locations and 
rehabilitated as needed. The existing ranger 

station and nearby helipad would be retained. In 
the long term, however, the National Park Service 
would explore options for a consolidated law 
enforcement / emergency services facility in the 
general vicinity of the ranger station or in the 
housing area. Relocation of concession housing to 
a portion of the redeveloped upper campground 
area would consolidate concession housing that is 
currently scattered throughout the developed area 
and allow concession maintenance to be 
expanded into the existing adjacent concession 
housing area. 

ALTERNATIVES SELECTED  
FOR ANALYSIS FOR KATHERINE 
LANDING DEVELOPED AREA 

The alternatives presented in these development 
concept plans were developed by the NPS 
planning team of the Katherine Landing 
developed area. The NPS management policies, 
the national recreation area’s purpose, relevant 
laws and regulations, and public input all helped 
to direct and shape the alternatives. 

Summary of Alternative 1: No Action, 
Continue Current Management Trends 

The no-action alternative reflects current 
management of the developed area and serves as a 
baseline for comparison with the other 
alternatives. Existing facilities within Princess 
Cove, Cabinsite Point, and North and South 
Arizona Telephone Cove would be retained in 
their current locations with minimal changes. 

Summary of Alternative 2:  
Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 2 would maintain many of the existing 
facilities and would implement previous planning 
proposals identified in the general management 
plan and the lake management plan that have not 
yet been completed. Flood hazards would be 
addressed through structural protection, 
relocation of some facilities, and use of a flood 
warning system. Overnight visitor facilities would 
be retained in their current locations and may be 
improved but not expanded. The motel would be 
renovated and the campground would be 
minimally rehabilitated (for Americans with 
Disabilities Act access). The trailer village would 
remain, or, over time, portions would be 
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converted to a short-term recreational vehicle 
park. Commercial services (excluding the marina) 
would be expanded on their current sites. The 
marina is currently at the carrying capacity 
authorized in the lake management plan. The 
parking capacity authorized in the lake 
management plan would be maintained; however, 
parking would be developed closer to the 
lakeshore and the furthest parking area would be 
removed. Concessioner housing and maintenance 
areas would be retained in their current locations. 
NPS maintenance would be relocated to a new 
area on a bluff northwest of the developed area 
near the current water treatment plant. 

Summary of Alternative 3:  
Enhance Visitor Experience and Park 
Operations (Preferred Alternative) 

Under alternative 3 the store and restaurant 
would be rehabilitated or replaced. Some visitor 
information and exhibit/interpretive space would 
be incorporated into the redesign. The motel 
would be removed and the site redeveloped for 
greatly expanded visitor parking near the lake 
with added shade/picnic facilities. The trailer 
village and short-term recreational vehicle and 
NPS campgrounds would be redeveloped for 
concessioner managed overnight facilities that 
would accommodate larger vehicles (larger sites 
with hookups), visitor tent/car camping, and 
additional types of overnight facilities (for 
instance, “cabins” or “park model” type units). 
Concession housing by the shoreline would be 
removed while the concession housing in the joint 
NPS/concession housing area would remain in its 
current location. A loop in the upper campground 
would be redeveloped for NPS volunteer housing. 
The NPS maintenance area would remain in the 
same location. NPS offices and operations (i.e., 
law enforcement, emergency services, 
interpretation offices) would also be consolidated 
in this area.  The NPS housing at Katherine 
Landing is sufficient to meet existing needs. As 
such, NPS housing would remain in its current 
location. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SELECTED 
FOR ANALYSIS FOR KATHERINE 
LANDING VICINITY (PRINCESS COVE, 
CABINSITE POINT, NORTH AND SOUTH 
ARIZONA TELEPHONE COVE) 

The boat launching and parking capacities at 
Princess Cove, Cabinsite Point, and North 
Arizona Telephone Cove would be adjusted to 
maintain the capacities authorized in the lake 
management plan for the southern portion of 
Lake Mohave. The facilities at Princess Cove 
would be retained; however, parking capacity 
currently exceeds the capacity identified in the 
lake management plan. The unpaved overflow 
parking area would be closed to parking. 
Cabinsite Point would be closed to motorized 
boat launching and the no-boat area enlarged. A 
new paved access road on higher ground between 
North and South Arizona Telephone Coves would 
be constructed. To improve ease of launch, a new 
concrete two-lane launch ramp would be 
established. 

The facilities at Princess Cove would be retained. 
The existing paved parking area and existing 
unpaved overflow would remain. However, in the 
event that launch capacity at Katherine Landing is 
reduced because of the design of flood control 
channels, the park may consider paving and 
formalizing more of the overflow area. 

The Cabinsite Point road access would be 
retained, boat launching would continue to be 
allowed, the no-boat area would be retained, and 
backcountry camping may be allowed at some of 
the former cabin sites to be developed by a 
partner. 

The existing access roads to North and South 
Arizona Telephone Coves would be paved as 
would the parking area in North Arizona 
Telephone Cove. A picnic area would be 
developed near the shoreline at North Arizona 
Telephone Cove. The National Park Service 

would continue to allow boat launching at North 
Arizona Telephone Cove under “backcountry 
lake access site” conditions. However, note that if 
the launch capacity at Katherine Landing is 
eventually reduced because of the design of flood 

control channels, the park might consider 
improving the launch at North Arizona Telephone 
Cove or at Cabinsite Point, to align with 
established capacity levels. In this event, potential 
improvements may include paving and extending 
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existing launches or increasing the number of 
launch lanes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Under alternative 1, adverse impacts to natural 
resources from facility maintenance and increased 
visitor use would be minor. There would continue 
to be a potential long-term moderate to major 
adverse impact on human life and property in the 
floodplains and a long-term moderate adverse 
impact on floodplain values because of the 
presence of facilities in the floodplain. No new 
impacts on cultural resources, park operations, or 
socioeconomic environment would occur.  
Alternative 1 would have moderate to major 
adverse long-term effects on the visitor 
experience to Lake Mohave due to continuing 
issues (such as visitor conflicts and inadequate 
overnight accommodations) that negatively affect 
the experience of a significant percentage of 
visitors. 

Alternative 2 would result in long-term, minor to 
moderate, adverse impacts to native plant 
communities and soils from facility construction 
and associated visitor use. Local beneficial effects 
would also result from the selective removal of 
existing nonnative invasive species and 
restoration of some currently developed sites. 
Adverse impacts to wildlife would be minor. 
Alternative 2 would be likely to adversely affect 
the desert tortoise, banded Gila monster, and 
Western burrowing owls although impacts would 
be localized. The flood hazard to people and 
property in the floodplains would be greatly 
reduced at both developed areas, although there 
would be a minor to moderate adverse impact on 

floodplain values because of construction of 
additional flood control structures that divert and 
channel flood flows. Overall impacts on visitor 
experience would be beneficial with some adverse 
impacts during construction activities. Negligible 
to minor impacts would occur to the 
socioeconomic environment. 

Alternative 3 would have largely the same effects 
as described for alternative 2. 

NEXT STEPS AND  
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLANS 

There will be a 30-day no-action period following 
distribution of the Final Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing Development Concept 
Plans/Environmental Impact Statement. A record 
of decision may be prepared that would document 
the National Park Service-selected alternative, 
which would become the new management plan 
for the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
development areas to be implemented over 
20−25 years. Once a record of decision is signed 
by the NPS Pacific West regional director, the 
plans would then be implemented as funding and 
staffing allows. 

It is important to note that not all of the actions in 
the alternative would necessarily be implemented 
immediately. The implementation of the approved 
plans, no matter which alternative might be 
selected, would depend on future National Park 
Service, state, and partner funding levels; staff to 
implement the plan; servicewide priorities; and 
partnership time and effort. Full implementation 
of the plan could be many years in the future.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE  
AND NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT PLANS 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter begins by providing descriptions and 
background information on the Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Landing developed areas in 
the Lake Mead National Recreation Area (NRA) 
to explain what and where the areas are and why 
the National Park Service has prepared this Final 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
Development Concept Plans / Environmental 
Impact Statement (DCPs/EIS). This chapter also 
explains the process used to develop these plans, 
as well as the purpose of and need for 
development concept plans and the actions 
proposed herein. 

DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
OF DEVELOPED AREAS 

The Lake Mead National Recreation Area is 
located in southeastern Nevada and northwestern 
Arizona (see figure 1). The national recreation 
area encompasses approximately 1.5 million acres 
and includes both Lake Mead, formed by Hoover 
Dam, and Lake Mohave, formed by Davis Dam. 
Both are reservoirs created by the dams that 
impound the Colorado River and serve as the 
primary water resources in the region. The water 
levels of both lakes are controlled by the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation for the purposes of 
irrigation, drinking water, and power generation 
for communities in Arizona, Nevada, and 
Southern California. Lake Mohave experiences 
seasonal fluctuations of about 15 feet (ft), typically 
experiencing higher water in the early summer 
months and lower water in the fall months. 

Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing are two 
of the major developed areas on Lake Mohave 
(see figure 2). Cottonwood Cove is located on the 
Nevada shore of the lake, approximately 22 miles 
north of Davis Dam. The developed area is 
accessible by a 15 mile road that runs east of 

Searchlight to lake Mohave. The first 7 miles of 
that road is maintained by Clark County. 
Katherine Landing is located near the southern 
end of the lake in Arizona, approximately 
1.5 miles north of the Davis Dam. This developed 
area is accessed by Nevada Highway 163 off of 
U.S. Highway 95 and by Arizona Highway 68 off 
of U.S. Highway 93. 

The majority of development lies within 
Katherine Wash, but also extends to the north, 
encompassing South and North Telephone Cove, 
Cabinsite Point, and Princess Cove. Both 
developed areas accommodate a wide variety of 
recreational activities and provide public launch 
facilities and commercial marina services as well 
as other public use and support facilities. 

The Lake Mead National Recreation Area is 
managed under the direction of the 1986 Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area General 
Management Plan (GMP) and the 2003 Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area Lake Management Plan 
(LMP). The general management plan addresses 
the need to provide recreational opportunities 
while preserving and protecting the recreation 
area’s natural and cultural resources. The plan 
established land-based management zones and 
included development concept plans for 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing that 
identify limits on the development, establish the 
number and type of facilities, and address flood 
hazards. The plan’s vision for both areas is to 
accommodate a variety of uses, enhance the 
visitor experience, and mitigate flood hazards. 
The key management direction identified 
included the redesign of parking and circulation 
to improve ease of access and capacity; maximum 
limits on expansion of existing or development of 
new concession facilities pending an economic 
feasibility study; and alleviation of flood hazards 
through channeling the 100-year flood flows, 
relocating some facilities, and implementing flood 
warning systems. 
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FIGURE 1. LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
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FIGURE 2. LOCATION OF COTTONWOOD COVE AND KATHERINE LANDING  
DEVELOPED AREAS IN LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
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The lake management plan further refined the 
management of Lakes Mead and Mohave, the 
associated shoreline, and developed areas around 
the lakes to ensure the protection of park 
resources while allowing a range of recreational 
opportunities to support visitor needs. At 
Cottonwood Cove, the lake management plan 
authorized an increase in boating capacity and 
called for the separation of public and commercial 
marina operations. It was proposed to relocate the 
picnic area, public marina, and fuel sales to Ski 
Cove located immediately south of the existing 
marina, while the rental boat operation, motel, 
restaurant, and store would remain in their 
existing locations. The traffic circulation and 
parking would be designed to provide for the 
increased boating access and relocation of 
facilities. Implementation of these actions was 
based on a future site-specific development plan. 
At Katherine Landing, the plan maintains existing 
boating capacities and provides for the separation 
of recreational activities. Physical separation of 
recreational activities would be provided and 
some areas would be managed for specific 
activities only. 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The management direction established in the 
general management plan and the lake 
management plan provides guidance for the 
current planning effort. The purpose of the 
development concept plans for Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing is to reexamine, reevaluate 
and modify the implementation strategies for 
these two areas that were identified in the general 
management plan and to incorporate the concepts 
and carrying capacity identified in the lake 
management plan. Each development concept 
plan provides site-specific guidance for the extent, 
type, and location of facilities and services. The 
management zoning designations and overall 
strategies for managing each developed area are 
consistent with the previous plans, although 
specific actions (e.g., facility locations, roadway 
circulation) could differ from those 
recommended in those plans. 

A number of the management actions identified in 
both approved plans required more site-specific 
development planning prior to implementation, 

including a parking and traffic circulation analysis, 
structural flood protection designs, site 
assessments to evaluate facility locations, and an 
economic feasibility study of concession 
operations. This specific site planning will assist in 
identifying possible facility improvement, 
relocation, and expansion. In addition, other 
facility needs have arisen or conditions have 
changed since completion of the previous plans. 
Mission 66 was a federally sponsored program to 
improve infrastructure and recreational 
opportunities in national parks. In 2006, 
Cottonwood Cove was determined to be eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places for its Mission 66-era cultural resources. 
Katherine Landing may potentially be eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register for 
Mission 66-era resources. Consequently, 
development planning needs to take these 
National Register eligible resources into 
consideration. With the growth in communities 
outside of the park near both developed areas, 
there is also a need to reevaluate which 
concession operated services and support 
facilities are still necessary and appropriate at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing and 
which services should be accommodated outside 
of the park. 

OBJECTIVES IN TAKING ACTION 

The following objectives were developed based on 
the purpose and need for this project and were 
used in the development of the action alternatives 
(alternatives 2 and 3): 

• Enhance visitor and staff safety — provide 
flood hazard mitigation, emergency services, 
and clear, safe, and efficient vehicular 
circulation. 

• Enhance the recreational experience — 
provide for a range of visitor experiences and 
opportunities, including educational and 
interpretive opportunities that encourage the 
preservation of park resources and foster 
increased visitor understanding, appreciation, 
enjoyment, and stewardship.

6 



 
Chapter 1: Introduction and Purpose and Need for the Development Concept Plans 

• Protect and enhance the natural, scenic, and 
cultural resources of the areas — one of the 
key elements in maintaining a quality 
recreational setting is protecting the resources 
that make that recreational visit enjoyable. 

• Enhance public use and enjoyment by 
providing necessary and appropriate facilities 
and services for visitors at these sites, taking 
into account changing visitor preferences, 
recent development in the surrounding area, 
and consideration of identified needs that can 
be met outside recreation area boundaries. 

PLANNING ISSUES 

Scoping is designed to be an early, open public 
process to determine the scope and significance of 
issues to be addressed in an environmental 
document for a proposed action. The NPS staff, 
the general public, developed area concessioners, 
and representatives from other agencies, 
organizations, and businesses identified a number 
of issues and concerns during scoping for this 
planning effort. Comments were solicited at 
public scoping meetings, through planning 
newsletters, and on the park’s web site (see 
“Chapter 5: Consultation and Coordination”). 
The following seven major issues and concerns 
are addressed by these development concept 
plans. 

Flood Mitigation 

The Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
developed areas are high hazard areas for flash 
floods. Consequently, flood mitigation is of 
paramount importance to public safety and 
protection of property in floodplains. Existing 
flood mitigation consists of a combination of 
diversion dikes and ditches that provide various 
levels of flood protection, ranging anywhere from 
approximately 10- to 100-year flows but that do 
not convey probable maximum flood (pmf) flows. 
Furthermore, the National Park Service currently 
expends considerable effort and resources in 
maintaining and removing debris from existing 
flood channels, cleaning culverts plugged with 
sediment, and removing sediment from parking 
areas during even relatively minor storm events. 

Non-boating Public / Shoreline Users 

The recreation area is experiencing increasing use 
by the non-boating public, who are seeking 
day-use opportunities to enjoy the area. This 
segment of the public has expressed concerns 
about there being an overemphasis on 
accommodating boaters in terms of shoreline use 
and facilities. They have expressed desire for more 
shoreline-based day-use opportunities and 
facilities, such as increased shoreline access, trails, 
picnic areas, restrooms, and shade structures. 

At Cottonwood Cove, marina facilities, launch 
ramp, picnic area, and lower campground are all 
closely positioned at the mouth of Cottonwood 
Wash, resulting in safety concerns, congested 
conditions, and conflicts between user groups. 
Day-use picnickers often spread out into the 
lower campground sites. Unmet needs for day-use 
parking results in cars occupying the pull-through 
trailer spaces. Swimmers are in close proximity to 
boat traffic. Over time, growing numbers of day 
users and expansion of the marina to authorized 
capacity levels would further aggravate the extent 
and frequency of crowded conditions. 

Traffic Circulation,  
Parking, and Launch Ramps 

Currently traffic circulation patterns and the 
amount and location of parking contribute to 
traffic congestion and safety problems. Road 
width and site distances along the main access 
road into Katherine Landing pose safety issues for 
bicyclists or maintenance personnel working 
along the road. At both developed areas, long boat 
launching lines back up traffic along the access 
roads. Launch lines can require up to an hour’s 
wait or longer. Visitors traveling to other 
destinations have no way to safely or conveniently 
bypass the boat launch traffic. 

Parking areas near the launch ramps are limited. 
During the summer, the campgrounds are used 
for overflow parking. Visitors vying for close-in 
parking results in cars occupying the pull-trough 
trailer space and vehicles parked long-term in 
short-term parking spaces. The farther the 
distance to boat trailer parking areas, the longer it 
takes to launch or retrieve boats, resulting in 
longer wait times and traffic lines and more 
congestion near the launch ramp and immediate 
harbor area. 
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Consideration needs to be given to improving the 
safety and ease of access, providing better 
organized and more convenient parking, and 
providing the authorized number of pull-through 
and single spaces. What can be done to make it 
easier and quicker to launch and retrieve boats? 

Overnight Visitor Facilities 

Overnight visitor facilities include NPS-managed 
campgrounds and commercially managed 
recreational vehicle and trailer sites and motels. 
The layout and design of the NPS campgrounds 
do not function effectively and are not in keeping 
with contemporary design standards and visitor 
needs. Roads and sites do not adequately 
accommodate large recreational vehicles or meet 
accessibility standards. There are no utility 
hookups available. At both Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing, there is the additional 
concern of how to provide a more functional 
campground while protecting the cultural 
resources eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register. 

With the growth of communities outside of the 
recreation area, a question has arisen as to 
whether the long-term exclusive use trailer village 
sites and the motel at Katherine Landing are still 
necessary and appropriate for public use and 
enjoyment of the park. Are these uses 
appropriate? Could needs be better met outside 
area boundaries? 

Visitor Orientation,  
Interpretation, and Education 

The recreation’s area information and education 
programs encourage visitors’ understanding of the 
park and its resources and provide park visitors 
with information they need to have a safe and 
enjoyable park experience. In general, orientation 
/ information sign and boater education 
information waysides are insufficient and a lack of 
adequate facilities exist to support these visitor 
services. 

At Cottonwood Cove, there is no visitor contact 
station. The ranger station is actually used as an 
office facility and not for visitor contact. 
Furthermore, no interpretive staff is regularly 
assigned to Cottonwood Cove. At Katherine 
Landing, the combined ranger and interpretation 
office building at Katherine Landing also 

functions as a visitor contact station. There is 
limited space in the building to provide visitor 
services. The existing location is not near the lake 
and associated visitor facilities, which are the 
major destinations for most visitors. Therefore, 
only a small percentage of park visitors actually 
stop at the contact station. There is no provision 
for providing educational programs, including 
school programs, indoors out of the high 
temperatures in the summer. The picnic / 
amphitheater area used for these programs is too 
small for larger groups and the facilities are in 
poor condition. Concession facilities are a focal 
point of visitor activity. Can commercial services 
and NPS educational and interpretive services be 
provided in a joint facility? 

National Park Service  
and Concessioner Support Facilities 

The National Park Service has various facilities 
that support the operation and maintenance of 
each developed area. These include office space 
and storage for law enforcement and 
interpretation staff, maintenance buildings and 
yards, housing for employees, trailer sites for 
volunteers, boat dock or slips, and water and 
wastewater systems. Many of the facilities were 
not designed for their current use levels, are in 
poor condition, not optimally located, or lack 
adequate space for storage, office space, parking, 
and other functions. While there is not sufficient 
housing for NPS employees at Cottonwood Cove, 
there is sufficient housing at Katherine Landing. 
However, older housing units are in poor 
condition and have required significant 
maintenance attention. Recreational vehicle sites 
with utility hookups for volunteers are lacking. 
Deficiencies in housing options affect the NPS 
and concessioners ability to attract qualified staff 
and volunteers. 

At Katherine Landing, particularly, park 
operations are scattered in multiple locations and 
buildings. For instance, law enforcement and 
emergency services are spread out between the 
ranger station near the north campground, 
booking station near the government dock, first 
aid station near the launch ramp, and the fire 
station near the NPS housing area. Office and 
storage space for interpretive staff is a similar 
situation. Lack of adequate space and dispersed 
facilities contributes to an inefficient operation. 
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This issue centers on whether the existing 
operational facilities are functioning effectively 
and efficiently, meeting the needs of both park 
staff and visitors. Can replacement, rehabilitated, 
or relocated support facilities enhance operational 
efficiencies? 

Other Commercial Visitor Facilities 

Concession-operated facilities at the developed 
areas provide numerous other services to visitors, 
such as marinas, houseboat and small boat rentals, 
dry boat storage, and retail including food service, 
gasoline, and related supplies. Commercial 
support facilities are provided for employee 
housing and maintenance. Some of the facilities 
are in poor condition or lack adequate space for 
storage, work areas, parking, and other functions. 

With the growth of communities outside of the 
park, particularly in the vicinity of Katherine 
Landing, it is questionable whether certain 
facilities and services are still necessary and 
appropriate for the public use and enjoyment of 
the park. 

There is a need to evaluate the following three 
questions: Which facilities or services are still 
necessary and appropriate at these sites for public 
use and enjoyment of the park? Can identified 
needs be met outside park boundaries without 
compromising visitor experience and resource 
protection? What is the economic feasibility of 
concession facilities determined to be needed 
within the recreation area? 

IMPACT TOPICS 

Impact topics allow comparison of the 
environmental consequences of implementing 
each of the alternatives. The impact topics in these 
development concept plans were identified based 
on substantive issues expressed by the public or 
other agencies during scoping, federal laws and 
other legal requirements, Council of 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, NPS 
Management Policies 2006, and staff subject-
matter expertise. The planning team selected the 
following impact topics for analysis based on the 
potential for each topic to be affected by the 
alternatives. 

Natural Resources 

Native Plant Communities and Soils. The NPS 
Organic Act of 1916 (United States Code [USC] 
Title16, Chapter 1) and NPS management policies 
both require the National Park Service to protect 
and conserve native plants, vegetative 
communities, and geologic resources, including 
soils that could be affected by visitors, 
development, and management actions. Actions in 
the alternatives could beneficially or adversely 
affect these resources. Although most of the 
proposed actions would occur within previously 
disturbed sites within the development areas, 
some actions would result in new ground 
disturbance and impacts on native vegetation 
communities and soils. The spread of nonnative 
species also is a major concern in the recreation 
area. The replacement of invasive exotic 
vegetation (e.g., oleanders, palms) with native 
species equivalents to historically planted species 
would benefit native plant communities. 

Wildlife. As with the above resources, the NPS 
Organic Act and Management Policies 2006 both 
require the National Park Service to protect and 
conserve native animal populations that could be 
affected by visitors, development, and 
management actions. The relocation or 
development of new facilities and construction of 
flood control structures could affect additional 
undeveloped land, disturbing wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. Aquatic species could be indirectly 
impacted from construction and improved 
shoreline access that contribute to erosion, runoff, 
or refuse that could affect lake water quality. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status 
Species. The Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(ESA), as amended, requires an examination of 
impacts to all federally listed threatened or 
endangered plant and animal species. The NPS 
management policies repeat this requirement and 
add the further stipulation that the analysis 
examine impacts to state listed endangered, 
threatened, or rare species, and federal species 
proposed for listing. Wildlife habitat in the 
developed areas is generally not favorable for rare, 
sensitive, and listed species that do not inhabit 
previously disturbed areas, and/or are intolerant 
of human disturbance. However, the following 
species have been recorded or there is suitable or 
critical habitat in the general vicinity of the 
developed areas and could be affected: desert 
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tortoise (federally threatened), razorback sucker 
(federally endangered), bonytail chub (federally 
endangered), southwestern willow flycatcher 
(federally endangered), western burrowing owl 
(Nevada state protected species), and banded Gila 
monster (Nevada state protected species). 

Floodplains. Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain 
Management,” and Director’s Order 77-2, 
Floodplain Management, require the examination 
of the impacts to floodplains. It is NPS policy to 
recognize and manage for the preservation of 
floodplain values, to minimize potentially 
hazardous conditions associated with flooding, 
and to comply with the NPS Organic Act and 
executive order related to the management of 
activities in flood-prone areas. Portions of both 
developed areas are located within high hazard 
flash floodplains. The alternatives in this 
document address flood mitigation to reduce 
hazards to human life and property. The lower 
washes have been extensively altered by existing 
development and use and natural floodplain 
functions and values (e.g., soils, vegetation, 
geomorphology) have already been negatively 
impacted and substantially altered. Because of the 
development within these washes, protection of 
people and property is considered to be of the 
highest priority. Further alterations to the 
floodplains under the alternatives would have 
negligible or minor additional adverse effects to 
natural floodplain values and are not evaluated 
further in these development concept plans. 

Cultural Resources 

Law, regulation, or policy sources relevant to the 
impact analysis of cultural resources are 
Section 106 and 110 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470 
et sequ.); Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 
Title 36, Part 68: Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, effective September 29, 1983, as 
amended; NPS-28: Cultural Resource Management 
Guidelines; American Indian Religious Freedom 
Act (42 USC 1996); Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act; NPS 
management policies; and the National 
Environmental Policy Act, as amended. 

Archeological Resources. Regulations 
implementing the Archeological Resources 

Protection Act define archeological resources to 
be any material remains of human life or activities 
that are at least 100 years of age, and that are of 
archeological interest. Of archeological interest 
means capable of providing scientific or 
humanistic understandings of past human 
behavior, cultural adaptation, and related topics 
through the application of scientific or scholarly 
techniques such as controlled observation, 
contextual measurement, controlled collection, 
analysis, interpretation, and explanation (NPS 
1998). 

In the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
developed areas, prehistoric archeological 
resources most likely would include petroglyphs, 
rock shelters, lithic testing sites, rock alignments, 
stone circles, geoglyphs/intaglios (linear designs 
scratched into the desert pavement), and 
surface/subsurface archeological remains. 
Historic resources could include disturbed areas 
and refuse relating to mining and ranching 
activities. 

Ground disturbance associated with proposed 
actions, such as for new flood control structures 
and relocation of some facilities to presently 
undeveloped sites could disturb currently 
unidentified archeological resources. This is 
particularly true for areas outside of the 
developed areas. Thus, this topic is retained for 
further analysis. 

Historic Structures. Historic structures served 
and may continue to serve some form of human 
activity and are generally immovable. They 
include buildings and monuments, canals, bridges, 
roads, defensive works, etc. (NPS 1998). The 
Cottonwood Cove developed area includes a 
Mission 66-era historic district that has been 
determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. The Katherine Landing 
developed area includes a Mission 66-era 
designed landscape that is potentially eligible for 
the National Register. These designed landscapes 
contain buildings, structures, and associated 
features that could be affected by the alternatives. 
In addition, other historic structures such as mine 
shafts, the ruins of mining and ranch structures, 
and historic roads could be in the project areas 
outside the developed areas and coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing. Therefore, the historic 
structures are retained for further analysis. 
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Cultural Landscapes. Cultural landscapes are 
complex resources that range from large rural 
tracts covering several thousand acres to formal 
gardens of less than an acre. Natural features such 
as landforms, soils, and vegetation are not only 
part of the cultural landscape, but they also 
provide the framework within which it evolves. In 
the broadest sense a cultural landscape is a 
reflection of human adaptation and use of natural 
resources. It is often expressed in the ways the 
land is organized and divided, and also through 
such factors as settlement patterns, land use, 
circulation, and the built environment. The 
character of a cultural landscape is defined both 
by physical materials such as roads, structures, 
and vegetation patterns and by cultural attributes 
such as values and traditions. Each of the 
developed areas has Mission 66 character-
defining features such as herringbone pattern 
campgrounds, motel accommodations, designed 
landscape plantings, etc. In addition, many 
archeological and ethnographic resources (see 
below) could be interpreted as cultural landscapes 
with character-defining features such as 
petroglyphs, trail systems, and viewsheds/vistas. 
Landscape features such as these could be 
affected by the alternatives, so this topic is 
retained. 

Ethnographic Resources. An ethnographic 
resource is defined by the National Park Service as 
any site, structure, object, landscape, or natural 
resource feature assigned traditional legendary, 
religious, subsistence, or other significance in the 
cultural system of a group traditionally associated 
with it (NPS 1998). Ethnographic (Ruppert 1976) 
and archeological (McClellan, Phillips, and 
Belshaw 1980) overviews and assessments of Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area recognized only 
Native American groups as traditionally affiliated 
peoples of the area. Thirty years of consultation 
have identified the Chemehuevi, Paiute, Hopi, 
Zuni, and the dispersed Yuman tribes (Mojave, 
Hualapai, Havasupai, Yavapai, Maricopa, Ak-
Chin, Quechan, and Pai Pai) as having and 
continuing to have cultural ties to the park. 

In prehistoric periods, the Yuman tribes—and 
possibly their predecessors—followed traditional 
trails throughout the lower Colorado region as 
part of ceremonial pilgrimages. These trails were 
marked by a system of petroglyphs, trail shrines, 
rock alignments, geoglyphs, and vistas (Ezzo and 

Altschul 1993). Hundreds of petroglyphs have 
been documented in Grapevine Canyon and 
around the base of Spirit Mountain approximately 
15 miles south of Cottonwood Cove. Others have 
been recorded adjacent to and south of Katherine 
Landing (Peterson, L., pers. comm., February 24, 
2011), adjacent to Lake of Las Vegas (northwest of 
Boulder City, Nevada (Peterson, J., pers. comm., 
February 24, 2011), and near Tule Springs, Clark 
County, Nevada (BLM 2010). Taken collectively, 
these geographic features constitute an extensive 
ceremonial network extending throughout much 
of the region (Ezzo and Altschul 1993). 

Some of these features have been more 
thoroughly documented and have been 
determined to be traditional cultural properties. 
These include the Spirit Mountain and Goldstrike 
Canyon / Sugarloaf Mountain traditional cultural 
properties. These locations, especially the Spirit 
Mountain traditional cultural property, continue 
to be used for ceremonial purposes by 
contemporary Yuman tribes0F

1 and possibly other 
tribes. Undocumented elements of the ceremonial 
network could be in project areas outside of the 
developed areas. Therefore, this topic is retained 
for further analysis. If such features are 
encountered, tribal consultations should take 
place to determine their ethnographic significance 
and to determine appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety 

Both developed areas accommodate a wide variety 
of recreational activities and provide public 
launch facilities and commercial marina services 
as well as other public use and support facilities. A 
primary focus of the development planning effort 
is to improve the visitor experience and to address 
issues related to shoreline access and crowding, 
overnight accommodations, and traffic flow and 
congestion. Actions being proposed in the 
alternatives, such as the development of shoreline 
and overnight facilities, would affect visitor use 
and experience. The alternatives also would affect 
interpretive and educational opportunities, which 
would affect the visitor experience as well. 

1 This statement is based on extensive conversations with 
Felton Bricker (Mojave tribe) and Loretta Jackson (Hualapai 
tribe) with former Lake Mead Cultural Resource Specialist 
Leslie Peterson between 1992−1994. 
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Safety for National Park Service and concessioner 
employees and the public would be affected by the 
alternatives. The alternatives would affect the 
provision of emergency services and information 
visitors need to have a safe park experience. The 
alternatives also address several other safety 
concerns such as crowding, congestion, and traffic 
circulation. Therefore, safety is considered in the 
analysis of impacts. The minimization of 
potentially hazardous conditions to human life 
and property associated with flooding are covered 
under the impact topic, “Floodplains.” 

Park Operations 

Park operations, including maintenance, law 
enforcement, emergency services, and 
interpretation and education would be affected by 
proposed facility improvement, location, and 
expansion. The separation or consolidation of 
facilities, provision of new or improved facilities, 
and transfer of campground management to the 
concessioner would affect park staff 
responsibilities and operational effectiveness and 
efficiency. This topic covers such things as NPS 
staffing, maintenance and operation activities, 
operational efficiencies, and response times. 

Socioeconomic Environment 

The socioeconomic environment impact topics 
include concession operations within the 
recreation area as well as effects on the local and 
regional economy. Proposed actions affecting 
visitor facilities and services and concessioner 
support facilities would affect concession 
operations as well as potentially the local and 
regional economy. Socioeconomic impact topics 
include: 

Construction-related Economic Impacts. Actions 
proposed in the no action and action alternatives 
would have impacts on site-specific, local, and 
regional economic output and employment 
resulting from construction projects associated 
with each alternative. 

Visitor Spending-related Economic Impacts. 
Actions proposed in the no action and two action 
alternatives would have impacts on site-specific, 
local, and regional economic output and 
employment resulting from changes to visitor 
spending associated with each alternative. 
Therefore, this topic is retained. 

Impacts on Other Park Concessions and Local 
Businesses. Actions proposed in the no action 
and action alternatives would have the potential of 
impacting marina and other concession 
operations because the proposed action could 
influence the number and duration visits to the 
developed areas. Therefore, this impact topics is 
retained. 

IMPACT TOPICS  
DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 

Also included is a discussion of some impact 
topics that are commonly addressed in 
environmental impact statements, but that are 
dismissed from detailed analysis in the plans. 
Potential impact topics were dismissed from 
further analysis because they would not be 
affected, or the potential for impacts under all the 
alternatives would be negligible or minor. The 
topics are listed below with an explanation of why 
they were dismissed from further analysis. 

Natural Soundscapes 

The NPS management policies require the agency 
to preserve, to the greatest extent possible, the 
natural soundscapes of park units. Directors 
Order 47: Soundscape Preservation and Noise 
Management (NPS 2000) defines appropriate and 
inappropriate sound. As visitors move away from 
developed areas, they are more able to enjoy the 
natural sounds of water, wind, and wildlife. 
Actions proposed under the alternatives would 
primarily occur in or adjacent to areas that are 
already developed and higher levels of visitor use 
occur, where minor or short-term additions to 
background noise levels are not as noticeable and 
visitors are already exposed to noise from 
vehicles, motors, and visitors. For this reason, 
natural soundscapes have been dismissed as an 
impact topic in this document. 

Lightscapes 

The NPS management policies state that the 
National Park Service will preserve, to the greatest 
extent possible, the natural lightscapes of parks, 
including natural darkness. The agency strives to 
minimize the intrusion of artificial light into the 
night scene by limiting the use of artificial outdoor 
lighting to basic safety requirements, shielding the 
lights when possible, and using minimal impact 
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lighting techniques. The actions proposed in the 
alternatives could result in new locations of some 
facilities, some of which could necessitate 
nighttime lighting. However, the effects of this 
lighting would be local and minimized by the 
mitigation techniques described above. It is 
expected that any new development would have a 
negligible impact on the night sky. Therefore, 
lightscapes are dismissed from further analysis as 
an impact topic. 

Scenic Resources 

The enabling legislation of the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area specifically addresses 
the preservation of the scenic features of the area. 
The National Park Service manages the natural 
resources of the area, including highly valued 
associated characteristics such as scenic views, to 
maintain them in an unimpaired condition for 
future generations (NPS Management Policies 
2006). 

The area’s scenic vistas are an important visual 
resource, and striking backdrops for recreational 
activities include deep canyons, dry washes, sheer 
cliffs, distant mountain ranges, the lakes, colorful 
soils and rock formations, and mosaics of 
different vegetation. The general management 
plan identified outstanding view corridors within 
the Lake Mead National Recreation Area that 
provide spectacular views of significant natural 
features. The alternatives would not place new 
facilities within any outstanding view corridor. 
Consistent with the general management plan, 
new or rehabilitated structures would be located 
within the existing developed areas in the vicinity 
of other man-made structures. The design of the 
buildings and related structures shall, to the extent 
possible, use materials, colors, textures, screening, 
shielded or downward lighting, landscaping, and 
native vegetation that would blend them into the 
natural setting and surrounding buildings. 
Consequently, outstanding view corridors would 
not be impacted. Any impacts on the visual quality 
or view of the developed areas are expected to be 
minor. Therefore, this impact topic was dismissed 
from further consideration. 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

Section 118 of the 1963 Clean Air Act (42 USC 
7401 et sequ.) requires a park to meet all federal, 
state, and local air pollution standards. The Lake 

Mead National Recreation Area is designated a 
Class II Air Quality Area under the Clean Air Act, 
as amended. The act states that the federal land 
manager has an affirmative responsibility to 
protect recreation area air quality-related values 
(including visibility, plants, animals, soils, water 
quality, cultural resources, and visitor health) 
from adverse pollution impacts. Air quality 
impacts have occurred in the recreation area due 
primarily to external sources. Construction 
activities necessary under the alternatives would 
have short-term, negligible impact on the airshed 
due to releases of pollutants from construction 
vehicle emissions and construction related 
impacts from the disturbance of soils. Dust 
abatement efforts would be implemented to 
control fugitive dust emissions during 
construction and impacts would be local. Use 
levels may increase with implementation of the 
alternatives, but the increase is not expected to be 
substantial and the emissions from additional 
vehicles would be negligible compared to current 
levels. Greenhouse gases, such as carbon dioxide 
would be emitted from the use of heavy 
equipment, trucks, and other vehicles. These 
emissions would be small and would not 
contribute to climate change. In the long term, 
project actions associated with the alternatives 
such as circulation and parking facility 
improvements would reduce vehicle emissions to 
the extent that they reduce queuing and 
unnecessary engine idling. This would be 
considered a long-term, beneficial impact on air 
quality. In all of the alternatives, the National Park 
Service would continue to protect and conserve 
air quality as required under the NPS Organic Act 
and management policies. Therefore, air quality is 
not analyzed in detail. 

Water Quality 

Lake Mohave’s waters support the area’s natural 
ecosystems and are important for recreational 
activities, such as boating, fishing, and swimming. 
The Clean Water Act, and supporting criteria and 
standards promulgated by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), the Nevada 
Department of Environmental Protection 
(NDEP), and the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality (ADEQ) have been used at 
the Lake Mead National Recreation Area to 
protect the beneficial uses of water quality, 
including human health, health of the aquatic 
ecosystem, and recreational use. In supporting 

13 



 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT PLANS 

federal and state regulations, the NPS 
management policies states that the National Park 
Service will “take all necessary actions to maintain 
or restore the quality of surface waters and 
groundwater within the recreation area consistent 
with the Clean Water Act and all other applicable 
federal, state, and local laws and regulations.” 

The water quality of Lake Mohave has 
consistently met established standards for full 
body contact (e.g., swimming) and state drinking 
water quality standards. The primary water 
concern for the recreation area is reduction of 
quality due to chemical and biological pollutants 
in lake water, including petrochemicals and 
bacteria associated with human waste. Turbidity 
(water cloudiness) and sedimentation have not 
been major concerns thus far. In recent years, 
sanitation facilities for recreational lake users have 
been improved with the construction of 
additional shoreline restroom facilities as well as 
floating toilets in high use areas. 

Under the alternatives, any ground-disturbing 
activity (e.g., maintenance, construction, visitor 
use) that results in removal of vegetation and the 
exposure of soils or an increase in impervious 
surfaces could result in increased surface water 
runoff and erosion. These impacts could lead to 
increased turbidity, sedimentation, or pollution 
reaching Lake Mohave. The natural hydrology of 
the park is defined by local heavy thunderstorms 
causing rapid runoff and flash flooding, which 
erodes and deposits sediments in washes that are 
dry between storm events. Any increase in 
sediments or turbidity of lake waters would be 
local and minimal when compared to natural 
hydrological events. The use of best management 
practices or other mitigation during construction 
and operations, such as berms or silt fencing, 
would reduce runoff and erosion. Impacts on 
water quality, if detectable, would be local, short 
term, and within or below water quality standards 
and/or historical ambient or desired water quality 
conditions because of the small portion of the lake 
affected, the naturally high sediment loads carried 
during storm events, the use of mitigation 
measures, and the short-term nature of 
construction activities. Therefore, this impact 
topic was dismissed from further analysis. 

Ecologically Critical Areas, Wild and Scenic 
Rivers, or Other Unique Natural Areas 

No areas within the project area are designated as 
ecologically critical areas, nor are there any 
existing or potential wild and scenic rivers within 
the project area. The Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area is an important natural area, but 
the alternatives would not threaten the associated 
qualities and resources that make the recreation 
area unique. Therefore, this topic was dismissed 
from further analysis as an impact topic. 

Wetlands 

Wetlands are protected and managed in 
accordance with Executive Order 11990, 
“Protection of Wetlands,” NPS Director’s 
Order 77-1: Wetland Protection, and its 
accompanying handbook. This guidance requires 
the National Park Service to protect and enhance 
natural wetland values, and requires the 
examination of impacts to wetlands. No actions 
are proposed in the development concept plans 
that would affect wetlands or springs. Therefore, 
wetlands are not analyzed as an impact topic. 

Threatened and Endangered Species  
Not Addressed in these  
Development Concept Plans 

The following species have been dismissed from 
further analysis in these development concept 
plans. The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
was removed from the federal list of threatened 
and endangered species on August 9, 2007. 
Threatened status was reinstated for desert 
nesting bald eagles, which does not include 
population locations inside the recreation area. 
Bald eagles are winter visitors to the recreation 
area and have been sighted in large trees or cliffs 
along the shoreline of both lakes. There has been 
only one confirmed pair of nesting eagles in the 
recreation area, in Black Canyon north of Willow 
Beach. Development proposed under the 
alternatives near the lake would be within or 
immediately adjacent to the existing developed 
high visitor use areas, large trees of cliffs areas 
would not be affected, and ample shoreline would 
still be available for eagles to disperse. Fish 
populations that provide food for wintering eagles 
are not expected to be affected. Therefore, the 
alternatives are not expected to affect bald eagles. 
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The federally endangered Yuma clapper rail 
(Rallus longirostris yumanensis) is a wading bird 
that inhabits fresh water and brackish marshes 
and is associated with dense emergent riparian 
vegetation. No confirmed sightings have occurred 
within the recreation area. However, potential 
habitat for this species exists in the southern 
portion of the park near Davis Dam. None of the 
alternatives propose development or visitor use in 
or near potential habitat for this species. 
Therefore, no affect to this species is expected. 

There are no federally listed threatened or 
endangered plant species in the recreation area. A 
number of sensitive plant species, the first three of 
which are identified by Nevada as state critically 
endangered species, sticky buckwheat (Eriogonum 
viscidulum), three-sided milkvetch (Astragalus 
geyeri var. triquetrus), Las Vegas bearpoppy 
(Arctomecon californica), and sticky ringstem 
(Anulocaulis leiosolenus) occur in the northern 
portion of the recreation area along Lake Mead, 
but have not been recorded near Lake Mohave. 
They occur on gypsum soils or sand dunes. No 
impacts on these species would occur. 

Nontribal Ethnographic Resources 

Nontribal groups of Mormons settled in the area 
to use the Colorado River for agriculture and 
transportation of goods in maintaining Mormon 
settlement and the spread of their religion 
throughout the West. However, their use of the 
area was sporadic and short-lived, so nontribal 
ethnographic resources are dismissed from 
further analysis. 

Museum Collections 

None of the alternatives would affect the 
protection, preservation, and curation of museum 
objects and materials. There are no museum 
collection facilities in the project areas. 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898, “General Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-income Populations” (FR 
1994), requires all federal agencies to incorporate 

environmental justice into their missions by 
identifying and addressing disproportionately 
high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of their programs and policies on 
minorities and low-income populations and 
communities. The alternatives would not have 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
minorities or low-income populations or 
communities as defined in EPA’s Environmental 
Justice Guidance (EPA 1998). 

Paleontological Resources 

The Lake Mead National Recreation Area and 
surrounding lands contain paleontological 
resources. There are no known or recorded 
paleontological resources within the areas of 
potential effect for the alternatives. Most of the 
proposed facilities and associated ground 
disturbance under any of the alternatives would 
occur within the existing previously disturbed 
developed areas. Some proposed work, primarily 
the flood control structure above Cottonwood 
Cove, would disturb some currently intact desert 
wash and intervening ridge lands. Because most 
work would occur within previously disturbed 
areas, the alternatives are not expected to affect 
paleontological resources; however, appropriate 
steps would be taken to protect any 
paleontological resources that are inadvertently 
discovered during construction. Should currently 
unidentified paleontological resources be 
discovered during project implementation, work 
in that location would stop until the resources are 
properly evaluated and avoided if necessary. This 
impact topic was dismissed from further 
consideration. 

Prime and Unique Farmlands 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 USC 4201 
et sequ.) and the U.S. Department of the Interior 
(Environmental Statement Memorandum No. 
ESM94- 7) require an evaluation of impacts to 
prime or unique agricultural lands. Prime or 
unique farmland is defined as soil that particularly 
produces general crops such as common fruits, 
vegetables, and nuts. None of the soils in the 
recreation area are classified as prime or unique 
farmlands. 

 

15 



 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT PLANS 

Indian Trust Resources 

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any 
anticipated impacts on Indian trust resources 
from a proposed project or action by U.S. 
Department of the Interior agencies be explicitly 
addressed in environmental documents. The 
federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally 
enforceable fiduciary obligation on the part of the 
United Sates to protect tribal lands, assets, 
resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a 
duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with 
respect to American Indian and Alaska Native 
tribes. The lands comprising the park are not held 
in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for the 
benefit of Indians because of their status as 
Indians. 

Conflicts with Land Use Plans 

There are no potential conflicts between the 
alternatives and land use plans, policies, or 
controls (including state, local, or Native 
American) for the project areas. 

Energy Requirements  
and Conservation Potential 

The National Park Service would pursue 
sustainable practices whenever possible in all 
decisions regarding national park operations, 
facilities management, and development in the 
recreation area. Whenever possible, the National 
Park Service would use energy conservation 
technologies and renewable energy sources. Thus, 
it is expected that none of the alternatives would 
result in an appreciable change in energy 
consumption. Any impacts would be negligible 
and this topic was dismissed from further 
consideration. 

Natural or Depletable Resource  
Requirements and Conservation Potential 

None of the alternatives being considered would 
result in the extraction of resources from the park. 
Relatively small quantities of depletable resources 
would be used in the construction of new facilities 
in the alternatives, but the impact on these 
resources would be expected to be negligible. 
Under all of the alternatives, ecological principles 
would be applied to ensure that the park’s natural 
resources were maintained and not impaired. 

Urban Quality and  
Design of the Built Environment 

The quality of urban areas is not a concern in this 
plan. At both developed areas, park compatible 
design would be taken into consideration for 
structures built under all of the action alternatives. 
Emphasis would be placed on designs and 
materials and colors that blend in and do not 
detract from the natural and built environment. 
Therefore, adverse impacts would be expected to 
be negligible and this topic was dismissed from 
further consideration. 

Wilderness 

No actions proposed in the development concept 
plans would occur within or adjacent to 
wilderness and there would be no effect on 
wilderness resources or values. Therefore, this 
topic was dismissed from further analysis. 

PLANNING DIRECTION  
AND GUIDANCE 

Management of the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area is guided by a number of laws and 
policies, some of which are applicable specifically 
to the recreation topics, and many others that are 
applicable to all units of the national park system. 
There are also a number of other current plans 
that affect management of the recreation area. 
These laws, policies, and other plans form the 
foundation and provided direction for the 
formulation of all of the development concept 
plan alternatives for Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing described in this document. 

Applicable Laws and Policies 

The Lake Mead National Recreation Area was 
established in 1964 (Public Law [PL] 88-639) “for 
the general purposes of public recreation, benefit, 
and use, and in a manner that will reserve, 
develop, and enhance, so far as practicable, the 
recreation potential, and in a manner that will 
preserve the scenic, historic, scientific, and other 
important features of the area, consistent with 
applicable reservations and limitations relating to 
such area and with other authorized uses of the 
lands and properties within such area.” The 
Secretary of the Interior was authorized under the 
law to provide for general recreational use. 
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General recreational use was defined within 
section 4(b) of this legislation and included 
bathing, boating, camping, and picnicking. 

Some laws and executive orders are applicable 
solely or primarily to units of the National Park 
Service. These include the Organic Act of 1916 
creating the National Park Service, the General 
Authorities Act of 1970, and the act known as the 
Redwood Act amendment of March 27, 1978, 
relating to the management of the national park 
system. Others have much broader application, 
such as the Endangered Species Act, the National 
Historic Preservation Act, and Executive Order 
11988. Those most directly related to the 
development concept plans’ planning process are 
identified as follows. 

NPS Organic Act (16 USC 1). This act provides 
the fundamental management direction for all 
units of the national park system to: promote and 
regulate the use of the federal areas known as 
national parks, monuments, and reservations…by 
such means and measures as conform to the 
fundamental purpose of said parks, monuments, 
and reservations, which purpose is to conserve the 
scenery and the natural and historic objects and 
the wildlife therein and to provide for the 
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by 
such means as will leave them unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations. 

NPS General Authorities Act (16 USC 1a-1 
et sequ.). This act affirms that while all NPS units 
remain “distinct in character,” they are “united 
through their interrelated purposes and resource 
into one national park system as cumulative 
expressions of a single national heritage.” The act 
makes it clear that the NPS Organic Act and other 
protective mandates apply equally to all units of 
the system. Further, amendments state that NPS 
management of park units should not 
“derogat[e]…the purposes and values for which 
these various areas have been established.” 

Redwoods Act, as amended 1978. This act 
reasserted the systemwide standard of protection 
prescribed by the U.S. Congress in the original 
Organic Act. It states, “Congress further reaffirms, 
declares, and directs the promotion and 
regulation of the various areas of the national park 
system. . . shall be consistent with and founded in 
the purpose established by the first section of the 

Act of August 25, 1916, to the common benefit of 
all the people of the United States. The 
authorization of activities shall be construed and 
the protection, management, and administration 
of these areas shall be conducted in light of the 
high public value and integrity of the national park 
system and shall not be exercised in derogation of 
the values and purposes for which these various 
areas have been established except as may have 
been or shall be directly and specifically provided 
by Congress.” 

NPS Management Polices 2006. These policies 
identify and explain NPS policies for all units 
under its stewardship. The alternatives considered 
in this document incorporate and comply with the 
provisions of these mandates and policies. 

Legal Authorities Relating to Commercial 
Services. The National Park Service has limited 
authority to allow commercial services in national 
park areas. A service is generally considered 
commercial if it involves the selling of goods or 
services or the granting of a right to use 
government land or facilities other than for 
governmental purposes. There are different legal 
prerequisites for, and different legal conditions 
that apply to, commercial services depending 
upon the purpose and type of activity involved. 
Fundamentally, a commercial service may not be 
authorized in a national park area unless it meets 
the eligibility criteria for authorization under the 
applicable legal authority. 

The primary legal authority for authorizing 
commercial services in national parks is the 
National Park Service Concessions Management 
Improvement Act of 1998 (Concessions Act). 
Separate legal authorities govern the use of leases, 
rights of way, and cooperative agreements. The 
Concessions Act contains two separate types of 
authority for commercial visitor services in units 
of the national park system—concession contracts 
and commercial use authorizations (CUAs). 

Concession contracts may be used to authorize 
concessioners (i.e., private businesses) to provide 
accommodations, facilities, and services that the 
National Park Service has determined are 
“necessary and appropriate” for public use and 
enjoyment of a park area and are consistent to the 
highest practicable degree with the preservation 
and conservation of the resources and values of 
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the park. Authorized accommodations, facilities, 
and services are provided for a fee or charge to the 
visitor by the concessioner, and the 
concessioner’s rates and charges to the public are 
subject to approval by the National Park Service. 
A concessions contract must provide a reasonable 
opportunity for profit for the concessioner. A 
concessioner pays the government, in the form of 
a franchise fee, for the privilege of operating the 
concession business. In addition, the concessioner 
is required to maintain, at its expense, the 
government-owned facilities, land, and equipment 
that have been assigned to it for use in providing 
services to the visiting public. 

Commercial use authorizations are available for 
certain qualifying commercial services that are 
more limited in scope and impact than concession 
operations. As a consequence, CUAs may be 
authorized under less restrictive controls and 
conditions than those pertaining to concession 
contracts. 

Policy guidance regarding the “necessary and 
appropriate” prerequisite for the issuance of 
concession contracts is found in the National Park 
Service Management Policies 2006. Chapter 8 of 
the Management Policies on “Use of the Parks” 
provides that the National Park Service may only 
allow those uses that are “appropriate” to the 
purposes for which the park was established and 
that can be sustained without causing 
unacceptable impact (unless otherwise required 
by law). Factors to be considered by park 
managers in evaluating the appropriateness of a 
proposed park use are (1) consistency with 
applicable laws, executive orders, regulations and 
policies; (2) consistency with existing plans for 
public use and resource management; (3) actual 
and potential effects on park resources and values; 
(4) total costs to the National Park Service; and (5) 
whether the public interest will be served. In 
addition, park superintendents are to continually 
monitor and examine all park uses to ensure that 
unanticipated and unacceptable impacts do not 
occur. All commercial services in the first instance 
must meet these “appropriate” criteria. 

For a commercial service to be authorized under a 
concession contract, it also must be “necessary” 
for public use and enjoyment of the park area in 
which it is located within the meaning of the 
Concessions Act. Chapter 10 of the Management 
Policies reiterates this requirement. In addition, 

Chapter 10 states that any decision to authorize or 
expand a park concession must be based upon a 
number of additional factors, including that the 
facility or service is not, and cannot be, provided 
outside park boundaries. 

This Development Concept Plans presents 
alternative approaches for the overall mix of 
commercial services within the Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing areas of the park including 
(1) what levels and types of commercial services 
are appropriate; (2) whether those services are 
compatible with the park’s mission of preserving 
and protecting its natural and cultural resources; 
and (3) how to ensure high quality experiences for 
visitors who participate in those commercial 
services. For future concession contracts, this 
Development Concept Plans also addresses 
whether the service is necessary. 

Depending on the alternative selected in the 
Record of Decision, the National Park Service 
may also have to address additional factors before 
authorizing commercial services. However, the 
Development  Concept Plans leaves for 
determination under the process set out in the 
2003 Commercial Services Plan whether a 
commercial service meets the other legal eligibility 
criteria for authorization under a concession 
contract or under other available legal authorities 
for authorizing the commercial service. 

If a commercial service proposed to be authorized 
under a concessions contract is both necessary 
and appropriate, other eligibility criteria set out in 
the 1998 Concessions Act (for example, provide a 
reasonable opportunity for profit for the 
concession operator) must also be met before a 
contract can be issued. The process for addressing 
those additional legal eligibility criteria is set out in 
the 2003 Commercial Services Plan and would 
occur as part of this Development Concept Plans 
process. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This 
act was enacted in 1969 and requires agencies to 
fully consider the environmental costs and 
benefits of their proposed actions before they 
make any decision to undertake those actions. 
The act and subsequent regulations enacted by the 
Council of Environmental Quality establish two 
mechanisms to achieve this stated intent: (1) a 
requirement that all agencies make a careful, 
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complete, and analytic study of the impacts of any 
proposal that has the potential to affect the 
environment, and alternatives to that proposal 
well before any decisions are made; and (2) the 
mandate that agencies be diligent in involving any 
interested or affected members of the public in the 
NEPA process. The National Park Service 
establishes agency policy and procedural 
requirements for compliance with this act in 
Directors Order/Reference Manual 12: 
Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact 
Analysis, and Decision-Making. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended 
(16 USC 1531-1543). This act requires federal 
agencies to ensure that management activities 
authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency 
do not jeopardize the continued existence of 
listed endangered or threatened species, or result 
in the destruction or adverse modification of 
habitat that is critical to the conservation of the 
species. 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended (16 USC 470). This act requires federal 
agencies to consider the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties that are either 
listed in or eligible to be listed in the National 
Register. The National Register includes districts, 
sites, buildings, structures, and objects important 
for their significance in American history, 
architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture. 
The goal of the Section 106 review process is to 
seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any 
adverse effects to historic properties that are listed 
in or eligible for listing in the National Register. 

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain 
Management” (May 28, 1980). This order was 
issued “to avoid to the extent possible the long 
and short-term adverse impacts associated with 
the occupancy and modification of floodplains 
and to avoid direct or indirect support of 
floodplain development wherever there is a 
practicable alternative.” The order requires 
federal agencies to develop agency specific 
guidance, provide leadership and take action to 
(1) reduce the risk of flood loss; (2) minimize the 
impact of floods on human safety, health and 
welfare; and (3) restore and preserve the natural 
and beneficial values served by floodplains. In 
compliance with Executive Order 11988, it is NPS 
policy to preserve floodplain values and minimize 

potentially hazardous conditions associated with 
flooding. The National Park Service established 
procedures for implementing floodplain 
protection and management actions in units of the 
national park system as required by Executive 
Order 11988 and Director’s Order 77-2 in 
Procedural Manual 77-2: Floodplain Management. 

Southern Nevada Public Lands Management 
Act of 1998. This act provides for the sale of 
certain federal lands in Clark County and the 
acquisition of environmentally sensitive lands. 
The purpose of the act is as follows: to promote 
orderly development in the Las Vegas valley and 
to lessen the impact of urban growth on the Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area, Red Rock 
Canyon National Conservation Area, and the 
Spring Mountains National Recreation Area. 

The proceeds from public land sales are specified 
for 

• capital improvement projects at Lake Mead, 
Red Rock Canyon, the Desert National 
Wildlife Refuge, and other federally managed 
recreational areas 

• development of a multispecies habitat 
conservation plan in Clark County 

• development of parks, trails, and natural areas 
in Clark County 

• conservation and environmental education 
initiatives on federal land 

• acquisition of environmentally sensitive lands 

• restoration and conservation of Lake Tahoe 

As land is sold, the agencies nominate projects 
fitting these purposes for approval by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Relationship with Other Plans 

1986 General Management Plan. The recreation 
area operates under the management goals and 
objectives set forth in the general management 
plan (NPS 1986). The plan emphasizes long-term 
protection of park resources while 
accommodating increasing visitor use. It allows 
for increasing use through a combination of 
providing new developed areas, improved access 
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points, and acceptable levels of expansion in 
existing developed areas. It establishes land-based 
management zones and strategies for meeting the 
goals and general purposes of the recreation area. 
The General Management Plan included 
development concept plans for Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing that identified limits on 
the development, established the number and type 
of facilities, and addressed flood hazards. The 
General Management Plan is the foundation for 
this current planning effort and provided 
guidance for the preparation of the development 
concept plans for Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing. The development concept 
plan does modify the General Management Plan to 
some extent but maintains its goals. 

2003 Lake Management Plan. The Lake 
Management Plan tiers from the General 
Management Plan. It provides additional and 
more specific guidance for the long-term 
management of Lake Mead and Lake Mohave, the 
associated shoreline, and the development areas 
within the Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
to ensure the protection of park resources while 
allowing a range of recreational opportunities. 
The plan provides for an increase in boating 
capacity targeted at areas where growth can be 
accommodated within the physical, 
environmental, and social carrying capacity of the 
lakes. It identifies facility improvements, 
capacities, locations, and expansions for the 
developments that control access on Lake 
Mohave, with facility development based on the 
lake’s carrying capacity. The plan calls for the 
continued operation of the three existing marinas 
on Lake Mohave, with authorized expansion of 
the marina and associated parking at Cottonwood 
Cove and maintenance of the existing marina and 
associated parking capacities at Katherine 
Landing. The plan also maintained the existing 
public launch ramp capacities at both areas. 

All the alternatives considered in these 
development concept plans are consistent with 
and contribute to fulfilling the management intent 
and direction established in the lake management 
plan to the extent practicable. The identified 
recreational opportunities and types and 
capacities of commercial marina services and 
public launch ramps were used to guide the 
development of the alternatives presented in these 
plans. 

2001 Strategic Plan. The 1993 Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area Statement for 
Management (NPS 1993) and the 1998 Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area Strategic Plan (NPS 
1998) established goals relating to resource 
protection, public enjoyment, and visitor 
satisfaction. The 2001 Strategic Plan (NPS 2001b) 
has reaffirmed these goals. 

2003 Commercial Services Plan. The Commercial 
Services Plan (CSP) for the recreation area, 
Appendix A of the 2003 Lake Management Plan, 
provides guidelines for the solicitation and 
operation of concession operations and other 
commercial services at Lakes Mead and Mohave. 
The Commercial Service Plan includes a set of 
criteria that will be used to evaluate existing and 
future commercial proposals for the recreation 
area. The criteria include an assessment of 
whether the operation is an appropriate use of 
land and water within the park, fulfills the park’s 
purpose and significance, satisfies public need and 
demand, and furthers criteria related to the 
protection of natural and cultural resources. With 
regard to the criteria relating to public need and 
demand, the Commercial Services Plan explains 
that services readily available immediately outside 
the park boundaries are generally not approved. 

The 2003 Commercial Services Plan did not 
evaluate the existing trailer village services at 
Katherine Landing and Cottonwood Cove under 
the CSP criteria. Instead, the Commercial Services 
Plan indicated that “all currently offered 
concession services … will be evaluated prior to 
renewal in accordance with applicable laws, 
national policies, directives, or regulations, as well 
as by the commercial services plan criteria.” The 
analysis in this Development Concept Plan 
/Environmental Impact Statement assesses existing 
and proposed commercial services in 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing in 
terms of health and safety, appropriate use of land 
and water, park purpose and significance, 
consistency with park plans, visitor use needs, and 
impacts on natural and cultural resources. Other 
criteria from the Commercial Services Plan (e.g., 
relationship to other contracts, land assignments, 
park staffing needs) are not addressed in depth in 
this document. These criteria are more 
appropriately addressed during the contract 
solicitation process when additional details about 
the concession operation are available. 
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Also, at the time of contract solicitation, all 
currently offered concession services, whether 
under a concession contract, concession permit, 
or other agreement, will be evaluated prior to 
renewal in accordance with applicable laws, 
national policies, directives, or regulations, as well 
as by the Commercial Services Plan criteria to 
determine whether the services remain 
appropriate for the recreation area. 

Lake Mead NRA Exotic Plant Management 
Plan. The goal of this plan is to protect and 
maintain native plant communities by preventing 
and removing exotic plants using an integrated 
approach that maximizes the effectiveness of the 
action while minimizing undesirable impacts. The 
plan provides a comprehensive exotic plant 
management plan that would serve to direct 
exotic plant management activities undertaken by 
the National Park Service and cooperators over 
the next 20 years. The plan prescribes specific 
integrated pest management strategies and actions 
to address prevention of new exotic plant 
invasions, early detection and eradication of 
incipient exotic plant populations, and 
containment and control of established 
populations. 

Clark County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). This plan was 
approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) in 2000. The Clark County Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan was prepared 
pursuant to Section 10 (a) of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended, in support of an 
application for an incidental take permit for 
species listed under the act (CCDCP 2000). This 
plan identifies those actions necessary to meet the 
conservation goals and objectives of the plan for 
78 species covered under the permit, including 
one species listed as endangered (Southwestern 
willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii extimus), one 
species listed as threatened (desert tortoise, 
Gopherus agassizii), and two candidate species for 
federal listing (relict leopard frog, Rana onca, and 
yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus). The 
planning area includes designated critical habitat 
for the desert tortoise and proposed designated 
critical habitat for the flycatcher. This plan also 

identified 103 evaluation and 51 watch-list species 
that may be considered for inclusion under the 
permit for future phases of the plan. All unlisted 
covered species are addressed in the Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan as if they were 
listed, meaning that the conservation measures in 
the plan for those species would satisfy permit 
issuance criteria under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the 
Endangered Species Act if the species was listed 
during the term of the permit. A total of 
232 species are addressed. Implementation of the 
conservation measures in the plan is a cooperative 
effort among many cooperators, including but not 
limited to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Forest 
Service, the National Park Service, the U.S. 
Department of Defense, Nevada Department of 
Wildlife, Nevada Department of Forestry, and 
other federal and state land managers and 
regulators. This plan includes species and habitats 
that occur in the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area that might be impacted by the alternatives in 
these development concept plans. 

Lower Colorado River Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (LCR-MSHCP). This long-term 
effort aims to conserve and work toward the 
recovery of state and federally listed species, and 
protect and maintain wildlife habitat along the 
Lower Colorado River from Lake Mead to the 
southern international boundary with Mexico 
through the implementation of a habitat 
conservation plan. 

The purposes of the Lower Colorado River 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan are to 
conserve habitat and work toward the recovery of 
threatened and endangered species, as well as 
reduce the likelihood of additional species being 
listed; accommodate present water diversions and 
power production and optimize opportunities for 
future water and power development, to the 
extent consistent with the law; and provide the 
basis for incidental take authorizations. The NPS 
actions covered in this plan include riparian 
habitat restoration, fishery management, and 
boating access. 
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CHAPTER 2: 
ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the range of alternatives for 
management and site planning. The alternatives 
are organized by area: Cottonwood Cove, 
Katherine Landing, and the Katherine Landing 
Vicinity, which includes four small visitor areas 
north of Katherine Landing — Princess Cove, 
Cabinsite Point, and North and South Arizona 
Telephone Cove. 

Alternatives are described through a combination 
of text and graphics. Descriptive materials for 
each alternative include the following: 

• An overview — a brief narrative overview 
summarizing the alternative concept and 
highlighting key actions. 

• A conceptual site plan — a conceptual site 
plan graphically depicting proposed locations 
and general sizes for visitor and support 
services and facilities. The site plan also 
illustrates major changes to circulation. 

• An alternatives comparison table — a table 
describing the alternatives in more detail, 
explaining each alternative’s approach to 
selected management topics and proposed 
new (or rehabilitated) facilities. 

• An environmental consequences summary — 
another table summarizing the key differences 
in environmental impacts which would result 
from implementing the alternatives. 

This chapter also 

• describes the process used to develop 
alternatives and select the agency’s preferred 
alternative 

• lists elements of draft alternatives that were 
eventually eliminated from consideration and 
summarizes the rationale for dismissal 

• identifies the environmentally preferable 
alternative as defined by Section 101 of the 
National Environmental Policy Act 

Furthermore, this chapter includes preliminary 
cost estimates for capital development. This 
information was developed for comparative 
purposes only and should not be used for 
budgetary purposes. 

The Purpose of Alternatives 

An alternative is a proposal that offers a choice 
between one or more things, only one of which 
will be chosen. It provides the opportunity for 
carefully considering the consequences of a range 
of choices and making the best possible decision. 
The National Park Service employs this principle 
in its planning. Alternatives development and 
analysis is at the heart of the NPS planning 
process. 

In this context, an alternative is a distinct set of 
proposed management strategies and actions, 
including facilities and services. The National 
Environmental Policy Act and NPS policies 
require park managers to consider a full range of 
reasonable alternatives, including a no-action 
alternative, before choosing a preferred 
alternative. Alternatives enable the agency to test 
out different approaches to resolving issues. They 
provide a basis for comparing advantages and 
environmental consequences in order to 
determine the course of action that is most 
prudent and beneficial. 

Introduction to the Range of Alternatives 

The National Park Service developed the 
alternatives through a collaborative process over a 
period of time. Planning team members based the 
alternatives upon a thorough investigation of site 
conditions. The alternatives offer site-specific 
proposals for the type, extent, and location of 
facilities and services consistent with established 
plans. However, they reflect differing approaches 
to resolving identified issues, which are discussed 
in chapter 1 of this document. 
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There are three alternative approaches to 
management and site planning that are presented 
by area. Alternative 1, the no-action alternative, 
does not meet the purpose and need for the 
project or reflect further implementation of 
previous planning proposals, but provides a basis 
for comparison with action alternatives. In 
planning, an examination of the no-action 
alternative is useful to determine why certain 
changes may or may not be needed or advisable. 
Alternative 2 closely reflects management 
decisions and proposals from the general 
management plan and the lake management plan. 
Alternative 3, revisits decisions made in prior 
plans in light of changed conditions, new 
information, and applicable laws and policies. All 
of the alternatives are described in the following 
sections. 

The Preferred Alternative. The “preferred” 
alternative is the alternative which the National 
Park Service believes would best fulfill its 
statutory mission and responsibilities, giving 
consideration to economic, environmental, 
technical, and other factors. The National Park 
Service has identified alternative 3 as the preferred 
alternative. 

Process for defining the preferred alternative — 
Initially, the National Park Service selected the 
“draft preferred” alternative during a three-day 
interdisciplinary workshop. Workshop 
participants used the Choosing By Advantages 
(CBA) method to select the draft preferred 
alternative. This method is a systematic method 
for evaluating a range of alternatives to arrive at a 
carefully considered and well-informed decision. 
This method evaluates and compares the 
advantages provided by the specific management 
actions and facilities proposed under each 
alternative according to a set of evaluation criteria, 
or “factors.” In using this approach, the National 
Park Service seeks to determine which alternative 
offers the greatest advantage overall. 

Evaluation factors — Workshop participants used 
four evaluation factors. These factors were 
derived from identified planning issues and from 
the impact topics considered in these concept 
plans. The four evaluation factors are as follows: 

1. Resource Condition — protect and enhance 
natural and cultural resource conditions 

2. Visitor Experience — provide for a range of 
quality visitor experiences and opportunities. 
Provide appropriate visitor facilities and 
services and maintain a quality recreational 
setting 

3. Visitor and Staff Safety — provide safe visits 
and safe living/working conditions for staff 

4. Park and Concessioner Operations — 
improve the efficiency, reliability, and 
sustainability of park operations 

The evaluation also considered projected costs 
and information regarding financial viability. 

Necessary and Appropriate Determination for 
Long Term Exclusive Use Trailer Villages 

In the 1950s and early 1960s, before Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area was legislatively 
established under the National Park Service,  
concession contracts were issued, eight at 
locations that included trailer villages: Overton 
Beach, Echo Bay, Boulder Beach, Temple Bar, 
Willow Beach, Eldorado Canyon, Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Landing. The Callville Bay 
concession contract was issued in the early 1970s 
and the development included a trailer village. 
With the exception of Eldorado Canyon, Willow 
Beach, and Overton Beach, where the concession 
contracts have been terminated, the contracts 
have been extended on a yearly basis since they 
expired (including the long-term trailer villages). 

Visitors who traveled in the 1950s and 1960s, to 
what was then a very remote desert recreation 
area, could choose to leave their trailer(s) on-site 
rather than towing them to the park for each visit. 
The 1952 announcement for the business 
opportunity to provide a trailer camp in the 
vicinity of Boulder Beach states, “It is not intended 
that this trailer camp would become a permanent 
residential area, the development of which would 
involve problems unrelated to the recreation field 
which the trailer camp is intended to serve. A 
reasonable limitation would therefore, be placed on 
the time a trailer could remain in camp for a 
continuous period. We believe that this period 
should, except in certain conditions, not exceed six 
months.” 
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The enabling legislation formally establishing 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area passed on 
October 8, 1964. 

In a March 1971 letter from the Director of the 
National Park Service to Honorable Barry 
Goldwater, United States Senator, it states, 
“. . . it is our long-range goal to phase out permanent 
trailer occupancy of trailer sites within areas 
administered by the National Park Service this 
policy will be implemented through specific 
negotiation with each concessioner and over a 
period of many years in a manner equitable to the 
concessioner and all trailer village users.” 

The General Management Plan (GMP) was 
approved in December 1986. The General 
Management Plan states: “Current trailer village 
policy allows for short- and long-term sites. 
Consistent with this policy, the existing number of 
long-term sites would remain or be converted to 
short-term sites (30-day occupancy or less). 
However, to meet an existing demand for RV 
sites, some concessioner trailer villages would be 
expanded or converted for the purpose offering 
additional short-term sites. This change would be 
implemented gradually to assess the demand for 
and feasibility of additional RV sites at Lake 
Mead.” 

NPS Management Policies – 2006, section 9.1.1.2 
states: “Whenever feasible and authorized by 
Congress, major park facilities—especially those 
that can be shared with other entities—should be 
developed outside the park boundaries. The 
service will encourage the private sector to meet 
facility needs in gateway communities and thus 
contribute to local economic development, 
encourage competition, increase choices for 
visitors, and minimize the need for in-park 
construction.” 

Section 10.2.2 of the 2006 NPS Management 
Policies states: “A decision to authorize or expand a 
park concession will consider the effect on, or need 
for, additional infrastructure and management of 
operations and be based on a determination that the 
facility or service…is necessary and appropriate for 
the public use and enjoyment of the park in which it 
is located and is not, and cannot be, provided 
outside the park boundaries…” 

Only Lake Mead National Recreation Area still 
offers this type of visitor service; other National 

Park Service areas phased out long-term trailer 
sites in the 1970s and 1980s. All Lake Mead NRA 
concessioner-operated trailer village site rental 
agreements contain the occupancy limitation of 
180-days in a calendar year (visitors’ actual 
occupancy on long-term trailer sites). The 
concessioner’s 30-day, month to month site rental 
agreements with park visitors represent the sole 
authorization for visitors to use public recreation 
land within this unit of the National Park System 
for the long-term placement of their personal 
property (trailers, detached sheds and contents). 
Many trailer owners have renewed their 30-day 
concessioner leases for decades, essentially 
creating mobile home parks with trailers that no 
longer vacate the park. 

Lake Mead NRA’s annual visitation is 
approximately 7 million, yet there are fewer short-
term visitor sites (RV sites) than long-term trailer 
sites accommodating privately owned trailers, 
approximately 250 for the former and 
approximately 780 of the latter 

Long-term trailer sites have transitioned from 
temporary recreational trailer sites to mobile 
home parks, creating an exclusive use of the site 
for the site renter. As a unit of the National Park 
System, Lake Mead NRA provides services and 
facilities for the visiting public. Consistent with 
the General Management Plan, long-term RV 
trailers may still be authorized in the park, so long 
as they do not inappropriately provide for 
exclusive private use of public lands. 

Lake Mead is no longer a “remote” destination in 
the context in which this service was first 
advertised/established. Trailer parks and long-
term storage facilities exist in local communities 
just outside the park. Lake Mead NRA does not 
believe that long-term trailer sites, as they 
presently exist, with private trailers left on site for 
the sole and exclusive use of the owners are 
“necessary and appropriate” within the park. 

Over the years, long-term trailer sites have been 
eliminated consistent with this objective. In 1974, 
a flash flood destroyed the development in 
Eldorado Canyon and the concession contract 
was terminated and no facilities were rebuilt. In 
the mid 1990s, a 60-unit trailer village was closed 
and the trailers removed from the Willow Beach 
Development Area due primarily to the location 
of the trailer village within a 100-year flood plain 
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and the concessioner’s decision to not extend its 
concession contract. Similarly, in 2007, the 30-unit 
Overton Beach Trailer Village was closed due to 
the lowering water levels of Lake Mead and the 
need to relocate all floating facilities. Today, six 
trailer villages remain in operation. 

COTTONWOOD COVE ALTERNATIVES 

Narrative Description of Alternatives 

Alternative 1: No Action, Continue Current 
Management Trends. The no-action alternative 
reflects a continuation of current management 
trends. Under the no-action alternative, all 
current facilities would remain in place, with only 
minimal changes. See figure 3 at the end of this 
chapter for a map. 

The National Park Service would continue to 
operate the upper and lower campgrounds, and 
would not establish any new facilities for day use. 
The ranger station and NPS housing and 
maintenance areas would be retained in their 
current locations. 

The concessioner would continue to operate the 
existing commercial services. This includes the 
25-unit motel by the lakeshore, the marina 
(approximately 235 slips), the existing store and 
café (which occupy separate, temporary structures 
and the large long-term trailer village), and the 
small short-term recreational vehicle (RV) area. 

The existing flood control ditches and dikes 
would not be upgraded. 

Alternative 2: Implement Previous Planning 
Proposals. The overarching concept for this 
alternative is to implement actions proposed in 
two previous plans, the general management plan 
and the lake management plan. These park plans 
authorized an increase in boating capacity, 
provided for a separation of shoreline public use 
areas and commercial marina facilities, and 
incorporated flood protection measures to convey 
and channelize flood flows through the developed 
area. See figure 4 at the end of this chapter for a 
map. 

In this alternative, a new modest visitor contact 
station would be built close to the boat launch, 
increasing the NPS presence in this busy area. In 

addition to visitor contact, this would also serve 
NPS administrative purposes, including law 
enforcement. 

Day-use activities such as picnicking and beach 
access would be moved away from Cottonwood 
Cove, which is heavily used by boaters, and 
relocated to Ski Cove. New picnic areas on the 
gentle slopes above Ski Cove would be configured 
to accommodate individual and group sites, 
featuring a number of shade shelters and 
tables/grills. The Ski Cove beach would become a 
designated no-boat area. Restrooms would also be 
provided in this area. A new paved spur road 
would provide access to this newly developed area 
and a small parking area would be developed 
above Ski Cove. 

In this alternative, the current ranger station, 
which is primarily administrative in nature, would 
be adapted to house a campground office. 
Otherwise, both existing campgrounds would be 
retained with minimal changes. 

The capacity of some commercial visitor amenities 
— the motel, restaurant, and dry storage — could 
be increased. If desired, the concessioner could 
double the capacity of the motel by adding a 
second story. The existing long-term trailer village 
would remain in place or be converted to short-
term RV sites over time, as discussed in the 
general management plan. 

In accordance with the lake management plan, the 
concessioner would be permitted to expand the 
marina to approximately 484 slips. Marina 
expansion is proposed in part to help offset the 
loss of revenue from a trailer village that would be 
reduced in size, or possibly phased out altogether. 
The permitted marina expansion is one reason 
that the increase in parking would be warranted. 

The main access road would remain with two 
lanes. Throughout the developed area, some 
informal parking areas would be paved and 
striped, and additional parking areas developed. 
This should enhance convenience for visitors, 
particularly for boaters launching out of 
Cottonwood Cove. Per the lake management plan, 
parking capacity in the developed area would be 
expanded to approximately 322 double parking 
spaces (dps) (to accommodate boat launchers) 
and 500 single parking spaces (sps) (for other 
visitors, including beachgoers and those who rent 
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boats). This addition of new parking close to the 
water should reduce congestion and improve 
convenience for visitors, particularly for boaters 
launching out of Cottonwood Cove. 

The NPS housing and maintenance areas and 
concessioner housing would be rebuilt in new 
locations outside of the floodplain. These 
functions would be relocated to a new site on a 
bluff south of the main entrance road. Berms 
would be constructed to visually screen this area 
from view of the access road. An existing gravel 
road provides access to this area; this road would 
be extensively upgraded. The existing NPS 
housing area would be reused for parking. 

Comprehensive redesign of flood control 
measures would provide a new level of security 
for residents (e.g., park and concession 
employees) and park visitors, including overnight 
guests. Preliminary design for the flood control 
structures has been completed (HDR 2004a, 
2004b). The conceptual designs include new 
channels and dikes to intercept and divert a 
majority of flood flows north of the developed 
area, and to convey additional pmf flows through 
the developed area. 

Alternative 3: Preferred, Enhance Visitor 
Experience and Park Operations. Under 
alternative 3, opportunities for shoreline day use 
would be enhanced by improving the quality of 
existing facilities in Cottonwood Cove and by 
distributing day use. Existing picnic and no-boat 
areas in Cottonwood Cove would remain in place. 
The existing picnic area would be outfitted with 
additional shade shelters and picnic tables. New 
shoreline use areas for beach access and 
picnicking would be developed in Ski Cove, and a 
new designated trail built between Ski Cove and 
Cottontail Cove. These improvements would 
provide beachgoers with new destinations that are 
removed from heavily used Cottonwood Cove. 
The Ski Cove beach would be a dedicated no-boat 
area. Above the beach, a new picnic area featuring 
shade shelters and tables/grills would be carefully 
designed to serve both individuals and groups. Ski 
Cove would be served by a new paved road spur 
and a small parking area. The beach at Cottontail 
Cove would remain open to boats. See figure 5 at 
the end of this chapter for a map. 

The concessioner would operate all overnight 
accommodations, including the existing motel, 
camping options, and a new redesigned RV park 
on the site of the current trailer village. 

The upper campground would be extensively 
rehabilitated. A portion — perhaps one loop — 
would be retained with minimal changes, to cater 
to tent campers seeking a “less developed” 
camping experience. This solution would allow 
for some retention of historic landscape patterns, 
protecting the Mission 66 character. A portion of 
the upper campground would be redesigned to 
support NPS volunteer use, featuring large RV 
sites with hookups. Perhaps 10 to 12 such RV 
volunteer spaces would be established. 
Concessioner housing would also be relocated to 
the upper campground area, with existing 
concessioner employee dormitories moved to this 
new location. 

The lower campground — already a favorite place 
for picnicking during summer months — would 
seasonally be used as a picnic area; but retained 
for camping during winter months. Part of this 
area could be converted to RV space to provide an 
additional commercial services opportunity if 
needed. 

Within the life of the new concession contract, the 
area currently occupied by the long-term use 
trailer village would be redeveloped for short-
term use accommodations, pending an economic 
feasibility analysis. Long-term trailer sites, as they 
presently exist, with private trailers left on site for 
the sole and exclusive use of the owners and their 
guests would be phased out. Exclusive use of these 
sites for the long term storage of privately owned 
trailers create a mobile home park environment, 
which is contrary to the public recreational use for 
which the park was established. The area would 
primarily become a new RV park; however, the 
concessioner would be permitted to provide 
concession operated accommodations rented on a 
per night bases, such as cabin units, “park models” 
with individual bathrooms, or similar 
accommodations as part of the mix. Park models 
installed by the concessioner would be subject to 
short-term stay requirements, similar to other 
lodging in the park, to enhance greater public 
access to, and turnover, in Cottonwood Cove 
compared to existing use patterns. The 
concessioner would be required to remove these 
units from the recreation area when they reach 
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their maximum useful life. A phase out strategy for 
the long-term trailer village is presented in 
Appendix B. It is recognized the economic 
feasibility of future concession contracts will need 
to consider the implications of the phase-out and 
conversion of this use to an alternative visitor 
facility/use. The phase out strategy allows future 
managers flexibility to make the best decision 
possible at that time. 

This new area would provide an expanded 
number of RV sites. The quality of these sites 
would be greatly increased over current 
conditions. They would be designed to 
accommodate large contemporary recreational 
vehicles, with pull-through parking and other 
amenities. Design of the RV park would not 
reflect tight spacing and linear arrangement of 
many commercial style RV parks. Instead, units 
would be widely spaced to allow greater 
separation and sense of privacy. Overall, the 
design may be analogous to the new RV 
campground at Willow Beach. The gently sloping 
site could also be contoured to provide 
recreational vehicle and cabin guests with views to 
the lake. New or enhanced utilities and other 
infrastructure would be constructed to support 
this new use. For example, individual restrooms in 
park models or cabin units would require 
enhanced water and wastewater systems. 

The existing motel would remain. The 
concessioner would be allowed to expand the 
motel capacity, but this expansion would be 
achieved through placement of an additional 
structure behind the existing building rather than 
a second story. The concessioner may explore the 
possibility of adding meeting or multipurpose 
space, so that the motel would better 
accommodate conferences or other events. 

The site just north of the motel would be 
redeveloped for a combined visitor/commercial 
services center. This facility would consolidate 
store and restaurant functions in one location. 
Visitor information and exhibit/interpretive space 
would also be provided, but are not expected to 
occupy a substantial percentage of space. This 
visitor/commercial services center and other new 
structures would be designed to coordinate with 
each other and the existing motel, and to 
harmonize with the surroundings through 
appropriate use of siting, materials, and other 
design elements. For example, this facility could 

be sited to physically align with the motel. 
Buildings along the waterfront would exhibit a 
unified, consistent design character. The area 
between these buildings and the lakeshore would 
be redesigned for pedestrians, with outdoor 
seating and shade. 

As in alternative 2, the marina would be allowed to 
expand, per direction in the Lake Management 
Plan. The concessioner could also adjust the ratio 
of small to larger slips, provided that it continues 
to offer a number of smaller slips, ensuring that 
the marina continues to serve a variety of boaters. 
The concessioner would also be permitted to 
provide watercraft rental. 

The main access road would be widened 
throughout the developed area by adding a new 
launch/ready lane down to the launch ramp. Some 
informal parking areas would be paved and 
striped and additional parking areas developed 
closer to the lake to accommodate the expanded 
marina and motel and shoreline day use. These 
improvements should reduce congestion and 
alleviate long wait times for boat launchers and 
other visitors. A new road would be added along 
the southern edge of the developed area, forming 
a paved loop with the existing access road. This 
loop would function in combination with the new 
launch-ready lane to improve ease of circulation. 
It would connect with the new spur leading to Ski 
Cove. These actions would be implemented once 
the trailer village is phased out. 

The existing ranger station would be retained. The 
NPS housing and maintenance areas would be 
expanded within the existing areas. However, in 
the long term, the National Park Service would 
explore options for a consolidated law 
enforcement/emergency services facility in the 
general vicinity of the ranger station or in the 
vicinity of the housing area. The concessioner 
maintenance area would remain in its current 
location, and could potentially expand into the 
area currently occupied by concessioner 
employee dormitories. 

As in alternative 2, comprehensive redesign of 
flood control would provide increased safety over 
current conditions. 
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Actions Common to Alternatives 2 and 3 

Pedestrian Connections. New pedestrian 
connections to areas of interest (for instance, 
along the shoreline, to and from remote parking 
areas, visitor service areas, and remote beach 
areas). In addition, the park would investigate 
options for providing designated trail access to the 
beach immediately north of Cottonwood Cove, to 
reduce resource damage associated with multiple 
trailing. 

Flash Flood Mitigation Measures. 

Overall — Implement structural and nonstructural 
flood mitigation measures to protect the public. 
Improvements were designed to protect public 
recreation facilities and also protect the health 
and safety of visitors and employees in overnight 
areas. Recommendations were designed to 
remove all developed areas with overnight 
occupancy from inundation during the 500-year 
maximum flood. In general, flood mitigation 
measures would consist of the following 
components: 

• constructing a diversion dike and channel 
system in Ranger Wash upstream of the 
developed area to intercept and redirect a 
majority of flood flows into a parallel wash 
north of the developed area 

• reinforcing and extending existing diversion 
dikes 

• constructing approximately 9,300 ft of 
concrete-lined channels (up to 52 ft wide at 
the top) 

• constructing a flood deflector wall and 
concrete swale outlet at the lake 

• adding low-flow road crossings and realigning 
road segments to accommodate flood 
channels 

• maintaining the existing Early Warning 
Detection System (EWDS), posting flood 
warning signs, and developing an evacuation 
plan 

• relocating miscellaneous utilities and 
restoring surfaces 

The following text summarizes mitigation 
measures for specific areas. All dimensions are 
approximate based on preliminary design 
estimates (HDR 2004a, 2004b). Design of flood 
control channels and other measures would be 
refined in future design development. 

Lower campground channel — Proposed flood 
mitigation improvements in the lower 
campground area would increase the capacity of 
an existing flood control channel. The proposed 
improvements consist of 

• installing gabions on the existing (earthen) 
diversion dike at far west end of campground 

• constructing approximately 1,500 ft of 
concrete-lined channel with a concrete cut-
off wall at the entrance 

• adding erosion protection at both the channel 
entrance and outfall 

• restoring surface and campsite 

Lower access road wash — The Lower Access Road 
Wash extends from the lake to the confluence 
with the Dry Boat Storage Wash, approximately 
50 ft west of the Dry Boat Storage Access road. 
Proposed flood mitigation improvements in this 
area would increase the capacity of the existing 
channel and provide a direct flow path across the 
lower parking lot to the lake. The proposed 
improvements consist of 

• constructing approximately 2,400 ft of 
concrete-lined channel with a deflection wall 
at the downstream end 

• adding a low-water crossing / concrete swale 
across the lower parking lot (near the launch 
ramp) 

• adding a low-water crossing where the 
channel crosses the upper boat storage access 
road 

• adding erosion protection at the parking lot 
swale outfall 

• restoring surfaces along the channel length 
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Note: conceptual dimensions of the proposed 
Lower Access Road concrete channel include a 
depth of 6½ ft and a bottom width of 25 ft, with 
2:1 side slopes resulting in a top width of 52 ft. As 
the channel approaches the lower parking lot, the 
design concept reduces the channel depth to 
allow large flood flows (e.g., 100 year and pmf 
flow) to fan out across the parking area. 

