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Introduction 
 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation - Provo Area Office has conducted an Environmental Assessment (EA) 
for a Proposed Action to provide funding to the Sheep Creek Irrigation Company (SCIC) for the 
piping of approximately 3.4 miles of unlined, open canals along the Antelope and North Laterals 
in the SCIC irrigation system.  Reclamation is responsible for implementing salinity control 
projects for the Colorado River Basin and is the lead agency for the purposes of compliance with 
the NEPA for this Proposed Action. 
 
The EA was prepared by Reclamation to address the impacts associated with replacing a section 
of the Antelope and North Laterals with a buried pipeline.  The purpose of the Proposed Action 
is to increase the efficiency of the existing system and reduce the water lost to seepage, 
evaporation, and operational water losses.  The need for this project is to reduce salt loading to 
the Colorado River System.   
 
Alternatives 
 
The EA analyzed the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action of replacing 3.4 miles of 
the open canal with a buried pipeline. 
 
Minimization Measures Incorporated into the Proposed Action 
 
The minimization measures, along with other measures listed under each resource in Chapter 3 
and Chapter 4 of the EA, have been incorporated into the Proposed Action to lessen the potential 
adverse effects. 
 

• Staging areas would be located where they would minimize new disturbance of area 
soils and vegetation. 

 
• Ground disturbance would be minimized to the extent possible. 

 
• Construction vehicles and equipment would be inspected and cleaned prior to entry 

into the project area to ensure that they are free of weed seed.  
 

• Newly disturbed sites would be monitored for impacts to native vegetation. 
 

• Stockpiling of materials would be limited to those areas approved and cleared in 
advance. 

 
Environmental commitments that are integral to the Proposed Action are as follows: 
 

1. Standard Reclamation Best Management Practices (BMPs) - Standard Reclamation 
BMPs will be included in construction specifications and applied by the contractor 
during construction activities to minimize environmental effects.  Such practices or 
specifications include sections in the present EA on public safety, dust abatement, 
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air pollution, noise abatement, water pollution abatement, waste material disposal, 
erosion control, archaeological and historical resources, vegetation, wildlife, and 
threatened and endangered species.  In response to informal consultation, the 
project would adhere to mitigation measures required by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) in order to protect potential Ute ladies’-tresses.  Excavated 
material and construction debris may not be wasted in any stream or river channel 
in flowing waters.  This includes material such as grease, oil, joint coating, or any 
other possible pollutant.  Excess materials must be wasted at a Reclamation 
approved upland site well away from any channel.  Construction materials, bedding 
material, excavation material, etc. may not be stockpiled in riparian or water 
channel areas.  Silt fencing will be appropriately installed and left in place until 
after revegetation becomes established, at which time the silt fence can then be 
carefully removed.  Machinery must be fueled and properly cleaned of dirt, weeds, 
organisms, or any other possibly contaminating substances offsite prior to 
construction. 

 
2. Additional Analyses - If the Proposed Action were to change significantly from that 

described in this EA because of additional or new information, or if other spoil, or 
work areas beyond those outlined in this analysis are required outside the defined 
project construction area, additional environmental analyses may be necessary. 

 
3. Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) Permit - A UPDES Permit 

will be required from the State of Utah before any discharges of water, if such water 
is to be discharged as a point source into a regulated water body.  Appropriate 
measures will be taken to ensure that construction related sediments would not enter 
any stream either during or after construction.  Settlement ponds and intercepting 
ditches for capturing sediments would be constructed, and the sediment and other 
contents collected would be hauled off the site for appropriate disposal upon 
completion of the project. 

 
4. Fugitive Dust Control Permit - The Utah Department of Air Quality regulates 

fugitive dust from construction sites, requiring compliance with rules for sites 
disturbing greater than one-quarter of an acre.  Utah Administrative Code R307-
205-5, requires steps be taken to minimize fugitive dust from construction activities.  
Sensitive receptors include those individuals working at the site or motorists that 
could be affected by changes in air quality due to emissions from the construction 
activity. 

 
5. Cultural Resources - In the case that any cultural resources, either on the surface or 

subsurface, are discovered during construction, Reclamation’s Provo Area Office 
archeologist shall be notified and construction in the area of the inadvertent 
discovery will cease until an assessment of the resource and recommendations for 
further work can be made by a professional archeologist. 

 
6. Any person who knows or has reason to know that he/she has inadvertently 

discovered possible human remains on Federal land, he/she must provide immediate 
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telephone notification of the discovery to Reclamation’s Provo Area Office 
archaeologist.  Work will stop until the proper authorities are able to assess the 
situation onsite.  This action will promptly be followed by written confirmation to 
the responsible Federal agency official, with respect to Federal lands.  The Utah 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and interested Native American Tribal 
representatives will be promptly notified.  Consultation will begin immediately.  
This requirement is prescribed under the Native American Graves and Repatriation 
Act (43 CFR Part 10) and Archaeological Resources Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 
470). 