Upper access road channel — The proposed channel 
for the Upper Access Road Wash extends from 
the Dry Boat Storage Access road to 
approximately 1,500 ft west of the ranger station. 
Proposed improvements in this area create a 
channel along the north side of the access road to 
convey flows. A portion of the Upper Access Road 
basin would continue to be conveyed in the 
existing channel along the south side of the main 
campground, which eventually enters the Lower 
Access Road Channel. Proposed flood mitigation 
improvements consist of 

• modifying the existing dike 1,500 ft west of 
the ranger station 

• constructing approximately 3,400 ft of 
concrete-lined channel 

• relocating approximately 900 ft of the main 
access road (shifting it south to accommodate 
the proposed concrete channel) 

• adding low-water crossings at the tank access 
road and at the current NPS housing area 
access road 

Note: conceptual dimensions of the proposed 
concrete channel include a depth of 6½ ft and a 
bottom width of 20 ft, with 2:1 side slopes 
resulting in a top width of 46 ft. 

Dry boat storage channel — The Dry Boat Storage 
Wash conveys flows from the Ranger Wash basin 
as an existing diversion dike is located above the 
NPS housing area that directs flow to the Dry Boat 
Storage Channel. As described below, a vast 
majority of the tributary area would be diverted 
out of this wash with the Ranger Wash diversion. 
Proposed flood mitigation improvements consist 
of 

• extending the existing diversion dike above 
the NPS housing area 

• constructing approximately 2,000 ft of 
concrete-lined channel 

• relocating approximately 300 ft of the upper 
boat storage yard gravel access road (shifting 
it north to accommodate the proposed 
concrete channel) 

Note: conceptual dimensions of the proposed 
concrete channel include a depth of 5 ft and a 
bottom width of 8 ft, with 2:1 side slopes resulting 
in a top width of 28 ft. 

Ranger wash diversion — Currently, the 1.6 square 
mile ranger basin drains to the Dry Boat Storage 
Channel. Analysis indicates that this basin alone 
contributes approximately 8,400 cfs to the 
developed area of Cottonwood Cove during the 
pmf event. The proposed Ranger Wash diversion 
system is located approximately 1/2 mile upstream 
from the existing diversion dike above the NPS 
housing area. The diversion system would consist 
of two diversion dikes and two channels, 
including 

• a trapezoidal dike (20 ft high × 500 ft long) 
with a diversion channel (200 ft long) 
constructed by a 40 ft cut through a wash side 
wall 

• a trapezoidal dike (20 ft high × 500 ft long) 
with a 700 ft long diversion channel 
constructed by a 60 ft cut through a wash side 
wall 

Early warning detection system — Nonstructural flood 
control mitigation would consist of maintaining 
the existing Early Warning Detection System, 
placement of flood warning signs, and 
development of an evacuation plan. Among other 
measures, this would include 

• replacement warning sirens 

• new rain gauges 

• a new stream gauge 

• upgrades to radio equipment (e.g., repeaters, 
rain gauge radio transmitters) 

• new software systems 
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Sustainable design and character — In alternatives 2 
and 3, new design and construction within the 
project area would reflect the principles of 
sustainability. Sustainability is a concept that 
“recognizes that human civilization is an integral 
part of the natural world and that nature must be 
preserved and perpetuated if the human 
community is to sustain itself” (NPS 1994). A 
sustainable development exemplifies the cohesive 
integration of buildings, landscape, and the 
natural environment. At Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing, new design would employ 
appropriate strategies for reducing the 
environmental impact of new buildings and other 
facilities. Strategies may include highly efficient 
mechanical and electrical systems; recycled or 
locally produced materials; onsite generation of 
renewable energy; and shielded or downward 
outdoor lighting. 

The approach to plantings would also reflect 
sustainability principles. As facilities are 
rehabilitated, replaced, or redesigned, the 
National Park Service would replace invasive 
nonnative vegetation with native species that are 
well suited to the arid climate and that will not 
pose a threat to the park’s natural resources. 
Where practical, palms, oleanders, and other 

exotic species formerly planted in developed areas 
would be replaced with native equivalents. 
Tamarisk and other exotic plants also would be 
replaced in connection with shoreline 
redevelopment projects at Ski Cove, Cottonwood 
Cove, or Katherine Landing. 

The design of new facilities would also respect 
scenery as an important visual resource. Wherever 
possible, new buildings, structures, pavements, 
site furnishings, and other improvements should 
employ consistent use of materials, colors, 
textures, and screening to coordinate each other 
and harmonize with the natural setting. New and 
rehabilitated facilities would also accommodate 
people of all abilities in accordance with federal 
guidelines and regulations. New facilities would 
be designed to minimize impacts on dark skies. 
For example, building entries, pathways and 
ramps, accessible parking, and other 
improvements would adhere to the Architectural 
Barriers Act Accessibility Standards for Federal 
Facilities and the Accessibility Guidelines for 
Outdoor Developed Areas. 

The Cottonwood Cove alternatives are compared 
in table 1. 
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TABLE 1. COTTONWOOD COVE ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action  

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2: 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

Summary of Biggest 
Ideas 

• Retain existing facilities (e.g., motel, 
campgrounds, marina, trailer village) with 
minimal changes 

• New day-use areas (picnic and no-boat 
areas) in Ski Cove; new spur road to access 
Ski Cove 

• Trailer village sites would remain or be 
converted to short-term sites over time 

• Motel expansion, addition of second floor 
would double capacity 

• Increase parking capacity and allow marina 
expansion as per the lake management plan 

• Housing and maintenance areas relocated 
to bluff south of access road 

• Minimal rehabilitation to campgrounds 

• New day-use areas (picnic and no-boat 
areas) in Ski Cove, and designated trail to 
Cottontail Cove; existing day-use areas in 
Cottonwood Cove remain 

• Trailer village phased out within the next 
concession contract, pending an economic 
feasibility analysis. Site redeveloped for 
overnight accommodations (RV park or 
cabin units) managed by concessioner 

• Motel expands as needed; additional 
structures double capacity and include 
meeting space (for hosting meetings and 
other events). This may be done with a 
second story or another structure. 

• Upper campground redeveloped for 
concessioner and volunteer housing; 
Volunteer loop is configured for large 
vehicles with hookups; one loop retained 
with no changes for visitor camping 
(tent/car) 

• Maintain character of Mission 66 to the 
extent possible 

• Use lower campground for picnic uses 
during the summer months; operate as 
campground for winter season 

• New paved loop road provides alternate 
route to motel area, with spur to Ski Cove 

• Increase parking capacity and allow marina 
expansion as per the lake management plan 

Visitor Orientation 
and Interpretation 

 • New (modest) visitor contact/ranger station 
near launch 

• Enhance amphitheater setting 

• Combined commercial services / visitor 
contact facility would replace existing store 
and café. Primarily, this would be a 
commercial services facility, but its design 
would also incorporate visitor contact 
and/or interpretive spaces and exhibits. 
Note that the existing store and café are 
temporary structures 

• Explore potential for concession staff to 
provide orientation/interpretation services 
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TABLE 1. COTTONWOOD COVE ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action  

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2: 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

• Integrate new employee picnic facilities into 
new entrance station along County 
Road 164 

No-boat Areas • Existing no-boat areas at beaches north of 
the launch ramp and in front of the motel 

• Relocate no-boat areas to beach at Ski Cove • Retain existing no-boat areas north of the 
launch ramp and in front of motel 

• New no-boat area in Ski Cove 

• New fishing pier adjacent the no-boat area 
north of launch ramp; would be separated 
from the no-boat area 

Flash Flood Mitigation • Maintain existing flood control ditches and 
earthen dikes 

• Maintain the Early Warning Detection 
System 

• Construct engineered system of diversion 
dikes and concrete channels to convey the 
500-year flood 

• Maintain the Early Warning Detection 
System, install flood warning signs, and 
develop evacuation plan 

• Construct engineered system of diversion 
dikes and concrete channels to convey the 
500-year flood 

• Maintain the Early Warning Detection 
System, install flood warning signs, and 
develop evacuation plan 

Picnic Area  • Maintain existing picnic facilities (8 tables 
per 1 shade shelter, 2 restrooms) 

• Relocate picnic area to Ski Cove, with 
additional shelters and tables/grills; 
configure for group and individual sites 

• Enhance existing picnic facilities for group 
and individual sites, with additional shelters 
and tables/grills 

• Expand day use; new picnic area at Ski 
Cove; configure for group and individual 
sites 

• Outdoor dining/gathering areas would be 
part of enhanced pedestrian plaza in 
connection with the commercial 
services/visitor contact facility 

Pedestrian 
Connections  

• Limited trail opportunities are available for 
area visitors 

• New pedestrian connections to areas of 
interest, especially along the lakefront in 
the developed areas  

• New pedestrian connections to areas of 
interest in the developed area 

• New lakefront pedestrian connections 
would stretch from Cottontail Cove north 
to new fishing pier in Cottonwood Cove 
(new designated trail from Ski Cove to 
Cottontail Cove) 

Launch Area • Retain existing launch ramp (15-lane 
capacity) 

• Retain existing courtesy dock 

• Retain existing launch ramp (15-lane 
capacity 

• Retain existing courtesy dock 

• Retain existing launch ramp (15-lane 
capacity) 

• Consider providing expanded courtesy dock 
space for visitors if this can be 
accommodated with minimal operational 
issues (e.g., extend existing dock to 120 ft 
or add an additional courtesy dock) 
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TABLE 1. COTTONWOOD COVE ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action  

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2: 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

Upper Campground  • Maintain existing upper campground 
(100 sites) 

NOTE: Restrooms have recently been replaced 
and/or renovated, and old, ditch 
irrigation system has been replaced by 
more efficient drip irrigation.  

• Maintain existing upper campground (100 
sites) 

• Adaptively reuse ranger station for 
campground office 

• Concessioner would manage entire 
campground operation 

• Extensively rehabilitate upper campground: 

• Upgrade a portion to house VOLUNTEERs 
(larger vehicle design; hookups): perhaps 
10−12 spaces, depending on need 

• Retain a portion (perhaps 1 loop) without 
modifications for visitor camping (tent/car) 

• Maintain Mission 66 character to the extent 
possible 

• Redevelop a portion of campground for 
concessioner housing 

• All overnight visitor use would be 
concession operated, including camping 

   

Lower Campground  • Maintain existing lower campground 
(42 individual and 2 group sites) 

NOTE: Restrooms have recently been replaced 
and/or renovated, and old, ditch 
irrigation system has been replaced by 
more efficient drip irrigation. 

• Maintain existing lower campground 
(42 individual and 2 group sites) 

• Use lower campground as picnic area 
during summer months; operate as 
campground for winter season 

• All overnight visitor use would be 
concession operated, including camping 

Marina Services • Retain existing marina (approximately 
300 slips) 

• Existing fuel/rental dock 

• Existing dry storage 

• Existing convenience store 

• Existing ice house 

• Existing restaurant 

• Existing fuel pumps (land) near ramp 

• Retain existing marina (expansion to 
484 slips) 

• Existing fuel/rental dock 

• Expand dry storage 

• Existing convenience store 

• Existing ice house 

• Expand restaurant 

• Relocate fuel pumps across from ranger 
station 

• Retain existing marina (expansion to 
484 slips) 

• Existing fuel/rental dock 

• Existing dry storage 

• Combined commercial services / visitor 
contact facility (retail, restaurant, ice house, 
concession administration, interpretive 
space, NPS contact) 

• Maintain land and marina fuel pumps  

Boat Wash • Existing boat wash station in boat rental 
area (for concession operation) 

• Retain existing boat wash station in boat 
rental area (for concession operation) 

• Retain existing boat wash area for 
concession operation 
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TABLE 1. COTTONWOOD COVE ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action  

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2: 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

Overnight 
Accommodations 

• Existing motel (24-25 units) 

• Existing short-term RV sites (approximately 
70 sites) 

• Long-term trailer village sites (223) 

• Expand existing motel. Additional story 
would double capacity 

• Existing short-term RV sites (retain number 
of RV sites at 70, or expand number as 
trailer village sites are converted to short 
term) 

• Retain or convert long-term trailer sites to 
short term 

• Expand existing motel; additional structure 
would double capacity (to 50 rooms); 
design to make motel suitable for meetings, 
conferences, retreats, and other events 
(e.g., add meeting space and potentially a 
courtyard) 

• Additional accommodations (rental cabins 
or RV park) would be constructed at current 
trailer village site (per advice of Dornbusch 
Associates, retain number of RV sites at 70; 
and 10 park model cabins [number may 
increase over time, depending on demand]). 
Maximum number would be set by site 
constraints 

Circulation/Access • Maintain the main 2-lane paved access 
spine 

• Construct new paved access spur road to 
Ski Cove area 

• Pending flood control design, realign access 
road (900 linear feet [lf]) and Dry Storage 
Road (300 lf) to accommodate flood 
mitigation 

NOTE:  Estimates of lf from HDR, Inc. (HDR 
2004a). 

• New launch/ready lane from campground 
to launch ramp 

• Construct new paved access loop road, 
providing alternate route to motel area, 
with spur to Ski Cove area 

• Pending flood control design, realign access 
road (900 lf) and Dry Storage Road (300 lf) 
to accommodate flood mitigation 

NOTE:  Estimates of lf from (HDR 2004a). 

Parking • Maintain existing parking capacity at 731 
spaces (paved and unpaved): 

• Total paved/unpaved dps: 301 

• Total paved sps: 129 
NOTE: Estimates of existing parking capacity 

are derived from aerial counts of existing 
stalls.  

• Increase parking capacity as per the lake 
management plan (322 dps and 500 sps): 

• Additional parking: Formalize unpaved 
parking areas behind the store and west of 
launch ramp area; add new parking at Ski 
Cove, near the ranger station, and 
potentially the existing NPS housing area 
(which would be removed) 

• Increase parking capacity as per the lake 
management plan (322 dps and 500 sps): 

• Additional parking: Formalize unpaved 
parking areas behind the store; convert 
portions of the short-term RV park and 
trailer village to accommodate expanded 
marina parking; additional new parking at 
Ski Cove. As a general rule, pave parking 
areas where feasible 

Law Enforcement and 
Emergency Services  

• Existing ranger station (administration) 

• Existing fire station (in maintenance yard) 

• Existing helipad (near NPS housing) 

• New modest ranger/visitor contact station 
by boat launch 

• Adapt existing ranger station (primarily 
administrative in nature) to campground 
office 

• Existing helipad, ranger station, and fire 
station would be retained in current 
locations (somewhat separated, but still 
fairly close to one another) 

• In the long term, National Park Service 
would explore options for dedicated 
consolidated law enforcement/emergency 
services center in this general vicinity (near 
existing ranger station or near housing area) 
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TABLE 1. COTTONWOOD COVE ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action  

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2: 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

Concession and NPS 
Housing  

• Existing concession housing is scattered 
throughout the developed area in three 
separate locations (dry storage area and 
trailer village) 

• Existing NPS housing is near NPS 
maintenance yard 

• Relocate National Park Service and 
concessioner housing to high bluff south of 
entrance road but maintain as separate 
areas  

• NPS housing would remain in current 
location; rehabilitate or preserve existing 
structures 

• Relocate concessioner housing to current 
campground area in order to consolidate 
concession housing that is currently 
scattered throughout the developed area 

Maintenance (NPS and 
Concessioner)  

• Existing concessioner maintenance area 

• Existing NPS maintenance area 

• Allow concessioner maintenance area to 
expand into the area currently occupied by 
concessioner employee dormitories. 
Relocate and incorporate dormitories into 
larger concession housing area 

• Relocate NPS maintenance area to high 
bluff south of road 

• Allow concessioner maintenance area to 
expand into the area currently occupied by 
concessioner employee dormitories. 
Relocate and incorporate dormitories into 
larger concession housing area 

• Retain existing NPS maintenance area as is 
NOTE: There was interest in expanding this 

area but existing NPS housing would 
remain in place so space may be 
limited. 

Overhead Lines  • Certain utilities are carried by way of 
overhead wires 

• If feasible, remove overhead wires and bury 
utilities underground 

• If feasible, remove overhead wires and bury 
utilities underground 
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Elements Considered but Dismissed 

During the alternatives development process, 
certain elements initially considered as part of the 
range of alternatives were dismissed from further 
consideration. The following list summarizes 
these elements for Cottonwood Cove and offers a 
brief summary of the rationale for dismissal. 

Relocation of Marina to Ski and Cottontail 
Coves. Rationale for dismissing this element 
includes the following: 

• Separating certain functions and uses — in 
particular, separating the store/restaurant and 
launch ramp from the marina — would 
negatively impact concession operations and 
visitor experience. 

• Extensive facility infrastructure would be 
required to support a functional marina in this 
new location — for instance, roads, sizable 
parking area, fuel service, utilities, and new 
support buildings. This extensive 
development would be expensive to build, 
operate, and maintain, and would result in 
impacts on natural resources (likely terrestrial 
and aquatic). 

• Limited space is available for parking and 
other support within Ski or Cottontail Coves, 
so a marina would probably be infeasible. 

Motel Function Relocated from Lakeshore or 
Removed Altogether. Rationale for dismissing 
this element includes the following: 

• The existing motel by the lakeshore is an 
appropriate and successful component of the 
current visitor experience. 

• The motel is profitable in its current location. 

Conversion of Lower Campground to Year-
round Picnic Area. Rationale for dismissing this 
element includes the following: 

• Conversion would result in cultural resource 
impacts. The cultural landscape is associated 
with the Mission 66 period of NPS 
development and is eligible to the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

Removing camping near the lakeshore at 
Cottonwood Cove would negatively impact the 
visitor experience. The demand for day use of this 
area is in the summer, when camping is in lesser 
demand; so applying a different management 
approach (i.e., splitting camping / day use) by 
season seems to be a better solution. 

New Law Enforcement / Emergency Service 
Facility on Current Site of NPS Housing. 
Rationale for dismissing this element includes the 
following: 

• There would be impacts on cultural resources 
impacts because conversion to this type 
facility would require removing or 
transforming contributing historic structures 
from a property eligible in the National 
Register. 

• There is limited space in this area for this 
function. 

KATHERINE LANDING ALTERNATIVES 

Narrative Description of Alternatives 

Alternative 1: No Action, Continue Current 
Management Trends. The no-action alternative 
reflects a continuation of current management 
trends. Under the no-action alternative, all 
current visitor and support facilities would remain 
in place, with only minimal changes. See figure 6 at 
the end of this chapter for a map. 

The existing ranger station would be retained in 
its current location. As a result, it would continue 
to receive minimal visitation. The National Park 
Service would continue to operate the 
campground. The campground would not be 
redesigned; sites would remain small, and better 
suited to tent/car camping than to the increasing 
number of campers who arrive in large 
recreational vehicles. Occupancy would likely 
remain low. 

The National Park Service would also retain 
existing picnic facilities, which are located near to 
the abandoned beach. Many years ago this beach 
was closed to swimming. No new facilities for day 
use would be established at Katherine Landing. 
The existing amphitheater — currently in poor 
condition — would be retained. 
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The marina would remain the current size. The 
concessioner would continue to offer overnight 
accommodations including approximately 
28 short-term RV sites and the existing 50-room 
motel. Because no major changes are proposed, 
motel vacancy rates would remain low. The 
long-term trailer village would be retained. 

Primary access to Katherine Landing would 
remain by way of the existing paved road. For 
most of its length this road is two lanes, but it 
widens to three lanes between the intersection 
with Cabinsite Road and the launch ramp. 

The National Park Service would continue to 
maintain the existing system of ditches and 
channels. 

Alternative 2: Implement Previous Planning 
Proposals. Similar to Cottonwood Cove, the 
overarching concept for alternative 2 is to 
implement actions proposed in the general 
management plan and the lake management plan. 
At Katherine Landing, these plans provided for a 
separation of shoreline public use areas and 
commercial marina facilities, and incorporated 
flood protection measures to convey and 
channelize flood flows through the developed 
area. The lake management plan also established 
boating capacity on the southern portion of Lake 
Mohave at current levels; and therefore capped 
the marina at its current size (824 slips) and set 
limits on parking. In accordance with this 
direction, this alternative maintains the current 
total number of parking spaces across the 
developed area, although it does propose changes 
in the location of parking. See figure 7 at the end 
of this chapter for a map. 

The general management plan proposed 
construction of a new ranger station close to the 
launch ramp. Alternative 2 addresses this proposal 
by removing the current ranger station and 
relocating law enforcement and visitor contact 
functions to a site south of the launch ramp. This 
area is currently occupied by the NPS information 
station (or first aid station). Therefore, this 
proposal would mean repurposing (and probably 
expanding) this information station and nearby 
parking. Although the new ranger station would 
increase NPS presence along the lakeshore, 
visitation may remain limited due to its location 
south of the launch ramp, separated from the 

store and restaurant. This has been the case with 
the current information station. 

The site on which the current ranger station 
stands would be converted to waysides, as 
proposed in the general management plan. 
Additional waysides would be constructed at the 
intersection of Katherine Landing and Cabinsite 
roads. Potentially, waysides in this location could 
highlight recreational opportunities that are 
available at sites to the north of Katherine Landing 
— Princess Cove, Cabinsite Point, and North and 
South Arizona Telephone Cove. 

Existing picnic facilities and the nearby 
amphitheater would be removed and the site 
redeveloped for parking. This change would 
greatly increase the quantity of parking near to the 
lakeshore, thereby improving convenience for 
visitors — most of whom visit Katherine Landing 
to take advantage of the lake. In order to maintain 
current parking levels across the developed area, 
parking lot C, which is located nearly a mile from 
the lakeshore, would be removed and the site 
restored. 

The National Park Service would continue to 
operate the campground, which would be 
minimally modified. New improvements would 
enhance accessibility, including designing a 
percentage of sites to be universally accessible. A 
new amphitheater/outdoor program area would 
be established in a central location within the 
campground. 

In accordance with the lake management plan, the 
marina would remain at its current size. 

Katherine Landing would continue to offer 
overnight lodging. The motel would be renovated 
— or alternately, rehabilitated for a new adaptive 
use. The general management plan proposed 
doubling the capacity of the motel. However, a 
recent study of financial viability for concessions 
operations (conducted in connection with this 
plan) indicated that motel occupancy rates are 
very low and motel expansion is not warranted. 
Therefore, this alternative retains the motel at its 
current size (50 units). 

The store and restaurant would be expanded on 
their current sites. This should allow the 
concessioner to store and offer for sale more 

40 



 
Chapter 2: Alternatives Including the Preferred Alternative 

products, and may also address overcrowding 
during peak periods. 

The long-term trailer village would remain or be 
converted to short-term RV sites over time. 

This alternative also proposes changes to support 
facilities. Temporary structures in the 
concessioner housing area would be replaced by 
permanent buildings. The NPS maintenance area 
and fire station would be relocated away from 
South Katherine Wash to a bluff northwest of the 
developed area, near the water treatment plant. 
The administrative road leading to the treatment 
plant would be extensively improved to support 
this increase in use. 

In the developed area, the Katherine Landing 
access road would be retained without major 
changes. 

Alternative 3: Preferred, Enhance Visitor 
Experience and Park Operations. Alternative 3 
proposes important changes to facilities in 
response to changing visitor preferences and to 
changing circumstances in the surrounding area. 
New types of overnight accommodations would 
take the place of outdated forms. Visitor services 
would be improved. Circulation would be 
redesigned to alleviate congestion and promote 
smoother traffic flow for visitors and for staff. See 
figure 8 at the end of this chapter for a map. 

Under alternative 3, the store and restaurant 
would be rehabilitated or replaced. Some visitor 
information and exhibit/interpretive space would 
be incorporated into the redesign. As at 
Cottonwood Cove, inviting outdoor spaces would 
also be included, and interpretive signs may also 
be installed. Outdoor gathering areas could also 
double for interpretive programs. The park would 
explore options for concession staff — rather than 
NPS personnel — to provide interpretation and 
orientation services if it is financially feasible. 

The existing ranger station, which is located far 
from the lakeshore, would be rehabilitated to 
house office space for an expanded and 
redesigned campground (described in the 
following information). 

As in alternative 2, the current picnic and 
amphitheater area would be converted to paved 

parking close to the lakeshore, and lot C would be 
removed or greatly reduced to maintain available 
parking within the developed area at current 
levels. 

A new picnic area would be constructed near the 
lakeshore. This picnic area would be designed so 
that visitors are physically separated from the 
water. 

The marina would remain the current size. As at 
Cottonwood Cove, the concessioner would be 
permitted to adjust the ratio of small (less than 
23 ft) to large (greater than 23 ft) slips, provided 
that the marina continues to offer a number of 
smaller slips, and thus serves a variety of boaters. 
The concessioner would also be permitted to 
provide watercraft rental. 

Use of the Katherine Landing motel has dropped. 
Now, motel occupancy remains low on all but 
peak weekends. This trend is related to a variety of 
factors, including the recent economic downturn, 
cost of lodging, the condition of the motel, and a 
general decline in park visitation. Another factor 
is that tourism to nearby Laughlin has 
dramatically expanded in the years since 
Katherine Landing was designed and built. 
Currently, Laughlin provides approximately 
5,000 units of overnight lodging (hotel or 
hotel/casino rooms). This alternative responds to 
these circumstances by removing the motel 
function from Katherine Landing. The site would 
be redeveloped for parking. 

As at Cottonwood Cove, the trailer village would 
be removed pending an economic feasibility 
analysis. Long-term trailer sites, as they presently 
exist, with private trailers left on site for the sole 
and exclusive use of the owners and their guests 
would be phased out. The majority of that site 
would be incorporated within an expanded and 
redesigned campground. As at Cottonwood Cove, 
the concessioner would manage all campground 
operations. Some portion of the campground 
would retain its current configuration for tent/car 
camping. A large percentage of the area would be 
redeveloped for RV sites designed to 
accommodate views to the lake. Featuring pull-
through parking, hookups, and other amenities, 
these sites would accommodate the large 
recreational vehicles that are increasingly popular 
in the recreation area. As at Cottonwood Cove, 
RV sites would be spaced to allow a degree of 
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separation and privacy. Design may be analogous 
to the new RV campground at Willow Beach. 
Campground redesign would adhere to applicable 
standards and guidelines of accessibility. A phase 
out strategy for the long-term exclusive use trailer 
village sites is presented in Appendix B. Exclusive 
use of these sites for the long term storage of 
privately owned trailers create a mobile home 
park environment, which is contrary to the public 
recreational use for which the park was 
established. It is recognized the economic 
feasibility of future concession contracts will need 
to consider the implications of the phase-out and 
conversion of this use to an alternative visitor 
facility/use. The phase out strategy allows future 
managers flexibility to make the best decision 
possible at that time. 

Under this alternative, the National Park Service 
would permit the concessioner to offer other 
types of accommodations within the campground 
— for example cabins, “park models” with 
individual bathrooms, or similar units. The exact 
mix of accommodations is yet to be determined. A 
recent financial feasibility study suggested that a 
mix of these accommodation types could prove 
financially viable, but recommended a 
conservative approach to development. The study 
suggested starting with a modest number of units 
and gradually building additional units as market 
conditions could support. The National Park 
Service would allow site development within 
physical constraints and may establish an 
acceptable maximum number (or range) of units. 

Currently, National Park Service volunteer sites 
are scattered throughout Katherine Landing. 
Under this alternative they would be 
consolidated. Campground loop D would be 
established as a new volunteer loop. This would 
involve redesigning that loop for large RV sites 
and adding a new laundry/shower facility. Because 
of the extensive volunteer program in this portion 
of the park, approximately 25 volunteer sites 
would be developed. 

The NPS maintenance area would remain on the 
current site. Consolidated NPS offices also would 
be built in this vicinity. The existing joint 
NPS/concession housing area would remain in its 
current location. Residential units may be 
renovated or replaced as appropriate. Concession 
housing by the shoreline would be removed and 
restored, but concession housing in the joint 

NPS/concession housing area would remain. The 
lakeshore concession maintenance area would be 
retained. 

From the entrance station to the Cabinsite Road 
intersection, the Katherine Landing access road 
would be widened to three lanes, effectively 
extending the right-turn lane for Cabinsite Road. 
This change should help alleviate congestion on 
busy days and facilitate smooth flow of traffic to 
the launch ramp and areas north of Katherine 
Landing. As in alternative 2, waysides would be 
erected at the intersection of Cabinsite and 
Katherine Landing roads. 

The existing road leading to the NPS maintenance 
area would be upgraded and extended to form a 
new administrative loop road. This paved loop 
would serve the consolidated NPS offices, 
maintenance area, and volunteer loop. 
Throughout the developed area, additional 
options for enhancing internal circulation would 
be explored, to better serve visitors as well as 
administrative and emergency functions. 

Circulation for pedestrians and cyclists would also 
be expanded, including a bike path to Katherine 
Landing via the Katherine access road from 
Highway 68. The National Park Service would 
establish formal trailheads with designated 
parking and informational signs for both the 
Fishermen’s Trail and the Lakeview Trail. 
Removing concessioner housing from the 
lakeshore area would support this action. 

As in alternative 2, comprehensive redesign of 
flood control would provide a new level of 
security for residents (e.g., park and concession 
employees) and park visitors, including overnight 
guests. 

Actions Common to Alternatives 2 and 3 

Flash Flood Mitigation Measures. 

Overall — Implement structural and nonstructural 
flood mitigation measures to protect the public. 
Improvements were designed to protect public 
recreation facilities and also protect the health 
and safety of visitors and employees in overnight 
areas. These recommendations were designed to 
remove all developed areas with overnight 
occupancy from inundation during the 500-year 
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flood. In general, flood mitigation measures would 
consist of the following components: 

• rehabilitating the existing diversion dike 
(upstream of the developed area) that directs 
flows from North Katherine Wash around the 
developed area into South Telephone Cove 
Wash 

• raising, extending, and rehabilitating the 
existing diversion dike that directs flows from 
North Katherine Wash into South Katherine 
Wash 

• building new diversion dikes 

• using the existing borrow pit as a sediment 
basin, with a low level outlet and an overflow 
spillway 

• constructing approximately 5,700 ft of 
concrete-lined channels (up to 65 ft in width 
at the top) 

• providing erosion protection at channel 
outfalls 

• providing concrete-lined low-flow road 
crossings 

• installing an Early Warning Detection System 
at Katherine Landing; placing flood warning 
signs and developing an evacuation plan for 
Katherine Landing and North and South 
Arizona Telephone Coves 

• completing miscellaneous utility relocations 
and surface restoration 

 

The following sections summarize mitigation 
measures for specific areas. All dimensions are 
approximate based on preliminary design 
estimates (HDR 2004a, 2004b). Preliminary design 
for the flood control structures has been 
completed (HDR 2004a, 2004b). The conceptual 
designs include new channels and dikes to 
intercept and divert a majority of flood flows 
north of the developed area, and to convey 
additional pmf flows through the developed area. 

Dry Boat Storage Wash — Proposed flood mitigation 
improvements in this area would increase the 
capacity of an existing channel. The proposed 
improvements consist of 

• constructing approximately 650 ft of 
concrete-lined channel with a concrete cut-
off wall at the entrance 

• adding erosion protection at both the channel 
entrance and outfall 

• adding low-flow concrete-lined crossings at 
the road and the boat storage access 

• restoring surfaces 

Note: conceptual dimensions of the concrete 
channel include a depth of 6 ft and a bottom width 
of 12 ft with 2:1 side slopes resulting in a top width 
of 36 ft. 

South Katherine Wash — Proposed flood mitigation 
improvements would increase the capacity of the 
existing channel and provide a better outlet. The 
proposed improvements consist of the following: 

• using the existing borrow pit as a sediment 
basin with a low-level outlet and an overflow 
spillway (the borrow pit would require 
additional excavation and be enclosed on the 
west side and a box culvert would meter out 
100-year flows and the spillway would address 
bigger floods) 

• constructing approximately 5,050 ft of 
concrete-lined channel (extending from the 
borrow pit to the outlet at the lake) with a 
concrete cut-off wall at the entrance 

• adding erosion protection at both the channel 
entrance and outfall 

The launch ramp would remain at 8 lanes. 
However, because the design of flood control may 
continue to evolve, there exists a possibility that 
the redesign of the main channel may overlap a 
portion of the launch ramp and reduce the 
number of available lanes. Launching at Katherine 
Landing is very popular, so a reduction in launch 
capacity would adversely impact visitors. In this 
event, the National Park Service may explore 
options for increasing launch capacity elsewhere 
— for instance by improving the launch ramp and 
parking at Cabinsite Point or North Arizona 
Telephone Cove. These actions would only be 
implemented consistent with capacity levels 
established by the lake management plan. 
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• adding low-flow concrete-lined crossings at 
the water tank access and the borrow pit 
access 

• adding a concrete swale section (or alternate 
solution) at the outlet road area 

• restoring surfaces 

Note: conceptual dimensions of the concrete 
channel include a depth varying between 8 ft 
and10 ft and a bottom width of 25 ft, with 2:1 side 
slopes resulting in a top width of 57 ft and 65 ft, 
respectively. 

South Katherine Wash Outlet — HDR, Inc. proposed 
alternate design solutions for the outlet, and these 
solutions would be reevaluated during future 
design development. The alternate solutions are as 
follows: 

1. A concrete v-shaped swale overlapping the 
southern lanes of the boat launch. This swale 
would be approximately 450 ft in length, with 
side slopes at 10:1 and 20:1. At a grade of 
0.4%, this swale can convey the 100-year 
flood. (Note: these dimensions are 
approximate and preliminarily indicate that 
trailer traffic can adequately cross this swale; 
however, this geometry should be verified 
with further design development); or 

2. A U-shaped channel and box culvert, with 
low-water crossing on the road currently 
leading to the concessioner’s maintenance 
area (instead of the v-shaped swale). 

North Katherine Wash — Flood flows are conveyed 
towards Lake Mohave on the north side of the 
access road. Proposed flood mitigation 
improvements would provide a better outlet for 
the flows. The proposed flood mitigation 
improvements consist of 

• constructing a gabion-lined diversion dike to 
convey flow across the access road to South 
Katherine Wash 

• adding a low-water crossing at access road 
with a double 6 ft × 6 ft box to convey lower 
frequency storms 

• raising the existing dike east of the south 
campground and adding gabion protection 

• relocating the parking lot entrance 

• restoring surfaces 

The new dike would be located upstream of the 
north campground and would divert flows from 
North Katherine Wash, leaving only local 
drainage though the current concessioner trailer 
village and the north campground areas. 

South Telephone Cove Wash — Flood flows are 
diverted from North Katherine Wash towards 
South Telephone Cove Wash by an existing 
diversion dike. Proposed flood mitigation 
improvements would provide a better outlet for 
the flows. The proposed improvements consist of 

• rehabilitating the existing diversion dike 

• adding a low-water crossing at the county 
road with downstream protection 

• restoring surfaces 

Early Warning Detection System — Nonstructural 
flood mitigation would consist of installing an 
Early Warning Detection System at Katherine 
Landing. Flood mitigation would also include 
placement of flood warning signs and 
development of an evacuation plan for Katherine 
Landing and North and South Arizona Telephone 
Coves. 

Sustainable design and character — See “Actions 
Common to Alternatives 2 and 3” section in this 
chapter for Cottonwood Cove. 

The Katherine Landing alternatives are compared 
in table 2. 
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TABLE 2. KATHERINE LANDING ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

Biggest Ideas • All current facilities (e.g., motel, campgrounds, 
marina, trailer village) would remain, with only 
minimal changes 

• HDR, Inc.’s flood control recommendations 
would not be implemented 

• HDR, Inc.’s flood control recommendations 
would be implemented 

• Trailer village would remain or over time be 
converted to short-term RV sites 

• Commercial services (but not the marina) 
would be expanded on their current sites 

• NPS maintenance would be relocated to a new 
area on a bluff northwest of the developed 
area 

• Maintain/renovate motel or adaptive reuse of 
motel structure for other use 

• Campground would be minimally rehabilitated 
(for Americans with Disabilities Act [ADA] 
access, etc.) 

• Increased parking near lake; current satellite 
lot (C) would be removed 

• HDR, Inc.’s flood control recommendations 
would be implemented to the 500-year flood 

• Rehabilitate or replace existing store and 
restaurant. Integrate some visitor 
orientation/exhibit space and outdoor 
gathering areas 

• Motel removed; site redeveloped for greatly 
expanded visitor parking near lake. Provide 
other forms of overnight accommodations (see 
below) 

• Trailer village phased out within the next 
concession contract, pending an economic 
feasibility analysis. The site would be 
redeveloped as part of an expanded, accessible 
campground that would be concessioner-run 
and would accommodate larger vehicles 
(larger sites with pull-through parking and 
hookups, etc.). Some portion of the 
campground would retain its current 
configuration for tent/car camping. Cabins 
may be part of the mix (exact mix of 
accommodations to be determined) 

• New paved loop serving both north and south 
areas of the development (housing area to 
campground loop D) 

• Consolidated NPS offices and operations (law 
enforcement/emergency, interpretation 
offices, etc.) in the vicinity of the NPS 
maintenance area 

• Retain NPS maintenance area in same location 

Flash Flood 
Mitigation 

• Maintain existing earthen diversion dikes and 
channels 

• Maintain existing reinforced (gabion) channel 
in places along South Katherine Wash 
(immediately south of developed area) 

• Construct engineered system of diversion 
dikes, channels, and detention basin to convey 
pmf flows through North and South Katherine 
Washes 

• Install Early Warning Detection System for 
Katherine Landing 

• Place flood warning signs and develop an 
evacuation plan for Katherine Landing and 
North and South Arizona Telephone Coves 

• Same as alternative 2 
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TABLE 2. KATHERINE LANDING ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

• Construction of flash flood mitigation would 
be phased in, beginning with the highest 
priority projects 

Visitor 
Orientation and 
Interpretation 

• Maintain existing ranger station with visitor 
contact (in current location far from the 
lakeshore) 

• Maintain existing information station by 
launch ramp (it is often unmanned) 

• Maintain existing entrance station 

• Enhance/replace existing waysides (launch 
area) 

• Convert existing ranger station / visitor contact 
to waysides 

• New modest ranger/visitor contact station by 
launch (would probably mean rehabilitating 
the existing information station) 

• Maintain existing entrance station 

• New informational wayside at junction with 
SR 68 

• Establish new wayside at Cabinsite Road 
junction 

• Relocate amphitheater to campground area 
(between campground and new RV park)  

• Rehabilitate or replace existing store and 
restaurant. Integrate some visitor 
contact/exhibit spaces in the redesign. Improve 
lakeshore pedestrian environment with 
waysides and outdoor gathering/program 
areas. Explore potential for concession staff to 
provide orientation/interpretation services 

• Explore potential for development of 
interagency regional visitor contact facility 
outside park 

• New informational wayside at junction with 
SR 68 

• Establish new wayside at Cabinsite Road 
junction 

• Convert existing ranger station/visitor contact 
to visitor services and an office serving 
RV/cabin campground. Transfer maintenance 
of the campground office to the concessioner 

• Replace temporary booth at entrance station 
with permanent structure that coordinates 
with other satellite buildings 

Picnic Area • Maintain existing picnic area and facilities 
(large group shelter adjacent to the 
abandoned beach area, which is overgrown) 

• Remove existing picnic area. Implement 
measures to discourage water access in this 
area 

• Establish new picnic area near or along the 
waterfront (but designed to be physically 
separated from the water to discourage water 
access) 

• Outdoor dining/gathering areas would be part 
of combined commercial services / visitor 
contact facility 

• Integrate new picnic areas into existing 
accessible fishing point; also, explore options 
for additional accessible fishing pier located 
near the northern portion or the marina 
(abandoned beach area) 

Trails / 
Connections 

• Maintain existing trail system, consisting of 
two informal but well-used trails for accessing 
the water (Fisherman’s and Lakeview Trails); 
interpretive use focuses on Lakeview Trail 

• Same as alternative 1, maintain existing trail 
system, consisting of two informal but well-
used trails for accessing the water (Fisherman’s 
and Lakeview Trails); interpretive use focuses 
on Lakeview Trail 

• Expand and enhance existing trail system 

• Establish formal trailheads for both 
Fisherman’s and Lakeview Trails 

• New Lakeshore Trail along waterfront 
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Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

• If suitable trail corridors can be found, 
establish additional short trails to access the 
lake in Katherine Landing vicinity (Katherine 
Landing to Princess Cove) 

• Ensure safe vehicular/bike/pedestrian access as 
part of road upgrade 

• Shoreline enhancements with trails, picnic 
shade structures, and waysides 

Launch Ramp 
Area 

• Maintain existing launch ramp (eight-lane 
potential) 

• Existing courtesy dock (92 ft) 

• Maintain 8-lane potential, if main flood 
channel outlet will allow; extend existing 
launch ramp for low-water launching (Note: 
probably not feasible) 

• Consider extending courtesy dock (to 
approximately 120 ft) 

NOTE: If there is a reduction in launch lanes (e.g., 
if channel cuts off southernmost lanes), 
coordinate changes in launch capacity with 
sites to the north (for instance, by 
improving launch at Cabinsite Point or 
North Arizona Telephone, or expanding 
parking at Princess Cove) to align with the 
lake management plan capacity levels. 

• Retain existing launch ramp. Maintain 8-lane 
potential if main flood channel outlet will 
allow 

• Consider expanding courtesy dock space for 
visitors (e.g., extend existing dock) if this can 
be accommodated with minimal operational 
issues 

NOTE: If there is a reduction in launch lanes (e.g., 
if channel cuts off southernmost lanes), 
coordinate changes in launch capacity with 
sites to the north (for instance, by 
improving launch at Cabinsite Point or 
North Arizona Telephone, or expanding 
parking at Princess Cove) to align with the 
lake management plan capacity levels. 

Marina and 
Commercial 
Services 

• Maintain existing marina (824 slips) 

• Retain existing convenience store 
(3,162 square feet [sq ft]) 

• Retain existing restaurant 

• Retain existing land-based fuel pumps 

• Maintain existing marina (824 slips) 

• Expand convenience store capacity (up to 
double) 

• Expand restaurant capacity (up to double) 

• Retain existing land-based fuel pumps 

• Remove island with ice station 

• Maintain existing marina capacity (824 slips) 

• Permit concessioner to redistribute emphasis 
from smaller (<23 ft) slips to larger (>23 ft) 
slips, provided that it continues to offer a 
number of smaller slips, ensuring marina is 
accessible to a wide range of boating public 

• New shaded pedestrian plaza along the 
waterfront 

• Rehabilitate or replace store and restaurant. 
Integrate some new visitor contact/exhibit 
space in redesign, including outdoor 
gathering/dining areas 

• Maintain land and marina based fuel service 
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Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

Overnight 
Accommodations 

• Maintain existing motel (50 units) 

• Retain existing short-term RV park 
(approximately 28 sites) 

• Maintain existing long-term trailer village sites 

• Renovate motel but do not increase capacity, 
or adaptive reuse of motel structure 

• Expand existing short-term RV park into trailer 
village area, with eventual goal of converting 
entire trailer village to short-term use 

NOTE: Although the financial analysis contract 
analyzed a range of different combinations 
and numbers of sites (RV /cabins/park 
models), the exact mix of accommodation 
types are to be determined. 

• Motel function would cease 

• Overnight accommodations (e.g., RV park 
[pull-through parking, utilities], cabins, park 
models, or similar]) would be integrated into 
expanded campground, which would be 
concession managed and would include a 
large portion of the current trailer village site; 
exact mix of accommodation types are to be 
determined 

NOTE: Although the financial analysis contract 
analyzed a range of different combinations 
and numbers of sites (RV /cabins/park 
models), the exact mix of accommodation 
types are to be determined). Extent of 
overnight accommodations would be set by 
site constraints 

Campground  • Maintain existing campground (171 sites), with 
slight changes 

• Increase number of volunteer sites 
NOTE: pedestrian connections to access road have 

recently been implemented. 

• Rehabilitate campground to accommodate 
ADA campsites 

• Increase number of volunteer sites 

• Relocate amphitheater to campground; locate 
and orient away from the access road 

• Convert existing campground to concessioner-
run RV/cabin campground (mix to be 
determined; see Overnight Accommodations 
above) 

• Incorporate current trailer village area into the 
expanded campground footprint 

• Upgrade some existing loops for larger, 
contemporary vehicles and hookups (i.e., “big-
rig ready,” with pull-through parking and 
utility hookups); reduce number of sites to 
retain footprint of existing loops 

• Retain some portion without modifications for 
tent camping 

• Establish loop D as volunteer loop with new 
laundry/shower 

• Add new restroom to loop B 

• Concessioner would manage entire 
campground operation 

• Convert existing ranger station to campground 
office and visitor services. Assign to 
concessioner 

• Relocate amphitheater to campground; locate 
and orient away from the access road 
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Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

Long-term Trailer 
Village 

• Retain existing long-term trailer village 
(approximately 104 sites; see Overnight 
Accommodations and Campground above) 

• Over time, convert portions of the trailer 
village to RV park, until the entire village is 
converted to short term (eventually) 

• Trailer village function would be removed 
during the new concession contract. Explore 
strategies for phased conversion over time 

• Redevelop site for new overnight 
accommodations (e.g., RV park, cabins) and 
for concession housing 

Dry Storage 
(boats/trailers) 

• Retain existing dry storage function and area • Retain existing dry storage function and area • Retain existing dry storage function and area 
for boats and trailers (may be limited to trailers 
whose watercraft are using marina facilities) 

Boat Wash • Existing boat wash station in boat rental area 
(for concession operation) 

• Retain existing boat wash station in boat rental 
area (for concession operation) 

• Retain existing boat wash area for concession 
operation 

• Mobile boat wash area would offer an option 
for larger boats (parking lot C – north side) 

Circulation and 
Access 

• On the access road, maintain 250 ft turning 
lane at Cabinsite Road junction 

• Maintain existing three-lane paved access from 
Cabinsite Road to launch ramp 

• On access road, maintain 250 ft turning lane 
at Cabinsite Road junction 

• Maintain existing three-lane paved access from 
Cabinsite Road to launch ramp 

• New paved access road from Cabinsite Road 
to new NPS maintenance area (i.e., 
significantly upgrade existing unpaved road to 
water treatment plant) 

• Investigate reservation system 

• Assuming HDR, Inc. flood control design, new 
low-water crossings in connection with 
concrete channels (access road west of parking 
area C, water tank access road, Cabinsite 
Road) 

• On access road, extend right turn lane from 
entrance station to Cabinsite Road 

• Maintain existing three-lane paved access from 
Cabinsite Road to launch 

• Assuming HDR, Inc. flood control design, new 
low-water crossings in connection with 
concrete channels (access road west of park 
area C, water tank access road, Cabinsite 
Road), same as alternative 2 

• Explore options for improving site’s internal 
circulation for emergency access, 
administration, and visitation 

Parking • Maintain existing parking areas and parking 
capacity: 

• Total dps: approximately 525 

• Total sps: approximately 440 
NOTE: The lake management plan authorizes 

325 sps and 469 dps. 

• Maintain authorized parking capacity from the 
lake management plan (325 sps and 469 dps) 
but locate closer to lakeshore to improve 
function for users 

• Convert picnic area / amphitheater to parking 
to increase parking near lake 

• Redesign parking near information station to 
accommodate flood channel (remove if 
necessary depending on outlet solution) 

• Maintain authorized parking capacity from the 
lake management plan (325 sps and 469 dps) 
but locate closer to lakeshore to improve 
function for users 

• Convert motel site to parking (primarily dps) to 
greatly expand parking for launch ramp and 
marina 

• Expand parking (primarily sps) north of access 
road to serve marina, picnic area, 
amphitheater, and combined commercial 
services / visitor contact facility 
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Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

  • Probably, following more study of parking, 
remove or reduce parking area C (shuttle 
parking) to maintain current total number of 
parking spaces across the developed area 

• Better organize and delineate parking 
throughout (day use versus overnight; sps 
versus dps, etc.) 

• Probably, following more study of parking, 
remove or reduce parking area C (shuttle 
parking) to maintain current total number of 
parking spaces across the developed area 

• Better organize and delineate parking 
throughout (day use versus overnight; sps 
versus dps, etc.) 

Law 
Enforcement/ 
Emergency 

• Existing ranger / visitor contact station 

• NPS booking station / government dock 

• Existing fire station (in housing area) 

• Emergency helicopters land on launch ramp 

• Existing fire station in housing area 

• New (modest) ranger / visitor contact station 
by launch 

• Retain government dock and booking station 

• Retain first aid station function by launch 
(most likely at ranger station) 

• Emergency helicopters would continue to land 
on launch ramp 

• Relocate fire station to new NPS maintenance 
area on bluff 

• Law enforcement / emergency functions 
would be located in consolidated offices in 
general vicinity of NPS maintenance area with 
interpretation/maintenance offices 

• In this area, develop helicopter landing area 
for medical emergencies, if feasible 

• Provide covered parking for emergency 
services vehicles 

• Retain fire station. Design flood control 
channel as appropriate 

• Extend government dock at same location 

• New paved administrative loop would better 
serve law enforcement/emergency services 

• Small parking area adjacent to launch ramp 
would be converted to helipad and/or 
emergency parking 

• Retain first aid function at current building 
near boat launch  

NPS Housing • Existing NPS/concessioner joint housing area 

• A few volunteer spaces are accommodated 
within the housing area and the campground  

• Maintain existing joint NPS/concessioner 
housing  

• Existing joint NPS/concessioner housing area 
would remain in the same location 

• Rehabilitate existing NPS housing 

• Convert campground loop D to volunteer 
trailer court 

Concession 
Housing 

• Existing concessioner housing is concentrated 
in two locations: the joint NPS/concessioner 
housing area and the concessioner area near 
the boat rental operation 

• Maintain existing joint NPS/concessioner 
housing area 

• Replace trailers in the shoreline concession 
area (near the boat rental area) with 
permanent structures and screen from view: 
build dorm and single family housing 

• Concession housing by the shoreline would be 
removed and restored while the concession 
housing in the joint NPS/concession housing 
area would remain 
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TABLE 2. KATHERINE LANDING ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

NPS 
Maintenance 
Area 

• Maintain existing NPS maintenance area, 
which is screened from public view by a 
natural topographic feature 

• Relocate NPS maintenance area to a new area 
on a bluff northwest of the developed area; 
provide access via paved spur road 

• Maintain existing NPS maintenance area. 
Integrate with new NPS administrative offices, 
law enforcement, and emergency services in 
this general location 

Concession 
Maintenance 
Area 

• Existing concessioner maintenance area is 
located near the boat rental area 

• Expand in existing concessioner maintenance 
area if necessary and feasible (not much room; 
most likely not feasible) 

• Maintain existing concessioner maintenance 
area. Preserve the public character of new 
adjacent trailhead if the expansion of 
maintenance into the current lakeshore 
concessioner housing area becomes necessary  

51 



 
CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Elements Considered but Dismissed 

During the alternatives development process, 
certain elements initially considered as part of the 
range of alternatives were dismissed from further 
consideration. The following list summarizes 
these elements for Katherine Landing and offers a 
brief summary of the rationale for dismissal. 

Marina Reconfigured and Boat Launch 
Relocated. Rationale for dismissing this element 
includes the following: 

• This idea was proposed to provide enough 
space to accommodate the boat launch and 
the outlet for the flood control channel for 
Katherine Wash. Initially it was unclear 
whether the proposed conceptual design for 
flood channel (HDR 2004b) would allow boat 
launch function to continue in this location. 

• This would require extensive facilities 
infrastructure development. Analysis 
indicates that the cost to construct the new 
boat launch and related facilities would be 
very high. 

• Relocating the boat launch is likely to result in 
adverse environmental impacts. 

• Further flood control design is necessary and 
pending; however, it is believed that a solution 
could be reached that would reduce the size 
of the outlet and allow the boat launch to 
remain. 

Expansion of Motel. Rationale for dismissing this 
element includes the following: 

• Financial analysis indicates that motel 
expansion would be financially infeasible. 
Motel occupancy rates are very low so 
expansion is not warranted. 

• National Park Service Management Policies 
state that concession facilities must be 
necessary and appropriate. One of the factors 
for determining whether a concession facility 
is necessary and appropriate is an analysis of 
whether a commercial operation can be 
provided outside park boundaries. Due to the 
significant presence of affordable lodging 
facilities located immediately outside the park 
in Bullhead City, Arizona and Laughlin, 

Nevada, within easy driving distance of 
Katherine Landing, overnight 
accommodations are no longer necessary and 
appropriate at Katherine Landing. 

• Expansion was proposed by the general 
management plan. Because this specific 
proposal was not feasible, it was adjusted in 
the corresponding alternative (alternative 2). 

Reuse Motel Structures for NPS Administration. 
Rationale for dismissing this element includes the 
following: 

• This element does not appear to be a good 
location for this type of facility. 
Administrative and support functions would 
require a substantial footprint. Public use 
occurs in the immediate surroundings. There 
is a conflict between these types of uses (for 
example, emergency access difficulties). 

KATHERINE LANDING VICINITY 
ALTERNATIVES (PRINCESS COVE, 
CABINSITE POINT, AND NORTH AND 
SOUTH ARIZONA TELEPHONE COVE) 

Narrative Description of Alternatives 

Overview of the Entire Range of Alternatives. 
The planning team developed alternatives to test 
different options for visitor opportunities, access, 
and emergency services at Princess Cove, 
Cabinsite Point, and North and South Arizona 
Telephone Cove. Existing facilities were reviewed 
and the need for changes was assessed, with the 
goal of maintaining a variety of recreational 
settings across these four sites. 

The team also reviewed direction contained in the 
lake management plan. This plan had determined 
that recreational boating on the southern portion 
of Lake Mohave (i.e., from Princess Cove south) 
was at or exceeding capacity for safety and visitor 
enjoyment. It therefore directs park managers not 
to implement measures that would cause 
recreational boating on this portion of the lake to 
rise — such as adding new parking areas or launch 
lanes. The plan even recommends exploring 
closing an existing launch at South Arizona 
Telephone Cove or Cabinsite Point. 

Alternative 1: No Action, Continue Current 
Management Trends. The no-action alternative 

52 



 
Chapter 2: Alternatives Including the Preferred Alternative 

reflects a continuation of current management. 
No changes to facilities are proposed. See figure 9 
at the end of the chapter for a map. 

Alternative 2: Implement Previous Planning 
Proposals. Alternative 2 reflects past proposals 
from established plans. For instance, it proposes 
closing Cabinsite Point to launching, per the lake 
management plan, and exploring options for an 
entirely new access road to North and South 
Arizona Telephone Cove, as reflected in the 
general management plan. (It also presents some 
new ideas to allow park managers to test out a full 
range of options.) See figure 10 at the end of the 
chapter for a map. 

Alternative 3: Enhance Visitor Experience and 
Park Operations (Preferred Alternative). 
Alternative 3 is consistent with established 
direction but proposes some new changes to 
enhance visitor experience and improve access 
and emergency services. For instance, it includes 
new picnic facilities at Cabinsite Point, a new 
helipad at Princess Cove, and reconfiguring the 
intersection of Cabinsite Point and Princess Cove 
roads. See figure 11 at the end of the chapter for a 
map. 

The Katherine Landing vicinity alternatives are 
compared in table 3. 

ESTIMATED COSTS 

Capital improvement costs were also a 
consideration in the selection of the preferred 
alternative. The following cost estimates were 
developed to inform decision making at the 
preferred alternative workshop. To the extent 
possible, the National Park Service and industry 
cost estimating guidelines were used to develop 
the figures, which describe anticipated costs in 
2010 dollars. 

The cost estimates integrate figures from the 
following three different sources: 

• NPS personnel developed costs for NPS 
visitor and support facilities — for example, 
orientation and interpretation facilities, day-
use areas, roads and parking, and NPS 
maintenance and housing areas. These costs 
were developed using the agency’s Current 
Replacement Value (CRV) calculator. 

• The National Park Service contracted the 
financial consulting firm Dornbusch 
Associates to analyze the financial viability of 
the draft alternatives for concessions 
operations. As part of this contract, 
Dornbusch prepared class C construction 
cost estimates for facilities that could 
potentially be funded by a concessioner. 
These include commercial visitor facilities 
(e.g., marinas, stores, motels, and other 
overnight accommodations) and support 
facilities (e.g., concessioner housing or 
maintenance areas). 

• Costs for flood control measures were derived 
from figures reported by HDR, Inc. in the 
structural flood mitigation reports prepared 
for the National Park Service in 2004. An 
inflation factor was applied to update these 
costs to 2010 dollars. These amounts were for 
a PMF event. When final design is completed, 
the cost will be for a 500-year structural 
protection. 

To develop the estimates, general assumptions 
were made regarding the extent of the work to be 
undertaken. The cost figures identified in this 
document enabled the planning team to compare 
the projected magnitude of costs across 
alternatives (see table 4). However, the estimates 
are at a class C (general and preliminary) level and 
therefore should not be used for budgetary 
purposes. These figures are not intended to 
replace more detailed consideration of design 
program and final construction estimates. 
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TABLE 3. KATHERINE LANDING VICINITY ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

Princess Cove 

Access • Maintain paved access road • Same as no-action alternative • Retain paved access road, same as No Action; 
plus reconfigure intersection with Cabinsite 
Road to a “T” intersection, establishing 
Princess Cove as the primary through route 

Parking • Paved parking area (approximately 100 dps 
and 50 sps need to confirm) (lake 
management plan assumes 100 dps) 

• Informal gravel overflow lot (approximately 50 
dps) used during peak periods 

• Retain paved parking area 

• Disallow use of overflow area to enforce 
capacity defined by the lake management plan 
(would likely require reservation system or 
increased law enforcement) 

• Retain existing paved parking area and existing 
unpaved overflow 

NOTE: In the event that launch capacity at 
Katherine Landing is reduced due to flood 
control design, park may consider paving 
and formalizing more of this overflow 
area). 

Boat Launch • Maintain existing concrete boat ramp (8-lane 
capacity) 

• Same as no-action alternative  • Same as no-action alternative 

Picnic/Camping • Maintain existing picnic area (6 shelters, vault 
toilet, 6 sps) 

• Continue to allow backcountry camping 
nearby, off 4x4 road 

• Maintain existing picnic facilities, same as no-
action alternative 

• Disallow backcountry camping off nearby 4x4 
road 

• Same as no-action alternative, retain existing 
picnic facilities 

• Continue to allow backcountry camping 
nearby, off 4x4 road just north of Princess 
Cove  

Emergency 
Services 

• No facilities • Same as no-action alternative  • Establish helipad for emergency evacuations  

Cabinsite Point 

Access • Retain existing paved access road • Retain access road, same as no-action 
alternative| 

• Retain access road, same as no-action 
alternative 

Parking • Existing parking would remain informal and 
unpaved, occurring on a series of benches that 
terrace to lake, but separated from lakeshore 

• Same as no-action alternative • Retain existing unpaved parking; plus allow for 
additional parking at some of the former cabin 
sites  

Boat Launch • Retain unimproved shallow launch, which 
works well for low level of use 

• Close site to launching 

• Do not permit motorized boats to beach  

• Same as no-action alternative, retain 
unimproved shallow boat launch 

No Boat Areas • Very small designated no-boat area just north 
of launch zone 

• Enlarge no-boat area to include popular 
SCUBA destination  

• Retain small no-boat area, same as no-action 
alternative 

Picnic • Continue to manage as backcountry site with 
no formal picnic areas (users picnic informally; 
erect own shade shelters) 

• Same as no-action alternative • Develop designated picnic facilities including 
picnic tables and group/individual shade 
shelters; do not provide drinking water, 
provide appropriate restroom facilities (vault 
toilet) 
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TABLE 3. KATHERINE LANDING VICINITY ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

Camping • No camping in area • Same as no-action alternative • Backcountry camping would be allowed at 
some former cabin sites 

North and South Arizona Telephone Cove 

Access • Access roads to both sites are graded, 
unpaved and located in washes 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – If feasible, 
construct new paved access road on higher 
ground between North and South Arizona 
Telephone Coves 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – If feasible, 
construct new paved access road on high 
ground south of wash 

NOTE: New access road proposed by the general 
management plan may not be feasible, 
given that access roads have been 
constructed in the wash. 

• Both North and South Arizona Telephone 
Coves – Design access roads to eliminate or 
greatly reduce exposure to flood hazards 

Parking • North Arizona Telephone Cove – Maintain 
existing unpaved parking area and earthen 
berms to separate parking from beach and 
delineate launch access (approximately 
230−250 dps) 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – Retain paved 
parking area (approximately 27 dps, 8 sps) 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – Retain paved 
parking area, same as no-action alternative, 
plus expand to south of cove, if needed 
(probably southeast of existing parking, based 
on site constraints) 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Retain 
unpaved parking area, same as no-action 
alternative 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – Retain paved 
parking area, same as no-action alternative 

Boat Launch • North Arizona Telephone Cove – Continue to 
allow boat launching under “backcountry lake 
access site” conditions; launch is informal, 
gravel, shallow, two-lane capacity 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Establish 
concrete two-lane launch ramp to improve 
ease of launch 

NOTE: This would differ from the general 
management plan but the overall approach 
to satellite areas is consistent with the lake 
management plan, and the team used the 
alternatives to try out a range of options 
for each site. 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

NOTE: If launch capacity at Katherine Landing is 
reduced due to flood control design (e.g., if 
new/improved channel cuts off 
southernmost lanes), the park might 
consider improving the launch at North 
Arizona Telephone Cove or at Cabinsite 
Point, to align with established capacity 
levels set by the lake management plan: for 
example, pave/extend launch ramp or 
increase number of launch lanes.  

No-boat Areas • South Arizona Telephone Cove – Retain as 
designated no-boat area, providing safe and 
comfortable setting for swimming and other 
non-motorized activities 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – No 
designated no-boat area 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 
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TABLE 3. KATHERINE LANDING VICINITY ALTERNATIVES COMPARISON (CONTINUED) 

Title 
Alternative 1: No Action 

Continue Current Management Trends 
Alternative 2 

Implement Previous Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience  

and Park Operations 

Picnic • South Arizona Telephone Cove – Maintain 
designated picnic facilities (two vault toilets, six 
single site shelters) 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – No formal 
picnic facilities 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

• South Arizona Telephone Cove – Same as no-
action alternative 

• North Arizona Telephone Cove – Establish 
developed picnic area with tables, grills, and 
shelters, provide appropriate restroom facilities 
(vault toilet) 

Camping • Continue to prohibit camping • Same as no-action alternative • Same as no-action alternative 
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  TABLE 4. COST ESTIMATES  

 Alternative 2 
Implement Previous  
Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 

Cottonwood Cove 

Flash Flood Control $12,768,000 $12,768,000  

Orientation and Visitor Contact Facilities $310,519 $0a  

Commercial Services Facilities $822,854 $1,807,837  

Marina Expansion $3,026,513 $3,026,513  

Administration and Support Facilities (National Park Service 
and concessioner) 

$6,980,813 $3,210,603  

Day-use Areas (Cottonwood Cove, Ski Cove, and/or 
Cottontail Cove) 

$1,289,268 $1,777,299  

Overnight Accommodations (motels, RV park, camping, 
etc.) 

$9,254,723  $9,254,723  

Long-term Trailer Village (demolition) $960,000 $960,000  

Road Construction $2,833,150 $2,305,118  

Parking $4,088,055 $4,088,055  

TOTAL – Cottonwood Cove $42,333,895 $39,198,148  

Katherine Landing 

Flash Flood Control $9,419,035 $9,419,035 

Visitor Orientation and Interpretation Facilities $1,125,000 $337,774b 

Commercial Services Facilities $1,299,382  $926,199 

Picnic Areas, Fishing Piers, Gathering Areas, Pedestrian 
Plazas 

$8,837 $792,643 

Trails $0 $82,523 

Launch Ramp, etc. $1,640,595 $0 

Marina $0c $0d 

Motel (renovation, demolition, etc.) $2,500,000  $350,753 

Other Overnight Accommodations (campgrounds, RV 
park) 

$2,078,608   $3,154,180 

Long-term Trailer Village (demolition) $520,000 $520,000 

Boat Wash Station $0 $5,000 

Road Construction $875,167 $1,051,651 

Parking $3,820,938 $3,820,938 

NPS Administration Facilities (including Law Enforcement / 
Emergency Services) 

$0e $2,105,031 

National Park Service and Concessioner Housing $1,212,953 $1,713,465 

National Park Service and Concessioner Maintenance 
Areas 

$1,721,099 $469,421 

TOTAL – Katherine Landing $26,221,614 $24,748,613 

Katherine Landing Vicinity (Princess Cove, Cabinsite Point, North and South Arizona Telephone Cove) 

Princess Cove 

Access 0 $339,935   

Emergency Services Facilities (i.e., helipad) 0 146,194 

Subtotal – Princess Cove $0 $486,129 
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TABLE 4. COST ESTIMATES (CONTINUED) 

 Alternative 2 
Implement Previous  
Planning Proposals 

Alternative 3: Preferred 
Enhance Visitor Experience 

and Park Operations 
Cabinsite Point 

Access $0 $0 

Boat Launch (changes) $10,000 $0 

No-boat Area (changes) $10,000 $0 

Picnic Facilities $0 $387,000 

Subtotal – Cabinsite Point  $20,000 $387,000 

North and South Arizona Telephone Cove  

Access – North $1,333,080 $533,232 

Access – South $2,110,710 $710,976 

Parking – North  $0 $0 

Parking – South  $473,842 $0 

Boat Launch – North  $282,968 $0 

Picnic Facilities – North  $0 $298,550 

Subtotal – North and South Arizona Telephone Cove  $4,200,600 $1,542,758 

SUBTOTAL – Princess Cove, Cabinsite Point, North and 
South Arizona Telephone Cove 

$4,220,600 $2,415,887 

 

Notes: 
a.  The Visitor Contact Facility costs (i.e., commercial/visitor services facility) are included under Commercial Services Facilities. 
b.  The Visitor Contact Facility costs (i.e., rehabilitated store and restaurant) are included under Commercial Services Facilities. 
c.  Estimate does not include $7.6 million in deferred maintenance. 
d.  Estimate does not include $7.6 million in deferred maintenance. 
e.  The New Ranger Station costs are included under Visitor Orientation and Interpretation Facilities. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY  
PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE 

 The NPS is required to identify the 
environmentally preferable alternative in its 
NEPA documents for public review and 
comment. Guidance from the CEQ states the 
environmentally preferable alternative is “the 
alternative that causes the least damage to the 
biological and physical environment; it also means 
the alternative which best protects, preserves, and 
enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources” 
(CEQ 1981). 

The NPS has identified alternative 1, the 
no-action alternative, as the environmentally 
preferable alternative. Although the other 
alternatives would greatly improve visitor 
experience and safety, overall, alternative 1 would 
result in the least damage to the biological and 
physical environment and best protect and 
preserve cultural resources among the 
alternatives. Alternative 1 would leave the existing 
facilities in place, essentially maintaining 
conditions at status quo, resulting in minor 

additional impacts from facility maintenance and 
visitor use. There would be no new impacts to 
cultural resources and they would continue to be 
managed similar to existing practices. As a result, 
after completing the environmental analysis, the 
NPS identified the no-action alternative as the 
environmentally preferable alternative and the 
alternative that best meets the definition 
established by the CEQ. 

CONSISTENCY OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
WITH THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
POLICY ACT 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requires an analysis of how each alternative meets 
or achieves the purposes of the act, as stated in 
section 101(b). Each alternative analyzed in a 
NEPA document must be assessed as to how it 
meets the followings purposes: 

1. Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation 
as trustee of the environment for succeeding 
generations. 
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2. Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, 
productive, and aesthetically and culturally 
pleasing surroundings. 

3. Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of 
the environment without degradation, risk of 
health or safety, or other undesirable and 
unintended consequences. 

4. Preserve important historic, cultural and 
natural aspects of our national heritage, and, 
wherever possible, maintain an environment 
that supports diversity and variety of 
individual choice. 

5. Achieve a balance between population and 
resource use that would permit high standards 
of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities. 

6. Enhance the quality of renewable resources 
and approach the maximum attainable 
recycling of depletable resources. 

Taken as a whole, alternative 3 would best satisfy 
the above goals. Goals 2, 3, and 4 are most 
pertinent to this analysis. 

Goal 2. Alternative 3 best “assures for all 
Americans safe, healthful, productive, and 
aesthetically and culturally pleasing 
surroundings.” During the evaluation of the draft 
alternatives, alternative 3 consistently rated 
highest under the “visitor and staff safety” factor. 
This alternative would provide an added measure 
of protection from flash floods for residents (e.g., 
National Park Service and concessioner staff) and 
visitors staying overnight. 

Improvements to circulation would also yield 
benefits to safety. These improvements include 
the following: the new loop road at Cottonwood 
Cove, the extended right-turn lane for the 
Cabinsite Road at Katherine Landing, the 
reconfigured intersection of Cabinsite and 
Princess Cove roads, new administrative roads at 
Katherine Landing, and increased and better 
organized parking convenient to the water. These 
improvements should reduce accidents, improve 
emergency access, and alleviate visitor frustration 
with long launch lanes and wait times. Currently, 
this frustration leads to conflicts between visitors 
— occasionally even to physical fights. The 
improved NPS visitor contact near the lakeshore 

should prove beneficial to visitor safety. While 
some new areas would be developed, overall the 
aesthetic qualities of the environment would be 
enhanced. New facilities would be designed to 
coordinate with each other and harmonize with 
the surrounding lands through appropriate use of 
siting, materials, and other design elements. In 
time, existing temporary (i.e., “butler-style”) 
buildings would be phased out in favor of 
permanent structures. For example, at 
Cottonwood Cove new structures could feature 
stylistic elements that respond to the architectural 
features of the existing motel. The new combined 
commercial / visitor services facility could be sited 
to physically align with the motel. Redesign 
should promote a more unified aesthetic 
environment at the waterfront. Removing 
overhead wires and burying utilities would also be 
an aesthetic enhancement. 

Goal 3. Alternative 3 best achieves goal 3 because 
it represents the widest range of beneficial uses. 
Alternative 3 preserves the same general uses that 
are present today (e.g., camping, 
lodging/overnight accommodations, day use, 
interpretation) but it adds new visitor 
opportunities that are more responsive to 
contemporary visitor preferences. For example, in 
alternative 3, the concessioner would provide a 
greater number and quality of RV sites, with 
bigger, accessible spaces, pull-through parking, 
and other modern features. At Katherine Landing, 
the motel — that does not perform well — would 
be replaced by these and other forms of 
accommodations, such as cabins or “park 
models.” 

Goal 4. Resource condition was one of the factors 
on which the alternatives were evaluated at the 
preferred alternatives workshop. This factor is 
associated with goal 4 since it addresses the 
impacts of proposals on both natural and cultural 
resources. The no-action alternative generally 
performed best under this category because no 
previously undeveloped sites would be developed, 
thus limiting damage to natural resources (e.g., 
habitats, water quality) and cultural resources 
(including historic structures and cultural 
landscape features and patterns associated with 
Mission 66 design and construction). By contrast, 
alternatives 2 and 3 both propose changes that 
would result in some adverse impacts on natural 
and cultural resources. On the other hand, both 
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action alternatives also contain elements to 
mitigate these impacts — for instance, replacing 
exotic oleanders and palms that currently cause 
resource damage with native species that are 
compatible with the cultural landscape. 

Alternative 3 best promotes “diversity and variety 
of individual choice.” It greatly expands options 
for shoreline day use. For example, new picnic 
and no-boat areas in Ski and Cottontail Coves 
would offer another option for beach users — an 
alternative to Cottonwood Cove, which is 
comparatively congested. Alternative 3 provides 
an option for visitors to fish at a designated pier in 
Cottonwood Cove and also gives visitors new 
choices for overnight accommodations. 
Furthermore, new loop roads and other 
circulation improvements would provide visitors 
and staff greater choices for navigating through 
developed areas. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures are specific actions designed 
to reduce, minimize, or eliminate impacts of 
alternatives and to protect Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area resources and visitors. 
Monitoring activities are actions to be 
implemented during or following project 
implementation to assess levels of impact. The 
following measures relate to construction 
activities and facility operation would be 
implemented under all applicable alternatives and 
are assumed in the analysis of effects for each 
alternative. 

Vegetation and Soils 

To minimize impacts on vegetation and soils and 
to prevent the introduction and minimize the 
spread of exotic vegetation and noxious weeds, 
the following mitigation measures would be 
incorporated into the action alternatives: 

• Topsoil would be collected and stockpiled 
from construction areas. Upon completion of 
construction, topsoil would be placed in 
disturbed areas to enhance the recovery of 
native vegetation and reduce erosion. 

• Construction equipment would be pressure-
washed prior to entering the park to ensure it 
is free of foreign soils and plant material. 

• Vegetation salvage would occur within project 
boundaries as deemed appropriate by NPS 
resource managers. Salvaged plants would be 
stored at the park’s native plant nursery and 
used to revegetate the project site. 

• Disturbed areas would be monitored for two 
to three years following construction to 
identify exotic vegetation. Remedial or 
control of exotic vegetation would be 
completed in accordance with the recreation 
area’s exotic plant management plan. 

• Staging for a construction office, construction 
vehicles and equipment, and materials storage 
would be located in previously disturbed 
areas, outside of high visitor use areas, and 
would be clearly identified in advance. 

Special Status Species 

To minimize impacts on special status species, the 
following mitigation measures would be 
incorporated into the action alternatives: 

• Construction activities would comply with all 
applicable conservation measures and terms 
and conditions contained in the 2002 and 
2010 programmatic biological opinions 
(USFWS 2002a and 2010) for the federally 
listed Mohave desert tortoise and its critical 
habitat, the Southwestern willow flycatcher, 
the bonytail chub and its critical habitat, and 
the razorback sucker and its critical habitat, 
and the 2005 biological and conference 
opinion for the Lower Colorado River Multi-
Species Conservation Program (see 
Appendix B). A number of the mitigation 
measures identified for listed species, such as 
proper trash disposal, would also benefit 
wildlife and wildlife habitat in general. 

• Burrowing owl and banded Gila monster 
habitat is present in the area surrounding the 
developed areas. Project areas would be 
surveyed for burrowing owls prior to 
construction. Any identified burrows would 
be avoided until after the young fledged or 
collapsed while unoccupied. To minimize 
potential impacts on banded Gila monsters, 
any found within a construction area would 
be captured and relocated by a qualified 
biologist. 
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• Based on the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 
1918, land clearing or other surface 
disturbance would be conducted outside the 
avian breeding season or have a qualified 
biologist survey the area prior to clearing. If a 
migratory bird nest were found with nestlings 
present, impacts would be avoided until birds 
fledge. 

Water and Air Quality 

To minimize impacts on water and air quality, the 
following mitigation measures would be 
incorporated into the action alternatives: 

• A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit would be obtained 
and a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
prepared as required for specific projects. Any 
activities involving dredging or the placement 
of fill material in waters of the United States 
would comply with requirements of section 
404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act and with 
other applicable state permit programs. 

• Best management practices (earthen berms, 
silt fences, etc.) would be implemented to 
keep stormwater runoff sediments from 
entering Lake Mohave from construction 
areas. All erosion control materials such as 
straw bales must be certified as weed free. 

• Best management practices would be in place 
during refueling and other activities that may 
release hazardous materials into the 
environment. A hazardous spill plan would be 
developed prior to construction projects. 

• Marina operators would be required to follow 
the Best Management Practices, Watercraft 
and Marina Operations, Dry Boat Storage, 
and Boat Repair Services for the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area. 

• Dust abatement measures would be 
developed to minimize impacts on air quality 
during construction activities. 

Visitor Experience and Safety 

To minimize impacts on visitor experience and 
safety, the following mitigation measures would 
be incorporated into the action alternatives: 

• Barricades, construction fencing, signs, or 
other measures as appropriate would be used 
around construction areas to discourage 
visitors from entering construction areas. 

• Construction work will be conducted to avoid 
peak visitor use times (i.e., weekends, 
holidays) to the extent practical to minimize 
inconveniences to park visitors. 

• Public information regarding implementation 
of projects located in public areas would be 
made available. 

• An informational brochure or flyer about the 
projects could be produced and distributed at 
the entrance station or other on site facilities 
and sent to those with reservations at park 
facilities, postings on the area’s website, press 
releases, and/or other methods. 

• Facilities would be accessible to visitors, 
including those with disabilities, in 
compliance with federal standards. 

Visual Quality 

To minimize impacts on visual quality, the 
following mitigation measures would be 
incorporated into the action alternatives: 

• The design of the buildings and other 
structures shall, to the extent possible, use 
materials, colors, textures, screening, 
landscaping, and native vegetation in order to 
blend into the natural setting and harmonize 
with surrounding buildings. 

• Structures would be sited and sized so that 
they do not compete with views and vistas and 
are incorporated into the surrounding 
landscape. 

• In order to blend into the surrounding 
landscape, cut and fill slopes would be 
rounded and topsoil would be salvaged and 
placed on the roughened and contoured 
slopes. 

Cultural Resources 

The National Park Service would preserve and 
protect, to the greatest extent possible, resources 
that provide evidence of the human occupation of 
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project areas. Mitigative measures intended to 
reduce or eliminate adverse effects to cultural 
resources could include the following: 

• Continue to develop inventories for and 
oversee research about archeological, 
historical, and ethnographic resources to 
better understand and manage the resources. 
Continue to manage cultural resources and 
collections following federal regulations and 
NPS guidelines. 

• Subject projects to site-specific planning and 
compliance. Make efforts to avoid adverse 
impacts through adherence to the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Archeology and 
Historic Preservation, Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings, and 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of 
Cultural Landscapes. 

• Make use of screening and/or sensitive design 
that would be compatible with historic 
resources. Consult with the Arizona and 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Offices as 
needed. If adverse impacts could not be 
avoided, mitigate these impacts through a 
consultation process with all interested 
parties. 

• Inventory all unsurveyed areas in the 
recreation area for archeological, historical, 
and ethnographic resources as well as cultural 
and ethnographic landscapes. 

• Document cultural and ethnographic 
landscapes in the recreation area and identify 
treatments. 

• Conduct archeological site monitoring and 
routine protection. Conduct data recovery 
excavations at archeological sites threatened 
with destruction, where protection or site 
avoidance during design and construction is 
infeasible. 

• Avoid or mitigate impacts to ethnographic 
resources. Mitigation would include 

continuing to provide access to traditional use 
and spiritual areas and screening new 
development from traditional use areas. 

• Continue ongoing consultations with 
culturally associated American Indian people. 
Protect sensitive traditional use areas to the 
extent feasible. 

• Wherever possible, locate projects and 
facilities in previously disturbed or existing 
developed areas. 

• Design facilities to avoid known or suspected 
archeological resources. 

• If previously unknown cultural resources are 
discovered during project work, cease all 
work in the area until the site can be evaluated 
by a qualified person and appropriate 
treatment can be implemented. 

• Encourage visitors through the park’s 
interpretive programs to respect and leave 
undisturbed any inadvertently encountered 
archeological resources and to respect and 
leave undisturbed any offerings placed by 
American Indians. 

• Strictly adhere to NPS standards and 
guidelines on the display and care of artifacts, 
including the U.S. Department of the 
Interior’s Museum Management Handbook. 
This would include artifacts used in exhibits 
in the visitor center. 

In addition, for structures and landscapes, 
mitigative measures include documentation 
according to standards of the Historic American 
Buildings Survey, Historic American Engineering 
Record, and Historic American Landscape Survey. 
The level of this documentation, which includes 
photography, archeological data recovery, and/or 
a narrative history, would depend on significance 
(national, state, or local) and individual attributes 
(an individually significant structure, individual 
elements of a cultural landscape, etc.) and be 
determined in consultation with the state historic 
preservation officer and tribal historic 
preservation office.
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SUMMARY OF  
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The National Park Service analyzed the 
environmental impacts of implementing the three 
alternatives on natural resources, cultural 

resources, visitor use and experience, park 
operations, and socioeconomics. Table 5 
summarizes the key differences in impacts across 
the alternatives. “Chapter 4: Environmental 
Consequences” describes the analysis process and 
findings in greater depth.

 

TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3: Preferred 

Natural Resources 

Native Plant 
Communities 
and Soils 

There would be additional minor, 
long-term, adverse impacts to soils 
and vegetation from facility 
maintenance and visitor use that 
disturb soils and vegetation and 
potentially contribute to the 
introduction and spread of 
nonnative and invasive plant 
species. 

There would primarily be long-
term, minor, adverse impacts to 
native plant communities and soils 
from facility construction and 
associated visitor use in previously 
disturbed areas. Approximately 
44 acres of local, long-term minor 
to moderate adverse impacts would 
result from development of 
additional lands and construction of 
flood control structures. Local 
beneficial effects would also result 
from the selective removal of 
existing nonnative invasive species 
and restoration of some currently 
developed sites. 

The impacts would be similar to 
alternative 2, but would affect 
approximately 37 acres. 

Wildlife There would be additional minor, 
long-term, adverse impacts to 
terrestrial and aquatic species 
from facility maintenance and 
increased visitor use. 

The adverse impacts to terrestrial 
wildlife would be long-term and 
minor, affecting individuals from 
wildlife populations in local areas, 
but not resulting in loss of 
population viability for these 
species. Impacts from in-water 
work and from construction in or 
near the lakeshore would be short 
term and minor and would not 
adversely affect fish populations. 

The impacts would be similar to 
alternative 2. 

Threatened, 
Endangered, 
and Special 
Status Species 

Continued maintenance activities 
and visitor use in the developed 
areas may affect, but would not 
be likely to adversely affect the 
razorback sucker, bonytail chub, 
Southwestern willow flycatcher, 
desert tortoise, Western 
burrowing owl, and banded Gila 
monster populations or 
designated critical habitat. 

The alternative may affect, but 
would not be likely adversely affect 
the Southwestern willow flycatcher, 
razorback sucker, bonytail chub, or 
their critical habitat. Alternative 2 
would be likely to adversely affect 
the desert tortoise, banded Gila 
monster, and Western burrowing 
owls although impacts would be 
local. Potential impacts on the 
desert tortoise and banded Gila 
monster include temporary or 
permanent loss of suitable habitat 
from new development and 
incidental harassment and possibly 
loss of individuals from construction 
activities. There would be no 
disturbance to designated critical 
habitat for the desert tortoise. 
Potential impacts to Western 
burrowing owls would include 
short-term disturbance from 
construction activities and long-
term local loss of habitat from new 
development. 

The impacts would be similar to 
alternative 2. 
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TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (CONTINUED) 

 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3: Preferred 

Natural Resources (continued) 

Floodplains There would continue to be a 
potential long-term moderate to 
major adverse impact on human 
life and property in the floodplain 
and a long-term moderate adverse 
impact on floodplain values 
because of the presence of 
facilities in the floodplain. 

The flood hazard would be greatly 
reduced at both developed areas 
through the use of structural and 
nonstructural protection, resulting 
in a long-term substantial benefit to 
safety for people and property in 
the floodplains. There would be a 
long-term minor to moderate 
adverse impact on floodplain values 
because of construction of 
additional flood control structures 
that divert and channel flood flows. 

The impacts would be similar to 
alternative 2. 

Cultural Resources 

Archeological 
Resources 

There would be no new impacts 
on archeological resources. There 
would be no cumulative impacts 
on archeological resources under 
the no-action alternative. 

Ground-disturbing activities would 
be sited away from known National 
Register eligible archeological 
resources and would be avoided to 
the greatest extent possible 
resulting in no to negligible, local 
adverse impacts. Cumulative 
impacts would be indirect and 
direct, long-term/permanent, minor 
to major, and adverse; NPS 
contributions would be potentially 
extremely small. 

The impacts would be the same as 
alternative 2. 

Historic 
Structures 

There would be no new impacts 
on historic structures. There would 
be no cumulative impacts on 
historic structures under the no-
action alternative.  

Structures contributing to the 
historic district (Cottonwood Cove) 
and structures potentially eligible 
for listing in the National Register 
(Katherine Landing) would be 
removed or altered/remodeled; 
resulting in permanent, direct, 
local, major adverse impacts on 
significant and potentially 
significant historic structures. 
Cumulative impacts would be 
direct, regional, long 
term/permanent, moderate to 
major, and adverse; NPS 
contributions would be substantial. 

The impacts would be the same as 
alternative 2. 

Cultural 
Landscapes 

There would be no new impacts 
on cultural landscapes. There 
would be no cumulative impacts 
on cultural landscapes under the 
no-action alternative. 

Landscape components 
contributing to a determined 
eligible cultural landscape 
(Cottonwood Cove) and 
components potentially National 
Register eligible (Katherine Landing) 
would be removed, altered or 
remodeled, and/or visually 
impacted, resulting in in 
permanent, long-term, local, direct, 
moderate to major adverse impacts. 
There would be no cumulative 
effect. 

The impacts would be the same as 
alternative 2. 

Ethnographic 
Resources 

There would be no new impacts 
on ethnographic resources. There 
would be no cumulative impacts 
on ethnographic resources under 
the no-action alternative. 

Ground-disturbing activities would 
be sited away from National 
Register eligible ethnographic 
resources resulting in no or 
negligible, local, adverse impacts. 
Cumulative impacts would be 
regional, permanent, direct, minor 
to major, and adverse; NPS 
contributions would be minimal. 

The impacts would be the same as 
alternative 2. 
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TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (CONTINUED) 

 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3: Preferred 

Cultural 
Landscapes 

There would be no new impacts 
on cultural landscapes. There 
would be no cumulative impacts 
on cultural landscapes under the 
no-action alternative. 

Landscape components 
contributing to a determined 
eligible cultural landscape 
(Cottonwood Cove) and 
components potentially National 
Register eligible (Katherine Landing) 
would be removed, altered or 
remodeled, and/or visually 
impacted, resulting in in 
permanent, long-term, local, direct, 
moderate to major adverse impacts. 
There would be no cumulative 
effect. 

The impacts would be the same as 
alternative 2. 

Ethnographic 
Resources 

There would be no new impacts 
on ethnographic resources. There 
would be no cumulative impacts 
on ethnographic resources under 
the no-action alternative. 

Ground-disturbing activities would 
be sited away from National 
Register eligible ethnographic 
resources resulting in no or 
negligible, local, adverse impacts. 
Cumulative impacts would be 
regional, permanent, direct, minor 
to major, and adverse; NPS 
contributions would be minimal. 

The impacts would be the same as 
alternative 2. 

Visitor Use Experience and Safety 

 The no-action alternative would 
have moderate to major adverse 
long-term effects on the visitor 
experience to Lake Mohave. 
Significant issues (such as visitor 
conflicts and inadequate overnight 
accommodations) that affect the 
experience of a significant 
percentage of visitors that would 
continue not to be fully addressed. 

This alternative would result in 
minor to moderate, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitor 
experience. Some additional minor 
to moderate, short-term, and 
adverse impacts on visitor 
experience would be caused by 
construction activities associated 
with this alternative. 

This alternative would result in 
moderate to major, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts to visitor 
experience and safety. The main 
issues affecting visitor use, 
experience, and safety — 
congestion, circulation, access, 
parking, and overnight 
accommodations — would be all 
addressed in this alternative in 
reasonable and effective ways that 
would significantly improve current 
conditions. By resolving the causes 
of visitor conflict and by meeting 
the needs of overnight visitors, the 
changes would be readily apparent 
to all visitors and the effects would 
be felt in a positive manner. 

Socioeconomic Environment 

 Besides the ongoing direct and 
indirect economic impacts of 
visitor spending at both locations, 
there would be no additional 
impacts on socioeconomic 
resources from the no-action 
alternative. 

Construction and increased visitor 
spending would result in minor, 
short- and long-term, beneficial 
impacts for concession-operated 
facilities. Effects on local 
communities and the region would 
be beneficial, but negligible to 
minor because the park is a small 
part of the overall regional 
economy. 
Impacts associated with spending 
and employment shifts would be 
expected to occur over the duration 
of concession contracts, the length 
of which would be 10 years with 
the potential for contract 
extensions or renewals. Short-term 
impacts would include construction 
spending, which would occur over 
an estimated 2 to 3 years. See table 
16 for a summary of socioeconomic 
impacts of alternative 2. 

Construction and increased visitor 
spending would result in minor, 
short- and long-term, beneficial 
impacts for concession-operated 
facilities. Effects on local 
communities and the region would 
be beneficial, but negligible to 
minor because the recreation area 
is a small part of the overall 
regional economy. 
Impacts associated with spending 
and employment shifts would be 
expected to occur over the duration 
of concession contracts, the length 
of which would be 10 years with 
the potential for contract 
extensions or renewals. Short-term 
impacts would include construction 
spending, which would occur over 
an estimated 2 to 3 years. See table 
19 for a summary of socioeconomic 
impacts of alternative 3. 
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TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (CONTINUED) 

 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3: Preferred 

Park Operations 

 The impacts of insufficient 
recreation area staffing (at current 
levels) on operational needs would 
be adverse and long term. 
However, the no-action alternative 
would not impact park operations. 

Alternative 2 would increase 
demands on NPS staff at both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing. 