 
7. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be executed to mitigate the adverse 

effect to sites 42DA002045 and 42DA002046.  Mitigation for the adverse effects, 
set forth in the stipulations of the MOA, must be completed before construction 
activities associated with the Proposed Action begin. 

 
8. Paleontological Resources - Should vertebrate fossils be encountered during ground 

disturbing actions, construction must be suspended until a qualified paleontologist 
can be contacted to assess the find. 

 
9. Migratory Bird Protection - Any ground-disturbing activities or vegetation 

treatments would be performed before migratory birds begin nesting or after all 
young have fledged. 

 
10 Previously Disturbed Areas - Construction activities would be confined to 

previously disturbed areas where possible for such activities as work, staging and 
storage, waste areas, and vehicle and equipment parking areas.  Vegetation 
disturbance will be minimized as much as possible. 

 
12. Public Access - Construction sites will be closed to public access.  Temporary 

fencing, along with signs, will be installed to prevent public access.  The project 
team will coordinate with landowners or those holding special permits and other 
authorized parties regarding access to or through the project area. 

 
13. Disturbed Areas - All disturbed areas resulting from the Proposed Action will be 

smoothed, shaped, contoured, and rehabilitated to as near the pre-project 
construction condition as practicable.  After completion of the construction and 
restoration activities, disturbed areas will be seeded at appropriate times with weed-
free, native seed mixes having a variety of appropriate species to help hold the soil 
around structures, prevent excessive erosion, and to help maintain other riverine and 
riparian functions.  The composition of seed mixes will be coordinated with wildlife 
habitat specialists and Reclamation biologists.  Weed control on all disturbed areas 
is required.  Successful revegetation efforts must be monitored and reported to 
Reclamation, along with photos of the completed project. 

 
14. Habitat Replacement Plan - As required by the Colorado River Basin Salinity 

Control Act (43 U.S.C. 1571-1599), any fish and wildlife values lost as a result of 
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project implementation will be replaced by SCIC through a Habitat Replacement 
Plan (HRP) approved by Reclamation following coordination with Federal and 
State wildlife officials (Appendix D. Habitat Replacement Plan).  A HRP has been 
developed and will be implemented as part of the proposed project.  Replacement 
habitat will be of an equal or greater value to the wetland and riparian habitat lost 
by the proposed project, and will be managed to maintain its value for the life of the 
salinity control project (typically 50 years). 
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Related NEPA Documents 
 
Environmental Assessments that are related to, but not part of the scope of this EA, include: 
SCIC South Valley Lateral Salinity Control Project, SCIC Cedar Hollow Lateral Salinity Control 
Project, People’s Canal Salinity Control Project, and the Manila-Washam Project. 
 
Decision and Finding of No Significant Impact 
 
Based upon a review of the EA and supporting documents, I have determined that implementing 
the Proposed Action will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment, 
individually or cumulatively with other actions in the area.  No environmental effects meet the 
definition of significance in context or intensity as defined at 40 CFR 1508.27.  Therefore, an 
environmental impact statement is not required for this Proposed Action.  This finding is based 
on consideration of the context and intensity as summarized here from the EA.  
 
Context 
 
The affected locality is Daggett County, Utah.  Affected interests include the SCIC, shareholders 
of the SCIC, and adjacent landowners. 
 
Intensity 
 
The following discussion is organized around the 10 significance criteria described in 40 CFR 
1508.27.  These criteria were incorporated into the resource analysis and issues considered in the 
EA.   
 
1.  Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse.  The Proposed Action will impact resources 
as described in the EA.  Environmental commitments to reduce impacts to cultural and biological 
resources were incorporated into the design of the Proposed Action.  The following short-term 
effects of the Proposed Action are predicted:  temporary traffic delays, noise, wildlife 
displacement, and ground disturbance along the canal alignment.  Long-term predicted effects 
are wildlife habitat loss (mitigated for in the HRP).  Beneficial effects include salt loading 
reduction to the Colorado River, and elimination of seepage losses to allow for a higher 
percentage of diverted water to reach points of use. 
 
None of the environmental effects discussed in detail in the EA are considered significant. 
 
2.  The degree to which the selected alternative will affect public health or safety or a 
minority or low-income population.  The Proposed Action will have no significant impacts on 
public health or safety.  No minority or low income community will be disproportionately 
affected by the Proposed Action.  
 
3.  Unique characteristics of the geographic area.  Any wetlands or other wildlife habitat that 
will be impacted by the Proposed Action will be mitigated for through the HRP.  There are no 
park lands, prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers, or other ecologically critical areas that will 
be affected by the proposal. 
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4.  The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be 
highly controversial.  Reclamation contacted representatives of other Federal agencies, state 
and local governments, Indian tribes, public and private organization, and individuals regarding 
the Proposed Action and its effects on resources.  No comments were received.  Based on the 
lack of responses received, the effects from the Proposed Action on the quality of the human 
environment are not highly controversial.  
 
5.  The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain 
or involve unique or unknown risks.  When uncertainty about impacts to the human 
environment was identified in the EA, mitigation and monitoring measures were identified and 
included in the formulation of the alternatives.  There are no predicted effects on the human 
environment that are considered highly uncertain or that involve unique or unknown risks.  
 
6.  The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.  The 
Proposed Action will not establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects.  
 
7.  Whether the action is related to other actions which are individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant.  Cumulative impacts are possible when the effects of the Proposed 
Action are added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions as described 
under related NEPA documents above; however, significant cumulative effects are not predicted, 
as described in the EA. 
 
8.  The degree to which the action may adversely affect sites, districts, buildings, structures, 
and objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  The 
SHPO has concurred with Reclamation’s determination of effect and a MOA is in place to 
mitigate any adverse effects to historic properties. 
 
9.  The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened 
species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973.  There are no documented occurrences of federally listed threatened, endangered, or 
candidate species within the project area; however, Reclamation and USFWS staff determined 
that the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Ute ladies’-tresses.  
 
10.  Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, state, local, or tribal law, 
regulation or policy imposed for the protection of the environment.  The project does not 
violate any Federal, state, local, or tribal law, regulation, or policy imposed for the protection of 
the environment.  In addition, this project is consistent with applicable land management plans, 
policies, and programs.  
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Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for 
Proposed Action 

1.1  Introduction 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to examine the potential 
environmental impacts of the Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control 
Project, proposed by the Sheep Creek Irrigation Company (SCIC) in Daggett 
County, Utah.  If approved, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) would 
authorize the use of Federal funds to pipe approximately 3.4 miles of unlined, 
open canals along the Antelope and North Laterals in the SCIC irrigation system 
(Figure 1- Project Vicinity Map). 

1.2  Background 

1.2.1 Colorado River Salinity Control Program 
The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 was enacted to protect the 
Colorado River’s water quality.  Reclamation’s Salinity Control Program seeks to 
provide cost effective regional solutions for reducing the salinity loading of the 
Colorado River.  The Colorado River provides water for approximately 30 million 
people in the United States and the Republic of Mexico.  Water from the 
Colorado River is currently used to irrigate 4 million acres of land in the United 
States and 500,000 acres of land in Mexico.  
 
Controlling the salinity in the Colorado River remains one of the most important 
challenges facing Reclamation.  Salinity levels in the Colorado River threaten 
agricultural, municipal, and industrial water users.  High salinity levels make it 
difficult to grow agricultural crops.  Salt deposition from high salinity water plugs 
and destroys municipal water delivery systems.  Recent salinity levels in the 
lower portion of the Colorado River are typically about 700 mg/L, but in the 
future may range between 600 and 1,200 mg/L, depending upon the amount of 
water in the river system.  Salinity damages in the United States’ portion of the 
Colorado River Basin are currently approximately $250 million per year, and are 
estimated to exceed $1.5 billion per year if future increases in salinity are not 
controlled (Reclamation 2016). 
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Figure 1 – Project Vicinity Map 
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1.2.2 The Sheep Creek Irrigation Company 
The SCIC, established in 1899, is located on the north slope of the eastern Uinta 
Mountains in the town of Manila, Utah.  The SCIC System consists of 22 miles of 
mountain canals from Tamarack, Jessen, Daggett and Spirit Lakes to the Long 
Park Reservoir located within the Ashley National Forest.  Constructed in 1979, 
Long Park Reservoir has a storage capacity of 14,000 acre-feet.  The SCIC 
System consists of Sheep Creek Canal and six main canal laterals: the Nebeker 
Lateral, the North Lateral, the Antelope Lateral, the South Valley Lateral, the 
Cedar Hollow Lateral, and the “Wash”/Birch Springs System. 
 
Water from the SCIC System irrigates approximately 11,400 acres of agricultural 
lands with approximately 110 miles of canals and laterals in the valley that deliver 
water to individual stockholders.  The majority of crops grown along the SCIC 
system are alfalfa, hay, and other pasture grasses.  Previously implemented 
salinity control projects have piped the Cedar Hollow and South Valley Laterals.  
The remainder of the SCIC System is comprised of unlined earthen canals.  The 
canal and lateral seepage in the unlined portion of the SCIC system is estimated to 
range from 25 to 30 percent, approximately 12 to 14 cubic feet per second (cfs) of 
water.  