Alternative 3 would increase 
demands on NPS staff at both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing, although certain NPS 
responsibilities will be shifted to the 
concessioner. 
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CHAPTER 3:  
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the natural and cultural 
resources; visitor use, experience, and safety; 
socioeconomic environment; and park operations 
in the vicinity of Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing areas that might be affected either 
directly or indirectly by implementing any of the 
alternatives. The impact topics presented in this 
chapter correspond to those topics contained in 
“Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences.” 
Complete and detailed descriptions of the 
environment and existing use at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area are located in the Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area Lake Management 
Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(LMP)(NPS 2002), Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area Resource Management Plan (NPS 
1999), and the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area General Management Plan (NPS 1986). 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

Native Plant Communities and Soils 

The majority of Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area is characterized by generally north-south 
trending mountain ranges separated by broad, 
shallow valleys. The mountains are dissected by 
deep ravines that open into broad alluvial fans. 
Commonly, adjoining fans coalesce and form a 
continuous alluvial apron, known as a bajada, 
along the base of the mountains. These slopes 
extend down to the lakeshore. The topography of 
the developed areas and surrounding lands 
consist mainly of uplands interspersed with large 
washes, typical of many areas in the recreation 
area. A caliche capstone covers the sides of some 
washes and helps stabilize the soil and create 
suitable conditions for burrowing animals such as 
the desert tortoise, burrowing owl, and Gila 
monster. 

Soils in the recreation area are generally shallow, 
friable, wind-deposited, or alluvial materials that 
are susceptible to wind and water erosion. The 
soils typically develop on gray alluvium and have 
high salt-alkali contents that often form caliche 
hardpans. The alluvial outwash areas contain red 
desert soils that are slightly leached and rich in 

lime and mineral plant nutrients. Rain events 
constantly change and reshape the washes, while 
turning upland soils into hard, compacted desert 
pavement, wherein the surface fines have been 
removed by wind and water and the rocks that 
remain armor the surface, preventing further 
erosion. The process usually takes a very long 
time, although periodic erosion events may 
remove large amounts of soil rapidly during severe 
rain and wind storms. 

Evaporation rates are much greater than 
precipitation and this creates extremely low soil 
moisture conditions throughout the year, which 
severely restricts plant growth. Soils generally take 
a long time to recover if disturbed because of the 
lack of precipitation and slow plant growth. 
Within both developed areas, soils have been 
permanently altered by the construction of 
facilities such as roads, parking areas, and 
buildings. Geology and soils on the peripheries of 
the developed areas more closely resemble those 
of adjacent natural areas. The surrounding areas 
consist mainly of upland soils interspersed with 
large washes, typical of many areas in the 
recreation area. 

Desert creosote-bursage shrub communities and 
desert wash communities typically surround the 
developed areas. The creosotebush-bursage 
community is regionally common and covers 
nearly three quarters of the recreation area. 
Vegetation cover is sparse and is dominated by 
creosote bush and bursage. This community 
occurs below 4,000 feet (ft) in valley bottoms and 
lowlands of mild slope aspect. It is locally well-
developed on lower bajadas, alluvial fans, and 
playas. Vegetation cover is sparse in this 
community and dominated by creosotebush 
(Larrea tridentata) and white bursage (Ambrosia 
dumosa). Primary associated shrub species can 
include blackbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima, 
usually at higher elevations), Mormon tea 
(Ephedra spp.), indigo bush (Psorothamnus 
fremontii), shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), 
hopsage (Grayia spinosa), desert thorn (Lycium 
spp.), ratany (Krameria erecta), burro bush 
(Hymenoclea salsola), honey mesquite (Prosopis 
glandulosa), and brittlebush (Encelia farinosa). 
Other associated species can include yucca 
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(Yucca spp.) and prickly pear cactus (Opuntia 
erinacea). Profusions of annual wildflowers can be 
observed in this community in the spring. 

The desert wash community is found in the 
washes and includes plants of the surrounding 
creosote bush community as well as species such 
as mesquite, catclaw acacia, desert willow, 
cheeseweed, and nonnative saltcedar (Tamarix 
spp). There are no wetlands or desert springs in 
then project areas. 

Two plants, smoke tree (Psorothamnus spinosus) 
and American threefold (Trixis californica) are 
common and widespread species in the Sonoran 
desert. Neither plant is federally or state listed. 
However, these species are of interest to the park 
because their northern distribution extends into 
the recreation area. Populations of both species 
occur along southern Lake Mohave. American 
threefold is only known from Empire Wash on the 
northeastern edge of the Newberry Mountains 
and smoke tree from Nevada Telephone Cove. 
There are no recorded occurrences of either of 
these plants in the vicinity of Cottonwood Cove or 
Katherine Landing. However, American threefold 
may occur along the shoreline between Katherine 
Landing and Princess Cove. 

Saltcedar is widespread and well established along 
the Lake Mohave shoreline where it displaces 
native riparian plant species. Other nonnative 
plant species that are known to be invasive that 
have been found on the shoreline of Lakes Mead 
and Mohave are athel (Tamarix aphylla), 
fountaingrass (Pennisetum setaceum), tree tobacco 
(Nicotiana glauca), oleander (Nerium oleander), 
date palm (Phoenix sp.), Mexican paloverde 
(Parkinsonia aculeata), Sahara mustard (Brassica 
tournefortii), camelthorn (Alhagi pseudoalhagi), 
and giant reed (Arundo donax). The invasive 
annual grass Mediterranean grass (Schismus spp.) 
occurs at the lowest elevations like creosotebush 
shrublands. Construction, development, and 
landscaping all are ground-disturbing activities 
that have the potential, or that have led to the 
introduction and spread of alien plant species. 
Several species of invasive plants were first 
introduced to the recreation area in landscaping 
and still remain in landscaped areas, with a few 
species that have naturalized into adjacent natural 
areas. Examples include the following: giant reed 
(Arundo donax), Bermuda grass (Cynodon 
dactylon), oleander (Nerium oleander), tree 

tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), fountaingrass 
(Pennisetum setaceum), date palm (Phoenix 
dactylifera), athel (Tamarix aphylla), and 
chastetree (Vitex agnus-castus) (NPS 2010a). 

Wildlife 

The desert, riparian, and aquatic ecosystems 
present at the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area provide habitat for a rich diversity of animal 
species. The recreation area contains over 
500 species of vertebrates, including, fish, 
amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals. The last 
survey of the recreation area lists 54 species of 
reptiles and amphibians occurring within the 
recreation area (Schwartz et al. 1978). Desert 
creosote and bursage shrub communities provide 
food sources, perch sites, and cover for many 
desert animals. Desert reptiles and amphibians 
hibernate or estivate in burrows under the plants, 
avoiding predators and excessive daytime 
temperatures. Desert tortoises dig shelters where 
plant roots stabilize the soil. Diurnal lizards and 
nocturnal snakes are relatively common reptiles in 
the creosote bush and bursage community. For 
the most part, they prefer the rocky slopes and dry 
washes where boulders and brush furnish plenty 
of shelter and shade. The coachwhip, gopher 
snake, common king snake, sidewinder, glossy 
snake, and speckled rattlesnake are commonly 
encountered snakes at the park. Many lizards may 
be found throughout the park including side-
blotched lizard, desert iguana, Great Basin 
collared lizard, Western whiptail, Western banded 
gecko, chuckwalla, and desert spiny lizard. 

The most recent inventory and review of literature 
for Lake Mead National Recreation Area has 
documented 57 mammal species as occurring 
within the recreation area boundaries (Drost and 
Hart 2008). White-footed mice, pocket mice, 
kangaroo rats, and woodrats comprise the vast 
majority of individual mammals occurring at the 
recreation area. Because of the extensive aquatic, 
wetland, and riparian habitat created by Lake 
Mead and Lake Mohave, 356 species of birds have 
been recorded at the recreation area. Aquatic and 
shorebird species such as great blue heron, 
American coot, ruddy duck, cinnamon teal, 
semipalmated plover, and willet generally restrict 
their activities to the lakes, the shoreline areas 
surrounding the lakes, and associated wetland 
habitats. Riparian zones along the lake, side 
canyons, washes, and around spring sources are 
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the most heavily used corridors for breeding and 
foraging by nonaquatic bird species such as 
Gambel’s quail, red-tailed hawk, greater 
roadrunner, cactus wren, phainopepla, and house 
sparrow. 

Developed areas, in which the habitat has been 
altered, typically only support a small subset of the 
park’s wildlife. Opportunistic predators and 
scavengers are likely to be more abundant in these 
areas due to the greater abundance of food left by 
humans. The outer edges of the developed zones 
usually more closely resemble the desert habitat of 
the surrounding region, but because of 
disturbance it is less desirable for desert-dwelling 
species. 

Lake Mohave supports a number of fish species, 
including game, nongame, and endemic fish 
species. Nongame species, such as carp, and game 
species including largemouth bass, striped bass, 
catfish, crappie, and blue gill inhabit the waters of 
the reservoir. Rainbow trout are stocked in select 
areas. Quagga mussels, freshwater mollusks that 
are alien to North America, have been found in 
Lakes Mead and Mohave. These mussels deplete 
the plankton levels, reducing the food supply for 
native aquatic organisms. They also attach to and 
damage infrastructure such as water intake pipes, 
docks, and boats. To help prevent the spread of 
Quagga, visitors are encouraged to clean that their 
boats, vehicles, trailers, and other equipment at 
the boat wash stations after exiting the lakes. 

Threatened, Endangered,  
and Special Status Species 

Two endemic fish species remain in the lakes, 
despite the alteration of the riverine environment 
resulting from the construction of the Hoover and 
Davis dams. The razorback sucker (Xyrauchen 
texanus) occurs in both lakes, with the largest 
remaining population in the Colorado River 
system inhabiting Lake Mohave. The bonytail 
chub (Gila elegans) exists in Lake Mohave. Both of 
these fish are listed as federally endangered 
species. Lakes Mead and Mohave have been 
designated as critical habitat for the razorback 
sucker, and Lake Mohave has been designated as 
critical habitat for the bonytail chub. 

Surveys for razorback suckers have been 
conducted since the early 1990s by biologists 

working with the Native Fish Work Group. The 
biologists determined that there are at least nine 
coves on Lake Mohave that are important for 
razorback sucker recovery and where spawning 
activities occur. Spawning takes place from 
January through May and occurs in shallow, rocky 
areas. Young fish may stay in these shallow areas 
during the first few weeks of their lives, while 
adult fish utilize all areas of the lake. As part of an 
augmentation program for razorback suckers and 
bonytail chub, larvae are collected from Lake 
Mohave during the spawning season and raised in 
labs and backwater ponds and re-released into 
Lake Mohave in hopes that larger fish will be able 
to avoid predation and enter the breeding 
population. There are no rearing ponds in the 
Cottonwood Cove or Katherine Landing areas. 

Populations of bonytail chub consist of large, old 
adults with recruitment being virtually 
nonexistent. These fish were once known to 
reproduce in lower Lake Mohave, although it is 
unclear if this is still the case. Bonytail chubs are 
known to utilize both deep water channels and 
shallow shoreline habitats. 

The Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
provides important habitat for the desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii). The Mohave population of 
the desert tortoise, which occurs north and west 
of the Colorado River in Arizona, Utah, Nevada, 
and California, are federally listed threatened 
species (USFWS 2008). Cottonwood Cove is 
within this geographic area. Desert tortoise that 
occur east and south of the Colorado River in 
Arizona are referred to as the Sonoran population. 
The Sonoran population is a federal candidate 
species. Katherine Landing is within this 
geographic area. The Mohave population occurs 
on sandy loam to rocky soils in valleys, bajadas, 
and hills in Mohave desert scrub. The Sonoran 
population occurs primarily on rocky slopes and 
bajadas of Mohave and Sonoran desert scrub. 
Washes and valley bottoms may be used in 
dispersal. 

This species occurs throughout the recreation 
area in Mohave desert scrub habitats away from 
the shoreline areas. Tortoise populations in the 
area are generally low density, with scattered high 
density areas. Most habitat of the Mohave 
population of the desert tortoise within the 
recreation area south of Hoover Dam is protected 
by wilderness or critical habitat designations. 
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The developed areas are located in marginal 
habitat with low tortoise densities. The project 
area at Cottonwood Cove is located within 
noncritical habitat, although the Cottonwood 
Cove access road does pass through critical 
habitat. Near the access road to Cottonwood 
Cove, tortoise densities are low-to-medium, but 
are particularly hard to quantify because drought-
induced mortality has significantly reduced 
populations in those areas (NPS 1997, 2002). 

The Mohave population is most active during the 
spring when plants are most abundant with 
additional activity in late summer monsoons 
(August to September), while the Sonoran 
population is also active in the spring, but most 
active during the summer monsoon season. Desert 
tortoises retreat into burrows the remainder of the 
year to avoid extreme weather conditions and 
conserve water and energy. Tortoises require 
loose soil to excavate burrows below rocks, 
boulders, or vegetation, and also use rock 
crevices. They eat a variety of annual and 
perennial grasses, forbs, and succulents (AZGFD 
2010). 

Desert tortoise populations have been declining 
throughout their range due to urban development, 
disease, off-road vehicle disturbance, 
construction activities, mining, and grazing. 
Habitat fragmentation because of urbanization is a 
continuing problem. The park provides large areas 
of protected, continuous habitat. All undisturbed 
areas in the proposed project areas are considered 
potential habitat for desert tortoise. 

The Southwestern willow flycatcher (Epidonax 
trailii extimus) was federally listed as endangered 
in 1995, and is a neotropical migrant known to 
visit both Lakes Mead and Mohave. Declines in 
Southwestern willow flycatcher populations are 
primarily due to habitat alteration for water 
impoundment and diversion, agriculture, and 
development. 

Willow flycatchers generally nest in dense riparian 
habitats with standing water or saturated soils. 
Although typically associated with native riparian 
tree species, willow flycatchers have been 
observed nesting in tamarisk and other nonnative 
riparian vegetation (USFWS 2002b). Nesting 
occurs in the Overton Wildlife Management Area, 
along the Virgin and Muddy River inflows into 
Lake Mead, and at the Lake Mead delta near the 

Grand Canyon. Additional suitable habitat exists 
along the shoreline of Lake Mohave, although 
surveys have been conducted of several coves that 
contain suitable habitat and no nesting has been 
documented. The size and shape of habitat 
patches used by breeding flycatchers vary 
considerably, but it is likely that much of the 
shoreline habitat lacks suitable amounts of 
riparian vegetation with the proper structural and 
hydrological characteristics to be used for 
anything other than migration or dispersal. 

The Gila monster (Heloderma suspectum) is 
classified as a protected reptile in Nevada. The 
banded Gila monster (H.s. cinctum) is the 
subspecies that occurs in Clark County in Nevada. 
This species is found primarily below 5,000 ft 
elevation and its geographic range approximates 
that of the desert tortoise. Gila monster habitats 
are associated with desert wash, spring, and 
riparian habitats that integrate with complex 
rocky desert scrub lands. They will use and are 
occasionally encountered out in gentler terrain of 
alluvial fans (bajadas). The Gila monster is diurnal 
and is most active from March to June. Although 
they are diurnal they spend most of their time 
underground (AZGFD 2002). The banded Gila 
monster may occur near the developed areas. 

Western burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia 
hypugea) are a protected species in Nevada. 
They are found in desert shrub habitats and utilize 
animal burrows for nesting. They could occupy 
lands near the developed areas. 

Floodplains 

Desert washes are dry most of the time and only 
run following rain events. The washes at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing are 
subject to flash flooding caused by intense 
thunderstorms over their drainages. Precipitation 
typically falls as winter rain and late summer 
thunderstorms associated with the southwestern 
monsoonal flow. However, precipitation is highly 
variable, with significantly above average rainfall 
in some years (such as 2004−2005) and below 
average rainfall in most years. A flash flood is one 
that occurs in a short time interval (minutes to 
hours) following a rain event, and for which there 
is insufficient time for persons on-site to become 
aware of the flood and safely evacuate. Areas 
subject to flash flooding are considered high 
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hazard areas and the regulatory floodplain 
includes the area covered by the extreme flood 
that is considered the largest flood possible in the 
drainage. The extreme flood magnitude can be 
determined by any one of several accepted 
extreme flood procedures and this plan uses the 
probable maximum flood (pmf) to define the 
regulatory floodplain. 

Beginning in the early 1980s, a series of flood 
studies at both developed areas were prepared 
(USGS 1981, NPS 1982, 1983, and 1986, FLRA 
1983). Structural flood mitigation discussed under 
the alternatives was reviewed and updated in 2004 
(HDR 2004a and HDR 2004b). The previous 
studies have estimated flood depths at 
Cottonwood Cove of approximately 6 to 7 ft 
during the probable maximum flood and depths 
that range from 3 to 6 ft during the 100-year storm 
event. These flood depths impact visitor facilities 
including camping areas, motel, and the trailer 
village, and concessioner and National Park 
Service staff housing areas. At Katherine Landing 
estimated flood depths are approximately 3 to 8 ft 
during the probable maximum flood and range 
from 1 to 6 ft during the 100-year storm event. 
These flood depths impact visitor overnight 
facilities including camping areas, trailer village, 
and the concessioner housing. The development 
concept plan graphics for the no-action 
alternative for each developed area show the 
extent of the pmf flows. 

The following washes/basins were identified for 
the purposes of calculating flood flows at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. Based 
on the most recent hydrologic and hydraulic 
calculations, tables 6 and 7 summarize the runoff 
peaks at the outlets of the basins for the 100-year 
and pmf flows. The warning time, or time from 
the onset of rainfall until the pmf flows reach 
various facilities, varies between approximately 
42 minutes for Ranger Wash basin to 8 minutes 
for the Dry Boat Storage basin at Cottonwood 
Cove. At Katherine Landing, warning times vary 
between approximately 7 minutes at the Dry Boat 
Storage Wash to 33 minutes at the motel in South 
Katherine Wash. Warning times for South and 
North Telephone Coves are approximately 51 and 
79 minutes. 

TABLE 6. SUMMARY OF PEAK RUNOFF 
(COTTONWOOD COVE) 

Wash/Channel 
100-year peak 

(cfsa) 
pmf peak 

(cfs) 

Ranger Residence 1,900 8,400 

Upper Access Road 600 2,500 

Dry Boat Storage 150 600 

Lower Access Road 2,200 11,000 

Lower Boat Storage 125 500 

Upper Campground 400 1,800 

a. cfs = cubic feet per second. 

 
TABLE 7. SUMMARY OF PEAK RUNOFF 

(KATHERINE LANDING) 

Wash/Channel 
100-year peak 

(cfs) 
pmf peak 

(cfs) 

North Katherine Wash 230 1,500 

South Katherine Wash 950 6,500 

Dry Boat Storage Wash 350 1,730 

South Telephone Cove 
Wash 

1,400 8,150 

North Telephone Cove 
Wash 

4,500 25,500 

 
Potential flood and flood debris hazards are 
defined by the depth of flow, velocity, extent of 
inundation, and the amount and character if the 
debris likely to be mobilized by flood flows. 
Generally, the higher the flow velocity and depth, 
the greater are the flood hazards. For example, 
anyone caught in a 2 ft deep rapidly flowing flow 
could be swept away. If depths and velocities 
increase, automobiles, recreational vehicles, and 
trailers can be transported by flood flows. 

Existing water diversion structures at 
Cottonwood Cove include the following. In the 
upper Access Road Wash there is a diversion dike 
1,500 ft west of the ranger station that directs flow 
south across the access road to a narrow channel 
along the south side of the main campground. 
Previous reports indicate this upstream diversion 
dike may be overtopped in flood flows greater 
than the 50-year event. Another diversion dike, 
further downstream and east of the main 
campground, directs flow from the main 
campground channel back to the north across the 
main access road and into the lower access road 
channel. Previous reports indicate this channel 
can convey the 100-year flood; however,
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maintenance of this channel is difficult and 
sedimentation appears to have reduced the 
conveyance capacity. The lower diversion dike is 
immediately above the trailer village. Flood flows 
are conveyed along the north side of the access 
road in an earthen channel to the west side of the 
lower parking lot. At this point, flows are 
discharged to the parking lot surface where sheet 
flow occurs with discharge to the lake. 

Currently, the 1.6 square mile (sq mile) Ranger 
Wash basin drains to the Dry Boat Storage Wash. 
This basin alone contributes approximately 
8,400 cfs to the developed area of Cottonwood 
Cove during the pmf event. There is a well-
defined channel that extends from the upper boat 
storage yard, past the concessioner housing area 
and down to the access road. The Dry Boat 
Storage Wash conveys flows from the Ranger 
Wash basin where an existing diversion dike is 
located above the NPS housing area that directs 
flow to the Dry Boat Storage channel. The west 
end of the dike has been breached by a dirt access 
road and reduces the top elevation of the dike 
approximately 3 to 4 ft. Previous reports also 
indicate the Dry Boat Storage channel has 
adequate capacity to convey the 100-year flood 
but it overtops in the probable maximum flood. 

At the lower campground, flood flows are 
conveyed around the campground by an existing 
diversion dike located at the far west end of the 
campground and an earthen channel located 
along the northern side of the campground. 

At Cottonwood Cove, rain gauges located 
upstream of the developed area are used to 
monitor rainfall in real time. An automated system 
consisting of flash flood hazard monitoring and 
warning equipment is in place to notify the public 
in the developed area of flood danger. All 
hydrologic data and siren activation/deactivation 
capability is also available at the emergency 
dispatch center in Boulder City, Nevada. 

At Katherine Landing, the South Katherine Wash 
flood flows are conveyed towards Lake Mohave 
on the south side of the access road. Two existing 
dikes divert the flows to the south and into an 
earth-lined channel starting at the NPS 
maintenance area. The existing channel has 
gabion-lined segments as it flows past the motel 
area. The channel discharges onto the roadway 
east of the boat ramp and flows into the lake. 

North Katherine Wash flood flows are conveyed 
towards Lake Mohave on the north side of the 
access road. The existing alignment of this wash 
flows though the north campground as well as the 
trailer village. 

Flood flows through the Dry Boat Storage Wash 
are conveyed through the maintenance area by an 
existing earth-lined channel located just east of 
the maintenance area. The existing inflow channel 
from the south is well defined. The wash from the 
east is well defined in the lower reach but in the 
upper reaches it tends to be less defined because 
of the development of the boat storage area. 

South Telephone Cove Wash flood flows are 
diverted from North Katherine Wash towards 
South Telephone Cove Wash by an existing 
diversion dike. Sediment clogs the existing 
diversion outlet pipes and in large flows the 
drainage overtops the roadway and flows to the 
south entering North Katherine Wash. 

In addition to flood protection, considerable 
effort by NPS staff is expended in maintaining 
existing flood channels and removing debris 
deposited during relatively minor storm events. 
Maintenance includes restoration of waterlines 
that have been exposed as a result of flow 
velocity/scour, cleaning of culverts plugged with 
sediment and debris, and removal of sediment 
from parking areas. Under current operations, 
parking lot sediment removal can reduce the 
pavement life because of equipment (e.g., front-
end loader) impacting the asphalt surface. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural Context 

This section summarizes the prehistory and 
history of the project areas at the two developed 
areas and the coves adjacent to Katherine 
Landing. In general, the prehistory of the 
American Southwest is commonly divided into 
following broad temporal periods: the 
Paleoindian, Archaic, Formative, Protohistoric, 
and Historic (EcoPlan 2011). The following 
briefly describes these temporal periods. More 
detailed overviews of the prehistory can be found 
in Reid and Whittlesey (1997), McQuire and 
Schiffer (1982), Faught and Freeman (1998), and 
Mabry and Faught (1998). 
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Paleoindian Period (ca. 12000–8000 BC). 
Following the last major glaciation of the 
Pleistocene epoch, small bands of nomadic 
hunters and gatherers migrated across the greater 
southwest and elsewhere. Subsistence was based 
largely on hunting large game, or megafauna (e.g., 
mammoth). Hallmarks of the Paleoindian material 
culture were large, finely made spear points 
(EcoPlan 2011). Population densities were low 
and social structures are presumed to have been 
simple and probably egalitarian. 

Archaic Period (ca. 8000 BC – AD 700). 
Beginning around 8000 BC, the moist climate 
conditions of the Paeloindian period began 
transitioning to an increasingly drier climate. 
During this period, most of the lower Colorado 
Region became desert and a mass extinction of 
megafauna occurred. These drastic and somewhat 
rapid changes forced humans to modify their 
subsistence strategies. Smaller game was hunted 
with darts thrown by dart throwers or atlatls. A 
wider variety of plants were gathered (e.g., agave, 
cacti, pinyon pinenuts) and used for food, 
clothing, and structures. Stone tools were more 
crudely made and included spear points, knives, 
and other tools. Archaic bands continued to be 
migratory, seasonally moving from lower 
elevations to higher elevations as different 
resources became available. Habitation sites 
included rock shelters, caves, and temporary 
surface structures. Other features associated with 
Archaic peoples include petroglyphs, and possibly 
geoglyphs, rock alignments, and trail shrines. 
Towards the end of this period, Archaic peoples 
gradually began to adopt and depend on 
agriculture (EcoPlan 2011). 

Formative (ca. AD 700 − 1300) and Protohistoric 
(ca. AD 1300 − 1500) Periods. The appearance of 
ceramics marks the end of the Archaic and the 
beginning of the Formative period. In the study 
area, the Patayan cultural tradition dominated the 
region. This cultural tradition is widely used to 
refer to numerous groups occupying the lower 
Colorado River Valley and surrounding uplands 
from the Grand Canyon to the Colorado River 
delta. Heilman et al. describe the cultural tradition 
as follows: 

“Most Patayan sites are relatively ephemeral 
and appear to represent the remains of 
limited-activity camps (McGuire 1982). Rare 

habitation sites consisting of Rancheria type 
settlements located on upland areas have been 
noted. Associated artifact assemblages consist 
of chipped stone with small, triangular 
sidenotched projectile points [dart points and 
arrowheads] and large, percussion-flaked 
choppers. Mortars and pestles also have been 
identified at Patayan sites (McGuire and 
Schiffer 1982). Ceramics are typically buff to 
gray, and are sometimes reddish in hue. 
Ceramics are rarely decorated, but do include 
red-on-buff wares. 

Three branches of the Patayan cultural 
tradition have been identified in northern 
Arizona [and southern Nevada]: the 
Coconina, Cerbat, and Prescott. The Cerbat 
branch inhabited the desert and riverine areas 
that border the Colorado River near the 
Mohave Valley (McGuire and Schiffer 1982). 
They manufactured Tizon Brown [ceramics], 
which include three sequential types: Cerbat, 
Sandy, and Aquarius Brown. Structures 
characteristic of the Cerbat branch include 
rock shelters and caves as well as simple 
circular brush structures used as temporary 
dwellings (EcoPlan 2011).” 

The Patayan tradition is divided in phases: 
Patayan I, II, and III. The different phases are 
largely distinguished by ceramic temper, vessel 
form, and innovations in ceramic manufacturing 
and decoration (EcoPlan 2011). The distinctions 
between the latter Patayan III and Protohistoric 
peoples is somewhat blurred. Patayan ceramics 
have been found in association with Historic 
period metal and glass, suggesting associations 
may have extended in the 1800 or early 1900s 
(EcoPlan 2011). During Patayan III/Protohistoric 
transition, it appears that inhabitants of the region 
dispersed and redistributed themselves in the 
region (EcoPlan 2011). 

Historic Period (ca. AD 1500 – 1950). The lower 
Colorado Region was not settled by 
Euroamericans until the late 1850s. Early explores 
such as Sitgreaves (in 1851), Whipple (in 
1853−1854), and Ives (in 1858) attempted to 
develop a trail from New Mexico to California. 
Later Edward F. Beale constructed a federally 
funded wagon road following the 35th Parallel 
from New Mexico to California in the late 1850s. 
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Portions of this road were constructed slightly 
south of the study area (EcoPlan 2011). 

The 1850s saw a large influx of miners to the 
region. In the 1860s mines and prospects sprang 
up in the Cerbat and Black mountains. A regional 
mining camp, Kingman, developed into the area’s 
first town and later an important business town, 
site for a train depot, and eventually the county 
seat of Mohave County. During the 1860s, gold 
was discovered at the Pyramid Mine; later in 1900 
gold and silver were discovered at the Katherine 
Mine, located in the Katherine Landing developed 
area (EcoPlan 2011). The Katherine Mine, 
determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places as an historic district / 
cultural landscape, operated intermittently from 
1900 to 1942, producing over $12 million in gold. 

During the late 19th and early 20th centuries, the 
Yuman tribes were forced on to a series of 
reservations along the Colorado River with their 
children being forced to attend boarding schools. 
These tribes shared many cultural elements, 
including mythic tradition, cosmology, and 
religion. In their world view, the entire lower 
Colorado Region consisted of an intricate system 
of trails, shrines, other symbolic objects 
(petroglphys, geoglyphs, rock alignments), and 
physical features (mountains and vistas) that 
connected the scattered tribes with sacred sites in 
the region. Pilgrimages, in person and in dreams, 
were made to these areas. One of the most 
important sacred areas in the Yuman cosmology is 
Spirit Mountain, located approximately 15 miles 
south of Cottonwood Cove near Laughlin, 
Nevada. The site is now listed in the National 
Register as a traditional cultural property (NPS 
2005). 

During the early 20th century, communities began 
to develop along the Colorado River. However, 
these communities were subject to repeated 
devastating floods by the (then) unpredictable 
Colorado River. In 1931, construction of Hoover 
Dam began and concluded in 1935. The purpose 
of the dam was to tame and regulate the flow of 
the Colorado River. Subsequently, Davis Dam, 
north of Laughlin and approximately 45 miles 
south of Hoover Dam, was built. The purpose of 
this dam is to reregulate waters received from 
Hoover Dam, as well as generate electricity 
(EcoPlan 2011). 

Today, Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
developed areas are regionally popular recreation 
destinations for local communities and visitors to 
area. Boating dominates both developed areas, 
although day use, tent camping, and RV camping 
are increasingly popular. 

The lower Colorado Region, including the 
developed areas, also remains important to the 
Yuman tribes and the Chemihuevi tribe along the 
Colorado River. During their reservation period, 
many of these tribes resisted missionization and 
continued to practice their traditional life ways 
and religion (Ezzo and Altschul 1993; Cleland 
2011). Tribes, like the Hualapai in the Grand 
Canyon and the Paipai below the Mexican border, 
continue to make pilgrimages to sites like Spirit 
Mountain and Grapevine Canyon to perform 
ceremonies. 

Archeological Resources 

Cottonwood Cove. Portions of the developed 
area have been inventoried for archeological 
resources. To date, 14 prehistoric archeological 
sites and 1 historic site have been recorded in and 
around the Cottonwood Cove developed area. 
The prehistoric sites consist of 8 petroglyph sites 
(one also possessing a lithic scatter and another 
also possessing a rock alignment), 2 rock shelters, 
2 rock circles, and 2 lithic scatters. None have 
been listed in the National Register, but the sites 
are managed as if they were eligible for listing. In 
addition, 8 isolated finds have been documented. 
These are primarily projectile points (Osborne, 
G.A., pers. comm. on April 20, 2011). Because they 
are isolated finds, they do not have the integrity or 
scientific values to make them eligible for the 
National Register. 

The historic site consists of the remains of the 
Quartette Mine Mill (site no. 26CK8444). The site 
is submerged 10 to 45 ft below the surface of Lake 
Mohave in the southeast corner of Cottonwood 
Cove. The site consists of three masonry walls 
supported by rock buttresses. The site can only be 
reached by diving or viewed through a remotely 
operated vehicle. The site was recorded by the 
NPS Submerged Resources Center in 2008. At that 
time, the site’s condition was rated as good; 
however, water movement, sedimentation, 
invasive quagga mussels, and recreational 
activities (boating/fishing) pose threats to its 
integrity. The site has not been evaluated for 
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National Register significance (NPS 2008). The 
site is not listed on the recreation area’s list of 
classified structures (Osborne, G.A., pers. comm. 
on April 20, 2011). As with other developed area 
sites are managed as though they are eligible for 
listing. 

Based on this data, there is a possibility for intact 
archeological resources to exist in portions of the 
developed area that are undisturbed by 
development, recreation area operations, or 
visitor use. The potential for intact sites is 
corroborated by the results of the 1993 survey of 
the Newbery Mountains south of Cottonwood 
Cove. During the survey, 54 prehistoric sites and 
2 historic sites in the 5,530-acre survey area were 
documented (NPS 1993). 

Potential types of unrecorded archeological 
resources include, but are not limited to, lithic 
scatters, surface sites, rock alignments, trails and 
trail shrines, petroglyphs, geoglyphs, rock shelters 
(prehistoric resources) and trash scatters, mining 
prospects, mines and mining related equipment, 
historic roads and railroad segments, corrals, and 
other ranching-related remains (historic 
resources). 

Katherine Landing. Over 20 archeological sites 
have been recorded in and around the Katherine 
Landing developed area. Seven of these are 
prehistoric sites. Site types include lithic scatters 
(4) lithic / ceramic / ground stone scatter (1), rock 
alignment/lithic scatter (1), and petroglyph (1). In 
addition, 14 isolated finds have been documented 
in the developed area. Resource types include 
mortars, rock rings, lithic scatters, ceramics, and a 
projectile point (Osborne, G.A., pers. comm. on 
April 20, 2011). 

Twelve of the sites are historic and related to 
mining activity. The Katherine Mine and Mill site 
is located north of the project area and was 
determined eligible for the National Register in 
2009. 

The Princess Cove Mine (site no. AZ F:10:43 
[ASM]) is located in the vicinity of Princess Cove 
Road. The site is a historic period load-rock mine 
with 24 features including 2 mine adits, 3 mine 

shafts, 9 prospects, 9 rock cairns, 1 rock 
alignment, and 3 trash scatters. Artifacts at the site 
suggest mining operations took place in the late 
19th or early 20th century. Bricks, household 
ceramic fragments, and plate glass fragments 
suggest there was a residential structure in the 
vicinity, although there is no evidence to indicate 
its exact location. The site appears to be linked to 
the Katherine Mining District. In 2001, the site 
was recommended as being eligible for listing in 
the National Register under criterion A, since it 
contributed to the development of industry and 
economy in the region. It also may be eligible 
under criterion D because of its potential to yield 
information important to the early mining history 
of the local Katherine Landing area. In 2001, the 
site’s condition was assessed as overall good (NPS 
2001a). 

An additional three sites were recorded in a recent 
survey of the Katherine Landing access road. One 
site is an unwidened segment of State Road 68 that 
relates to the Historic State Highway System 
(EcoPlan 2011). The segment is located east of the 
access road’s juncture with State Road 68. The 
survey recommends the road segment be treated 
as contributing element to the Historic Highway 
System, which has been determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register under criterion D. 
The segment west of the access road leading to 
Nevada has been widened and is not eligible for 
listing (EcoPlan 2011). 

The second site recorded in the survey was the 
access road itself. The road predates the 
Mission66 period and lacks several of the design 
elements of the Mission 66 initiative. In addition, 
the road has been modified numerous times since 
its construction in ca. 1952. The access road 
survey concludes that the road should not be 
considered eligible for listing in the National 
Register (EcoPlan 2011). The last site, a mining 
prospect, was also recommended as not eligible 
for the National Register (EcoPlan 2011). 

As with the Cottonwood Cove developed area, 
there is a potential for additional intact 
archeological sites that could have National 
Register significance in areas that have not been 
disturbed by development or visitor use.
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Historic Structures 

Table 8 summarizes the general location, 
condition, and National Register eligibility of 
historic structures listed on the park’s list of 
classified structures for Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing developed areas. The 
Quartette Mining Company Railroad Grade 
consists of railroad segment with a can scatter, 
bolt scatter, and other historic railroad debris. The 
site has been determined eligible for listing in the 
National Register. The eastern end of the railroad 
grade could be in the project area. 

Many of the Cottonwood Cove developed area 
structures are contributing elements to a Mission 
66 historic district, which was determined to be 
eligible in the National Register in 2006. They are 
discussed in more detail under “Cultural 
Landscapes.” These structures are in the area of 
potential effect. 

The two Katherine Landing structures are 
contributing elements to the National Register 
eligible Katherine Mine historic district (NPS 
2009). As noted, the mine site is outside of the area 
of potential effect outlined in the alternatives. 

Cultural Landscapes 

Both developed areas were expanded as part of 
the Mission 66 movement. Both represent 
examples of historic design landscapes, as defined 
by NPS-28: Cultural Resource Management 
Guideline. Cottonwood Cove developed area has 
been determined eligible for the National Register 
as a historic district. The integrity of the Katherine 
Landing landscape is not as intact as that at 
Cottonwood Cove; however, it has the potential 
to be determined eligible and is being considered 
as part of a multiple property National Register 
nomination being developed to establish a cultural 
context for the Mission 66 initiative within the 
recreation area (NPS 2007). There are no defined 
ethnographic landscapes within the project areas, 
but the potential for one or more exists (see 
discussion under “Ethnographic Resources”). 

Mission 66 Cultural Landscapes. The Mission 66 
program (1956−1966) was a major post-World 
War II funding initiative that commemorated the 
National Park Service’s 50th anniversary. 
Mission 66 was not simply a development 
program; it was a redefinition of how national 

parks would function as public places. Mission 66 
architecture represents a departure from earlier 
styles in the national parks. By the 1950s, 
modernist architecture had emerged as the 
dominant style. Park service architects designed 
buildings that adapted various strains of postwar 
American modernism while also being mindful of 
the programmatic and aesthetic requirements of 
national parks. This resulted in a distinctive 
building type known as Park Service Modern. 
Mission 66 buildings were utilitarian, functional, 
and without the “historical allusions” of rustic 
style. Architects designed each visitor center 
individually, while houses, comfort stations, and 
other small buildings were often based on 
standardized design to limit costs (NPS 2007). 

Mission 66 developed areas usually contained 
three to four discrete functional areas: visitor 
services, visitor accommodations (including 
picnicking and camping), employee housing, and 
park support services. These functional areas 
typically were located in two distinct zones: visitor 
services and park support. Park support areas 
such as housing and maintenance yards typically 
were separate and screened from public view. 
Modern roads allowed vehicular access between 
these sites (NPS 2007). 

The Mission 66 plan for Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area imparted similar patterns of 
development and circulation for each developed 
area. A highly visible and easily accessible visitor 
center or ranger station marked the entrance to 
the developed areas. A long access road, leading 
from a main road or highway toward the lake, 
ended at or near a boat launch. Spur roads along 
the way led to distinct functional areas — NPS 
employee housing and maintenance areas, 
concessioner public use and maintenance areas, 
and campgrounds. The configuration of each 
developed area was determined principally by the 
terrain and shape of the shoreline in each location. 
The designed landscapes at each area also shared 
common characteristics. These were 
characterized by geometric forms and paving 
patterns as well as the use of exotic vegetation for. 
both shade and aesthetic purposes. Park planners 
considered trees and shrubs, which provided 
screening and shade, an integral part of 
Mission 66 development at the recreation area 
(NPS 2007).
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TABLE 8. LIST OF CLASSIFIED STRUCTURES IN THE VICINITY OF COTTONWOOD COVE AND KATHERINE LANDING DEVELOPED AREAS, LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

Structure Name Site No. Area 
LCSa  
No. Condition 

Year 
Assessed Certified Park No. 

National  
Register Status 

Quartette Mining Co. 
Railroad Grade 

26CK6581 Cottonwood Cove 21276 Fair 2006 2003 RR-08 Determine Eligible-Keeper 

Administration Building   Cottonwood Cove 55646 Good 2003 2003 118 Entered-Documented 

Cottonwood Cove 
Residence #201 

  Cottonwood Cove 330037 Good 2006 2006 201   

Cottonwood Cove 
Residence #202 

  Cottonwood Cove 330046 Good 2006 2006 202   

Cottonwood Cove 
Residence #203 

  Cottonwood Cove 330051 Good 2006 2006 203   

Cottonwood Cove Road   Cottonwood Cove 330053 Good 2006 2006 TBDb   

Cottonwood Cove Utility 
Building 

  Cottonwood Cove 330055 Good 2006 2006 241   

Cottonwood Cove Ranger 
Station 

  Cottonwood Cove 444196 Good 2006 2006 240   

Katherine Mine Mill Site AZ F:14:108 
(ASM) 

Katherine Landing 55668 Fair 2003 2003 HS-13A Determined Eligible-SHPOC 

Katherine Mine Mill Site 
Stone Foundation 

AZ F:14:108 
(ASM) 

Katherine Landing 55669 Fair 2003 2003 HS-13B Determined Eligible-SHPO 

a. LCS = List of Classified Structures 

b. TBD = To be determined 

c. SHPO = state historic preservation officer 
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For more than two decades after its founding in 
1936, the recreation area lacked adequate visitor 
services, facilities, and roads. As the southwestern 
U.S. population boomed during the postwar 
period, the public overwhelmed the few facilities 
the recreation area offered. The Mission 66 
program provided the first large influx of funding 
to the recreation area. Establishing developed 
areas transformed the recreation area from a park 
with little infrastructure into a regional recreation 
destination with modern services and amenities 
(NPS 2007). 

While the Mission 66 program served to 
reinvigorate the National Park Service, 50 years 
later the continued importance of these structures 
is questioned by some. The modern architectural 
style is not as popular as it was in the 1960s. Many 
of the aging properties are in need of repair and 
pose safety concerns. Others no longer serve the 
needs of contemporary visitors. For example, 
most campgrounds were designed for tent 
camping, not the larger recreational vehicles that 
are popular today. In several parks, Mission 66 
structures have been demolished or substantively 
remodeled to address these concerns and needs 
(Hill 2009). 

Cottonwood Cove. Most of the development at 
Cottonwood Cove occurred between 1960 and 
1966. The National Park Service constructed three 
employee residences in 1960. In 1964, park 
personnel built a ranger station that was designed 
to serve as an information center for visitors 
entering the park. Two years later, the park 
personnel constructed a 200 ft × 300 ft boat ramp, 
with 15,000 square feet of parking. The two 
campgrounds at Cottonwood Cove were built in 
1965. The upper campground contained three 
loops and 100 campsites (though plans originally 
called for 8 loops and 219 sites), while the lower 
campground contained 42 individual and two 
group sites. Like other Mission 66-era 
campgrounds, the campgrounds at Cottonwood 
Cove included one-way loop roads and campsites 
along herringbone spurs, a design that minimized 
the impact on the surrounding environment. By 
1966, the trailer village contained 3 loops and 23 
spaces, as well as a comfort station that included 
showers and laundry. The park constructed a 
utility building near the residential area in 1966. A 

number of structures called for in Mission 66 
plans — such as two additional NPS residence 
buildings, a concessioner motel, and an expanded 
trailer park — were not built until after the 
Mission 66 period. 

In 2006, the Cottonwood Cove developed area 
was determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register as an historic district. The eligibility 
statement in the determination of eligibility states: 

“The Cottonwood Cove Mission 66 District is 
eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places at the state level of significance under 
Criterion A in its association with events that 
made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of planning and park development, 
entertainment/recreation. The Cottonwood 
Cove Mission 66 District is also eligible under 
Criterion C at the state level of significance, as 
an embodiment of the distinctive 
characteristics of Modern park planning and 
architecture during the Mission 66 period… 

The district is less than 50 years old and is 
eligible under Criteria Consideration G. The 
Mission 66 development at Cottonwood Cove 
is an exceptional example of Mission 66 
development at the park that possesses 
substantial physical integrity to the period of 
significance, 1953−1966, and contains all of 
the elements of a Mission 66 developed area, 
including the public use resources of a ranger 
station, two campgrounds, concessioner 
amenities, as well as support resources 
including a maintenance utility area and NPS 
employee housing area. The district retains 
intact resources that relate the developed area 
to the Modern movement in terms of 
planning, building mass, spatial relationships, 
proportion, fenestration pattern, texture of 
materials, and structural expression (NPS 
2006).” 

Table 9 presents buildings, sites, and a structure 
located within the developed area, noting whether 
the buildings, sites, or the structure are 
contributing or noncontributing features to the 
historic district. In 2010, the Mission 66 cultural 
landscape was documented through a Historic 
America Landscape Survey (NPS_2010b). 
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TABLE 9. COTTONWOOD COVE DEVELOPED AREA HISTORIC DISTRICT BUILDINGS AND SITES 

Resource Name 
Resource 

Type 

Contributing  
or 

Noncontributing 

Cottonwood Cove Ranger Station (bldg. no. 240) and associated 
features  

Building  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Upper Campground and associated features  Site  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Boat Launch Area  Site  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Lower Campground and associated features  Site  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Utility Building (bldg. no. 241)  Building  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Fire Station (bldg. no. 242) and associated 
features  

Building  Noncontributing  

Cottonwood Cove NPS Residential Area  Site  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Residence No. 201  Building  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Residence No. 202  Building  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Residence No. 203  Building  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Duplex Residence Nos. 204 and 205  Building  Noncontributing  

Cottonwood Cove Concessioner Public Use Area  Site  Contributing  

Cottonwood Cove Concessioner Store  Building  Noncontributing  

Cottonwood Cove Concessioner Cafe  Building  Noncontributing  

Cottonwood Cove Road  Structure  Contributing  

 
Katherine Landing. Mission 66 park planners 
considered the Katherine Landing developed area 
as “one of the best developments in the recreation 
area” and they sought to expand both existing 
pre-Mission 66 concession and NPS facilities 
through the Mission 66 initiative. Park planners 
wanted to capitalize on the “spacious and 
attractive” harbor as well as the “splendid” beach. 
To this end, the National Park Service built a 
campground, a beach house, and a comfort station 
in 1958. By 1962, the park had added picnic 
shelters, comfort stations, and a boat ramp. The 
concessioner built an additional eight-room motel 
in 1957, and constructed an airstrip and combined 
boathouse-supply building by 1962. However, the 
National Park Service believed the site still did not 
meet visitors’ needs as visitation continued to 
increase. They hoped to build a ranger contact 
station, three new residences, a utility area, and 
enlarge the campground campfire circle. The 
agency also sought to relocate the airstrip, which 
lay in the path of a proposed campground 
expansion. Planners wanted the concessioner to 
expand boat-docking facilities and overnight 
accommodations, enlarge the restaurant, 
construct a boat repair and storage area, and build 
11 new residences. According to park planners, 
these proposed Mission 66 developments would 

bring development up to acceptable levels. 
However, many of the structures, such as the 
ranger station, were constructed after Mission 66; 
others were never built (NPS 2007). 

By 1964, Katherine Landing was the second most 
visited site in the recreation area, with over 
375,000 visitors per year. A 3-bedroom single-
family home, a duplex, a 250-seat campground 
amphitheater, and 3 comfort stations were also 
completed in 1963. The next year, 117 new 
campsites, with picnic tables and fireplaces, were 
added to the campground (NPS 2007). 

Today, Katherine Landing has a developed marina 
with boat slips, gas dock, restaurant, general store, 
and motel. The developed area also contains a 
campground with amphitheater, a swim beach, 
hiking trails, ranger station, visitor center, 
National Park Service and concession housing and 
maintenance areas, and other support structures 
for marina, law enforcement, and public safety. Of 
these, a duplex and single-family residence, and 
an amphitheater are extant Mission 66 features 
(NPS 2007). 
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Ethnographic Resources 

No ethnographic resources have been formally 
identified or assessed in the land around the 
developed areas. However, it is known that some 
Yuman tribes continue to travel to places like 
Spirit Mountain and Grapevine Canyon for 
ceremonial purposes. In addition, Cleland (2011) 
describes a large-scale ethnographic trail system 
that extends from below Davis Dam to the Gulf of 
California. The trail system is punctuated with 
petroglyphs, geoglyphs, rock alignments, trail 
shrines, and other resources that are prevalent in 
undisturbed areas (Cleland 2011, NPS 1993). 
While these features are often considered to be 
archeological resources, the fact that many are 
incorporated into contemporary traditional 
ceremonies indicates that they may be significant 
as ethnographic resources, as well. It is likely that 
the defined trail system, described by Cleland, 
extends northward into the recreation area. 
Therefore, in undisturbed areas in and around the 
developed areas, there is a potential for 
ethnographic resources. These resources could 
also be viewed as an ethnographic cultural 
landscape(s). 

VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 

Visitation Statistics 

Visitation statistics are recorded and managed by 
the NPS Public Use Statistics Office. The reports 
analyzed in in figures 12, 13, 14, and 15 include 
annual park visitation, visitation by month/year, 
and the recreation area year to date visitors by 
district report. 

Annual visitation to the Lake Mohave District of 
the recreation area has fluctuated over the past 
decade, including multiple periods of steep 
increases and decreases. 

Visitors to Lake Mohave generally make up about 
19% of total visitors to the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area. The annual visitation numbers of 
this specific district, however, do not follow the 
same pattern as that of the overall park. Since the 
year 2000, visitation to the recreation area as a 
whole has not fluctuated in either direction more 

than 4.84%, except for an almost 11% decrease 
between 2001−2002. In the same period, the Lake 
Mohave District received barely any change in 
visitation. 

Lake Mohave’s peak season — bringing in nearly 
50% of annual visitation — consists of the summer 
months, June through August, with a strong 
shoulder season in April, May, and September. 
The other half of the year, October through 
March, accounts for only 25% of the Lake 
Mohave District’s yearly visitor count. 

These percentages do not differ too greatly from 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area’s overall 
monthly visitation statistics, although the overall 
park’s numbers are somewhat more evenly 
distributed among the three seasons: summer 
brings in 35%, the shoulder season 28%, and the 
off-season accounts for 37% of visitors. It must be 
kept in mind, however, that the off-season is 
comprised of six months, and the other two 
seasons are made up of three months each. Also of 
note is that summer visitation, in July and August 
especially, has dropped off slightly in the Lake 
Mohave District in the past three years, which is 
consistent with park visitation as a whole in those 
two months. 

Visitor Access and Circulation 

The largest airport nearby to the recreation area is 
McCarran International Airport in Las Vegas, 
Nevada, approximately 70 miles away from 
Cottonwood Cove, the northernmost developed 
area of Lake Mohave. The most convenient 
airport for direct access to Lake Mohave, 
however, is the expanding Laughlin-Bullhead 
International Airport in Bullhead City, Arizona, 
which is located just outside the park’s southern 
boundary near Katherine Landing. Other small 
airports are located in surrounding communities. 

Vehicular access to Cottonwood Cove is along a 
road of the same name, which branches off of U.S. 
Route 95 from Searchlight, Nevada. Several 
highways provide access to Katherine Landing via 
Katherine Spur from Davis Dam Road — Arizona 
Route 68 from the east, Arizona Route 95 from the 
south, or Nevada Route 136 from the west. 
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FIGURE 12. LAKE MOHAVE DISTRICT – ANNUAL VISITATION  
TO THE LAKE MOHAVE DISTRICT OF LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

 
 

 
FIGURE 13. LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA – ANNUAL VISITATION TO 

LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA, INCLUDING THE LAKE MOHAVE DISTRICT 
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FIGURE 14. LAKE MOHAVE DISTRICT – MONTHLY VISITATION TO THE  
LAKE MOHAVE DISTRICT OF LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

 
 
 

FIGURE 15. LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA – MONTHLY VISITATION TO 
LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA, INCLUDING THE LAKE MOHAVE DISTRICT 
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Fees exist to enter the park and collection booths 
are set up on entry roads. Private vehicles and 
motorcycles are charged $10, which covers all 
passengers and is valid for 7 days. A yearly 
(January 1 – December 31) vehicle pass is another 
option for private vehicles and motorcycles, at a 
cost of $30. Individuals, which include hikers, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians, are charged $5 per 
person for a 7-day pass, or $30 for a yearly pass. 
Vessel fees are separate, and the cost is $16 per 
vessel for up to 7 days or $30 for a yearly pass. The 
Federal Lands passes — Senior ($10 for a lifetime; 
if over 62 years of age), Access (free for a lifetime; 
for those with a permanent medical disability), 
and Annual ($80 for 1 year from month of 
purchase; available to anyone) — are sold and 
accepted. 

A network of backcountry roads has been 
developed to provide access to the lakeshore and 
other areas of interest in the backcountry. 
Approved roads are signed with a yellow arrow. 
Driving on roads or trails not marked with the 
yellow arrow is prohibited, as is driving off-road, 
in washes, or cross-country. 

Katherine Landing has the largest percentage of 
boating access at Lake Mohave, as it is the largest 
developed section of the recreation area in terms 
of existing marina slips (824). The most common 
types of boats used to get around the lake are 
runabouts (defined as less than 24 ft in length) and 
personal watercraft, the latter of which are more 
common on Lake Mohave than on Lake Mead. 

Both the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing experience congestion during busy times 
because of long back-ups behind the launch ramp. 
At Katherine Landing especially, parking at the 
lakeshore is not sufficient during these periods 
and visitors must park far away in one of the 
multitude of small lots surrounding the area. 
Visitor conflicts, both verbal and physical, arise 
due to the inconvenience of parking, long waits on 
the boat launch, and cutting in line. 

Visitor Recreation and Activities 

Lakes Mead and Mohave are oases in the desert; 
and therefore are highly popular for water-based 
recreation. These activities include motor boating, 
house boating, sailboarding and sailing, canoeing, 
kayaking, rafting, waterskiing, fishing, 

wakeboarding, swimming, SCUBA diving, use of 
personal watercraft, and boat touring. 

Visitors also participate in land-based recreation 
such as picnicking, nature study, hiking, biking, 
and camping along the lakeshore. Guided hikes 
depart from a variety of locations at different 
times, and include destinations such as the 
Katherine Mine, Hamblin Mountain, and 
Fortification Hill. 

Visitor Facilities,  
Services, and Amenities 

Both Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
have concessioners that each have a number of 
facilities and offer a variety of services and 
amenities. These year-round resorts have diverse 
accommodation options, including motel rooms, 
RV sites with full hookups (electric, water, and 
sewage), and houseboat rentals. Although these 
overnight facilities exist, the limited variety and 
current quality are not meeting current visitor 
needs and preferences, and therefore have 
extremely low occupancy rates. For instance, 
there are not enough campsites large enough to 
accommodate recreational vehicles, and there are 
too few spaces with hookups. Katherine Landing 
also faces accessibility challenges for those with 
mobility impairments. 

The resorts also have their own dining 
establishments and gift shops that offer the usual 
souvenir clothing and gifts, as well as, fishing 
licenses, bait, and tackle. These facilities get very 
crowded at peak periods. In addition, coin-
operated laundry machines and public restrooms 
are available on the premises. Cottonwood Cove 
has recreational facilities that include a sand 
volleyball court, shuffle board, and horseshoe pit. 

The resorts manage the marinas and boat launches 
on their respective properties. In addition to 
houseboats, visitors can also rent powerboats, 
fishing boats and personal watercraft, and 
accessories like water skis, kneeboards, and 
wakeboards are also available. The boat launches 
have wide ramps with easy access to parking and 
tie-down areas. For additional convenience, the 
marinas rent out boat slips and secure dry storage 
areas. 

103 



 
CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Although there is no visitor center in the Lake 
Mohave District, the ranger station at Katherine 
Landing allows the public to make reservations 
for guided hikes and the staff provides assistance. 
Gift shops also provide park information. 

Visitor Safety 

Congestion at launch sites and on access roads not 
only detracts from the visitor experience, but 
hinders the ability of park staff to respond to 
emergencies. Physical altercations have been 
known to arise because of the high level of 
frustration, especially when visitors cut in the lines 
at the launch ramps. 

Safety issues also exist in regards to parking at 
each location. At Cottonwood Cove, the parking 
area is susceptible to flash flooding, particularly 
near the launch ramp. At Katherine Landing, most 
visitors must park in one of the various small lots 
and walk a fair distance in temperatures over 
100°F, which can cause heat exhaustion or even 
heat stroke. 

Cottonwood Cove, in addition to having a marina 
and boat launch, has two no-boat areas. The 
proximity of these conflicting uses leads to 
conflicts among the user groups and safety issues. 

A number of safety concerns exist simply because 
of the nature of the recreational opportunities, 
such as the need to wear a personal flotation 
device and to be mindful of the weather. Based on 
the current location of the Cottonwood Cove 
ranger station, visitors do not currently stop and 
receive information regarding safety. 

Fire hazards also exist because of the current close 
proximity of long-term trailers at Katherine 
Landing, which would allow for a fire to spread 
quickly from one trailer to another. 

SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

Cottonwood Cove is located on the west shore of 
Lake Mohave within Clark County in Nevada. 
The nearest community is Searchlight, Nevada, 
located 15 miles west of the lake. Boulder City, 
Nevada, is 40 miles north of Searchlight, and the 
Las Vegas metropolitan area (including North Las 
Vegas and Henderson) is 60 miles north, 
approximately an hour’s drive from Searchlight. 

Katherine Landing is located near Davis Dam on 
the southeastern shore of Lake Mohave, within 
Mohave County in Arizona. Bullhead City, 
Arizona, and Laughlin, Nevada, are the two 
closest cities to Katherine Landing, each located 
within 8 miles of the Katherine Landing marina. 
Kingman, Arizona, is approximately 35 miles east 
of Katherine Landing. 

Economic impacts presented in this report are 
calculated using multipliers for Clark County and 
Mohave County. The actual influence area for 
economic and social considerations associated 
with Lake Mohave encompasses Searchlight, 
Boulder City, and Laughlin, Nevada, and Bullhead 
City and Kingman, Arizona. Although Las Vegas is 
located within Clark County, impacts on the Las 
Vegas metropolitan area from actions at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing are 
considered negligible. 

Regional Land Use 

Lake Mohave has a surface area of 28,260 acres 
and 150 miles of shoreline. Portions of the 
recreation area, including a 300 ft zone around the 
shoreline of both lakes, are jointly administered by 
the National Park Service for recreation and 
resource protection and by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (BOR) for project purposes and 
security areas at and around Davis Dam. The 
reclamation bureau manages the lake level, and 
there is an annual fluctuation between the lake 
elevations of 630 ft and 645 ft above mean sea level 
(NPS 2002). 

The Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
boundaries typically extend between one and five 
miles from the shoreline of Lake Mohave, and 
large tracts of land within the recreation area are 
managed jointly by the National Park Service and 
Bureau of Reclamation. These areas include the 
Eldorado Wilderness near the southern end of 
Black Canyon, the Ireteba Wilderness near 
Nevada Bay and Cottonwood Cove, the Nellis 
Wash Wilderness, and the Spirit Mountain 
Wilderness near Nevada Telephone Cove. All of 
these areas are on the Nevada side of the lake. 

The recreation area around Lake Mohave borders 
arid, mountainous land in unincorporated Clark 
County in Nevada and Mohave County in 
Arizona. Development within Laughlin and 
Bullhead City approaches the border of the 
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recreation area, only a few miles from the services 
at Katherine Landing. 

Population 

The region surrounding Lake Mohave, while 
sparsely populated, has experienced high 
population growth rates over the past 20 years. 
Population growth rates in Clark and Mohave 
counties were approximately five times faster than 
the national growth rate between the 1990 and 
2000 censuses, and have remained two to four 
times faster than the national average over the past 
decade. Table 10 presents population data for 
communities surrounding Lake Mohave. 

The population of Searchlight was 576 in 2000, 
according to the U.S. Census Bureau. A 2009 
projection was not available for Searchlight as of 
March 2011. 

The recent economic downturn has slowed 
population growth, especially since 2006, and 
current forecasts for regional population growth 
over the upcoming decade are more in line with 
national average estimates. The census bureau 
projects population growth of approximately 
1.0% per year through 2020. 

Regional Economic Status and Forecast 

The average monthly unemployment rate in Clark 
County in 2010 was 14.9%, among the highest in 
the nation. Mohave County had an 
unemployment rate of 10.1% in 2010, according 
to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. After several 
years of economic expansion, employment 
peaked in 2006 and has declined significantly over 
the past 4 years. 

According to the 5-year estimates in the census 
bureau’s 2005−2009 American Community 
Survey, per capita income in Mohave County was 
$21,321 in 2009 inflation-adjusted dollars. In 
Clark County, per capita income was $27,395, 
while U.S. per capita income was $27,041. 

Table 11 presents employment statistics by 
industry in Clark County in 2003, 2006 (the year 
that employment peaked), and 2009. Note that the 
number of employed people fell by almost 100,000 
(11.8%) between 2006 and 2009. 

Leisure and hospitality industries employed over 
one-third of all Clark County residents in 2009, 
followed by trade, transportation, and utilities and 
professional and business services. The 
construction sector experienced the greatest 
decline in employment in both absolute and 
percentage terms, losing approximately 
45,000 workers (41.2%) between 2006 and 2009. 
The current, depressed state of the construction 
industry in Clark County has kept construction 
costs down and ensures that employees will be 
available for the construction projects proposed 
in alternatives 2 and 3. 

Mohave County’s labor force is significantly 
smaller than that of Clark County. According to 
the labor statistics bureau, total wages for Clark 
County workers in 2009 were $29.7 billion. Total 
wages for Mohave County workers in 2009 were 
$1.1 billion. 

Total employment in Mohave County declined by 
19.4% between 2006 and 2009, as listed in 
table 12. 

Trade, transportation, and utilities industries 
employed over one quarter of the Mohave County 
workforce in 2009, representing the largest share 
of total employment. Education and health 
services and leisure and hospitality industries 
were the next largest employers. As in Clark 
County, the construction sector in Mohave 
County experienced the largest decline in 
absolute and percentage terms between 2006 and 
2009, losing approximately 5,500 jobs, or 62.9% of 
construction industry employment. 

Within the leisure and hospitality industry, 
tourism is a key component of the economy of the 
Lake Mohave area. Visitors to Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing contribute to the local 
economy through the purchase and rental of 
watercraft and equipment, recreational 
equipment, and expenditures on lodging, food 
and beverage, and other travel-related services. 

Regional economic recovery will be dependent on 
tourism and therefore on the overall health of the 
U.S. economy. The construction industry will 
continue to be depressed due to overbuilding that 
has resulted in an excess supply of housing 
inventory and because of low demand resulting 
from declining employment in all sectors of the 
economy. 
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TABLE 10. POPULATION DATA FOR COMMUNITIES SURROUNDING LAKE MOHAVE 

Location 1990 2000 
CAGRa 

1990–2000 2009 
CAGR 

2000-2009 

Bullhead City, AZ 21,951 33,769 4.4% 40,747 2.1% 

Kingman, AZ 12,722 20,069 4.7% 27,521 3.6% 

Mohave County, AZ 93,497 155,032 5.2% 194,825 2.6% 

Boulder City, NV 12,567 14,966 1.8% 14,896 -0.1% 

Las Vegas, NV 258,295 478,434 6.4% 567,641 1.9% 

North Las Vegas, NV 47,707 115,488 9.2% 224,387 7.7% 

Henderson, NV 64,942 175,381 10.4% 256,445 4.3% 

Clark County, NV 741,459 1,375,765 6.4% 1,902,834 3.7% 

United States 248,709,873 281,421,906 1.2% 307,006,550 1.0% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Census data; 2009 data from American Community Survey 2005-2009. 
a. Compound Annual Growth Rate. 

 

TABLE 11. EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY IN CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

Industry 2003 2006 2009 
Growth 

2006–2009 Share 2009 

Total Employed 676,932 820,983 723,820 -11.8% 100% 

Construction 74,757 108,573 63,860 -41.2% 8.8% 

Manufacturing 22,015 26,922 21,113 -21.6% 2.9% 

Trade, Transport, and Utilities 132,549 156,012 148,544 -4.8% 20.5% 

Professional and Business Services 86,561 115,212 99,254 -13.9% 13.7% 

Education and Health Services 50,377 60,030 67,502 12.4% 9.3% 

Leisure and Hospitality 238,726 271,700 251,347 -7.5% 34.7% 

All Other Industries 71,947 82,534 72,200 -12.5% 10.0% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

TABLE 12. EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY IN MOHAVE COUNTY, ARIZONA 

Industry 2003 2006 2009 
Growth  

2006–2009 Share 2009 

Total Employed 39,124 46,823 37,739 -19.4% 100% 

Construction 5,828 7,297 2,707 -62.9% 7.2% 

Manufacturing 3,303 3,987 2,853 -28.4% 7.6% 

Trade, Transport, and Utilities 10,477 11,798 10,443 -11.5% 27.7% 

Professional and Business Services 3,475 4,033 3,262 -19.1% 8.6% 

Education and Health Services 5,635 6,927 7,667 10.7% 20.3% 

Leisure and Hospitality 5,730 6,885 6,026 -12.5% 16.0% 

All Other Industries 4,676 5,896 4,781 -18.9% 12.7% 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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Other Park Concessioners 

In addition to the concession operations at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing, there 
is a concession-run marina and watercraft rental 
operation at Willow Beach on the Arizona side of 
Lake Mohave, approximately 50 miles north of 
Katherine Landing. Six concession-run marinas 
and one tour boat service operate on Lake Mead, 
including facilities at Lake Mead Marina, Temple 
Bar, Echo Bay, Callville Bay, Overton Beach, 
Hemenway Harbor, and Las Vegas Wash. The 
tour boat operates out of Hemenway Harbor. 

Current Impacts of Visitor Spending 
The report “Economic Benefits to Local 
Communities from National Park Visitation and 
Payroll, 2009” estimates that total visitor spending 
associated with visits to the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area was $265.7 million in 2009 (NPS 
20011). Dividing this figure by 7.67 million 
visitors, average spending per visitor was 
approximately $35. This includes expenses within 
the local region, excluding park entry fees (the 
local region is defined as a 60-mile radius around 
the park). Average spending figures are based on 
visitor survey data and national averages for all 
NPS units. In 2009, lodging and food and beverage 
expenses each accounted for around 25% of total 
spending, transportation expenses (mainly 
gasoline) accounted for 15%, groceries accounted 
for 9%, other retail 14%, and recreation and 
entertainment 10%. Of course, many visitors to 
the recreation area were day visitors or visitors 
driving through the area. 

This visitor spending is estimated to support 
approximately 2,400 jobs in the local area 
(including concessioner and NPS jobs), 
accounting for $79.4 million in labor income and 
$130.2 million value added to the economy in 
2009. Dividing labor income by jobs, annual wages 
averaged $33,000 for these positions. 

Local economic impacts of visitor spending are 
estimated in the Money Generation Model 
version 2 (MGM2), a set of Microsoft Excel 
workbooks for estimating the economic impacts 

of NPS visitor spending on a local region (Stynes 
et al. 2009). This model uses multipliers for local 
areas around each park. The multipliers capture 
both the direct and secondary economic effects in 
gateway communities around the parks in terms 
of jobs, labor income, and value added. Value 
added is the sum of labor income, profits and 
rents, and indirect business taxes. 

Economic impacts of current visitor spending 
specifically at the Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing concessions are presented in 
“Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences” of this 
document under “Impacts of the No-action 
Alternative.” 

PARK OPERATIONS 

The general management plan divided the Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area into 9 
management zones that generally correspond with 
developed areas in the recreation area. The 
Katherine Zone and Cottonwood Zone are 
relevant to these development concept plans. The 
subsequent lake management plan established 
24 management zones for the recreation area 
where zones 1−4 correspond to Lake Mohave, 
including Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing. 

According to the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area Business Plan (NPS 1999), staffing 
requirements are not being met to adequately 
provide visitor services, facility upkeep and 
maintenance, and resource management 
throughout the recreation area. 

Total salary and payroll benefits for the 
379 employees of the recreation area totaled 
$20.6 million in 2009 (NPS 2011). The economic 
impact of NPS payroll was estimated using 
multipliers for IMPLAN, the economic impact 
assessment software system, sector 439 (federal 
government payroll). The Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area payroll contributed $25.8 million 
in value added to the local economy in 2009 and 
supported an additional 46 jobs in the local 
economy. 
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CHAPTER 4: 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter analyzes the environmental impacts 
of implementing the three alternatives on natural 
resources, cultural resources, visitor use and 
experience, socioeconomics, and park operations. 
The analysis is the basis for comparing the 
beneficial and adverse effects of implementing the 
alternatives. 

This chapter begins with a description of the 
methods and definitions used impact topic. A 
description of the related laws, regulations, and 
policies and thresholds used in the impact analysis 
are then presented for each impact topic. Impact 
analysis discussions are organized by impact topic 
and each alternative. The existing conditions for 
all of the impact topics that are analyzed were 
identified in “Chapter 3: Affected Environment.” 
All of the impact topics are assessed for each 
alternative. The analysis of the no-action 
alternative (the continuation of current 
management trends) identifies the future 
conditions in the park if no major changes to 
facilities or NPS management occurred. The two 
action alternatives are then compared to the 
no-action alternative to identify the incremental 
changes in conditions that would occur because of 
changes in park facilities, uses, and management. 

METHODOLOGY 

Impact analyses and conclusions are based on 
NPS staff knowledge of resources and the project 
area, public input, review of existing literature, 
and information provided by experts in the 
National Park Service or other agencies and 
American Indian tribes. The impact analysis for 
each impact topic involved the following steps: 

• identify the area that could be affected 

• compare the area of potential effect with the 
resources that are present 

• identify the intensity, context, duration, and 
type of effect, both as a result of this action 
and from a cumulative effects perspective as 

compared to the baseline (no-action 
alternative) 

Impacts described in this section are based on the 
conceptual plan for the alternatives under 
consideration. Effects are quantified where 
possible; in the absence of quantitative data, best 
professional judgment prevailed. All the impacts 
have been assessed assuming that mitigating 
measures described in “Chapter 2: Alternatives, 
Including the Preferred Alternative” would be 
implemented to minimize or avoid impacts. 

The environmental consequences for each impact 
topic were identified and characterized based on 
impact type, intensity, context, and duration, 
which are generally defined in the following 
sections. 

Types of Effects 

Beneficial Effects. These effects are defined as 
positive changes in the condition or appearance of 
the resource or changes that move the resource 
toward a desired condition. 

Adverse Effects. These effects are defined as 
changes that move the resource away from a 
desired condition or detract from its appearance 
or condition. 

Direct Effects. These effects are caused by an 
action and occur at the same time and place as the 
action. 

Indirect Effects. These effects are also caused by 
the action and occur later or farther away, but are 
still reasonably foreseeable. 

Intensity of Effects 

“Intensity” refers to the degree or magnitude to 
which a resource would be beneficially or 
adversely affected. Each impact was identified as 
negligible, minor, moderate, or major. Because 
definitions of intensity (negligible, minor, 
moderate, or major) vary by impact topic, 
intensity definitions are provided separately for 
each impact topic analyzed in this environmental 
impact statement. 
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Context 

“Context” refers to the setting within which an 
impact may occur, and can be site specific, local, 
parkwide, or regionwide. In this analysis, many 
economic impacts are local and regionwide and 
many impacts to park operations are site specific. 

Site-specific Impacts. These impacts would occur 
at the location of the action. 

Local Impacts. These impacts would occur within 
the general vicinity of the project area. 

Parkwide Impacts. These impacts would affect a 
greater portion outside the project area yet within 
the park. 

Regionwide Impacts. These impacts would 
extend beyond park boundaries. 

Duration of Effects 

“Duration” refers to how long an impact would 
last. Unless otherwise specified, in these plans, 
“short-term” and “long-term” are used to describe 
the duration of the impacts. 

Short-term. The short-term impact would be 
temporary in nature, such as impacts associated 
with construction. Typically short-term impacts 
would last as long as construction was taking place 
(assumed to be a two- to three-year period in this 
analysis). 

Long-term. The long-term impact would last 
more than one year and could be permanent in 
nature, such as the loss of soil because of the 
construction of a new facility. More specifically, 
long-term impacts would be expected to occur 
throughout the concession contract period, which 
is assumed to be 10 years, with the potential for 
contract extensions/renewals beyond the initial 
10-year period. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on 
the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, regardless of what agency (federal 
or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other 

actions” (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
1508.7). Cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant, 
actions taking place over a period of time. 

Each cumulative impact analysis is additive, 
considering the overall impact of the alternative 
when combined with effects of other actions — 
both inside and outside the recreation area — that 
have occurred or that would likely occur in the 
foreseeable future. To determine potential 
cumulative impacts, past, present, and future 
potential actions and developments within and 
surrounding each developed area were considered 
by the planning team. Some of these actions are in 
the early planning stages and the qualitative 
evaluation of cumulative impacts was based on a 
general description of the projects. 

In this analysis, the geographic area in which 
cumulative impacts are analyzed includes Clark 
County, Nevada, and Mohave County, Arizona. 

Specific projects or ongoing activities with the 
potential to cumulatively affect natural and 
cultural resources, visitor experience and safety, 
socioeconomics, or park operations (impact 
topics) that are evaluated for the project are 
identified in these plans and described in the 
following list. Some impact topics would be 
affected by several or all of the described 
activities, while others could be affected little or 
not at all. How each alternative would 
incrementally contribute to potential impacts for a 
resource is included in the cumulative effects 
discussion for each impact topic. 

• The damming of the Colorado River at 
Hoover Dam (Lake Mead) and Davis Dam 
(Lake Mohave) and the introduction of sport 
fish has diminished the habitat required for 
successful recruitment of the federally listed 
razorback sucker and bonytail chub. The 
damming of the river and fluctuating water 
levels also greatly reduced natural riparian 
habitats used by the federally listed Southwest 
willow flycatcher. 

• Reconstruction of the Katherine Landing 
access road is proposed from the road's 
intersection with Davis Dam Highway to the 
boat launch ramp at Katherine Landing 
Marina on Lake Mohave. The existing road 
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suffers from poor pavement conditions, 
narrow travel lanes, inadequate drainage, and 
heavy traffic volumes. Reconstruction of the 
road would alleviate these problems, 
improving safety and offering a more 
desirable visitor experience. 

• In 2008, the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area (NRA) finalized a Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities Plan and 
Environmental Assessment (wireless 
telecommunication facilities plan) that 
identifies areas within the park suitable for 
new cellular towers. The Cottonwood Cove 
developed area is considered suitable in the 
plan and new structures could be permitted in 
the future. While specific locations have not 
been identified, cell towers would be 
constructed in previously disturbed areas. 

• The Lake Mead NRA Exotic Plant Management 
Plan (exotic plant management plan) was 
approved in 2011. The overall goal of the plan 
is to maintain native plant communities by 
preventing and removing exotic plants using 
an integrated approach that maximizes the 
effectiveness of the action while minimizing 
the undesirable impacts of the exotic plant 
and the management action. The plan would 
enhance the overall effectiveness of exotic 
plant management in the park by consistently 
and comprehensively incorporating exotic 
plant prevention measures into park 
operations and in NPS-controlled activities 
such as concessions, contracts, research 
permits, special use permits, and other 
activities undertaken by non-NPS entities but 
under the authority of the park. 

• The 2004 Lake Mead NRA Fire Management 
Plan (fire management plan) provides 
guidance on management of fires in the 
recreation area. The plan authorizes the use of 
wildland fire and prescribed fire to restore 
ecosystems to desired resource conditions, 
including the use of prescribed fire for exotic 
plant control. 

• The 2003 Lake Mead NRA Lake Management 
Plan (LMP) authorized the expansion of the 
marina at Cottonwood Cove to 484 slips. The 
plan directed that the marina at Katherine 
Landing should remain at approximately the 
current size, with an authorized capacity of 

824 slips. The plan also reduced the use of 
carbureted two-stroke engines until they are 
banned from the recreation area after 2012. 
Other actions to improve resource conditions 
related to shoreline and boating conflicts, 
litter and sanitation, sensitive wildlife habitat, 
and water quality. 

• Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC. is proposing 
to develop an approximately 370 megawatt 
(mW) wind energy facility consisting of up to 
161 wind turbine generators. The project is 
located on 24,383 acres of public lands 
between the community of Searchlight, 
Nevada, and the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area. The proposed project would 
require the construction of new access roads, 
an overhead transmission line, two electrical 
substations, an electrical interconnection 
facility/switchyard, an operations and 
maintenance building, meteorological masts, 
as well as temporary and permanent areas for 
construction staging and storage. 

• Lands surrounding the developed areas have 
been altered by past and ongoing actions such 
as past occupation by feral burros (which have 
been significantly reduced over the past 
decade), maintenance and use of approved 
backcountry roads, illegal off-road vehicle 
driving, power line corridors, and the spread 
of nonnative plants. 

CRITERIA AND THRESHOLDS  
FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Natural Resources − Native Plant  
Communities and Soils 

Guiding Laws, Regulations, and Policies. Soil 
resources would be protected by preventing or 
minimizing adverse potentially irreversible 
impacts to soils, in accordance with NPS 
Management Policies 2006. Director’s Order 77, 
Natural Resource Management, and Natural 
Resource Management Reference Manual #77 
specifies soil resource management objectives. 
These management objectives are defined as: 
(1) preserve intact, functioning, natural systems by 
preserving native soils and the processes of soil 
genesis in a condition undisturbed by humans to 
the extent possible; (2) maintain significant 
cultural objects and scenes by conserving soils 
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consistent with maintenance of the associated 
historic practices, and by minimizing soil erosion 
to the extent possible; (3) protect property and 
provide safety by working to ensure that 
developments and their management take into 
account soil limitations, behavior, and hazards; 
and, (4) minimize soil loss and disturbance caused 
by special use activities and ensure that soils retain 
their productivity and potential for reclamation. 

The NPS Organic Act of 1916 directs the park to 
conserve the scenery and the natural objects 
unimpaired for future generations. The NPS 
management policies defines the general 
principles for managing biological resources as 
maintaining all native plants and animals as part of 
the natural ecosystem. When NPS management 
actions cause native vegetation to be removed, 
then the National Park Service will seek to ensure 
that such removals will not cause unacceptable 
impacts on native resource, natural processes, or 
other park resources. 

Exotic species, also referred to as nonnative or 
alien, are not a natural component of the 
ecosystem. They are managed, up to and including 
eradication, under the criteria specified in the 
NPS management policies and Director’s 
Order 77. 

Intensity Thresholds. 

Negligible impacts — Soils would not be affected or 
the effect would be below or at the lower end of 
detection. Vegetation would not be affected or 
some individual native plants could be affected, 
but the changes would be so slight that they would 
not be of any measurable or perceptible 
consequence to the species' population. 

Minor impacts — Soils and some individual native 
plants would be affected over a relatively small 
area and the effects would be local. The effects 
could include changes in the abundance or 
distribution of individuals in a local area, but not 
changes that affect the viability of local 
populations. 

Moderate impacts — Soils and native plants would be 
affected over a relatively small area or multiple 
sites and would be readily noticeable. Impacts 
would cause a change in the abundance or 
distribution of local populations, but would not 
affect the viability of regional populations. 

Major impacts — A substantial, highly noticeable 
effect on soils and native plant populations would 
occur over a relatively large area. Impacts would 
cause a change in the abundance or distribution of 
a local or regional population to the extent that 
the population would not be likely to recover or 
would return to a sustainable level. 

Natural Resources – Wildlife 

Guiding Laws, Regulations, and Policies. The 
NPS Organic Act, which directs parks to conserve 
wildlife unimpaired for future generations, is 
interpreted by the National Park Service to mean 
native animal life should be protected and 
perpetuated as part of the recreation area’s natural 
ecosystem. Natural processes are relied on to 
control populations of native species to the 
greatest extent possible. The restoration of native 
species is a high priority. Management goals for 
wildlife include maintaining components and 
processes of naturally evolving park ecosystems, 
including natural abundance, diversity, and 
ecological integrity of plants and animals. The 
recreation area also manages and monitors 
wildlife cooperatively with the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department (AZGFD) and the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife (NDOW). 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 makes it 
unlawful to kill, capture, buy, sell, import, or 
export migratory birds, eggs, feathers, or other 
parts. Executive Order 13186, “Responsibilities of 
Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds,” 
issued in January 2001, restated the value of 
migratory birds and directed agencies to develop 
and implement memoranda of understanding with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to 
protect them. The NPS memorandum of 
understanding with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
was signed April 12, 2010 and establishes how the 
both agencies will jointly promote the 
conservation of migratory birds by incorporating 
bird conservation measures into agency actions 
and planning processes. It also identifies NPS 
actions that could result in the unintentional take 
of migratory birds or impacts on their habitats, so 
that strategies can be developed to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate the effects of those actions. 

Intensity Thresholds. 

Negligible impacts — Effects on wildlife and aquatic 
species would be at or below the level of detection 
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and the changes would be so slight that they 
would not be of any measurable or perceptible 
consequence to species’ populations. 

Minor impacts — Effects on wildlife and aquatic 
species would be detectable, although the effects 
would be local. The effects could include changes 
in the abundance or distribution of individuals in 
a local area, but not changes that affect the 
viability of local populations. 

Moderate impacts — Effects on wildlife and aquatic 
species would be readily detectable and would 
cause a change in the abundance or distribution of 
local populations, but would not affect the 
viability of regional populations. 

Major impacts — Effects on wildlife and aquatic 
species would be substantial, highly noticeable, 
and might result in widespread change and be 
permanent in nature. Impacts would cause a 
change in the abundance or distribution of a local 
or regional population to the extent that the 
population would not be likely to recover or 
would return to a sustainable level. 

Natural Resources – Threatened,  
Endangered, and Special Status Species 

Guiding Laws, Regulations, and Policies. 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
mandates all federal agencies determine how to 
use their existing authorities to further the 
purposes of the Endangered Species Act to aid in 
recovering listed species, and to address existing 
and potential conservation issues. Section 7(a)(2) 
states that each federal agency shall, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the Interior, 
insure that any action they authorize, fund, or 
carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of a listed species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of designated 
critical habitat. 

NPS management policies directs the parks to 
survey for, protect, and strive to recover all 
species native to national park system units that 
are listed under the Endangered Species Act 
(section 4.4.2.3). It sets the direction to meet the 
obligations of the Act. The NPS management 
policies also directs the National Park Service to 
inventory, monitor, and manage state and locally 
listed species, and other native species that are of 
special management concern to the parks, to 

maintain their natural distribution and 
abundance. 

The following impact intensity definitions are 
consistent with the language used to determine 
effects on threatened and endangered species 
under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

Intensity Thresholds. 

No effect — The alternative would have no effect on 
the species or critical habitat if present. 

Not likely to adversely effect — The alternative would 
be expected to have insignificant or discountable 
effects on a species or critical habitat (i.e., 
extremely unlikely to occur and not able to be 
meaningfully measured, detected, or evaluated) or 
be completely beneficial. 

Likely to adversely effect — The alternative would 
have a direct or indirect adverse effect on a 
species or critical habitat and the effect is 
measurable and likely to occur. 

Natural Resources – Floodplains 

Guiding Laws, Regulations, and Policies. 
Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain 
Management,” requires an examination of 
impacts to floodplains and of the potential risk 
involved in placing facilities within floodplains as 
well as the protection of floodplain values. The 
National Park Service established procedures for 
implementing floodplain protection and 
management actions in units of the national park 
system as required by Executive Order 11988 and 
Director’s Order 77-2, Floodplain Management, in 
the NPS Floodplain Management Procedural 
Manual 77-2. When it is not practicable to locate 
or relocate development or inappropriate human 
activities to a site outside and not affecting the 
floodplain, a statement of findings for floodplains 
is required to be prepared (see Appendix C). 

Intensity Thresholds. 

Negligible impacts — Impacts on floodplain functions 
and values would be so slight that it would not be 
of any measurable or perceptible consequence. 
There would be no flood hazards to people or 
property. 

Minor impacts — Impacts would result in a 
detectable change to floodplain functions and 
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values, but the expected change would be small, of 
little consequence, and local. There would be a 
slight change to the flood hazards to people or 
property. 

Moderate impacts — Impacts would result in a 
change to floodplain functions and values that 
would be readily detectable, measurable, 
consequential, and local. There would be a 
noticeable change to flood hazards to people or 
property. 

Major impacts — Impacts would result in a 
substantial change to floodplain functions and 
values and could affect large portions of the 
associated washes or basins. There would be a 
substantial change to flood hazards to people or 
property. 

Cultural Resources – General 

Guiding Laws, Regulations, and Policies. This 
environmental impact statement addresses the 
effects of the three alternatives on cultural 
resources that are proposed by actions in these 
development concept plans. The method for 
assessing effects on cultural resources is designed 
to comply with the requirements of both the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA), and with implementing the 
following regulations: 40 CFR1500 and 36 CFR 
800. Accordingly, the assessment of effects 
discusses the following characteristics of effects: 

• direct and indirect effects 

• duration of the effect (short term, long term) 

• context of the effect (site-specific, local, 
regional) 

• intensity of the effect (negligible, minor, 
moderate, major, both adverse and beneficial) 

• cumulative nature of the effect 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800, the regulations 
implementing Section 106 of National Historic 
Preservation Act, effects on cultural resources are 
identified and evaluated by 

• Determining the area of potential effect (APE) 
[800.4(a)] 

• Applying the criteria of adverse effect to 
affected historic properties in the area of 
potential effect [800.5.(a)(1)] is as follows: 

− An adverse effect is found when an 
undertaking may alter, directly or 
indirectly, any of the characteristics of a 
historic property that qualify the property 
for inclusion in the National Register in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity 
of the property’s location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, or 
association. Consideration shall be given 
to all qualifying characteristics of a 
historic property, including those that 
may have been identified subsequent to 
the original evaluation of the property’s 
eligibility for the National Register of 
Historic Places. Adverse effects may 
include reasonably foreseeable effects 
caused by the undertaking that may occur 
later in time, be farther removed in 
distance, or be cumulative. Examples of 
adverse effects are provided in 
800.5(a)(2). 

− A finding of no adverse effect is found 
when the undertaking’s effects do not 
meet the criteria of 800.5(a)(1) [800.5.(b)]. 

• Considering ways to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate or otherwise resolve adverse effects. 
The following are considered: 

− Consultation with the Nevada and 
Arizona state historic preservation 
officers / tribal preservation officers and 
others to develop and evaluate strategies 
to mitigate adverse effects [800.6]. 

− Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations and Director’s Order 12 call 
for the discussion of mitigating impacts 
and an analysis of how effective the 
mitigation would be used in reducing the 
intensity of an impact, such as reducing it 
from moderate to minor intensity. Any 
resultant reduction in impact intensity is, 
however, an estimate of the effectiveness 
of mitigation under the National 
Environmental Policy Act only. 
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− Such reduction in impact intensity does 
not suggest that the level of effect as 
defined by Section 106 and 36 CFR 800 is 
similarly reduced. Cultural resources are 
nonrenewable resources and adverse 
effects generally consume, diminish, or 
destroy the original historic materials or 
form, resulting in a loss of integrity that 
can never be recovered. Therefore, 
although actions determined to have an 
adverse effect under Section 106 and 
36 CFR 800 may be mitigated, the effect 
remains adverse. 

Section 106 summaries are included in the impact 
analysis sections of the “Impacts on Cultural 
Resources.” The Section 106 summaries provide 
an assessment of effect of the undertaking 
(implementation of the alternative) on historic 
properties, based on the Section 106 regulations. 

Cultural Resources – 
Archeological Resources 

Intensity Thresholds. 

Negligible impacts — Impact is at the lowest level 
of detection. Impacts would be measurable but 
with no perceptible consequences. For purposes 
of Section 106, the determination of effect would 
be no adverse effect. 

Minor impacts — Disturbance of a site(s) results in 
little loss of integrity. The determination of effect 
for Section106 would be no adverse effect. 

Moderate impacts — Site(s) is disturbed but not 
obliterated. The determination of effect for 
Section106 would be adverse effect. 

Major impacts — Site(s) is obliterated. The 
determination of effect for Section106 would be 
adverse effect. 

Cultural Resources – Historic Structures 

Negligible impacts — Impacts would be at the 
lowest levels of detection — barely perceptible 
and measurable. For purposes of Section 106, the 
determination of effect would be no adverse 
effect. 

Minor impacts — Impacts would affect character-
defining features but would not diminish the 
overall integrity of the building or structure. For 
purposes of Section 106, the determination of 
effect would be no adverse effect. 

Moderate impacts — Impacts would alter a 
character-defining feature(s), diminishing the 
overall integrity of the building or structure to the 
extent that its National Register eligibility could 
be jeopardized. For purposes of Section 106, the 
determination of effect would be adverse effect. 

Major impacts — Impacts would alter character-
defining features, diminishing the integrity of the 
building or structure to the extent that it would no 
longer be eligible to be listed on the National 
Register. For purposes of Section 106, the 
determination of effect would be adverse effect. 

Cultural Resources – Cultural Landscapes 

Negligible impacts — Impacts would be at the 
lowest levels of detection — barely perceptible 
and measurable. For purposes of Section 106, the 
determination of effect would be no adverse 
effect. 

Minor impacts — Impacts would affect character-
defining features or patterns but would not 
diminish the overall integrity of the landscape. For 
purposes of Section 106, the determination of 
effect would be no adverse effect. 

Moderate impacts — Impacts would alter 
character-defining features or patterns, 
diminishing the overall integrity of the landscape 
to the extent that its National Register eligibility 
would be jeopardized. For purposes of 
Section 106, the determination of effect would be 
adverse effect. 