1.3  Purpose of and Need for Proposed Action 

This EA evaluates the potential effects of the Proposed Action in order to 
determine whether it would cause significant impacts to the human or natural 
environment, as defined by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969.  If the EA shows no significant impacts associated with implementation of 
the proposed project, then a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be 
issued by Reclamation.  Otherwise, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
will be necessary prior to implementation of the Proposed Action. 
 
The purpose of the proposed project improvements is to replace the existing 
unlined earthen Antelope and North Laterals with pipelines.  The proposed 3.4 
miles of pipeline are needed to increase the efficiency of the existing system and 
reduce the water lost to seepage, evapotranspiration, and operational water losses.  
Moreover, the project improvements are needed to reduce maintenance on the 
canal and reduce the salinity contributions resulting from the existing Antelope 
and North Laterals, consistent with the purposes of the Colorado River Basin 
Salinity Control Program.  The project improvements are anticipated to reduce the 
salinity contributions to the Colorado River Basin by 1,474 tons annually.  

1.4  Public Scoping and Involvement 

The public involvement process for this EA presented the members of the public 
including other agencies, interest groups, and key stakeholders with opportunities 
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to obtain information about the proposed project and opportunities to participate 
in the project through written comments.  Reclamation’s objectives during the 
public involvement process are to create and maintain a well-informed public and 
receive input on the project.  
 
Members of the project team including the SCIC staff met with property owners 
located along the proposed project alignment.  Coordination with interested 
agencies was performed throughout the EA process.  Chapter 5 of this EA, 
describes in detail the public involvement and coordination completed during the 
development of this EA.  

1.5  Permits, Licenses, and Authorizations 

Implementation of the Proposed Action may require a number of authorizations or 
permits from state or Federal agencies.  The SCIC would be responsible for 
obtaining all permits, licenses, and authorizations required for the project.  
Potential authorizations or permits may include those listed in Table 1-1. 
 

Table 1-1 
Permits and Authorizations  

 
Agency/Department Purpose 

Utah Division of Water Quality Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (UPDES) Permit for projects 
that disturb more than one acre of 
land.  

State of Utah Department of Natural 
Resources, Division of Water Rights 
(DWRi) 

Stream Alteration Permit under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) and Utah statutory criteria of 
stream alteration described in the 
Utah Code.  

Utah State Historic Preservation 
Office 

Consultation pursuant to Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA), 16 USC 470 
USC 470. 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(UAFWS) 

Consultation pursuant to Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act. 

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) 

A USACE permit, in compliance with 
Section 404 of the CWA, would be 
required prior to the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into “waters of 
the United States”. 
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1.6  Related Projects and Documents 

1.6.1 SCIC South Valley Lateral Salinity Control Project EA 
Reclamation and the SCIC completed an EA in 2014 to evaluated impacts from 
the piping of the SCIC South Valley Lateral.  The project, funded under 
Reclamation’s Salinity Control Program, piped 7.4 miles of open unlined canals 
resulting in an estimated annual reduction of 3,373 tons of salt in the Upper 
Colorado River Basin.  

1.6.2 SCIC Cedar Hollow Lateral Salinity Control Project EA 
In 2014, Reclamation and the SCIC completed the SCIC Cedar Hollow Lateral 
Salinity Control Project EA.  This EA evaluated the impacts from the proposed 
replacement of 5.42 miles of the Cedar Hollow Lateral with a pipeline to reduce 
the salinity contributions to the Upper Colorado River Basin.  This project, 
located in Sweetwater County, Wyoming, and Daggett County, Utah, reduced the 
annual salt contribution to the Upper Colorado River Basin by approximately 
2,220 tons. 

1.6.3 Peoples Canal Salinity Control Project EA 
Reclamation completed the Peoples Canal Salinity Control Project EA and issued 
a FONSI in 2010.  This EA analyzed impacts from the proposed replacement of 
9.1 miles of the Peoples Canal with a pipeline to reduce the salinity contributions 
to the Upper Colorado River Basin.  This project was located in Sweetwater 
County, Wyoming, and Daggett County, Utah. 

1.6.4 Manila-Washam Project EA 
In 2006, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) completed an EA 
and issued a FONSI for the Manila-Washam Project.  This EA evaluated on-farm 
improvements for 11,000 water right acres in Daggett County, Utah, and 
Sweetwater County, Wyoming, to reduce salt loading in the Upper Colorado 
River Basin.  Development of this salinity control project started in 2007. 
 
All aforementioned projects were separate and complete projects with 
independent utility.  These projects have been implemented to meet the goals of 
Reclamation’s Salinity Control Program and in conjunction with the Proposed 
Action are expected to have a cumulative positive impact on the water quality in 
the Upper Colorado River Basin.  