Major impacts — Impacts would alter character-
defining features or patterns, diminishing the 
overall integrity of the landscape to the extent that 
it would no longer be eligible to be listed on the 
National Register. For purposes of Section 106, 
the determination of effect would be adverse 
effect.

 

117 



 
CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Cultural Resources –  
Ethnographic Resources 

Negligible impacts — Impacts would be at the 
lowest levels of detection and barely perceptible. 
Impacts would neither alter resource conditions, 
such as traditional access or site preservation, nor 
alter the relationship between the resource and 
the associated group’s body of practices and 
beliefs. For purposes of Section 106, the 
determination of effect would be no adverse 
effect. 

Minor impacts — Impacts would be slight but 
noticeable and would neither appreciably alter 
resource conditions, such as traditional access or 
site preservation, nor alter the relationship 
between the resource and the associated group’s 
body of beliefs and practices. For purposes of 
Section 106, the determination of effect would be 
no adverse effect. 

Moderate impacts — Impacts would be apparent 
and would alter resource conditions or interfere 
with traditional access, site preservation, or the 
relationship between the resource and the 
associated group’s beliefs and practices, even 
though the group’s practices and beliefs would 
survive. For purposes of Section 106, the 
determination of effect would be adverse effect. 

Major impacts — Impacts would alter resource 
conditions. Proposed actions would block or 
greatly affect traditional access, site preservation, 
or the relationship between the resource and the 
associated group’s body of beliefs and practices to 
the extent that the survival of a group’s beliefs 
and/or practices would be jeopardized. For 
purposes of Section 106, the determination of 
effect would be adverse effect. 

Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety 

Guiding Regulations and Policies. Section 1.4.3 
of the NPS management policies states that 
enjoyment of park resources and values by the 
people of the Unites States is part of the 
fundamental purpose of all parks and that the 
National Park Service is committed to providing 
appropriate, high-quality opportunities for 
visitors to enjoy the parks. 

Section 7 of the NPS management policies states, 
“National parks are among the most remarkable 

places in America for recreation, learning, and 
inspiration.” Section 8.2 of the NPS management 
policies states, “Management controls and 
conditions must be established for all park uses to 
ensure that park resources and values are 
persevered and protected for the future.” 
Director’s Order 42, Accessibility for Park Visitors, 
states that “the NPS will seek to provide the 
highest level of accessibility that is reasonable, and 
not simply provide the minimum level that is 
required by law.” 

Part of the purpose of the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area is to offer opportunities for 
recreation, education, inspiration, and enjoyment. 
Consequently, one of the park’s management 
goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and are 
satisfied with the availability, accessibility, 
diversity, and quality of the park’s facilities, 
services, and appropriate recreational 
opportunities. 

Intensity Thresholds. 

Negligible impacts — The visitor to the developed 
areas is not affected, or changes in visitor use and 
experience are below or at the level of detection. 
The visitor is not likely to be aware of the effects 
associated with the alternative. Safety would not 
be affected, or the effects are at low levels of 
detection and do not have an appreciable effect 
on visitor or employee health and safety. 

Minor impacts — Changes in visitor use and 
experience at the developed areas are detectable, 
although the changes would be slight. Some 
visitors are aware of the effects associated with the 
alternative, but the effects are slight and not 
noticeable by most visitors. The effect is 
detectable, but does not have an appreciable effect 
on health and safety. 

Moderate impacts — Changes in visitor use and 
experience at the developed areas are readily 
apparent to most visitors. Visitors are aware of the 
effects associated with the alternative and might 
express an opinion about the changes. The effects 
are readily apparent and result in substantial, 
noticeable effects to health and safety on a local 
scale. 

Major impacts — Changes in visitor use and 
experience at the developed areas are readily 
apparent to all visitors. Visitors are aware of the 
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effects associated with the alternative and are 
likely to express a strong opinion about the 
changes. The effects are readily apparent and 
result in substantial, noticeable effects to health 
and safety on a regional scale. 

Socioeconomic Environment 

Guiding Laws, Regulations, and Policies. In 
accordance with NPS management policies, the 
recreation area may permit commercial services 
that are necessary and appropriate for public use 
and enjoyment of the area and are consistent to 
the highest practicable degree with the 
preservation and conservation of the area’s 
resources and values. 

Intensity Thresholds. 

Negligible impacts — Impacts would be so slight as to 
be difficult to measure or perceive and have no 
meaningful implications for the socioeconomic 
environment. 

Minor impacts — Impacts would be effects on the 
socioeconomic environment that would be 
slightly detectable; there would be a small change. 

Moderate impacts — Impacts would be clearly 
detectable and could have an appreciable effect on 
the socioeconomic environment. 

Major impacts — Impacts would have a substantial, 
highly noticeable influence on the socioeconomic 
environment and could permanently alter the 
socioeconomic environment. 

Park Operations 

Guiding Laws, Regulations, and Policies. The 
NPS Management Policies (2006) directs the parks 
to pursue a human resources program that is 
comprehensive, that is based on competency, and 
that encompasses the entire workforce, including 
employees, volunteers, contractors, concession 
employees, interns, and partners (Section 1.9.1). 
Park operations encompasses the work of park 
staff in planning, resource protection and 
management, cultural resources, visitor safety and 
law enforcement, interpretation, facilities 
management, and commercial services 
(Sections 2−10). 

Intensity Thresholds. 

Negligible impacts — Impacts would be so slight as to 
be difficult to measure or perceive and have no 
meaningful implications for park operations. 

Minor impacts — Impacts would be effects on park 
operations that would be slightly detectable; there 
would be a small change. 

Moderate impacts — Impacts would be clearly 
detectable and could have an appreciable effect on 
park operations. 

Major impacts — Impacts would have a substantial, 
highly noticeable influence on park operations 
and could permanently alter park operations. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 1:  
NO ACTION, CONTINUE CURRENT  
MANAGEMENT TRENDS 

Natural Resources 

Native Plant Communities and Soils. Under 
no-action alternative, minimal changes would 
occur to existing facilities and no development of 
new facilities would take place. The overall 
development footprint would not be expanded. 
Within the developed areas, facilities, and 
infrastructure would require future maintenance 
and possibly replacement with age. No changes in 
visitation patterns are expected, although 
recreational use, particularly day use along the 
shoreline, could increase over time. 

Impacts such as soil compaction, increased 
erosion, and trampling or removal of plants may 
increase because of maintenance activities, 
increased foot traffic, and social trail 
development. However, maintenance activities 
and visitor use would be concentrated in 
previously disturbed high-use areas, thus 
minimizing additional or new damage or loss of 
soils and vegetation. Most impacts would be to 
areas supporting nonnative herbaceous and shrub 
flora, such as landscaped or shoreline areas with 
salt cedar, although some individual native plants 
within the developed areas may also be impacted. 
These local adverse impacts on native vegetation 
and soils would be long term and minor. 
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Several species of invasive plants in landscaped 
areas have naturalized into adjacent natural areas 
and compete with native plant species. 
Maintaining existing exotic landscaping as part of 
the cultural landscapes at both developed areas 
provides reoccurring opportunities for seeds and 
propagules to spread nonnative plant species to 
surrounding native plant communities. 
Maintenance projects can also create ground 
disturbance that increases susceptibility to exotic 
plant establishment. The opportunity for the 
accidental introduction of nonnative seed sources 
by visitors would also continue. The National 
Park Service has an active restoration program 
that deals primarily with human-caused 
disturbances (e.g., damage to soils and plants due 
to construction) and a native plant nursery that 
propagates native plants for a variety of purposes. 
The NPS interpretation program educates park 
visitors and the surrounding communities about 
the native plant communities in the recreation 
area and prevention of introductions of nonnative 
plants. With local control and education efforts, 
impacts on native plant communities would be 
long term and minor. 

Cumulative effects — Past and ongoing actions 
affecting soils and native plant communities on 
lands around the developed areas include 
occupation by burros, maintenance and use of 
approved backcountry roads, illegal off-road 
vehicle driving, and construction and 
maintenance of power line corridors. A priority 
for resource protection is to intensively manage 
these activities to prevent further disturbance or 
to limit disturbance from authorized activities to 
the extent possible as well as to treat areas to 
prevent the spread of invasive plants. 

Future park construction projects affecting soils 
and vegetation include potential installation of a 
cellular tower at Cottonwood Cove and 
reconstruction of the Katherine Landing access 
road. Lands outside of the recreation area along 
the Cottonwood Cove access road may be lost or 
modified in the future because of development of 
a wind farm outside of Searchlight, Nevada. These 
projects would have adverse impacts on soils from 
ground disturbance and compaction during 
construction, and increases in impervious surfaces 
and subsequent increases in surface water runoff 
and erosion potential. Vegetation would be 
removed and the potential for the introduction of 
nonnative species and noxious weeds would 

increase and could serve as a source population 
for nonnative plants that may disperse into native 
plant communities in the recreation area. Some of 
these effects are expected to be very limited such 
as for installation of the cellular tower within a 
previously disturbed area. Road reconstruction 
would result in temporary disturbance and 
permanent loss of vegetation and soils along the 
road corridor. Construction of a wind farm 
between the town of Searchlight and the 
recreation area boundary would impact 
approximately 600 acres which includes 
approximately 120 acres of permanent 
disturbance and approximately 480 acres of 
temporary disturbance for construction activities 
(URS 2009). It is expected that best management 
practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures would 
be implemented as part of the projects to reduce 
the extent of potential impacts. All of these past, 
present, and future actions would have short- and 
long-term minor to moderate adverse impacts on 
soils and native plant communities. 

Long-term beneficial effects to native plant 
communities would be anticipated as a result of 
implementing the exotic plant management plan 
and the fire management plan, both of which seek 
to restore native plant communities and control 
exotic plants. Implementation of a comprehensive 
exotic plant management plan would enhance the 
overall effectiveness of exotic plant management 
in the recreation area and provide opportunities 
for more aggressive treatment, particularly for 
early detection and eradication of newly invading 
species. A comprehensive prevention program 
addressing both administrative actions as well as 
visitor and employee education would also create 
greater opportunities to intercept new 
introductions of nonnative plants. The use of 
prescribed fire for exotic plant control is 
addressed in the fire management plan. Provisions 
in the exotic plant management plan include 
systematically learning from treatment efforts, 
including prescribed fire, and integrating that 
knowledge into future decisions in an adaptive 
management framework. 

While some cumulative actions would have 
beneficial long-term effects throughout the 
recreation area, overall, the cumulative effects to 
lands in and around the developed areas from 
past, present, and future actions in combination 
with the impacts of the no-action alternative 
would be minor to moderate and adverse over the 
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short and long term. The no-action alternative 
would contribute to long-term adverse impacts on 
soils and native vegetation; however, the 
contribution would be minor and would not 
change the intensity level of the cumulative 
effects. 

Conclusion — The no-action alternative would 
result in additional minor, long-term, adverse 
impacts on soils and vegetation from facility 
maintenance and visitor use that disturb soils and 
vegetation and potentially contribute to the 
introduction and spread of nonnative and invasive 
plant species. Cumulative impacts on soils and 
vegetation from the no-action alternative in 
conjunction with past, present, and future 
projects would be minor to moderate and adverse 
over the short and long term. The no-action 
alternative, however, would contribute a local, 
minor increment to the overall cumulative impact. 

Wildlife. Under the no-action alternative, existing 
impacts on wildlife would continue to occur as a 
result of routine maintenance activities and the 
high level of human activity in the developed 
areas. Habitat quality in the immediate areas is 
relatively low because of the existing level of 
development and human activity. In general, 
wildlife has become accustomed to human activity 
or has relocated outside of the developed areas. 
Should visitation continue to increase, it is 
expected to primarily occur within the existing 
developed areas, particularly along the shoreline. 
No wildlife habitat would be lost to new facility 
development. 

Maintenance activities or increased use in the 
developed areas would affect low quality 
previously disturbed habitat. Impacts from 
maintenance activities of in-water structures and 
other nearshore facilities could create increased 
runoff, turbidity, or sedimentation of nearby 
aquatic habitats. Mitigation measures would be 
implemented to ensure that impacts are minimal. 
Habitat would potentially be affected by the 
introduction of nonnative species from 
maintenance of exotic landscaping or 
transportation into the recreation area by visitors. 
Area restoration and education programs would 
continue to address this issue. 

Although some animals could be disturbed or 
displaced, impacts would not be expected to 

adversely affect overall populations or habitats. 
Adverse impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat 
from the no-action alternative would be local, 
long term, and minor. 

Cumulative effects — As described in the “Native 
Plant Communities and Soils” section above, past 
and present actions on lands around the 
developed areas include occupation by burros, 
maintenance and use of approved backcountry 
roads, illegal off-road vehicle driving, and 
construction and maintenance of power line 
corridors. These actions disturb and fragment 
habitat, and likely introduce exotic plants and 
animals and result in injury or mortality as a result 
of encounters with humans and vehicles. Future 
projects affecting wildlife and habitat include 
potential installation of a cellular tower at 
Cottonwood Cove and reconstruction of the 
Katherine Landing access road. Lands outside of 
the recreation area along the Cottonwood Cove 
access road may be lost or modified in the future 
because of development of a wind farm outside of 
Searchlight. These projects would affect the 
behavior, distributions, and movements of some 
wildlife, such as dispersion of wildlife away from 
construction activity with reoccupation antici-
pated following construction, the loss of some less 
mobile species because of construction or 
operational activities, and reduction in habitat 
quality for adjacent areas because of noise and 
human activity during construction and possible 
introduction of invasive species. It is expected that 
best management practices and mitigation 
measures would be implemented as part of the 
projects to reduce the extent of potential impacts 
and that most of these actions would affect 
individuals or a few animals, not large 
populations. All of these past, present, and future 
actions would have short- and long-term, and 
minor to moderate adverse impacts on wildlife 
and wildlife habitat. 

Long-term beneficial effects to native plant 
communities would be anticipated as a result of 
implementing the exotic plant management plan 
and fire management plan, both of which seek to 
restore native habitats and control exotic plants. 
Management actions associated with the lake 
management plan would improve water quality of 
the lake’s aquatic habitat through the reduction of 
the amount of waste fuels and human wastes in 
the lake. 

121 



 
CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

While some cumulative actions would have 
beneficial long-term effects throughout the 
recreation area, overall, the cumulative effects to 
lands in and around the developed areas from 
past, present, and future actions in combination 
with the impacts of alternative 1 would be minor 
to moderate and adverse over the short and long 
term. Alternative 1 would contribute an 
incremental long-term, minor adverse impact on 
the overall cumulative impact. 

Conclusion — The no-action alternative would 
result in additional minor, long-term, adverse 
impacts on terrestrial and aquatic species from 
facility maintenance and increased visitor use. 
Cumulative impacts on wildlife from the 
no-action alternative in conjunction with past, 
present, and future projects would be minor to 
moderate and adverse over the short and long 
term. The no-action alternative, however would 
contribute a local, minor increment to the overall 
cumulative impact. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status 
Species. The no-action alternative would not 
appreciably change current conditions. Both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing are 
major developed areas. Existing on land and in 
water facilities and continual high levels of visitor 
use at both developed areas have already 
negatively impacted habitat and use by 
threatened, endangered, and special status 
species. Continued use and maintenance of the 
developed areas would have little if any additional 
impact on these species. Mitigation measures from 
the 2002 and 2010 programmatic biological 
opinions would remain in effect (see Appendix B). 

There are no known spawning areas or nearby 
rearing ponds for razorback sucker or bonytail 
chub along the shoreline of either developed area. 
No impacts on spawning habitat are expected. As 
noted under the wildlife impact topic, impacts 
from maintenance activities of in-water structures 
and from other nearshore facilities could create 
increased runoff, turbidity, or sedimentation of 
Lake Mohave, which is critical habitat for both 
species. Adverse impacts would be short term and 
local because of the small areas affected, the 
disturbing activities would be temporary, and 
mitigation measures would be used to minimize 
potential impacts. Similar temporary impacts from 
increased shoreline recreation are expected to 

continue to occur in areas already heavily used by 
visitors. Impacts would be short term and not 
likely to adversely affect razorback sucker, 
bonytail chub, or their critical habitat. 

Southwestern willow flycatchers are transitory 
along the Lake Mohave shoreline and may use 
riparian habitat along the lakeshore in the 
developed areas during migration or dispersal. 
Continued maintenance and increased shoreline 
recreation in areas already heavily used by visitors 
may result in occasional flight responses and 
movement to other available habitat, but would 
not result in disturbance to breeding birds or 
nesting habitat. Impacts would be short term and 
not likely to adversely affect Southwestern willow 
flycatchers. 

Potential noncritical habitat for the desert 
tortoise, Western burrowing owl, and banded Gila 
monster occur around the developed areas. 
Habitat quality in the immediate areas is relatively 
low because of the existing level of development 
and human activity. No habitat would be lost to 
new facility development under the no-action 
alternative. Maintenance activities or increased 
use in the developed area could affect low quality, 
previously disturbed habitat for these species. 
Mitigation measures would be implemented to 
minimize impacts. Thus, the no-action alternative 
would not be likely to adversely affect the species 
or desert tortoise critical habitat. 

Cumulative effects — The damming of the Colorado 
River at Hoover Dam (Lake Mead) and Davis 
Dam (Lake Mohave) and the introduction of sport 
fish has diminished the habitat required for 
successful recruitment of razorback suckers and 
bonytail chubs. Heavy predation by sport fish on 
juveniles and the lack of suitable habitat required 
for recruitment necessitates active management of 
the species to ensure recovery. The damming of 
the river also eliminated natural riparian habitats 
used by Southwestern willow flycatchers. 
Fluctuating lake levels and extensive coverage by 
invasive salt cedar continue to negatively affect 
native riparian areas. These species also continue 
to be affected by recreational facilities and use of 
the lake and shorelines, which would include the 
authorized expansion of the marina at 
Cottonwood Cove. 

Desert tortoise habitat in Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area has been altered or degraded by 
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development of facilities and recreational use. 
Roads and unauthorized off-road vehicle use 
result in fragmentation of habitat, tortoise 
mortality, and spread of exotic invasive plants that 
affect food availability and increase fire frequency. 
Infrastructure in desert tortoise habitat may 
facilitate predation of desert tortoises by 
attracting predators or by making them more 
visible to predators. Some visitors likely harass or 
collect tortoises and leave litter that tortoises may 
ingest or become entangled in. Wild burros have 
damaged habitat. Some of these same actions and 
impacts also result in the loss or alteration of 
potential habitat for burrowing owls and banded 
Gila monsters. 

Future projects affecting wildlife and habitat 
include potential installation of a cellular tower at 
Cottonwood Cove and reconstruction of the 
Katherine Landing access road. Lands outside of 
the recreation area along the Cottonwood Cove 
access road may be lost or modified in the future 
because of development of a wind farm outside of 
Searchlight. These projects would result in loss of 
habitat and affect the behavior, distributions, and 
movements of terrestrial species of concern 
because of reduction in habitat quality for adja-
cent areas due to noise and human activity during 
construction and introduction of invasive species. 
Projects may result in the loss of some individuals 
because of construction activities and increased 
vehicle use or potentially higher speeds made 
possible by road improvements that increase the 
likelihood of vehicle collisions. It is expected that 
best management practices and mitigation 
measures would be implemented as part of the 
projects to reduce the extent of potential impacts. 

These past, present, and future actions would 
have short- and long-term adverse impacts. The 
exotic plant management plan and fire 
management plan are expected to have long-term 
beneficial effects on terrestrial. Management 
actions associated with the lake management plan 
would improve water quality of the lake’s aquatic 
habitat through the reduction of the amount of 
waste fuels and human wastes in the lake. 

Some cumulative actions would contribute 
beneficial long-term effects throughout the 
recreation area on special status species and their 
habitat, whereas other cumulative actions would 
contribute adverse effects to the overall 
cumulative impact. Consequently, the cumulative 

effects from past, present, and future actions in 
combination with the impacts of the no-action 
alternative would be both beneficial and adverse. 
The no-action alternative would contribute a 
local, discountable increment to the overall 
cumulative impact. 

Conclusion — Continued maintenance activities and 
visitor use in the developed areas may affect, but 
would not be likely to adversely affect the 
razorback sucker, bonytail chub, Southwestern 
willow flycatcher, desert tortoise, Western 
burrowing owl, and banded Gila monster 
populations or designated critical habitat. When 
the effects of the no-action alternative are added 
to the effects of other park native plant 
community restoration efforts, there would be a 
long-term beneficial cumulative impact on special 
status species populations and their habitat 
populations. There would be a long-term adverse 
cumulative impact on these species and their 
habitat when the effects of the other cumulative 
actions are added to the impacts of the no-action 
alternative, although the no-action alternative 
would add a discountable increment to this 
overall impact. 

Floodplains. No new development would occur 
under the no-action alternative. Some overnight 
facilities would remain in the flash flood hazard 
areas as would much of the development area at 
Cottonwood Cove (see figure 3 in chapter 2). 
Flood protection under the no-action alternative 
would rely mainly on the existing system of 
earthen dikes and channels that provide various 
levels of flood protection, ranging anywhere from 
approximately 10- to 100-year flows but that do 
not convey the probable maximum flood (pmf) 
flows. The flood warning system at Cottonwood 
Cove, which was recently upgraded, would 
continue to provide nonstructural protection. 

Flood depths at Cottonwood Cove would be 
approximately 6 to 7 ft during the probable 
maximum flood and 3 to 6 ft during the 100-year 
flood. At Katherine Landing estimated flood 
depths would be 3 to 8 ft during the probable 
maximum flood and 1 to 6 ft during the 100-year 
flood. The time between intense rainfall and 
subsequent flooding of the washes in the 
developed areas is relatively short, anywhere from 
approximately 80 minutes to potentially as little as 
7 to 8 minutes. The possibility of injury or loss of 
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life and damage or loss of facilities would continue 
to exist for people and property in the floodplain 
during larger flood events. Flooding could impact 
visitor overnight facilities including camping 
areas, trailer village, motel, and National Park 
Service and concessioner housing, as well as day-
use facilities including the store, restaurant, 
launch ramps, and parking areas. Consequently, 
the no-action alternative would continue to have 
the potential for long-term moderate to major 
adverse impacts on human life and property from 
flooding in both developed areas. 

The natural floodplain values in both developed 
areas, such as natural flood flows, sedimentation 
processes, vegetation, or groundwater recharge 
have been highly altered by development. Under 
the no-action alternative, these conditions would 
continue, although this alternative would not 
measurably add to these impacts. Thus, this 
alternative would continue to have a long-term 
moderate adverse effect on floodplain values in 
the developed area. 

Cumulative effects — The cumulative actions are not 
expected to alter floodplain values or the flood 
hazard in the developed areas. Therefore, there 
would be no cumulative impact. 

Conclusion — There would continue to be a 
potential long-term moderate to major adverse 
impact on human life and property in the 
floodplain and a long-term moderate adverse 
impact on floodplain values because of the 
presence of facilities in the floodplain. The 
no-action alternative would not measurably add 
to these impacts. There would be no cumulative 
impact on floodplains. 

Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Under the no-action 
alternative, there would be no new impacts on 
archeological resources. All current facilities 
would remain in place. The concessioner would 
continue to operate the existing commercial 
services. The National Park Service would 
continue to operate the campgrounds, and would 
not establish any new facilities for day use. The 
NPS buildings and maintenance areas would be 
retained in their current locations. The existing 
flood control ditches and dikes would not be 
upgraded. Recommendations proposed by HDR, 

Inc. regarding the redesign of flood control 
systems would not be enacted. 

Cumulative impacts — Although other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions may 
affect archeological resources in the area, the no-
action alternative would have no impacts on 
archeological resources; and therefore, would not 
contribute to the effects of other actions. 
Consequently, there would be no cumulative 
impacts on archeological resources under the no-
action alternative. 

Conclusion — There would be no new impacts on 
archeological resources. There would be no 
cumulative impacts on archeological resources 
under the no-action alternative. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse 
Effects), the National Park Service concludes that 
the actions under the alternative 1 for both 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing would have no adverse effect 
on archeological resources because adverse 
impacts on resources listed or eligible for listing in 
the National Register would be avoided. 

Historic Structures. Under the no-action 
alternative, there would be no new impacts on 
historic structures. To appropriately preserve and 
protect National Register listed or eligible historic 
structures, all stabilization and preservation 
efforts would continue to be undertaken in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(NPS 1995). 

Cumulative impacts — Although other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions may 
affect historic structures in the area, the no-action 
alternative would have no impacts on historic 
structures; and therefore, would not contribute to 
the effects of other actions. Consequently, there 
would be no cumulative impacts on historic 
structures under the no-action alternative. 

Conclusion — There would be no new impacts on 
historic structures. There would be no cumulative 
impacts on historic structures under the no-action 
alternative. 
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Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse 
Effects), the National Park Service concludes that 
the actions under the alternative 1 for both 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing would have no adverse effect 
on historic structures because adverse impacts on 
resources listed or eligible for listing in the 
National Register would be avoided. 

Cultural Landscapes. Under the no-action 
alternative, there would be no new impacts on 
cultural landscapes. Significant landscape patterns 
and features (e.g., spatial organization, land-use 
patterns, circulation systems, topography, 
vegetation, buildings and structures, cluster 
arrangements, small-scale features, views and 
vistas, and archeological sites) would be 
protected, maintained, and unchanged from 
existing conditions. 

Cumulative impacts — Although other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions may 
affect cultural landscapes in the area, the no-
action alternative would have no impacts on 
cultural landscapes; and therefore, would not 
contribute to the effects of other actions. 
Consequently, there would be no cumulative 
impacts on cultural landscapes under the no-
action alternative. 

Conclusion — There would be no new impacts on 
cultural landscapes. There would be no 
cumulative impacts on cultural landscapes under 
the no-action alternative. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse 
Effects), the National Park Service concludes that 
the actions under the alternative 1 for both 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing would have no adverse effect 
on cultural landscapes because adverse impacts on 
resources listed or eligible for listing in the 
National Register would be avoided. 

Ethnographic Resources. Under the no-action 
alternative, there would be no new impacts on 
ethnographic resources. All current facilities 
would remain in place. The ranger station and 
NPS housing and maintenance areas would be 

retained in their current locations. The existing 
flood control ditches and dikes would not be 
upgraded. Significant landscape patterns and 
features would be protected, maintained, and 
unchanged from existing conditions. 

Cumulative impacts — Although other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions may 
affect ethnographic resources in the area, the no-
action alternative would have no impacts on 
ethnographic resources and, therefore, would not 
contribute to the effects of other actions. 
Consequently, there would be no cumulative 
impacts on ethnographic resources under the 
no-action alternative. 

Conclusion — There would be no new impacts on 
ethnographic resources. There would be no 
cumulative impacts on ethnographic resources 
under the no-action alternative. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse 
Effects), the National Park Service concludes that 
the actions under the alternative 1 for both 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing would have no adverse effect 
on ethnographic resources because adverse 
impacts on resources listed or eligible for listing in 
the National Register would be avoided. 

Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety 

Under the no-action alternative, existing facilities 
(e.g., motels, campgrounds, marinas, trailer 
villages, picnic areas) and access points would 
remain and continue to be maintained, with only 
minimal changes that are currently underway as 
authorized by other plans. 

Visitor conflicts that arise from congestion and 
frustration at access would persist and could 
increase in frequency if visitation levels rise. Law 
enforcement rangers would continue to address 
visitor conflicts on a case-by-case basis. These 
conflicts, however, have escalated to the point of 
physical altercations in the past and therefore not 
only reflect a diminished visitor experience but 
also threaten visitor and employee safety. These 
altercations occur more often at Katherine 
Landing than at Cottonwood Cove, and are result 
of the existing facilities and infrastructure being 
inadequate to accommodate the large number of 
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visitors during high use time. The implementation 
of the no-action alternative would result in 
moderate to major, long-term, and adverse 
impacts on visitor experience and safety. 

Overnight accommodations would continue to 
see low levels of occupancy as there are no current 
projects to improve these facilities or services to 
better meet visitor needs. Campsites are generally 
too small and only a few have RV hookups. The 
long-term trailer village, which has the 
appropriate amenities to satisfy visitors, provides a 
reliable revenue stream but does not allow use for 
a large or diverse segment of visitors. Lack of 
changes to overnight accommodations would 
result in minor to moderate, long-term, and 
adverse impacts on visitor experience. 

For Cottonwood Cove, authorized improvements 
include the construction of a new entrance station 
that would allow for increased visitor contact and 
dissemination of safety information, as well as the 
addition of picnic tables and shelters and the 
rehabilitation of campground restrooms. At 
Katherine Cove, these modifications include the 
replacement of campground restroom, removal of 
the picnic area restroom, and pavement overlay of 
the campground roads. Nearby, the road to 
Princess Cove would also be paved. These 
modifications would have minor, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitor experience. 

Any construction, removal, or rehabilitation 
activities and related effects associated with these 
improvements would have minor to moderate, 
short-term, and adverse impacts on visitor 
experience. 

Cumulative Impacts. There are several 
reasonably foreseeable projects, separate from this 
plan, that could further impact visitor experience 
at Lake Mohave. 

One proposal that would affect the visitor 
experience is the reconstruction of the Katherine 
Landing access road beginning at its intersection 
with the Davis Dam Highway and continuing to 
the boat launch ramp. Because of high visitation 
levels at Katherine Landing, this road is subject to 
heavy-traffic volumes and in its current state is 
narrow and poorly paved, with inadequate 
drainage. Each of these problems, with the 
exception of traffic volume, would be corrected 

under the proposed reconstruction. These actions 
may partially mitigate visitor conflict issues by 
reducing tensions and frustrations that currently 
begin on this stretch of road. Despite the positive 
effects, however, the cumulative impact of these 
measures, when added to the lack of resolution of 
existing visitor conflicts, would perpetuate 
current moderate, long-term, and adverse impacts 
on visitor experience and safety. 

The 2008 Lake Mead NRA Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities Plan identified 
Cottonwood Cove as a suitable site for the 
construction of a new cellular tower in the future. 
Improved communications within the coverage 
area would directly benefit those who choose to 
use this technology while in the recreation area. 
Moreover, some visitors may be more content and 
have peace of mind knowing that they can use a 
cell phone to contact help in case of emergency, 
especially in remote areas that receive less 
visitation. Construction of cellular towers would 
provide moderate, long-term beneficial impacts 
on safety resulting from improved communication 
services and increased emergency response time. 
Effects to visitor experience would be minor, 
long-term, and could be either beneficial or 
adverse, depending on the visitor’s views on the 
technology and its suitability to national parks. 

Another potential development that may affect 
visitors to the Cottonwood Cove area is the 
proposed installation of up to 161 wind turbine 
generators in the area between the community of 
Searchlight (where the Cottonwood Cove access 
road begins) and the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area. This development would have a 
moderate, long-term, and adverse impact on the 
viewshed experienced by visitors entering the 
park via Cottonwood Cove. 

The Cottonwood Cove marina is also authorized 
to expand from approximately 300 slips to 
484 slips, per the lake management plan. This 
increase, if undertaken, would provide increased 
accommodations for boat owners at this popular 
destination site. Visitation levels may show a slight 
increase, although would likely have only an 
imperceptible effect on congestion. This 
expansion would have minor, long-term, 
beneficial and adverse impacts on visitor 
experience. 
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The construction activities and related effects 
involved with these improvements would have 
minor to moderate, short-term, and adverse 
impacts on visitor experience. When combined 
with the impacts of the no-action alternative, 
there would be minor to moderate, long-term, 
beneficial and adverse impacts on visitor 
experience. The National Park Service’s 
contribution to these impacts would be 
substantive. 

Conclusion. Overall, the no-action alternative 
would have moderate to major adverse long-term 
effects on the visitor experience to Lake Mohave. 
There are currently significant issues (such as 
visitor conflicts and inadequate overnight 
accommodations) that affect the experience of a 
significant percentage of visitors that are not being 
fully addressed at present nor would be under the 
no-action alternative. There would be minor to 
moderate, long-term, beneficial, and adverse 
cumulative impacts on visitor experience under 
this alternative. 

Socioeconomic Environment 

At Cottonwood Cove, the existing concession 
operation consists of a motel (25 rooms); trailer 
village (223 sites); short-term RV park (72 sites); 
marina (300 slips); dry storage; houseboat rentals; 
small boat rentals; a gift shop / convenience store; 
restaurant; marine and auto fuel service; and 
shower and laundry services. Over the past 
6 years, total revenue has averaged $6.3 million 
with houseboat rental and trailer village rentals 
comprising the largest shares of revenue. 

At Katherine Landing, the existing concession 
operation consists of a motel (50 rooms); trailer 
village (104 sites); short-term RV Park (28 sites); 
marina (824 slips); dry storage; houseboat rentals; 
small boat rentals; retail store; restaurant and bar; 
marine and auto fuel service; and shower and 
laundry services. Over the past 6 years, total 
revenue has averaged $6.5 million with moorage 
(marina), fuel sales, houseboat rental, and retail 
sales comprising the largest shares of total 
revenue. 

Socioeconomic Impacts Used for Analysis. 
Impacts on the socioeconomic environment, 

including the commercial operators in the 
recreation area and nearby communities were 
considered. Impacts are partly based on estimates 
in the “Revised Alternatives Analysis” for both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
(Dornbusch 2011a, 2011b). The following impact 
topics were developed to analyze impacts in 
alternatives 2 and 3: 

Construction-related economic impacts — It is 
assumed that construction in each alternative 
occurs over an initial 2- to 3-year period. There is 
no construction proposed under this alternative, 
so there would be no impacts on economic 
output, labor, or employment from construction 
activity. 

Visitor spending-related economic impacts — New 
or modified concession services would include 
changes to marinas, lodging options, and other 
commercial services including food and beverage 
and retail sales. The $6.3 million average annual 
spending figure (revenue) at Cottonwood Cove 
generates an estimated $9.3 million in direct and 
indirect value added to the local economy 
annually. This spending supports approximately 
57.3 concession-related jobs and generates 
$1.8 million annually in concession labor income. 
The indirect spending effects support an 
estimated 27.5 additional jobs in the local 
economy and generate an additional $880,000 in 
labor income. 

The $6.5 million average annual spending figure 
(revenue) at Katherine Landing generates an 
estimated $9.6 million in direct and indirect value 
added to the local economy annually. This 
spending supports approximately 
59.1 concession-related jobs and generates 
$1.9 million annually in concession labor income. 
The indirect spending effects support an 
estimated 28.4 additional jobs in the local 
economy and generate an additional $908,000 in 
labor income. See table 13 for more information 
on the visitor spending characteristics of the 
no-action alternative. Since this alternative 
represents the status quo, visitor spending would 
have no impact on the existing socioeconomic 
environment.
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TABLE 13. VISITOR SPENDING-RELATED  
ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 1 

 
Cottonwood 

Cove 
Katherine 
Landing 

Average Revenue $6,300,000 $6,500,000 

Visitor Spending 
Value Added $9,324,000 $9,620,000 

Concession- related 
Jobs 57.3 59.1 

Concession Labor 
Income $1,833,000 $1,891,000 

Indirect Jobs 27.5 28.4 

Indirect Labor Income $880,000 $908,000 

 
Impacts on other park concessions and local 
businesses — These impacts on other marina 
concessioners were considered, but because of the 
long distances between marinas in the area, these 
impacts are expected to be minor. Impacts on 
lodging and retail establishments in nearby 
communities were also considered. There would 
be no impacts on other park concessions and local 
businesses under the no-action alternative. 

Cumulative Impacts. Growth of the 
Laughlin/Bullhead City area, as well as the 
broader Clark County-Mohave County area, and 
other markets that attract recreation visitors to the 
recreation area (especially southern California), 
has the potential to increase use of concession 
facilities at Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing. However, when combined with the no-
action alternative, the cumulative impact would be 
imperceptible on the socioeconomic environment 
of the region. The National Park Service’s 
contribution to this impact would be minimal. 

Conclusion. Besides the ongoing direct and 
indirect economic impacts of visitor spending at 
both locations, there would be no additional 
impacts on socioeconomic resources from the no-
action alternative. Cumulative impacts would be 
imperceptible on the socioeconomic environment 
of the region. 

Park Operations 

Under the no-action alternative, the number of 
personnel in law enforcement, maintenance, 
natural and cultural resource management, and 
interpretive positions would remain at the present 
level. 

The recreation area would not implement 
recommendations for improved flood control at 
Cottonwood Cove or Katherine Landing, so there 
would be no new construction for diversion dikes 
and channels. Maintenance staff would maintain 
existing flood control channels, and there would 
be no additional impact on maintenance staff. 

Existing facilities at both Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing would be maintained. There 
would be minimal changes to roadways and NPS 
housing and maintenance areas would remain in 
the same locations. Existing ranger stations, 
information stations, and entrance stations would 
be maintained. There would be negligible impact 
on law enforcement, interpretive, and fee-
collecting staff. 

Some interpretive waysides would be enhanced or 
replaced. Existing picnic areas and day-use 
facilities would be maintained, as would informal 
and formal pedestrian trails. There would be no 
impact on maintenance and interpretive staff. 

The number of volunteer sites at the Katherine 
Landing campground would be increased. 
Increased numbers of volunteers could reduce 
NPS staffing requirements. 

Facilities at Princess Cove, Cabinsite Point, and 
North and South Arizona Telephone Coves would 
remain the same under this alternative. 

Cumulative Impacts. The no-action alternative 
would have an imperceptible impact on park 
operations. 

Conclusion. The impacts of insufficient recreation 
area staffing (at current levels) on operational 
needs would be adverse and long term. However, 
the no-action alternative would not impact park 
operations. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 2:  
IMPLEMENT PREVIOUS PLANNING 
PROPOSALS 

Natural Resources 

Native Plant Communities and Soils. Most 
construction activities associated with 
rehabilitation, replacement, or redesign of 
facilities at both developed areas would occur 
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within areas and corridors previously disturbed by 
existing development and associated use and 
would have minimal additional impacts on soils or 
native vegetation. These areas contain a mixture 
of native and nonnative landscape plants. Some 
individual native plants or small remnant areas of 
Mohave desert scrub within the developed areas 
may be removed or trampled or desert soils 
compacted or disturbed in areas within and 
immediately surrounding these sites. 

Desert shrub vegetation and soils would be lost or 
altered by construction of new visitor or park 
administrative facilities on currently undeveloped 
sites that would expand the overall development 
footprint. While portions of these new 
development sites have been impacted to some 
degree by visitor use or administrative roads, 
much of the impact would be new disturbance 
and permanent. Relocation of the National Park 
Service and concessioner housing, NPS 
maintenance area, and shoreline picnic area and 
parking at Cottonwood Cove and the NPS 
maintenance area at Katherine Landing would 
impact approximately 10 acres. Extension of 
utility lines and access road improvements to 
these sites would result in additional impacts 
along corridors 1,500 to 3,600 ft in length. 

Alternative 2 would essentially maintain the 
existing road systems; however, approximately 
8,200 ft of the access roads to North and South 
Telephone Coves would be relocated outside of 
the floodplains. This road construction would 
likely involve extensive grading and cut and fill 
work along the intervening ridge. Construction 
for the relocation would result in paving 
approximately 2 acres of desert shrub and desert 
wash communities. An additional indeterminate 
amount of acreage, dependent on the extant of 
excavation and fill work, would also be disturbed 
and revegetated. 

Structural flood protection for both developed 
areas would include concrete-lined channels, 
reinforcement and extension of existing dikes, 
relocation of some sections of roads, low-water 
crossings, erosion protection, and a spillway to 
utilize the existing borrow pit at Katherine 
Landing as a detention basin. Approximately 
9 acres at Cottonwood Cove and 12 acres at 
Katherine Landing would be affected. Much of 
this disturbance to soils and vegetation associated 
with excavation, grading, and flood structure 

construction would occur in areas previously 
disturbed by existing roads, channels, dikes, or 
other manmade facilities and uses. 

Flood structures would also include construction 
of a new diversion dike and channel system in 
Ranger Wash, approximately 0.5 mile west of the 
Cottonwood Cove developed area. It is 
anticipated that cut sections for the upper Ranger 
Wash diversion will be through alluvium and that 
rock excavation would not be necessary. 
Construction would include a considerable 
amount of grading and cut and fill work (up to 
approximately 20 ft in height). Work would 
impact about 13 acres of currently undisturbed 
desert shrub and wash vegetation and soils. 
Although the local topography would be altered 
and the dikes and channels would likely be 
reinforced with riprap or gabions, surface 
restoration / revegetation of most of the disturbed 
area would occur. Construction access to the site 
would be provided via the wash bottom, where 
scouring during flood events would rework the 
soils in the wash compacted by construction 
equipment access. 

Overall, vegetation and soils would be removed 
within the immediate footprint of new structures, 
roads, parking areas, trails, etc. Disturbance of 
desert soils and vegetation around the 
construction zones may result in changes in plant 
production and species composition, introduction 
and spread of nonnative plants and noxious 
weeds, compaction and loss of soil because of 
increased susceptibility of soils to wind and water 
erosion, reduced soil moisture and infiltration 
rates, and changes in soil temperatures and 
increased evaporation rates. 

Implementation of construction mitigation 
measures (e.g., restricting equipment to within the 
project area boundaries, revegetation of disturbed 
areas, and use of best management practices to 
control erosion) would minimize the loss and 
enhance the reestablishment of native vegetation 
and desert soils. Mitigation measures such as 
pressure washing of construction equipment 
would reduce the risk of introducing new exotic 
species. Post-construction revegetation, 
monitoring, and treatment would also reduce the 
risk of spreading existing populations and 
introducing new exotic species. 
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Given the disturbance to soils and vegetation that 
has already occurred in most of the areas that 
would be impacted by proposed construction and 
visitor use and the application of appropriate 
mitigation measures to minimize additional 
impacts, the alteration of native plant species’ 
populations and desert soil structure would be 
local and long-term adverse impacts are expected 
to be primarily minor. Development of new sites, 
road relocation, and construction of structural 
flood protection would result in greater 
disturbance to native plant communities and soils 
and would likely have long-term minor to 
moderate adverse impacts. 

Some local beneficial effects to native plant 
communities and soil resources would also occur 
as the result of alternative 2. The replacement of 
existing invasive nonnative landscaping with 
native plantings as facilities are rehabilitated, 
replaced, or redesigned would remove sources of 
seeds and propagules that spread nonnative plant 
species to surrounding native plant communities. 
Existing exotic shoreline plants such as tamarisk 
would be removed and replaced with native 
plantings during development of the relocated 
picnic area in Ski Cove at Cottonwood Cove. 
Some currently disturbed sites (i.e., maintenance 
and picnic areas at Cottonwood Cove, picnic area 
and existing satellite parking lot C located at 
Katherine Landing, informal overflow parking 
area at Princess Cove, and dispersed camping in 
the adjacent wash) would be restored or partially 
restored. Enhanced interpretive and educational 
facilities and programs are expected to help 
educate and deter visitor caused impacts, such as 
social trailing or unintentional transport of exotics 
into the park. 

Cumulative effects — As described for the no-action 
alternative, there are several actions in and outside 
of the national recreation area that would 
contribute to cumulative effects. These past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
would have short- and long-term, minor to 
moderate adverse impacts on soils and native 
plant communities because of construction and 
other activities and uses. However, long-term 
beneficial effects to native plant communities 
would be anticipated as a result of implementing 
the exotic plant management plan and fire 
management plan, both of which seek to restore 
native plant communities and control exotic 
plants. Alternative 2 would contribute both long-

term minor to moderate adverse impacts because 
of construction and expansion of day use and 
administrative areas, and long-term beneficial 
effects such as replacement of invasive nonnative 
landscaping with native plantings and restoration 
of some currently developed sites. The overall 
cumulative impact from past, present, and future 
actions in combination with the impacts of 
alternative 2 would result in a minor to moderate, 
long-term adverse cumulative effect on native 
plant communities and soils from development 
and use and long-term beneficial cumulative 
effects from native plant community restoration 
efforts and removal of invasive species. 

Conclusion — Alternative 2 would primarily result in 
long-term, minor, adverse impacts on native plant 
communities and soils from facility construction 
and associated visitor use in previously disturbed 
areas. Approximately 46 acres of local, long-term 
minor to moderate adverse impacts would result 
from development of additional lands and 
construction of flood control structures. Local 
beneficial effects would also result from the 
selective removal of existing nonnative invasive 
species and restoration of some currently 
developed sites. Cumulative impacts on vegetation 
and soils from alternative 2 in conjunction with 
past, present, and future projects would result in 
long-term, minor to moderate, adverse cumulative 
effects from development and use and long-term 
beneficial cumulative effects from native plant 
community restoration efforts and removal of 
invasive species. 

Wildlife. Wildlife populations and their habitats 
in the developed areas have been altered by past 
human actions. These areas have marginal habitat 
value. The rehabilitation, replacement, or redesign 
of facilities would primarily occur within existing 
areas of concentrated human use and 
development and not in areas of continuous, 
undisturbed habitat. 

Construction of new facilities and road relocation 
on currently undeveloped sites would result in the 
additional loss or alteration of desert shrub 
communities, which provides habitat for species 
such as reptiles, birds, and small mammals. The 
overall development and use footprint of these 
developments would encompass approximately 
7 acres at Cottonwood Cove and 5 acres at 
Katherine Landing. While portions of these new 
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development sites have been impacted to some 
degree by visitor use or administrative roads, most 
of the impact would be new disturbance and 
permanent. 

Excavation, grading, and associated disturbance 
to construct flood control structures would 
permanently impact approximately 9 acres at 
Cottonwood Cove and 12 acres at Katherine 
Landing, although much of this acreage has been 
previously disturbed by existing roads, channels, 
dikes, or other manmade facilities and uses. 
Approximately an additional 13 acres of currently 
undisturbed desert shrub and wash habitat would 
be impacted by a new diversion dike and channel 
system in Ranger Wash, although surface 
restoration and revegetation of most of this 
acreage would occur following construction. 

Loss or fragmentation of habitat from proposed 
ground-disturbing activities and noise and visual 
intrusions associated with construction activity 
would affect wildlife species using these areas for 
foraging, nesting, and shelter and could result in 
direct loss of some individuals during 
construction activities. However, the majority of 
mammals, birds, and reptiles that are currently 
using habitat within or adjacent to these areas 
would be displaced to nearby habitat. Some may 
abandon nests or dens if construction occurred 
during critical phases of their breeding cycles. 
Generalist species like gulls, ravens, and coyotes 
would likely continue to be attracted to, and adapt 
to human habitation. Impacts should be 
minimized by the fact that planned projects would 
likely be implemented throughout multiple years 
and it is unlikely that at any one time, construction 
would be occurring in more than a few areas. 

In addition to disturbance and loss of habitat from 
construction, new and existing facilities would 
accommodate larger numbers of visitors, which 
could increase disturbance to adjacent habitat. 
However, increased visitation is expected to 
primarily occur within the existing developed 
areas, which are currently degraded because of 
high disturbance levels from existing 
developments and human use. In general, wildlife 
would either become accustomed to human 
activity or relocate outside of the developed areas 
because of noise, visual intrusions, or habitat 
alteration. Local increased mortality to lizards and 
small mammals could occur from an increase in 
visitor traffic. 

Mitigation measures developed for minimizing 
impacts on soils and vegetation such as replanting 
areas with native species, pressure washing of 
construction equipment, etc., as described in 
chapter 2 would also aid in minimizing impacts on 
the quality of wildlife habitat. To reduce impacts 
on birds, land clearing, or other surface 
disturbance would be conducted outside the avian 
breeding season or have a qualified biologist 
survey the area prior to clearing. If a migratory 
bird nest were found with nestlings present, 
impacts would be avoided until birds fledge. In 
addition, enhanced interpretive and educational 
facilities and programs are expected to help deter 
visitor caused impacts on wildlife and wildlife 
habitat, such as social trailing, littering, and 
unauthorized collection of small animals. 

Most actions would occur in areas extensively 
disturbed by existing development and associated 
use, and in areas that are typically avoided by most 
wildlife and that have marginal habitat value. 
Alternative 2 would result in temporary or 
permanent loss of approximately 46 acres of 
natural habitat, although the disturbed areas are 
small relative to the desert shrub and wash habitat 
found in the surrounding lands and park-wide. 
Individual projects would also likely be 
implemented periodically throughout multiple 
years and would not occur simultaneously. 
Mitigation measures would minimize damage 
during construction and replant areas as 
appropriate. Therefore, the adverse impact on 
wildlife would be long-term and minor, affecting 
individuals from wildlife populations in local 
areas, but not resulting in loss of population 
viability for these species. 

Some local beneficial effects to wildlife habitat 
would occur as the result of alternative 2. The 
replacement of existing invasive nonnative 
landscaping and exotic shoreline plants with 
native plantings and the restoration of previously 
disturbed sites at Cottonwood Cove, Katherine 
Landing, and Princess Cove would improve local 
wildlife habitat conditions. 

Impacts from in-water work for extension of the 
existing Katherine Landing lunch ramp, 
formalizing and paving the launch at North 
Telephone Cove, and general construction near 
the lakeshore could create increased runoff, 
turbidity, sedimentation, or introduction of 
pollutants (e.g., petroleum products from 
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construction equipment) to nearby aquatic 
environments. Noise and visual disturbances 
during construction could cause fish to move 
from the area of disturbance. Generally, these 
adverse impacts would be short-term and minor 
because of the small areas affected, the disturbing 
activities would be temporary, and mitigation 
measures would be used to minimize potential 
impacts. Lake substrates would be lost within the 
footprint of the in-water structures, although this 
area would be very limited, and impacts would be 
minor. 

Cumulative effects — As described for the no-action 
alternative, there are several actions in and outside 
of the national recreation area that would 
contribute to cumulative effects. These past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
would have short- and long-term, minor to 
moderate adverse impacts on wildlife and wildlife 
habitat because of construction and other 
activities and uses. However, long-term beneficial 
effects would be anticipated as a result of 
implementing the exotic plant management plan 
and fire management plan, both of which seek to 
restore native habitat and control exotic plants. 
Management actions associated with the lake 
management plan would improve water quality 
and the lake’s aquatic habitat through the 
reduction of the amount of waste fuels and human 
wastes in the lake. 

The overall cumulative impact on lands in and 
around the developed areas from past, present, 
and future actions in combination with the 
impacts of alternative 2 would result in a minor to 
moderate, long-term adverse cumulative effect 
from development and use and long-term 
beneficial cumulative effects from wildlife habitat 
restoration efforts and removal of invasive 
species. Alternative 2 would contribute long-term 
minor adverse impacts because of construction 
and expansion of day use and administrative 
areas, and long-term beneficial effects from 
replacement of invasive nonnative landscaping 
and shoreline exotics with native plantings and 
restoration of some currently developed sites. 

Conclusion — Although alternative 2 would 
adversely impact approximately 46 acres of 
natural habitat, most impacts would occur in areas 
extensively disturbed by existing development 
and associated use. The adverse impacts on 
terrestrial wildlife would be long-term and minor, 

affecting individuals from wildlife populations in 
local areas, but not resulting in loss of population 
viability for these species. Impacts from in-water 
work and from construction in or near the 
lakeshore would be short term and minor and 
would not adversely affect fish populations. The 
overall cumulative impact on lands in and around 
the developed areas from past, present, and future 
actions in combination with the impacts of 
alternative 2 would result in a minor to moderate, 
long-term adverse cumulative effect from 
development and use and long-term beneficial 
cumulative effects from wildlife habitat 
restoration efforts and removal of invasive 
species. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status 
Species. There are no known spawning areas or 
nearby rearing ponds for razorback sucker or 
bonytail chub along the shoreline of either 
developed area. No impacts on spawning habitat 
are expected. As noted under the wildlife impact 
topic, impacts from in-water work for extension 
of the existing Katherine Landing lunch ramp, 
formalizing and paving the launch at North 
Arizona Telephone Cove, and general 
construction near the lakeshore could create 
increased runoff, turbidity, or sedimentation of 
Lake Mohave, which is critical habitat for both 
species. Adverse impacts would be short term and 
local because of the small areas affected, the 
disturbing activities would be temporary, and 
mitigation measures would be used to minimize 
potential impacts. Similar temporary impacts from 
increased shoreline recreation are expected to 
continue to occur in areas already heavily used by 
visitors. Loss of substrate within the footprint of 
new in-water structures would occur, although 
the area affected would be limited. These short-
and long-term impacts, may affect, but would not 
be likely to adversely affect razorback sucker, 
bonytail chub, or their critical habitat. 

Potential adverse impacts on the desert tortoises 
and banded Gila monster include temporary or 
permanent loss of suitable habitat from new 
development. Most impacts would occur on 
previously disturbed sites within the developed 
areas that are low quality habitat. Construction of 
new facilities on currently undeveloped sites 
would result in the permanent loss of 
approximately 7 acres at Cottonwood Cove and 
3 acres at Katherine Landing. Construction of 
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flood-control structures would disturb 
approximately 9 acres at Cottonwood Cove and 
12 acres at Katherine Landing, although much of 
these areas have been previously disturbed. 
Approximately 13 additional acres of currently 
undisturbed desert shrub and wash habitat would 
be impacted by a new diversion dike and channel 
system in Ranger Wash, although surface 
restoration and revegetation of most of this 
acreage would occur following construction. 
There would be no disturbance to designated 
critical habitat for the desert tortoise. 

Harassment from increased human activity, noise, 
and ground vibrations from construction or from 
removal to a safe location during construction 
would also likely occur. Desert tortoise and 
possibly Gila monster individuals on the ground 
or in burrows within the construction limits could 
be killed or injured. Eggs could be destroyed. 
Indirect effects related to capture or harassment 
by construction personnel and attraction of 
predators like ravens to the construction area 
because of trash accumulation could also occur. 
Mitigation would reduce the likelihood of these 
impacts while construction is occurring. 

A 2010 programmatic biological opinion issued by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the 
threatened Mohave desert tortoise included 
infrastructure development and maintenance 
potentially associated with the development 
concept plan for Cottonwood Cove. Mitigation 
measures identified as part of the biological 
opinion would be implemented to minimize loss 
and long-term degradation and fragmentation of 
habitat, such as soil compaction, erosion, crushed 
vegetation, or introduction of nonnative invasive 
plants or weeds as a result of project activities. 
Protective measures for tortoise in all new 
construction projects would include pre-
construction surveys, on-site monitoring, and 
removal of tortoises from harm’s way, as well as all 
other measures identified in chapter 2. Any 
additional measures identified during project level 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service would also be implemented. Any Gila 
monsters found within a construction area would 
also be relocated by a qualified biologist. With the 
implementation of mitigation, adverse impacts on 
desert tortoises and banded Gila monsters would 
be minimized. 

Removal of invasive riparian species such as 
tamarisk in Ski Cove as part of the development of 
a picnic area would have minimal effect to riparian 
vegetation that may be used by migrating 
Southwestern willow flycatchers. Tamarisk are 
considered low-quality habitat and replacement 
landscape planting would include native species 
such as willow. Some flycatchers may potentially 
be displaced or avoid the area because increased 
recreational use in this cove may overlap spring 
and fall migration periods. This would affect a 
relatively small area of the shoreline and there are 
other available shoreline riparian areas, typically 
dominated by tamarisk, that provide migratory 
habitat. Consequently, these short-term adverse 
impacts may affect, but would not be likely to 
adversely affect Southwestern willow flycatchers. 

Potential impacts on the Western burrowing owl 
include temporary or permanent loss of suitable 
habitat from new development and, since this is a 
ground-nesting bird, could include disturbance of 
breeding birds. Loss of individual burrowing owls 
including young is possible if construction occurs 
during the breeding season. Prior to construction, 
areas would be surveyed for nesting birds. Any 
nests would be avoided until the young fledge or 
collapsed while unoccupied prior to the nesting 
season. The individual areas impacted would be 
relatively small and the reproductive success of 
individual birds is not expected to be affected. 
Consequently, adverse impacts would include 
potential short-term disturbance from 
construction activities and long term local loss of 
habitat from new development. 

Cumulative effects — As described for the no-action 
alternative, there are several actions in and outside 
of the national recreation area that would 
contribute to cumulative effects. These past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
would have short- and long-term adverse impacts 
on threatened, endangered, and special status 
species because of construction and other 
activities and uses. However, long-term beneficial 
effects would be anticipated as a result of 
implementing the exotic plant management plan, 
fire management plan, and the lake management 
plan that would improve terrestrial and aquatic 
habitat in the park through restoration of native 
plant communities, control of exotic plants, and 
improvement of lake water quality. 
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The overall cumulative impact on lands in and 
around the developed areas from past, present, 
and future actions in combination with the 
impacts of alternative 2 would result in an adverse 
cumulative effect from development and use and 
long-term beneficial cumulative effects from 
wildlife habitat restoration efforts and removal of 
invasive species. Alternative 2 would contribute 
local adverse impacts on desert tortoise, banded 
Gila monster, and burrowing owls because of 
construction and expansion of day use and 
administrative areas, and long-term beneficial 
effects from replacement of invasive nonnative 
landscaping and shoreline exotics with native 
plantings and restoration of some currently 
developed sites. 

Conclusion — Alternative 2 may affect, but would 
not be likely adversely affect the Southwestern 
willow flycatcher, razorback sucker, bonytail 
chub, or their critical habitat. Alternative 2 would 
be likely to adversely affect the desert tortoise, 
banded Gila monster, and Western burrowing 
owls although impacts would be local. Potential 
impacts on the desert tortoise and banded Gila 
monster include temporary or permanent loss of 
suitable habitat from new development and 
incidental harassment and possibly loss of 
individuals from construction activities. There 
would be no disturbance to designated critical 
habitat for the desert tortoise. Potential impacts 
on Western burrowing owls would include short-
term disturbance from construction activities and 
long-term local loss of habitat from new 
development. The overall cumulative impact on 
lands in and around the developed areas from 
past, present, and future actions in combination 
with the impacts of alternative 2 would result in an 
adverse cumulative effect from development and 
use and long-term beneficial cumulative effects 
from wildlife habitat restoration efforts and 
removal of invasive species. 

Floodplains. Alternative 2 would mitigate the 
flood danger to people and facilities at 
Cottonwood and Katherine Washes from 
floodwaters up to the 500-year flood with 
structural protection that includes systems of 
channels and dikes. At Cottonwood Cove, some 
overnight facilities (i.e., National Park Service and 
concessioner housing) would be relocated out of 
the floodplain. Sections of the access roads to 
North and South Telephone Coves would also be 

relocated outside of the floodplains. The early 
warning detection system at Cottonwood Cove 
has been recently upgraded and a similar system 
would be installed in Katherine Wash to provide 
early identification and dissemination of warnings 
of an impending flood in this wash. A flood 
preparedness and evacuation plan would also be 
in effect. Signs would be developed and placed in 
strategic locations identifying flash flood zones 
and directing visitors and staff to move to higher 
ground. 

Moving structures out of the floodplain would 
provide the greatest protection. Structural flood 
protection would be the next best protection 
method, and warning systems would provide the 
least protection. The proposed structural flood 
mitigation measures would protect in place all 
development with overnight occupancy from 
flood inundation up to the 500-year flood. The 
structural protection would also provide 
protection for day-use areas and facilities as well, 
with the exception of the where channeled flood 
waters would empty across parking areas, 
shorelines, and launch ramps into the lake. 
Nonstructural flood mitigation would further 
decrease the flood hazard risk to National Park 
Service and concessioner staff and visitors within 
the primary developed areas. At the North and 
South Telephone Coves, day-use areas would 
have signs to inform visitors of flood hazards and 
evacuation procedures and an evacuation plan 
would be in effect for these areas as well. The 
possibility of injury or loss of life and damage or 
loss of facilities would be substantially reduced 
under this alternative. 

Protecting life and property in the floodplains is 
considered to be a higher priority than restoring 
natural floodplain values of these flash 
floodplains, which are the same qualities that 
endanger life and property. Thus, the natural 
floodplain values in both developed areas, such as 
natural flood flows, sedimentation processes, 
vegetation, or groundwater recharge have been 
and would continue to be highly altered by 
development. Construction of additional flood 
control structures that divert and channel flood 
flows would further alter these values, although 
most of these impacts would be to previously 
disturbed lands. Thus, this alternative would 
contribute minor to moderate additional adverse 
effects on floodplain values. 
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Cumulative effects — The cumulative actions are not 
expected to alter the flood hazard or floodplain 
values in the developed areas. Therefore, there 
would be no cumulative impacts on floodplains. 

Conclusion — Alternative 2 would greatly reduce the 
flood hazard at both developed areas through the 
use of structural and nonstructural protection, 
resulting in a long-term substantial benefit to 
safety for people and property in the floodplains. 
There would be a long-term minor to moderate 
adverse impact on floodplain values because of 
construction of additional flood control 
structures that divert and channel flood flows. 
There would be no cumulative impact on 
floodplains. 

Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Alternative 2 proposes 
numerous actions involving ground disturbance in 
both developed areas and in the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing. Many of these proposed 
actions would take place in areas previously 
disturbed by construction, park operations, and 
visitor use. Reconfiguring traffic circulation 
patterns to reduce traffic congestion, 
consolidating intersections to streamline points of 
access, and increasing and delineating parking 
would most likely take place in previously 
disturbed locations. Providing better pedestrian 
connections through upgrading existing trails and 
constructing new trails and trailheads in the 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing could impact archeological 
resources in undisturbed portions of the 
developed areas. However, recreation area staff 
would inventory these locations prior to ground 
disturbance and the trails would be sited to avoid 
sensitive or significant National Register 
resources. 

At Cottonwood Cove, flash flood mitigation 
measures would generally occur in previously 
disturbed portions of the developed area. 
Upgrading existing diversion dikes, features (e.g., 
deflectors), and channels in the lower 
campground, Lower Access Road Wash, Upper 
Access Road Channel, Dry Boat Storage Channel, 
and the Ranger Wash Diversion would have little 
to no effect on archeological resources. 
Campground restoration proposed for the lower 
campground and surface restoration proposed for 

Lower Access Road Wash would also occur in 
disturbed areas. Constructing new channels or 
extending existing channels could negatively 
impact archeological resources in undisturbed 
areas. 

Under this alternative, the identified archeological 
sites in the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing developed areas would be managed as 
though they were eligible for listing in the 
National Register. Ground-disturbing activities 
would be avoided in these site locations. 

In areas where archeological resources have not 
been inventoried, archeological surveys would be 
conducted to inform site-specific planning and 
design for proposed construction. Newly 
inventoried archeological resources would be 
evaluated for National Register significance. In 
both developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing, National Register eligible or 
listed archeological resources would be avoided to 
the greatest extent possible. Because National 
Register eligible or listed archeological resources 
would be avoided to the greatest extent possible, 
any adverse impacts would be absent or negligible, 
permanent, and confined to the area of 
disturbance. If National Register eligible or listed 
archeological resources could not be avoided, an 
appropriate mitigation strategy would be 
developed in consultation with the state historic 
preservation officer(s), advisory council (as 
needed), and associated American Indian tribes. 

Cumulative impacts — Past development and land-
use patterns within Cottonwood Cove and the 
surrounding region have damaged/destroyed both 
prehistoric and historic archeological resources. 
Similarly, development in the Laughlin, Nevada, 
and Bullhead City, Arizona, area, outside of 
Katherine Landing, has negatively impacted 
archeological resources within the region. Sites 
also have been damaged by illegal pot hunting, 
off-road vehicle traffic, development of approved 
backcountry roads, burro trampling, power line 
corridors, and cell phone / communication 
towers. The proposed changes to update the 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
developed areas potentially could negatively 
impact archeological resources. However, given 
the level of development, the likelihood of this is 
minimal. These past, present, and foreseeable 
future activities and development have and could 
result in direct and indirect, long term/permanent, 
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minor to major adverse impacts on archeological 
resources locally and regionally. 

Many prehistoric and historic sites have been 
inundated by the impoundment of Lake Mohave 
and have been subject to natural and motorized 
equipment-related water movement, 
sedimentation, and changing lake levels. These 
past, present, and foreseeable actions in and 
around the developed areas have resulted in 
direct, minor to major, long term/permanent, 
local and regional, adverse impacts on 
archeological resources. 

In addition, some recreation area plans could 
result in adverse effects on archeological 
resources. Plant removal and revegetation carried 
out under the exotic plan management plan could 
adversely affect archeological resources if 
avoidance were not possible. Prescribed burns 
called for in the fire management plan could 
damage or destroy surface artifacts. Prior to any of 
these potentially ground-disturbing activities, the 
area(s) of potential effect would be surveyed and 
assessed for National Register significance (if not 
evaluated). Resources listed or eligible for listing 
would be avoided to the greatest extent possible. 

Projects outside of the recreation area also could 
adversely affect archeological resources. The 
proposed Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC. project 
would entail the construction of an access road, 
overhead transmission line, two electrical 
substations, a switchyard, and an 
operations/maintenance building in addition to 
the wind turbines. If avoidance were not possible, 
there could be negative impacts on archeological 
resources. These past, present, and future 
activities and development could result in direct 
and indirect, long term/permanent, minor to 
major adverse impacts on local archeological 
resources. 

As described above, implementation of 
alternative 2 would result in no or negligible 
adverse effects in the area of disturbance on 
archeological resources because sensitive 
resources would be avoided to the greatest extent 
possible. These impacts, in combination with the 
minor to major, permanent, adverse impacts of 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions would result in a permanent, 
moderate to major, adverse cumulative effect. The 
adverse effects of alternative 2, however, would 

potentially be an extremely small component of 
the adverse cumulative impact because sensitive 
resources would be avoided whenever possible. 

Conclusion — Under alternative 2, ground-
disturbing activities would be sited away from 
known National Register eligible archeological 
resources and would be avoided to the greatest 
extent possible resulting in no negligible, local 
adverse impacts. Cumulative impacts would be 
indirect and direct, long-term/permanent, minor 
to major, and adverse; NPS contributions would 
be potentially extremely small. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5, Assessment of Adverse 
Effects), the National Park Service concludes that 
the actions under the alternative 2 for both 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing would have no adverse effect 
on archeological resources because adverse 
impacts on resources listed or eligible for listing in 
the National Register would be avoided. 

Historic Structures. Under alternative 2, the 
proposed actions would have a range of impacts 
spanning from beneficial to adverse. At 
Cottonwood Cove, enhancing the campground 
amphitheater by rehabilitating the benches and 
adding landscaping would be a direct, long-term, 
beneficial impact for that portion of the 
campground because the structure’s function and 
appearance would be improved. For both 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing, the construction of new 
housing and building construction, relocated 
picnic areas and beach accesses, new parking 
areas, new trails, and new or upgrades to 
spur/access roads would have no adverse impacts 
on historic structures because these actions would 
be sited to avoid affecting structures. In both 
developed areas, the campgrounds would be 
retained with minimal changes (modified only for 
ADA compliance), which would result in no 
adverse to negligible adverse impacts on the 
campgrounds. 

The proposed changes to the marinas (circulation, 
access, and parking) and pedestrian connections 
for both developed areas and the coves adjacent 
to Katherine Landing would have no effect on 
historic structures because they would not entail 
alterations to historic structures. The proposed 

136 



 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

flood mitigation measure for Cottonwood Cove, 
likewise, would have no effect on historic 
structures for the same reason. The installation of 
the early warning detection system in both 
developed areas also would have no effect on 
historic structures. The use of sustainable design 
and character would be employed in ways that 
would be sympathetic to the existing architecture 
and would be employed in accordance to the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties. This would result 
in no adverse effects because architectural 
features contributing to the significance of these 
structures would not be altered. 

Some of the proposed actions could have adverse 
effects on historic structures. At Katherine 
Landing, expanding the restaurant and store, and 
removing the current ranger station and the 
amphitheater could have negative impacts. 
However, the National Register significance of 
these structures has not been assessed. Prior to 
any construction or remodeling, these structures 
would be evaluated for National Register 
significance. If any were found to be significant, 
implementation plans would be developed to 
avoid altering features contributing to the 
significance and integrity of the structures to the 
greatest extent possible and in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties. This would result 
in long-term, direct, local, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts on significant historic structures. 
If alterations to National Register eligible 
structures could not be avoided, an appropriate 
mitigation strategy would be developed in 
consultation with the state historic preservation 
officer(s) and advisory council (as needed). 

Other actions would have adverse impacts that 
could range from minor to major in intensity. At 
Cottonwood Cove, the following structures are 
contributing elements to the Cottonwood Cove 
Developed Area Historic District:1F

2 

2 The Cottonwood Cove Historic District determination of 
eligibility identifies the Concessionaire Public Use Area (which 
includes the concessioner store, restaurant, motel, boat launch 
area/marina, and trailer village) as contributing to the historic 
district, and then states that the store, restaurant, motel, boat 
launch area/marina, and trailer village “will be noncontributing 
resources; however, they do not compromise the integrity of 
the area since they fulfill the intent of the Mission 66 plan for 
the area.” This apparent contradiction needs clarification. 

• NPS residences (201–203) 

• ranger station 

• campgrounds 

• concessioner store 

• restaurant 

• motel 

• boat launch area/marina 

• trailer village 

• utility building 

• fire station 

• access road 

Converting the current ranger station to a 
campground office and expanding the motel, 
restaurant, dry storage, and marina have the 
potential for adversely impacting architectural 
features contributing to the significance of these 
structures. However, through sympathetic 
architectural design, the proposed 
expansions/remodeling could complement the 
original Mission 66 design and, with the exception 
of the ranger station, the structures’ original 
Mission 66 functions would continue. This could 
result in long-term, negligible to minor, direct, 
local, adverse impacts on these structures.  

In contrast, removing the current NPS housing, 
fire station, and maintenance utility building 
would result in local, permanent, direct, major, 
adverse impacts on these structures because the 
architectural features contributing to their 
significance would be destroyed. Recreation area 
staff would consult with the appropriate state 
historic preservation officer, advisory council, and 
representatives from the NPS Pacific West 
Region’s Historic American Building Survey / 
Historic American Engineering Record / Historic 
American Landscape Survey (HABS / HAER / 
HALS) to determine the appropriate 
documentation/mitigation strategy needed to 
reduce the intensity of adverse impacts on 
structures being removed. To an extent, the 
Cottonwood Cove Historic American Landscape 
Survey would serve to reduce the intensity of 
adverse impacts through documenting the 
structures as contributing elements of the cultural 
landscape. 
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At Katherine Landing, the duplex and single 
family residence and an amphitheater are extant 
Mission 66 features (NPS 2007). Although historic 
structures in the developed area have not been 
formally assessed for National Register 
significance, portions of the developed area have 
been proposed as contributing properties in in a 
draft multiple-property Mission 66 National 
Register nomination (NPS 2007). The proposed 
removal of the campground amphitheater would 
be a direct, permanent, major adverse effect to a 
historic structure potentially eligible for listing in 
the National Register. Should they be determined 
eligible, the residences and amphitheater should 
be evaluated for National Register significance. If 
found to be significant, the park staff would 
consult with regional HABS / HAER / HALS staff, 
advisory council (as needed), and the Arizona 
state historic preservation office to determine the 
appropriate level of documentation/mitigation 
strategy needed to reduce the intensity of adverse 
impacts. 

Other historic structures in the developed areas, 
such as the Quartette Mine Railroad Grade at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Mine Historic 
District at Katherine Landing, would not be 
affected by any of the actions proposed under 
alternative 2. 

Cumulative impacts — Cumulative impacts on 
historic structures within and around both 
developed areas would be similar to those 
affecting archeological resources. Regional 
development and land-use practices have 
damaged or destroyed mining and other historic 
structures outside the recreation area. Many 
historic structures located along the original river 
banks of the Colorado River (e.g., the Klondike 
Mill and Aerial Ferry) are inundated and are 
subject to water movement, changing lake levels, 
sedimentation, and impacts from recreation use. 

As described above, implementation of 
alternative 2 would result in some beneficial to 
minor adverse impacts on some historic 
structures, but it also would result in major, 
permanent, adverse impacts on some of the 
structures in the Cottonwood Cove developed 
area. Proposed changes to or removal of historic 
structures at Katherine Landing could have 
adverse impacts should any be determined eligible 
for listing in the National Register. These impacts, 
in combination with the minor to major, 

permanent, adverse impacts of other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions would 
result in a direct, permanent, moderate to major, 
adverse cumulative impacts on historic structures 
within the developed areas and region. The NPS 
contribution to these adverse impacts would be 
substantive because this alternative calls for the 
removal of structures contributing to a property 
determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register at Cottonwood Cove and structures 
potentially eligible at Katherine Landing. 

Conclusions — Under alternative 2, structures 
contributing to the historic district (Cottonwood 
Cove) and structures potentially eligible for listing 
in the National Register (Katherine Landing) 
would be removed or altered/remodeled; resulting 
in permanent, direct, local, major adverse impacts 
on significant and potentially significant historic 
structures. Cumulative impacts would be direct, 
regional, long term/permanent, moderate to 
major, and adverse; NPS contributions would be 
substantial. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation’s criteria of 
adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5), the National 
Park Service concludes that the actions under the 
alternative 2 would have adverse effects on historic 
structures in the Cottonwood Cove developed 
area and possibly the Katherine Landing 
developed area. Although the intensities of 
negative impacts could be reduced through 
mitigation under NEPA compliance, they would 
remain adverse under Section 106. 

Cultural Landscapes. Under alternative 2, the 
proposed actions also would have a range of 
impacts cultural landscape features spanning from 
beneficial to adverse. At Cottonwood Cove, 
enhancements to the campground amphitheater 
would be a direct, long-term, beneficial impact 
because this contributing feature would be 
upgraded. In both developed areas, the 
campgrounds would be retained with minimal 
changes (ADA compliance), which would result in 
no adverse effect or long-term, direct, local to 
negligible, adverse impacts on the campgrounds. 

Expanding the marina to 484 slips would slightly 
change the appearance of the marina, but would 
not impact the intended function of this portion 
of the developed area. This would be a long-term, 
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local, direct, and negligible impact on the 
Mission 66 landscapes. 

For both developed areas, new housing, building 
construction/remodeling, and new parking areas 
would add new architectural elements that would 
intrude on the landscapes’ original viewsheds and 
functions. Relocating picnic areas, beach accesses, 
amphitheater (Katherine Landing), and 
maintenance/fire facilities and removing 
structures that are contributing landscape 
elements would remove landscape fundamental 
components and functions. Converting the ranger 
station to a campground office (Cottonwood 
Cove) and restructuring the trailer villages into 
short-term recreational vehicle campsites 
(Katherine Landing) would also alter the function 
of landscape components. Constructing new 
trails, reconfiguring traffic circulation, and 
constructing new or upgrading spur/access roads 
would alter the landscapes’ designed circulation. 
These proposed actions would better serve 
visitors and improve safety. But from the 
perspective of the Mission 66 landscapes, these 
actions would have direct and indirect, local, 
moderate to major, long-term/permanent, adverse 
impacts on Cottonwood Cove and potentially at 
Katherine Landing. 

Prior to implementing these actions, recreation 
area staff would consult with the appropriate state 
historic preservation officer, advisory council, and 
representatives from the NPS Pacific West 
Region’s HABS / HAER / HALS staff to determine 
the appropriate level documentation/mitigation 
strategy needed to reduce the intensity of impacts 
on landscape features, and formalize that decision 
through a memorandum of understanding among 
the consulting parties. The mitigation strategy 
would be implemented prior to the new 
construction or structure removal. Collectively, 
the proposed actions would resulting in long-
term, direct moderate to major adverse impacts on 
the determined eligible Mission 66 landscape at 
Cottonwood and the potentially eligible 
(undetermined) landscape at Katherine Landing. 
To an extent, the Cottonwood Cove Historic 
American Landscape Survey would serve to 
reduce the intensity of adverse impacts through 
documenting the contributing elements of the 
cultural landscape (NPS 2010b). 

Cumulative impacts — Past, present, and foreseeable 
regional development and land-use practices 

outside of the developed areas will have little to 
no effect on the cultural landscapes. Past, present, 
and foreseeable future development outside 
Cottonwood Cove (Searchlight and the proposed 
Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC. project) lies well 
outside the boundaries of the developed area. In 
the Katherine Landing area, Laughlin/Bullhead 
City are encroaching the recreation area and 
could adversely impact the viewshed of the outer 
boundaries of the developed area. However, this 
would have little to no effect on the main core of 
the landscape. Because development would not 
impact the two developed areas, there would be 
no cumulative impacts on cultural landscapes 
under alternative 2. 

Conclusions — Under alternative 2, Landscape 
components contributing to a determined eligible 
cultural landscape (Cottonwood Cove) and 
components potentially National Register eligible 
(Katherine Landing) would be removed, altered 
or remodeled, and/or visually impacted, resulting 
in in permanent, long-term, local, direct, 
moderate to major adverse impacts. There would 
be no cumulative effect. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5), the National Park 
Service concludes that the actions under the 
alternative 2 would have adverse effect on cultural 
landscape in the Cottonwood Cove developed 
area and possibly the Katherine Landing 
developed area. Although the intensities of 
negative impacts would be reduced through 
mitigation under NEPA compliance, they would 
remain adverse effect under Section 106. 

Ethnographic Resources. Ethnographic 
resources are often one in the same as 
archeological resources. Therefore, threats and 
impacts on these resources would be comparable. 
Moreover, the types of resources would generally 
be the same for both developed areas. Under 
alternative 2, the potential for negatively 
impacting ethnographic resources would be 
minimal. Any identified ethnographic resources in 
the developed areas would be managed as though 
they were eligible for listing in the National 
Register. Ground-disturbing activities and other 
proposed actions would be avoided in the 
locations of these sites to the greatest extent 
possible. 
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Many of the actions proposed under alternative 2 
would have little to no effect on ethnographic 
resources. Expanding the marinas at both 
developed areas would have an extremely remote 
potential for disturbing resources not already 
disturbed. Similarly, reconfiguring traffic 
circulation patterns to reduce congestions, 
consolidating intersections to streamline points of 
access, increasing and delineating parking, and 
most flashflood mitigation measures would most 
likely take place in previously disturbed locations. 
Providing better pedestrian connection s through 
upgrading existing trails and constructing new 
trails and trailheads in the developed areas and the 
coves adjacent to Katherine Landing could impact 
ethnographic resources in undisturbed portions 
of the developed areas. However, recreation area 
staff would inventory these locations prior to 
ground disturbance and the trails would be sited 
to avoid sensitive or National Register significant 
resources. Overall, these actions would have no 
effect or negligible, local, direct, and adverse 
effect because undisturbed resources would not 
be present or would be avoided. 

In addition, ethnographic resources potentially 
existing in undisturbed areas outside the 
developed areas and coves adjacent to Katherine 
Landings would be inventoried (in conjunction 
with archeological resources), and assessed for 
National Register significance in consultation with 
the appropriate state historic preservation officer, 
tribal preservation officer, and/or culturally 
associated tribes. Ground-disturbing activities 
would be sited away from sensitive resources to 
the greatest extent possible. This would result in 
no or negligible adverse impacts on the areas of 
disturbance. 

Cumulative impacts — Past development and land-
use patterns have damaged or destroyed 
ethnographic resources within the developed 
areas and surrounding region. Ethnographic 
resources that have been inundated by the 
impoundment of Lake Mohave have and would 
continue to be subjected to impacts from water 
movement, changing lake levels, sedimentation, 
and recreation. These past actions have resulted in 
direct, minor to major, long-term/permanent, 
local and regional, adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources. 

In addition, actions called for in park plans such 
as the exotic plant management plan and fire 

management plan could have adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources if avoidance were not an 
option. These impacts have been and would 
continue to be direct, long-term/permanent, 
minor to major, and adverse. 

Future projects outside of the recreation area 
could also adversely affect ethnographic 
resources. The proposed Searchlight Wind 
Energy, LLC. project would entail the 
construction of the wind farm infrastructure and 
the wind turbines. Again, if avoidance were not 
possible, there could be negative impacts in the 
form of visual and physical intrusions on 
ethnographic resources. These present and future 
activities and development could result in direct 
and indirect, long-term/permanent, minor to 
major, adverse impacts on ethnographic resources 
locally and regionally. 

As described above, implementation of 
alternative 2 would result in no or negligible 
permanent, adverse effects to ethnographic 
resources because sensitive resources would be 
avoided to the greatest extent possible. These 
impacts, in combination with the minor to major, 
permanent, adverse impacts of other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions would 
result in a permanent, moderate adverse 
cumulative effect. The adverse effects of 
alternative 2, however, would be a small 
component of the adverse cumulative impact. 

Conclusion — Under alternative 2, ground-
disturbing activities would be sited away from 
National Register eligible ethnographic resources 
resulting in no or negligible, local, adverse 
impacts. Cumulative impacts would be regional, 
permanent, direct, minor to major, and adverse; 
NPS contributions would be minimal. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5), the National Park 
Service concludes that the actions under the 
alternative 2 would have a no adverse effect on 
ethnographic resources because the National Park 
Service would avoid damaging these resources. 

Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety 

Under alternative 2, various renovations and 
expansions would take place to facilities at both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. 
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At Cottonwood Cove, a second story would be 
added to the existing motel, thereby doubling the 
capacity of visitors. The number of marina slips 
would also be increased by almost 40% from 
current capacity. To better accommodate this 
increase, alternative 2 would improve access, 
circulation, and parking. The main access road 
east of the existing ranger station would be 
widened, adding a new launch/ready lane to 
reduce congestion at the launch point and 
expedite visitor access to the lake, therefore, also 
reducing conflicts and frustration among visitors. 
In addition, new pedestrian connections to areas 
of interest — such as along the shoreline, to and 
from remote parking areas, and to both visitor 
service and remote beach areas — would increase 
convenience for visitors. It would also provide 
better access to less-frequented areas, which 
would distribute visitor use and further reduce 
crowding. Parking capacity would be increased in 
lower Cottonwood Wash to support the 
expansions and benefit visitors. 

Additional measures that would be undertaken to 
provide for increased visitation include expansion 
the dry storage area and of the restaurant located 
at the marina. These changes would result in 
moderate to major, long-term, and beneficial 
impacts on visitor experience. 

Other improvements to visitor experience at 
Cottonwood Cove would include a new 
visitor/ranger contact station near the launch site 
that disseminates important safety information to 
visitors. Orientation and interpretation services 
would also be added at the existing ranger station, 
and the amphitheater would be enhanced for use 
by potential interpretive programs. Because of the 
relatively small number of visitors who participate 
in interpretive programs, this would result in 
minor, long-term, and beneficial impacts on 
visitor experience and safety. 

At Katherine Landing, the number of marina slips 
would not be increased, and the motel would be 
renovated but not expanded. The campground 
would also be rehabilitated but not expanded, in 
this case to accommodate ADA campsites. The 
only action that would increase overnight lodging 
capacity would be the addition of 22 new short-
term RV sites, which would not result in a 
considerable intensification of crowding. In fact, 
the doubling of convenience store and restaurant 
capacity would reduce the sense of crowding felt 

by visitors at Katherine Landing, as would the 
extension of the courtesy dock and the low-water 
launch ramp. Overall, these actions would result 
in minor, long-term, and beneficial impacts on 
visitor experience. 

The creation of the new short-term RV sites 
would be part of a gradual conversion of the long-
term trailer village into solely short-term use. This 
would result in a corresponding shift in 
demographics as long-term users are replaced by 
visitors staying for shorter timeframes. This 
gradual elimination of the trailer village and 
corresponding upgrades to the accommodations 
would provide more variety and increased 
opportunities of overnight accommodations 
available to all visitors. The result would be 
moderate, long-term beneficial impacts on visitor 
experience. 

Alternative 2 would also institute various changes 
to the parking situation at Katherine Landing. 
Overall, parking would be better organized and 
delineated. Although parking capacity would not 
be increased, parking lots would be relocated 
closer to the lakeshore for the convenience of 
visitors. Access and circulation would be slightly 
modified in the vicinity of Cabinsite Road. These 
actions would result in moderate, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitor experience. 

Just as at Cottonwood Cove, this alternative 
would also create a new ranger / visitor contact 
station near the launch site. In addition visitors 
would see more wayside signs, which would 
replace the existing ranger station and would be 
placed at the Cabinsite Road junction as well. 
These actions would result in minor, long-term, 
and beneficial impacts on visitor experience and 
safety. 

Unlike at Cottonwood Cove, the existing picnic 
area at Katherine Landing would be removed 
entirely and water access at that site would be 
discouraged. This would result in moderate, 
short-term, and adverse impacts on visitor 
experience until visitors readjusted their use 
patterns to other areas. 

Visitor safety would be addressed at Cottonwood 
Cove with the relocation of the no-boat area to Ski 
Cove. By moving this area, highly used by 
swimmers, away from its current location near the 
boat launch at Cottonwood Cove, user group 
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conflicts would be reduced and the safety of 
swimmers would be improved, resulting in 
moderate, long-term, and beneficial impacts on 
visitor experience and safety. The motel 
experience, however, would be affected by 
moderate, long-term, and adverse impacts 
because of the loss of the no-boat area directly 
adjacent to the facility. 

Since relocation of the no-boat area would shift 
many visitors to the new area, the picnic area 
would also be relocated to Ski Cove. New paved 
access would be constructed on a spur road to the 
Ski Cove area and a new parking area would be 
added to accommodate this increase in visitation, 
although the parking lot would likely not be close 
by and visitors may be required to walk a 
considerable distance to reach Ski Cove from their 
cars. In addition, more shelters, tables, and grills 
would be placed at the picnic area for use by 
visitors. This would result in moderate, long-term, 
beneficial, and adverse impacts on visitor 
experience. 

Cumulative Impacts. There are several 
reasonably foreseeable projects, separate from 
these plans, that could further impact visitor 
experience at Lake Mohave. 

One proposal that would affect the visitor 
experience is the reconstruction of the Katherine 
Landing access road beginning at its intersection 
with the Davis Dam Highway and continuing to 
the boat launch ramp. Because of high visitation 
levels at Katherine Landing, this road is subject to 
heavy traffic volumes and in its current state is 
narrow and poorly paved, with inadequate 
drainage. Each of these problems, with the 
exception of traffic volume, would be corrected 
under the proposed reconstruction. Combined 
with the improved parking situation and the 
extension of the courtesy dock and launch ramp, 
this would result in major, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitor experience and 
safety. 

The wireless telecommunication facilities plan 
identified Cottonwood Cove as a suitable site for 
the construction of a new cellular tower in the 
future. Improved communications within the 
coverage area would directly benefit those who 
choose to use this technology while in the 
recreation area. Moreover, some visitors may be 

more content and have peace of mind knowing 
that they can use a cell phone to contact help in 
case of emergency, especially in remote areas that 
receive less visitation. Construction of cellular 
towers would provide moderate, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on safety resulting from 
improved communication services and increased 
emergency response time. Effects to visitor 
experience would be minor, long-term, and could 
be either beneficial or adverse, depending on the 
visitor’s views on the technology and its suitability 
to national parks. 

Another potential development that may affect 
visitors to the Cottonwood Cove area is the 
proposed installation of up to 161 wind turbine 
generators in the area between the community of 
Searchlight (where the Cottonwood Cove access 
road begins) and the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area. This development would have a 
moderate, long-term, and adverse impact on the 
viewshed experienced by visitors entering the 
park via Cottonwood Cove. 

The Cottonwood Cove marina is also authorized 
to expand from approximately 300 slips to 
484 slips, per the lake management plan. This 
increase, if undertaken, would most likely increase 
visitation because of the increased capacity. The 
changes proposed under this alternative 
accommodate an increase in visitation, therefore, 
the result would be moderate, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitors. 

The construction activities and related effects 
involved with these improvements would have 
minor to moderate, short-term, and adverse 
impacts on visitor experience. When combined 
with the impacts of alternative 2, however, the 
overall experience of visitors to developed areas 
would have moderate, long-term, beneficial 
impacts. 

Conclusion. Overall, the implementation of 
alternative 2 would result in minor to moderate, 
long-term, and beneficial impacts on visitor 
experience. There are some additional minor to 
moderate, short-term, and adverse impacts on 
visitor experience caused by construction 
activities associated with this alternative. 
Cumulative impacts on the overall experience of 
visitors to developed areas would have moderate, 
long-term, and beneficial. 
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Socioeconomic Environment 

Impacts on the socioeconomic environment, 
including the commercial operators in the 
recreation area and nearby communities were 
considered. Impacts are partly based on estimates 
in the “Revised Alternatives Analysis” for both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
(Dornbusch 2011a, 2011b). The following impact 
topics were developed to analyze impacts in 
alternatives 2 and 3. 

Construction-related Economic Impacts. These 
impacts on site-specific, local, and regional 
economic output and employment resulting from 
construction projects associated with each 
alternative. It is assumed that construction in each 
alternative occurs over an initial 2- to 3-year 
period. 

Cottonwood Cove — Alternative 2 involves several 
changes to the concession operation at 
Cottonwood Cove. The marina would be 
expanded to 484 slips, and the dry storage area 
would be expanded to 500 spaces. A second story 
would be added to the waterfront motel, and it 
would double in size to 50 rooms. The restaurant 
would double in size and the fuel pumps would be 
relocated near the ranger station. The 
concessioner’s maintenance area would be 
expanded, and concession housing would be 
expanded in the high bluff area. There would be 
no changes to the trailer village, short-term RV 
park, or the NPS campgrounds under this 
alternative. 

Class C construction cost estimates for these 
changes to the concession total $8 million in 2013 
dollars (Dornbusch 2011a). The expansion of the 
marina ($3 million) and the motel ($2.9 million) 
are the two largest projects. 

Given the large capital investment required to 
complete all of the proposed construction and 
development projects under alternative 2, a typical 
10-year concession contract may not be 
financially feasible for a concessioner. Options 
such as longer contract terms or phasing in 
elements of alternative 2 over time may be 
necessary to ensure financial feasibility for a 
concessioner operating these services. 

The $8 million in construction spending proposed 
for Cottonwood Cove is projected to generate a 

total of $10.2 million in direct and indirect value 
added to the local economy in the short term. An 
estimated 27.5 full-time equivalent jobs and 
$2.7 million in labor income will be generated by 
construction in the short term (estimated to be a 
3-year period). 

Katherine Landing — Alternative 2 involves several 
changes to the concession operation at Katherine 
Landing. The marina docks would be replaced 
and the marina would be reconfigured to 
accommodate a greater proportion of large 
(longer than 30 ft) slips. The motel would be 
renovated and a pool would be added. The short-
term RV park would be expanded into the trailer 
village area, and the trailer village would gradually 
be removed over time. The convenience store and 
the restaurant would both be expanded, doubling 
their capacity. Concession housing would be 
replaced with permanent structures in the area 
near the concession maintenance facility. There 
would be no changes to the NPS campgrounds or 
the concessioner’s maintenance area under 
alternative 2. 

Class C construction cost estimates for these 
changes to the concession total $12.3 million in 
2013 dollars (Dornbusch 2011b). The replacement 
and reconfiguration of the marina ($7.2 million), 
the expansion of the short-term RV park 
($2 million) and upgrades to employee housing 
($1.2 million) are the largest projects. 

Given the large capital investment required to 
complete all of the proposed construction and 
development projects under alternative 2, a typical 
10-year concession contract may not be 
financially feasible for a concessioner. Options 
such as longer contract terms or phasing in 
elements of alternative 2 over time may be 
necessary to ensure financial feasibility for a 
concessioner operating these services. 

The $12.3 million in construction spending is 
projected to generate a total of $15.7 million in 
direct and indirect value added to the local 
economy in the short term. An estimated 42.3 jobs 
and $4.2 million in labor income will be generated 
by construction in the short term (estimated to be 
a 3-year period). See table 14 for more 
information on the construction-related 
economic impacts of alternative 2. 
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TABLE 14. CONSTRUCTION-RELATED  
ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 

 
Cottonwood 

Cove 
Katherine 
Landing 

Construction 
Spending $8,000,000 $12,300,000 

Construction Value 
Added $10,240,000 $15,744,000 

Construction Jobs 27.5 42.3 

Construction Labor 
Income $2,722,000 $4,185,000 

 
Overall, the impact of construction at both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing is 
projected to be local, minor, short-term, and 
beneficial. 

Visitor Spending-related Economic Impacts. 
These impacts on site-specific, local, and regional 
economic output and employment resulting from 
changes to visitor spending associated with each 
alternative. New or modified concession services 
would include changes to marinas, lodging 
options, and other commercial services including 
food and beverage and retail sales. 

Cottonwood Cove — Based on current occupancy 
rates and estimates of unmet demand, the 
expanded marina is projected to increase slip 
rental revenue by $275,000 in 2013, and the 
expanded motel is projected to increase room 
revenue by $308,000. The increased number of 
boats in the marina and guests staying at the hotel 
will lead to increased retail and food and beverage 
revenues. Gift shop/convenience store revenue is 
projected to increase by $559,000 and restaurant 
revenue is projected to increase by $184,000. Dry 
storage revenue is also projected to increase by 
$59,000 in 2013, bringing the total projected 
increase in revenue in 2013 to approximately 
$1.4 million (Dornbusch 2011a). 

After subtracting additional expenses associated 
with these service expansions, annual concession 
profit is projected to increase by approximately 
$200,000 annually. 

The $1.4 million annual increase in visitor 
spending (revenue) at Cottonwood Cove is 
projected to generate $2.1 million in direct and 
indirect value added to the local economy 
annually. This spending is projected to support 
12.7 additional full-time jobs for the concessioner 
and generate $407,000 annually in labor income. 

The indirect spending effects are projected to 
support 6.1 additional jobs in the local economy 
and generate an additional $195,000 in labor 
income. 

Katherine Landing — Based on current slip 
occupancy rates and estimates of unmet demand, 
the reconfigured marina is projected to increase 
slip rental revenue by $501,000 in 2013 dollars. 
The renovated motel is projected to increase 
revenue by $34,000. Expansion of the short-term 
RV park and the removal of 10% of the existing 
trailer village units will result in a net reduction of 
RV/trailer village revenue of $22,000. The 
expansion of the retail store is projected to 
increase revenue by $148,000, and the expansion 
of the restaurant is projected to increase revenue 
by $46,000. The total projected increase in 
revenue is $706,000 in 2013 dollars (Dornbusch 
2011b). 

After subtracting additional expenses associated 
with these changes in services, annual concession 
profit is projected to increase by approximately 
$200,000 annually. 

The $706,000 annual increase in visitor spending 
(revenue) at Katherine Landing is projected to 
generate $1 million in direct and indirect value 
added to the local economy annually. This 
spending is projected to support 6.4 additional 
full-time jobs for the concessioner and generate 
$205,000 annually in labor income. The indirect 
spending effects are projected to support 3.1 
additional jobs in the local economy and generate 
an additional $99,000 in labor income. See table 15 
for more information on visitor spending-related 
economic impacts of alternative 2. 

TABLE 15. VISITOR SPENDING-RELATED  
ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 

  
Cottonwood 

Cove 
Katherine 
Landing 

Increased Revenue $1,400,000 $706,000 

Visitor Spending 
Value Added $2,072,000 $1,044,880 

New Concession 
Jobs 12.7 6.4 

Concession Labor 
Income $407,000 $205,000 

Indirect Jobs 6.1 3.1 

Indirect Labor 
Income $195,000 $99,000 
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Overall, the impact of increased visitor spending 
at both Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
is projected to be local, negligible, long-term, and 
beneficial. 

Impacts on Other Park Concessions and Local 
Businesses. These impacts on other marina 
concessioners were considered, but because of the 
long distances between marinas in the area, these 
impacts are expected to be minor. Impacts on 
lodging and retail establishments in nearby 
communities were also considered. 

The expanded motel at Cottonwood Cove could 
slightly reduce demand for motel style lodging in 
Searchlight and Cal-Nev-Ari. The expansion of 
the Cottonwood Cove marina would increase 
traffic through Searchlight and have a minor, 
beneficial impact on lodging, retail sales, and fuel 
sales in that community. 

The expansion of the Cottonwood Cove marina 
and the reconfiguration of the Katherine Landing 
marina could shift some demand between both 
concessions, but the net effect would be 
negligible. Given the distance between these 
marinas and other similar concessions within 
recreation area, the impact on other concession 
operations will be negligible. 

Overall, the impact of alternative 2 on other park 
concessions and local businesses is projected to be 
local, minor, long-term, and beneficial. 

Cumulative Impacts. Growth in the surrounding 
communities and region is expected to support 
continued economic growth and increased 
visitation to the recreation area. Impacts from 

these actions in conjunction with alternative 2 
would result in primarily beneficial but 
imperceptible effects on the Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing concessions and the 
economy of nearby communities and the region. 

Conclusion. Construction and increased visitor 
spending would result in minor, short- and long-
term, beneficial impacts for concession-operated 
facilities. Effects on local communities and the 
region would be beneficial, but negligible to minor 
because the park is a small part of the overall 
regional economy. 

Impacts associated with spending and 
employment shifts would be expected to occur 
over the duration of concession contracts, the 
length of which would be 10 years with the 
potential for contract extensions or renewals. 
Short-term impacts would include construction 
spending, which would occur over an estimated 
2 to 3 years. See table 16 for a summary of 
socioeconomic impacts of alternative 2. 
Cumulative impacts would be beneficial, but 
generally imperceptible. 

Park Operations 

Cottonwood Cove. The marina and motel 
expansion at Cottonwood Cove would increase 
visitation to the area, impacting interpretive, 
maintenance, law enforcement and natural 
resources staff. While the concessioner would be 
responsible for the construction of the motel 
addition and the expansion of the marina, 
recreation area maintenance staff would monitor 
these projects. 

TABLE 16. SUMMARY OF SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 2 

 Construction Visitor Spending 
Population,  

Housing, and Equity 
Concessions and 
Local Businesses 

Cottonwood Cove 

Impact Type Beneficial Beneficial Neutral Beneficial 

Impact Context  Local Local Local Local 

Impact Intensity Minor Negligible Negligible Minor 

Impact Duration Short Term Long Term Long Term Long Term 

Cumulative Impact Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible 

Katherine Landing 

Impact Type Beneficial Beneficial Neutral Beneficial 

Impact Context  Local Local Local Local 

Impact Intensity Minor Negligible Negligible Minor 

Impact Duration Short Term Long Term Long Term Long Term 

Cumulative Impact Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible 
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NPS construction projects at Cottonwood Cove 
under alternative 2 would include 9,300 linear feet 
(lf) of concrete channels for flood control, as well 
as low-flow road crossings and road realignment. 
Additional road improvements would be made to 
reconfigure circulation throughout the area. The 
main access road would be widened to include a 
new launch/ready lane. A new paved spur road 
would be created to the Ski Cove area. Parking 
capacity would be increased by a total of 392 
spaces, and parking would be better organized 
and delineated throughout Cottonwood Cove. 
New picnic areas would be developed in Ski Cove, 
and new trails would be developed to areas of 
interest. A new visitor contact/ranger station 
would be built near the launch ramp. 
Campground restrooms would be rehabilitated, 
and the NPS housing and maintenance areas 
would be relocated. All of these construction and 
development projects would involve supervision 
and/or labor by recreation area maintenance staff. 

The new maintenance area would provide a 
minor, beneficial impact on maintenance staff. 
Relocated area housing would provide a minor, 
beneficial impact on NPS staff living at 
Cottonwood Cove. 

A new no-boat area in Ski Cove would require 
additional enforcement from area staff. The 
existing ranger station would be adapted into an 
orientation/interpretation center that may not 
require much staffing; however, the new visitor 
contact/ranger station near the launch ramp 
would attract an increased number of guests, 
requiring additional staffing. 

Katherine Landing. At Katherine Landing, the 
gradual conversion of the trailer village to a short-
term RV park (which would have significantly 
fewer spaces) would likely reduce demands on 
law enforcement personnel. 

NPS construction projects at Katherine Landing 
under alternative 2 include rehabilitation of 
existing diversion dikes and construction of a new 
concrete channel along South Katherine Wash, a 
new paved access road from Cabinsite Road to the 
new NPS maintenance area, and the relocation of 

parking closer to the lakeshore. A new paved 
access road would be constructed between North 
and South Arizona Telephone Coves, and a 
concrete two-lane launch ramp would be 
developed at North Arizona Telephone Cove. The 
NPS maintenance area would be relocated to the 
northwest of the developed area, the existing 
picnic area would be removed, the campground 
would be rehabilitated, the courtesy dock would 
be extended, and the existing launch ramp would 
be extended for low-water launching. The existing 
ranger station and visitor contact station would be 
converted to waysides, and a new modest 
ranger/visitor contact station would be created 
near the launch ramp. All of these construction 
and development projects would involve 
supervision and/or labor by area maintenance 
staff. 

The new maintenance area would have a minor, 
beneficial impact on maintenance staff. Additional 
volunteer sites in the campground would be 
developed. More volunteers would reduce 
demands on NPS staff, providing a minor, 
beneficial impact. 

The existing ranger station and visitor contact 
station would be converted to waysides, and a 
new modest ranger/visitor contact station would 
be created near the launch ramp. Overall staffing 
for these sites would likely be similar to the 
no-action alternative. 

Cabinsite Point would be closed to boat 
launching. This might require additional 
monitoring and could have a minor, adverse effect 
on law enforcement. 

Cumulative Impacts. On a site-specific basis, 
these proposed changes will have a noticeable 
impact on park operations. Several facilities would 
be relocated or reconfigured, and area staff would 
have increased responsibilities related to 
monitoring new no-boat zones and launch areas. 

Conclusion. Overall, alternative 2 would increase 
demands on NPS staff at both Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 3:  
ENHANCE VISITOR EXPERIENCE AND 
PARK OPERATIONS  
(PREFERRED) 

Natural Resources 

Native Plant Communities and Soils. Similar to 
alternative 2, most construction activities 
associated with rehabilitation, replacement, or 
redesign of facilities at both developed areas 
would occur within or adjacent to previously 
disturbed areas and currently developed sites and 
would have minimal additional impacts on soils or 
native vegetation that is a mixture of native and 
nonnative plants. Some individual native plants or 
small remnant areas of Mohave desert scrub may 
be removed or trampled or desert soils compacted 
or disturbed in areas surrounding these 
construction sites. 

Desert shrub vegetation and soils would be lost or 
altered by construction of new visitor or park 
administrative facilities on currently undeveloped 
sites that would expand the periphery of the 
overall development footprint. While portions of 
these new development sites have been impacted 
to some degree by visitor use or administrative 
roads, much of the impact would be new 
disturbance. Addition of a shoreline picnic area 
and parking at Ski Cove, development of a trail 
along the lakeshore to connect these facilities to 
Cottontail Cove, expansion of the maintenance 
area at Katherine Landing, and construction of a 
helipad at Princess Cove would impact 
approximately 3 acres. Extension of utility lines 
and access road to Ski Cove would result in 
additional impacts along a corridor that is 
estimated at 1,500 ft in length. There would also 
be an undetermined amount of new disturbance 
to vegetation and soils from development of lake 
access trails, which would be minimized by 
strategic location and design. 

Alternative 3 includes redesign of the internal 
road circulation at both developed areas. Most of 
the impacts associated with these actions are 
expected to affect previously disturbed lands and 
impacts on native plant communities would be 
minor. 

American threefold, a species of interest to the 
recreation area, may occur along rocky slopes and 

washes near the shoreline between Katherine 
Landing and Princess Cove. Expansion of facilities 
at Cabinsite Point or South Telephone Cove and 
development of lakeshore trails could result in the 
destruction of individual plants. To avoid impact 
on plants, areas would be surveyed to allow siting 
of facilities outside of any populations. 

Impacts because of the construction of flood 
control structures would be the same as under 
alternative 2, impacting approximately 9 acres at 
Cottonwood Cove and 12 acres at Katherine 
Landing with much of the disturbance to soils and 
vegetation occurring in areas previously disturbed 
by existing roads, channels, dikes, or other man-
made facilities and uses. Approximately an 
additional 13 acres of currently undisturbed 
desert shrub and wash vegetation and soils would 
be impacted by the construction of a new 
diversion dike and channel system in Ranger 
Wash west of Cottonwood Cove. Although the 
local topography would be altered, surface 
restoration/revegetation of most of the disturbed 
area would occur. Construction access to the site 
would be provided via the wash bottom, where 
scouring during flood events would rework the 
soils in the wash compacted by construction 
equipment access. 

Overall, vegetation and soils would be removed 
within the immediate footprint of new structures, 
roads, parking areas, trails, etc. Disturbance of 
desert soils and vegetation around the 
construction zones may result in impacts such as 
changes in plant production and species 
composition, introduction and spread of 
nonnative plants and noxious weeds, compaction 
and loss of soil because of increased susceptibility 
of soils to wind and water erosion, reduced soil 
moisture and infiltration rates, and changes in soil 
temperatures and increased evaporation rates. 

Implementation of mitigation measures during 
construction such as erosion controls and 
revegetation would minimize the loss and enhance 
the reestablishment of native vegetation and 
desert soils. As under alternative 2, an increase in 
the amount of disturbed ground would increase 
the potential for the spread or introduction of 
exotic vegetation, although alternative 3 would 
result in slightly fewer acres of new ground 
disturbance. Mitigation measures such as pressure 
washing of construction equipment would reduce 
the risk of introducing new exotic species. Post-
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construction revegetation, monitoring, and 
treatment would also reduce the risk of spreading 
existing populations and introducing new exotic 
species. 

Given the disturbance to soils and vegetation that 
has already occurred in most of the areas that 
would be impacted by proposed construction and 
visitor use and the application of appropriate 
mitigation measures to minimize additional 
impacts, the alteration of native plant species’ 
populations and desert soil structure would be 
local and long-term adverse impacts are expected 
to be primarily minor. Development of new sites, 
road relocation, and construction of structural 
flood protection would result in greater 
disturbance to native plant communities and soils 
and would likely have long-term minor to 
moderate adverse impacts. 

Some local beneficial effects to native plant 
communities and soil resources would also occur 
as the result of alternative 3. The replacement of 
existing invasive nonnative landscaping with 
native plantings as facilities are rehabilitated, 
replaced, or redesigned would remove a source of 
seeds and propagules that spread nonnative plant 
species to surrounding native plant communities. 
Existing exotic shoreline plants such as tamarisk 
would be removed during development of the 
new picnic area in Ski Cove and development of 
visitor facilities near the Katherine Landing 
shoreline. Some currently disturbed sites (i.e., 
maintenance area at Cottonwood Cove and 
existing satellite parking lot C located at Katherine 
Landing) would also be restored or partially 
restored. Enhanced interpretive and educational 
facilities and programs are expected to help 
educate and deter visitor caused impacts, such as 
social trailing or other vegetation damage. 

Cumulative effects — As described for the no-action 
alternative, there are several actions in and outside 
of the recreation area that would contribute to 
cumulative effects. These past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions would have 
short- and long-term, minor to moderate adverse 
impacts on soils and native plant communities 
because of construction and other activities and 
uses. However, long-term beneficial effects to 
native plant communities would be anticipated as 
a result of implementing the exotic plant 
management plan and fire management plan, both 
of which seek to restore native plant communities 

and control exotic plants. Alternative 3 would 
contribute both long-term minor to moderate 
adverse impacts because of construction and 
expansion of visitor day use and administrative 
areas, and long-term beneficial effects from 
replacement of invasive nonnative landscaping 
with native plantings and restoration of some 
currently developed sites. The overall cumulative 
impact from past, present, and future actions in 
combination with the impacts of alternative 3 
would result in a minor to moderate, long-term 
adverse cumulative effect on native plant 
communities and soils from development and use 
and long-term beneficial cumulative effects from 
native plant community restoration efforts and 
removal of invasive species. 

Conclusion — Alternative 3 would primarily result in 
minor, long-term adverse impacts on native plant 
communities and soils from facility construction 
and associated visitor use that would affect 
previously disturbed areas. Approximately 37 
acres of local, long-term, minor to moderate, and 
adverse impacts would result from development 
of additional lands and construction of flood 
control structures. Local beneficial effects would 
also result from the selective removal of existing 
nonnative invasive species and restoration of 
some currently developed sites. Cumulative 
impacts on vegetation and soils from alternative 3 
in conjunction with past, present, and future 
projects would result in long-term, minor to 
moderate, adverse cumulative effects from 
development and use and long-term beneficial 
cumulative effects from native plant community 
restoration efforts and removal of invasive 
species. 

Wildlife. Wildlife populations and their habitats in 
the developed areas have been altered by past 
human actions. These areas have marginal habitat 
value. Similar to alternative 2, the rehabilitation, 
replacement, or redesign of facilities would 
primarily occur within existing areas of 
concentrated human use and development and 
not in areas of continuous, undisturbed habitat. 

Construction of new facilities on currently 
undeveloped sites would result in the additional 
loss or alteration of desert shrub communities, 
which provides habitat for species such as reptiles, 
birds, and small mammals. The overall 
development and use footprint of these 
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developments would encompass approximately 
2 acres at Cottonwood Cove and 4 acres at 
Katherine Landing. While portions of these new 
development sites have been impacted to some 
degree by visitor use or administrative roads, most 
of the impact would be new disturbance and 
permanent. 

Impacts from construction of flood control 
structures would be the same as for alternative 2. 
Approximately 9 acres at Cottonwood Cove and 
12 acres at Katherine Landing would be disturbed. 
Much of this acreage has been previously 
disturbed by existing roads, channels, dikes, or 
other man-made facilities and uses. 
Approximately 13 acres of currently undisturbed 
desert shrub and wash habitat would be impacted 
by a new diversion dike and channel system in 
Ranger Wash. Surface restoration and 
revegetation of most of this acreage would occur 
following construction. 

Loss or fragmentation of habitat from proposed 
ground-disturbing activities and noise and visual 
intrusions associated with construction activity 
would affect wildlife species using these areas for 
foraging, nesting, and shelter and could result in 
direct loss of some individuals during 
construction activities. However, the majority of 
mammals, birds, and reptiles that are currently 
using habitat within or adjacent to these areas 
would be displaced to nearby habitat. Some may 
abandon nests or dens if construction occurred 
during critical phases of their breeding cycles. 
Generalist species like gulls, ravens, and coyotes 
would likely continue to be attracted to, and adapt 
to human habitation. Impacts should be 
minimized by the fact that planned projects would 
likely be implemented throughout multiple years 
and it is unlikely that at any one time, construction 
would be occurring in more than a few areas. 

In addition to disturbance and loss of habitat from 
construction, new and existing facilities would 
accommodate larger numbers of visitors, which 
could increase disturbance to adjacent habitat. 
However, increased visitation is expected to 
primarily occur within the existing developed 
areas, areas currently degraded because of high-
disturbance levels from existing developments 
and human use. In general, wildlife would either 
become accustomed to human activity or relocate 
outside of the developed areas because of noise, 
visual intrusions, or habitat alteration. Local 

increased mortality to some wildlife such as 
lizards and small mammals could occur from 
increase in visitor traffic. 

Mitigation measures developed for minimizing 
impacts on soils and vegetation such as replanting 
areas with native species, pressure washing of 
construction equipment, etc., as described in 
chapter 2, would also aide in minimizing impacts 
on the quality of wildlife habitat. To reduce 
impacts on birds, land clearing or other surface 
disturbance would be conducted outside the avian 
breeding season or a qualified biologist would 
survey the area prior to clearing. If a migratory 
bird nest were found with nestlings present, 
impacts would be avoided until birds fledge. In 
addition, enhanced interpretive and educational 
facilities and programs are expected to help deter 
visitor caused impacts on wildlife and wildlife 
habitat, such as social trailing, littering, and 
unauthorized collection of small animals. 

Most actions would occur in areas extensively 
disturbed by existing development and associated 
use. Areas that are typically avoided by most 
wildlife and that have marginal habitat value. 
Alternative 3 would result in temporary or 
permanent loss of up to approximately 37 acres of 
natural habitat, although the disturbed areas are 
small relative to the desert shrub and wash habitat 
found in the park and region. Individual projects 
would also likely be implemented periodically 
throughout multiple years and would not occur 
simultaneously. Mitigation measures would 
minimize damage during construction and replant 
areas as appropriate. Therefore, the adverse 
impact on wildlife would be long term and minor, 
affecting individuals from wildlife populations in 
local areas, but not resulting in loss of population 
viability for these species. 

The replacement of existing invasive nonnative 
landscaping and exotic shoreline plants with 
native plantings and the restoration of previously 
disturbed sites at Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing would improve local wildlife 
habitat conditions. Thus, some local beneficial 
effects to wildlife habitat would occur as the result 
of alternative 3. 

Impacts from in-water work for construction of 
new fishing piers at both developed areas, 
potential improvement of existing launch ramps, 
as well as from general construction near the 
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lakeshore could create increased runoff, turbidity, 
sedimentation, or introduction of pollutants (e.g., 
petroleum products from construction 
equipment) to nearby aquatic environments. 
Noise and visual disturbances during construction 
could cause fish to move from the area of 
disturbance. Generally, these adverse impacts 
would be short term and minor because of the 
small areas affected, the disturbing activities 
would be temporary, and mitigation measures 
would be used to minimize potential impacts. 
Heavy shoreline recreational use during periods 
of high use can also temporarily cause similar 
local, minor impacts. Lake substrates would also 
be lost within the footprint of the in-water 
structures, although this area would be very 
limited, and impacts would be minor. 
Consequently, these impacts would not be large 
enough to adversely affect fish populations. 
Increased sport fishing may occur with the 
addition of a fishing piers and improved shoreline 
trailheads and trails that accommodate access by 
fishermen, but it is expected that NPS monitoring 
and the AZGFD and NDOW regulation of the 
fisheries would prevent adverse impacts on the 
recreation area’s fish populations. 

Cumulative effects — As described for the no-action 
alternative, there are several actions in and outside 
of the recreation area that would contribute to 
cumulative effects. These past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions would have 
short- and long-term, minor to moderate adverse 
impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat because of 
construction and other activities and uses. 
However, long-term beneficial effects would be 
anticipated as a result of implementing the exotic 
plant management plan and fire management 
plan, both of which seek to restore native plant 
communities and control exotic plants. 
Management actions associated with the lake 
management plan would improve water quality 
and the lake’s aquatic habitat through the 
reduction of the amount of waste fuels and human 
wastes in the lake. 

The overall cumulative impact on lands in and 
around the developed areas from past, present, 
and future actions in combination with the 
impacts of alternative 3 would result in a minor to 
moderate, long-term adverse cumulative effect 
from development and use and long-term 
beneficial cumulative effects from wildlife habitat 
restoration efforts and removal of invasive 

species. Alternative 3 would contribute both long-
term minor adverse impacts because of 
construction and expansion of day-use areas, and 
long-term beneficial effects from replacement of 
invasive nonnative landscaping and shoreline 
exotics with native plantings and the restoration 
of some currently developed sites. 

Conclusion — Alternative 3 would result in 
temporary or permanent loss of approximately 
37 acres of terrestrial habitat. The adverse impact 
on wildlife would be long term and minor, 
affecting individuals from wildlife populations in 
local areas, but not resulting in loss of population 
viability for these species. Impacts from in-water 
work and from construction near the lakeshore 
would be short term and minor and would not 
adversely affect fish populations. The overall 
cumulative impact on lands in and around the 
developed areas from past, present, and future 
actions in combination with the impacts of 
alternative 3 would result in a minor to moderate, 
long-term adverse cumulative effect from 
development and use and long-term beneficial 
cumulative effects from wildlife habitat 
restoration efforts and removal of invasive 
species. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status 
Species. There are no known spawning areas or 
rearing ponds for razorback sucker or bonytail 
chub along the shoreline of either developed area. 
No impacts on spawning habitat are expected. As 
noted in the “Wildlife” section above, impacts 
from in-water work for potential improvement of 
existing lunch ramps and government dock 
construction at Katherine Landing and 
construction of new fishing piers at both 
developed areas as well as from general 
construction near the lakeshore could create 
increased runoff, turbidity, or sedimentation of 
Lake Mohave, which is critical habitat for both 
species. Adverse impacts would be short term and 
local because of the small areas affected, the 
disturbing activities would be temporary, and 
mitigation measures would be used to minimize 
potential impacts. Similar temporary impacts from 
increased shoreline recreation are expected to 
continue to occur in areas already heavily used by 
visitors. Loss of substrate within the footprint of 
new in-water structures would occur, although 
the area affected would be limited. Enhancement 
of fishing opportunities may result in a slight 

150 



 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

increased risk of taking a listed fish, however, the 
potential would be low and information on the 
presence of native species would continue to be 
posted at the developed areas. Overall, impacts 
would be short term and long term, and not likely 
to adversely affect razorback sucker, bonytail 
chub, or their critical habitat. 

Potential impacts on the desert tortoise and 
banded Gila monster include temporary or 
permanent loss of suitable habitat from new 
development. Most impacts would occur on 
previously disturbed sites within the developed 
areas that are low-quality habitat. Construction of 
new facilities on currently undeveloped sites 
would result in the permanent loss of 
approximately 2 acres at Cottonwood Cove and 
4 acres at Katherine Landing. Construction of 
flood control structures would permanently 
impact an approximately 9 acres at Cottonwood 
Cove and 12 acres at Katherine Landing, although 
much of this acreage has been previously 
disturbed by existing roads, channels, dikes, or 
other man-made facilities and uses. 
Approximately 13 acres of currently undisturbed 
desert shrub and wash habitat would be impacted 
by a new diversion dike and channel system in 
Ranger Wash, although surface restoration and 
revegetation of most of this acreage would occur 
following construction. There would be no 
disturbance to designated critical habitat for the 
desert tortoise. 

Harassment from increased human activity, noise, 
and ground vibrations from construction or from 
removal to a safe location during construction 
would also likely occur. Desert tortoise and 
possibly Gila monster individuals on the ground 
or in burrows within the construction limits could 
be killed or injured. Eggs could be destroyed. 
Indirect effects related to capture or harassment 
by construction personnel and attraction of 
predators like ravens to the construction area 
because of trash accumulation could also occur. 
Mitigation would reduce the likelihood of these 
impacts while construction is occurring. 

A 2010 programmatic biological opinion issued by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the 
threatened Mojave desert tortoise included 
infrastructure development and maintenance 
potentially associated with the development 
concept plan for Cottonwood Cove. Mitigation 
measures identified as part of the biological 

opinion would be implemented to minimize loss 
and long-term degradation and fragmentation of 
habitat, such as soil compaction, erosion, crushed 
vegetation, or introduction of nonnative invasive 
plants or weeds as a result of project activities. 
Protective measures for tortoise in all new 
construction projects would include pre-
construction surveys, on-site monitoring, and 
removal of tortoises from harm’s way, as well as all 
other measures identified in chapter 2. Any 
additional measures identified during project level 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service would also be implemented. Any Gila 
monsters found within a construction area would 
also be relocated by a qualified biologist. With the 
implementation of mitigation, adverse impacts on 
desert tortoises and banded Gila monsters would 
be minimized. 

Removal of invasive riparian species such as 
tamarisk in Ski Cove and Cottontail Cove as part 
of the development of a picnic area and the 
redevelopment of the shoreline at Katherine 
Landing would have minimal effect to riparian 
vegetation that may be used by migrating 
Southwestern willow flycatchers. Tamarisk is 
considered low-quality habitat and landscape 
planting would include native species such as 
willow. Some flycatchers may potentially be 
displaced or avoid the area because increased 
recreational use in these coves may overlap spring 
and fall migration periods. This would affect a 
relatively small area of the shoreline and there are 
other available shoreline riparian areas, typically 
dominated by tamarisk, that provide migratory 
habitat. Consequently, these short-term adverse 
impacts may affect, but would not be likely to 
adversely affect Southwestern willow flycatchers. 

Potential impacts on the Western burrowing owl 
include temporary or permanent loss of suitable 
habitat from new development and, since this is a 
ground-nesting bird, could include disturbance of 
breeding birds. Loss of individual burrowing owls 
including the young is possible if construction 
occurs during the breeding season. Prior to 
construction, areas would be surveyed for nesting 
birds. Any nests would be avoided until the young 
fledge or collapsed while unoccupied prior to the 
nesting season. The individuals areas impacted 
would be relatively small and the reproductive 
success of individual birds is not expected to be 
affected. Consequently, adverse impacts would 
include potential short-term disturbance from 
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construction activities and long-term, local loss of 
habitat from new development. 

Cumulative effects — As described for the no-action 
alternative, there are several actions in and outside 
of the recreation area that would contribute to 
cumulative effects. These past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions would have 
short- and long-term, minor to moderate adverse 
impacts on threatened, endangered, and special 
status species because of construction and other 
activities and uses. However, long-term beneficial 
effects would be anticipated as a result of 
implementing the exotic plant management plan, 
fire management plan, and the lake management 
plan that would improve terrestrial and aquatic 
habitat in the recreation area through restoration 
of native plant communities, control of exotic 
plants, and improvement of lake water quality. 

The overall cumulative impact on lands in and 
around the developed areas from past, present, 
and future actions in combination with the 
impacts of alternative 3 would result in a long-
term adverse cumulative effect from development 
and use and a long-term beneficial cumulative 
effect from wildlife habitat restoration efforts and 
removal of invasive species. Alternative 3 would 
contribute both short- and long-term adverse 
impacts on desert tortoise, banded Gila monster, 
and burrowing owls because of construction and 
expansion of day use and administrative areas, 
and long-term beneficial effects from replacement 
of invasive nonnative landscaping and shoreline 
exotics with native plantings and restoration of 
some currently developed sites. 

Conclusion — Alternative 3 may affect, but would 
not be likely to adversely affect the Southwestern 
willow flycatcher, razorback sucker, bonytail 
chub, or their critical habitat. Alternative 3 would 
be likely to adversely affect the desert tortoise, 
banded Gila monster, and Western burrowing 
owls although impacts would be local. Potential 
impacts on the desert tortoise and banded Gila 
monster include temporary or permanent loss of 
suitable habitat from new development and 
incidental harassment and possibly loss of 
individuals from construction activities. There 
would be no disturbance to designated critical 
habitat for the desert tortoise. Potential impacts 
on Western burrowing owls would include short-
term disturbance from construction activities and 
long-term, local loss of habitat from new 

development. The overall cumulative impact on 
lands in and around the developed areas from 
past, present, and future actions in combination 
with the impacts of alternative 3 would result in an 
adverse cumulative effect from development and 
use and long-term beneficial cumulative effects 
from wildlife habitat restoration efforts and 
removal of invasive species. 

Floodplains. Similar to alternative 2, the flood 
danger to people and facilities in Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Washes from floodwaters up 
to the 500-year flood would be mitigated with 
structural protection that includes systems of 
channels and dikes. The early warning detection 
system at Cottonwood Cove has been recently 
upgraded and a similar system would be installed 
in Katherine Wash to provide early identification 
and dissemination of warnings of an impending 
flood in these washes. A flood preparedness and 
evacuation plan would also be in effect. Signs 
would be developed and placed in strategic 
locations identifying flash flood zones and 
directing visitors and staff to move to higher 
ground. 

The proposed structural flood mitigation 
measures would protect in place all development 
with overnight occupancy from flood inundation 
during the 500-year flood. The structural 
protection would also provide protection for the 
day-use areas and facilities as well with the 
exception of the where channeled flood waters 
would empty across parking areas and launch 
ramps into the lake. Nonstructural flood 
mitigation would further decrease the flood 
hazard risk to the National Park Service and 
concessioner staff and visitors within the primary 
developed areas. At the North and South 
Telephone Coves, day-use areas would have signs 
to inform visitors of flood hazards and evacuation 
procedures. 

Protecting life and property in the floodplains is 
considered to be a higher priority than restoring 
natural floodplain values of these flash 
floodplains, which are the very qualities that 
endanger life and property. Thus, the natural 
floodplain values in both developed areas, such as 
natural flood flows, sedimentation processes, 
vegetation, or groundwater recharge have been 
and would continue to be highly altered by 
development. Construction of additional flood 

152 



 
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

control structures that divert and channel flood 
flows would further alter floodplains above and 
through the developed areas as would paving of 
the parking area in lower North and South 
Telephone Cove wash. However, most of these 
new impacts would be to previously disturbed 
lands. Thus, this alternative would have a long-
term minor to moderate adverse effect on 
floodplain values. 

Cumulative impacts — The cumulative actions are 
not expected to alter the flood hazard or 
floodplain values in the developed areas. 
Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts. 

Conclusion — Alternative 3 would greatly reduce the 
flood hazard at both developed areas through the 
use of structural and nonstructural protection, 
resulting in a long-term substantial benefit to 
safety for people and property in the floodplain. 
There would be a long-term minor to moderate 
adverse impact on floodplain values because of 
construction of additional flood control 
structures that divert and channel flood flows. 
There would be no cumulative impact on 
floodplains. 

Cultural Resources 

Archeological Resources. Alternative 3 also 
proposes ground disturbance in both developed 
areas and in the coves adjacent to Katherine 
Landing. At Cottonwood Cove, ground-
disturbing activities would include the 
construction of a spur road, restrooms, and picnic 
facilities at Ski Cove; construction of a new road 
along the southern edge of the developed area; 
addition of a boat launch lane; and alteration to 
many existing structures. At Katherine Landing 
and the adjacent coves, major ground-disturbing 
activities would include expanding the access road 
to three lanes; construction, enhancement, and/or 
reconfiguring roads within the developed areas; 
the removal of some existing structures and 
construction of new structures/waysides. Many of 
these proposed actions would take place in areas 
previously disturbed by construction, park 
operations, and visitor use. 

Expanding the marina, reconfiguring traffic 
circulation, and upgrading/constructing new trails 
would have the same low probability of negatively 
impacting archeological sites in the developed 
areas and coves as described under alternative 2. 

At Cottonwood Cove, flashflood mitigation 
measures and campground restoration activities 
described under alternative 2 would also take 
place under alternative 3 and would have the same 
low potential for negatively impacting 
archeological resources. 

As with alternative 2, the prehistoric and historical 
archeological sites recorded in and around 
Cottonwood Cove and the prehistoric and 
historic archeological sites recorded in the 
Katherine Landing developed areas would be 
managed as though they were eligible for listing in 
the National Register. Ground-disturbing 
activities would be avoided in these site locations. 

In areas where archeological resources have not 
been inventoried, archeological surveys would be 
conducted to inform site-specific planning and 
design for proposed construction. Newly 
inventoried archeological resources would be 
evaluated for National Register significance. In 
both developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing, National Register eligible or 
listed archeological resources would be avoided to 
the greatest extent possible. Therefore, any 
adverse impacts would be absent or negligible, 
permanent, and confined to the area of 
disturbance. If National Register eligible or listed 
archeological resources could not be avoided, an 
appropriate mitigation strategy would be 
developed in consultation with the state historic 
preservation officer(s), advisory council (as 
needed), and associated American Indian tribes. 

Cumulative impacts — Cumulative impacts on 
archeological resources under alternative 3 would 
be the same as those for alternative 2. As detailed 
under alternative 2, past, present, and foreseeable 
future impacts entail 

• regional development around the developed 
areas in Searchlight (Cottonwood Cove) and 
Laughlin/Bullhead City area (Katherine 
Landing) 

• pot hunting, off-road vehicle traffic, 
development of approved backcountry roads, 
burro trampling, power line corridors, and 
cell phone / communication towers 

• inundation and recreation-related wave 
action and changing lake levels 
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• recreation area revegetation and fire 
management plans 

• proposed Searchlight Wind Energy, LLC. 
Project 

These past, present, and future activities and 
development could result in direct and indirect, 
long-term/permanent, minor to major adverse 
impacts on archeological resources locally and 
regionally. 

As described above, implementation of 
alternative 3 would result in no or negligible 
adverse impacts that would be permanent, and 
confined to areas of disturbance because sensitive 
archeological resources would be avoided to the 
greatest extent possible. These impacts, in 
combination with the minor to major, permanent, 
adverse impacts of other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions would result 
in a permanent, moderate to major, adverse 
cumulative impacts. The adverse effects of 
alternative 3, however, would potentially be an 
extremely small component of the adverse 
cumulative impact because sensitive resources 
would be avoided whenever possible. 

Conclusion — Under alternative 3, ground-
disturbing activities would be sited away from 
known National Register eligible archeological 
resources and would be avoided to the greatest 
extent possible resulting in no to negligible, local, 
adverse impacts. Cumulative impacts would be 
indirect and direct, long-term/permanent, minor 
to major, and adverse; NPS contributions would 
be potentially extremely small. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5), the National Park 
Service concludes that the actions under the 
alternative 3 for both developed areas and the 
coves adjacent to Katherine Landing would have 
no adverse effect on archeological resources 
because adverse impacts on resources listed or 
eligible for listing in the National Register would 
be avoided. 

Historic Structures. Under alternative 3, the 
proposed actions also would have a range of 
impacts spanning from beneficial to adverse. At 
Cottonwood Cove, enhancing the campground 
amphitheater by rehabilitating the benches and 

adding landscaping would be a direct, long-term, 
beneficial impact for that portion of the 
campground because the structure’s function and 
appearance would be enhanced. Retaining the 
lower campground at Cottonwood Cove would 
also be a direct, long-term, beneficial impact 
because it would preserve the configuration of 
this historic district contributing element. For 
both developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing, new building construction, 
relocated picnic areas and beach accesses, new 
parking areas, new trails/trailheads, and new or 
upgrades to spur/access roads would have no 
adverse impacts on historic structures because 
these actions would be sited to avoid affecting 
structures. 

The changes to the marinas (circulation, access, 
and parking) and pedestrian connections for both 
developed areas and the adjacent coves would 
have no effect on historic structures because they 
would not entail alterations to historic structures. 
The proposed flood mitigation measure for 
Cottonwood Cove, likewise, would have no effect 
on historic structures for the same reason. The 
installation of the early warning detection system 
in both developed areas also would have no effect 
on historic structures. The use of sustainable 
design and character would be employed in ways 
that would be sympathetic to the existing 
architecture and would be employed in 
accordance to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
This would result in no adverse effects or 
negligible long-term effect s because architectural 
features contributing to the significance of these 
structures would not be altered. 

Some of the proposed actions could have adverse 
effects on historic structures. At Katherine 
Landing, redeveloping the restaurant and store 
into a combined visitor /commercial services 
center, replacing the motel with a parking lot, 
removing the existing picnic facilities and 
amphitheater, rehabilitating campgrounds, 
converting the trailer village into a recreational 
vehicle campground, and constructing 
cabins/park models in the lower campground 
could have negative impacts. However, the 
National Register significance of these structures 
has not been assessed. Prior to any removal, 
construction, or remodeling, the affected 
structures would be evaluated for National 
Register significance. If any were found to be 
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significant, implementation plans would be 
developed to avoid altering features contributing 
to the significance and integrity of the structures 
to the greatest extent possible and in accordance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties. If alterations 
to National Register eligible structures could not 
be avoided, an appropriate mitigation strategy 
would be developed in consultation with the state 
historic preservation officer(s) and advisory 
council (as needed). 

Other actions would have adverse impacts that 
could range from minor to major in intensity. As 
noted at Cottonwood Cove, the following 
structures are contributing elements to the 
Cottonwood Cove Developed Area Historic 
District:2F

3 

• NPS residences (201–203) 

• campgrounds/trailer village 

• ranger station 

• concessioner store 

• restaurant 

• motel 

• boat launch area/marina 

• trailer village 

• utility building 

• fire station 

• access road 

Reconfiguring the upper campgrounds to 
accommodate RV campers and house volunteers, 
redesigning the trailer village as a RV 
campground, and establishing a combined 
visitor/commercial services center would alter 
architectural and design features contributing to 
the significance of these structures. This would be 
particularly true for the upper campgrounds 
because the Mission 66 character-defining, 
herringbone pattern of the campground would be 
significantly altered. However, retaining the 

3 The Cottonwood Cove Historic District determination of 
eligibility identifies the Concessionaire Public Use Area (which 
includes the concessioner store, restaurant, motel, boat launch 
area/marina, and trailer village) as contributing to the historic 
district, and then states that the store, restaurant, motel, boat 
launch area/marina, and trailer village “will be noncontributing 
resources”; however, they do not compromise the integrity of 
the area since they fulfill the intent of the Mission 66 plan for 
the area.” This apparent contradiction needs clarification. 

original configuration of one of the campground 
loops would lessen some of the adverse impacts 
on this contributing feature. Converting the trailer 
village into a RV campground and the combined 
visitor/commercial services center would have 
adverse impacts that could be mitigated through 
the use of architectural and design elements that 
harmonize with the original Mission 66-defining 
features. These actions would result in local, 
permanent, direct, minor to moderate, and 
adverse impacts on these structures because the 
architectural features contributing to their 
significance would be altered. Recreation area 
staff would consult with the appropriate state 
historic preservation officer, advisory council, and 
representatives from the NPS Pacific West 
Region’s HABS / HAER / HALS staff to determine 
the appropriate documentation/mitigation 
strategy needed to reduce adverse impacts on 
structures. To an extent, the Cottonwood Cove 
Historic American Landscape Survey would serve 
to reduce the intensity of adverse impacts through 
documenting the structures as contributing 
elements of the cultural landscape(NPS 2010b). 

As with alternative 2, the Katherine Landing 
duplex and single-family residence and an 
amphitheater are extant Mission 66 features (NPS 
2007). Although historic structures in the 
developed area have not been formally assessed 
for National Register significance, portions of the 
developed area have been proposed as 
contributing properties in a draft multiple-
property, Mission 66, National Register 
nomination (NPS 2007). The proposed 
redevelopment of the store and restaurant into a 
combined visitor/commercial services center, 
removal of original picnic facilities and the 
amphitheater, removal of the motel, and 
upgrading some campground loops to 
accommodate RV campers would have a direct, 
local, permanent, and major adverse effect to 
historic structures potentially eligible for listing in 
the National Register. Should they be determined 
eligible, recreation area staff would consult with 
regional HABS / HAER / HALS staff, the Arizona 
State Historic Preservation Office, and advisory 
council (as needed) to determine appropriate level 
documentation/mitigation strategy needed to 
reduce adverse impacts. 

Other historic structures in the developed areas, 
such as the Quartette Mine Railroad Grade at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Mine Historic 
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District at Katherine Landing, would not be 
affected by any of the actions proposed under 
alternative 3. 

Cumulative impacts — Cumulative impacts on 
historic structures within and around both 
developed areas would be similar to those 
affecting archeological resources. Regional 
development and land-use practices have 
damaged or destroyed mining and other historic 
structures outside the recreation area. Many 
historic structures located along the original river 
banks of the Colorado River (e.g., the Klondike 
Mill and the Aerial Ferry) are inundated and are 
subject to water movement, changing lake levels, 
and impacts from recreation use. 

As described above, implementing alternative 3 
would result in some beneficial impacts on the 
amphitheater, but it would also result in moderate 
to major, permanent, direct, and local adverse 
impacts on National Register eligible structures in 
Cottonwood Cove. Proposed changes to or 
removal of historic structures in Katherine 
Landing could have adverse impacts should any 
be determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register. These impacts, in combination with 
other regional past, present, or foreseeable future 
adverse impacts would result in a direct, 
permanent, moderate to major, adverse 
cumulative effect to historic structures. The NPS 
contribution to these adverse cumulate impacts 
would be substantive because this alternative calls 
for the removal or alteration of structures 
contributing to a property determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register at Cottonwood 
Cove and structures potentially eligible at 
Katherine Landing. 

Conclusions — Under alternative 3, structures 
contributing to the historic district (Cottonwood 
Cove) and structures potentially eligible for listing 
in the National Register (Katherine Landing) 
would be removed or altered/remodeled; resulting 
in permanent, direct, local, moderate to major, 
and adverse impacts. Cumulative impacts would 
be direct, regional, long-term/permanent, 
moderate to major, and adverse; NPS 
contributions would be substantial. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5), the National Park 

Service concludes that the actions under the 
alternative 3 would have an adverse effects on 
historic structures in the Cottonwood Cove 
developed area and possibly the Katherine 
Landing developed area. Although the intensities 
of negative impacts could be reduced through 
mitigation under NEPA compliance, they would 
remain adverse under Section 106. 

Cultural Landscapes. Under alternative 3, the 
proposed actions also would have a range of 
impacts spanning from beneficial to adverse. At 
Cottonwood Cove, enhancements to the 
campground amphitheater would be a direct, 
long-term, and beneficial impact because this 
contributing feature would be upgraded. 
Preserving the present configuration of the 
Cottonwood Cove lower campground and 
retaining the ranger station would also be 
beneficial effects because they would preserve the 
integrity of these landscape-contributing 
elements. 

For both developed areas, new housing, building 
construction/remodeling, new parking areas, and 
reconfigured vehicle circulation patterns would 
add new architectural and circulation elements 
that would intrude on the landscapes’ original 
viewshed and function. At Cottonwood Cove, 
redesigning the trailer village as a RV campground 
would alter the appearance and somewhat change 
the function of the landscape component. Adding 
an additional structure adjacent to the motel and 
converting the restaurant and store into a 
combined visitor/commercial services center 
would add visual intrusions and alter the 
appearance and original Mission 66 functions of 
these structures. Sympathetic architecture and 
design that harmonized with Mission 66 
landscape features could reduce the intensities of 
these impacts. Rehabilitating the upper 
campground to accommodate RV campers and 
volunteer staff would greatly compromise the 
character-defining herringbone design of the 
Mission 66 campground. Retaining one of the 
historic loops in its original configuration would 
somewhat lessen the negative impacts on 
landscape features. Collectively, these proposed 
actions would have direct and indirect, local, 
moderate to major, long-term/permanent, and 
adverse impacts on the cultural landscape at 
Cottonwood Cove.  
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Expanding the marina to 484 slips would slightly 
change the appearance of the marina, but would 
not impact the intended function of this portion 
of the developed area or significantly alter its 
appearance. This would be a long-term, local, 
direct, and negligible impact on the Mission 66 
landscapes. In contrast, reconfiguring the 
circulation patterns, streamlining intersections, 
increasing parking, and adding new pedestrian 
connections (trails and trailheads) would alter the 
cultural landscapes’ appearance and functions and 
would result in the moderate to major adverse 
impacts similar to those described under 
alternative 2. 

Although the actions proposed under alternative 3 
for Cottonwood Cove would better accommodate 
contemporary visitor uses and needs, they would 
result in adverse effects on features contributing 
to the significance of the Mission 66 cultural 
landscape. Recreation area staff would consult 
with the appropriate state historic preservation 
officer, advisory council, and representatives from 
the NPS Pacific West Region’s HABS / HAER / 
HALS staff to determine the appropriate level 
documentation/mitigation strategy needed to 
reduce the intensity of impacts on landscape 
features, and formalize that determination 
through a memorandum of understanding among 
the consulting parties. To an extent, the 
Cottonwood Cove Historic American Landscape 
Survey would serve to reduce the intensity of 
adverse impacts through documenting the 
structures as contributing elements of the cultural 
landscape (NPS 2010b). 

At Katherine Landing, several of the actions 
proposed under this alternative could have 
adverse impacts. The developed area is potentially 
eligible for listing in the National Register as a 
Mission 66 designed cultural landscape and/or a 
contributing component to a multiple property 
Mission 66 National Register nomination under 
development. Many actions would remove/alter 
the appearance of structures and features 
potentially contributing to the landscape, change 
the structure’s/feature’s original Mission 66 
function, alter designed circulation patterns, 
and/or introduce visual intrusion into the 
landscape’s viewshed. Notable among these are 
the proposed 

• removal of the motel, original picnic facilities, 
and campground amphitheater 

• remodel of the restaurant and store into a 
combined visitor/commercial services center 

• rehabilitation of the existing ranger station 
into office space for the campground, and 
conversion of the trailer village into a RV 
campground 

• construction of cabins in the campground 
area 

• redesign of campground loop D to 
accommodate volunteer court and large RV 
campers, and the addition of a 
laundry/shower facility 

• addition of a new administrative loop road 

While many of these actions would improve, 
enhance, and update the developed area to meet 
contemporary visitor uses and needs, they could 
result in long-term, direct, local, moderate to 
major, adverse effects to features contributing to a 
potentially significant Mission 66 cultural 
landscape. To accommodate the need for change, 
recreation area staff would need to consult with 
the Arizona state historic preservation officer and 
National Park Service HABS / HAER / HALS staff 
to assess whether the developed area would be 
determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register. If determined eligible, recreation area 
staff and the consulting parties would develop a 
memorandum of understanding containing 
mitigation strategies designed to appropriately 
document Mission 66 landscape features prior to 
any remodeling, removal, or alteration of existing 
structures or addition of new landscape features. 

Cumulative impacts — Past, present, and foreseeable 
regional development and land-use practices 
outside of the developed areas will have little to 
no effect on the cultural landscapes. Ongoing and 
proposed development outside Cottonwood Cove 
(Searchlight and the proposed Searchlight Wind 
Energy, LLC. project) lies well outside the 
boundaries of the developed area. In the 
Katherine Landing area, Laughlin/Bullhead City 
are encroaching on the recreation area and could 
adversely impact the viewshed of the outer 
boundaries of the developed area. However, this 
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would have little to no effect on the main core of 
the landscape.  

As described above, implementing alternative 3 
would result in some beneficial impacts on the 
amphitheater, but it would also result in moderate 
to major, permanent, direct, and local adverse 
impacts on National Register eligible structures in 
Cottonwood Cove. Proposed changes to or 
removal of historic structures in Katherine 
Landing could have adverse impacts should any 
be determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register. These impacts, in combination with 
other regional past, present, or foreseeable future 
adverse impacts, would result in a direct, 
permanent, moderate to major, adverse 
cumulative effect to historic structures. The NPS 
contribution to these adverse cumulate impacts 
would be substantive because this alternative calls 
for the removal or alteration of structures 
contributing to a property determined eligible for 
listing in the National Register at Cottonwood 
Cove and structures potentially eligible at 
Katherine Landing. 

Conclusions — Under alternative 3, landscape 
components contributing to a determined eligible 
cultural landscape Cottonwood Cove) and 
components potentially eligible (Katherine 
Landing) would be removed, altered or 
remodeled, and/or visually impacted. This would 
result in local, permanent, direct, major, and 
adverse impact on cultural landscape features. 
There would be no cumulative impacts. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5), the National Park 
Service concludes that the actions under the 
alternative 3 would have adverse effects on cultural 
landscape in the Cottonwood Cove developed 
area and possibly the Katherine Landing 
developed area. Although the intensities of 
negative impacts could be reduced through 
mitigation under NEPA compliance, they would 
remain adverse effect under Section 106. 

Ethnographic Resources. As with the other 
alternatives, ethnographic resources are often one 
in the same as archeological resources. Therefore, 
threats and impacts on these resources would be 
comparable. The types of resources would 
generally be the same for both developed areas. 

Under alternative 3, the potential for negatively 
impacting ethnographic resources would be 
minimal within the developed areas. Any 
identified ethnographic resources in the 
developed areas would be managed as though 
they were eligible for listing in the National 
Register. Ground-disturbing activities and other 
proposed actions would be avoided in the 
locations of these sites to the greatest extent 
possible. 

Expanding the marinas, reconfiguring traffic 
circulation, and implementing other flashflood 
mitigation measures described under alternative 2, 
would be the same under alternative 3 and would 
have the same low potential for negatively 
impacting ethnographic resources. 

In addition, ethnographic resources potentially 
existing in undisturbed areas outside the 
developed areas and coves adjacent to Katherine 
Landings would be inventoried (in conjunction 
with archeological resources), and assessed for 
National Register significance in consultation with 
the appropriate state historic preservation officer, 
tribal preservation officer, and/or culturally 
associated tribes. Ground-disturbing activities 
would be sited away from sensitive resources to 
the greatest extent possible. 

Ethnographic resources that are not archeological 
resources could include mountains and vistas, and 
other physical features that these serve as 
important landmarks and wayfinding aids 
punctuating traditional and pilgrim routes 
throughout the Colorado River valley. These 
resources continue to play important ceremonial 
functions among contemporary tribes (Cleland 
2011). Visual intrusions development, might 
intrude upon traditional viewsheds. 

The National Park Service would avoid impacts 
on these sensitive resources through proper siting, 
site-specific planning, and design. Because 
National Register eligible or listed ethnographic 
resources would be avoided to the greatest extent 
possible; any adverse impacts would be absent or 
negligible, permanent, and confined to the area of 
disturbance or intrusion. 

If National Register eligible or listed ethnographic 
resources could not be avoided, an appropriate 
mitigation strategy would be developed in 
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consultation with the state historic preservation 
officer(s) and associated American Indian tribes. 

Cumulative impacts — Past development and land-
use patterns have damaged or destroyed 
ethnographic resources within the developed 
areas and surrounding region. Ethnographic 
resources that have been inundated by the 
impoundment of Lake Mohave have and would 
continue to be subjected to impacts from water 
movement, changing lake levels, sedimentation, 
and recreation. These past actions have resulted in 
direct, minor to major, long-term/permanent, and 
local and regional adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources. 

In addition, actions called for in-park plans like 
the exotic plan management plan and fire 
management plan could have adverse impacts on 
ethnographic resources if avoidance were not an 
option. These impacts have been and would 
continue to be direct, long-term/permanent, 
minor to major, and adverse. 

Future projects outside of the recreation area 
could also adversely affect ethnographic 
resources. The proposed Searchlight Wind 
Energy, LLC. project would entail the 
construction of the wind farm infrastructure and 
the wind turbines. Again, if avoidance were not 
possible, there could be negative impacts in the 
form of visual and physical intrusions on 
ethnographic resources (e.g., vistas). These 
present and future activities and development 
could result in direct and indirect, 
long-term/permanent, and minor to major, 
adverse impacts on ethnographic resources locally 
and regionally. 

As described above, implementation of 
alternative 3 would result in no adverse effect or 
negligible to minor, permanent, and adverse 
effects to ethnographic resources because 
sensitive resources would be avoided to the 
greatest extent possible. These impacts, in 
combination with the minor to major, permanent, 
adverse impacts of other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions would result 
in a permanent, moderate to major, and adverse 
cumulative impacts. The adverse effects of 
alternative 3, however, would potentially be an 
extremely small component of the cumulative 
adverse impact. 

Conclusion — Under alternative 3, ground-
disturbing activities would be sited away from 
National Register eligible ethnographic resources, 
resulting in no or negligible, local, adverse 
impacts. Cumulative impacts would be regional, 
permanent, direct, minor to major, and adverse; 
NPS contributions would be minimal. 

Section 106 — After applying the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation’s criteria of adverse 
effects (36 CFR Part 800.5), the National Park 
Service concludes that the actions under the 
alternative 3 would have no adverse effect on 
ethnographic resources because the National Park 
Service would avoid damaging these resources. 

Visitor Use, Experience, and Safety 

Under alternative 3, the preferred alternative, the 
existing motel at Cottonwood Cove would be 
expanded to double the current capacity and the 
facility would be renovated in such a way as to 
make it more suitable for conferences and retreats 
in the hope of better meeting visitor needs and 
bringing in more business. Additional 
accommodations would also be constructed 
including rental cabins and RV sites that 
accommodate larger vehicles. This increased 
range of overnight facilities would better reflect 
visitor preferences and would enhance the visitor 
experience. The marina would also be expanded 
to 484 slips, the upper campground would be 
rehabilitated, and the lower campground would 
become day use only in the summer but would 
operate as a campground for the winter season. 
Because of these actions, visitors would 
experience major, long-term, and beneficial 
impacts. 

To improve circulation and to reduce congestion 
at Cottonwood Cove, a new paved access loop 
road would be constructed to prove an alternate 
route to the motel, and would include a spur to 
the Ski Cove area. A new launch/ready lane would 
also be created from the campground to the 
launch ramp. This would significantly improve the 
visitor experience and reduce conflicts and wait 
times. Parking capacity would also be increased by 
converting portions of the short-term recreational 
vehicle and trailer village to expand the marina 
parking. By reducing congestion and improving 
circulation, visitor frustration and conflicts will 
decrease and result in major, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitor experience. 
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Other improvements to visitor experience at 
Cottonwood Cove would include a rehabilitated 
and enhanced commercial services facility that 
would combine the retail stores and restaurant 
and would also incorporate some visitor 
information and educational/interpretive exhibits 
into its design. This consolidation of visitor 
services would have moderate, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitor experience. 

Visitors would also experience expanded day-use 
areas. The existing no-boat areas to the north of 
launch ramp and in front of the hotel would 
remain, but new no-boat areas would be created 
at both Ski and Cottontail Coves. Additionally, a 
new fishing pier would be constructed adjacent to, 
but separate from, the no-boat area to the north of 
the launch ramp. New pedestrian connections to 
areas of interest would be installed between the 
fishing pier and Cottontail Cove. The existing 
picnic area would be enhanced and expanded, 
adding additional shelters, tables, and grills and 
configuring individual and group sites. The same 
type of picnic area would also be designed at Ski 
Cove to provide for the new no-boat area users 
there. This expansion of day-use areas would have 
moderate, long-term, and beneficial impacts on 
visitor experience. 

Overnight accommodation at Katherine Landing 
would change significantly. The motel would be 
removed entirely, yet this type of accommodation 
can readily be found just outside the boundary of 
the recreation area. Additional accommodations 
would be constructed, including rental cabins and 
RV sites. The campground and long-term trailer 
village would both be converted into cabins and 
RV sites, and although the number of sites would 
be reduced to retain the current footprint, 
upgrades would be made to accommodate larger 
vehicles and hookups. Some tent camping sites 
would be retained, and the amphitheater would be 
relocated to the campground. This diversification 
of accommodations, and the improvements that 
would be made, would better meet the needs of 
current visitors and would result in major, long-
term, and beneficial impacts on visitor experience. 

Circulation would also be improved around 
Katherine Landing. The existing two-lane access 
road to the entrance station would be widened, 
turnouts would be paved, and the right-turn lanes 
would be extended back to Cabinsite Road. The 
extension of the right-turn lane in particular 

would improve traffic circulation for those going 
to satellite sites such as Princess Cove, as well as 
improve safety by minimizing backups. Although 
parking capacity would not increase, lots would 
be relocated closer to the lakeshore to improve 
convenience. This would be made possible by 
converting the motel site into parking spaces close 
to the launch ramp and marina. The parking area 
to the north of the access road would be 
expanded to serve the marina, picnic area, 
amphitheater, and combined commercial services 
/ visitor contact facility. These changes would 
result in major, long-term, and beneficial impacts 
on both visitor experience and safety by greatly 
reducing the causes of visitor conflict and 
improving the accessibility of high-use areas. 

Similar to Cottonwood Cove, alternative 3 at 
Katherine Landing would also include a 
rehabilitated and enhanced facility that combines 
commercial services with some elements of 
education/interpretation and visitor information. 
The store and restaurant site, as well as part of the 
picnic area, would be redesigned to include not 
only commercial services but also a point of visitor 
contact with interpretive components such as 
waysides. 

Day-use areas would also be expanded, including 
a new picnic area along the waterfront (although 
physically separated to discourage water access) 
and new picnic areas that would be integrated into 
the existing fishing point. The trail system would 
also be expanded and enhanced, with formal 
trailheads at Fisherman’s Trail and Lakeview 
Trail. A new Lakeshore Trail along the waterfront 
would be developed, and possibly an additional 
short trail to access Princess Cove from Katherine 
Landing. These expansions would result in minor 
to moderate, long-term, and beneficial impacts on 
visitor use. 

Cumulative Impacts. There are several 
reasonably foreseeable projects, separate from this 
plan that could further impact visitor experience 
at Lake Mohave. 

One proposal that would affect the visitor 
experience is the reconstruction of the Katherine 
Landing access road beginning at its intersection 
with the Davis Dam Highway and continuing to 
the boat launch ramp. Because of high visitation 
levels at Katherine Landing, this road is subject to 
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heavy traffic volumes and in its current state is 
narrow and poorly paved, with inadequate 
drainage. Each of these problems, with the 
exception of traffic volume, would be corrected 
under the proposed reconstruction. Combined 
with the improvements that would be made to 
circulation and access at Katherine Landing in 
alternative 3, this would result in major, long-
term, and beneficial impacts on visitor experience 
and safety. 

The wireless telecommunication facilities plan 
identified Cottonwood Cove as a suitable site for 
the construction of a new cellular tower in the 
future. Improved communications within the 
coverage area would directly benefit those who 
choose to use this technology while in the 
recreation area. Moreover, some visitors may be 
more content and have peace of mind knowing 
that they can use a cell phone to contact help in 
case of emergency, especially in remote areas that 
receive less visitation. Construction of cellular 
towers would provide moderate, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on safety resulting from 
improved communication services and increased 
emergency response time. Effects to visitor 
experience would be minor, long-term, and could 
be either beneficial or adverse, depending on the 
visitor’s views on the technology and its suitability 
to national parks. 

Another potential development that may affect 
visitors to the Cottonwood Cove area is the 
proposed installation of up to 161 wind turbine 
generators in the area between the community of 
Searchlight (where the Cottonwood Cove access 
road begins) and the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area. This development would have a 
moderate, long-term, and adverse impact on the 
viewshed experienced by visitors entering the 
park via Cottonwood Cove. 

The Cottonwood Cove marina is also authorized 
to expand from approximately 300 slips to 
484 slips, per the lake management plan. This 
increase, if undertaken, would most likely increase 
visitation because of the increased capacity. The 
changes proposed under this alternative 
accommodate an increase in visitation, therefore, 
the result would be moderate, long-term, and 
beneficial impacts on visitors. 

The construction activities and related effects 
involved with these improvements would have 

minor to moderate, short-term, and adverse 
impacts on visitor experience. When combined 
with the impacts of alternative 3, there would be 
moderate to major, long-term, beneficial impacts 
on visitor experience. 

Conclusion. Overall, the implementation of 
alternative 3 would result in moderate to major, 
long-term, and beneficial impacts on visitor 
experience and safety. The main issues affecting 
visitor use, experience, and safety — congestion, 
circulation, access, parking, and overnight 
accommodations — would be all addressed in this 
alternative in reasonable and effective ways that 
would significantly improve current conditions. 
By resolving the causes of visitor conflict and by 
meeting the needs of overnight visitors, the 
changes would be readily apparent to all visitors 
and the effects would be felt in a positive manner. 

Socioeconomic Environment 

Impacts on the socioeconomic environment, 
including the commercial operators in the 
recreation area and nearby communities were 
considered. Impacts are partly based on estimates 
in the “Revised Alternatives Analysis” for both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
(Dornbusch 2011a, 2011b). The following impact 
topics were developed to analyze impacts in 
alternatives 2 and 3. 

Construction-related Economic Impacts. These 
impacts on site-specific, local, and regional 
economic output and employment resulting from 
construction projects associated with each 
alternative. It is assumed that construction in each 
alternative occurs over an initial 2- to 3-year 
period. 

Cottonwood Cove — Alternative 3 involves several 
changes to the concession operation at 
Cottonwood Cove. As in alternative 3, the marina 
would be expanded to 484 slips. The motel would 
double in size to 50 rooms, and a 4,000 square foot 
conference/retreat space would be added to the 
motel. The trailer village would be removed and 
replaced with a new short-term RV park and new 
rental cabins. The upper campground would be 
rehabilitated and operated by the concessioner, 
while the lower campground would feature 
renovated group sites and restrooms. A new 
combined commercial services/visitor contact 
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facility would be constructed near the site of the 
existing restaurant, and would include an 
expanded restaurant and retail store. 
Concessioner housing would be relocated to part 
of the existing upper campground area. The 
concessioner’s maintenance area would be 
expanded. 

Class C construction cost estimates for these 
changes to the concession total $15.6 million in 
2013 dollars (Dornbusch 2011a). The expansion 
of the motel/conference center ($2.9 million), 
marina ($3 million), construction of the short-
term RV park ($2.8 million), new commercial 
services building ($1.8 million), and campground 
($1.8 million) are the largest projects. 

Given the large capital investment required to 
complete all of the proposed construction and 
development projects under alternative 3, a typical 
10-year concession contract may not be 
financially feasible for a concessioner. Options 
such as longer contract terms or phasing in 
elements of alternative 3 over time may be 
necessary to ensure financial feasibility for a 
concessioner operating these services. 

The $15.6 million in construction spending is 
projected to generate a total of $20 million in 
direct and indirect value added to the local 
economy in the short term. An estimated 53.6 full-
time equivalent jobs and $5.3 million in labor 
income will be generated by construction in the 
short term (estimated to be a 3-year period). 

Katherine Landing — Alternative 3 involves several 
changes to the concession operation at Katherine 
Landing. The marina docks would be replaced 
and the marina would be reconfigured to 
accommodate a greater proportion of large 
(longer than 30 ft) slips. The motel and trailer 
village would be removed, and the concessioner 
would construct and operate a new campground 
featuring upgraded RV spaces and cabins. 

The existing restaurant and retail store would be 
demolished and replaced with a new commercial 
services facility with expanded space for each of 
these services. Concessioner housing would be 
consolidated at the current site of the trailer 
village, and the concessioner’s maintenance area 
would be expanded. 

Class C construction cost estimates for these 
changes to the concession total $16.7 million in 
2013 dollars (Dornbusch 2011b). The replacement 
and reconfiguration of the marina ($7.2 million), 
development of the upgraded campground, cabins 
and short-term RV park ($3.2 million), new 
employee housing ($3 million), and the new 
commercial services facility ($2.9 million) are the 
largest projects. 

Given the large capital investment required to 
complete all of the proposed construction and 
development projects under alternative 3, a typical 
10-year concession contract may not be 
financially feasible for a concessioner. Options 
such as longer contract terms or phasing in 
elements of alternative 3 over time may be 
necessary to ensure financial feasibility for a 
concessioner operating these services. 

The $16.7 million in construction spending is 
projected to generate a total of $21.4 million in 
direct and indirect value added to the local 
economy in the short term. An estimated 57.4 full-
time equivalent jobs and $5.7 million in labor 
income will be generated by construction in the 
short term (estimated to be a 3-year period). See 
table 17 for more information on construction-
related economic impacts of alternative 3. 

TABLE 17. CONSTRUCTION-RELATED  
ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 3 

 
Cottonwood 

Cove 
Katherine 
Landing 

Construction Spending $15,600,000 $16,700,000 

Construction Value 
Added $19,968,000 $21,376,000 

Construction Jobs 53.6 57.4 

Construction Labor 
Income $5,307,000 $5,681,000 

 
Overall, the impact of construction at both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing is 
projected to be local, minor, short-term, and 
beneficial. 

Visitor Spending-related Economic Impacts. 
These impacts on site-specific, local, and regional 
economic output and employment resulting from 
changes to visitor spending associated with each 
alternative. New or modified concession services 
would include changes to marinas, lodging 
options, and other commercial services including 
food and beverage and retail sales. 
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Cottonwood Cove — Based on current occupancy 
rates and estimates of unmet demand, the 
expanded marina is projected to increase slip 
rental revenue by $275,000 in 2013, and the 
expanded motel is projected to increase room 
revenue by $318,000. The new commercial 
services facility is projected to increase retail and 
food and beverage revenue by $748,000. Revenue 
from new cabins is projected to be $140,000, and 
campground revenue is projected to be $164,000. 
The closure of the trailer village will result in a loss 
of $978,000 in revenue. The net increase in 
revenue in 2013 is projected to be $666,000 
(Dornbusch 2011a). 

After subtracting additional expenses associated 
with these changes to services, annual concession 
profit is projected to increase by approximately 
100,000 annually. 

The $666,000 annual increase in visitor spending 
(revenue) at Cottonwood Cove is projected to 
generate $986,000 in direct and indirect value 
added to the local economy annually. This 
spending is projected to support 6.1 additional 
full-time jobs for the concessioner and generate 
$194,000 annually in labor income. The indirect 
spending effects are projected to support 
2.9 additional jobs in the local economy and 
generate an additional $93,000 in labor income. 

Katherine Landing — Based on current slip 
occupancy rates and estimates of unmet demand, 
the reconfigured marina is projected to increase 
slip rental revenue by $501,000 in 2013 dollars. 
The removal of the motel is projected to decrease 
revenue by $336,000. Development of the 
campground, RV park, and cabins and the 
removal of the trailer village units will result in a 
net increase in revenue of $254,000. The removal 
of the fuel pumps will reduce revenue by 
$103,000. The total projected net increase in 
revenue is $315,000 in 2013 dollars (Dornbusch 
2011b). 

After subtracting additional expenses associated 
with these changes in services, annual concession 
profit is projected to increase by approximately 
$100,000 annually. 

The $315,000 annual increase in visitor spending 
(revenue) at Katherine Landing is projected to 
generate $466,000 in direct and indirect value 
added to the local economy annually. This 

spending is projected to support 2.9 additional 
full-time jobs for the concessioner and generate 
$92,000 annually in labor income. The indirect 
spending effects are projected to support 
1.4 additional jobs in the local economy and 
generate an additional $44,000 in labor income. 

See table 18 for more information on the visitor 
spending-related economic impacts of 
alternative 3. 

TABLE 18. VISITOR SPENDING-RELATED  
ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 3 

  
Cottonwood 

Cove 
Katherine 
Landing 

Increased Revenue $666,000 $315,000 

Visitor Spending Value 
Added $986,000 $466,000 

New Concession Jobs 6.1 2.9 

Concession Labor Income $194,000 $92,000 

Indirect Jobs 2.9 1.4 

Indirect Labor Income $93,000 $44,000 

 
Overall, the impact of increased visitor spending 
at both Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
is projected to be local, negligible, long-term, and 
beneficial. 

Impacts on Other Park Concessions and Local 
Businesses. These impacts on other marina 
concessioners were considered, but because of the 
long distances between marinas in the area, these 
impacts are expected to be minor. Impacts on 
lodging and retail establishments in nearby 
communities were also considered. 

The expanded motel at Cottonwood Cove could 
slightly reduce demand for motel style lodging in 
Searchlight and in Cal-Nev-Ari. The expansion of 
the Cottonwood Cove marina would increase 
traffic through Searchlight and have a minor, 
beneficial impact on lodging, retail sales, and fuel 
sales. 

The expansion of the Cottonwood Cove marina 
and the reconfiguration of the Katherine Landing 
marina could shift some demand between both 
concessions, but the net effect would be 
negligible. Given the distance between these 
marinas and other similar concessions within the 
recreation area, the impact on other concession 
operations will be negligible. 
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Overall, the impact of alternative 3 on other park 
concessions and local businesses is projected to be 
local, negligible, long-term, and beneficial. 

Cumulative Impacts. Concession operations at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing would 
benefit from increased services and facilities. 
Growth in the surrounding communities and 
region is expected to support continued economic 
growth and increased visitation to the recreation 
area. Impacts from these actions in conjunction 
with the alternative 3 would result in primarily 
beneficial effects on the Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing concessions and the economy 
of nearby communities and the region. From the 
standpoint of the region as a whole, the impact of 
alternative 3 relative to the cumulative impact on 
the socioeconomic environment would be 
imperceptible. 

Conclusion. Construction and increased visitor 
spending would result in minor, short- and long-
term, beneficial impacts for concession-operated 
facilities. Effects on local communities and the 
region would be beneficial, but negligible to minor 
because the recreation area is a small part of the 
overall regional economy. 

Impacts associated with spending and 
employment shifts would be expected to occur 
over the duration of concession contracts, the 
length of which would be 10 years with the 
potential for contract extensions or renewals. 
Short-term impacts would include construction 
spending, which would occur over an estimated 
2 to 3 years. See table 19 for a summary of 
socioeconomic impacts of alternative 3. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts  
and Irreversible and Irretrievable Impacts. 
There are no anticipated unavoidable adverse 
impacts or irreversible and irretrievable impacts 
on the socioeconomic environment from any of 
the elements of any of the alternatives. 

Park Operations 

Cottonwood Cove. The marina and motel 
expansion at Cottonwood Cove would increase 
visitation to the area, impacting interpretive, 
maintenance, law enforcement, and natural 
resources staff. The redevelopment of the upper 
campground, to be managed by the concessioner, 
will eliminate NPS campground staffing. While 
the concessioner would be responsible for the 
construction of the motel addition and the 
expansion of the marina, area maintenance staff 
would monitor these projects. 

As in alternative 2, flood mitigation construction 
projects would include construction of 9,300 lf of 
concrete channels, low-flow road crossings, and 
road realignment. Additional road improvements 
would be made to reconfigure circulation 
throughout the area. The main access road would 
be widened to include a new launch/ready lane. A 
new paved spur road would be created to the Ski 
Cove area, and a new paved loop road would 
provide an alternate route to the motel area. 
Parking capacity would be increased by a total of 
392 spaces, and parking would be better organized 
and delineated throughout Cottonwood Cove. 
New day-use areas, including picnic areas, would 
be developed in both Ski Cove and Cottontail 
Cove. Pedestrian connections would be 
developed to both of these coves as well as to a 
new fishing pier in Cottonwood Cove. A new 
visitor contact facility would be located in the 
combined commercial services facility on the 
current site of the store/restaurant. NPS 
maintenance staff will be involved in all of these 
projects. 

The proposed new no-boat areas in Ski Cove and 
Cottontail Cove would require additional 
monitoring and enforcement. 

The existing helipad, ranger station, and fire 
station would be relocated and combined into a 
law enforcement / emergency service center near 
the existing ranger station. This new center would 
likely have a minor, beneficial impact on NPS 
operations at Cottonwood Cove. 
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TABLE 19. SUMMARY OF SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE 3 

 
Construction Visitor Spending 

Population, Housing, 
 and Equity 

Concessions and 
Local Businesses 

Cottonwood Cove 
Impact Type Beneficial Beneficial Neutral Beneficial 
Impact Context  Local Local Local Local 
Impact Intensity Minor Negligible Negligible Minor 
Impact Duration Short Term Long Term Long Term Long Term 
Cumulative Impact Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible 
Katherine Landing 
Impact Type Beneficial Beneficial Neutral Beneficial 
Impact Context  Local Local Local Local 
Impact Intensity Minor Negligible Negligible Minor 
Impact Duration Short Term Long Term Long Term Long Term 
Cumulative Impact Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible Imperceptible 

 

NPS housing would be rehabilitated; this would 
have a minor, beneficial impact on recreation area 
staff. A new employee picnic facility would be 
built near the entrance station on County 
Road 164, which would also have a minor, 
beneficial impact. 

Katherine Landing. The demolition of the motel 
and the expansion of the campground/RV park 
would net out in terms of visitors and have a 
neutral impact on park operations. 

NPS construction projects at Katherine Landing 
under alternative 3 include rehabilitation of 
existing diversion dikes and construction of a new 
concrete channel along South Katherine Wash, a 
new paved access road from Cabinsite Road to the 
new NPS maintenance area, a new paved loop 
serving administrative areas, the widening of the 
existing paved access road to the entrance station, 
and the relocation of parking closer to the 
lakeshore. A new picnic area and enhanced trail 
system, including a new Lakeshore Trail, would 
be developed. 

A new paved access road would be constructed 
between North and South Arizona Telephone 
Coves, and paved, formalized parking areas would 
be developed at North Arizona Telephone Cove 
and Princess Cove. All of these construction and 
development projects would involve supervision 
and/or labor by area maintenance staff. 

A combined commercial services/visitor contact 
facility would likely increase the need for 
interpretive staffing, as a greater number of 

visitors would visit this facility as compared to the 
current ranger station. 

The campground would be operated by 
concessioner, reducing the need for campground 
employees. The existing ranger station would be 
converted to a campground office for the 
concessioner. Law enforcement/emergency 
functions would be located in consolidated offices 
near the NPS maintenance area along with 
interpretation/maintenance offices. This 
consolidation of services would likely have a 
minor, beneficial impact on NPS operations. 
Existing NPS housing would be rehabilitated, 
providing a minor, beneficial impact on recreation 
area staff. 

A helipad for emergency evacuations would be 
developed at Princess Cove. This will improve the 
efficiency of rescue services in the more remote 
areas. North Arizona Telephone Cove would be 
closed to motorized launching, but boats would 
be allowed to continue to beach there. This might 
require additional monitoring by law enforcement 
staff. A picnic area would be developed at North 
Arizona Telephone Cove with tables, grills, and 
shelters. 

Cumulative Impacts. On a site-specific basis, 
these proposed changes will have a noticeable 
impact on park operations. Several facilities will 
be relocated or reconfigured, and area staff would 
have reduced responsibilities related to the 
campground, and increased responsibilities 
related to monitoring new no-boat zones and 
launch areas. 
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Conclusion. Overall, alternative 3 would increase 
demands on NPS staff at both Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing, although certain NPS 
responsibilities would be shifted to the 
concessioner. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Unavoidable adverse impacts are the 
environmental consequences of an action that 
cannot be avoided either by changing the nature 
of the action or through mitigation if the action is 
taken. Therefore, these environmental 
consequences would remain throughout the 
duration of the action. 

All action alternatives (alternatives 2 and 3) would 
result in unavoidable adverse impacts on the 
vegetation; soils; wildlife habitat; and threatened, 
endangered, and special status species. These 
adverse impacts would be primarily minor and 
would not have adverse effects beyond the local 
area. The no-action alternative would continue to 
have adverse effects associated with public health 
and safety because of the potential dangers 
associated with the flash flooding. 

Under alternatives 2 and 3, the potential for 
unavoidable adverse impacts on archeological and 
ethnographic resources would be very small 
because these resources would be avoided to the 
greatest extent possible. The remodeling and/or 
removal of structures and cultural landscape 
features called for under these alternatives would 
have a substantial potential for the unavoidable 
loss of historic fabric of structures determined 
eligible for the National Register at Cottonwood 
and those potentially eligible at Katherine 
Landing. Similarly, the removal of design 
landscape plantings, reworking of traffic 
circulation, revamping of the herringbone 
campgrounds (alternative 3), and other alterations 
to the designed landscapes would have 
considerable potential for unavoidable adverse 
impacts on historic structures and the cultural 
landscapes in the developed areas. Mitigation 
through documentation would lessen the intensity 
of these unavoidable impacts. 

Under the no-action alternative, the existing 
footprint for construction and visitor use in both 
developed areas and the coves adjacent to 
Katherine Landing would remain the same. No 
historic structures would be removed or 

remodeled. The campgrounds and cultural 
landscape plantings, circulation, viewshed, and 
other cultural landscape features would remain 
the same. This would result in no unavoidable 
adverse impact on cultural resources. 

Irreversible and Irretrievable  
Commitment of Resources 

This determination identifies whether the 
proposed action or alternative would result in 
effects or impacts that could not be changed over 
the long term or would be permanent. An effect 
on a resource would be irreversible if the resource 
could not be reclaimed, restored, or otherwise 
returned to conditions that existed before the 
disturbance. An irretrievable commitment of 
resources involves the effects on resources that 
once gone, cannot be replaced or recovered (NPS 
2000). 

For all alternatives, the materials and energy used 
for facility improvements or maintenance would 
be irretrievably lost. The funds expended for labor 
and materials for facility improvements and 
maintenance would be irreversibly and 
irretrievably committed. New site development 
would cause the irretrievable commitments to soil, 
vegetation, and wildlife habitat resources. This 
impact would be reduced with implementation of 
mitigation measures. 

Under alternatives 2 and 3, there would be a small 
potential for the irreversible/irretrievable loss of 
archeological and ethnographic resources because 
these resources would be avoided to the greatest 
extent possible. Alternative 2 would have some 
potential for the irreversible/irretrievable loss of 
historic structures and cultural landscape features 
because some structures would be 
remodeled/removed, there would be minor 
modifications to the campgrounds, traffic 
circulation would be changed, designed landscape 
plantings would be removed, and other features 
contributing the cultural landscapes would be 
altered. Under alternative 3, the potential these 
irreversible/irretrievable losses would be greater 
because there would be more extensive changes to 
the cultural landscapes in the developed areas. 

Under the no action alternative, there would be a 
small potential for the irreversible/irretrievable 
loss of archeological and ethnographic resources 
because the current areas of disturbance would 
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largely go unchanged. The potential commitment 
of resources for historic structures and the 
cultural landscape would be limited the loss of 
historic fabric and landscape features resulting 
from routine maintenance. 

Relationship of Short-term  
Uses and Long-term Productivity 

The intent of this determination is to identify 
whether the proposed action would trade off the 
immediate use of the land or resources for any 
long-term management possibilities, adversely 
affecting the productivity of the resources in the 
recreation area. This determination also discloses 
whether the proposed action or alternatives 
would be a sustainable action that could continue 

over the long term without causing environmental 
problems. 

None of the alternatives would result in 
substantial loss of natural resources or ecosystems 
in the recreation area as a consequence of their 
implementation. Actions proposed under the 
alternatives would not result in widespread loss of 
long-term productivity because the areas 
impacted are relatively small in size and low in 
productivity compared with the remaining 
unaffected areas within the recreation area. The 
extent of impacts on natural resources, such as 
soils and vegetation, that would be removed 
because of construction or visitor use is local and 
would not adversely affect the overall quality and 
productivity of the Mohave desert ecosystem 
within the recreation area.
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CHAPTER 5:  
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

The National Park Service conducted both 
internal and external scoping with appropriate 
park staff, agencies, American Indian tribes, 
concessioners, and the public. This scoping 
process was used to define the project purpose 
and need, identify issues and impact topics, and to 
outline alternative actions. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Initial NPS planning team meetings were held 
with Lake Mead National Recreation Area staff 
and concessioners from the Forever Resorts at 
Cottonwood Cove and Seven Crown Resorts at 
Katherine Landing in late October and early 
November 2007, to identify current operational 
issues and concerns. 

The formal public scoping process for the 
development concept plans for Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing was initiated on August 13, 
2008, with the publication of the Notice of Intent 
to prepare an environmental impact statement in 
the Federal Register. The Federal Register notice 
was also posted on the NPS Planning, 
Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) 
website. The public comment period extended to 
October 14, 2008. 

In September 2008, a scoping press release was 
sent to television stations, newspapers, magazines, 
and radio stations in southern Nevada, Arizona, 
and southern California announcing a series of 
public scoping meetings in the area inviting the 
public to share their ideas concerns, and future 
visions for enhancing the Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing areas of Lake Mohave. During 
that time a flyer was made available at the 
recreation area notifying the public of the Draft 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
Development Concept Plans/ Environmental Impact 
Statement (DCPs/EIS) and a newsletter describing 
the process and outlining an initial list of issues to 
be addressed by the planning process was posted 
to the Lake Mead NRA website and on the PEPC 
website and over 400 copies were distributed to 
the public. The scoping comment period 
extended from September 11, 2008, to 
November 15, 2008. 

Three public meetings using the open house 
format were held between October 27 and 
October 29, 2008 in Bullhead City, Arizona; 
Searchlight, Nevada; and Boulder City, Nevada. A 
total of 65 people attended the public meetings, 
including individuals, one business, and 
representatives from Laughlin City Manager’s 
Office, Searchlight Town Advisory Board, Clark 
County Comprehensive Planning, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Colorado River Heritage Greenway 
Trails, Lake Mohave Boat Owners Association, 
Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners Association, 
Forever Resorts, and Seven Crown Resorts. 
Comments were recorded on flip charts at the 
meetings. In addition, approximately 110 public 
comment letters and comments posted to the 
PEPC website were also received. The most 
frequent input were letters from trailer owners at 
Cottonwood Cove expressing support for 
including the trailer village in part of the plan. The 
public also identified a variety of issues and 
concerns on topics such as marina and launch 
ramp conditions, congestion, provision of 
nonmotorized visitor / no-boat opportunities, 
enhancement of visitor facilities and services, and 
protection of the Cottonwood Cove viewshed and 
motel character. The Laughlin Chamber of 
Commerce provided a copy of a 2003 report 
outlining a range of issues and recommendations 
for improving the lower Lake Mohave area. 

A flyer further soliciting public input was 
distributed in September 2009. Twenty-seven 
responses were posted to the PEPC website. A 
second newsletter was mailed out and posted on 
the PEPC website describing the key issues and 
different options or actions that could be taken to 
address the identified issues. The public comment 
period for this newsletter extended from 
March 11, 2010 to July 31, 2010. During the public 
comment period, eight comments were received 
through the PEPC website. The comments ranged 
from concerns on the trailer village to area trails. 

AGENCY CONSULTATION 

American Indian Tribes 

There are numerous Yuman-speaking American 
Indian tribes with interest in this area of Lake 
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Mead National Recreation Area. Letters and 
newsletters were sent to these tribes to inform 
them of the planning process and to invite their 
input. Tribal consultation has also been 
conducted through participation and sharing of 
project updates by the park’s American Indian 
liaison during routine government-to-government 
consultation meetings. Consultation will continue 
with the American Indian tribes throughout the 
planning and implementation of the development 
concept plans to ensure that any potential 
concerns are addressed. Tribes have been invited 
to sign as concurring parties on programmatic 
agreements with the Nevada and Arizona state 
historic preservation officers to mitigate impacts 
to cultural resources. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, consultation letters were sent from 
the National Park Service to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in September 2008. The USFWS 
Arizona Ecological Services provided comments 
during the scoping meetings and in response to 
newsletter 2. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
referenced the biological opinion issued for the 
2003 Lake Mead NRA Lake Management Plan / 
Final Environmental Impact Statement), which 
included critical habitat for the Southwestern 
willow flycatcher, bonytail chub, razorback 
sucker, and desert tortoise. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service also recommended that the Yuma 
clapper rail, bald eagle, and Gila monster be 
addressed. Based on the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of 1918, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also 
suggested that land clearing or other surface 
disturbances be conducted outside the avian 
breeding season or a qualified biologist survey of 
the area be conducted prior to any clearing. They 
wished to remain involved with the project. Their 
primary concerns in responses to newsletter 2 
were for potential effects of changes in marina 
locations, boat launch ramps, and other 
infrastructure that could affect the razorback 
sucker, bonytail chub, and critical habitat for both 
species in Lake Mohave. 