1.7  Scope of Analysis 

The purpose of this EA is to determine whether or not Reclamation should 
authorize, provide funding, and enter into an agreement with the SCIC for the 
piping of the Antelope and North Laterals, consistent with Reclamation’s Salinity 
Control Program.  That determination includes consideration of whether there 
would be significant impacts to the human and natural environment.  In order to 
pipe the Antelope and North Laterals, this EA must be completed and a FONSI 
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issued.  Analysis in the EA includes temporary impacts from construction 
activities and permanent impacts as a result of proposed piping project.  
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Chapter 2  Alternatives 

2.1  Introduction 

The Proposed Action evaluated in this EA is Reclamation’s authorization of 
Federal funds for the improvements deemed most appropriate for the Antelope 
and North Laterals under present day conditions.  Information contained within 
this EA will be used to determine the potential effects on the human and natural 
environment.  This document will guide Reclamation’s decision on the 
implementation of the Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action is analyzed in 
comparison with a No Action Alternative in order to determine potential effects to 
the existing/baseline conditions.  
 
If Reclamation chooses to implement the Proposed Action, the SCIC would be 
authorized to proceed with piping the Antelope and North Laterals to reduce the 
salinity contributions to the Upper Colorado River Basin.  If Federal funds are 
authorized for the project, the SCIC would construct, operate and maintain these 
new pipeline features in place of the existing open laterals.  The new pipelines, 
existing easements and newly acquired easements would become a feature of the 
SCIC irrigation system. 

2.2  No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not authorize the use of 
Federal funds to pipe the Antelope and North Laterals.  The open, unlined laterals 
would continue to deliver irrigation water with no improvements to reduce 
seepage.  Up to approximately 30 percent of the irrigation water (14 cfs) would 
continue to be lost to seepage, evapotranspiration, and other operational losses.  
Seepage from the laterals would continue to dissolve into the sandy soils and lead 
to an increase in the salt loading of the Upper Colorado River Basin.  Currently, 
seepage from these two open laterals contribute an estimated 1,474 tons of salt 
annually to the Upper Colorado River Basin (Appendix A. Salt Worksheet).  

2.3  Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, Reclamation would authorize the use of 
Federal funds to pipe the SCIC Antelope and North Laterals.  The proposed 
piping would reduce the amount of water lost along these laterals by up to 30 
percent and would reduce the salt loading of the Upper Colorado River Basin by 
approximately 1,474 tons annually (Appendix A. Salt Worksheet).  Piping these 
laterals would reduce the amount of required ongoing system maintenance such as 
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debris removal, vegetation clearing and replacing outdated valves and gates.  The 
Proposed Action would include approximately 3.4 miles of new pipeline, 1.8 
miles along the Antelope lateral and 1.6 miles along the North Lateral.  Pipe sizes 
would range from 30 to 16 inches, with larger pipes being used at the start of the 
pipelines and reducing in size towards the end of the lines.  

2.3.1 Easements 
Easements would be required where the proposed pipeline alignments deviate 
from the existing lateral alignments.  Where deviations occur, an approximate  
30-foot-wide easement would be acquired to account for the pipelines and 
associated operation and maintenance.  The construction of the pipeline would 
result in approximately 3,000 linear feet of newly acquired easements.  A 100-
foot-wide temporary easement would be required for construction in areas where 
the proposed alignments deviate from the existing lateral alignments.  A 50-foot-
wide construction easement would be required for construction activities that take 
place along the existing canal alignments.  No easements from publicly owned 
local, state or Federal land is anticipated for the proposed project.  Construction of 
the Proposed Action (including staging areas and the habitat replacement site) is 
anticipated to temporarily disturb approximately 58.9 acres of land.  All 
easements would be acquired in the name of the SCIC.  

2.3.2 Turnouts, Drains, Services, and Meters 
Under the Proposed Action, the existing Antelope diversion would be replaced 
with a new structure that would include a screening device to prevent debris from 
entering the pipelines.  The main pipelines would have splitter boxes that would 
deliver water to individual farms.  Gates and valves would also be installed to 
allow operators to control water allocation along the pipelines.  

2.3.3 Construction Schedule  
The proposed project is anticipated to begin in the winter of 2016, pending 
environmental approval.  Construction activities would take place outside of the 
typical irrigation season, with construction occurring between October 1 through 
April 1.  The project is anticipated to be completed by April 2018.  

2.3.4 Construction Procedures 

2.3.4.1 Pipeline Construction 
Construction of pipelines are anticipated to occur in the following sequence: 
mobilization of construction equipment, delivery of pipe to identified construction 
staging areas, excavation of the trenches, fusing of the pipelines, backfill over the 
pipe, compaction of the backfill, and restoration and reseeding of the disturbed 
areas.  Excavation activities would be performed with the use of appropriately 
sized construction equipment to minimize disturbance to surrounding areas.  All 
excavated material would be stockpiled to the side of trenches within the 
construction easement, and used as backfill around the new pipeline.  
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2.3.4.2 Construction Staging Areas 
Staging areas would be used to stockpile pipe and other construction materials, to 
house equipment, and to park vehicles.  Staging areas have been identified and 
analyzed as part of this EA to determine potential project impacts throughout 
implementation of the Proposed Action (Figure 2 - Project Alignment).  These 
impacts are discussed in Chapter 3.  