A programmatic biological opinion issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in February 2010 
included an evaluation of potential effects on the 
threatened Mohave desert tortoise (Gopherus 
agassizii) and its designated critical habitat from 
programmatic activities in the Lake Mead 

National Recreation Area in Clark County, 
Nevada. Programmatic activities addressed in that 
document included infrastructure development 
and maintenance as part of the implementation of 
a development concept plan for Cottonwood 
Cove. The programmatic biological opinion is in 
effect for a 10-year period. The general terms and 
conditions that are included in that document 
would be implemented as part of the proposed 
actions to minimize the effects and incidental take 
of desert tortoise. Additional project-specific 
terms and conditions may be identified based on 
the specifics of any individual project and will be 
determined during project-level consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Specific 
projects associated with the implementation of a 
development concept plan for Cottonwood Cove 
would be appended to the programmatic 
biological opinion. 

Nevada and Arizona State  
Historic Preservation Officer 

Scoping letters were sent to the Nevada and 
Arizona state historic preservation offices on 
September 24, 2008. Newsletter updates have 
been sent to these offices as part of an ongoing 
agency coordination and public involvement 
during the project. In 2012,  the draft development 
concept plan was submitted to the Nevada and 
Arizona state historic preservation offices. 
Comments received from these offices were 
incorporated into this final general management 
plan / environmental impact statement. In 2014, 
the National Park Service began consultations 
with the Nevada and Arizona state historic 
preservation officers to execute programmatic 
agreements to guide the identification, evaluation, 
and protection of historic properties during 
implementation of the selected action and the 
resolution of any adverse effects. Tribes 
traditionally associated with the lands of Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area have been invited 
to sign the programmatic agreements as 
concurring parties. Traditionally, associated tribes 
have been invited to sign the programmatic 
agreements as concurring parties. 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

On September 24, 2008, a scoping newsletter was 
also sent to the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation to outline the purpose and need for 
the plan. The park is continuing to consult with 
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the council in conjunction with the preparation of 
the programmatic agreements with the two state 
historic preservation officers.  

Arizona and Nevada State  
Natural Resources Agencies 

In addition to consultation with federal agencies, 
the National Park Service sent letters to the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department and the 
Nevada State Department of Wildlife to gather 
species information and additional concerns 
regarding the planning process. 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department provided 
input that they wished to be actively involved as a 
stakeholder and cooperating agency in the 
conservation planning and environmental impact 
analysis process for the development concept 
plans. They also wanted to be kept informed 
about the planning process. 

The Nevada State Department of Wildlife 
provided written input and participated in one of 
the public meetings. They also indicated that the 
state was interested in ensuring accessibility and 

security of their vessels and equipment, avoiding 
impacts on aquatic habitats essential to the 
razorback sucker, and increasing available areas 
for shoreline angling access by no-boat users. 

INDIVIDUAL CONSULTATION 

The following people were contacted for 
information and assistance in identifying issues, 
developing alternatives, and analyzing impacts: 

Colleen Carter 
General Manager, Cottonwood Cove Resort 
Interview at Cottonwood Cove on May 13, 
2010 

Roxanne Dey 
Concessions Management Specialist, Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area 
Interview at Katherine Landing on May 12, 
2010 

Horace Schuler 
General Manager, Lake Mohave Resort 
Interview at Katherine Landing on May 12, 
2010 
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CONSULTATION LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

United States Department of the Interior 

 
 
 
 
 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

LAME (137227) 
 
September 24, 2008 
 
Mr. Don Klima 
Director, Office of Federal Agency Programs 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
1100 Pennsylvania Ave, Suite 809 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
 
Subject: Scoping Notice - Preparation of Development Concept Plans / Environmental Impact Statement 

for Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing at Lake Mead National Recreation Area and the 
Use of the NEPA Process for Section 106 Purposes 

 
Dear Mr. Klima: 
 
The National Park Service is preparing development concept plans (DCPs) and accompanying 
environmental impact statement for the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing developed areas on 
Lake Mohave within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The purpose of the DCPs is to revisit the 
implementation strategies identified in the 1986 General Management Plan and 2003 Lake Management 
Plan for the national recreation area. Each DCP will provide an integrated plan for development with site 
specific guidance for the extent, type, and location of facilities and services that is consistent with the 
management direction and intent established in both previous plans. 
 
Although planning is in the preliminary stages, we believe that eventual implementation of the project 
could affect properties included in or that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places. In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations, 36 CFR 
Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, the National Park Service is required to comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). This scoping notice serves to 
officially initiate Section 106 consultation with your office. Section 106 consultations have also been 
initiated with the Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer, Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer, 
and associated Indian tribes and scoping is underway with other federal and state agencies and interested 
publics. 

In addition, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.8(c): Use of the NEPA process for Section 106 purposes, 
this letter also serves to notify your office of our intention to use the NEPA process for all subsequent 
Section 106 consultation on this project. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
 

LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
601 NEVADA WAY 

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005 
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We look forward to your participation in this planning process and will continue to seek your input during 
various stages of the process. A copy of the scoping newsletter has been enclosed to provide some 
additional information on the planning process and preliminary issues. 

We would appreciate any preliminary input you may have by November 15, 2008. Comments can be sent 
to: 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
ATTN: DCP-EIS 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

 
If you have questions about the project or would like more information please contact Jim Holland, Park 
Planner, at 702-293-8986 or by email at jim_holland@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
William K. Dickinson 
Superintendent 
 
 
Enclosure 
 
CC: 
Holland, LAME 
Boyles, LAME 
Jackson-Retondo, PWR 
Koch, PWR 
Rideout, DSC -DC 
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
 
 
 
 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

LAME (137227) 
 
September 24, 2008 
 
Mr. Ronald M. James 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Nevada Office of Historic Preservation 
100 North Stewart Street 
Carson City, NV 89701 
 
Subject: Scoping Notice - Preparation of Development Concept Plans / Environmental Impact Statement 

for Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing at Lake Mead National Recreation Area and the 
Use of the NEPA Process for Section 106 Purposes 

 
Dear Mr. James: 
 
The National Park Service is preparing development concept plans (DCPs) and accompanying 
environmental impact statement for the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing developed areas on 
Lake Mohave within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The purpose of the DCPs is to revisit the 
implementation strategies identified in the 1986 General Management Plan and 2003 Lake Management 
Plan for the national recreation area. Each DCP will provide an integrated plan for development with site 
specific guidance for the extent, type, and location of facilities and services that is consistent with the 
management direction and intent established in both previous plans. 
 
Although planning is in the preliminary stages, we believe that eventual implementation of the project 
could affect properties included in or that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places. In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations, 36 CFR 
Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, the National Park Service is required to comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). This scoping notice serves to 
officially initiate Section 106 consultation with your office. Scoping has also been initiated with the other 
federal and state agencies, associated Indian tribes, and interested publics. 

In addition, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.8(c): Use of the NEPA process for Section 106 purposes, 
this letter also serves to notify your office of our intention to use the NEPA process for all subsequent 
Section 106 consultation on this project. 

We look forward to your participation in this planning process and will continue to seek your input during 
various stages of the process. A copy of the scoping newsletter has been enclosed to provide some 
additional information on the planning process and preliminary issues. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
 

LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
601 NEVADA WAY 

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005 
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We would appreciate any preliminary input you may have by November 15, 2008. Comments can be sent 
to: 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
ATTN: DCP-EIS 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

 
If you have questions about the project or would like more information please contact Jim Holland, Park 
Planner, at 702-293-8986 or by email at jim_holland@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
William K. Dickinson 
Superintendent 
 
 
 
CC: 
Holland, LAME 
Boyles, LAME 
Jackson-Retondo, PWR 
Koch, PWR 
Rideout, DSC -DC 
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
 
 
 
 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

LAME (137227) 
 
September 24, 2008 
 
Mr. James Garrison 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer 
Arizona State Parks 
1300 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
 
Subject: Scoping Notice - Preparation of Development Concept Plans / Environmental Impact Statement 

for Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing at Lake Mead National Recreation Area and the 
Use of the NEPA Process for Section 106 Purposes 

 
Dear Mr. Garrison: 
 
The National Park Service is preparing development concept plans (DCPs) and accompanying 
environmental impact statement for the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing developed areas on 
Lake Mohave within Lake Mead National Recreation Area. The purpose of the DCPs is to revisit the 
implementation strategies identified in the 1986 General Management Plan and 2003 Lake Management 
Plan for the national recreation area. Each DCP will provide an integrated plan for development with site 
specific guidance for the extent, type, and location of facilities and services that is consistent with the 
management direction and intent established in both previous plans. 
 
Although planning is in the preliminary stages, we believe that eventual implementation of the project 
could affect properties included in or that may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places. In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations, 36 CFR 
Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, the National Park Service is required to comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). This scoping notice serves to 
officially initiate Section 106 consultation with your office. Scoping has also been initiated with the other 
federal and state agencies, associated Indian tribes, and interested publics. 

In addition, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.8(c): Use of the NEPA process for Section 106 purposes, 
this letter also serves to notify your office of our intention to use the NEPA process for all subsequent 
Section 106 consultation on this project. 

We look forward to your participation in this planning process and will continue to seek your input during 
various stages of the process. A copy of the scoping newsletter has been enclosed to provide some 
additional information on the planning process and preliminary issues. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
 

LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
601 NEVADA WAY 

BOULDER CITY, NEVADA 89005 
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We would appreciate any preliminary input you may have by November 15, 2008. Comments can be sent 
to: 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
ATTN: DCP-EIS 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

 
If you have questions about the project or would like more information please contact Jim Holland, Park 
Planner, at 702-293-8986 or by email at jim_holland@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
William K. Dickinson 
Superintendent 
 
Enclosure 
 
CC: 
Holland, LAME 
Boyles, LAME 
Jackson-Retondo, PWR 
Koch, PWR 
Rideout, DSC -DC 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN /  
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT WITH AGENCY RESPONSES 

This section includes a summary of comments 
received through letters, e-mail messages, and 
public meetings following the release of the Draft 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
Development Concept Plans/ Environmental Impact 
Statement. All oral and written comments were 
considered during the preparation of the final 
environmental impact statement according to the 
requirements of 40 CFR 1503. The comments 
allow the study team, NPS decision-makers, and 
other interested parties to review and assess the 
views of other agencies, organizations, and 
individuals regarding the preferred alternative, the 
other alternatives, and their potential impacts. It is 
important to stress the selection of the preferred 
alternative and any revisions to the alternative were 
not based solely on how many people supported a 
particular alternative. 

The section begins with summaries of the public 
meetings and written comments. Next, responses 
are included for all substantive comments. 
Comment letters from all federal, state, and local 
agencies and private organizations that specifically 
addressed the substantive issues are included in 
Appendix E. 

The Council on Environmental Quality guidelines 
(1978) for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act requires the National 
Park Service to respond to “substantive 
comments.” A comment is substantive if it meets 
any of the following criteria from Director’s Order 
12, Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact 
Analysis and Decision Making (NPS 2001). 

• It questions, with reasonable basis, the 
accuracy of information. 

• It questions, with reasonable basis, the 
adequacy of environmental analysis. 

• It presents reasonable alternatives other than 
those proposed in the environmental impact 
statement. 

• It would cause changes or revisions in the 
preferred alternative. 

Most comments from individuals expressed 
opinions about the preferred alternative and 
therefore were not responded to or reproduced in 

this document. A complete record of individuals 
who received copies of the draft document, and of 
comments received on the draft document, 
including copies of all letters and e-mail messages, 
is on file at the park headquarters. People wishing 
to review the comment letters and e-mail 
messages should contact the park’s chief of 
planning. 

RECORD OF PUBLIC COMMENT 

A notice of availability of the draft document was 
published in the Federal Register (78 FR 13376) on 
February 27, 2013. Approximately 250 copies of 
the draft were distributed to government agencies, 
public interest groups, businesses, media, local 
libraries, and individuals. The document was also 
posted on the NPS planning web site for review. 

Public review of the Draft Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing Development Concept Plans/ 
Environmental Impact Statement was initiated in 
February of 2013. The document was on public 
review from February 15 through April 27, 2013.  

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Three public meetings were held in the region: 
Boulder City, NV (April 9 , 2013), Bullhead City, 
AZ (April 10, 2013), and Searchlight, NV (April 11, 
2013). A total of approximately 200 individuals 
attend the three meetings. The meetings were 
primarily informational in nature, intended to 
provide opportunities for the public to meet 
members of the NPS planning team, learn about 
the plan, and have questions answered. Attendees 
were encouraged to provide comments in writing 
to the planning team. 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS 

The planning team received 99 correspondences 
during the public comment period. Of the 99 
received, one was from a federal agency, two from 
state agencies, one from a business, and one from 
a recreational group. The remaining 94 were from 
individuals. Comments were primarily received 
from California, Arizona, and Nevada.  
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AGENCY RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The following concerns are the substantive issues 
that surfaced during the public comment period. 
The specific comments that addressed these 
concerns are identified with each concern and can 

be found in Appendix E. This is not a complete 
inventory of all the comments received; it includes 
only those that addressed the substantive issues. 
All comments, whether addressing these issues or 
not, are in the record file at Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area, 601 Nevada Way, Boulder City, 
NV, 89005. 

Opposes the Removal of Trailer Villages ______________________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 1: 

Commenters generally expressed their opposition to the removal of the trailer villages for 
a variety of reasons (financial contributions, stewardship, personal property loss and 
other factors). 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11,13, 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 43, 48, 49,  50, 51, 52, 55, 56, 58, 59, 
62, 68, 67, 69, 73, 74, 75, 76, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 82, 83, 86, 88, 89, 90, 94, 95, 97, 99) 

Response: The National Park Service recognizes the philanthropic and stewardship contributions of 
the visitors in the trailer villages. 

 Chapter 4 of the plan summarizes the visitor spending-related economic impacts. “The 
$6.3 million average annual spending figure at Cottonwood Cove generates an estimated 
$9.3 million in direct and indirect value added to the local economy annually.” If the full 
plan is implemented under Alternative 3, annual concession profits are projected to 
increase by approximately $100,000 annually and visitor spending is projected to increase 
$666,000 annually, generating nearly $1 million in direct and indirect value added to the 
local economy. 

 As part of this plan, we reviewed whether, with the growth of communities outside of the 
recreation area, the long-term trailer village sites and the Katherine Landing motel are 
still necessary and appropriate for public use and enjoyment of the park. Long term 
mobile home parks exist just outside the park. There are also numerous lodging facilities 
in Laughlin, which is near Katherine Landing. The existing long-term trailer sites consist 
of private manufactured homes that are left on site year-round for the sole and exclusive 
use of the owners and their guests. Trailer owners may occupy their trailers for up to 
180 days per year. As a result, sites occupied by these units are unused and vacant for at 
least 180 days in each calendar year. 

 Redeveloping the site for overnight public accommodations or redesigned campgrounds 
managed by a concessioner would enhance and diversify public use of these areas by 
making the sites useable throughout the year by multiple parties. Length of stay limits in 
the RV park and in concession operated accommodations will be significantly reduced, 
thus increasing the number of visitors who would be able to experience these areas of the 
park. 

 The proposed lake-view RV sites would feature pull-through parking, hookups and other 
amenities, accommodating the large recreational vehicles that are increasingly popular in 
the recreation area. The campground redesign would adhere to applicable standards and 
guidelines of accessibility. The plan would also permit the concessioner to offer other 
types of accommodations. The gradual elimination of mobile homes and corresponding 
upgrades to the accommodations would provide more variety and increased 
opportunities of overnight accommodations available to all visitors. The result would be 
moderate, long-term beneficial impacts on visitor experience. 
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Air Quality _________________________________________________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 2: 

Commenters would like to see more detailed analysis on the uses proposed in each 
alternative, the associated impacts of new construction on air quality, and a discussion 
of their impacts on climate change. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 90, 98) 

Response: Lake Mead National Recreation Area is designated as a Class II Air Quality Area under 
the Clean Air Act and is in attainment of all criteria pollutants under the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards. The Clean Air Act Conformity Regulations do not 
apply. 

 More detailed information would be developed during the individual project design 
stage. Based on this further design information, construction related specific best 
practices would be identified and additional project specific impact evaluation including 
emission estimates would be completed. It should be noted that as stated in the draft 
document, all the alternatives are based on the management direction established in the 
2003 Lake Mead National Recreation Area Lake Management Plan and the marina, public 
boat launch, and parking facilities capacities were considered “givens” in the draft DCP 
document. 

Impact Analysis Trends and Assumptions _____________________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 3: 

Commenters would like to see more detailed analysis on soundscapes, lightscapes, 
water quality, flash flood mitigation, and potentially larger storm events due to climate 
change. Commenters would like to see these analyses conducted on each alternative 
being proposed in the DCP to allow for a comparison of impacts. Commenter states a 
concern that appropriate consultation with tribes be conducted and that appropriate 
wildlife protocols will be taken for the Gila Monster. 

(see Appendix E: correspondence 90, 93, 98) 

Response: Each alternative received the same level of evaluation. The preferred alternative, if 
selected for implementation, would receive a more detailed assessment during project 
design development. Also during design all applicable mitigation measures would be 
implemented to minimize adverse impacts in compliance with required state and federal 
regulations. Below are specific responses that pertain to individual resources. 

Water 
Quality 

As stated in the draft document potential impacts to water quality are expected to be 
minimal. Best management practices or other mitigation (e.g., silt fences or berms) 
would be implemented during construction and operation of facilities. Specific 
mitigation measures would be developed during the individual project design stage. 

 The natural hydrology of the park includes flash floods that erode and carry sediments 
down the washes and into the lake. Similar to natural hydrological events, the proposed 
flood control structures would divert sediment laden flood waters into the lake. 
Turbidity and sedimentation affecting the lake would continue to be localized and 
temporary based on locally heavy thunderstorms that cause rapid runoff and flash 
flooding. 

Waters of 
the U.S. 

As stated in the draft document any activities involving dredging or the placement of fill 
material in waters of the United States would comply with requirements of section 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act and with other applicable state permit programs. Based 
on more detailed information developed during the individual project design stage, all 
applicable permits would be identified and permits obtained prior to construction. 
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 A jurisdictional determination would be completed as part of the more detailed design 
process to identify what projects would be within waters of the U.S. under the 
jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act or under state jurisdiction. 

Flood 
Control 

A major issue identified in the development concept plan was addressing the flood 
hazards at Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. The development sites in the 
wash bottoms are encompassed by the intervening ridges between drainages. 
Consequently there is limited non-flood prone developable land that provides lake 
access and facilities have to be located in the floodplains In order to retain public access, 
services, and support facilities. Under the preferred alternative some facilities are 
retained within the floodplain contingent upon providing both structural and 
nonstructural flood protection. 

 Floodplain management in the NPS is directed by Executive Order 11988 as specifically 
applied to the NPS in Director’s Order 77-2 (DO 77-2). As described in DO 77-2 the 
regulatory floodplain is the specific floodplain that is subject to compliance with the EO. 
In hazardous, flash flood areas such as the Lake Mead region, the so-called “extreme 
floodplain” is the regulatory floodplain, the area inundated by the largest flood possible. 
According to the DO the extreme floodplain can be determined by any one of several 
accepted extreme flood procedures and this plan uses the probable maximum flood 
(pmf) to define the regulatory floodplain. 

 As stated in the draft document, conceptual designs of the proposed structural flood 
protection were refined based on field observations, aerial survey data, and engineering 
judgment. Previous hydrologic calculations were used for flow estimates. Hydraulic 
design criteria were also identified to provide the engineering background supporting 
the structural flood control components. Further updating of the hydrologic and 
hydraulic analysis and refinement of the design would occur as part of the future stages 
of the project design process. A map indicating the general location of the flood 
diversion dike and channel system upstream of the Cottonwood Cove developed area 
has been included in the final environmental impact statement. More details would be 
developed during the project design stage for structural protections. 

 The structural flood protection system in the developed areas would be designed to 
direct flood waters through the developed area and into Lake Mohave. As is typical in 
the other developed areas in the park, water is emptied down the boat launch ramps 
which would be evacuated during a flooding event. The detailed layout of marina 
facilities near the launch ramp including the floating fuel dock will be re-evaluated 
during the future project design stage to determine if changes are needed and what the 
most appropriate layout would be given the flood hazards. 

 The diversion of flood waters upstream of the Cottonwood Cove developed area into a 
parallel wash north of the developed area would result in greater flood flows in that 
northern drainage. Although flooding is infrequent, increased flows would likely result 
in some additional erosion in that drainage than what would naturally occur. However, 
this northern drainage is undeveloped therefore no additional hazards to people or 
structures would result. 
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Climate 
Change 

Methodologies that would allow an evaluation of climate change effects for specific 
areas are not currently available. Whether climate change would result in more or 
heightened floods in the two developed areas cannot be accurately predicted based on 
the existing science. As previously stated, given the nature of the terrain in the national 
recreation area avoidance of the use in the floodplains is unavoidable. Consequently, the 
preferred alternative includes both structural and nonstructural protection to address 
flood hazards up to the probable maximum flood. Should additional information 
become available prior to the design and construction of the structural flood control 
projects it would be evaluated during the design process. 

Native 
American 
Consultation 

As stated in the draft document the NPS will continue to consult throughout the 
planning and implementation of the development concept plans with the American 
Indian tribes with interests in the areas to ensure that any potential concerns are 
addressed. 

Section 7 Consultation ______________________________________________________________  

 The NPS will complete separate section 7 consultation during the project design stage 
for the projects not covered by the existing section 7 coverage under the biological 
opinion for the Lake Management Plan or the Lower Colorado River Multi-Species 
Conservation Plan. The park also has a programmatic biological opinion which 
addresses park activities including infrastructure. 

Wildlife Protocols ___________________________________________________________________  

 The NPS would incorporate NDOW’s Gila monster protocols. 

Park Operations Methodologies and Assumptions _____________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 4: 

Commenters question the assertion that recreational vehicle spaces will be used to 
capacity under the preferred alternative. They also question the assumption that law 
enforcement needs will lessen. A concern was expressed that the operations proposed 
to be performed by the concessionaire in the DCP should remain the responsibility of 
the NPS, and that the new concessionaire contracted for the site should be allowed to 
comment on the plan prior to finalization. 

(see appendix E : correspondence 2, 5, 12, 13, 24, 25, 27, 30, 31, 32, 40, 58, 67, 78, 80, 81, 
84, 86, 89, 90) 

Response: The final designs for the project areas under consideration in the DCP will reflect the 
anticipated needs and trends for visitor use at the park. The RV spaces would be 
designed with hook-ups allowing for larger RVs and more amenities to the RV users. 
Length of stay limits in the RV park and concession operated accommodations will be 
significantly reduced thus increasing the number of visitors who will be able to 
experience these areas of the park. Law enforcement needs at the park rise and fall over 
time depending on the time of year, use trends and level of visitation. It is expected that 
the final designs implemented from the DCP preferred alternative will support the 
anticipated level of law enforcement. The statement regarding the need to reduce law 
enforcement with the removal of the trailer village has been removed. The 
concessionaire and the National Park Service work closely to provide a positive visitor 
experience. 

 The plan was open for public comment from February 15 through April 27, 2013. 
Concessioners who currently operate in the park did provide comments. Any businesses 
considering bidding on future contracts were also welcome to provide comments to the 
plan. 
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Socioeconomic: Financial Benefit of Trailer Village Community to the Concessionaire, the 
Park and Local Communities _______________________________________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 5: 

Commenters would like to see more detailed financial feasibility analysis for the 
preferred alternative. Commenters state that the financial analysis of proposed removal 
of the trailer villages does not capture all the economic benefits provided by the trailer 
villages. Commenters contend that if the total benefits were calculated (to park, 
community and concessionaires) it would be determined that is more economically 
feasible to keep the trailer villages. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 2, 5, 6, 13, 14, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 33, 34, 36, 
37, 44, 49, 51, 55, 56, 58, 59, 64, 67, 69, 73, 78, 80, 82, 86, 88, 89, 95) 

Response: The National Park Service recognizes the long-term financial contributions of the trailer 
village visitors to the park, concessionaires and local communities. These contributions 
were considered in the financial analysis that was conducted as part of the DCP and is 
discussed in the environmental consequences analysis in chapter 4. 

Socioeconomics: Guiding Policies, Regulations and Laws ___________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 6: 

Commenters questioned whether the NPS was inconsistently applying policies that 
seem to favor some recreational users (e.g., houseboats and short-term RV users) by 
singling out long-term trailers for removal. 

 (Appendix E: correspondence 14, 27, 33, 34, 48, 55, 56, 95) 

Response: Recreational boating is a legislatively authorized use at Lake Mead. Unlike trailer village 
units, all boats must be mobile and cannot have any fixtures that are permanently affixed 
to park property. Recreational boat owners are subject to more stringent length of stay 
requirements. In accordance with the Superintendent’s 2014 Compendium, length-of-
stay on vessels cannot exceed 15 days in a 30-day period while moored at a marina or 
buoy within any harbor. A vessel may not be used for overnight stays for more than 
120 days in a consecutive 12-month period. Camping at developed campgrounds with a 
motor home or camp trailer is limited to 30 days at all campgrounds, except the lower 
Cottonwood Cove, which is limited to 15 days, September 30 to April 15. Occupancy in 
concession-operated short term trailer villages is limited up to 90 days in a consecutive 
12 month period, if there is no waiting list, site occupancy may be extended 30 days at a 
time, not to exceed 180 days in a calendar year. By contrast, occupancy of a trailer 
within a concessioner-operated visitor trailer village is allowed for up to 180 days in a 
consecutive 12-month period, and there is no limit on the number of days within a 
month that a trailer village unit can be used, nor is there a limit on the number of days a 
trailer may occupy a site. 

 The trailer villages at Lake Mead essentially function as mobile home parks. Long-term 
mobile home parks are provided by private enterprises outside of the park. Boat slips, 
however, do not exist and cannot be provided outside the park because the entire lake is 
within the national recreation area boundary. 

Socioeconomics: Methodology and Assumptions ______________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 7: 

Commenters generally questioned NPS financial conclusions regarding the removal of 
the trailer villages, and whether the loss of steady year-round income from the villages 
would be offset by short-term RV or other visitor use activities and development 
proposals. Many observed that the current use of campgrounds and RV areas are well 
below capacity, and additional facilities do not appear justified. Viable and sustainable 
concession operations may not be possible without the trailer villages. 
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 (see Appendix E: correspondence 1, 2, 5, 6, 11, 12 , 13, 16, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 
31, 32, 24, 35, 36, 40, 43, 44, 48, 50, 55, 58, 59, 67, 76, 78, 80,  81, 84, 86, 89, 90, 94, 99 ) 

Response: The National Park Service recognizes the financial contribution from the visitors of the 
trailer villages. Ultimately, the revenue collected by the concessionaire and the local 
communities is from all park visitors. Chapter 4 of the plan summarizes the visitor 
spending-related economic impacts. “The $6.3 million average annual spending figure at 
Cottonwood Cove generates an estimated $9.3 million in direct and indirect value 
added to the local economy annually.” If the full plan is implemented under alternative 
3, annual concession profits are projected to increase by approximately $100,000 
annually and visitor spending is projected to increase $666,000 annually, generating 
nearly $1 million in direct and indirect value added to the local economy. 

 The phasing identified in the preferred alternative allows future park managers and 
concession operators the flexibility to respond to visitor use and demands to ensure that 
services generate a level of revenue adequate to sustain operations. As is outlined on 
page 161, “the implementation of alternative 3 would result in moderate to major, long-
term, and beneficial impacts on visitor experience and safety. The main issues affecting 
visitor use, experience, and safety — congestion, circulation, access, parking, and 
overnight accommodations — would be all addressed in this alternative in reasonable 
and effective ways that would significantly improve current conditions. By resolving the 
causes of visitor conflict and by meeting the needs of overnight visitors, the changes 
would be readily apparent to all visitors and the effects would be felt in a positive 
manner.” 

 Additionally, the short-term spending for construction would provide revenue and 
employment to the local community, estimated at approximately $20 million dollars in 
direct and indirect value added to the local economy. Overall, a recent revenue study 
noted that 85% of revenue generated in the local communities was from non-local 
residents. The trailer villages are an exclusive, private use in a national park, and such 
uses are not appropriate in consideration of NPS policies. 

Socioeconomic: Adverse Personal Financial Impact to Owners of Trailer Villages _________  

Summary 
Concern 8: 

Commenters state that the loss of personal investment to the owners of trailer villages is 
great if they are required to remove their trailers. Many owners have invested in 
improvements to their residences that will be lost if the trailers are removed, and the 
cost to remove the trailers presents a financial hardship to owners. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 1, 2, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 27, 36, 48, 50, 
59, 67, 81, 99) 

Response: Trailers occupying long term trailer village sites are the private property of the visitors 
who rent those sites. The Site rental agreements for the Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine trailer village sites provide that it is the owner’s responsibility to remove the 
trailer and all other improvements from the site if and when the rental agreement is 
terminated. Any improvements made by renters also have to be removed. While the 
NPS understands that trailer owners will incur costs associated with removing their 
trailers and associated improvements, those requirements have been clearly spelled out 
in the terms and conditions that govern the use of these sites. 

Visitor Experience: Guiding Policies, Regulations and Laws _____________________________  

 1. Removal of the trailer villages seems arbitrary. There is no real difference between 
mobile homes, motor homes, and house boats that occupy public lands and 
waterways. 
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 2. NPS staff have not provided a sufficient explanation or legislative directive as to why 
short-term visitor use is promoted rather than long-term use. A commenter cites 
Section 4, b, 4 of P.L. 88-639 (Lake Mead’s enabling legislation) that allows vacation 
cabin site use. 

 3. A commenter notes that the precedent for site trailer rentals predates the 
establishment of the recreation area. To eliminate generations of trailer village use is 
discriminatory. 

Summary 
Concern 9: 

Commenters questioned what appears to be an arbitrary and discriminatory focus on 
trailer village removal when other recreational uses are permitted. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 16, 19, 27, 34, 48, 56) 

Response: The intent of the trailer village phase-out is to increase recreational opportunities in the 
park by discontinuing an exclusive use of these sites and making the sites available to 
greater numbers of visitors. The gradual elimination of privately-owned mobile homes 
and conversion of the areas to a mix of RV sites and concessioner-operated 
accommodations would provide more variety for visitors and increase the number of 
visitors who can access these areas for overnight experiences in the park. . As discussed 
in chapter 4, these changes would result in moderate, long-term beneficial impacts on 
visitor experience. 

Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments _____________________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 10: 

Commenters stated that the NPS failed to provide adequate notice of the DCP review 
period, did utilize appropriate notification methods for out of area Trailer Village 
visitors, and that meeting times scheduled to discuss the plan did not adequately 
accommodate out of area visitors. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 27, 90) 

 The public outreach and comment period for the DCP for Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing complied with the required outreach efforts outlined in the National 
Environmental Policy Act and NPS policy. In addition to the notifications and public 
meetings that were held, the comment period for the document was extended by 10 
days to a total of 72 days. Comments were also accepted after the comment period 
closed. 

Visitor Use: Benefits of Positive Stewardship Performed by Owners of Trailer Villages ____  

Summary 
Concern 11: 

Commenters state that as long-term residents, trailer village visitors are dedicated to a 
clean, safe community and have devoted many hours and days to the clean-up and 
service of the area. Visitors have participated in stewardship activities as well as fund 
raisers for life, health and safety equipment for the community. Commenters state that 
these activities will be lost if the trailer villages are removed and they will not be 
replicated by the short-term visitors that will replace the trailer villages under the 
preferred alternative. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 5, 14, 24, 22, 34, 36, 43, 55, 56, 58, 67, 69, 73, 80, 86, 88, 
89, 95) 
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Response: The National Park Service is aware and appreciative of the very positive contributions 
the visitors of the trailer villages have made to the community. Their generous 
philanthropic assistance has benefited both trailer village visitors and other park 
visitors. The efforts by the trailer village visitors to provide assistance to park visitors in 
need and their support to the National Park Service staff have been valuable 
contributions. The National Park Service has a formally-recognized volunteer program 
that supports the NPS mission and provides outreach to visitors. There are over 
5,900 volunteers at Lake Mead NRA working to preserve and protect our natural and 
cultural resources. The National Park Service Volunteers in Parks program provides 
volunteers with orientation and training, and badges or name tags that make them 
recognizable to visitors and park staff. Lake Mead National Recreation Area invites the 
trailer village visitors to join the volunteers in parks program to continue their valuable 
contributions to the park. 

Other NEPA Issues: General Comments _______________________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 12: 

Commenter states that environmental justice issues were not addressed in the DCP. The 
commenter requests that further analysis be conducted on the environmental justice of 
displacing a large population of elderly visitors and the subsequent hardship of 
relocating their trailers. The commenter further states that the NPS failed to examine 
the environmental justice associated with the long-term effects of the removal of the 
trailer village visitors on the community and the cultural landscape. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 90) 

Response: Presidential Executive Order 12898, General Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, requires all federal agencies to 
incorporate environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing the 
disproportionately high and/or adverse human health or environmental effects of their 
programs and policies on minorities and low-income populations and communities. 
According to the Environmental Protection Agency, environmental justice is the…fair 
treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, color, national 
origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement 
of environmental laws, regulations and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of 
people, including a racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a 
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from 
industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, 
local, and tribal programs and policies. 

 The goal of ‘fair treatment’ is not to shift risks among populations, but to identify 
potentially disproportionately high and adverse effects and identify alternatives that 
may mitigate these impacts. Environmental justice was dismissed as an impact topic for 
the following reasons: 

 • The Park staff and planning team actively solicited public participation as part of the 
planning process and gave equal consideration to all input from persons regardless 
of age, race, income status, or other socioeconomic or demographic factors. 

 • Implementation of the preferred alternative would not result in any identifiable 
adverse human health effects. Therefore, there would be no direct or indirect 
adverse effects on any minority or low-income population. 

 • The impacts associated with implementation of the preferred alternative would not 
disproportionately affect any minority or low-income population or community. 
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 • Implementation of the preferred alternative would not result in any identified 
effects that would be specific to any minority or low-income community. 

 • The impacts to the socioeconomic environment resulting from implementation of 
the preferred alternative are expected to be beneficial.  

• Trailers occupying long term trailer village sites are the private property of the 
visitors who rent those sites. The Site rental agreements for the Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine trailer village sites provide that it is the owner’s responsibility to 
remove the trailer and all other improvements from the site if and when the rental 
agreement is terminated. Any improvements made by renters also have to be 
removed. 

 Page 166 of the plan states that the potential for unavoidable adverse impacts on 
archeological and ethnographic resources (which includes cultural landscape features) 
would be very small. However, the remodeling and/or removal of structures and 
cultural landscape features would have potential for unavoidable loss of historic fabric 
of structures. The National Park Service plans to lessen the intensity of these 
unavoidable impacts by mitigation through documentation. 

Suggested Park Management Strategies ______________________________________________  

Summary 
Concern 13: 

Comments support a redesign of the existing development that would allow trailer 
villages to stay and still accommodate increased recreational vehicle spaces. 
Commenters felt that dispersing development, improving existing spaces and removing 
some development would increase the footprint for recreational vehicles and would not 
require the use of the trailer village spaces. In general, commenters felt that not all 
design alternatives had been considered, and in particular considerations that would 
allow the trailer villages to remain. 

 (see Appendix E: correspondence 30, 31, 44,  53, 55, 56, 75, 80, 85, 86, 95, 96, 99) 

Response: The preferred alternative was developed to be consistent with the objectives of the plan, 
which included consideration of the types of facilities and services that were necessary 
and appropriate activities for visitor use of the park. Alternative 2 of the plan considered 
the potential for the long-term trailer villages remaining or being converted to shorter 
term use. 
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APPENDIX B: PHASING-OUT OF LONG-TERM 
EXCLUSIVE USE TRAILER VILLAGES 

The following phase out strategy is presented for 
consideration by future managers. Concessioners 
and long-term trailer village renters should be 
apprised of phase out requirements early on to 
ensure an orderly phase out process. 

1. Existing site renters would be allowed one 
more on site sale, within the first five years 
of a ten year concessions contract, or within 
the first ten years of a fifteen year contract. 
No on site sales would be allowed within 
the last 5 years of the next contract, unless 
the sale results in the immediate removal of 
the trailer outside the park. All sales must be 
approved by NPS and must include 
notification to the new owner that the 
trailer must be removed from the park at the 
end of the concession contract term. 

2. At the end of the concessions contract or 
upon termination of a rental agreement, not 
related to an approved on-site sale, the 
tenant shall remove the trailer and all 
personal property from the site within the 
terms of the rental agreement. Upon failure 
to remove the trailer and personal property, 
the Concessioner may arrange for removal 
and may hold the tenant liable for all costs 
incidental thereto as defined under the 
terms of the agreement. 

3. Vacant sites could be converted in 
accordance with services authorized under 
the alternative selected in the Record of 
Decision. The sites shall no longer be used 
as single-family recreational dwellings. 

4. As sites open, new rentals would be 
authorized with priority given to those that 
offer public non-exclusive use. RVs would 
be required to be easily moved with wheels 
and tongues in place and operational. 

5. Existing long-term trailer village standards 
would be revised to eliminate requirements 
more appropriate for a mobile home park, 
for example the requirement for “skirting.” 
Standards need to recognize the need for 

quick and easy removal of trailers. A 
prohibition on new construction (e.g., 
pavement) or replacement of existing, more 
permanent site additions would also be 
included. 

6. Within the last five years of a contract, 
vacated sites could not be re-rented for 
long-term exclusive use trailer sites (mobile 
homes). 

7. Five years before the end of the contract, all 
long term exclusive use trailer village renters 
would be notified that their trailers (mobile 
homes) would need to be removed from the 
park within the next four and one half years. 

8. Within one year of the end of the contract, 
the concessioner would initiate active plans 
for termination of site renter agreements 
and removal of remaining long term 
exclusive use trailers within the next six 
months. 

9. Depending on location, trailer village sites 
would be converted to RV sites, or 
concessioner operated/managed overnight 
accommodations (tent cabins, park models, 
rental unit trailers, etc.) or an NPS assigned 
campground could be converted for such 
uses. 

10. Concessioner housing in the long-term 
trailer village would be phased out within 
the first five years of a new contract. 
Concessioner trailers used for housing 
would be removed from the long-term 
trailer village or renovated for use as 
vacation rentals for park visitors. 

The economic feasibility of future concession 
contracts will need to consider the implications of 
the phase-out and conversion of this use to an 
alternative visitor facility/use. This suggested 
phase out strategy allows future park managers 
the flexibility to make decisions based on new 
information. 
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF CONSERVATION MEASURES  
AND TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR FEDERALLY  

LISTED THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
issued a programmatic biological opinion, dated 
October 7, 2002 (USFWS 2002a), concerning the 
potential effects of the 2003 Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area Lake Management Plan / Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Lake 
Mead National Recreation Area to the desert 
tortoise and its critical habitat, the Southwestern 
willow flycatcher, the bonytail chub and its critical 
habitat, and the razorback sucker and its critical 
habitat. The conservation measures included in 
the 2005 biological opinion for the Southwestern 
willow flycatcher, bonytail chub, and razorback 
sucker applicable to Lake Mohave are included in 
the following information. Those portions of the 
2002 biological opinion (USFWS 2005)for the 
desert tortoise and its critical habitat were 
superseded by the programmatic biological 
opinion dated February 3, 2010 (USFWS 2010). 
The general terms and conditions that are 
included in the 2010 programmatic biological 
opinion are summarized below. 

A biological and conference opinion for the 
Lower Colorado River Multi-Species 
Conservation Program was issued in 2005. NPS 
actions covered under the biological and 
conference opinion include riparian habitat 
restoration, fishery management, and boating 
access. The specific NPS actions included that are 
relevant to the Draft Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing Development Concept Plans / 
Environmental Impact Statement are the 
construction of new fishing docks and possibly 
associated fish-habitat structures and the 
maintenance and improvements of existing boats 
ramps. The general and specific conservation 
measures to avoid and minimize the effects of 
implementing the covered activities would be 
carried out. 

Additional project-specific measures and terms 
and conditions may be identified based on the 
specifics of any individual project and will be 
determined during project-level consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The National 
Park Service would submit the appropriate 
project-specific documentation that addresses the 

effects of individual projects and request the 
proposed project be appended to the appropriate 
programmatic biological opinion to fulfill NPS 
consultation requirements. 

The following measures, terms, and conditions 
would be implemented as applicable to any 
individual action included in the development 
concept plans. 

RAZORBACK SUCKER 
AND BONYTAIL CHUB 

• Surveys at the nine coves known to have 
spawning razorbacks at Lake Mohave and the 
two areas known at Lake Mead will continue. 
Surveys in Lake Mohave for bonytail chub 
will continue. The National Park Service 
cooperates in these surveys, but is not the 
prime funding source for the work. 

• Boat use of coves identified as native fish 
spawning areas during the spawning period 
will be monitored. If boat use increases 
dramatically or if the Native Fish Work Group 
recommends action, closures of the coves to 
boat use during the spawning period will be 
implemented. Areas adjacent to razorback 
sucker grow-out ponds on Lake Mohave will 
also be monitored. If vandalism to the ponds 
is documented, closures will be implemented. 

• Information about native fish in the lakes will 
be provided at marinas and with houseboat 
and other boat rentals. Information will 
encourage boaters not to use the spawning 
areas during the spawning season. 

• For the expansion of Cottonwood Cove 
Marina on Lake Mohave, razorback sucker 
surveys will begin this winter to assess any use 
of the expansion area. The site will also be 
added to the annual surveys during the 
breeding season. 

• All marinas will operate under the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area Best Management 
Practices, Watercraft and Marina Operations 
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and Dry Boat Storage and Boat Repair Services 
or subsequent revised versions of the 
document. This document provides for 
management that reduces the risk of toxic 
spills into the lakes by fueling or other marina 
operations. 

SOUTHWESTERN WILLOW FLYCATCHER 

• Surveys in known occupied habitats of the 
flycatcher by the National Park Service, 
Bureau of Reclamation, and contractors will 
continue. Surveys of potential habitats will be 
initiated by the National Park Service. 

• If breeding pairs are found, closures to restrict 
land and lake access by recreationists to the 
sites will be put in place. 

DESERT TORTOISE 

• An authorized desert tortoise biologist will be 
on-site at all times for the duration of the 
project. 

• Tortoise-proof fencing will be installed 
around the perimeter of the work area. Once 
exclusion fencing is installed, an authorized 
biologist (Authorized Biologist) would survey 
the area to ensure that no desert tortoises or 
active burrows are present within the fenced 
area. 

• A desert tortoise education program will be 
presented to all personnel on-site during 
construction. 

• All areas to be disturbed will have boundaries 
flagged before beginning the activity, and all 
disturbance and project activities would be 
confined to the flagged areas. 

• Before surface-disturbing activities, an 
authorized desert tortoise biologist will 
conduct a clearance survey to locate and 
remove tortoises using techniques providing 
full coverage of all areas. 

• All burrows located within areas proposed for 
disturbance, whether occupied or vacant, will 
be excavated by an authorized biologist and 
collapsed or blocked to prevent desert 
tortoise re-entry. 

• All located desert tortoises and desert tortoise 
eggs will be relocated off-site to 300 to 1,000 ft 
into adjacent undisturbed habitat. 

• The on-site biologist will record each 
observed or handled desert tortoise. 

• Project activities that may endanger a desert 
tortoise will cease if a tortoise is found on a 
project site. 

• All trenches and other excavations with side 
slopes steeper than a 1-ft rise to 3-ft length 
will be immediately backfilled, fenced, 
covered or constructed with escape ramps at 
each end of the trench and every 1,000 ft in 
between (at a minimum). If a desert tortoise is 
discovered within a trench, all activity 
associated with that trench will cease until an 
authorized biologist has removed the tortoise. 

• Trash and food items would be disposed of 
properly in predator-proof containers with 
resealing lids. 

• No imported topsoil (desert soil) or hay bales 
would be used during the projects, in an effort 
to avoid introduction of nonnative plant 
species or inappropriate genetic stock of 
native plant species. The contractor will be 
required to pressure-wash all equipment 
before being allowed into Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area. Reclaimed areas 
will be monitored to ensure establishment and 
spread of only native species. In areas of 
temporary disturbance, revegetation may be 
required at the discretion of NPS resource 
managers, and would consist solely of native 
plants and/or seeds. 

• If blasting is required, a 200-ft-radius area 
around the blasting site will be surveyed by an 
authorized biologist for desert tortoises prior 
to blasting and appropriate measures 
implemented to protect tortoises. 

• Vehicles will not exceed 20 miles-per-hour 
(mph) on access roads. Authorized desert 
tortoise biologists and/or approved monitors 
will ensure compliance with speed limits 
during construction. 
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• Any vehicle or equipment on the right-of-way 
within desert tortoise habitat will be checked 
underneath for tortoises before moving. If a 
desert tortoise is observed, an authorized 
biologist will be contacted. 

• All fuel, transmission or brake fluid leaks, or 
other hazardous materials, will not be drained 
onto the ground or into drainage areas. Waste 
leaks, spills, or releases will be reported 
immediately to National Park Service. The 
National Park Service or the project 
proponent will be responsible for spill 
material removal and disposal to an approved 
off-site landfill. Servicing of construction 
equipment will take place only at a designated 
area. 

• No pets will be permitted in any project 
construction area. 

• Any construction pipe, culvert, or similar 
structure will be inspected for tortoises before 
the material is moved, buried, or capped. 

• Only water or an alternative substance 
approved by the National Park Service will be 
used as a dust suppressant. Water application 
shall avoid pooling of water on roadways. 

• Any areas of water discharge will be designed 
to exclude potential predatory species of 
desert tortoises. 

• Payment of remuneration fees for 
compensation of the loss of desert tortoise 
habitat as a result of the proposed project will 
be made. The National Park Service will 
require a receipt of payment from each 
designated utility prior to issuing the Notice 
to Proceed. 

• Desert tortoises shall be handled in 
accordance with National Park Service-
approved protocols. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In May 1977, Executive Order (EO) 11988, 
“Floodplain Management,” required the National 
Park Service (NPS) and other federal agencies to 
evaluate the likely impacts of actions in 
floodplains. The objectives of the executive order 
are to avoid to the extent possible the long-term 
and short-term adverse impacts associated with 
occupancy, modification, or destruction of 
floodplains and to avoid indirect support of 
development and new construction in such areas 
wherever there is a practicable alternative. NPS 
Director’s Order 77-2, Floodplain Management 
Procedural Manual provides NPS policies and 
procedures for complying with EO 11988. The 
purpose of this Floodplain Statement of Findings 
(SOF) for Executive Order 11988 is to present the 
rationale for the location of development at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing in the 
floodplains, describe the amount of risk 
associated with the sites, and describe associated 
flood mitigation actions. 

PROPOSED ACTION 

The preferred alternatives in the development 
concept plans (DCPs) for Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing would retain and improve 
both developed areas consistent with the 
management direction established in the 1986 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area General 
Management Plan / Environmental Impact 
Statement and the 2003 Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area Lake Management Plan. A number 
of facilities including overnight accommodations 
/residences are proposed to remain or be replaced 
within the probable maximum floodplains (pmf). 
Some of these structures at Cottonwood Cove are 
contributing elements to a Mission 66 historic 
district determined to be eligible in the National 
Register of Historic Places in 2006. 

The following actions would occur within the 
probable maximum floodplains at Cottonwood 
Cove: 

• redevelop the trailer village site for short-term 
overnight visitor accommodations 

• retain and allow expansion of the motel 

• retain a portion of the upper campground for 
visitors and redevelop remainder of the 
campground for volunteer sites and employee 
housing 

• convert lower campground to summer day 
use and continue operation as a campground 
during the winter season 

• enhance existing picnic area 

• construct combined visitor contact / 
commercial services facility on the site of the 
existing store/café 

• increase parking capacity per the lake 
management plan and construct new loop 
road and ready lane 

• maintain launch ramp 

• retain NPS housing, maintenance, and 
emergency service facilities 

• expand existing concession maintenance area 

The following actions would occur at Katherine 
Landing within the probable maximum 
floodplains: 

• remove the motel and redevelop area for 
visitor parking 

• retain visitor parking east of the motel 

• maintain launch ramp 

• convert portion of trailer village to short-term 
campground 

• retain NPS maintenance area and consolidate 
NPS offices and operations 

• retain dry boat storage 

• maintain day-use areas at North and South 
Arizona Telephone Cove 

SITE AND FLOOD  
HAZARD DESCRIPTION 

Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing are two 
of the major developed areas on Lake Mohave. 
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The majority of development is located near the 
shoreline of the lake within Cottonwood Wash 
and North and South Katherine Washes, but for 
Katherine Landing the Final Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing Development Concept Plans 
/ Environmental Impact Statement includes 
shoreline day-use areas in South and North 
Arizona Telephone Cove washes. The 
development sites in the wash bottoms are 
encompassed by the intervening ridges between 
the drainages. Consequently, there is limited, 
nonflood prone, developable land that provides 
access to the lake. As a result, almost all facilities at 
Cottonwood Cove and many of those at Katherine 
Landing are within the probable maximum 
floodplain. 

Both developed areas accommodate a wide variety 
of recreational activities and provide public 
launch facilities and commercial marina services, 
as well as other public use and support facilities. 
As such, the natural floodplain values have been 
largely altered by existing development and use. 

Desert washes drain from the surrounding 
mountain ranges across broad bajadas at their 
base and down into the lake. The washes are 
subject to flash flooding caused by intense 
thunderstorms over their drainages. The 
following washes/basins were identified for the 
purposes of calculating flood flows at both 
developed areas. Estimated flood depths at 
Cottonwood Cove are approximately 6 to 7 feet 
(ft) during the probable maximum floodplains and 
3 to 6 ft during the 100-year flood. At Katherine 
Landing, estimated flood depths are 
approximately 3 to 8 ft during the probable 
maximum floodplains and 1 to 6 ft during the 
100-year flood. The warning time, or time from 
the onset of rainfall until the maximum flood 
flows reach various facilities, varies between 
approximately 42 minutes for Ranger Wash to 8 
minutes for the Dry Boat Storage basin at 
Cottonwood Cove. At Katherine Landing, 
warning times vary between approximately 
7 minutes at the Dry Boat Storage Wash to 33 
minutes at the motel in South Katherine Wash. 
Warning times for South and North Arizona 

Telephone Coves are approximately 51 and 
79 minutes. See tables D-1 and D-2 for summaries 
of peak runoffs at Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing. 

Existing flood protection consists of earthen dikes 
and channels that provide various levels of flood 
protection, ranging from approximately 10- to 
100-year flows but that do not convey the pmf 
flows. At Cottonwood Cove, rain gauges located 
upstream of the developed area are used to 
monitor rainfall in real-time. An automated 
system consisting of flash flood hazard monitoring 
and warning equipment is in place to notify the 
public in the developed area of flood danger. All 
hydrologic data and siren activation/deactivation 
capability is also available at the emergency 
dispatch center in Boulder City, Nevada. 

TABLE D-1. SUMMARY OF PEAK RUNOFF –  
COTTONWOOD COVE 

Wash/Channel 
100-year Peak 

(cfsa) 
pmf Peak 

(cfs) 

Ranger Residence 1,900 8,400 

Upper Access Road 600 2,500 

Dry Boat Storage 150 600 

Lower Access Road 2,200 11,000 

Lower Boat Storage 125 500 

Upper Campground 400 1,800 

cfs = cubic feet per second. 

TABLE D-2. SUMMARY OF PEAK RUNOFF –  
KATHERINE LANDING 

Wash/Channel 
100-year Peak 

(cfs) 
pmf Peak 

(cfs) 

North Katherine 
Wash 

230 1,500 

South Katherine 
Wash 

950 6,500 

Dry Boat Storage 
Wash 

350 1,730 

South Arizona 
Telephone Cove 
Wash 

1,400 8,150 

North Arizona 
Telephone Cove 
Wash 

4,500 25,500 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR  
THE USE OF FLOODPLAIN 

Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing were 
developed where drainages enter the Colorado 
River/lower Lake Mohave in order to provide 
recreation-related facilities. These developed 
areas were historically the only accessible point to 
lower Lake Mohave above Davis Dam. As such, 
they were logical locations to provide recreation-
related facilities. Facilities were developed over 
time that included overnight and day-use facilities, 
as well as boat launches and marinas. Both 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing were 
established prior to the 1964 enabling legislation 
formally establishing Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area and well before issuance of 
EO 11988 providing guidance for federal actions 
in floodplain locations. 

Facilities have to be located in the floodplains and 
retain public access, services, and support 
facilities. There are no adequate developable 
flood-free areas near the lakeshore because of the 
nature of the terrain that is comprised of washes 
and intervening ridges. The preferred alternative 
for the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
development concept plans includes actions 
necessary for the preservation of public access to 
Lake Mohave, improvements to visitor use and 
experience, and to protect historic resources. 
Therefore, although the facilities must be located 
within the floodplains, the protection of people 
and property is a major objective for the plans. 

FLOOD MITIGATION MEASURES 

The preferred alternative for each developed area 
would minimize potential hazards to human life 
and property within the probable maximum 
floodplains through a combination of structural 
and nonstructural measures. An improved system 
of diversion dikes and channels would be 
constructed to convey 500-year flows through the 
developed areas in Cottonwood Wash and North 
and South Katherine Washes (see figures 5, 8, and 
11 at the end of chapter 2). Flood warning signs 
would be posted at North and South Telephone 
Coves. An early warning detection system similar 
to the one at Cottonwood Cove would be installed 
at Katherine Landing to augment the structural 
flood protection system. Flood evacuation 

planning would be developed that would direct 
emergency actions and evacuations in the event of 
flooding. 

Beginning in the early 1980s, a series of flood 
studies at both developed areas were prepared. In 
2004, studies were completed to review and 
update the past flood mitigation 
recommendations (HDR 2004a, 2004b). 
Conceptual designs of the proposed structural 
flood protection were refined based on field 
observations, aerial survey data, and engineering 
judgment. Previous hydrologic calculations were 
used for flow estimates (NPS 1982). Hydraulic 
design criteria were also identified to provide the 
engineering background supporting the structural 
flood control components. Further updating of 
the hydrologic and hydraulic analysis and 
refinement of the design would occur as part of 
the future stages of the project design process. 

The proposed structural flood protection would 
include the following elements. 

Cottonwood Cove 

• Diversion dike needed upstream of the 
developed area to intercept and redirect a 
majority of flood flows into parallel wash 
north of developed area 

• Maintenance and reinforcement of the 
existing diversion dikes 

• 9,300 linear feet (lf) of concrete channels (up 
to 52 ft top width) 

• Deflector wall and concrete swale outlet at 
lake 

• Low-flow road crossings and road 
realignment 

Katherine Landing 

• Rehabilitate existing diversion dike (upstream 
of the developed area) that directs flows from 
North Katherine Wash around the developed 
area into South Telephone Cove Wash 

• Raise, extend, and rehabilitate existing 
diversion dike, directing flows into South 
Katherine Wash 
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• New concrete channel (up to 65 ft top width) 
along South Katherine Wash extends from 
borrow pit (proposed sediment basin) to 
beginning of launch ramp 

• Low-flow road crossings 

SUMMARY 

The National Park Service has determined that 
there is no practicable alternative to maintaining 
development at Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 

Landing within the floodplains. This 
determination was based on the decision to 
continue to maintain both developed areas as 
primary visitor use sites on Lake Mohave that 
provide lake access and provision for overnight 
and day-use facilities. Although these facilities are 
within areas subject to flooding, the proposed 
flood mitigation measures would reduce the risk 
to life or property. Structural flood protection 
would be designed to convey floods up to the 
500-year floodplain. Early warning/detection 
systems, flood warning signs, and evacuation 
plans would also be implemented.

 

219 



 

APPENDIX E: CORRESPONDENCE PERTAINING TO ISSUES 

This appendix contains the correspondents received after publication of the draft document that relate to 
issues discussed in chapter 5. 

Correspondence ID: 1 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: public, jean  
Address: not available not available  
Received: Feb, 27, 2013 12:54:08 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: i oppose enhanced visitor experience (very vague usage of words). want the 
area to stay natural. naturalis charm. stop gouging taxpayers to make 
playgrounds. if development is constrained, floods will not be as big a problem. 
it is when you let developmetn run rampant that floods do become an issue. i 
want development completely constrained and the area left natural. some work 
can be done to rsstore what clearly nature had provided before and which you 
probably already destroyed. i do not suppport taxpayers being gouged to 
provide "ease of access". let it be as it is. so be it. we are in economic doldrums 
and i do not suppport increased taxes. american are already into poverty 
andbankruptcy based on the huge taxes we all pay. i oppose gouging taxpayers 
to pay for better "parking". this is a natural area and concrete should not be 
placed on the taxpayers wallets. i oppose providing additional "education" and 
gouging taxpayers to provide that. its clear we need those who seek to entertain 
themselves at this area to pay out of pocket by themselves for that vacation. it is 
time to stop gouging national taxpayers wallets to pay for playgrounds for those 
who can afford vacation time. the fact is many ant afford to go on vacation ever 
in their lives in this economy. we need smaller govt. we need cheaper govt. this 
comment is for th epublic record. please keep me fully advised of all 
developments in this matter by sending me paper copies of new developments 
to 2 glenway, flemington nj 08822. jean public  

 
Correspondence ID: 2 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Reed, Kevin S 
Address: Huntington Beach 
Received: Mar, 04, 2013 14:29:18 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I have reviewed the Cottonwood Cove development plans and have major 
concerns regarding Alternative #3. I have been a visitor of Cottonwood Cove 
for over 30 years and as a regular visitor and more importantly as a taxpayer, I 
find the plan to be fiscally irresponsible. From personal observation and as a 
frequent visitor to the Cove, there is no volume based justification for this 
project. 

The upper camp ground is nearly empty year round, in spite of recent upgrades. 
The lower RV area is seldom full, along with the hotel, which only achieves 
maximum occupancy during a few weeks in the summer. There are more than 
adequate facilities to meet current and future demand for Cottonwood Cove 
and spending millions of dollars to add facilities that are not needed is a waste 
of taxpayer money. Eliminating the long term trailer village renters only makes 
matters worse; these renters are the most frequent visitors to Cottonwood Cove 
by far and generate the most income for the Cove year-round.  
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What has not been adequately addressed in the development plan document 
are the ramifications to the town of Searchlight Nevada. The long term renters 
from trailer village provide year-round income for the town of Searchlight. The 
elimination of trailer village would be catastrophic for the Searchlight, which is 
already financially depressed. Please re-consider the "preferred" option #3; it's 
a horrible choice for Cottonwood Cove. 

 
Correspondence ID: 3 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Wood, Kent  
Address: 5901 Warner Ave #362  

Huntington Beach, CA 92648 Huntington Beach  
Received: Mar, 07, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I am very disturbed at the possibility of Trailer Village being phased out. Four 
generations of my family have enjoyed our trailer and boating at the cove. I'm 
very interested in change. I'd like to see the cjove modernized. It will be good 
for the general public, but please don't do it at the expense of Trailer Village. I 
have 4 grandchildren that are going to be very upset if they don't have the same 
opportunity as their Dad's, granddads and grandmothers to spend week-ends 
and summer vacation days at Trailer Village  

Thank you for reading this and giving it your consideration. 

Kent & Linda Wood 

 
Correspondence ID: 4 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Long, Dottie and Bob  
Address: Torrance  
Received: Mar, 14, 2013 16:39:11 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: As double Moorage holders, at the time there was no mention of this, but has 
we decided to but a bran new manufactured home home we were warned and I 
quote if NPS had the resource they would of taken all trailer villages out 
20 years ago and there still here. We have invested Thousands of dollars, please 
do not destroy trailer village.  

 
Correspondence ID: 5 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Coppersmith, Lew II E 
Address: Bullhead City  
Received: Mar, 15, 2013 12:43:28 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: PLEASE DO NOT REMOVE PERMANENT TRAILER VILLAGE !!!! 

I have been visiting the Colorado River for over 30 years; houseboating Lake 
Powell, rafting the Grand Canyon, and boating on Lake Mohave. The ability to 
own a trailer at Katherine's Landing is the ultimate step to enjoying this 
national park. We have owned our "single wide" trailer for over 8 years and 
know many of our neighbors who too have purchased trailers on the site. I can 
seriously say that our group of neighbors have entertained over 1000 people 
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who would never have visited the parks without our trailer being available to 
use. They too have created a network of recommendations that bring more 
visitors to the lake annually and are looking to invest in permanent trailers. 
None of these people would have come to use the proposed RV sites nor 
possible cabins or tent camping sites. 

We use our trailer throughout the summer months and occasionally during the 
winter. During those visits we utilize the services of the concessionaire, clean 
up the village, maintain the yards and plants, paint our trailers, and create a 
neighborhood. We are increasing the visitor experience. Why discourage the 
people who want to invest in the park? If we did not own our trailer at 
Katherine's Landing, I would never come to Lake Mohave. Who wants to drag 
their family and boats out to a temporary RV park or try to rent a cabin 6 
months in advance or tent camp using public showers? 

Isn't the government stuggling for income? Why would NPS want to eliminate 
over $1,000,000 per year of steady rental income from Katherine's Landing and 
twice that from Cottonwood Cove, just so there can be more space for 
temporary RV parking? The Landing's RV Parking currently has over 15 spots 
which are NEVER used! Who needs more when the current capacity is already 
plenty? The same goes for the current campgrounds, that are never at capacity. 
And how much income can possibly be made from these occasional spots? 
There is no way to make up for the income stream provided by our year round 
rents. Why remove a steady stream of income from the people who are trying to 
increase the beauty and experience of the park? 

I agree that the park service should invest some time and money into improving 
the park, but that plan should include maintaining the current trailer villages, 
not eliminating them! These permanent trailers are the backbone of the river 
experience. The transient RV's who may visit once in a lifetime on their way 
across the country are not the ones who are bringing the visitors to enjoy the 
park. The permanent trailer owners are. We are the ones who are consistently 
bringing people to enjoy this wonderful place. We are the ones who are sharing 
the experience with others who will, in turn, buy their own boats, invest in the 
parks' services, and visit year after year, generation after generation. Don't cut 
off your primary supporters. Please think of us too. 

Sincerely, 
Lew (Bud) Coppersmith II 
Katherine's Landing #60 

 
Correspondence ID: 6 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: LaMothe, Jon  
Address: 425 Lindaraxa Park Alhambra 
Received: Mar, 22, 2013 17:09:55 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I have been visiting Katherine's Landing for over 25 years. During that time 
frame I have introduced hundreds of new families to the Park. The only way 
this was possible was through the ownership of a trailer in the Village at 
Katherine's Landing #61. We are a big source of revenue and support year 
round to the Park. The decision the close the village will create a transient 
environment. We are constantly picking up after those who frequent the park 
and leave behind their bags of trash on the beach and in the parking lots. People 
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without a vested interest in the park have proven they do not care about how 
they leave it. Many times we see people come and go for the weekend and leave 
behind their trash. We the residents of the park are cleaning up the beaches and 
the common areas. I personally have brought many boat loads of trash in from 
the beach from people who just don't care. 

Take for instance the annual "clean the beach weekend" that the boat owners 
association organizes and runs every year. Do you really think there would be a 
boat owners association without the trailer village? With out the trailer village I 
would not keep my boat slip year round. Without the trailer village I would not 
keep my storage unit in town. Without the trailer village I would not frequent 
Katherine's Landing. If you decide to close the Trailer Village you will be 
hurting the Landing and Bullhead City both environmentally and economically. 

Hopefully the Governing board will take into consideration that the Trailer 
Village is much more than 100+ trailers that provide year round revenue. We 
provide a support base that has a vested interest on how the place looks, feels 
and runs. If the intent is to turn the place into a transient ghost town then 
proceed with the closure of the Village. It will be a shame if that is the outcome. 
Many people would NEVER have found the resort if the village was not there. 
We intend to keep introducing new families to the lake as long as we have the 
privilege of owning a trailer with in the park. Please consider the negative 
implications of closing the Village. 

Thank You 
 
The LaMothe Family  
Trailer Village #61 
Katherine's Landing 

 
Correspondence ID: 7 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Pederson, Dale L 
Address: 2140 Lorain Road San Marino 
Received: Mar, 25, 2013 19:53:12 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Please explain your Alternative 3 in more detail. As I read your summary the 
"The Trailer village and short term recreational vehicle and NPS campgrounds 
would be redeveloped for concessioner managed overnight facilities etc" Does 
this mean the trailer village residents would be terminated ? Thanks Please 
respond by the end of March. 
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Correspondence ID: 8 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Frohnen, David  
Address: 11 Isleworth Henderson 
Received: Mar, 30, 2013 12:54:37 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I favor options that allow more development, access and use of the Lake. We 
have so many great natural resources in the general proximity of the LV area yet 
many policies and regulations prevent reasonable use and development of the 
resources for the enjoyment of american citizens and visitors to the area. I agree 
we need to protect these resources but we need to encouraged expanded 
visitation and use in a responsible manner. Many of the options are too 
restrictive on use and development. 

thanks 

 
Correspondence ID: 9 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Clement, James R 
Address: 11020 Clarion Ln Las Vegas 
Received: Apr, 01, 2013 09:44:33 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I would like to comment on the plan proposals for Cottonwood Cove. I would 
like to see plan 3 implemented to improve all of the facilities at Cottonwood 
Cove. The area is fabulous with great potential for recreation use but the 
facilities are the pits. The RV campsites are barely useable and the restrooms 
are terrible. The potential is great and by adding some asphalt for travel and 
cement slabs for parking RV"s. Also some greenery would be great. The 
restaurant could be greatly improved providing more dining and a coctail bar. 
The marina has been redone and it is great. Now let's improve the RV 
conditions to make it more comfortable and useable. The potential for the area 
is great. The general overall use would increase a great deal if the facilities were 
improved. Thank you, James Clement 

 
Correspondence ID: 10 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: freeman, ken  
Address: 220 e middleton henderson 
Received: Apr, 02, 2013 09:48:31 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: The only thing that needs to change with the lake mead management is opening 
up new areas . Since 1974 6 marinas have closed in the park reducing access by 
over 60% , this needs to stop . The fees charged for entrance need to help keep 
these marinas open. I would also like to see a ATV trail accessing the lake like 
lake Powell in Utah . This would bring in more revenue from entrance fees and 
let the park access the Nevada ATV funds  
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Correspondence ID: 11 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Whitehouse, James  
Address: 940 Pear Street Brea 
Received: Apr, 07, 2013 13:53:25 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I find this plan to be self serving and incorrect on several points. 

The stated objectives of this plan are actually contrary to the purpose of 
eliminating the thriving and economically viable communities of trailer parks at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. 

And, it totally ignores and steps on the rights of those who have invested in 
either of those communities. Even up to this year the National Park service has 
permitted people to continue investing in the mobile homes in these sites. How 
does NP plan to adequately compensate residents there who have invested 
heavily of their time and assets to create a vacation home for themselves? These 
are two of the only areas in this region where those wishing vacation homes at 
water can actually have them. Once again it seems the rights of the common 
man are being trampled by a government bureaucracy bent on its own wishes 
and not the wishes of the people it purports to serve. 

The stated objective of preserving the natural landscape totally ignores the fact 
that the natural landscape has not existed since the dams were constructed. 
What we have now is a man-made landscape and ecology that has precious little 
to do with Nature except to show nature's resilience to man. 

The area served by Cottonwood Cove and Katherine's Landing has only one 
viable recreational area for those who wish for aquatics and boating combined. 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine's Landing serve as major base-points that 
support that recreation for common people. Eliminating them would be 
counter to many of the stated aims of the document. 

 
Correspondence ID: 12 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Torrance 
Received: Apr, 08, 2013 13:37:55 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: 1. Why are you not having any of these meetings on the weekend so the people 
that are affected can be there? 2. at Trailer Village the camp grounds parking 
are never full. Have any of the members of NPS seen the gas price's. Do really 
think gas is going to go down that people can afford to drive there RV's to a 
camp ground. The rents you receive from trailer village are around $350.00 a 
month. Times that by 100 trailers. That is $35,000.00 a month to NPS for people 
that are part time up there but pay year around. Can NPS afford to throw away 
$35,000.00 a month? Times that by a year is $420,000.00. Can NPS afford to 
throw that money away. Must be nice to be so rich that NPS can just throw that 
kind of money away, but NPS can tax payer dollars and spend that at will for 
what ever they see fit. How much of are tax payer dollars go to NPS to support 
land management. Leave trailer Village alone Please. 
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Correspondence ID: 13 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Whitehouse, Michael S 
Address: 2411 E. South Redwood Dr. Anaheim 
Received: Apr, 09, 2013 18:21:50 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I respectfully request that you do not remove the trailer village at Cottonwood 
Cove. My uncle and aunt have a trailer out there, and the only reason I head out 
of state (CA) to spend money is go there and spend money in your state during 
this time. I also think a lot of money is spent and significant revenues are made 
by people who reside there year round (particularly during the slow months). I 
think it will be shame to remove these people and I also believe lots of money 
will be lost on all ends. 

I would imagine lawsuits would ensue by some (regardless of how they pan-out 
will increase costs on all ends). I also think revenues will be lost, as RVs don't 
spend as much, and they pay only during vacation times, not year round. 
Furthermore, many people travel long distances to live in the village. I doubt 
RVs will travel hours and hours to a river for a week or so. I know I won't. I 
really believe significant losses will occur not to mention the appreciation many 
have for this wildland and their access to it. 

I ask you not to remove the trailer there, there is a lot of love in the trailer 
village. Removing the village will only cause heart ache for many and painful 
pocketbooks for everybody involved. Please reconsider. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in advance. 

 
Correspondence ID: 14 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Martinelli, Linda  
Address: Lake Mohave, Bullhead City  
Received: Apr, 10, 2013 13:53:10 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: We are owners at the Trailer village at Katherine Landing. We made an 
investment there for ourselves and our family many years ago, not for the 70's 
era trailer, but for the lake and the peace and quality of life. To take that away 
from us with no renumeration, AND expect us to pay to move the trailer as well 
causes us financial harm that is unacceptable.  

In addition, the damage to the area caused by numerous RV's coming in and 
out of there will add to pollution, noise, harm to natural wildlife, trash, public 
drunkeness and injuries. 

We have had the expectation that our place was a place our family could use for 
many years to come. By the actions to date of this proposal versions 2&3, we 
are now unable to sell our property and are incurring losses as a reult of this 
action, that need to be remedied. We are strongly opposed to versions 2&3 of 
this plan, and want Trailer village to remain the wonderful , peaceful place that 
it is. We have been the financial backbone, paying rent in good and bad weather 
and consistently taking care of the area. We are all financially and ecologically 
responsible. For 40 years we at Trailer Village have been responsible in every 
way to this special place and an asset to NPS.It is unfair to all of us to cause us 
to lose the money we paid for our trailer and space and upkeep, and tragic to 
lose this wonderful peaceful 2nd home of ours. 

226 



 
Appendix E 

 
Correspondence ID: 15 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Wall, Mary S 
Address: 4218 Mercer Rd Bullhead City  
Received: Apr, 11, 2013 12:58:33 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I believe that we should stay with Alternative 1. However, the area should be 
improved, maintaining the same "footprint" for land usage. 

The store and restaurant should be updated/modified. The model should be 
remodeled. 

The electrical grid (infrastructure) needs to be updated. 

Trailheads should be improved  

The campsites are never at full occupancy, so I see no need to increase the 
number of spaces, or allocate more land for more spaces. 

This marina has always had the opportunity to become a "premiere 
destination". 

Seven Resorts uses the excuse that they have no contract. Seven Resorts has 
never invested into the marina to make it look nice, ie. grooming trees, lawns 
and keeping the docks safe and sound, even when they had a decent contract. I 
have a copy of the original contract. They never strictly conformed to that 
contract as written.  

In conclusion, keep things as they are, but clean it up! 

 
Correspondence ID: 16 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Long, Bob and Dottie  
Address: Bullhead City  
Received: Apr, 11, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: At last nights meeting there were 25 people from Trailer Village to voice there 
objection of the removal of trailer village. NPS said they were really there about 
making a new road. That they did not have in the budget to really address 
trailer village and NPS thought it would be 12 to 15 years that they might 
remove trailer village or never, but NPS was not there to talk about trailer 
village, even thou NPS has it in there 1985 plan and will be deciding 1.2. or 3. of 
the plan 3 being the preferred plan.  

So what was the point of the meeting if you are not willing to here us. My 
husband and I but over $250,000.00 in the last two years building a new home at 
trailer village. It was never disclosed to us that this might happen. The same 
thing happen when we bought for $33,000.00 a houseboat from the 
concessioners about the EPA and two stroke. There was know discloser at all, 
but they did turn around and sell the same exact houseboat to someone else for 
10,000.00. and got rid of all of the rentable houseboats. 

We pay property tax on land we don't own. It was brought up that we are 
30 day lease. Then why are we paying property tax? 

When we bought are trailer in trailer village it took ten months of trying to get 
approval for a new home. Know one had done this in 25 years. We had to have 
made a special 14 by 70 from the 1970's. We had to have 100 watt electrical 
from the 1970. That cost more money to be in compliance with the 1972 rules. I 
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found a small little article about NPS and this plan. I brought it to the 
concessioners and NPS. Both said that NPS does not have the funds or the man 
power to do anything about trailer village and not to worry, but you do need to 
know its always a possibility. Know one in there right mind would every put up 
over 250,000.00 on a maybe.. This was sold to us as it will never happen along 
with a few other people. Last nights meeting the same sentence was used. We 
don't have the budget, it might be 15 to 20 years or never, but you are only 30 
days, but if you sell you have to give full discloser. 

Disclosure on what. You are talking out both side of month. I looked up this 
years budget. You don't have the money for construction, but you are willing to 
throw away rents of $35,000.00 a month. $420,000.00 year. Do you want to get 
ride of trailer village because you all ready did it up North and we are the last.  

Know one needs more RV space. The gas prices are not coming down. The RV 
space's that are there are hardly used. The space behind the NP building always 
has it closed off from the RV people from using it. There is so much land 
around there you could leave trailer village alone and still have lots of room. 
You say ( NP ) that you want it open to every one the park. Well it is. Who is 
being denied the use of the park. The hotel is hardly used and its not booked 
full. The open air theater has never been turned on in the last two years I have 
been there and Im told a lot longer. The picnic are used once in awhile with one 
family but its really never used. 

The resin its losing money the park is because you want to lease all of this out, 
the Hotel, Store, Restaurant boat rentals to a concessioner for three years. You 
want the concessioner to use there money to fix it all up and then when the 
three years are up you want a bidding war on who will get the contract. Who in 
there right mind would spend Millions of there dollars to fix Katherine 
Landing up just to have it all taken away. Just like me spending my retirement 
money on a beautiful vacation home to find out I will have to move it in 15 
years. I will be 75 years by then. I know not your problem.  

There was know disclosure to me or my husband. After the fact we found out 
about all of this. I am so anger at my self but at NPS who uses my tax dollars is 
so under handed even at last night meeting still you would not answer the 
question with a straight answer. But of course you were not there to talk about 
trailer village but you will be making a decision on trailer village. I hope to god 
you will have a weekend open meeting before that decision is made. I will not 
go guilty. Along with a few more at Trailer Village. Please think long a hard 
about your decision. It only takes one very determined person to make a 
different. Thank You for you time. Dottie Long #84 Trailer Village. 

 
Correspondence ID: 17 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Beers, Bob T 
Address: 9428 Grenville Ave  

Las Vegas, NV 89134 Las Vegas 
Received: Apr, 12, 2013 07:38:42 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I strongly approve of option 1, moderately disapprove option 2 and strongly 
disapprove option 3. I disagree with the NPS premise that the current operation 
at Cottonwood Cove is producing problems that NPS needs to fix. Option 1 
spends the least amount of taxpayer resources and is the only option that will 
not produce unanticipated consequences. 
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Correspondence ID: 18 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Flake, James  
Address: Lakewood 
Received: Apr, 12, 2013 17:05:58 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: My wife and I are trailer owners in the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Village. We 
have owned the trailer for the last six years, however we owned a travel trailer 
and spent the allowed 180 days each of nine years (summers) in the RV park. 

In the case of each location, we followed the rules related to space availability 
and length of stay issued by the Park Service and Concessionere. We 
understood and accepted the space limitations. We are of the mind set that if it 
is availble you go, if not, you don't. No complaints came from our family, no 
matter how we felt about the conditions. 

We were fortunate enough to buy a trailer on-site and rent the space it 
occupies. We understand, and don't question the fact that we only occupy the 
space in the trailer village, just like the RV park. 

I truly understand the need to provide upgrades to the Cottonwood Cove area. 
Safety of the guests, including myself, my wife, and family is and should be 
primary. If you are sleeping in a 20 ft. trailer, or a 60 ft. trailer, or the motel, 
campsite, etc. the flash floods that can come through equalize us all. Upgrades 
and expansion to the RV park?, yes this can be done. Utilize the camp sites? yes 
these are not used as a RV would be (now days) Expand the day use beaches? 
yes I believe this is necessary. Eliminate the Trailer Village? Why? and what 
would the accomplish besides providing more space for people that only show 
up on Memorial Day weekend, 4th of July, Labor Day, and then nothing until 
Memorial day next year. 

I have been around Cottonwood Cove, year round for many years now and it is 
always the same each year. Busy on holiday weekends, ghost town the rest of 
the time. 

I do not understand such a concern with "private use of public land" other than 
people that might complain that they do not have a certain "opportunity". Well, 
I know that every opportunity was available to me when i wanted to stay at 
Cottonwood Cove, in whatever means I could afford. I and all of the other 
RVers that stayed through the 180 day period certainly made use of placing our 
private property on public lands.  

I have reviewed the three options for the "plan".  

Option one (1) is,in my opinion not part of forward and reasonable thinking. 
Upgrades are necessary. 

Option two (2) is the most reasonable, however, I do not agree with phasing out 
trailer village. 

Option three (3) is not reasonable. the development of an "all inclusive" resort 
to accomodate the transient people is not a reasonable approach.  

I believe you need to consider the fact that Cottonwood Cove is different from 
the other sites that you use as a "model". The location, the culture, the history, 
and most of all, the people need to be considered in the decision to change the 
arrangement that is now successfully in place.  

Please be wise in your decision. Thank You 
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Correspondence ID: 19 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Baptista, Charles S 
Address: 15946 Las Palmeras Avenue La Mirada  
Received: Apr, 13, 2013 09:38:07 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Mr. William H. Dickenson, Superintendent 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV  

Re: Lake Mead Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing DCP/EIS 

Dear Mr. Dickenson: 

I attended the Public Comment meeting in Searchlight, NV on April 11, 2013 to 
learn more about the 3 Alternatives proposed by the . After listening to 
comments from the audience and the National Park Service (NPS), I offer the 
following in support of Alternative #2 with respect to Cottonwood Cove (CC). 
I would also like to comment briefly on Alternatives 1& 3. 

Alternative #1. Leaving things as they are does not enhance the experience of 
anyone visiting CC. I believe everyone agrees that CC is due for a face lift after 
the great job Forever Resorts (FR) has done with the Marina.  

Alternative #3. There was no supporting documentation provided nor 
discussion that would support Alternative #3 as being feasible given the the 
current state of the economy or the remoteness of CC. That, plus the NPS said 
there is no budget for the project. Additionally, there was nothing presented to 
indicate that should the Trailer Village (TV) be removed as proposed, that the 
resulting 250+ RV sites would be in use 12 months out of the year as is the 
reality with the TV.  

Alternative #2. Leaving the TV intact, offers the concessionaire greater options 
as it looks forward to planning changes and meeting the goals of the NPS that 
WILL enhance the experience of everyone who uses the Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area, specifically Cottonwood Cove. The TV provides the 
concessionaire, Forever Resorts (FR) with operating capital year-round as use 
of Lake Mojave while open year-round, is truly seasonal. Removing the TV 
would significantly impact FR's ability to continue to make any changes to the 
existing facilities outlined in Alternative #2. 

FR has been working haremoved prove the facilities. The Gold Certified LEED 
Marina, new gas dock being installed, and the removal of old trailers previously 
used for employee housing. These spots would be a great location to establish 
short term housing; a great location for Park Model mobile homes, 
accomplishing another of the NPS goals. 

The RV Park and campgrounds operate at an annual occupancy rate of 
approximately 30-35%, while the TV pays rent monthly, all-year round, 
bringing FR approx 1.2 million annually. How did the Park Service come to the 
conclusion that removing the TV would result in an increase of visitors in 
significant numbers to offset the loss of 1.2 million annually, and increase the 
experience of using the LMNRA?  

Another goal of the NPS is to increase the shoreline for day visitors. This could 
be accomplished by increasing the existing day use beach to the north of the 
launch ramp, adding shoreline. It could also be added by increasing shoreline 
to te south of the zmarina in Ski Cove. It must be told that Increasing day use 
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beaches will result in an increase of calls for service (CFS) for Park Rangers 
(PR) at CC as the majority of CFS are for incidents come from the day beaches, 
not the TV. Day use beaches include Nelson and Mile 6 beaches. It will ask 
increase the workload of NPS in cleaning up the late amounts of trash left 
behind, not te case in the TV. 

The concept of a TV at CC dates back to the time it became a National Park in 
1953. The first concessionaire determined they could not continue to survive 
without the fishing village, private individuals with trailers in place year-round. 
The same holds true today for CC which does not have the luxury of the draw 
of Laughlin, NV with its numerous gambling hotels as is the case at Katherine's 
Landing. 

Opposition to private property on public land was mentioned as another 
reason Alternative #3 was recommended by the NPS. The same argument 
could be made allowing motor homes and private houseboats on public land, 
motorhomes for 6 months and the houseboats indefinitely. Removing the TV 
seems arbitrary given that TV has been in place since the beginning of CC and 
there truly being no difference between mobile homes, motor homes, and 
house boats occupying public land and waterways. 

 
Correspondence ID: 20 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Gartner, James R 
Address: 2036 N. Broadway  

Santa Ana, CA 92706 Santa Ana 
Received: Apr, 13, 2013 12:53:52 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Dear Mr. William K Dickinson 
Superintendent, 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners 
Association Members regarding the Draft Development Concept Plans for 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. The open house informational 
meeting in Searchlight was very interesting and I enjoyed meeting Christie 
Vanover, Cheryl Marsh, Mike Boyles, and Greg Jarvis. We want to compliment 
the design team on a very comprehensive document and presentation.  

The members of the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners Association (CCTOA) 
have enjoyed our relationship with the National Park Service and look forward 
to the proposed improvements for Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. 
As you are aware CCTOA cares very much about our surroundings and has 
participated in countless volunteer activities to enhance our visits, and the visits 
of others, to the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 

Having studied the three proposals introduced in the Draft Development 
Concept Plan the CCTOA is in favor of Alternative #2, and Alternative #3 
(except for the removal of the Trailer Village). The above two plans offer an 
excellent opportunity to enhance the quality of the surroundings without 
sacrificing the historic use of the area since the 1950's if the Trailer Village was 
allowed to remain intact and become part of the final plan. In addition please 
consider the economic impact your decision will have to the present 
concessionaire, and future concessionaires, if elimination of the Trailer Village 
is implemented as proposed. 

We look forward to our continued positive relationship with The National Park 
Service and appreciate the efforts made to improve the visitors experience at 
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Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. We look forward to seeing you at 
our Annual CCTOA Meeting and Dinner Party on Saturday, May 11th. 

Best Regards, 

James R. Gartner 
President 
Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners Association 

 
Correspondence ID: 21 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Hofmann, William  
Address: Alta Loma 
Received: Apr, 13, 2013 16:17:17 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: We would like to thank the NPS for the opportunity to respond to your 
proposed redevelopment of the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing 
areas. 

I would begin by stating that we are adamantly opposed to any proposal that 
includes the removal of the trailer villages. We say this with selfish motives but 
we believe that it is also in the best interest of the park and the local community. 

Removal of the trailer villages will mean no less than the removal of over 400 
households from the local economy. The type and quantity of purchases made 
by these semi-permanent visitors cannot be replaced by day use or overnight 
visitors. 

I have spoken to many of the trailer owners and all have replied that if they are 
forced to move, they will not be staying in the local community. They will take 
their money to a place where it is appreciated. 

It would appear that the NPS has failed to calculate the loss of these revenues in 
their impact statement. With a struggling local and national economy and the 
government doing all that they can to bolster it, it would seem that the agenda 
of the NPS is not in concert with the best interest of the people for which it 
serves. 

We would ask you to please reconsider your plans and allow the families that 
have been here (some for over 60 years) to continue to enjoy the area and 
support the park and the local community. 

 
Correspondence ID: 22 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Long, Dottie  
Address: Bullhead City 
Received: Apr, 13, 2013 18:08:25 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: So there are a few of us still out here. We went to Boat Dock meeting today. 
Concessioner said they were going to wait tell next year winter to fix the dock 
that are houseboat and few other sit on. It was destroyed this year from the 
really high winds. People were not happy about that. Concessioner did not give 
any reason why they could not fix it now. Concessioner said 4 trailers in trailer 
village was abandon and that concessioner has them. I was thinking with every 
old trailer that needs to be pulled out you could make that spot a RV spot. 
Concessioner is right that if you kill the rents they collect for profit a new 
person will have know incentive to come in hear, but on the other hand, looks 
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like the old concessioner took the money and did nothing to fix this place up. 
JMO. Sense are lot side is a DBL wide, but the 1972 rules said single home, we 
could of brought a DBL wide for 30,000.00 that took up less room, instead of 
the 14x70 that was 75,000.00 because manufacture don't make this kind of 
home any more. Any way just a Idea about making RV spots out of the old 
trailer that get abandon because of this economy. Concessioner alluded to the 
end of the year there might be new Concessioners. Per are conversation current 
concessioners have signed a 3 year contract with two years to go. Is this true 
there might be New Concessioners at the beginning of 2014? 

 
Correspondence ID: 23 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Goodrich, Kelsey J 
Address: Agoura Hills 
Received: Apr, 14, 2013 11:30:26 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: To Whom It May Concern, 

Please note I am sending this comment to vouch for the importance of the 
Trailer Village. I am emailing my comments in bulleted form for fast reading, as 
I am sure you are very busy and do not wish to take up too much of your time. 

1. Family History - Lake Mojave via the Trailer Village has been a vacation 
destination and at times year round residence for my family since at least the 
1960s. It started with my mother's family when she was a small girl, and has 
since continued down 4 generations.  

2. Family Bonding, etc. - Lake Mojave via the Trailer Village is where we would 
gather as a family. It would bring us all together several times a year. It was at 
Lake Mojave via the Trailer Village that we learned to swim.  

3. Safe, Clean Shelter - The Trailer Village allowed us to frequent Lake Mojave 
as opposed to party time mind set of Lake Havesue. The Trailer Village has 
offered safe, clean shelter. It is here we would cook together, play guitars 
together, sing together, watch meteor showers together, and rest for early am 
glass hunting ski mornings.  

4. No Trailer = No Tourism - The Trailer Village made our family gatherings 
affordable. If it were not for the trailer we would not have been able to vacation 
at Lake Mojave. Even further, the Trailer Village allowed us to stay on at Lake 
Mojave, bringing in week day tourism, as opposed to he rush of weekend only 
tourist. 

The Trailer Village has been one of the greatest experiences of my life. I would 
not be the person I am today without the Trailer Village. I would call my 
experiences at Lake Mojave via the Trailer Village only second to Yosemite.  
Yosemite was another national park we would frequent annually. Once the 
park services cut down on camp sites, we were no longer able to obtain the 
spaces needed to visit the park. We have since stopped going. Terminating the 
Trailer Village would most certainly discourage, if not end a substantial amount 
of tourism from the population in love with and caring for Lake Mojave.  
Thank you for your time. I am sure this is a difficult decision to make, however 
there must be another way to conserve and yet still celebrate the earth through 
wise change. 

thank you for your time, 

Kelsey J.M. Goodrich 
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Name: Rock, Carl  
Address: 26080 Bellis Drive Valencia  
Received: Apr, 14, 2013 14:09:39 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: My name is Carl Rock and I currently own a trailer in the long term trailer 
village at Cottonwood Cove.. I have been a renter for over 12 years, this is my 
second trailer I have purchased during my 12 years as a trailer owner, my 
current trailer is in space # 117. 

I am in favor of I retaining the long term trailer village, and here are some 
reasons why: 

1) - the trailer village was responsible for building the Helipad, this was done 
with safety being the highest priority  

2) - Ambulance - CCTOA ( cottonwood cove trailer owners assoc.) we have 
fundraisers each year to help maintain the ambulance 

3) - ECO - clean up days - the CCTOA picks up refuse at the marina, the road 
leading to Searchlight and many of the coves on Lake Mohave 

4). - we support the businesses at Cottonwwod cove and Searchlight, purchase 
gas for our cars and boats, groceries and eat the the restaurants. 

5)- the trailer village generates over one million dollars in revenue which goes 
to the concessionaire and is then shared with the park service dept. 

6)- my family and I pick up trash that is left behind by day campers. We have a 
net that we use to pick up everything from paper cups, water bottles, shoes, 
etc... 

7)- I hire local businesses to install awnings, tools sheds, patio covers, repair air 
conditioner and heating systems, and purchase propane from Ferrell Gas 

8)- I pay for my lights, water, satellite TV and phone service, this is helping the 
Nevada economy. 

I could list many more reasons to keep the long term trailer village, but besides 
the monetary value, their is also the Personal side of the cove. 

My family and I have been coming to Cottonwood Cove for over 30 years, the 
cove It's been a great place to bond with family and friends, some of my fondest 
memories have been at Cottonwood Cove, the without the long term trailer 
village this would have not been possible. 

And if you we're to close the long term trailer village, I will probably never 
come there again, who would want to spent your days and nights in a travel 
trailer when it's 110 degrees outside? Besides the RV camping area is only 
utilized about 30% of the time, so why would anyone think about adding more 
RV spots?  

Please consider improving the experience at Cottonwood Cove without 
removing the most loyal and dedicated people there are, your members of the 
CCTOA 

Thank you 
Carl and Beverly Rock 

 

234 



 
Appendix E 

Correspondence ID: 25 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Owens, Mel 
Address: Bakersfield 
Received: Apr, 14, 2013 15:12:04 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I oppose any proposal which which would include the removal of the existing 
Trailer Villages. I feel the Trailer Villages are an asset to the surrounding 
communities and the concessionaires. These revenues cannot be replaced 
through day and overnight visitors. I do not understand why NPS wants to put 
in additional RV facilities, when the existing sites are never full to capacity, at 
best 50% on holiday weekends. If more RV visitors are the goal, there is ALOT 
of land that could be used for this purpose, while preserving the current Trailer 
Villages and their year round revenue. 

Our family has been enjoying Lake Mohave and the Trailer Village for nearly 50 
years. If we are going to be forced out after having been invited to the park 
many decades ago, and spending thousands of dollars within the local 
community to remodel and keep up these dwellings, we will not return as day 
or overnight users. I am unsure how the Trailer Village keeps the additional day 
and overbite users you are seeking from enjoying the lake now? It would be a 
shame to loose the ongoing resources, support and revenue the Trailer Village 
owners provide to the concessionaires and local communities. 

I feel the NPS needs to rethink this process and allow the Trailer Villages and 
the revenue they provide to remain and be an integral part of any plan moving 
forward. 

Cc: 
Greg Jarvis 
William Dickinson 
Kevin McCarthy 
Harry Reid 
Joseph Heck 
Paul Gosar 
Barbara Boxer 
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Name: Burton, Diana  
Address: Bakersfield 
Received: Apr, 14, 2013 19:33:10 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: In response to the three proposed plans, I absolutely oppose any plan that 
involves the removal of the trailer Village!!! 

I have been coming to Katherine's Landing since I was the age of 2, 1965, and 
staying in the same trailer. My family has introduced three generations, going 
on four, to this lake; all while having enjoyed the convenience and comfort of 
this trailer village. 

I propose Plan 1, which I understand is to do nothing. While I agree that there 
is much that needs to be done to better our marina, widen the road for 
emergency access and address the launch ramp, how can these things be done 
without the year round financial support provided by the ongoing Trailer 
Village owners and long term slip leases. 
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The Trailer Villages provide a tremendous amount of revenue to the 
concessionaires, unfortunately very few of these resources have been 
reinvested in the park due to the threat of NPS getting rid of the Trailer Village 
revenue to the concessionaire and the short term lease options offered to them. 
What concessionaire would bid on these properties if the Trailer Villages and 
ongoing leases provide both in park and permanent slip rental revenue? I 
cannot see how removal of the Trailers at either marina would make the park 
more accessible to the general public than they already are. 

I do not want to loose the Trailer Villages and cannot see how more overnight 
or day use sites will be of benefit, when the existing sites are never used to 
capacity.  

Plan B was to remove some of the existing dwellings, while leaving others for 
employee housing. Unfortunately, I feel the employees are currently the worst 
tenants within the Trailer Village now. 

As an additional note, the loss in value to many of the trailer village owners 
would be crippling. Many of us have rebuilt and reinvested in the dwellings we 
own, and most cannot be "pulled off" without loosing most of their integrity 
due to the age of the structures. None the less the EPA Standards and 
regulations on disposing of these properties. Is there going to be funds offered 
to offset these costs as well as the "on-site" values of these properties to the 
owners? 

There are many State Parks that allow permanent dwellings to exist and the 
mutual benefit to all is recognized. Aren't the parks already available to ALL as 
it is? There are trailers for sale and available to those who want to be a part of 
the Trailer Villages; just as there are day and overnite use sites for those who do 
not. Why must they be mutually exclusive?  

As previously stated, I do not understand the value in getting rid of the Trailers 
at either marina when the proposed plans can be accomplished without 
removing one of the largest revenue sources from either marina. I feel NPS 
needs to rethink this process and allow ongoing annual revenue being provided 
by the long term leases that the trailers and slips provide to remain and be an 
integral party of any plan moving forward. 

CC: William Dickinson Lake Mead Superintendent, Greg Jarvis, Kevin 
McCarthy, Harry Reid, Joseph Heck, Paul Gosar, Barbara Boxer 

 
Correspondence ID: 27 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Piazza, Louis A 
Address: 5 Farragut Irvine 
Received: Apr, 14, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: We all were supposed to have been given a 60 day comment period on the 3 
Alternative Plans but Trailer Village owners only got a notice about 2 weeks 
before the deadline for comments and the public meeting, to explain the 
concepts, only 5 to 7 days before the deadline was scheduled. 

The NPS representative said the NPS is not in the business of making money. 
However, the concessionaire is?? The concessionaire has steady income from 
the Trailer Village rents. There has been no observation that RV's and campers 
use the facilities to any extent NOW. Presently users at Katherine Landing 
(other than Trailer Village) are day users, staying at Laughlin Hotels at night. 
Rarely are there any RV's when the temperature is 100F + in June, July, and 
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August. Rarely do you see an RV that is pulling a boat or water toys. 

Rangers admit they receive more calls for accidents and problems at local 
beaches than at the Trailer Village. 

Houseboats have not been mentioned. These are private property on public 
land as well as a house trailer. I have often wondered why you can advertise to 
sell a house boat at the Katherine Landing Store, but they will not allow you to 
try to sell a trailer on the same public advertising board. 

The concessionaire at Cottonwood Cove commented they appreciate the 
Trailer Village and the financial viability they provide. The concessionaire is 
having problems right now making money. 

Consider will this area be a better recreation area without the Trailer Village?? 

It does not seem likely the area will be flooded with RV's and people using the 
picnic areas with no water access planned in 100F+ temperatures. The Trailer 
Village owners have boats and spend days on the water, buying gas from the gas 
dock, using the boat repair shop, buying supplies at the store, etc. 

The majority of people attending felt that the meetings were just a "show" and 
the decision has been made to Implement Alternative 3 no matter what our 
comments were. 

However, the consensus was all liked Alternative #2 the best. We all felt some 
improvements were long overdue. None liked Alternative 3. 

We hope all of these comments will be taken into consideration. 

Thank you, 
Louis & Sara Piazza 
5 Farragut 
Irvine, CA 92620 

lapiazza@cox.net 
949-559-5353 
Katherine Landing owners 

 
Correspondence ID: 28 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Yucaipa 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 00:33:46 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: It would seem the decision to move forward with plan 3 has already been made 
and we are now just going through the motions. This does lead to the question 
of being evicted from the trailer village and the subsequent cost associated with 
the removal of the trailers and whose responsibility that would be? My family 
has a coach there and cannot afford to move or remove the trailer. Should we 
expect a bill from our government that we also cannot pay along with the lose 
of our personal property? The families affected by this are real people with lives 
outside of the park and are not wealthy. Many are older people who do not 
have any income other than SS or a pension if so lucky, what about them? 
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Correspondence ID: 29 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Owens-Chandler, Melanie S 
Address: Bakersfield 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 10:09:41 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: In response to the three plans proposed by NPS, the plan to "do nothing" is the 
best choice and the one I support. Any plan to remove the Trailer Villages is 
ridiculous. 

My step-mom has been vacationing at Katherine's Landing since she was 2. I 
had the good forutune to be introduced to Katherines Landing because of her 
and have truly enjoyed it. My husband and I have since introduced our children 
to the joy of Katherine's Landing and have plans to introduce our first 
grandchild to Katherine's Landing this summer. Unfortunately, if the trailer 
villages are removed not only from Katherine's Landing but also from 
Cottonwood, we will discontinue visiting Lake Mohave. The trailer village 
makes it so convenient for people with children to not only have a close and 
convenient reprieve from the lake but also a nice comfortable place to relax if 
the winds get too high or just need a break from the heat.  

In response to the option to increase RV parking and day use and overnight 
sites, this does not make sense for the area; the weather at Lake Mohave is too 
extreme. Friends we have introduced to the Katherine's Landing, who are also 
travel trailer owners, specifically stated they would not take their trailer to 
Katherine's Landing because "the air conditioning in the travel trailer couldn't 
handle the heat." And, the overnite and day use sites are not used to capacity 
now, why would NPS expect that to change?  

Additionally as a family, we couldn't afford to continue to visit Lake Mohave if 
we had to get hotel rooms in Laughlin. Not only would we be paying for hotel 
rooms, we would now have to eat out every meal which puts the whole 
experience out of our budget.  

My family looks forward to our many weekends at Lake Mohave, specifically 
Katherine's Landing each year. Last summer, not only did we spend money at 
the marina at Katherine's Landing but we supported the local community 
buying groceries, eating out, purchasing trailer tires, fuel, etc. Not only do we 
spend through the boating season, but year round. We visit Katherine's 
Landing during the off season because we have a permanent place to go in the 
Trailer Village. We enjoy have a "home" to go to and not just another hotel 
room. That being said, even in the off-season we are helping to support the 
local economy. 

I hope that NPS will consider the significant impact removing the Trailer 
Villages will have on Katherine's Landing, Cottonwood Cove and the 
surrounding commmunities. The Trailer Villages are a true treasure at Lake 
Mohave. 

Thank you. 
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Correspondence ID: 30 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Bullhead City  
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 11:34:56 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I was very disappointed at the lack of visions on both planning updates given 
the tremendous economic and visitor use changes since the original plans of 
1986. 

These updates do not seem to reflect input from the public prior to their 
review. Was there a survey of what the public, that use these areas,would like to 
see done? How do these updates incorporate changes that the concessionaire 
would be willing to partner on? If a new concession operator is to take control 
of the contract, why not delay this review until one is chosen to get their input? 
Perhaps split the process into a government plan and one for the resort 
contract portion?  

The marina, gas dock and a store may be the only services necessary at this 
point in time. I don't see any value in a sit-down restaurant, especially at the 
price point they are required through a fee contract. The vast majority of 
visitors bring their food and then go back to the local resorts and their homes 
for other meals. Perhaps a fast food type drive-thru is of more value using a 
brand name chain.  

It appears that the Park Service is still trying to cram 30-40,000 visitors into a 
confined space of the existing launch and marina. Why not redesign the entire 
area to dilute the congestion over a larger area that incorporates the unused old 
swim beach? Go horizontal from the existing area. Remove the current store 
and restaurant and build a retention wall north of the store that allows for this 
area to become the site for a RV campground and store and offers a much 
larger parking area to permit patron use, while freeing-up space next to the 
existing launch area for a load/unload zone and drop-off with wipe down. You 
could also provide a mussel wash-down station and fish cleaning station off to 
that side. 

The motel annex and maintenance office should be removed completely from 
their present location providing more space to accommodate the public. Access 
to the boat repair facility should be separated from travel with the mix of boat 
launch vehicles. Consolidate the resort into one area; place the non-public 
concession maintenance offices in the rear somewhere near the NPS 
maintenance area. Put the rangers and contact areas front and center for 
accessibility.  

There are so many other thoughts I have for improving the overall aesthetic and 
functionality of the Katherine area; roads and accesses, more basic concession 
services (ice, beverages and snacks) at Princess Cove not to mention what could 
be improved at Cottonwood; swim beach/picnic area use is so tremendous and 
is given cursory thought; lower campground aesthetic is pathetic and should 
include some full-hook-up RV pull-thru sites, shower facilities and tent 
camping pad improvements, but I fear, as usual, that the powers that be have 
already made-up their minds and decisions have been finalized that no 
comments at this point will sway any committees. 

This opportunity is only reviewed every 20 years, why is the vision so 
constricted? You are doing the public a dis-service and deflating any vision of 
being "Best in the West". Perhaps you should think about rebranding... 
Additionally, I feel that these public concept plans should be done during peak 
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visitor use periods and in full view of the public. Not during off-seasons and in 
off-site locations that are not convenient to the users. How is this government 
functioning in the best interest of the taxpayer? 

 
Correspondence ID: 31 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Rick, Susan L 
Address: `6740 Wing Lane, Valinda, California Valinda 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 11:35:40 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I agree in part with the NPS that Alteritive 3 is the perferred option to enhance 
visitor experience at Katherine Landing, however the plan falls short on detail 
and long on displacing people, i.e. summary removal of the Trailer Village. I 
believe a compromise plan, such as the one for those who resided at Cabin Site 
be considered. Current contracts and the person(s) named the current contract 
should be honored until that person or persons "quits".  

The plan does not prioritize projects. NPS recognizes the goverment is broke 
and The DOI is no where on the political radar for inhanced funding (20-25 
years?). Making due or doing more with LESS appears to be the order of the 
day for the forseeable future. Katherine is in desperate need of infrature repair. 
Roads, launch ramps, electrical grid, comminications, not to mention more 
universal access areas and better designed (and designated) handicapped 
parking. Further I would like to see an immediate relocation of the Ranger 
Station, i.e. law enforcement, and emergency services to the (little if ever used) 
information building ajacent to the main launch ramp.  

No plan for the the improvement of Katherine will be possible without a solid, 
long term partnership with a consessionaire that is willing to invest in and can 
expect regular return on that investment. That will not be possible without 
considering lengthing contract periods. However, I disagree with the portion of 
Alt Plan 3 that largely capitulates the NPS responiblity to a conseessionaire for 
overall visitor operations. While you can deligate authority, you can't deligate 
responibility.  

Finally, I have participated in enough "Focus Group" activity to recognize that 
feedback, meeting, discussion groups, are designed to simply see what kind of 
"push back" a company or organization is going to receive for a something that 
has been already decided usually just prior to implementing or otherwise going 
forward with said plan or change. I can only hope that the NPS will consider all 
comments and appropriately address those concerns that directly impact 
displacing people. 

I look forward to your final decision. Thank you for this forum. 

Sincerely, 
Susan Rick 
ray.rick@gte.net 
626-333-4366  
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Correspondence ID: 32 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: FORESTER, VICKI L 
Address: 4525 CENTER AVENUE NORCO,CA.92860 NORCO 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 12:01:33 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Dear Superintendent, I am writing in response to the "phase out" of trailer 
village at Kathrine's landing. I believe you are not looking at this fiscally at all. 
Let me point out just a few things I've found out. Within 10 miles of Kathrine's 
there are seven R.v. parks that have between them 1526 spaces to rent out. 
These parks cater mostly To Snowbirds. People who come to Arizona in the 
winter months to avoid the cold weather in the mid-west States.. These parks 
offer such things as a Pool,spa,shuffle board and one even has a miniture golf 
course. These people don't haul boats behind there r.v. they haul small cars to 
drive to the casino they have no interest in the lake. If you take out the Trailer 
Village it will be a financial hit to National Parks service,Concessionaire and 
Local economy. Day visitors will not spend money the way semi permanent 
residents do. Also consider not only will you lose the guaranteed monthly 
income the trailers provide. You will also lose dry storage fee's, slip rental, fuel 
purchases ect. Please reconsider ! I understand something should be done but 
why does it have to be so drastic to the people who have been a part of this land 
for 40 years. Day visitors will not care the way we do ! Look at it this this way. 
You are throwing out a guarantee for a long shot a very expensive long 
shot.That is so irresponsible in this very troubled economic time. I wont make 
this long I feel you have already made up your mind. But please just consider 
and look into what I have said here you will find it is all quite true. 
Thank you Vicki Forester  
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Name: Lamanski, Pauline  
Address: 5492 Brae Burn Place Buena Park  
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 12:53:26 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I recently attended the informational meeting at the Searchlight community 
center regarding the proposed redevelopment by the NPS for the Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Landing areas. While I recognize the NPS must provide 
plans that will meet the goals and mission of the NPS, I believe the preferred 
plan for these areas is not the best usage of NPS land. 

I understand that the NPS is not in the business of making money, so I will not 
focus on the lost revenue not only to the concessionaire but to the local 
businesses as well. 

I have been coming to the Cottonwood Cove recreational area for over 
10 years. After utilizing the current motel, I decided to purchase a trailer so that 
I might use the area on a more regular basis and at my convenience. I visit the 
area 10-12 times a year. When I purchased the trailer, I knew it was on NPS 
land but as I have been a trailer owner, I believe we have become partners in 
caring for the land. Your preferred plan will break that partnership. 

At the meeting, it was stated that back in 1986 a plan was adopted to eliminate 
all trailer villages from NPS land. The belief is that the trailers limit the access 
that other may have to the area. I was at my trailer this weekend and there were 
four campers in the upper campground and eight RVs in the RV area. This has 
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been the same for the last six months and many other times I have visited. Even 
on holiday weekends, the campground is not full. Yet, there are several trailer 
owners visiting and upgrading their trailers and the surrounding areas. It is the 
trailer owners that support the environmental cleanup projects and the rangers 
in their efforts to limit trouble in the area. We also share the enjoyment we have 
with others and have encouraged others to visit who may have never known 
about the area. 

If the purpose is to provide open access to all who want to access the area, why 
would the plan not include eliminating the monthly boat slip rentals and 
houseboat slips? It appears that the trailer village is being targeted for some 
reason. The marina is busy on many weekends and there may be a need to 
eliminate monthly boat slips rather than trailers. These are local people coming 
to the area for day use without interest in staying the night. That is obvious by 
the empty hotel, RV park and campground.  

I applaud the NPS in proposing plans to improve the area. My hope is that you 
do not decide on a plan that will break a partnership with a group of people that 
support the beautification and safe use of the area. Our trailers do not limit 
access, ensure local support to the concessionaire, businesses and the park 
rangers. Not all plans are a good fit for every area. I hope you consider our 
unique situation and what we, as trailer owners, offer in support of the NPS. I 
urge you to reconsider your preferred plan and consider an option that will 
include the trailer village and their owners. 

Sincerely, 

Pauline Lamanski 

 
Correspond ence ID: 34 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Forester, Lawrence E 
Address: 4525 CENTER AVENUE NORCO,CA.92860 NORCO  
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 13:10:29 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: To The National Parks service,  

I wanted to let you know of my extreme disapproval of the plans you have to 
level Trailer Village !!! I have one question. Why do the houseboats get to stay ? 
I attended one of the meeting you had and were told that the general public 
does not like to see private property on public land. Well isn't the water also 
public ? That makes this whole thing unjustified ! I will also say that 
economically this is a bad decision the impact of you removing a guaranteed 
source of income for what might be is unbelievable. I was told that the N.P.S is 
not interested in making money ? WOW ! And it is a mystery as to why this 
country is in financial trouble! ? I guess it's not that big a mystery after all. If 
only common sense could prevail and you would see the economic impact that 
this would have on not only Lake Mohave but the City of Bullhead... Please 
reconsider you are throwing away not only a sure thing but also the people who 
have loved, protected, and cherished this place for many years. It is a part time 
home but it is our home. My wife and I have worked hard to have a little extra 
something and that something is our Trailer at Kathrine's landing. Please don't 
prove what seems to be the normal in America lately, That working hard and 
doing whats right means nothing anymore. Please reconsider ! Thank You 
Larry Forester  
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Correspondence ID: 35 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Anderson, Marianne  
Address: 19507 Emanuel Dr. Riverside 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 16:40:37 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I think with the state of our country the park service could spend less time and 
money on a project that is not necessary. We already pay to much to enter the 
parks and more development bring's higher entry fee's. Quit spending money! 
Take care of what we already have. Both parks are fine the way they are and 
putting any more resorces into new project's is just a waste of money! 

 
Correspondence ID: 36 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Coppersmith, Lew E 
Address: San Gabriel 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 18:40:26 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Dear NPS, 

I attended your third public hearing last week and am extremely disappointed 
that the session was not recorded so that the voices of the 50+ attendees could 
be heard in addition to this manual form of communication. Let me start by 
saying that I hope that the NPS listened to those who did attend and have a 
better understanding of the passion that the permanent trailer owners have for 
their units. It is especially important to note that NOT ONE SINGLE PERSON 
at the meeting was in favor of removing the permanent trailers, nor was there a 
single voice opposing their placement on the park services public land. 
Therefore, I hope that the voices of those who truly care about this situation 
will have more credence than what one of the NPS staffers claimed was a public 
complaint about our trailers.  

1. Why are those opposed to our trailers not at these meetings if that claim was 
actually true? 

It should be noted that the permanent trailers are not an exclusive group and 
anyone from the public can purchase one if they want to pay for the privledge. 
There are several that are currently available. 

While NPS stated at the meeting that they are not interested in making money, 
in order for NPS to provide even the minimal security, safety, and visitor 
services, there is a need for income. In order for any concessionaire to sign a 
contract to maintain the facilities at Katherine's Landing or Cottonwood Cove, 
they must be assured that there is going to be income to support their services. 
The permanent trailer villages are the only consistent income available to 
support this service. Following the public hearing Thursday we went to 
Cottonwood to spend the night. There was not a single person staying at the 
hotel, renting boats or houseboats, and only two RV's in the facilities. The same 
situation was at Katherine's which I had visited earlier that same day. 

2. How does NPS expect to offset the trailer village's income of almost $2M 
annually when there is almost no income from the exisiting facilities for the 
majority of the year? 

In my 8 years as a permanent trailer owner, I have never seen more that 6 RV's 
in Katherine's 20+ RV sites on any one day, even during peak season. 
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3. Why does there need to be more RV spaces when the current ones are not 
being used? 
During the meeting, I also asked if the NPS had worked with the local 
community vendors to see what type of impact removing the trailers would 
have on the economy. Besides the rent we pay for our trailer, we also pay state 
and city taxes, as well as local vendors for; insurance (trailer and boats), dry 
storage of boats year round, meals (resturant and grocery) and gas (auto and 
boat), trailer and boat repair & maintenance, home improvement, yard care 
supplies, boating supplies and Laughlin nightlife/casinos. We visit the park 8-10 
times per year and typically bring with us another family or two. We are 
minimally spending $20K annually for services in the area, and we are only one 
of 105 trailers at Katherine's. If the trailers are removed, we will also remove all 
of this income to the local economy. 
The proposal states that you wish to improve safety and enhance the visitor 
experience. Removal of the permanent trailer villages does just the opposite. 
The trailer owners are the ones who look after the facilities--we paint and 
repair our trailers, maintain our yards, maintain the beaches, report problems 
throughout the park, and help visitors who are often inexperienced in boating 
or camping. We are the ones who are your "force multipliers" that encourage 
others to visit the park, who help stranded boaters, who follow the safety rules, 
and share our knowledge and experience with visitors; just like a ranger. We 
make your jobs easier! 
RVers are transient by nature. They do not care for the lake, beaches or 
facilities like those who are returning week after week. They do not have a 
vested interest in keeping the park clean and safe. Why should they? They are 
not going to be back next week or probably ever again. This park is just one 
stop on their vacation of a lifetime, taking pictures and leaving trash. Trailer 
owners want the park to be clean and safe for their next visit and the next 
generation. 

4. Does the NPS really believe that the removal of the permanent trailers will 
create a safer and more visitor friendly experience? 
Statistics will show that day use visitors are the ones who require medical 
assistance, water rescue, exposure treatment, etc. which is a drain on NPS 
services. Eliminating the trailer residents who are experienced in desert living 
and boating, in favor of day use transients will INCREASE the need for NPS 
personnel and services, not reduce them. Thus, you are adding a need for more 
revenue to cover these emergency and safety services. Exactly what you are 
trying to avoid. 
The trailer park owners have been maintaining the LMNRA for over 50 years 
and have invested millions of dollars to keep the park a pleasant destination for 
visitors, most of whom are coming BECAUSE of the trailer owners. Your 
proposals should be structured in a manner that will encourage the continued 
support from this large visitor base. We are the ones who want the park to be 
successful and not closed down like so many other parks in our country. We 
pay monthly to assure that the concessionaire will remain in business and 
provide improvements that will keep us coming back year after year. RV or Day 
campers will never make up for this consistent income stream. 
Please consider us your biggest supporters who want to make the park a better 
place in the future, but we have to be included, not excluded from the plan. 
I look forward to hearing your comments on the above numbered questions. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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Correspondence ID: 37 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Sherwood, William L 
Address: 2690 Katherine Spur Rd. #22, Bullhead City  
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 19:12:13 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Good day to you... My name is William Sherwood and I am the Customer 
Service Relations Manager at Lake Mohave Resort... My position mainly is 
dealing with the Trailer Village and permanate Houseboat Customers... My 
wife, Palma Sherwood, is a long time employee here at Lake Mohave Resort as 
well... She is Lead Server in the restaurant... We have both been employed here 
for several years and LOVE living here as well as working here... We have both 
seen better days at the resort and both agree change is needed, however, 
shutting down/ demolishing buildings is NOT the answer!!! I personally hear 
ALL guests/customers comments/complaints and absolutely not 1 person 
agrees with making this resort a launch ramp, very limited businesses, and rv 
park!!! At the meeting last week your representative stated the mission you are 
trying to achieve is to retain to an atmoshere which promtes bringing back the 
"recreation" to this resort... YOU ALREADY HAVE ACHIEVED THAT!!! 90% 
of all of our business/revenue is in the summer months is from California and 
almost all 100% return guests...Some 2nd and 3rd generations... They travel to 
this resort because it has all of their needs onsite... The store, the restaurant and 
the hotel... If you take away these amenities they will simply lauch their 
boats,waverunners, etc in Laughlin and go to hot spots there in Laughlin 
afterwards!!! They are NOT going to spend $200 in gas in vehicle to drive here, 
$200-$300 for gas in boat and another $200 in gas in vehicle to return home to 
only launch their boat here!!! They enjoy the convenience of hotel here, putting 
their boat in slip to only pull it out when they are leaving, having the store to 
buy last minute items and havng the restaurant open for lunch for a break from 
the water... Do we feel the present owner is tired and has lost the drive to build 
this resort into something bigger and better??? YES!!! But, tearing it apart brick 
by brick in severl years to come is ridiculous and will forever change this resort 
for the worse... You need the gate fees from patrons as well as we need them to 
be here... If you take everything away, you are also cutting off your own 
feet...The owners in trailer village and the houseboats are very worried about 
their investments and some have been here since the 60's!!! You basically 
allowed this resort to grow into what it is today and have some responsibilies to 
these people who have supported you in fees as well in all their years here.. 

What is needed is fresh blood here...People who will think outside the box... 
People who love the notion of boating and the resort life... What is needed is 
simply people who want this resort to succeed for not just today but years to 
come for themselves and their children and hopefully their childrens' children 
to enjoy... William Sherwood... 
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Correspondence ID: 38 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: baer, harold  
Address: 7599 Cerrito Rojo Rancho Cucamonga 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 19:16:01 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I can not properly express my dissatisfaction with the ongoing discussion 
regarding the removal of my family and all trailer's at Katherine's landing. The 
fact that for years and years you allowed us to pay fees, make unrecoverable 
improvements with an intention to cause harm and financial damage is 
reprehensible. Please reconsider this plan and allow the units to remain. baring 
that I would request that you make allowance for a similar property be available 
to replace the one you so badly wish to remove. Generations of family's have 
supported Katherine's landing and will be negatively affected. Harold Baer 

 
Correspondence ID: 39 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Manley, Paul J 
Address: Whittier 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 19:48:44 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I have reviewed the three proposals and wish to express my extreme 
displeasure with any proposal that eliminates the Trailer Village at Cottonwood 
Cove. I have read the letter that our organization's president, James Gartner, 
sent you and agree completely with it's content. Please add my name to the list 
of concerned citizens AGAINST eliminating Trailer Village.  

Sincerely, 

Paul J. Manley 
Trailer #262 

 
Correspondence ID: 40 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Greville, Lee S 
Address: 357 South Center Street  

Orange Orange 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 20:06:32 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I am a property owner at Cottonwood Cove, Space 114 

Obviously the direction taken on option 3 is of great concern to me but I will 
resist going down that emotional tangent and make one point on the financials 
.... rough math tells me that you currently have appx 300 units paying rent at 
$450 a month totaling around $1.6M a year. Now I get that you can open up the 
land and fit over 500 parking spaces in but here is the rub. With the exception 
of the national holiday weekends, the current park and camp facilities are 
ALWAYS EMPTY. 
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 I don't see the like for like rental break even assumptions in the report or the 
expected payback on investment but, taking your current RV rates of $32 a 
night (summer) and $27 winter then we can reasonably assume $30 average or  

Break even = RV day rate x number of days required x 500 spaces 

So 
No days reqd = 1.6M / (30 x 500)  
106 days per year required occupancy ...... NO WAY !!!!  
Lee Greville 
7142920846 

 
Correspondence ID: 41 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Vedral, James/Gwen  
Address: 8629 Highland View Avenue Las Vegas  
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 20:49:50 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: We are senior citizens who own a trailer at Cottonwood Cove trailer village. We 
would like to see the trailer village remain exactly the way it is now with no 
changes to it. 

 
Correspondence ID: 42 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Mitchell, Curry W 
Address: 1262 calle colnett San Marcos 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 20:51:02 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I am writing on behalf of my wife and my three young children, ages 9, 7, and 5, 
all of whom are quite worried by the idea that our family tradition to visit and 
stay in the Cotton Wood Cove mobile home park ever summer may soon be 
ending. For us, the Cotton Wood Cove mobile home park is more than just a 
vacation destination; it is a place full of memory and family culture. It is our 
retreat, and to close it would be to cut us off from a true source of tradition, 
solace, and verve.  

For myself, I have visited this park before I could walk. I learned to swim in the 
coves across the river from Cotton Wood Cove and proved the skill by 
swimming "by myself" from the hotel's dusty pebble shore to the old platform. 
I got to know certain family members, some great aunts and uncles who only 
congregated together at the River-besides at Thanksgiving-who told stories of 
hikes in the desert and waking before sunrise to find glass on the lake. And 
some of my first memories of adolescent "independence" are of walks with my 
cousins balancing on the cement knee-high curbs that round streets down from 
our trailer to buy ice-cream from the store. For every important milestone of 
my life, I can correlate a vivid memory with the soft glowing street lamps, the 
rough, heated pavement, and the desert palms lining the driveways of the 
mobile home park. Even the event of my marriage and the birth of each of my 
children didn't round a full year before I visited the River and introduced each 
of them to the park. Today, when we pull out home movies with my own kids, 
years later, the videos they ask to see-after old Christmas videos-are videos of 
The River. "Let's watch The River! Let's watch The River! Let's watch the 
River!!" 

247 



 
APPENDIXES 

 All of these family memories and traditions were made possible by my 
grandparents and then my parents who have owned a trailer and rented a space 
in the mobile home park for decades and by committees such as yours who 
have always favored those who know the intrinsic value of such an accessible 
space. There was a time however, in the early 1990s after my great uncle passed 
away, when the family found it difficult to fund the upkeep and rent of the 
trailer and so decided to sell the mobile home. Come summer time, we brought 
tents, my grandparents rented an RV, and we did our best to recapture the 
tradition from a slightly different site. It wasn't that the nights were too hot to 
sleep or the space inside air-conditioned RV, too cramped-we've slept outside 
and spent summers with broken swamp coolers before; it was the weirdness of 
returning to a familiar ritual but feeling disinvited from the thing that makes it 
sacred, like looking at pictures of fireworks on the 4th of July or going to a 
McDonald's for Thanksgiving dinner. Another summer we tried the hotel and 
while the nights were cooler and the BBQs were satisfying, the tradition of the 
River had lost much of its verve. There is something about that trailer park that 
memories stick to, which come alive again upon return. We decided that next 
summer to pool resources and find an available space to rent and return to the 
park. Selling the first mobile home was a regrettable mistake; losing the mobile 
park forever-for many, many families like ours-would be a tragic one. 

I truly hope that our collection of home River videos continues to expand; 
please keep the mobile home park near Cotton Wood Cove permanently open 
and accessible its renters: the families who so cherish that wonderful, 
wonderful space.  

Curry Mitchell 

 
Correspondence ID: 43 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Cardon, Marilyn  
Address: P.O. Box 1276 Searchlight 
Received: Apr, 15, 2013 23:09:46 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Cottonwood Cove is the best kept secret place I know. I've been fortunate to 
raise my grandkids with this beautiful place to learn to swim, etc. I owned there 
for 7 years before moving to Searchlight. I was on a waiting list for 9 years to be 
able to buy a Trailer there. The trailor village is a beautiful well kept area and 
many of my friends come there several times a year spend a couple weeks and 
their money and to enjoy relaxation after long days of work. It's a real shame 
you want to take that away from the people after they have invested their time 
and money in a wonderful place to enjoy. We moved to Searchlight so we could 
still enjoy the wonderful area their. With the economy the way it is, if you take 
out the trailor villeage, you will only get weekend people and will not have the 
income for the 12 months of the year that the trailor's provide. Also the 
concessionaire will not be able to make enough to keep the place clean. I 
remember the weekends that we all pitched in and cleaned up the area from the 
people that came in on weekends. That will be exactly what will happen to the 
lake and surrounding area if you no longer have the trailor villeage intact. The 
weekenders will destroy the area with trash. The trailor villeage owners take 
good care of Cottonwood Cove. My kids, grandkids, friends and their friends 
and owners will all suffer due to your actions. Not at all fair!  

 

248 



 
Appendix E 

Correspondence ID: 44 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Long, Dottie  
Address: Bullhead  
Received: Apr, 16, 2013 00:39:11 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: What you did for Echo Bay trailer village is something you could do for 
Katherine Landing and Cottonwood cove. 

BOULDER CITY, Nev. - Land-based services will remain open at Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area's Echo Bay under a contract amendment that was 
signed Feb. 1. 

The trailer village, RV site, land-based fuel, dry boat storage and administrative 
building were scheduled to close Feb. 1 after the temporary contract they 
operated under expired. By amending another contract within the park, these 
services will now remain open. 

It is the consensus of the N.P.S that revenues lost by the removal of the trailer 
village can be replaced by increased capacity of day use and overnight visitors. 

The N.P.S has not considered the loss of revenue from things like long term 
boat/trailer storage, boat repairs, repairs to the mobile homes, satellite TV, etc. 
These are all items that are unique to us as semi-permanent visitors. 

Our buying habits are much different then the overnight visitor. 

The loss of both the Katherine Landing and Cottonwood Cove trailer villages 
means the removal of over 400 homes from the local econom 

Please help us so we can help you. You need money to maintain these places. 
Are rents assist with that, just like are tax payer dollars are supposed to. Ever 
year NPS budget for improvements get cut, but we as a group help to bring in 
millions. You have a concessioner that wants to sell his business. He bought it 
from someone and now he wants to sell it. You NPS wants someone to come in 
spend Millions in repair that the current concessioner should be doing but in 
stead he pockets the money. The new concessioner needs the time to get a 
return on his investment plus a profit or you won't get any one new in to any of 
open concession that you need to run the park. JMHOP It's business. You have 
to make a profit. Bill who is the asst. at Katherine Landing would make a great 
person to run that place. Why, because he is honest.  

 
Correspondence ID: 45 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: fort mohave 
Received: Apr, 16, 2013 05:48:13 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I just have a quick and to the point comment, the katherin landing site as it 
sits...SUCKS! There is never any rv spots open, the walk to the water is not only 
rediculous but dangerous due to traffic and crowds.The store, restaurant and 
hotel smell old and look like crap! I agree with the 3rd and preferred proposal 
somewhat, YOU NEED FULL HOOKUP RV SPOTS NEAR THE 
WATER,GET RID OF ALL PARK MODELS AND MAKE THAT FULL 
HOOKUPS RV SPACES THAT AREA LOOKS LIKE HILLBILLY HEAVEN!!! 
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Correspondence ID: 46 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Golden Vally 
Received: Apr, 16, 2013 09:05:35 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Katherine Landing is just fine the way it is! Do Nothing! 

 
Correspondence ID: 47 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Mitchell, Rebekah  
Address: Bakersfield, 
Received: Apr, 16, 2013 11:38:54 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I have been going to Cottonwood Cove since my mom was pregnant with me. 
My family has owned a trailer in the park for most of my life including right 
now. Every member in my family (as well as some close friends) plan their 
entire summer around our "River trips." All of us live at least 6 hours away so 
having the trailer park makes the travel time well worth it. If we did not have 
the trailer anymore, people who can not stand the heat for more than a few 
hours (ie my grandparents, the new babies of the family) would no longer get to 
come on the River trips. Having a trailer that is more than 300 miles away is a 
lot of work and takes a lot of commitment to keep it in good shape year round, 
but that is only a small price to pay for the incredible times spent during the 
summer. We water ski, swim, snorkel, teach our children to swim, go on 
beautiful boat rides, visit with family, cook, eat snacks, and much, much more. 
If the trailer park was closed down, we would never visit the River. It is too far 
and hotels are too expensive for my entire family to afford. Please DO NOT 
close the park!!! 

 
Correspondence ID: 48 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Ecklund, Ronald B 
Address: 2910 La Mesa Dr Henderson 
Received: Apr, 16, 2013 12:14:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: April 14, 2013 
Lake Mead Recreation Area 
Craft DCPs/EIS National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

I am Ron Ecklund, I live in Henderson, NV, and I currently lease site 1280 for a 
manufactured home at the RV Village on Lake Mead. In general, I support any 
action taken by the Park Service that promotes the use of and the accessibility 
of the recreation area. Conversely, I am opposed to any action that is 
detrimental to the use and enjoyment thereof. This leads to a discussion of my 
objection to the removal of privately owned manufactured housing (MF).  

At the recent public comment meeting in the Boulder City Library, Park Service 
personnel were asked the reason for eliminating permanent MH. The initial 
response was that there is a desire on the part of the Park Service to encourage 
short term use and discourage long term use. No reason for this decision was 
given. When pressed for a further explanation, the response given was that 
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there is a legislative directive on the issue; however, no specific law was cited. If 
indeed there is such law, I would like to have more specifics so that I could 
review it. If on the other hand, this is policy fashioned by the Park Service 
administrators, I would ask that it be clearly stated for the record. Related to 
this point, I refer to Section 4, b, 4 of Public Law 88-639, the act that authorized 
the creation of Lake Mead Recreation Area. Under the heading of Activities, 
Vacation cabin site use is specifically allowed.  

The preferred plan calls for the privately owned MH to be replaced by MH that 
concessioners would then rent to park users for short periods (days, weeks, 
months). This discriminates against long term users in favor of short term users. 
This example of discrimination conflicts with policies the Park Service has 
adopted regarding house boats. In terms of amenities and usage there is 
virtually no difference between a 60 foot house boat setting in a rented slip and 
a 60 foot MH setting on a rented site. Both are privately owned, both are 
limited to 180 days per year usage and both are long -term park users. Yet one 
form of usage is encouraged, and the other is targeted for elimination. These 
two policies are inconsistent with one another. 

Related to the houseboat comparison, the Park Service has engineered a dual 
market approach which allows both private party and concessioner house 
boats, thereby encouraging both long and short term park users. Adopting this 
approach to MH, the Park Services would serve the interest of both long term 
and short term MH users and, therefore, serve the broadest public good. 

Quality concessioners are essential for the delivery of many services received by 
park visitors. Concession profitability is a key element for attracting well-
qualified and motivated concessioners. To wit, I proffer a comparison of the 
relative profitability of the privately owned MH and the concessioner managed 
MH. MH site cost at Lake Mead RV Village range from $5,000 to $6,000 per 
year. The concessioner maintenance expenses are limited to those required to 
maintain the infrastructure (roads, water, sewer, electricity). The rented MH 
model will require the concessioner to be responsible the infrastructure 
maintenance, MH maintenance, maid and cleaning service in addition to 
investing in furniture, kitchen utensils, linens, towels and other incidentals. 
Add to this mix that the revenue stream from such a venture is uncertain and 
untested. Indeed, the Park Service admits as much in its discussion of the 
revenue impact at Cotton Wood, page 160 of the draft of development plan, 
"Revenue from new cabins is projected to be $140,000â€¦" "The closure of the 
trailer village will result in a loss of $978,000 in revenue." 

The final consideration for continuing the policy of renting space for private 
parties to place MH is an emotional appeal for the Park Service to honor the 
precedence of site rentals which predates the establishment of the recreation 
area. Easily three generations of families have used these trailers for vacations, 
family celebrations and gathering sites for friends and relatives. To eliminate 
these users and the heritage implied through the generations of use is 
untoward. To sweep away 60 plus years of precedence because the Park Service 
wants to encourage short term usage of the area is discriminatory and because it 
is unexplained it is, therefore, unjustified.  

Sincerely yours, 

Ron Ecklund 
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Correspondence ID: 49 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Walleman, Terry A 
Address: 2690 E Kathrine spur rd. BHC. AZ 86429  

po box 1763 bhc az. 86430 Bullhead city 
Received: Apr, 16, 2013 21:48:27 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: It seems to me that we at Kathrine Landing, Lake Mohave, Trailer Village, are 
on the bottom of the list for what will or will not happen to our Trailer Village. 
We all have put our hard earned money into our Vacation homes here. Some of 
us have owned our homes for a long time. I have owned mine for 15yrs. We 
know that we can only be here 180 day per year. Some of us come and go, and 
some have lived here full time. Either way I love my place here at the resort, and 
don't want to loose it!!! At this point I'm not sure just what I'm going to do. 
What I do know is that I will talk to other Trailer village owners, and we will 
come up with a plan to try and keep our properties. I feel strongly that there are 
other ways to make the changes that the Gov. wants, and still keep the Trailer 
Village. A long with all the revenue that the Trailer Village pays out per year and 
the money spent at the resort itself by the homeowners, should be considered.  

Thank you,  

Terry A. Walleman  
T.V. lot 85 

 
Correspondence ID: 50 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Rush, Ron D 
Address: 1964 Rio Vista Dr. Bullhead City Az. Bullhead City  
Received: Apr, 17, 2013 12:01:47 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: To whom it may concern, 

My name is Ron Rush. I am the Food & Beverage Manager @ Lake Mohave 
Resort. I have been employed here since 1996. I have seen drastic changes in 
the volume of business during this time. I think one of the main reasons for the 
decrease in overall business was the implementaion of the Park entry pay 
booth. Having to pay a fee for just walking around the marina-store-feeding the 
fish, or patronizing the Restaurant (without using the park facilities) has been a 
detrimental factor in the loss of recreational activity.  

I truly think that it is absolutely absurd, and rediculous to propose demolishing 
everything here and turning it into a launchramp and RV park with no 
amenities! 

Do you really think people(mostly Californians) are going to drive 300 miles 
just to launch their boat, with no store to buy beverages-ice-snacks-fishing 
licences-camping supplies-etc????? Not having a Restaurant to enjoy breakfast-
lunch or dinner to enhance their RECREATIONAL experience, or a Hotel to 
go to after a day out on the Lake?? REALLY?? They can launch their boat on 
the river for (FREE) and not even bother thinking about Lake Mohave. 

If your mission is to generate more RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES for this 
Lake, you need to forget about those absurd proposals and come up with an 
ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE. 
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 By the way, the next time you have a public meeting, such as the one at Mohave 
Community College last week, you really should have Competent-
Knowledgeble representatives for the NPS that can ANSWER QUESTIONS 
and CONCERNS, from the people that are AFFECTED by this issue!! 

 
Correspondence ID: 51 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Brewer, Wendy D 
Address: 7730 Paso Robles Ave Van Nuys 
Received: Apr, 17, 2013 13:18:07 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: As a proud two time owner at trailer village from Katherine's Landing I'm very 
disappointed to hear that the NPS would even think about getting rid of the 
Cottonwood and Katherine's Landing Trailer Village's. 

These two Trailer Villages have supported the NPS for many years. My family 
and I come from the Katherine's Landing resort and have seen nothing but 
positive action from the concessionaire throughout the year's as well as many 
of the trailer holders, we spend many of our summer and winter weekends 
here, have met many friends/neighbors where we take hike's or just walk 
around the park, enjoy it as well as take lot's of pride in it and do misc clean 
up's. (I wouldn't see many day campers doing the same) 

If any personal has ever visited either Resort in the prime summer months 
when business around the lakes is booming they will see that the day camping 
facilities are just about bone dry due to the fact that nobody has an A/C unit in 
their RV to keep up with the heat, Winter months you still don't have many 
campers. 

Just think about the revenue that will be lost by losing the two trailer villages, 
not only to the NPS but to the state of Arizona also to Nevada. 

1. Game & Fish 
2. T. V services, Telephone 
3. Gasoline 
4. Contractors-We all hire them for our repairs of our mobile homes 
5. Hardware stores 
6. Supermarkets 
7. Boat Shops, Misc repairs  
8. Jobs 

Why is NPS proposing something that has had such a positive impact for the 
economy and for families? As far as I'm concerned this will be a hardship on 
not just the trailer owners but all of the above and more. 

 
Correspondence ID: 52 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Villagra, Susana C 
Address: 10000 Cottonwood Cove Road Searchlight 
Received: Apr, 19, 2013 13:25:21 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Hello, 

I am a member of the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners Association and am 
concerned about your possible elimination of the Trailer Village at 
Cottonwood Cove. We have enjoyed many years with friends and family 
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throughout the Lake Mead National Recreation Area especially the 
Cottonwood Cove area and Trailer Village. Eliminating this all together would 
be of much sadness, since it has been around for so many years. We are in favor 
of Alternative plan #2 and plan #3, but not removing the Trailer Village. 

Regards, 
Susana Villagra 

 
Correspondence ID: 53 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Murphy, Dirk  
Address: 2903 Katherine Spur Road Bullhead City 
Received: Apr, 22, 2013 10:54:29 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Please see my comments below: 

Page 34 (Law Enforcement and Emergency Services)We should not be 
retaining current Ranger Station. This was originally a visitor/contact station 
built during mission 66 and was never designed to function as an Emergency 
Services Building. The short term (not long term) plan needs to be a dedicated 
consolidated law enforcemnt/emergency services builiding near the NPS 
housing/maintenance area. 

Page 47 (Law Enforcement and Emergency Services) I agree that a consolidated 
Law Enforcement/Emergency Services building needs to be built near the 
current NPS maintenance facility. I disagree that Interpretation and 
Maintenance offices should be part of that consolidation. The idea is to be able 
to conduct criminal interviews, store critically sensitive law enforcement files, 
and transport arrested prisoners to the building and book them inside the 
building. I am not convinced that these functions can safely conexist with 
Interpretation and Maintenance fuctions under the same roof. 

 
Correspondence ID: 54 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Fallaha, Renee  
Address: Signal Hill 
Received: Apr, 22, 2013 18:20:25 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Hello,  

I am very interested in offering my opinion and any consideration of doing 
away with the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Village. My family and I have been 
meeting at our trailer for 30 years. We have had kids, who have grown up to be 
parents, who bring their kids to enjoy the family times together. Besides it being 
a low cost way to have a family vacation together a few times a year, the 
surroundings are unparalleled for having good, safe, fun. All of us have grown 
up with respect for nature through our times on the river. Please reconsider 
your plan to do away with the Trailer Village. You would be letting down our 
current and future family members who would be without this amazing 
experience at the river, while staying in our home away from home our trailer. 

Thank you for your time,  
Renee Fallaha 

 

254 



 
Appendix E 

Correspondence ID: 55 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Whitehouse, Stephen  
Address: 1209 E Glendora Ave. Orange  
Received: Apr, 22, 2013 18:53:03 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: April 22, 2013 

This letter is in response to the open feedback period to the DCP for the 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing areas. My comments pertain only to 
the Cottonwood Cove area. 

I have read the DCP / EIS currently under review and do not endorse 
alternative 3 (the preferred alternative) based on the following: 

1. The elimination of the trailer village. Trailer village owners have continually 
donated resources and time in supporting the operations at Cottonwood Cove: 

A. Donated time and materials to construct the heliport pad. 

B. Purchased the first ambulance and continue to donate money for emergency 
medical equipment and supplies annually. 

C. Major participants in park clean-up and maintenance events such as Beach 
Clean-up Day, Harbor Clean-up Day and "Save The Desert Eco-Walk". 

By the admission of a NPS employee, the contributions of the mobile home 
owners has been acknowledged. According to NPS Assistant Volunteer 
Coordinator Christopher Pietrafeso: 

"Would it be possible to encourage the trailer village folks to pre- register? We 
love seeing them , their families and friends each and every year. They have a 
deep fondness and connection to the Cottonwood Cove areaâ€¦" 

The Hotel, Campground, RV Camp and Trailer Village provide a complete 
offering of accommodations for visitors. The elimination of the mobile homes 
in the trailer village would leave a void in the accommodations offered and the 
need for such services. 

There is no such great demand for RV spaces that warrants the elimination of 
the mobile homes.  

The proposed DCP acknowledges a substantial number of visitors to 
Cottonwood Cove come from Southern California. I am one of those visitors. 
Without a mobile home at Cottonwood Cove, I would be unable to visit the 
area. 

2. Residents, families and guests of mobile home owners at Cottonwood Cove 
provide a significant positive financial impact at Cottonwood Cove and at 
businesses in Searchlight, Nevada. 

3. The development of the area south of Cottonwood Cove known as Ski Cove. 
This area is a beautiful natural cove. The over-development of it would be 
environmentally negative. It should be maintained as is. 

My general comments/opinions: 

4. Our National Recreation Areas main purpose is to provide "enjoyment' of 
recreational opportunities. The DCP / EIS document recognizes and states a 
significant percentage of Southern Californians visit Cottonwood Cove 
Regularly and repeatedly each year. Mobile home ownership is the only 
accommodation that supports this need / demand. 
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5. Can a differentiation be made between the citizen who places their RV in the 
RV camp for 6 months and then stores it in the dry storage lot for 6 months and 
the citizen that maintains a mobile home in the trailer village for 12 months? 
Both have property that occupies park land for 12 months of the year. What 
about the individual that owns a houseboat in a slip year round? They, like the 
mobile home owner are maintaining a personal piece of property in the park 
year round. Why is the mobile home owner singled out as out of compliance 
and targeted for removal? 

6. The DCP sites an increase in day use. Many visitors I have spoken to at the 
day use areas indicate they visit Cottonwood Cove due to the low lake levels at 
Lake Mead. They reside in the Henderson, Boulder City and Las Vegas areas. 
Planning changes to the Cottonwood Cove area based on a temporary demand 
would be ill conceived. Improvement of the El Dorado area would benefit these 
temporary guests and allow for shorter travel times to a recreation area for 
these people. 

7. Better defining/marking all parking areas at Cottonwood Cove for single 
vehicle and vehicles with trailers will increase parking efficiency. 

8. I am in favor of improving flood control to any populated area within the 
National Recreation Area. 

9. Demand for full occupancy for the upper campground and the RV camp 
have not been observed in many years. The RV camp capacity can be increased 
by transitioning a portion of the upper campground to accommodate both tent 
campers and RVs. Such a campground area could provide a dual role, RV use in 
the summer months when RV spots are in demand and tent camping in the 
non-summer months when RV demand is low and tent camping is high.  

10. I am for the partial development of El Dorado for improved / increased day 
use capabilities. 

11. I am for the partial development of Six Mile Cove for improved / increased 
day use capabilities. 

12. I am against the removal / elimination of the trailer village. The trailer village 
has demonstrated to be an asset to the park and gives Cottonwood Cove a 
unique character not found in other park area. 

13. I am for a moderate increase in the number of motel rooms if added in a 
single story manner. The demand for more motel rooms is based on it being 
fully booked 12 months in advance. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen Whitehouse 
1209 East Glendora Avenue 
Orange, California 92865 
STWZ26@hotmail.com 

 
Correspondence ID: 56 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: mitchell, lorrie a 
Address: 1831 gorge road Bishop 
Received: Apr, 23, 2013 00:39:04 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: April 23, 2013, To Whom It May Concern, 

My name is Lorrie Mitchell. I am 55 years old, born and raised in Southern 
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California and moved to the Owens Valley thirty years ago. My husband and I 
currently live and work in Bishop, California. We have four grown children and 
three grandchildren. I love the outdoors. Where I live there are many hiking 
trails in the eastern Sierra Nevada mountains, and especially so in the high 
desert of the "Land of Little Rain". I live in an environment that is rich in 
beautiful creeks, rivers and lakes; still, I have yet to find a body of water as 
wonderful as Lake Mojave.  

My first visit to Cottonwood Cove happened when I was 12 years old. My 
family spent a few nights in the trailer village on the patio of my Aunt and 
Uncle's place. I was a city girl and fell in love with the warm clear waters of 
Lake Mojave, the big starry sky, the calm quiet of the desert and the sharp smell 
that signaled the arrival of a wild thunderstorm! We all tried our best to water 
ski and rented a "patio" boat the next day and chugged down to Katherine's 
Landing on a lake that was like a mirror all day (we had no idea how unusual 
that was!) I still remember, over 40 years ago, that we almost submerged the 
bow of the boat because we all crowded forward to get a look at a big horn 
sheep! 

These days we are still thrilled to spy out the sheep that are hidden so well 
amongst the rocks, or standing stark as a silhouette against the blue evening sky. 
My daughter-in-law and grandson are champions at spotting them! Even more 
fun are the burros in spring! 

As year round visitors of Cottonwood Cove and members of the CCTOA, my 
family and I feel strongly that the trailer village is a positive presence in this 
unique National Park. Over the years the CCTOA has proven to be a reliable 
source of support and appreciation for preserving the environment not just for 
ourselves, but for visitors as well as future generations. The increase to our 
monthly rent has helped to fund the water systems to the trailer village as well 
as facilities within the park. Also we have helped to fund the purchase of an 
ambulance that has been used by a variety of people, not just "trailer owners". 
The CCTOA is always calling on its members to help in organized trash pickups 
along the roads and in the coves along the lake. We continue to partner with the 
NPS in complying with the environmental policies and regulations, as we are 
called to be good stewards of the land. 

I understand that it is unusual to have privately owned dwellings renting space 
on National Park lands. Yet how is it that there is no problem with those who 
privately own houseboats renting slips in the harbor year round? It seems to me 
that even more large slips were put into the new marina for this very purpose.  
Rather than removing visitors from the park let us encourage more people to 
come and visit. There truly seems to be enough room for everyone. 

Cottonwood Cove is a unique place, extremely hot in the summer and very 
remote. It is not a place that one might pass through on their way to some other 
destination. It is an out of the way place and that is probably why so few people 
come to visit. In the 40 plus years that I have been coming to cove, I have never 
seen the upper campground full. In the summer or holiday, I have seen a lot of 
day use visitors especially on a weekend. Many spread out into coves on the 
lake, and as you know there are quite a few in the marina. I do think it is a great 
idea to develop a pass through into "Skiers Cove" south of the hotel, and 
expand the options for day use beach goers.  

As members of the CCTOA we need to continue to partner with the NPS. Let 
us work together as stewards of this amazing place. I, like so many others, have 
memories, history, and plans to spend my future here. These plans include the 
next generations and hopefully the next and so on. So many children learning 
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to swim, ski, fish, hike; counting stars in the sky, watching the eclipse of the 
moon, and counting the buzzards as they circle in for the evening roost. 
In this National Park there is room for us. It may be a peculiar arrangement. But 
it is a unique place. Living for a season in a park is pretty special. There is a 
relationship and responsibility that develops out of that experience. Because we 
spend time in this place we might be of good use to park service as 
ambassadors, overseers, and or hosts to new visitors. It is my hope that in 
reading this letter you might realize that we (CCTOA) are an important part of 
this National Park. 

Sincerely, Lorrie Mitchell 

 
Correspondence ID: 57 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Kruse, Kip  
Address: 1530 Marine Ave Seal Beach, Ca 90740  

10000 cottonwood cove rd. Space 115, Searchlight NV Seal beach  
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 09:48:29 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I've owned my place in the cottonwood cove trailer village since 1980. It is still 
the most beautiful and friendliest place on the Colorado River. Nothing needs 
changing. The Marina is new and the trailer village provides a consistent 
profitable revenue stream. I recommend option 1. 

Don't ruin a good thing!  

 
Correspondence ID: 58 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Holcomb, Richard  
Address: Ladera Ranch  
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Superintendent  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and our 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park.  

Alternative #2 would adapt the park pursuant to previous action plans that have 
not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a potential partial 
or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to the point and 
offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished. Neither does 
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alternative #2 contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by the Trailer 
Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified as 
$978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations. Alternative #2 would be more desirable 
from a financial perspective if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and 
improvements to overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer 
Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and could make it the most 
cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is touted as the "preferred alternative" likely due to the 
enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as the potential cost 
savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails to mention that the 
majority of those same enhancements can be made without removal of the 
Trailer Village. Again, I question if there a legitimate need to increase overnight 
accommodations, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate 
an affinity with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The 
existing overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same 
manners proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village. I encourage 
decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand analysis 
conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. I have 
visited Cottonwood Cove on a regular basis over the last six years, throughout 
all times of the year, and have observed that the upper campground is hardly 
ever full. I have never seen the upper campground overly congested except on a 
few holiday weekends, and in fact have observed that it is empty most of the 
year.  

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village, the reported revenue they would generate 
does not exceed the reported current revenue and associated benefits 
generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to spend $9.3 million 
to create these potentially unneeded overnight accommodation improvements, 
with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of revenue and the 
campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in comparison to 
removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported revenue per year? The 
Trailer Village provides three times more reported revenue and it is already 
there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents 233 individuals, their 
immediate families, those extended families, and the multitude of all their 
guests who have visited the park for literal generations. The Trailer Village is a 
historic and cultural resource that extends to the public via its occupants, their 
immediate family members, and their extended family, and all of their countless 
guests who have experienced the park solely due to the existence of the Trailer 
Village and its occupants. These families and their extended guests have 
frequented the park for approximately fifty years and their contributions to 
Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. First of all, through their 
monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the Trailer Village 
owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or dependent upon 
holidays or favorable weather. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would 
have significant economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which 
outweigh the benefits of the alternatives. For example, the Trailer Village 
occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store. The Trailer Village 
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comprises a large percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not 
appear to be contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, 
the Trailer Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with 
the local park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In 
fact, many if the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were 
provided by Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I encourage our elected and appointed government officials, 
National Park leadership, and members of the public to reject any alternative 
that is conditioned upon the unwarranted removal or phasing out of the Trailer 
Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be 
considered and decided upon without its removal.  

Sincerely,  
Rick Holcomb 
Ladera Ranch, Ca 92694 

 
Correspondence ID: 59 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Steffenhagen formerly Tierney, Kim M 
Address: 100 Jadestone, Irvine CA 92603  

Trailer Village #261 Irvine 
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Kim Steffenhagen, formerly Tierney & Mark Steffenhagen 
Cottonwood Cover Trailer Village Space #261 
100 Jadestone 
Irvine, CA 92603 

Superintendent  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 

ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 
Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and the 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park. This would not make any sense to 
proceed with alternative #1. 

Alternative #2 would align with the national park pursuant to previous action 
plans that have not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a 
potential partial or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to 
the point and offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished and 
what the negative affect would be on the trailer village homeowners. 
Alternative #2 does not contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by 
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the Trailer Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified 
as $978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there is a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations based on my visits to Cottonwood Cove 
for the past 35 years. Alternative #2 would be more desirable from a financial 
standpoint if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and improvements to 
overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer Village (along with its 
reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. Removing all or part of the 
$9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation improvement would reduce 
alternative #2 costs and in my option be the most cost effective alternative 
compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is labeled as the "preferred alternative" by the National Park 
mainly due to the enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as 
the potential cost savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails 
tremendously to mention that the majority of those same enhancements can be 
made without removal of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. I question if 
there is a legitimate need to increase overnight accommodations and spend $9.3 
million, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate an affinity 
with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The existing 
overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same manners 
proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. 
I encourage all decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand 
analysis conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. My family 
and I have been trailer village homeowners for 41 years. My grandfather found 
cottonwood cove and the trailer village on accident and fell in love with it 
instantly and all that it has to offer. By owning in the trailer village my 
grandparents, parents, myself, and now my children have been able to enjoy 
boating and the beauty of Lake Mohave for 40+ years. In all my visits to 
Cottonwood Cove at all different times of the year, I have observed that the 
upper campground hardly ever has visitors and the lower campground has 
never been at full capacity except during the high holiday and summer 
weekends. I have also noticed that the RV area with hookups is never are at full 
capacity and only seems more than half full on the few holiday summer 
weekends also. I have never seen any of these campgrounds overly congested 
except on a few holiday weekends, and in fact have I have mostly observed that 
they remain empty most of the year.  

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, the reported revenue 
they would generate does not exceed the reported current revenue and 
associated benefits generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to 
spend $9.3 million to create these potentially unneeded overnight 
accommodation improvements, with the cabins forecast to generate only 
$140,000 of revenue and the campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of 
revenue, in comparison to removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of 
reported revenue per year? The Trailer Village provides three times more 
reported revenue and it is already there, costing relatively nothing to leave in 
place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents me as well as 233 
individuals, their immediate families, those extended families, and the 
multitude of all their guests who have visited the park for literal generations. 
The Trailer Village is a historic and cultural resource that extends to the public 
via its occupants, their immediate family members, and their extended family, 
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and all of their countless guests who have experienced the park solely due to 
the existence of the Trailer Village and its occupants. These families and their 
extended guests have frequented the park for approximately fifty years and 
their contributions to Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. 
Through our monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the 
Trailer Village owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or 
dependent upon holidays or favorable weather because we visit the park year 
round. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would have significant 
economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which outweigh the 
benefits of the alternatives. With the trailer village and their $978,000 revenue 
there is potential for the concessionaire to pull out of Cottonwood Cove and 
then there would be no amenities for anyone to enjoy and no staff to staff them. 
We Trailer Village occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store, 
cafe, and gas stations and toll booth. The Trailer Village comprises a large 
percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not appear to be 
contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, we Trailer 
Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with the local 
park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In fact, many 
of the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were provided by 
Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations, including an ambulance. 

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I would like the opportunity for my family and our extended guests 
to enjoy the trailer village for many years to come. I encourage our elected and 
appointed government officials, National Park leadership, and members of the 
public to reject any alternative that is conditioned upon the unwarranted 
removal or phasing out of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I 
propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be considered and decided upon without 
its removal.  

Sincerely,  
Kim & Mark Steffenhagen 

 
Correspondence ID: 60 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, Bruce F 
Address: Sun Valley  
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Bruce Feirfeil 
11324 Tuxford Street 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Superintendent  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 

ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and our 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
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OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  
Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park.  

Alternative #2 would adapt the park pursuant to previous action plans that have 
not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a potential partial 
or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to the point and 
offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished. Neither does 
alternative #2 contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by the Trailer 
Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified as 
$978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations. Alternative #2 would be more desirable 
from a financial perspective if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and 
improvements to overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer 
Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and could make it the most 
cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is touted as the "preferred alternative" likely due to the 
enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as the potential cost 
savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails to mention that the 
majority of those same enhancements can be made without removal of the 
Trailer Village. Again, I question if there a legitimate need to increase overnight 
accommodations, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate 
an affinity with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The 
existing overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same 
manners proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village. I encourage 
decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand analysis 
conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. I have 
visited Cottonwood Cove on a regular basis over the last six years, throughout 
all times of the year, and have observed that the upper campground is hardly 
ever full. I have never seen the upper campground overly congested except on a 
few holiday weekends, and in fact have observed that it is empty most of the 
year.  

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village, the reported revenue they would generate 
does not exceed the reported current revenue and associated benefits 
generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to spend $9.3 million 
to create these potentially unneeded overnight accommodation improvements, 
with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of revenue and the 
campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in comparison to 
removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported revenue per year? The 
Trailer Village provides three times more reported revenue and it is already 
there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents 233 individuals, their 
immediate families, those extended families, and the multitude of all their 
guests who have visited the park for literal generations. The Trailer Village is a 
historic and cultural resource that extends to the public via its occupants, their 
immediate family members, and their extended family, and all of their countless 
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guests who have experienced the park solely due to the existence of the Trailer 
Village and its occupants. These families and their extended guests have 
frequented the park for approximately fifty years and their contributions to 
Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. First of all, through their 
monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the Trailer Village 
owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or dependent upon 
holidays or favorable weather. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would 
have significant economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which 
outweigh the benefits of the alternatives. For example, the Trailer Village 
occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store. The Trailer Village 
comprises a large percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not 
appear to be contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, 
the Trailer Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with 
the local park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In 
fact, many if the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were 
provided by Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I encourage our elected and appointed government officials, 
National Park leadership, and members of the public to reject any alternative 
that is conditioned upon the unwarranted removal or phasing out of the Trailer 
Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be 
considered and decided upon without its removal.  

Sincerely,  
Bruce Feirfeil 

 
Correspondence ID: 61 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Studio City 
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and our 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park.  

Alternative #2 would adapt the park pursuant to previous action plans that have 
not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a potential partial 
or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to the point and 
offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished. Neither does 
alternative #2 contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by the Trailer 
Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified as 
$978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations. Alternative #2 would be more desirable 
from a financial perspective if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and 
improvements to overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer 
Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
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Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and could make it the most 
cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is touted as the "preferred alternative" likely due to the 
enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as the potential cost 
savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails to mention that the 
majority of those same enhancements can be made without removal of the 
Trailer Village. Again, I question if there a legitimate need to increase overnight 
accommodations, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate 
an affinity with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The 
existing overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same 
manners proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village. I encourage 
decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand analysis 
conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. I have 
visited Cottonwood Cove on a regular basis over the last six years, throughout 
all times of the year, and have observed that the upper campground is hardly 
ever full. I have never seen the upper campground overly congested except on a 
few holiday weekends, and in fact have observed that it is empty most of the 
year.  

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village, the reported revenue they would generate 
does not exceed the reported current revenue and associated benefits 
generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to spend $9.3 million 
to create these potentially unneeded overnight accommodation improvements, 
with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of revenue and the 
campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in comparison to 
removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported revenue per year? The 
Trailer Village provides three times more reported revenue and it is already 
there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents 233 individuals, their 
immediate families, those extended families, and the multitude of all their 
guests who have visited the park for literal generations. The Trailer Village is a 
historic and cultural resource that extends to the public via its occupants, their 
immediate family members, and their extended family, and all of their countless 
guests who have experienced the park solely due to the existence of the Trailer 
Village and its occupants. These families and their extended guests have 
frequented the park for approximately fifty years and their contributions to 
Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. First of all, through their 
monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the Trailer Village 
owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or dependent upon 
holidays or favorable weather. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would 
have significant economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which 
outweigh the benefits of the alternatives. For example, the Trailer Village 
occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store. The Trailer Village 
comprises a large percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not 
appear to be contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, 
the Trailer Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with 
the local park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In 
fact, many if the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were 
provided by Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations.  
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The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I encourage our elected and appointed government officials, 
National Park leadership, and members of the public to reject any alternative 
that is conditioned upon the unwarranted removal or phasing out of the Trailer 
Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be 
considered and decided upon without its removal.  

 
Correspondence ID: 62 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Rough, Cathy  
Address: 220 west ave I Lancaster  
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 13:52:54 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: My first visit to Cottonwood Cove was in 1969 with my family. My 
grandchildren now call this their "most favorite place". After many years of 
saving and planning we were finally able to purchase a mobile home in the 
Trailer Village. We have so many priceless family memories at the "Cove". The 
motel is extremely difficult to get a reservation. I respectfully request that you 
keep the mobile home village open for the next generation to enjoy! 

 
Correspondence ID: 63 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Feirfeil, Bruce R 
Address: Sun Valley  
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Bruce and Pamela Feirfeil 
11324 Tuxford St. 
Sun Valley, CA 19352 

Superintendent  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 

ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

We understand that you would like to make changes to the National Park 
system and the boating experiences at Lake Mohave; we appreciate the 
opportunity to participate in the review process and to comment on the 
proposed alternatives. We are responding to the alternatives proposed for 
Cottonwood Cove. We are in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY 
WITH THE REMOVAL OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE 
REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER 
VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park. This would not make any sense to 
proceed with alternative #1. 

Alternative #2 would align with the national park pursuant to previous action 
plans that have not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a 
potential partial or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to 
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the point and offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished and 
what the negative affect would be on the trailer village homeowners. 
Alternative #2 does not contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by 
the Trailer Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified 
as $978,000 per year in alternative #3. We do not see the need to increase 
overnight accommodations based on our visits to Cottonwood Cove for the 
past 30 years. Alternative #2 would be more desirable from a financial 
standpoint if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and improvements to 
overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer Village (along with its 
reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. Removing all or part of the 
$9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation improvement would reduce 
alternative #2 costs and in our option be the most cost effective alternative 
compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is labeled as the "preferred alternative" by the National Park 
mainly due to the enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as 
the potential cost savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails 
tremendously to mention that the majority of those same enhancements can be 
made without removal of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. We wonder 
if there is a real need to increase overnight accommodations and spend $9.3 
million, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate an affinity 
with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The existing 
overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same manners 
proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. 
We encourage all decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand 
analysis conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, we question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. My family 
and I have been trailer village homeowners for 30 years. My father bought a 
trailer in cottonwood and instilled in us the value and beauty of the Colorado 
River area. In the 30 years that we have been going to Cottonwood Cove, at all 
different times of the year, we have never seen the lower campground filled and 
the upper campground has never been at full capacity except during the main 
holidays and summer weekends. We know that the RV area with hookups is 
never at full capacity and only seems more than half full on the few holiday 
summer weekends. We have never seen any of these campgrounds overly 
congested except on a few holiday weekends, and in fact observed that they 
remain empty most of the year.  

Even if additional overnight accommodations were created at the demise of the 
Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, the reported revenue they would generate 
does not exceed the reported current revenue and associated benefits 
generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to spend $9.3 million 
to create these potentially unneeded overnight accommodation improvements, 
with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of revenue and the 
campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in comparison to 
removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported revenue per year? The 
Trailer Village provides three times more reported revenue and it is already 
there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place. The additional and often 
inexperienced overnight visitors would bring added safety issues, trash and 
debris.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents my family as well as 233 
individuals, their immediate families, those extended families, and the 
multitude of all their guests who have visited the park for many generations. 
The Trailer Village is a historic and cultural resource that extends to the public 
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via its occupants, their immediate family members, and their extended family, 
and all of their countless guests who have experienced the park solely due to 
the existence of the Trailer Village and its occupants. These families and their 
extended guests have frequented the park for approximately fifty years and 
their contributions to Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. 
Through our monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the 
Trailer Village owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or 
dependent upon holidays or favorable weather because we visit the park year 
round. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would have significant 
economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which outweigh the 
benefits of the alternatives. With the trailer village and their $978,000 revenue 
there is potential for the concessionaire to pull out of Cottonwood Cove and 
then there would be no amenities for anyone to enjoy and no staff to staff them. 
We Trailer Village occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store, 
cafÃ©, and gas stations and toll booth. The Trailer Village comprises a large 
percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not appear to be 
contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, we Trailer 
Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with the local 
park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In fact, many 
of the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were provided by 
Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations, including an ambulance. 

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. We would like the opportunity for our family and our guests to 
enjoy the trailer village for many years to come. We encourage our elected and 
appointed government officials, National Park leadership, and members of the 
public to reject any alternative that is conditioned upon the unwarranted 
removal or phasing out of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I 
propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be considered and decided upon without 
its removal.  

Sincerely,  
Bruce and Pamela Feirfeil 

 
Correspondence ID: 64 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Rough, Adam J 
Address: 42211 Brighton St. Lancaster 
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 15:22:40 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Cottonwood Cove Redevelopment Committee, 

I have been using the services at Cottonwood Cove resort for 30+ years and it is 
one of my favorite summer destinations. Recently we purchased a summer 
cottage in the mobile home park so we can enjoy the natural environment with 
more friends and family. The plan in option 2, to move the day use area to the 
next cove (Ski Cove) is a great idea. This will alleviate the congestion due to the 
increased use of the day camp area over the past 5 years. It would also reduce 
the risk of a swimmer being hurt due to the close vicinity of the crowded boat 
launch and gas dock area. I will have to say though that option 3 must NOT be 
pursued. Destroying the small community of the mobile home park would be 
detrimental to the culture of Cottonwood Cove. The mobile home park is a 
place where families congregate to share all the fun Lake Mojave has to offer. It 
also adds the benefit of year round revenue for the concessions. The motel, RV 
Park and campsites are all sparingly populated outside the summer months 

268 



 
Appendix E 

while the 300+ mobile home sites are all paying their monthly dues. 

 I urge you to consider option 1 by cleaning up the existing facilities or option 2 
by possibly moving the day use area to ski cove. Please do not destroy the 
cultural heritage of Cottonwood Cove by implementing option 3. 

Thank you for your time, 

Adam Rough 
Loyal Cottonwood Cove Patron 

 
Correspondence ID: 65 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Laguna Niguel 
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Michael & Barbara Tierney 
25092 Via Bajo Cerro 
Laguna Niguel Ca 92677 
949-495-2796 

Superintendent,  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way, Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and our 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park.  

Alternative #2 would adapt the park pursuant to previous action plans that have 
not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a potential partial 
or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to the point and 
offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished. Neither does 
alternative #2 contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by the Trailer 
Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified as 
$978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations. Alternative #2 would be more desirable 
from a financial perspective if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and 
improvements to overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer 
Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and could make it the most 
cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is touted as the "preferred alternative" likely due to the 
enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as the potential cost 
savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails to mention that the 
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majority of those same enhancements can be made without removal of the 
Trailer Village. Again, I question if there a legitimate need to increase overnight 
accommodations, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate 
an affinity with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The 
existing overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same 
manners proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village. I encourage 
decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand analysis 
conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. I have 
visited Cottonwood Cove on a regular basis over the last six years, throughout 
all times of the year, and have observed that the upper campground is hardly 
ever full. I have never seen the upper campground overly congested except on a 
few holiday weekends, and in fact have observed that it is empty most of the 
year.  

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village, the reported revenue they would generate 
does not exceed the reported current revenue and associated benefits 
generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to spend $9.3 million 
to create these potentially unneeded overnight accommodation improvements, 
with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of revenue and the 
campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in comparison to 
removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported revenue per year? The 
Trailer Village provides three times more reported revenue and it is already 
there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents 233 individuals, their 
immediate families, those extended families, and the multitude of all their 
guests who have visited the park for literal generations. The Trailer Village is a 
historic and cultural resource that extends to the public via its occupants, their 
immediate family members, and their extended family, and all of their countless 
guests who have experienced the park solely due to the existence of the Trailer 
Village and its occupants. These families and their extended guests have 
frequented the park for approximately fifty years and their contributions to 
Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. First of all, through their 
monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the Trailer Village 
owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or dependent upon 
holidays or favorable weather. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would 
have significant economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which 
outweigh the benefits of the alternatives. For example, the Trailer Village 
occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store. The Trailer Village 
comprises a large percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not 
appear to be contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, 
the Trailer Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with 
the local park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In 
fact, many if the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were 
provided by Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations.  
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 The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I encourage our elected and appointed government officials, 
National Park leadership, and members of the public to reject any alternative 
that is conditioned upon the unwarranted removal or phasing out of the Trailer 
Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be 
considered and decided upon without its removal.  

Sincerely,  
Michael & Barbara Tierney 

 
Correspondence ID: 66 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Tierney, Dennis and Linda  
Address: Glendora 
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Dennis and Linda Tierney 
Cottonwood Cover Trailer Village Space #261 
316 Verdugo Avenue 
Glendora, California 91741 

Superintendent  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and the 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE 
ELIMINATION OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR 
PHASING OUT OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park. This would not make any sense to 
proceed with alternative #1. 

Alternative #2 would align with the national park pursuant to previous action 
plans that have not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a 
potential partial or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to 
the point and offers no specifics on how this would ever be accomplished and 
what the negative affect would be on the trailer village homeowners. 
Alternative #2 does not contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by 
the Trailer Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified 
as $978,000 per year in alternative #3. We question if there is a legitimate need 
to increase overnight accommodations based on our many visits to 
Cottonwood Cove for the past 45 years. Alternative #2 would be more 
desirable from a financial standpoint if the $9.3 million of unnecessary 
increased improvements to overnight accommodations was removed and the 
Trailer Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and in our opinion be the most 
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cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is labeled as the "preferred alternative" by the National Park 
mainly due to the enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as 
the potential cost savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 
obviously fails to mention that the majority of those same enhancements can be 
made without removal of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. We question 
if there is any legitimate need to increase overnight accommodations and spend 
$9.3 million, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate an 
affinity with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The existing 
overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same manners 
proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. 
We encourage all decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand 
analysis conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, we question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. My family 
and I have been trailer village homeowners for 40+ years. My father found 
Cottonwood Cove and the trailer village through friends who were 
owner/occupants of the Trailer Village and fell in love with it instantly and all 
that it had to offer. By owning in the trailer village my parents, our family, and 
now my children and grandchildren have been able to enjoy boating and the 
beauty of Lake Mohave for 40+ years. In all our visits to Cottonwood Cove at 
various times of the year, we have observed that the upper campground hardly 
ever has visitors and the lower campground appears to never be at full capacity 
except during the high holiday and summer weekends. We have also noticed 
that the RV area with hookups is rarely at full capacity and only seems partially 
full on the few holiday summer weekends also. We have never seen any of these 
campgrounds overly congested except on a few holiday weekends, and in fact 
we have observed that they remain empty most of the year.  

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, the reported revenue 
they would generate does not come close to the reported current revenue and 
associated benefits generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to 
spend $9.3 million to create potentially unneeded overnight accommodations 
and improvements, with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of 
revenue and the campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in 
comparison to removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported 
revenue per year? The Trailer Village provides three times more reported 
revenue and it is already there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents us as well as 233 
individuals, their immediate families, their extended families, and the multitude 
of all their guests who have visited the park for literally generations. The Trailer 
Village is a historic and cultural resource that extends to the public via its 
occupants, their immediate family members, and their extended family, and all 
of their countless guests who have experienced the park solely due to the 
existence of the Trailer Village and its occupants. These families and their 
extended guests have frequented the park for more than fifty years and their 
contributions to Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. Through 
our monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the Trailer Village 
owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or dependent upon 
holidays or favorable weather because we visit the park year round. Second, the 
removal of the Trailer village would have significant economic impacts to the 
park and to the concessionaire which outweigh the benefits of the alternatives. 
With the trailer village and their $978,000 revenue, there is strong potential for 
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the concessionaire to pull out of Cottonwood Cove thus leaving the area with 
no amenities for anyone to enjoy and no parties to staff them. We Trailer 
Village occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store, cafÃ©, gas 
stations and toll booth. The Trailer Village comprises a large percentage of the 
marina income, the loss of which does not appear to be contemplated in the 
revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, we Trailer Village owners have a 
long lasting and supportive relationship with the local park rangers, emergency 
services, and law enforcement agencies. In fact, many of the emergency services 
in use at Cottonwood Cove today were provided through the generosity of 
Trailer Village through their sponsored fund raisers and donations, including 
an ambulance. 

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. We would like the opportunity for our family and extended guests 
to enjoy the trailer village for many years to come. We encourage our elected 
and appointed government officials, National Park leadership, and members of 
the public to reject any alternative that is conditioned upon the unwarranted 
removal or phasing out of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, and propose 
that alternatives #2 and #3 be considered and decided upon without its 
removal.  

Respectfully submitted, 
Dennis and Linda Tierney 

 
Correspondence ID: 67 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: McGill, Rachel  
Address: Temecula 
Received: Apr, 24, 2013 22:14:48 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Please do not terminate the trailer village in Cottonwood Cove on Lake 
Mojave. 

Being trailer owners and visiting Cottonwood Cove throughout the year, not 
just on holidays or the "busy" season, I can assure you that the campgrounds 
and RV sites are never full. The RV sites are more popular than the camp sites, 
but I have yet to see the RV sites filled to capacity. 

The trailer owners do so much good for Cottonwood Cove. We clean up the 
beaches and the roads - not just during organized days, but on every visit. Just 
my family alone, has hauled over 20 broken EZ ups and other beach furniture 
and BBQs off of the cove beaches (left by others who just camp for a weekend). 
We truly value the cove.  

All of the owners contibute financially to keep the cove going. We pay $430 per 
month just for our site. Along with that we buy many items and gas at the store 
and cafe. The trailer owners really do care and we want so much to stay at the 
cove. 

Please, please don't take this away from us. 
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Correspondence ID: 68 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Beaston, Patti L 
Address: 463 W. Longden Ave. Arcadia 
Received: Apr, 25, 2013 07:46:18 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I am writing regarding the mobile home park. I grew up at this location. The 
hours of enjoyment for myself and my family has continued for over 40 years 
now. It is a beautiful location for families to enjoy and it would break my heart 
to see this destroyed. I hope you will reconsider your thoughts on the closure of 
Cottonwood Cove.  

 
Correspondence ID: 69 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Pederson, Dale  
Address: 26852 Alcott Ct  

Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381 Stevenson Ranch 
Received: Apr, 25, 2013 14:56:38 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: In my opinion, the long term trailer residents are the most valuable asset of the 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area. They are the lowest "impact user"...on 
average visiting their trailers less than 6 times per year. They are the most 
environmentatlly conscious....maintaining clean trailer sites and participating in 
the local area trash pick up events. They are the most fiscally supportive 
users...providing over $1,500,000 of annual revenue....to an otherwise "broke" 
National Park Service. 

In the event that the Development Planners continue to ignore this most 
valuable asset and implement a plan requiring the removal of the long term 
trailers, please adddress the following concerns: 

1. What is the earliest date that the trailer residents will be evicted? 

2. What is the plan for notififying the trailer residents of the pending eviction? 

3. What is the plan for compensating the trailer residents for their eviction? 
Note that the majority of the trailer homes are over 10 yrs of age. As such, they 
are not qualified to be moved to any other trailer parks. At a minimum, the 
trailer owners need to be compensated for the fair market value of their homes 
and the Park Service should be responsible for their removal. 

4. Whait is the budget for removing the trailer villages? If per the public meeting 
on April 11th there is NO budget...how can the Park Service adopt a plan to 
remove said villages? 

I look forward to your writen response. 

Dale Pederson 
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Correspondence ID: 70 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Laguna Niguel 
Received: Apr, 25, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Charlie & Mindy Goldberg 
28861 Aloma Ave 
Laguna Niguel CA, 92677 
949-495-0586  

Superintendent  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and our 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park.  

Alternative #2 would adapt the park pursuant to previous action plans that have 
not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a potential partial 
or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to the point and 
offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished. Neither does 
alternative #2 contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by the Trailer 
Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified as 
$978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations. Alternative #2 would be more desirable 
from a financial perspective if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and 
improvements to overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer 
Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and could make it the most 
cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is touted as the "preferred alternative" likely due to the 
enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as the potential cost 
savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails to mention that the 
majority of those same enhancements can be made without removal of the 
Trailer Village. Again, I question if there a legitimate need to increase overnight 
accommodations, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate 
an affinity with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The 
existing overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same 
manners proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village. I encourage 
decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand analysis 
conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 

275 



 
APPENDIXES 

accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. I have 
visited Cottonwood Cove on a regular basis over the last six years, throughout 
all times of the year, and have observed that the upper campground is hardly 
ever full. I have never seen the upper campground overly congested except on a 
few holiday weekends, and in fact have observed that it is empty most of the 
year.  

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village, the reported revenue they would generate 
does not exceed the reported current revenue and associated benefits 
generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to spend $9.3 million 
to create these potentially unneeded overnight accommodation improvements, 
with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of revenue and the 
campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in comparison to 
removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported revenue per year? The 
Trailer Village provides three times more reported revenue and it is already 
there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents 233 individuals, their 
immediate families, those extended families, and the multitude of all their 
guests who have visited the park for literal generations. The Trailer Village is a 
historic and cultural resource that extends to the public via its occupants, their 
immediate family members, and their extended family, and all of their countless 
guests who have experienced the park solely due to the existence of the Trailer 
Village and its occupants. These families and their extended guests have 
frequented the park for approximately fifty years and their contributions to 
Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. First of all, through their 
monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the Trailer Village 
owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or dependent upon 
holidays or favorable weather. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would 
have significant economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which 
outweigh the benefits of the alternatives. For example, the Trailer Village 
occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store. The Trailer Village 
comprises a large percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not 
appear to be contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, 
the Trailer Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with 
the local park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In 
fact, many if the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were 
provided by Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I encourage our elected and appointed government officials, 
National Park leadership, and members of the public to reject any alternative 
that is conditioned upon the unwarranted removal or phasing out of the Trailer 
Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be 
considered and decided upon without its removal.  

Sincerely,  
Charlie & Mindy 
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Correspondence ID: 71 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: Smith, Michael J 
Address: 5 Saddlehorn Lane Rolling Hills Estates 
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 04:15:28 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: We wish to keep Cottonwood Cove as is and support alternative 1. 
Cottonwood Cove is rarely full except on busy or Holiday weekends. By 
increasing the size of the Hotel and removing the trailer park you will greatly 
increase traffic. 

Sincerely, 
Mihael Smith 

 
Correspondence ID: 72 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Herring, Amy  
Address: 4809 N. Eastbury Ave.  

Covina, Ca 91722 Covina 
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Neal & Amy herring 
4809 N. Eastbury Ave 
Covina, Ca 91722 
626-347-9236 

Superintendent  
Lake Mead Natural Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and our 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE.  

Alternative #1 is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park.  

Alternative #2 would adapt the park pursuant to previous action plans that have 
not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a potential partial 
or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to the point and 
offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished. Neither does 
alternative #2 contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by the Trailer 
Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified as 
$978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations. Alternative #2 would be more desirable 
from a financial perspective if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and 
improvements to overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer 
Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
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Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and could make it the most 
cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3.  

Alternative #3 is touted as the "preferred alternative" likely due to the 
enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as the potential cost 
savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails to mention that the 
majority of those same enhancements can be made without removal of the 
Trailer Village. Again, I question if there a legitimate need to increase overnight 
accommodations, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate 
an affinity with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The 
existing overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same 
manners proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village. I encourage 
decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand analysis 
conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. have 
visited Cottonwood Cove on a regular basis over the last fifteen plus years, 
throughout all times of the year, and have observed that the upper campground 
is hardly ever full. I have never seen the upper campground overly congested 
except on a few holiday weekends, and in fact have observed that it is empty 
most of the year. Our friends who invite us to visit the Trailer Village often, 
have changed our lives by sharing the beautiful space that is Cottonwood Cove. 
In addition to giving our children an experience in boating and activities they 
would otherwise not have had. They have shared these same experiences with 
countless other friends and families as well as their children. The proposed 
changes would not allow for the same experience for families to share. 

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village, the reported revenue they would generate 
does not exceed the reported current revenue and associated benefits 
generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to spend $9.3 million 
to create these potentially unneeded overnight accommodation improvements, 
with the cabins forecast to generate only $140,000 of revenue and the 
campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of revenue, in comparison to 
removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of reported revenue per year? The 
Trailer Village provides three times more reported revenue and it is already 
there, costing relatively nothing to leave in place.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents 233 individuals, their 
immediate families, those extended families, and the multitude of all their 
guests who have visited the park for literal generations. The Trailer Village is a 
historic and cultural resource that extends to the public via its occupants, their 
immediate family members, and their extended family, and all of their countless 
guests who have experienced the park solely due to the existence of the Trailer 
Village and its occupants. These families and their extended guests have 
frequented the park for approximately fifty years and their contributions to 
Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. First of all, through their 
monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park, the Trailer Village 
owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or dependent upon 
holidays or favorable weather. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would 
have significant economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which 
outweigh the benefits of the alternatives. For example, the Trailer Village 
occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store. The Trailer Village 
comprises a large percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not 
appear to be contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, 
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the Trailer Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with 
the local park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In 
fact, many if the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were 
provided by Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations.  