2.3.4.3 Land Disturbance 
The proposed pipeline alignments total approximately 3.4 miles in length and 
would require a maximum construction easement of 100 feet (50 feet of the 
centerline of the lateral/pipeline alignments).  Land disturbance would be 
confined to identified staging areas, the habitat replacement site, and the 100-foot-
wide construction easement along the lateral/pipeline alignment.  Transportation 
to the project would follow existing access roads, wherever possible to minimize 
disturbance.  If necessary, any new access roads would be within the proposed 
100 width construction easement. 
 
 



10 

 
Figure 2 – Project Alignment 
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2.4  Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from 
Further Study 

The following alternative was evaluated but eliminated because it did not meet the 
purpose of or need for the project. 

2.4.1 Membrane Lining 
Under the Membrane Lining Alternative, a liner would be placed in the Antelope 
and North Laterals to reduce the amount of seepage occurring along the open 
canal laterals.  As part of this alternative, the laterals would remain open and 
would still require maintenance to remove debris and trash that enters the laterals.  
The membrane lining would be susceptible to damage from livestock, wildlife or 
equipment that enters the open laterals.  
 
This alternative does not meet the purpose of and need for the project because it 
would keep the water in an open environment, thus allowing evaporation of 
irrigation waters.  Damage to the liner from livestock and maintenance vehicles 
entering the open lateral would likely lead to seepage, which would reduce the 
efficiency of the laterals and contribute to the salt loading of the Upper Colorado 
River Basin.  This alternative was determined not to meet the project purpose and 
need for improving water quality, reducing maintenance, and preventing trash 
from entering the lateral.  Therefore, the alternative was eliminated from further 
evaluation in this EA. 

2.5  Comparison of Alternatives 

The suitability of the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action (the preferred 
alternative as described in Section 2.3) were compared based on potential 
environmental impacts (detailed in Chapter 3) and five objectives identified for 
the project.  The objectives are:  
 

• Reduce salt traveling to the Upper Colorado River Basin; 
• Prevent seepage and evaporation; 
• Improve water quality; 
• Reduce maintenance; and 
• Prevent trash and debris from entering the waterway. 

 
As shown in Table 2-1, the No Action Alternative did not meet any of the 
project’s objectives, while the Proposed Action met all five objectives.  The 
Proposed Action was selected for evaluation in this EA. 
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Table 2-1 
Comparison of Alternatives  

 

Project Objective 
Does the No Action 

Alternative Meet the 
Objective? 

Does the Proposed 
Action Meet the 

Objective? 
Reduce salt traveling to 
Upper Colorado River 
Basin 

No Yes 

Prevent seepage and 
evaporation 

No Yes 

Improve water quality No Yes 
Reduce maintenance No Yes 
Prevent trash and debris 
from entering the 
waterway 

No Yes 

2.6  Minimization Measures Incorporated into the 
Proposed Action  

The minimization measures have been determined throughout the creation of this 
EA to lessen the potential adverse effects to sensitive resources.  The 
minimization measures listed below, along with other measures listed under each 
resource in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, have been incorporated into the Proposed 
Action.  These minimization measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 
 

• Staging areas would be located where they would minimize new 
disturbance of area soils and vegetation. 

• Ground disturbance would be minimized to the extent possible. 
• Construction vehicles and equipment would be inspected and cleaned 

prior to entry into the project area to ensure that they are free of weed 
seed. 

• Newly disturbed sites would be monitored for impacts to native 
vegetation. 

• Stockpiling of materials would be limited to those areas approved and 
cleared in advance. 
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Chapter 3  Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

3.1  Introduction 

This chapter describes the environment that could be affected by the Proposed 
Action.  These impacts to the environment are discussed under the following: 
geology and soils resources; visual resources; cultural resources; paleontological 
resources; wilderness and wild and scenic rivers; hydrology; water quality; system 
operations; health, safety, air quality and noise; prime and unique farmlands; 
flood plains; wetlands, riparian, noxious weeds, and existing vegetation; fish and 
wildlife resources; threatened, endangered, and sensitive species; recreation 
resources; socioeconomics; access and transportation; water rights; Indian Trust 
Assets (ITAs); environmental justice, and cumulative effects.  The present 
condition and characteristics of each resource are discussed first, followed by a 
discussion of the predicted impacts caused by the Proposed Action.  The 
environmental effects are summarized in Section 3.7. 

3.2  Resources Considered and Eliminated from 
Further Analysis 

The following resources in Table 3-1 were considered but eliminated from further 
analysis because they did not occur in the project area or because the potential 
effect to the resource is so minor (negligible) that it was discounted. 
 