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I encourage our elected and appointed government officials, 
National Park leadership, and members of the public to reject any alternative 
that is conditioned upon the unwarranted removal or phasing out of the Trailer 
Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be 
considered and decided upon without its removal.  

Sincerely,  

Neal & Amy Herring 

 
Correspondence ID: 73 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Scottsdale 
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 15:07:45 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: FOREVER RESORTS RESPONSE 

TO COTTONWOOD COVE DEVELOPMENTAL CONCEPT PLAN 

Introduction: The specific issue being addressed in this response pertains to the 
current and future ability for visitors to rent a space for on a long term basis, 
but with continued occupancy only allowed intermittently.  

Background: For many years, back to the 1950's, concession operations at 
many remote marina locations allowed for the rental of long term mobile home 
spaces to visitors for intermittent occupancy. In the early days when facilities 
and services were quite limited at these locations, mobile home space rentals 
were critically important to the financial viability of these concession 
operations. Not only did this provide a nominal amount of monthly cash flow 
to the concessioner on a year around basis, these visitors rented other services 
like moorage slips, and provided consistent, repeat business for the stores, 
restaurants, fuel services, and other services provided by the concessioner. The 
revenue generated during the off season months was especially beneficial, as 
there was normally little cash coming in during this time of the year. 

Current Situation: Even today, some 50 plus years after the rental of spaces for 
mobile homes was first authorized in National Recreation Areas, this 
authorized service has provided a significant visitor service as well as providing 
the concessioner a financial contribution to the overall business operations. 
Specifically at Cottonwood Cove there are approximately 200 long term rental 
spaces used by the renters. The renters (visitors) who occupy these spaces love 
the lake and the location. Consequently they have become stewards of the park 
and great ambassadors to the concession service operations. Further the long 
term renters tend to visit the lake more frequently bringing along with them 
guest and friends who may rent boats, purchase fuel, rent slips and purchase 
retail merchandise which in total supports the concession operation financially.  

Future Ability For Visitors To Rent A Space For A Mobile Constructed Home 
On A Long Term Basis: As the National Park Service works toward the Final 
Developmental Concept Plan for the Cottonwood Cove Area, we encourage 
and request the National Park Service to continue to allow the park visitors the 
opportunity to rent a space on a long term basis with intermittent occupancy. 
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This authorized service is needed as it promotes park visitation, concession 
employment and the financial viability of the overall concession operations. 
Pending the outcome of the Park decision we are ready to discuss ways in 
which this authorized and needed service can be enhanced and operated.  

 
Correspondence ID: 74 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Bachner, Ken  
Address: 1830 Havenwood Drive Thousand Oaks  
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 16:53:12 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I would love to see visitor access enhanced but not at the expense of loosing 
resident space in the trailer village, especially in Cottonwood Cove where there 
are no other local options for permanent visitors.  

I feel option three is just too much change, especially at this time of limited 
financial resources.  

There seems to be a need for flood mitigation which would not be addressed in 
option one.  

I think I would be in favor of Alternative two with the exception, as previously 
stated, of converting residence space to camper use.  

 
Correspondence ID: 75 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Vander Kooy, Jeff  
Address: 148 E. Hilton Ave Redlands 
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 20:14:10 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Thank-you for the opportunity to make a comment on this proposal. My wife 
and children have been using the Lake Mohave and Katherine's Landing for 
many years. We rent a slip in the marina and share a trailer in trailer village. 

We would obviously like you to consider continuing to operating trailer village. 
We understand your desire and the need to make improvements in the park. 
We strongly support this goal. We however would like you to consider keeping 
at least a part of trailer open. Some options could be as follows: 

1. Take out the motel and develop some larger pull-thru RV spaces in that 
space. See how many people come and use the larger spaces. 

2. Since it became apparent that this is the only site left in the US like this, the 
trailer village could be considered a historical site and a remembrance of how 
the marina was built. 

3. Allow current trailer village space occupants to stay but not allow any 
transfers of ownership. This would ensure that the long-term goal of the NPS 
would be accomplished, eliminating the park or private property in the park, 
while not disturbing the lives of the current tenants. 

4. Slowly take out the lower village area and put in the larger pull-thru spaces if 
people wanted to relocate their trailer to open spaces in the upper part they 
would have that opportunity and incur that cost. 

5. In Trailer Village there is already an RV park. Renovate that area with full 
hook-ups and see if that section fills up. If it does you could add areas over the 
next 25 years while still allowing the current TV tenants to stay. 
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6. State in the plan that the TV area will be renovated into the RV area in the 
last 5 years of the plan. This will allow most tenants ample opportunity use the 
park and feel like they have not been robbed of their renovations. I know some 
have been extensive and in many cases will be lost if forced to leave. If the plan 
calls for a longer term then tenants can at least feel like there costs are 
amortized over a long period. 

I hope this articulates my thoughts and provides possibly some alternatives that 
have not been considered. Again I think that by extending the date or giving a 
specific date the sting of losing this part of many peoples lives can be lessened 
while still again accomplishing your long term goals. 

Thank you for the opportunity again to make these suggestions. My family 
spends a great deal of time at Katherine Landing every year and not just during 
the summers. We spend New Years, and several other weekends during the fall 
and winter months. I think this last year we have visited the park in the off 
season at least 20-30 days and it is in large part because of the trailer. It is a great 
place to get away to. Getting a hotel just wouldn't be the same and pulling a 
trailer and a boat out to the marina in the summer might be close to impossible. 
Please consider some alternatives to accomplish keeping the village open to 
those that are so personally invested and to accomplish your goals of 
eliminating the village in keeping with NPS policy. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Vander Kooy 

 
Correspondence ID: 76 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Lynch, Jared  
Address: El Cajon  
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 20:15:29 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: To whom it may concern, 

I am writing in regards to the current project "Lake Mead Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing DCP/EIS" within the Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area. As a resident of Space #188 in the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Village, my 
wife and I have been enjoying the park and its recreational activities for over 20 
years. Our families have owned several trailers within the village and frequent 
the park numerous times throughout the year to boat, fish, hike, and enjoy 
watersports on Lake Mohave. 

The purpose of this letter is to voice my family's concerns and disagreement 
with portions of the concepts as they are described and proposed in your 
document Public Review Draft of the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine 
Landing Draft Development Concept Plans / Environmental Impact Statement, 
dated March 2013. Specifically we are concerned and disagree with the 
proposed removal or phased removal of the long-term trailer village at 
Cottonwood Cover proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3. We are requesting that 
the long-term trailer village at Cottonwood Cove remain intact and be included 
in the plans for alternatives 2 and 3. 

Here are some of the specific details that we do not support or agree with 
regarding the removal of the long-term trailer village proposed in alternatives 2 
and 3: 
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1. Over the past 6 years, the average $6.3M in revenue is primarily comprised of 
houseboat rentals and trailer village rentals at Cottonwood Cove. The 
proposed increase in slips from 253 to 484 is mentioned as a means for 
recovering the lost revenue caused by the removal of the trailer park; however, 
a majority of the slips are rented by trailer village occupants. Additionally, the 
253 slips that are currently available are not filled to capacity throughout the 
year with the only exceptions being the 3 primary summer holidays (Memorial 
Day, 4th of July, and Labor Day). 

2.· One of the primary descriptions in the document indicates that the 
consideration for removal of the long -term trailer villages at Cottonwood Cove 
is driven by the growth in nearby communities, such as Las Vegas, Laughlin, 
Boulder, and Bullhead City; however, a majority of the occupants of the village 
are residents beyond those local areas, such as Riverside, San Diego, Los 
Angeles, and other areas of the southwest region. 

My family and I support the increased services and modernization of the 
facilities proposed in alternatives 2 and 3, with the primary exception being the 
removal of the long-term trailer village at Cottonwood Cove. We ask that you 
consider revising the current proposed plans to include preserving the long-
term trailer village as a key component of the park. We love Cottonwood Cove 
and intend to continue enjoying Lake Mohave for many generations to come. 

Sincerely, 

Jared Lynch 
Space #188 Cottonwood Cove Trailer Village 

 
Correspondence ID: 77 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Bundorf, Judith A 
Address: 1800 Sterling Point Court Henderson  
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 23:10:46 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: My preference is Option 1. This is the least disruptive, and the least costly for 
everyone: Tourists, employees of the concessionaire, and residents of the 
village. It is also the least costly at a time when our country's budget is unable to 
meet necessities such as national defense and upkeep of our highway system. 

While a new restaurant and store would be nice (Option 2) if money were no 
object, the existing store and restaurant are adequate. 

Option 3 is totally unnecessary in today's economy. Perhaps if the economy 
recovers in another 10 to 20 years, and tourism increases, expansion of the 
facilities could be justified. 

 
Correspondence ID: 78 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Richards, Norman R 
Address: Idyllwild 
Received: Apr, 26, 2013 23:51:31 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I have owned and maintained a mobile home in the Cottonwood "trailer 
village" for 15 + years. For 12 of those years I have been retired which has 
enabled to me to visit Cottonwood Cove during midweeks-much of the time in 
the off season. My observation is that once that cold northwind starts blowing 
down the river channel-which is usually November and well into April--
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Nobody really wants to be there except those trailer owners doing maintenance 
and a few bass fisherman--Otherwise the RV park is empty--the motel is empty-
-all the houseboats are in--the parking lots are virtually empty--Approximately 
45 days ago we had dinner at the cafe and the waiter said we were the only 
customers all day--with exception of a few Forever employees! OK so the point 
here is that the prevailing source of income is generated from the trailer village 
which I compute to be about $ 1.1 million per year--and that comes in whether 
its 40 degrees with a 40 mph wind or its 115 degrees--or if gasoline is $5.00 per 
gallon! Also trailer village occupants support Cottonwood Cove in many other 
ways. A good number-including myself- rent year around boat slips-participate 
in lake and road clean-ups--support the ambulance funds both NPS and 
searchlight- I don't think you are going get this kind of support from short term 
RV and motel visitors? 

As a former small business owner I would have liked your plan booklet to have 
included actual operating statements from Forever Resorts so one could see 
where the income and expenses are sourced from. I also would think that since 
Willow Beach is now operating under the new plan concept that operating 
statements should have been included so we could see how viable this concept 
is. 

I visited Willow Beach last July and my observation was that the RV park was 
about 1/3 full. My observations at Cottonwood have been that I have never 
seen either of campgrounds full and rarely have seen the RV park near full.  

My final observation is that given weather extremes and other factors that 
trying to replace the Cottonwood long term trailer village with campsites and 
RV spaces has not been demonstrated viable and is highly speculative. 

I am concerned that if the alternative 3 plans are carried out that the costs 
involved will not be supported financially over time and the US taxpayer may 
well get stuck with the bill.  

Thank you for considering my comments and concerns. Sincerely Norman 
Richards 

 
Correspondence ID: 79 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: OWENS, Scott K 
Address: Arvin  
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 07:05:46 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: IN REGARD TO COTTONWOOD COVE ALTERNATIVE 2 OR 3: I THINK 
IT SHAMEFUL THAT THE REMOVAL OF THE TRAILER VILLAGE IS 
EVEN A CONSIDERATION. MY EXPERIENCE HAS BEEN THAT THESE 
INDIVIDUALS ARE TIME TESTED AND TENURED AMBASSADORS OF 
THE LAKE MEAD NATIONAL PARK AREA. CAREFUL CONSIDERATION 
SHOULD BE GRANTED TO THEIR LOYALTY. 

-SCOTT 
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Correspondence ID: 80 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Orange 
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 10:41:10 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I am a mobile home owner at Cottonwood Cove and am against option number 
3 in the NPS development plan. Cottonwood Cove is extremely remote for 
most visitors. Most visitors are either long term RV's or mobile home owners. 
The existing RV park, campgrounds and trailer village support the needs of 
these visitors. I also use the park year round, while the day use is mainly limited 
to the summer months. Most of the day users come from the Las Vegas area 
due to low water conditions at Lake Mead. If Lake Mead water levels would 
increase, the day use would be greatly reduced.  

Moving the day use to Ski Cove would destroy the natual beauty of that area. 
Access to Ski Cove would need to be provided, roads, parking, sidewalks, etc. 
Today day users who wish to go to Ski Cove simply walk via the exisiting 
natural trail.  

Cottonwood offers a variety of overnight accomodations. Removal of the 
trailer village would eliminate the largest of the current options making it 
difficult for people ouside of the immediate area to visit the park. As a mobile 
home owner I am able to visit the park monthly. As a result I contribute 
financially both to the Searchlight area and Cottonwood Cove store and cafe, as 
do other trailer village owners. Removal of the trailer village would adversely 
affect these local businesses and communities. In addition, as a regular visitor to 
cottonwood Cove, I clean up trash on beaches on every visit in an effort to 
maintain the natual beauty, not just on the annual clean up day. 

I do not se a need for additional RV spaces. In the past several years I have not 
seen the RV park full even on holiday weekends. The upper campground is 
rarely used during the summer months and if additional RV spots are needed, 
the upper campground could be converted to RV spots. The hotel is booked at 
least 12 months in advance for the summer season. I agree that additonal rooms 
could be justified. 

The current development proposal increases capacity for day use which 
because of the remote location, simply is not in demand. The need is for longer 
term accomodations which the trailer village meets that need. Other options for 
day use would be Six Mile Cove or El Dorado which is a much closer commute 
for the Las Vegas people that use the beach at Cottonwood during the summer 
season. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 
Correspondence ID: 81 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Schickler, Clark  
Address: Lake View Terrace 
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Superintendent April 23, 2013 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, Nev., 89005 
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Dear Superintendent: 

As a recent (12 years) married-into trailer owner at Cottonwood Cove, I've seen 
firsthand the results of this laboratory of good citizenship in grandchildren and 
their parents who have grown up here. Cottonwood Cove is a consistently 
positive example of teaching responsibility. Play hard, work hard. Enjoy the 
boat, and then wipe it down. Pitch in, do your part, contribute what you can. I 
see the results in responsible parents, raising responsible children who take 
ownership of their actions. 

Two of the grandsons are serving their country in the Army, one just having 
returned home from a year in Afghanistan. After particularly difficult missions, 
he would escape to the Cove in his mind as his "happy place", to quiet his mind. 
Memories of Cottonwood Cove kept him sane in war. He can't imagine living 
anywhere he can't easily get here. I do not envy you telling him his kids won't 
get to grow up here. All of us will resist removal of the trailer village by every 
legal means at our disposal. Because the "benefits" of removing the trailer 
village are FAR outweighed by myriad demonstrable benefits of maintaining it 
as a shining example of how families can share a positive experience and teach 
positive values. As a nation, we need more, not fewer Cottonwood Coves. 
Citizenship is a verb. It is not a noun or a title that we can passively accept. It 
requires participation. It requires cleaning up after those who do not share our 
passion for this special place. We do our best to keep the beaches clean. We 
clean the entire 13 miles of Cottonwood Road at least once a year. 

One note in the plan that perplexed me was the contention that removing the 
trailer village would result in a reduced need for law enforcement presence. I 
found that conclusion puzzling as a former law enforcement officer. I could get 
no crime statistics, despite requesting them, on the number of incidents 
requiring law enforcement intervention in the trailer village, but my reliable 
sources tell me it averages about one incident per year. Removing the trailer 
village eliminates a huge crime deterrent of hundreds of eyes in a de facto 
Neighborhood Watch. Concerned, involved citizens with a stake in and a 
commitment to their community are the biggest crime deterrent law 
enforcement has, so I thoroughly reject the conclusion drawn in the plan as not 
matching the facts. 

Further removing an existing, established, guaranteed revenue stream seems 
monumentally irresponsible, especially in this time of austerity. It will likely 
result in losing the concessionaire when the wildly exaggerated speculations of 
theoretical alternative replacement revenue streams fail to pan out. For 
example, the Plan's alternative use of the Trailer Village site appears to be to 
relocate the Upper Campground to that location. 

I would like to see the occupancy statistics that would lead to that conclusion, 
as I know NO one who can remember more than a dozen vehicles in the Upper 
Campground at any given time. How is eliminating a revenue stream of 
approximately $100,000 per month going to be offset by the miniscule use of 
the Upper Campground? And how much does that cost to relocate? What is the 
projected volume of use after relocation? And what is that projection based 
upon in this time of $4 fuel? Considering the concessionaire receives an 
estimated $800,000 during the off-season from the Trailer Village that they 
would otherwise not receive, is it not likely that the concessionaire would 
decline to bid on future contracts as a poor investment? Losing the 
concessionaire would likely result in another El Dorado "wild west", inevitably 
increasing the strain on already scarce law enforcement assets.  

Just because the trailer village is an anomaly doesn't make a "bad" or 
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"inappropriate" use of Federal lands. And if your goal is to increase the 
recreational opportunities within the Park Service System, why would you even 
consider eliminating this long and well established aspect of OUR recreational 
opportunities? How does it impact ANY other group's ability to participate and 
enjoy the Cottonwood Cove area? And if you demand we move and place that 
financial and emotional burden on us, you will be obligated to provide an 
equivalent alternative, which of course doesn't exist. 

I also wonder why Cottonwood Cove and Katherine's Landing are not being 
considered as two entirely separate issues, as they are quite dissimilar. 
Cottonwood Cove is isolated at the end of a 13 mile road that goes nowhere 
else. It is a pure and wholesome place for citizens to escape from the pressures 
of daily life and pass honorable values onto our children while teaching a sense 
of community so often absent in our modern urban society. Katherine's is in 
close proximity to Laughlin, a growing satellite of Las Vegas, with its primarily 
adult-oriented entertainment. 

In summary, removing the trailer village from Cottonwood Cove appears to me 
to be a major step backward toward a lowest common denominator in an 
attempt to establish a bland "sameness" in a bureaucratic system. It arguably 
eliminates a major revenue source into the NPS system at a time of increasing 
austerity, which seems foolish. Everything in life doesn't have to fit into neat 
convenient boxes for the convenience of bureaucrats, especially when there are 
clear advantages of maintaining a gem that contributes as much good as the 
trailer village does. Many of the conclusions in the Plan appear to be dubious at 
best. More questions than answers have been forthcoming so far, mandating far 
more discussion and a slowing down of what has the appearance of "fast track" 
process toward a pre- determined decision. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Clark Schickler 
Cottonwood Cove Trailer Village Space 175 (established 1968) 
11250 Wheatland Ave. 
Lake View Terrace, CA 91342 
818-686-6464 home 
818-261-8854 cell 
quakepro@yahoo.com 

 
Correspondence ID: 82 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Reamer, Amelia  
Address: 104 Brazilnut Ct. Las Vegas 
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 15:16:34 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Dear NPS: 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the proposal for Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Landing Draft Development Concept Plans/EIS. 

We were in attendance of the meeting in Bullhead City, AZ and are strongly 
opposed to the removal of the trailer village at Katherine Landing. 

Not one person at the meeting was in favor of the removal of the Trailer 
Village. Every person there was in objection to the removal of the Trailer 
Village. The removal of trailer village will create an undue financial and 
emotional hardship on many. And during these tough economic times will take 
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needed money out of the local communities of Bullhead City, AZ and Laughlin, 
NV. 

For decades and family generations (for over 60 years) owners of Trailer Village 
at Katherine Landing and their families and friends have been enjoying Lake 
Mohave and its surrounding recreational area with more positive impact to the 
environment than negative. In our family alone, 4 generations have enjoyed the 
area, helped to support the economy and environment of Katherine's Landing, 
as well as the local communities of Bullhead City, AZ and Laughlin, NV. Our 
family also has moored a houseboat there in the past. 

It has been a home for us, as we purchased the trailer for our retirement home 
and entered into a long-term, 99 year lease through Seven Crowns Resorts and 
then we were forced into the current long term lease. This has created a 
hardship on me, as I am now an elderly widow and can only live here 6 months 
of the year, which I have accepted. I reside with my daughter and son-in-law in 
Las Vegas the other 6 months of the year. My family loves to visit and enjoy the 
area and the only reason they continue to infuse their money into the area is 
due to my having the trailer here and visiting me while they enjoy the area. If I 
am forced out, my family will no longer visit the area. I cherish and enjoy the 
time I am able to spend here.  

If either the 2nd or 3rd options are chosen, I will be forced to either remove my 
trailer, which I don't think is possible, given the proximity of the surrounding 
trees, etc. and the physical strain on the trailer. And I do not have the economic 
resources to move it or pay for the demolition that we were told would be our 
responsibility during the meeting.  

It is unbelievable that there was not a proposal to enhance the area, while 
keeping the Trailer Village intact. Why is the only proposal that does not affect 
the Trailer Village a proposal to do nothing? During these trying economic 
times, it appears that there is just money that the NPS & the Department of the 
Interior are ready to burn on this project that will harm some and we have yet 
to see how these proposals will be an overall benefit for the greater good. 

My family and I are in disbelief that the meeting wasn't recorded. There were 
things said that we were in shock to hear, such as if the trailer village is 
removed, then the trailer owners have to pay to remove the trailers or pay for 
the demolition with no compensation for the loss of their property, whatsoever 
and a bill for demolition on top of it! 

There was no prior notice of the meeting (other than your public notice in the 
newspaper, which most do not subscribe to as they reside in different cities.) If 
we hadn't heard through the grapevine, we would not have known. We don't 
believe that the majority of the people mooring their boats were represented at 
this meeting, as they probably didn't get notice either.  

We are hopeful that the trailer village not be removed so that the families can 
continue to enjoy the recreational area and local communities. 

Sincerely, 

Amelia G. Reamer & Family 
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Correspondence ID: 83 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 
 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: San Gabriel  
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 16:02:32 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I can't believe ur going to get rid of the trailer owners park... I've been going to 
the river for 21 years and my family has been going there for over 40 years.... 
We have many memories and love for cottonwood cove... It's not fair to us 
because the campgrounds barely get used and the trailer park does... The only 
thing is, is that it's a seasonal sport and on the off season it's not as profitable.... 
I learned how to ski on 2 skis when I was 3 years old in the second cove.... And 
how to ski on one ski when I was 8 in the same spot... There going to have to 
burn me out of cottonwood cove. 

 
Correspondence ID: 84 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Mission Viejo  
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 17:16:17 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: I'm here on another beautiful weekend, the sun is out, the sky is blue, and it's 
about 90 during the day and 70 at night! How pleasurable.  

The upper campground is completely vacant just like it always is. Why in the 
word are we considering spending $9,000,000 on increasing the amount of 
overnight camping facilities? That's ridiculous.  

 
Correspondence ID: 85 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Mission Viejo  
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 17:20:46 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: Why don't you spend the money at Cottonwood on a cell tower finally 
instead?!? Isn't it about time? I'm sure it would get a lot more use than all this 
stuff.  

 
Correspondence ID: 86 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Mitchell, Robert C 
Address: 1831 Gorge Road Bishop  
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 18:15:12 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: My name is Robert Mitchell; I grew up in Tucson Arizona and southern 
California and have resided in the eastern sierras for almost thirty years. 
Though the beauty and grandeur of the Owens valley is magnificent with the 
lakes and streams of the mountains and valley close at hand, there is no body of 
water that compares to that of Lake Mojave. 

My first visit to Lake Mojave was with my fiancé (now my wife of thirty two 
years) and her family. We stayed at her uncle's mobile home in the Cottonwood 
Cove trailer village. On that first visit I was amazed with the rugged landscape 
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and the beautiful clear warm water. I learned how to water ski and safely 
operate a boat, the names of native birds and plants, and the importance of sun 
screen. We saw deer and goats on a boat ride to Willow Beach. We continued to 
visit Lake Mojave, staying at my wife's uncle's mobile home in the Cottonwood 
Cove trailer village every summer and on occasion, late winter and spring. We 
spent our days exploring the coves and canyons, playing in the water and 
relaxing on the beach with family and friends. We told stories and caught up on 
each others hopes and dreams, counting together the endless stars and 
searching for the ones that might fall. 
Our summer visits to the lake seem to most often follow our children's 
swimming lessons, where the children could practice what they learned, 
swimming in Lake Mojave. This spawned a tradition in swimming skill 
development. When a child could swim, for the first time, from shore to the 
buoy line and back, unaided and without swim wings, all the children would be 
rewarded with an ice cream from the cottonwood cove store. This activity 
created an environment of encouragement that has continued through five 
families and now to four generations in successful swimming ability. Our 
children, nieces, nephews and grand children have learned water safety, the 
value of natural beauty present at Lake Mojave and how to be good stewards of 
the land, hauling trash from the lake and its coves. 
When my wife's uncle sold his mobile home in the Cottonwood Cove trailer 
village, we continued our annual visits to Cottonwood Cove, staying in the 
camp ground on the north side of the boat ramp. There was always space, as 
very few people use the camp grounds in the summer, when it is not a holiday 
or weekend. Yet we were all so hot. Some family members even got heat stroke. 
Our love of the area and Lake Mojave convinced my wife and I to sign up on 
the Cottonwood Cove trailer village waiting list and through time and patience, 
our dreams were realized, as we were able to buy a modest mobile home using 
the money our mother had given us after her passing. 
We have made many friends and developed good relationships with the trailer 
village community. Over the years we have come to realize that many of the 
people who have trailers in the village come from extreme urban areas. For 
many, it is a place of refuge as well as recreation. We have participated with the 
community in fundraisers for the ambulance, and cove and highway clean ups. 
We enjoy the enthusiasim of the trailer village community and share their 
appreciation of what they have discovered from exploring Lake Mojave and 
surrounding areas, its many canyons, washes, hills and mountains. I believe that 
the cultural value of conservation and responsible land and lake use, imbedded 
in the Cottonwood Cove trailer village community is of great value and is also 
an important creed of the National Park Service. This value is shared within this 
unique community, and those who come in contact with them, from generation 
to generation and hopefully to future generations out of love and 
demonstration of committed values. 
When I was a child I enjoyed the interpretive ranger activities in the National 
Parks, I even participated as a junior ranger. I have come to find that the trailer 
village community fills this void that exists at Lake Mojave due to staffing 
issues. The trailer village community is a great asset on Lake Mojave, as they are 
very experienced and know when someone may need assistance by the position 
of a boat, as to its lean or proximity to shore, the rise of a swimmer or lack of 
and the activities of the irresponsible. Most all have radios on their boat and are 
able to communicate other people's needs. These knowledgeable observers 
help direct the need for ranger's assistance and other resources efficiently to 
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provide others with a safe and more enjoyable experience. 
In reviewing the National Park Service draft proposal for the future 
management of Lake Mojave, I found that the idea of building a road to skier's 
cove to be good, as it would allow people to spread out more and enjoy the 
cove experience. I am greatly concerned about the idea of turning the trailer 
village into an RV park, as I have invested in buying a trailer in the Cottonwood 
Cove Trailer Village and put a lot of effort in maintaining this trailer. 
For those of us who have committed to the cottonwood cove experience as a 
part of our lives and family traditions, the preferred option of the NPS will be a 
personal disaster. Relocating the trailer village to the nearest town, as was also 
suggested in the plan would create other types of problems. First of all there are 
many flash flood areas on the fifteen mile road to Searchlight, increasing the 
danger of vehicles and passengers being caught in a flood. Trucks hauling boats 
commuting from Searchlight on a daily basis during two weeks summer 
vacations and other seasonal trips would greatly increase the traffic on the 
winding and steep cottonwood cove road. This would also increase the cost 
and consumption of fuel and the corresponding green house gas production for 
the commute. Multiply this by the number of people committed to the 
Cottonwood cove experience from the trailer village and the idea of recreation 
has been destroyed and turned into another dangerous rush hour commute. 
You know the one we come to cottonwood cove to avoid, for the short time we 
get to be free of freeways and other stresses. I believe it was Woodrow Wilson 
that mentions long ago "that man has lost the art of recreation". 
I believe that Searchlight is not an option for accommodations for all the trailer 
village people at this time. The town does not seem to want or have the 
infrastructure that exists in Bullhead city or Laughlin for Katherine's Landing 
alternative. 
As far as economic development goes, removing the cottonwood cove trailer 
village would harm the Searchlight economy. Many of the trailer village people, 
and forever resorts personnel do business there. The loss of consistent visitors 
to the park will also result in a loss of revenue to the Cottonwood Cove 
concessioner. This will no doubt cause a further cut in jobs that would further 
impact Searchlight.  
Every time we come to visit the park we hear of resort workers being cut! Why 
would this be if there was a steady stream of new visitors coming to the park? 
Any other changes to cottonwood cove as to expanding the hotel, RV park or 
camp ground may turn out to be a waste of resources. It seems that the hotel is 
only full on holidays and weekends, so perhaps a second story would be filled 
at a peak season holiday weekend, but would not be needed the rest of the year. 
In thirty four years of visiting cottonwood cove I have never seen the upper and 
lower camp grounds full. I do not remember seeing more than four spaces 
occupied in the upper camp ground. Perhaps the upper camp ground would be 
a place to develop into an RV park, as it is up hill from the sewer line. Power 
and water services are also close at hand. 
I did find a comment in the NPS draft proposal very disturbing. It alluded to the 
cottonwood cove trailer village as being exclusive. I understand that the 
cottonwood cove trailer village has always been an equal opportunity for all 
persons. It is the same for the hotel, the camp grounds, the RV Park, the boat 
slips, the rental boats, the house boats and the dry storage. All are for the 
personal use of the tenant and their guests, as is the towel that you put on the 
beach. 
I invite those who will actually make the final decision about the future of 
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cottonwood cove to come and experience it first hand, in each season to 
understand what is needed and what is not. 
Sincerely, 

Robert Mitchell 

 
Correspondence ID: 87 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: N/A, N/A  
Address: Paso Robles  
Received: Apr, 27, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Web Form 

Correspondence: To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for all your efforts to improve the national Park system and our 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave. I am in support alternatives #2 or #3, 
BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR 
THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT OF THE COTTONWOOD COVE 
TRAILER VILLAGE. Thank you- Brooke and Justin Sorrentino 

 
Correspondence ID: 88 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Romar, Pat  
Address: 11250 Wheatland Ave Lake View Terreace  
Received: Apr, 30, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 

Correspondence: 4-12-13 
Greg Jarvis 

Dear Mr. Jarvis 

My first trip to Cottonwood Cove was in 1956. I was 12 yrs old. At 23 & 
married with 2 children, we were given the opportunity to reserve a trailer 
space for a 8x4 older trailer. We could barely afford any of it. We loved it so 
much we found a way. Our 25 year old grandson, grew up here experiencing 
many fun times. He has just returned from 4 years in the Army. He spent one 
year on the front lines in Afghanistan. He was in 200 + fire fights & on bad days 
(& he had many) he would take himself to Cottonwood. The army called it, 
going to your happy place. I will do anything I can to help save our trailer village 
at CC.  

We have maintained space 175 for 45 years in a respectful manner & our 
stewardship of the beaches, marine, trailer park, Searchlight road clean-ups, 
could never be matched by travelers. We love CC in a way only matched by 
parents nurturing respectful children. 

We do not take away from other citizens, any of the pleasures of CC. We assist 
them & bring many visitors, year after year. We all bring family & friends who 
all spend dollars while they are here. We are multipliers, not depressers. you 
have a base of all in all of us as protectors of our beautiful Lake Mojave.  

We are always volunteers on a daily basis because we have a heritage here, 
cherished by generations of families.  

We understand the rules are 180 days per year. Please do not remove our trailer 
village. 

We are your assets not easily replaced by visitors who may never return. 
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Come and talk to us and see our community 

Respectfully Patricia Romar 

818-899-9274 

 
Correspondence ID: 89 Project: 23037 Document: 51815 

 

Name: Schiedow, Martha  
Address: 4522 N Brightview Dr. Covina 
Received: May, 01, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 

Correspondence: May 20, 2013 
Martha Schiedow 
4522 N Brightview Dr. 
Covina, CA 91722 
Page 1 of 2 

William K Dickinson, Superintendent 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

The Schiedow Family is concerned about what has been going on for a while 
without our regarding the Trailer Village (TV) at Katherine's Landing in 
Bullhead City, Arizona. 

We have owned the trailer in Space #80 since the first of July 1996. We have 
maintained it and followed the rules of the park as to the amount of time we are 
allowed to spend there each year. My adult children, grandchildren and I have 
come every spring through summer for the last 16+ years. My son owns a boat 
and everyone enjoys coming and using the lake for fishing, camping out on the 
shorelines, and water sports. It has been a pleasure to have somewhere to go 
and kick back and have time with family and friends. 

Many people come from the California area as do we and some come from 
other surrounding state to enjoy the area. We spend money in the local 
businesses, markets, contractors, boat shops, home improvements businesses, 
tire shops, and also at the park area. It is not as easy to come into the park daily 
and spend a day or two when you have to stay at hotels in Laughlin or Bullhead 
City because it is hectic pulling out and putting in the boats with the amount of 
people that would line up to get in. You lose a 1/3 of your day to accomplish the 
in and out routine. This means we will not come as often. 

Katherine's landing annual revenue is approximately $400,000 per year just 
from TV, not to include the permanent slip leases as I have heard. TV was built 
to attract Californians, now there are many park owners who are 2nd and 3rd 
generation. Some of the families have been in the TV since 1963. Most of the 
owners within the Village are good stewards of their areas and support and 
respect the wishes of the National Park Service. The few TV owners or 
occupants that are not should be fined or written up and better supervised by 
the concessionaire. 

When the TV began in the early 60's, it was beautiful and very well cared for by 
the marina and the TV owners, long before National Park Service was there 
with their toll booth in place. It is unfortunate the National Park Service has not 
been forthcoming in there notifications about this planning; ads placed in the 
local paper or with local media have no relevance to the owners in the TV who 
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are largely from California and are often not present during the winter months 
or during mid-week to learn about or attend the meetings that are held. It is a 
conflict of interest for the National Park Service or the concessionaire to make 
a concentrated effort in their communications to the TV owners; National Park 
Service doesn't really seem to want or care about our input and the 
concessionaire doesn't want us to walk away given what the National Park 
Service is proposing. National Park Service should have been communicating 
directly with all Lake Mead TV owners regularly, getting the contact info from 
the concessionaires! 

The Notices sent in the March invoice which I do not received until the end of 
March, indicated meetings to be held there in town. It was not enough time for 
my family or me to make arrangements to take vacation time to come to those 
meetings. It appears that concessionaire has not been forthcoming with info 
from National Park Service, partly because no one knows if any of it will ever 
happen and they don't want to scar off the Village owners. The concessionaires 
are cautious as to how much money they put back into the park and marina 
(speaking specifically to Katherine's Landing property) if they are only going to 
be given a 12 month lease extension at a time. 

The slow eradicate process of the National Park Service has everyone confused 
about the seriousness of these "plans" that make no fiscal sense for the park 
user, TV owners or concessionaires. National Park Service holds the fate to 
these marinas, concessionaires and TV owners; therefore it should be there 
responsibility to communicate directly with us. Most of the TV dwellings have 
been in place for over 40+ years and will not be relocated easily and retain any 
value if moved. 

The additional RV parking that is proposed to be built in the TV's area is very 
suspect, when the existing RV areas are never full, at best it may be 40% on the 
busy weekends. Most RV's cannot run the AC necessary in the high 
temperatures for a sustainable time period!!!! Therefore, the RV Park tends to 
be used more in the winter and spring months (off months) and still never over 
50% capacity. This begs the original question regarding the park being available 
to everyone, isn't it already? How are the TV's getting in the way of having the 
parks available to everyone? 

If they ultimately want to get rid of everything besides the stores and the gas 
docks, then let us all-concessionaires, TV owners, etc. know that we have 20 
years, and in 2033 as an example, all domiciles will be asked to exit. Give us a 
definitive date that we can plan around. And the value of the existing properties 
and potential buyers know that the time frame exists. As it stands now, this was 
"never going to happen", "never see this in our lifetime", the "TV is too big of a 
staple and revenue source to the concessionaire". Besides the 
marina/concessionaire, look at the revenue to be lost from the surrounding 
communities that provide staples and services to the TV occupants and guests. 

Martha Schiedow (owner Space #80) 
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Lake Mead National Recreation Area 

ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following comments on the 
"Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing draft Development Concept 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement. 1/ Of particular note, Iwant to express 
my appreciation of the National Park Service's (NPS or Service) extension of 
the close date for submittal of comments to April 27, 2013. I became aware of 
the NPS/s planning and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
compliance process for Cottonwood and Katherine Landing in mid-April and 
as a result the extension of the comment period allowed me to submit some of 
my concerns primarily regarding the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
Because of the late date for initiating my review of the NPS materials, the 
comments submitted in the following text are more general than I would have 
preferred, but I believe they convey the content of my concerns. 

Comment 1 

Based on my review of the documentation, it seems clear that the Service 
approached the Development Concept Plan (DCP) alternatives in a framework 
of previous planning efforts and assumptions about future recreation within the 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area that are now outdated. It is almost as if 
this planning effort intentionally ignored current and future realities of the 
broader American experience. What do Imean by this? First, prices for fuel will 
rise in the future. Yet, what does Alternative 3 propose but to expand the 
number of short-term recreational vehicle spaces. This is counter intuitive as 
the future fuel costs will make recreational vehicle travel diminish, not expand, 
and the EIS does not provide any evaluation of actual expansion of future 
potential for short- term recreational vehicle use at either Cottonwood Cove or 
Katherine Landing. 

Second, the future funding of the NPS by the federal government at levels that 
would permit expansion of facilities at one of the smaller NPS facilities seems to 
me to ignore future realities. For obvious reasons the broader federal 

government can expect to contract rather than expand. The potential to receive 
capital funding to implement either Alternatives 2 or 3 in the future conflicts 
with what I perceive is the future reality for the NPS. It is my expectation that 
NPS, like many other government agencies, will be required to live within the 
funding that is generated by a facility. Where this leads, in my opinion, is that 
the NPS should not be making plans based on future growth in use of 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing and implementation of expanded 
facilities, but how can we make the existing facilities and operations financially 
self sustaining and able to continue to meet recreational needs of the likely 
future users. In my judgment, this approach leads down two paths: provision of 
mass transit access for the future day users of the area from the large population 
centers (Boulder, Henderson and Las Vegas for Cottonwood Cove and 
Laughlin, Bullhead City, Golden Valley, Kingman and Needles for Katherine 
Landing); and focus on the financial (socioeconomic) setting required to 
support a future concessionaire. Given Cottonwood's general level of isolation 
(relative to Katherine Landing), such an evaluation must take into account the 
essential existing uses and future realistic forecasts of uses at Cottonwood that 
can sustain a concession at this location. From this point forward my comments 
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focus solely on Cottonwood, not Katherine Landing. Fundamentally, I am 
suggesting that the plans and vision developed 20 years ago be revisited in light 
of current and future trends in the economy and government expenditures and 
focus more on sustainability of existing facilities in light of current, and what I 
anticipate will be at least near-term future economic realities. 

Comment 2 

The EIS does not contain any studies or substantiation for assumptions 
regarding the potential for either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 to be 
implemented. Given the changes in societal circumstances that are already 
affecting recreation of the type specifically provided at Cottonwood, it would 
seem that the NPS would have revisited all of the original assumptions 
contained in the 1986 and 2003 planning documents. In my opinion, a key issue 
is the need to re-evaluate (revisit) the assumptions regarding the number of 
future users and uses at Cottonwood; translate the use forecasts into an 
anticipated stream of income; define the flow of income required to sustain the 
existing operations and a small incremental improvement of the facilities at 
Cottonwood; and finally, establish a near-term plan that can fulfill the 
recreational uses that are likely to occur over this near term. This would also 
allow any bidders for the concession at Cottonwood to better estimate the 
realistic costs of operation at this location. It would also allow the Service to 
more realistically establish priorities for future improvements at Cottonwood, 

which are not discussed with any evaluative merit in the planning document. 
Such an approach might also reduce the focus on future development plans 
that will only sit on a shelf without any real potential of being implemented. I 
believe that such an evaluation would demonstrate that due to Cottonwood 
Cove's relative isolation, the permanent retention of the long-term trailer 
village is essential to making Cottonwood a viable concession now and in the 
future. 

Comment 3 

Boating recreation is inherently noisy. So, the EIS dismisses an evaluation of 
"Natural Soundscapes" on page 12 of the EIS for two apparent reasons: one it is 
quieter when away from the marina and two any incremental sound at the 
marina would be "minor short-term additions" to be existing noise 
environment. However, there is no data provided to substantiate this statement 
and it ignores the potential different noise levels associated with 
implementation of each of the alternatives. Further, it would seem that the 
appropriate evaluation would be to conduct a current noise survey at the 
Cottonwood Cove marina (Alternative 1); make forecasts for noise levels 
associated with Alternatives 2 and 3; and determine whether the level of change 
in noise that will result from implementing each alternative is substantial. 
Although I'm not sure Alternative 3 is an economically feasible alternative, it is 
incumbent upon the NPS to evaluate the additional noise from several hundred 
recreational vehicles and additional boat slips. More visitors means more noise 
and there is some unquantified increase from successfully implementing 
Alternative 3 relative to the other two alternatives. Given these differences, a 
proper evaluation of "Soundscapes" is needed in this document just to provide 
a comparison that can be used to justify the Service's selection of Alternative 3 
as the preferred alternative. 

Comment 4 

The same argument made above for soundscapes applies to lightscapes. This 
issue cannot be dismissed without some relative comparison between the 
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alternatives and such a comparison should be based on measured and modeled 
lighting impacts of the alternatives. Further, the Service should identify some 
criterion/criteria that is believes are appropriate to use for determining that 
light and glare impacts from each alternative do not actually affect night sky or 
on adjacent land uses. Further, some evaluation of the increased energy use by 
lighting associated with each alternative needs to be provided as input for air 
quality and greenhouse gas issues. 

The dismissal of air quality and climate change issues is particularly disturbing. 
If one assumes that under alternative 3 all of the recreational vehicle spaces are 
full or used heavily (otherwise why create them) as are the increased number of 
slips, the emissions under Alternative 3 would be substantially higher than 
under Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. This issue is too easily dismissed for 
essentially the reasons outlined in the previous comments. Intuitively, 
Alternative 3 will result in possibly much greater air and greenhouse gas 
emissions. But without quantifying these emissions, it is not possible to make a 
well-informed judgment on this issue. Further, the greater expansion of 
development in Alternatives 2 and 3 create a much greater potential for local 
fugitive dust impacts and requires a discussion of how such fugitive dust will be 
controlled both during construction and over the long-term. Another issue of 
concern, is that additional roadways and buildings (pavement and concrete) 
generates substantial greenhouse gas (GHG, climate change) emissions. What is 
the difference in such emissions between the proposed alternatives? We do not 
know, but I would bet that if a reasonable threshold of GHG emissions is used, 
Alternative 3 will exceed this threshold. Yet, the NPS totally fails to provide any 
information regarding thresholds or quantified emissions, instead using terms 
such as "short-term, negligible and small" with no data to support such a 
conclusion. Finally, there is an assumption that queue's and emissions would be 
reduced under Alternatives 1 and 2, but if one assumes that either of these 
alternatives are successful, wouldn't this lead to more boats and more use. This 
issue requires a complete evaluation for it to allow both the public and NPS to 
understand the actual environmental consequences for short- and long-term 
air quality and climate change impacts. 

Comment 5 

First, I would like to complement the NPS and the concessionaire at 
Cottonwood. Based on my personal experience, both parties work very hard to 
maintain the LEED status of this marina. Kudos to all. However, regarding 
water quality issues associated with the existing wastewater management 
system, I believe it appropriate to provide a comparison of estimated 
wastewater generated under all three alternatives; the adequacy of the 
treatment system (with some quantified data about the wastewater); whether 
current treatment is adequate to meet all current and anticipated water quality 
standards; and whether a modified or expanded treatment system may be 
required in the future under any of the alternative scenarios. Without these 
data is it not clear what future wastewater management issues arise under each 
of the alternatives. 

Under the issue regarding wetlands, there is no discussion whether the 
expansion of day use to Ski Cove or extension of trails to Cottontail Cove may 
adversely affect any existing shoreline wetland resources. Please provide an 
evaluation of this issue. 

Comment 7 

Environmental justice (EJ) is a constantly expanding issue, and Iconcur that the 
traditional EJ issues are not at issue at Cottonwood. However, at the NPS 
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meeting in Searchlight, I raised some EJ issues that are unique and that I believe 
need to be addressed. I see it as an irony that when Cottonwood Cove marina 
initially began to evolve, one of the sustaining components for the marina was 
(and Ibelieve still is) long-term trailer village. When I raised this issue and the 
related need to address relocation of these trailers if the trailer village is closed, 
the response from the NPS staff was that these are not legitimate EJ or 
socioeconomic issues because of the "short-term" nature of NPS obligations to 
this village. However, this response ignores the following realities if the village 
is closed: 1) a unique group with a high percentage of elderly persons will be 
adversely impacted; 2) a critical source of income for the Cottonwood Cove 
concession will be eliminated; and 3) where the heck do you move 223 mobile 
homes to a nearby or essentially comparable setting. Searchlight, the nearest 
community, does not have any locations so where do these units go. Under 
Alternative 3 the long-term trailer village would be eliminated and under 
Alternative 2 is could be eliminated. Yet there is no evaluation of the 
socioeconomic impact of this removal on the region, let alone the effect on the 
Cottonwood concession. If eliminated (the village), this is one of the adverse 
consequences of implementing Alternative 3 and possibly Alternative 2. It 
cannot be ignored although it may be inconvenient for the Service to have to 
address the issues related to closure of the long-term trailer village. Therefore, 
Ibelieve that for the analysis to be adequate the Service must address the 
following issues related to such a closure: 

• What are the plausible relocation scenarios? 

• What are the short- and long-term air quality consequences of closure and 
relocation? 

• Can the Cottonwood Cove concession be viable without the income from 
the existing long-term trailer village? 

• What are the potential socioeconomic costs to the community of 

• Searchlight from closure of the village? 

• What EJ issues result from closure of a community that supports a 
highpercentage of elderly or retired people and how can this impact be 
mitigated? 

• Although it may be general NPS policy to remove resident communities 
from National Parks, does this policy apply when the community is integral 
to effective and efficient functioning of a Recreation Area, where the 
community supplies a modest portion of the user days within an isolated 
area? 

• From a social perspective the residents of the trailer village contribute, and 
may actually create, much of the recreational success of this isolated 
community based on the continuity of this feature at Cottonwood Cove 
almost since the opening of the Recreation Area. What effect on the sense 
of community and the Cottonwood Cove cultural landscape will be lost if 
the long-term trailer village is removed? 

Comment 8 

I did not have time to review the affected environment and environmental 
consequences sections of the EIS in any depth. However, I did have one 
observation, it appears that site specific studies for specific new facilities were 
not evaluated. The analysis of impacts to resource issues such as biology 
resources, cultural resources, etc. appears to be general in nature rather than 
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site specific. As such, the analysis simply states that this or that resource may be 
impacted and the Service is relying on mitigation measures to ensure no 
substantial adverse impact to such general resources. This seems totally 
inappropriate for a document that show site specific details as do the 
Alternative 1, 2 and 3 maps. For example under Alternative 2, NPS facilities and 
housing would be relocated to the interfluvial area south of the existing arroyo 
and access road. Given the identified footprints of proposed facilities, I suggest 
that the responsible approach would have been to survey these areas for site 
specific issues, such as biology and cultural resources. It is appropriate to cite 
mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts on such site specific 
resources, but this does not eliminate the site specific impact. Let me use the 
desert tortoise as an example. Capture and relocation of tortoises within an 
area to be disturbed may offset some of the impact to a tortoise, but past 
experience shows that these measures are not always successful in preserving 
the life of that animal. Therefore, I would suggest revisiting the site specific 
issues (all of them) for all proposed development areas that have not been 
specifically disturbed previously. Site specific biology and cultural reports 
should be used to assess potential environmental effects on the site specific 
resources rather than general evaluations. 

I appreciate the opportunity to submit the preceding comments and look 
forward to receiving substantive responses to comments and the Final EIS. Of 
most importance, I hope the NPS can re-set the clock on its planning efforts to 
the present world circumstances. As indicated in my initial comments above, I 
believe the future, even for recreation and use of National Parks and 
Recreation Areas, has been altered since events in 2006-2007. To provide 
effective and participatory use of recreational resources in the Lake Mead 
National Recreation Area, Lake Mojave and Cottonwood Cove in particular, 
requires the future to be re-assessed in the context of these profound changes 
in our society. Continuing to rely upon assumptions based on a world view 
(baseline) that was established from 1986 to 2003 seems to me to be unrealistic 
(pie-in-the-sky). The Service should acknowledge the new paradigm 
established in the events over the past five years and adjust the whole planning 
process under this new paradigm. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Dodson 
cc: CCTOA, Board of Director 
Senator Harry Reed 
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Boulder City, NV 89005 

To whom it may concern: 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the National Park system and the 
boating experiences at Lake Mohave; I appreciate the opportunity to 
participate in the review process and to comment on the proposed alternatives. 
This response is directed to the alternatives proposed for Cottonwood Cove. I 
am in support of alternatives #2 or #3, BUT ONLY WITH THE REMOVAL 
OF ALL PROVISIONS CALLING FOR THE REMOVAL OR PHASING OUT 
OF THE COTIONWOOD COVE TRAILER VILLAGE. 

Alternative #1is undesirable because it fails to address any of the issues 
described in the EIR and it does nothing to improve any of the current 
challenges or shortcomings at the park. This would not make any sense to 
proceed with alternative #1. 

Alternative #2 would align with the national park pursuant to previous action 
plans that have not been acted on yet. However, the EIR causally mentions a 
potential partial or complete "phasing out" of the Trailer Village. It is vague to 
the point and offers no specifics how this would ever be accomplished and 
what the negative affect would be on the trailer village homeowners. 
Alternative #2 does not contemplate the removal of the revenue generated by 
the Trailer Village in its visitor spending financial analysis, which was identified 
as $978,000 per year in alternative #3. I question if there is a legitimate need to 
increase overnight accommodations based on my visits to Cottonwood Cove 
for the past 35 years. Alternative #2 would be more desirable from a financial 
standpoint if the $9.3 million of unneeded increase and improvements to 
overnight accommodations was removed and the Trailer 

Village (along with its reported revenue of $978,000 per year) remained. 
Removing all or part of the $9.3 million of cost for overnight accommodation 
improvement would reduce alternative #2 costs and in my option be the most 
cost effective alternative compared to alternative #3. 

Alternative #3 is labeled as the "preferred alternative" by the National Park 
mainly due to the enhanced experience and amenities that it creates as well as 
the potential cost savings compared to alternative #2, but alternative #3 fails 
tremendously to mention that the majority of those same enhancements can be 
made without removal of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. I question if 
there is a legitimate need to increase overnight accommodations and spend $9.3 
million, or if it was included in the alternative in order to perpetuate an affinity 
with this option and to make it more politically desirable. The existing 
overnight facilities can still be improved and enhanced in the same manners 
proposed in the EIR without removing the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove. 
I encourage all decision makers to challenge if there was a legitimate demand 
analysis conducted indicating there is a true need for additional overnight 
accommodations. Further, I question if the revenue forecast to be generated 
from the proposed additional overnight accommodations is realistic. My family 
and I have been trailer village homeowners for 41years. My grandfather found 
cottonwood cove and the trailer village on accident and fell in love with it 
instantly and all that it has to offer. By owning in the trailer village my 
grandparents, parents, myself, and now my children have been able to enjoy 
boating and the beauty of Lake Mohave for 40+ years. In all my visits to 
Cottonwood Cove at all different times of the year, I have observed that the 
upper campground hardly ever has visitors and the lower campground has 
never been at full capacity except during the high holiday and summer 
weekends. I have also noticed that the RV area with hookups is never are at full 
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capacity and only seems more than half full on the few holiday summer 
weekends also. I have never seen any of these campgrounds overly congested 
except on a few holiday weekends, and in fact have I have mostly observed that 
they remain empty most of the year. 

In either scenario, even if additional overnight accommodations were created 
at the demise of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, the reported revenue 
they would generate does not exceed the reported current revenue and 
associated benefits generated by the Trailer Village. What sense does it make to 
spend $9.3 million to create these potentially unneeded overnight 
accommodation improvements, with the cabins forecast to generate only 
$140,000 of revenue and the campground forecast to generate only $164,000 of 
revenue, in comparison to removing the Trailer Village and its $978,000 of 
reported revenue per year? The Trailer Village provides three times more 
reported revenue and it is already there, costing relatively nothing to leave in 
place. 

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove represents me as well as 233 
individuals, their immediate families, those extended families, and the 
multitude of all their guests who have visited the park for literal generations. 
The Trailer Village is a historic and cultural resource that extends to the public 
via its occupants, their immediate family members, and their extended family, 
and all of their countless guests who have experienced the park solely due to 
the existence of the Trailer Village and its occupants. These families and their 
extended guests have frequented the park for approximately fifty years and 
their contributions to Cottonwood Cove are barely mentioned in the EIR. 
Through our monthly lease payments to the concessionaire and park,the 
Trailer Village owners provide a stable income source which is not cyclical or 
dependent upon holidays or favorable weather because we visit the park year 
round. Second, the removal of the Trailer village would have significant 
economic impacts to the park and to the concessionaire which outweigh the 
benefits of the alternatives. With the trailer village and their $978,000 revenue 
there is potential for the concessionaire to pull out of Cottonwood Cove and 
then there would be no amenities for anyone to enjoy and no staff to staff them. 
We Trailer Village occupants comprise a large percentage of sales at the store, 
cafe, and gas stations and toll booth. The Trailer Village comprises a large 
percentage of the marina income, the loss of which does not appear to be 
contemplated in the revised marina revenue forecasts. And finally, we Trailer 
Village owners have a long lasting and supportive relationship with the local 
park rangers, emergency services, and law enforcement agencies. In fact, many 
of the emergency services in use at Cottonwood Cove today were provided by 
Trailer Village sponsored fund raisers and donations, including an ambulance. 

The Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove is a valuable asset that should not be 
phased out. I would like the opportunity for my family and our extended guests 
to enjoy the trailer village for many years to come. I encourage our elected and 
appointed government officials, National Park leadership, and members of the 
public to reject any alternative that is conditioned upon the unwarranted 
removal or phasing out of the Trailer Village at Cottonwood Cove, and I 
propose that alternatives #2 and #3 be considered and decided upon without 
its removal. 

Sincerely, 
Kim & Mark Steffenhagen 
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

April 15, 2013 

William K. Dickenson 
Superintendent 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601Nevada Way 
Boulder City, Nevada 89005 

RE: Draft Development Concept Plans/ Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Cottonwood Cove and Katherine landing areas of lake Mead National 
Recreation Area, March 2013 
Clark County, Nevada and Mohave County, Arizona 
Request for Comment 
SHPO Undertaking 2010-1166 

Dear Mr. Dickenson: 

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is in receipt of your request for 
consultation received February 28, 2013 for the above referenced undertaking. 
The National Park Service is requesting comment regarding this (draft) 
development concept plans and environmental impact statement. 

Previously the SHPO reviewed and commented on the similar report captioned 
"Region Review, February 2012 (not for Public Distribution). The SHPO 
comments were sent in our letter of June 19, 2012, a copy of which you will find 
enclosed. 

The SHPO offers the following additional comments for resources located 
within the State of Nevada (Cottonwood Cove): 

• The NPS addition of the comment "Maintain character of Mission 66 to 
the extent possible" under the Alternative 3: Preferred (Enhance Visitor 
Experience and Part Operations) under the Summary of Biggest Ideas and 
Upper Campground sections is warranted. 

• The NPS addition of the comment "Explore potential for concession to 
provide orientation/interpretation services" under the Visitor Orientation 
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and Interpretation. Since concessioners are also used for Maintenance, 
interpretive training might promote an understanding of the historic 
resources and landscapes allowing for more appropriate maintenance 
decisions. 

(NSPO 

William K. Dickenson 
April15, 2013 
Page 2 of 2 

• The two categories at the top of page 63, Cultural Landscapes and 
Ethnographic Resources appear to be a duplication of page 62. 

• Since your letter emphasizes the long-term use of this document and the 
probable phased nature ofthe undertaking and since, both alternatives 2 
and 3 (preferred) might have adverse effects to cultural resources it could 
be useful to consider implementing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for 
these eventual undertakings. 

Should you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please contact 
SHPO staff architectural historian Mara Thiessen Jones at (775} 684-3439 or by 
e-mail at mara.jones@shpo.nv.gov. 

becca Lynn Palmer, Deputy 
Acting State Historic Preservation Officer 

Enclosure: SHPO Letter of June 19, 2012 

LEO M. DROZDOFF, P.E. 
Director 
Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources STATE OF 

RONALD M. JAMES 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

Address Reply to: 
901 S. Stewart Street, Suite 5004 
Carson City, NV 89701-5248 
Phone: (775) 684-3448 
Fax: (775) 684-3442 

WWW.!ll'Shpo.org 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL 
RESOURCESSTATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

June 19, 2012 

William Dickinson, Superintendent 
United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601Nevada Highway 
Boulder City, Nevada 89005 

RE: Development Concept Planning for Cottonwood Cove Developed Area, 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
Clark County,Nevada 
Mohave County, Arizona 
SHPO Undertaking# 2010-1166 Report 8597 
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Dear Mr. Dickinson, 

The State Historic Preservation Office {SHPO) is in receipt of the National Park 
Service's "draft Development Concept Plans/Environmental Impact Statement 
for Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing (February 2012)." Per your letter 
of March 6, 2012, the National Park Service (NPS) has requested SHPO 
comments regarding this plan for the Cottonwood Cove Developed Area. The 
SHPO appreciates an opportunity to comment on this Concept Plan prior to 
distribution to the public. 

There are three proposed alternatives presented within the document, with 
alternative #3 being NPS's "preferred alternative." Alternative #1is a no action 
alternative, provided by NPS as a baseline for comparison. 

The proposed long term scopes of work within Alternatives #2 and #3 include: 
" enhancing and dispersing day use along the lakeshore 

• developing the site north of the motel as a visitor/commercial center 
including store and restaurants 

• converting the lower campground to day use during the summer and 
campground in winter 

• reconfigure the existing picnic area for group and individual sites with 
additional amenities 

• expanding the motel 

• removing the trailer village (over 10 years) for overnight accommodations 
and possibly some tent camping. 

(NSPO Rev_ 7-ll} 

William Dickenson 
Page 2 of 3 
June 19, 2012 

• adding, at the existing ranger station, a new law enforcement/ emergency 
services center which would include a helipad, fire station, and ranger 
station 

• address flood hazards, including a flood warning system, structural 
protection and relocation of some facilities 

• redevelop the upper campground for concessionaire and NPS volunteer 
housing 

• establish a new route to the hotel with a visitor contact area 

• a new launch ramp and ready lane would be constructed from the launch 
ramp to the upper campground. 

• The SHPO offers the following comments for resources within the State of 
Nevada (Cottonwood Cove): 

• The overarching concern in reading the document is that there is only a 
limited discussion about how the preservation of historic resources will be 
considered in the decision making process. 

Per the document several questions are asked: "Can identified needs be met 
outside park boundaries without compromising visitor experience and 
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resources protection? (Page 9 line 29, "Other Commercial Visitor Facilities") 
"At both Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing, there 1is the additional 
concern of how to provide a more functional campground while protecting the 
Cultural resources eligible for inclusion in the National Register" page 5 line 20, 
"Overnight Visitor Facilities") How does NPS find the answers? 

• It would be helpful if the boundaries of the historic landscapes/districts 
identified as National Register eligible were identified on the alternative 
maps/illustrations. 

• Since 2004 the Lake Mead Recreation Area has had continuing 
consultation with this office regarding the rehabilitation of the 
campgrounds (both upper and lower) at Cottonwood Cove Developed 
Area. These consultations also included the National Park Service's Elaine 
JacksonÂ Retondo (Cultural Resources Team). 

More recently, in 2011, NPS, in consultation with SHPO, considered 
alternatives for the rehabilitation of the Cottonwood Campgrounds. These 
efforts described vegetation surveys (current and proposed), campground 
reconfigurations, and interpretive alternatives. The SHPO found these NPS 
efforts very valuable and the NPS does not explicitly mention these efforts in 
this document. The SHPO believes that at the very least a summary of the NPS's 
efforts should be included in this document and that documents used during 
these discussions may be helpful for the public. NPS may wish to include them 
within the "References and Works Consulted" section. They include: 

• Design Guidelines for Rehabilitation of National Register eligible 
Mission 66 

• Campgrounds at Lake Mead National Recreation Area (NPS 2004} 

• Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS), Cottonwood Cove 
Developed Area, 

• Cottonwood Cove Campgrounds Facility Rehabilitation: Existing Plant 
Material Evaluation and Replacement Criteria. 

William Dickenson 
Page 3 of 3 
June 19, 2012 

• In "Chapter 3: Affected Environment, Cultural Resources, Cultural 
Context/' page 91, line 91, lists the "Historic Period (ca. AD 1500-1950)" 
and ends the discussion of cultural context of the cultural resources at the 
1950 date. Since the ten year Mission 66 Program for which the 
Cottonwood Cove campgrounds are associated, culminated in 1966, a 
context that includes these developments and park history could be an 
appropriate inclusion within this initial discussion. 

• Alternative #1. 

It was SHPO's understanding that the invasive species removal and 
replacement plan was already a current management practice, which could 
have adverse effects. We could not find any reference to this practice in the 
subject document. 

• Alternative #2 and #3 

In some cases, there may not be direct effects to historic structures; 
however, the structures are part of, and contributing elements to, a 
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designed landscape that has been determined eligible by virtue of '1ts 
significance and its integrity (ability of a property to convey its 
significance). Indirect effects to the aspects of integrity of the designed 
landscape need to also be considered (location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling and association). What are the cumulative effects to 
historic properties when all of the changes are accomplished? 

In both Alternatives #2 and #3, NPS notes that completion of the projects 
would result in "permanent, direct, local, major adverse impacts on 
significant and potentially significant" historic resources. The SHPO will 
continue to be available to discuss ways to protect and preserve the historic 
resources within the Cottonwood Cove Developed Area. 

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding these comments 
please contact staff architectural 

ebecca Lynn Palmer, Deputy 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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Name: Hardenbrok, D. Bradford  
Address: 1100 Valley Road Reno  
Received: May, 01, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 

Correspondence: SOUTHERN REGION OFFICE 
4747 Vegas Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89108 
(702) 486-5127 â€¢Fax (702) 486-5133 
April15, 2013 

NDOW-SR#: 13-159 

Mr. William K. Dickinson, Superintendent 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

Re: Draft Development Concept Plans/Environmental Impact Statement: 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing, Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area (DCPs/EIS). 

Dear Mr. Dickinson, 

Thank you for this opportunity to review the DCPs/EIS. The Nevada 
Depmiment of Wildlife (NDOW) is interested in the variety of values and 
activities at the Lake Mead National Recreation Area (NRA) having potential 
influences on wildlife resources, sportsman access, and public safety. Of the 
three proposed altematives presented, we are supportive of Altemative 3, the 
Preferred Altemative. 

The NDOW formally commented during two previous public scoping periods, 
i.e. letters dated October 

24, 2008 (NDOW-SR#:09-106),. and July 15, 2010 (NDOW-SR#:I0-287). 
Focusing on Cottonwood 

Cove considerations, summary of the Department's recommendations for the 
DCPs/EIS included: 

305 



 
APPENDIXES 

• Ensuring accessibility and security of NDOW vessels and equipment; 

• Consideration of increased shoreline angling access in the Cottonwood 
Cove area; and, 

• Avoiding impacts to aquatic habitats essential to the razorback sucker, a 
fish protected and managed as endangered by both the State ofNevada and 
the U.S. Department of Interior. 

These points have been satisfactorily addressed and NDOW appreciates the 
consideration and inclusion of our input into the current DCPs/EIS. If the 
Preferred Altemative is adopted and implemented, NDOW believes the 
potential for reasonable long-tem1 improvements will have been provided. 

As noted on pages 57- 58 of the DCPs/EIS, appropriate mitigation measures are 
identified for special status species including the banded Gila monster. One 
point relevant to Cottonwood Cove we did not mention during public scoping 
is consideration for this large lizard. Additional to measures in the DCPs/EIS 
for project-related construction, incorporation ofNDOW's Gila monster 
protocols as part of worker education and constmction site monitoring 
practices will also be appreciated. The updated protocols are online at: 

Dickinson, W.K. (NDOW-SR#: 13-159) 2 April15, 2013 

The NDOW looks to the success of this planning endeavor and effectiveness of 
the appropriate and reasonable measures and actions for wildlife, public 
enjoyment and safety when implemented. Should there be need for further 
assistance concerning this letter, please do not hesitate in contacting Biologist 
Anthony Miller at the Department's Southern Region Office in Las Vegas. He 
can be reached by phone at 702.486.5127 x3613, or by e-mail at ==""-'-' . ::>â€¢ 

Sincerely, 
D. Bradford Hardenbrook 
Supervisory Habitat Biologist 

AJM/DBH 
cc: NDOW, Files 
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Name: Moss, Thomas A 
Address: 2421 0 Oxnard Street Woodland Hills  
Received: May, 01, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 

Correspondence: April14, 2013 

2421 0 Oxnard Street 
Woodland Hills, California 
91367 

818-888-8613 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS, National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

SUBJECT: Personal comments on National Park Services Development Plan 
for Cottonwood Cove and 
Katherine Landing - Lake Mead National Recreation Area 

306 



 
Appendix E 

Sirs: 

We attended a meeting in Searchlight, Nevada, on April 11, 2013, where the 
above referenced plan was presented by park service personnel. We had only 
been informed of the meeting the last week of March 2013. 

At the meeting, three options were presented: Number one was a no-action 
alternative. Number Two was to implement previous planning proposals. 
Number Three was called an enhanced visitor and park operation (their 
preferred approach). Many were viewing the plan for the first time and were 
therefore unaware of your April 16 deadline for comment. Most of the people 
in attendance had traveled 300 miles or more and had planned to enjoy the 
weekend. Therefore this letter is late in that I am unable to e-mail to the 
published e-mail address. 

There is currently a trailer park at Cottonwood Cove consisting of 
approximately 300 privately owned trailers whose maximum size of 14 foot by 
74 foot is determined by the National Park Monthly rental fee for each space is 
$445 with the average estimated value of each trailer being $30,000 which puts 
the estimated value of trailers in the village at near $9,000,000. On a weekend 
visit, a trailer owner will bring three to six persons with many being children. 

Alternative Three (the National Parks preferred selected option) plans on 
removing the trailers. (at the owners' expense?) and building a large world class 
resort. The removal of the trailers will cause a large financial loss to these 
middle class trailer owners. Just the threat of their removal has made it difficult 
to sell a trailer at this time. 

The National Park preferred plan consists of two packages; the first package is 
the development plan which was presented at the meeting. There is a second 
preferred package which consists of a Request for Proposal (RFP) to build the 
resort. Toward the end of the meeting, the National Park people finally 
admitted that there was indeed a separate RFP, but no details were given. 
Apparently some entity will bid to build the resort with government money 
(taxpayer money) and then enjoy the monetary benefits of concession 
operation for a number of years? Or, will the resort be built and owned by a 
private company on government land? The National Park people did not 
choose to discuss the issue. 

The preferred Alternative Three also includes a significant area that will be 
allowed for large motor homes ($250,00 each?) The cost of gasoline and carbon 
tax on these vehicles will have a significant impact on their future use. Are the 
large motor homes expected to tow a boat to Cottonwood Cove? 

In the preferred Alternative Three option, there is a flash flood control plan to 
direct a 500-year flood away from the world class resort with a National Park 
estimated cost of$12,768,000. Do we have climate records dating back to the 
1500's? Climate computer models are very inaccurate as shown in global 
warming predictions. They now refer to climate change predictions1 The total 
overall cost for Alternative Three is $39,148,140 not including the cost of the 
resort. This will help keep insurance rates low for the resort. These numbers 
were not discussed at the meeting but are found on Page 54 of the booklet. (All 
ten copies of the plan arriving with park personnel were quickly snatched up by 
the approximately 100 attendees.) There was a mix of Cottonwood 
Cove/Katherine Landing people with a lot of thoughtful questions posed to 
National park personnel. 

I would question the wisdom of the committee to develop a world class multi-
million dollar resort with the cost of gasoline potentially going to $8 a gallon, 
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and the cost of green energy electricity rising by a factor of six to ten times that 
of coal generated electricity. Then there is the possibility of a carbon tax being 
imposed. And how will ObamaCare factor into the mix of resort operations? 

One must understand that Cottonwood Cove is 60 miles South of Las Vegas 
and 40 miles North of Laughlin, where world class tourist amenities abound 
such as gambling, entertainment and restaurants. Would a resort at 
Cottonwood Cove have these? World travelers would fly into Las Vegas and 
then have to find their way to Cottonwood Cove. The road between 
Searchlight, Nevada and Cottonwood Cove is a relatively narrow steep grade 
and would require improvement to handle the increased traffic. According to 
your proposal, that improvement will be $2,000,000 for the 12-mile road which 
drops approximately 4,000 feet. 

Taking all of these costs into consideration and taking the fact into account that 
the United States is virtually broke and that people are hurting with little 
chance of improvement in the next few years, if building a 

world class resort at Cottonwood Cove is a priority of this government, then we 
are all in a world of hurt for years to come. 

I AM IN FAVOR OF ALTERNATIVE ONE WHICH IS THE NO-ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE. 

Thomas A. Moss 
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Name: Moss, JoAnne  
Address: 24210 Oxnard Street Woodland Hills,    
Received: May,01,2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 

Correspondence: April 13, 2013 

24210 Oxnard Street 
Woodland Hills, California 
91367 

818-888-8613 

Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
ATTN: Draft DCPs/EIS National Park Service 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

Greetings to one and all, 

I am a member of the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners Association who along 
with all others did not receive sufficient notification of your April 16th 
deadline. For some unknown reason, I am unable to transmit via e-mail. Never-
the-less, I am submitting my input which once again am hopeful will be taken 
into consideration. 

Upon careful review of your DDCP/EIS booklet, none of your three 
alternatives are totally acceptable. I challenge any and all personnel charged 
with this decision-making process to visit Cottonwood Cove for an extended 
period of time during its busiest season to truly get a better 
understanding of this last bastion of river sanity and safety below Boulder Dam. 

Get rid of long-term trailer village which has been a presence at Cottonwood 
Cove for at least fifty, years? Why? And to what advantage? And for whom? 
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How would you feel and what would your reaction be as a private individual if a 
government entity decided to remove you from an area that has become near 
and dear to your heart? 

My husband and I have been trailer owners since early spring of 2001. Never, 
even at the few busiest weekends have we ever seen short-term sites filled. We 
can assure you that long-term trailer villagers are far and above better stewards 
of the entire area than short-term users (including campers) or day-beach users 
Long-term trailer villagers take great pride in keeping the area debris-free to the 
point of removing trash left behind by short-term and day-beach users. We 
help host clean-up of the Cottonwood Cove Road and beach areas from 
Boulder Dam south on the river. We long-term users have raised money to 
outfit an ambulance and install a helicopter pad to be used by all when the 
unfortunate occasion arises. We long-term users are part of the tax-paying 
public, too. Why are we to be excluded from the mix? Why should short-term 
and day-beach users be shown preference over long-term users. 

Consider this, a bird-in-the-hand is worth two in the bush. Do the math. 
Approximately 300 trailers pay, approximately $445 a month to park their 
trailers, most pay an additional $200 plus slip fees year in and year out. How 
does that compare with anticipated revenue generated on an annual average 
basis from short-term or day-beach users? With the economy at such a low 
point and recovery barely above non-existent, do you really anticipate the 
average middle class will be purchasing new or even driving any sort of motor 
home? With mandated green energy electricity, and the potential for steep rises 
in gasoline, energy costs are going to rocket out of site and out of reach for a lot 
of citizens. Additionally, that steep grade between Searchlight and Cottonwood 
Cove is a killer for a motor home, particularly when towing a boat. 

If you people truly evaluated the Cottonwood Cove area, you would 
immediately determine that it is not large enough to accommodate vast influxes 
ofhumanity and safety issues would dramatically increase. Safety should be 
your Number One priority as it is with all of us at Cottonwood Cove. If you 
consider it so warranted why not pick a spot mid-point between Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Landing and start afresh from the ground up? Wouldn't 
that be more cost effective than what you are considering? 

In addition to the flood control deemed necessary, here are several suggestions 
which would improve safety and make Cottonwood Cove more 
accommodating to all who visit the area. 

1. Move day beach and lower campground to Ski Cove area maintaining 
present trail to restaurant/store, etc. Provide own parking and facilities. This 
removes huge safety problems with people wandering haphazardly across 
launch area. 

2. Convert present day beach to accommodate jet skis with their own 
launch and dock facilities. (Most jet skiers have never taken any boat safety 
classes and are oblivious to the fact that boats are unable to stop on a dime, 
thereby creating yet another hazard as they dart in and out.) 

3. Pave and stripe present dirt parking lot thereby making it more 
accommodating and useful with easier access and egress. Use present lower 
campground for additional parking. 

4. If truly warranted, taking seasonal business into account: The restaurant has 
room for expansion on its northern side. A second story could be added to the 
motel (mindful of building on sand). The eye-pleasing green grass in front of 
the motel could be narrowed to accommodate one additional row of parking 
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There you have it, my input for your development plan for an area which has 
become very dear to the heart of my family. I implore you to take it all into 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

JoAnne Moss 
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Name: Spencer, Mike  
Address: 870 Puerta Ct Bullhead City,    
Received: May,01,2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 

Correspondence: Peggy Spencer 

To: Cc: Subject: 

www.parkplanning.nps.gov/ Peggy/Mike 
Lake Mojave improvements 

I have been on the river since 1971from Blythe,Ca to Bullfrog, Ut. I now live in 
Bullhead,AZ.. Five mile from Lake Mojave which I have used since 1987. The 
launch ramp at Katherine Landing is overcrowded during the summer, lines to 
launch or retrieve your boat can be two and a half hours and back up all the 
way to the ticket booth, adding more parking will not solve the problem unless 
you increase the width ofthe ramp which would be costly since you would also 
have to move the existing boat slips to give you the width you need. Closing the 
five cabins at Cabin Cove and those leases are almost mature is great, add a 
ramp for small craft and PWC, it is a small area and not room for anything big. 
Telephone Cove NV and AZ would be great to develop into permeate ramps or 
even seasonal and it would not take much earthwork the topo is already pretty 
flat,I do like the shade trees you put on the NV side of Telephone Cove, the dirt 
road does have some severe grade changes and should be widen to two lanes. 
Removing the existing trailer Park at Katherine's, would clean up and improve 
the area,I guess the electric and sewer are already in and the area could be 
converted to a nice camp ground with a maximum stay of two weeks,is there a 
need? Davis Camp on the river does not have full occupancy. Princess Cove 
scares the hell out of me, it is long,steep and I am 71years old and cannot walk 
up the ramp to get my truck and trailer. Yes we do need more access to the lake 
Mojave, but please take into consideration that it does get to 128 degrees in the 
summer and some of us are too old or too young to walk up a steep incline in 
the heat. 

Between Davis Dam (lake Mojave) and HOOVER Dam (70 miles app) there is 4 
Paved boat ramps,Between Parker Dam (lake Havasu) and Davis Dam(70 miles 
app) there is at least 30 that I know of and I don't even use that portion of the 
water. It is probably more like 50 paved ramps 

Sincerely Mike Spencer 
870 Puerta Ct Bullhead City, AZ 86429 

Tried your email address,it still wouldn't work 
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Name: Gartner, James R 
Address: 2036 N.Broadway Santa Ana 
Received: May, 01, 2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 

Correspondence: Board of Directors 
4/13/2013 

James R. Gartner President jg@jgartner.com 
Terry Francis Vice President kimmyriver@gmail.com 
Sheri Callen Secretary slcallen@att.net 
Jerry Hadeen Treasurer lhadeen@aol.com 
Bill Scott Director truck.scott@verizon.net 
Dave Burdick Director yeaah777@att.net 
Lee Schmeer Director Lee.Schmeer@hilexpoly.com 

Mr. William K Dickinson 
Superintendent 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Neveda Highway 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

Dear Superintendent Dickinson, 

I am writing to you on behalf of the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners 
Association Members regarding the Draft Development Concept Plans for 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. The open house informational 
meeting in Searchlight was very interesting and I enjoyed meeting Christie 
Vanover, Cheryl Marsh, Mike Boyles, and Greg Jarvis. We want to compliment 
the design team on a very comprehensive document and presentation. 

The members of the Cottonwood Cove Trailer Owners Association (CCTOA) 
have enjoyed our relationship with the National Park Service and look forward 
to the proposed improvements for Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. 
As you are aware CCTOA cares very much about our surroundings and has 
participated in countless volunteer activities to enhance our visits, and the visits 
of others, to the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 

Having studied the three proposals introduced in the Draft Development 
Concept Plan the CCTOA is in favor of Alternative #2, and Alternative #3 
(except for the removal of the Trailer Village). The above two plans offer an 
excellent opportunity to enhance the quality of the surroundings without 
sacrificing the historic use of the area since the 1950's if the Trailer Village was 
allowed to remain intact and become part of the final plan. In addition please 
consider the economic impact your decision will have to the present 
concessionaire, and future concessionaires, if elimination of the Trailer Village 
is implemented as proposed . 

We look forward to our continued positive relationship with The National Park 
Service and appreciate the efforts made to improve the visitors experience at 
Cottonwood Cove and Katherine Landing. We look forward to seeing you at 
our Annual CCTOA Meeting and Dinner Party on Saturday, May 11th. 

Best Regards, 

James R Gartner 
President 
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Name: Martyn Goforth, Kathleen  
Address: 75 Hawthorne Street San Francisco,    
Received: May,01,2013 00:00:00 
Correspondence Type: Letter 
Correspondence: UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REGION 

IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

William K. Dickinson 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 
Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
601 Nevada Way 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

APR 1 2 2013 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Lake Mead Cottonwood 
Cove and Katherine Landing Development Conceptual Plans, Clark County, 
Nevada and Mohave County, Arizona (CEQ# 20130029) 

Dear Mr. Dickinson: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Lake Mead Cottonwood Cove 
and Katherine Landing Development Conceptual Plans pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 

The DEIS clearly identifies opportunities to better meet the needs of visitors, 
such as altering traffic patterns to alleviate long boat launch lines. Reducing 
wait times would both improve visitor experiences and reduce emissions from 
idling vehicles. We also recognize National Park Service's (NPS) consideration 
of sustainable design elements, including efficient mechanical and electrical 
systems, recycled or locally produced materials, onsite generation of renewable 
energy, use of native plants, and techniques to protect dark skies. EPA 
encourages NPS to integrate such elements into project level plans. 

Potential impacts to air and water quality do not appear to be fully documented 
in the DEIS; therefore, it is unclear whether additional mitigation would be 
appropriate. Additional information on water resources, floodplain 
management, as well as the extent and outcome of consultation with Native 
American Indian tribes is also needed in order to support a full assessment of 
the environmental impacts of the proposed project. Based on these concerns, 
we are rating the DEIS "Environmental Concerns- Insufficient Information" 
(EC-2). Please find a summary of our rating system attached, along with our 
detailed comments. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS, and are available to discuss 
our comments. If you have any questions, please contact the lead reviewer for 
this project, Jennifer Blmm, by phone at 415-972-3855, or by email at 
blonn.jennifer@epa.gov. When the Final EIS is released 

for public circulation, please provide one hard copy and three CDs to the EPA 
Region 9 office in 
San Francisco (mail code CED-2). 
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Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager 
Environmental Review Office 
Communities and Ecosystems Division 

Enclosures: 
Summary of the EPA Rating System 
EPA Detailed Comments 

2 

SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS* 

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) level of concern with a proposed 
action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation 
of the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for 
evaluation of the adequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION 

"LO" (Lack of Objections) 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts 
requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed 
opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

"EC" (Environmental Concerns) 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in 
order to fully protect the environment. Corrective measures may require 
changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that 
can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EO" (Environmental Objections) 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be 
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment. 
Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred 
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (includi11g the 
no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EU" (Environmentally Unsati. factory) 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of 
sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public 
health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not 
corrected at the final ElS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral 
to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT 

Category "I" (Adequate) 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of 
the prefenâ€¢ed alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to 
the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the 
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

Category "2" (Insufficient Information) 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess 
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available 
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft 
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EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The 
identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. 

Category "3" (Inadequate) 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially 
significant environmental impacts ofthe action, or the EPA reviewer has 
identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the 
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in 
order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes 
that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of 
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA 
does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA 
and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made 
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the 
basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a 
candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal 
Actions Impacting the Environment. 

U.S. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR LAKE MEAD COTTONWOOD COVE AND 
KATHERINE LANDING DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTUAL PLANS, CLARK 
COUNTY, NEVADA AND MOHAVE COUNTY, ARIZONA, APRIL 12, 2013 

Air Quality 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) includes a brief rationale to 
support excluding air quality as a component of the full environmental analysis. 
Page 13 concludes that impacts on air quality would be negligible and 
greenhouse gas emissions released would not contribute to climate change. We 
suggest that more detailed information and quantitative estimates are needed, 
particularly for construction emissions. For example, the prefened alternative 
calls for, "constructing approximately 9,300 ft of concrete-lined channels (up to 
52ft wide at the top)" (page 28), along with changes to roadways and other 
construction projects. Construction activities, such as mixing large quantities of 
cement, would have impacts that should be fully disclosed in the DEIS to 
inform decision making and mitigation measures. 

In addition, several of the activities proposed under the prefened alternative 
might enable a larger number of visitors to more conveniently access Lake 
Mohave, Cottonwood Cove, Katherine Landing, and the surrounding area 
(project area). For example, among other changes, the prefe1red alternative 
allows for: doubling the capacity of the motel at Cottonwood Cove; a new day 
use area at Ski Cove; expanding the Cottonwood Cove marina from 300 to 484 
slips; redevelopment and expansion of campgrounds; and widening existing 
and adding new roadways. The DEIS does not include estimates of potential 
increases in vehicles and boats that could result from implementation of this 
project; nor does the DEIS provide sufficient rationale to demonstrate that 
such increases would not occur. The degree to which increased usage could 
impact air quality is, therefore, unclear. 

In addition, the Clean Air Act General Conformity Rule is not discussed. Since 
emission estimates are not provided, it is unclear whether Conformity would 
apply. A brief summary of Conformity and its applicability to this project would 
strengthen the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

 

314 



 
Appendix E 

Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Estimate emissions from all construction activities. Based on emission 

estimates, qualitatively assess local and regional impacts on air quality from 
construction of the proposed project. 

• Estimate the number of new visitors, including increases in vehicles and 
boats, that could result from implementation of the proposed project, and 
fully assess associated air quality impacts. 

• Clearly indicate the project area's attainment status for all criteria 
pollutants under the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

• Discuss Clean Air Act Conformity Regulations and their applicability to 
this project. 

• Commit to minimize construction air emissions through cleaner diesel 
technologies, anti-idling policies, and other best practices. See EPA's 
cleaner diesel website for information on specific best practices 
(http://www.epa.gov/diesel/), and specify, in the FEIS, which strategies will 
be implemented. 

Water Quality 
Water quality is not fully assessed in the DEIS, and a brief rationale for its 
exclusion from full analysis is provided on page 14. In addition to the water 
quality impacts that could occur if the number of visitors increases, 
construction activities and use of the proposed flood mitigation system could 
potentially impact water quality. More information is needed to document 
whether impacts would be significant and to inform decision making and 
mitigation measures. 

Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Provide more details on specific mitigation measures that would be 

implemented to prevent water quality impacts from construction. â€¢ 

• Describe any potential water quality impacts from the proposed flood 
mitigation system, which would carry some flood water through concrete-
lined channels and use dikes to divert other waters over washes. 

• Assess potential impacts to water quality from increases in boating, 
roadway runoff, body contact with water, among other impacts that 
correspond to potential increases in visitor use. 

• Discuss whether moving and/or expanding parking and roadways would 
increase runoff pollution. 

• Commit to implementing low impact development strategies for 
stormwater control. 

Waters of the U.S. 
It is unclear whether a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit would be needed 
prior to construction of the proposed floodplain mitigation system. Mitigation 
under the action alternatives calls for, "constructing a diversion dike and 
channel system in Ranger Wash upstream of the developed area to intercept 
and redirect a majority of flood flows into a parallel wash north of the 
developed area" (page 27). The DEIS does not indicate whether the specific 
washes that would be impacted fit the classification of Waters of the U.S., and 
coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is not disclosed. 
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Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Clarify whether any Waters of the U.S. would be filled or disturbed with 

implementation of the proposed project. If Waters of the U.S. would be 
impacted, avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

• Clarify whether a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit would be required 
for the proposed actions, and document coordination with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

Flood Control 
The proposed action alternatives include flash flood mitigation measures that 
were, "designed to remove all developed areas with overnight occupancy from 
inundation during the 500-year maximum flood" (page 27). EPA appreciates 
proactive planning for flood management, especially given the increase in 
severe storm events predicted under climate change scenarios. While we 
recognize that the DEIS discusses EO 11988 "Floodplain Management," we 
remain concerned with the expansion of a marina and other infrastructure 
within an area that experiences flasi:t flooding. Additional information on the 
current flood threats, as well as potential impacts from proposed floodplain 
mitigation measures, would strengthen the FEIS. 

Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Clearly define the term "probable maximum floodplain," which is used 

within the DEIS to define the regulatory floodplain, and document 
coordination with regulatory agencies in defining the floodplain area. 

• Clarify whether a hydrologic and hydraulic study has been completed (or 
updated) to consider impacts from implementation of the proposed flood 
mitigation system, and ensure that the most recent data are incorporated 
into the FEIS. If not already completed, we recommend that such a study 
be conducted and summarized in the FEIS in order to disclose impacts and 
inform decision making. 

• Provide details on impacts that could result from the proposed floodplain 
mitigation system, such flooding in other locations due to diverted water. 

• Provide a more detailed map of the proposed flood mitigation system, 
including topography, direction that water would be diverted by dikes, 
locations of washes that would be affected, and a scale to indicate distance. 

• Clarify why some facilities (i.e., National Park Service and concessioner 
housing) are not proposed to be moved out of the floodplain under 
Alternative 3 (the preferred alternative) although they are proposed to be 
moved under Alternative 2. The posit ve and negative tradeoffs of moving 
these facilities should be clarified. 

• Based on maps provided in the DEIS, it appears that engineered flood 
channels would empty into Lake Mohave near the developed area. Discuss 
any safety threats, such as contamination or fast increases in water levels, 
which could impact visitors, property, and fueling stations. 

Native American Consultation 
The DEIS indicates that there is potential for tribal ethnographic resources to 
be present in the project area (page 98), and traditional viewsheds, which 
continue to play important functions among contemporary tribes, could be 
impacted by the project (page 157). The assessment concludes that overall 
ethnographic impacts would be avoided through proper siting, site-specific 
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planning, and design. In order for impacts to be avoided, EPA emphasizes the 
necessity of close coordination with tribes. 

Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Ensure that NPS's tribal consultation process is fully implemented. 

Augment the documentation of tribal consultation so that it includes: the 
number of meetings held; dates of meetings; specific tribes met with; 
concerns raised by tribes; NPS actions to address tribal concerns; and 
specific plans for ongoing consultation. 

Climate Change Impacts on Project Area 
Changing climate conditions are predicted to result in more extreme weather 
patterns, which will likely heighten flood risks. While EPA appreciates that the 
DEIS sets forth a plan to address 500- year flood events, specific impacts that 
changing climate conditions are predicted to have on the project area are not 
discussed in the DEIS. 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
• Summarize recent studies, discuss the expected impacts that climate change 

will have on the project area, and explain how the proposed plan addresses 
likely impacts. 
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act 

AZGFD Arizona Game and Fish Department 

BMP best management practices 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

DCPs development concept plans 

dps double parking space 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

EIS environmental impact statement 

GMP general management plan 

HABS / HAER / HALS Historic American Building Survey / Historic American Engineering Record / 
Historic American Landscape Survey 

LMP lake management plan 

NDOW Nevada Department of Wildlife 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NPS National Park Service 

NRA National Recreation Area 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

PEPC Planning, Environment, and Public Comment 

PL public law 

pmf probable maximum flood 

sps single parking space 

USC United States Code 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for 

most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use 

of our land and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving 

the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historic places; and providing for 

the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral 

resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by 

encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major 

responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island 

territories under U.S. administration.
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