Table 3-1 
Resources Eliminated from Analysis  

 
Resource Rationale for Elimination from Further Analysis 

Recreation Resources There are no recreation resources within or directly 
adjacent to the project area. 

Wilderness and Wild 
and Scenic Rivers 

There are no designated Wilderness Areas or Wild 
and Scenic Rivers within or adjacent to the project 
area. 

Water Rights Existing water rights would not change under the 
Proposed Action.   

 



14 

3.3  Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences 

This chapter describes the affected environment (baseline conditions) and 
environmental consequences (impacts as a result of the Proposed Action) on the 
quality of the human and natural environment and that could be impacted by 
Reclamation authorizing the use of Federal funds for the construction and 
operation of the Proposed Action, as described in Chapter 2.  The human and 
natural environment is defined in this study as the environmental resources, 
including social and economic conditions occurring in the impact area of 
influence. 

3.3.1 Geology and Soils Resources 
Minor to moderate soil erosion is common within the project area, especially in 
areas surrounding existing ditches and in areas that receive periods of heavy wind.  
Information obtained from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
indicates that most of the project area has a moderate soil erosion rating.  A few 
areas, particularly those with higher slopes, have a severe soil erosion rating 
(NRCS Soil Survey 2016).  According to the NRCS soil survey, the soils in the 
project area are primarily comprised of sandy loams and outcrop complexes with 
slopes ranging from 0 to 30 percent.  The composition of the soil in the project 
area is detailed in Table 3-2, and a map showing the composition of the soil found 
in Appendix B. Soil Survey.  
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Table 3-2 
Composition of Soils within the Project Area 

Soil Type Percent of 
Project Area 

Redcreek-Blackhall-Rock outcrop complex, 6 to 35 percent 
slopes 

23 percent 

Blackhall-Kappes-Rentsac complex, 0 to 8 percent slopes 21 percent 
McFadden fine sandy loam, 6 to 10 percent slopes 17 percent 
Blackhall-Rentsac complex, 6 to 25 
percent slopes 

14 percent 

Brownston-Luhon-McFadden complex, 3 to 15 percent 
slopes 

12 percent 

Kappes-McFadden fine sandy loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes 8 percent 
McFadden fine sandy loam, 0 to 6 percent slopes 2 percent 
Poposhia loam, 3 to 6 percent slopes 2 percent 
Blazon-Delphill complex, 6 to 30 percent slopes 1 percent 

3.3.1.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no adverse effects to soil erosion 
and sedimentation.  Soil erosion from water and wind would continue in the area 
at the current rate, with those areas exposed to high winds and located on slopes 
experiencing the most erosion.  

3.3.1.2 Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, soil would be excavated, compacted and re-graded 
during construction.  In the short-term period during and immediately following 
construction, erosion and sedimentation may increase.  The Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) would be employed to minimize the potential for impacts from 
erosion and sedimentation.  The proposed pipeline alignment would be reseeded, 
and over the long-term, the soil would return to a pre-project condition once 
vegetation is established.  The Proposed Action would have no long-term, 
negative impact on soil erosion in the area. 

3.3.2 Visual Resources 
The visual resources within the project area are related to the area’s agricultural 
activities and adjacent topographic features.  The elevation of the project area 
ranges from 6,880 to 7,220 feet above sea level.  Most of the project area has been 
previously disturbed and converted to agricultural or residential uses.  The project 
area is located in a valley within adjacent hillsides with slopes ranging from  
2 to 35 percent. 

3.3.2.1 No Action Alternative 
There would be no new structures or changes to the existing view shed under the 
No Action Alternative.  The visual resources in the project area would remain 
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unaltered.  Therefore, there would be no impact to visual resources from the No 
Action Alternative. 

3.3.2.2 Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the proposed pipeline would be buried and the site 
would be restored to its original condition.  Visual impacts associated with 
construction activities would be temporary.  There would be no long-term impacts 
to the visual resources within the project area. 

3.3.3 Cultural Resources 
Cultural resources are defined as physical or other expressions of human activity 
or occupation that are over 50 years in age.  Such resources include culturally 
significant landscapes, prehistoric and historic archaeological sites as well as 
isolated artifacts or features, traditional cultural properties, Native American and 
other sacred places, and artifacts and documents of cultural and historic 
significance. 
 
Section 106 of the NHPA, mandates that Reclamation take into account the 
potential effects of a proposed Federal undertaking on historic properties.  
Historic properties are defined as any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, 
structure, or object included in, or eligible for, inclusion in the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP).  Potential effects of the described alternatives on 
historic properties are the primary focus of this analysis. 
 
The affected environment for cultural resources is identified as the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE), in compliance with the regulations to Section 106 of the 
NHPA (36 CFR 800.16).  The APE is defined as the geographic area within 
which Federal actions may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character 
or use of historic properties.  The APE for this Proposed Action includes the area 
that could be physically affected by any of the proposed project alternatives (the 
maximum limit of disturbance).  
 
A Class I records search and a Class III cultural resource inventory were 
completed for the APE by Certus Environmental Solutions, LLC. (Certus) in 
December 2015 (Appendix C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources).  
Additional survey occurred in June 2016 to include staging areas and the habitat 
replacement site.  A total of 58.9 acres were inventoried during the Class III 
cultural resource inventory to identify any cultural resources within the APE.  
Certus identified six cultural resource sites including the two canals (site 
42DA2045 and 42DA2046) and four prehistoric archaeological sites (42DA2041, 
42DA2042, 42DA2403, and 42DA2044).  Three isolated prehistoric artifacts were 
also identified.   
 
In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4, the sites were evaluated for significance in 
terms of the NRHP eligibility.  The significance criteria applied to evaluate 
cultural resources are defined in 36 CFR 60.4 as follows: 
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The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, 
engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association and: 
 

• That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patterns of our history; or  

• That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  
• That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; or  

• That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history.  

Reclamation and Certus recommend that both the Antelope Lateral (42DA2045) 
and the North Lateral (42DA2046) possess those characteristics that render them 
eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A.  Piping of the now-open canal channels 
would constitute an adverse effect to these historic properties.   
 
Reclamation and Certus recommend that site 42DA2044 be found eligible for the 
NRHP under Criterion D due to its potential to yield information important in 
understanding prehistoric land uses in the Lucerne Valley area.  Piping of the 
North Lateral would create limited areas of ground disturbance inside the 
southern boundary of site 42DA2044.  This portion of the site has already been 
disturbed by construction of the canal, creation and use of a gravel 
farm/maintenance road, and agricultural crop cultivation.  This disturbance has 
been, for the most part, relatively shallow.  Limiting further disturbance for the 
piping of the canal to the previously disturbed soils (both horizontally and 
vertically) would likely avoid adverse effects to site 42DA2044.  Reclamation 
recommends that an archaeological monitor be present during ground-disturbing 
activities within the site boundaries. 
 
Reclamation and Certus recommend that the other prehistoric lithic scatters (sites 
42DA2041, 42DA2042, and 42DA2043) lack sufficient integrity due to 
substantial movement of artifacts from storm water runoff to be considered 
eligible for the NRHP under any criteria. 
 
In compliance with 36 CFR 800.4(d)(2) and 36 CFR 800.11(e), a copy of the 
Class III cultural resource inventory report and a determination of historic 
properties affected were submitted to the Utah State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and tribes which 
may attach religious or cultural significance to historic properties possibly 
affected by the Proposed Action for consultation. 
Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(c), a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be 
developed to resolve the adverse effects to sites 42DA2045 and 42DA2046.  
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Signatories to the MOA would include all parties that assume a responsibility 
under the agreement, including, but not limited to, Reclamation, Utah SHPO, 
SCIC, and if they choose to participate, the ACHP and tribes.  

3.3.3.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no foreseeable impacts to 
cultural resources.  There would be no need for ground disturbance for pipe 
installation or staging areas.  The existing conditions would remain intact and 
would not be affected. 

3.3.3.2 Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the open, earthen irrigation laterals would be replaced 
with a buried pipeline and would result in an adverse effect to the Laterals (sites 
42DA2045 and 42DA2046).  Mitigation measures for the adverse effects to the 
Laterals would be outlined in a MOA in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(c). 
 
Piping of the North Lateral canal would create limited areas of ground disturbance 
inside the southern boundary of site 42DA2044.  Monitoring of construction-
related excavation near site 42DA2044 by a qualified archaeologist with an 
approved discovery plan would be recommended to ensure avoidance of adverse 
effects to site 42DA2044. 

3.3.4 Paleontological Resources 
Paleontological resources are defined as any fossilized remains, traces, or imprints 
of organisms, preserved in or on the earth’s crust, that are of paleontological 
interest and that provide information about the history of life on earth.  Any 
materials associated with an archaeological resource as defined in Section 3(1) of 
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) (16 U.S.C. 470bb(1)) and 
any cultural item as defined in Section 2 of the Native American Graves and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25 U.S.C. 3001) are not considered paleontological 
resources.  Section 6302 of the Paleontological Resources Preservation Act 
(PRPA) of 2009 (Sections 6301-6312 of the Omnibus Land Management Act of 
2009 [Public Law 111-11 123 Stat. 991-1456]) requires the Secretary of the 
Interior to manage and protect paleontological resources on Federal land using 
scientific principles and expertise. 
 
The potential impact area for paleontological resources is consistent with the APE 
for cultural resources, as described in Section 3.3.3. 

3.3.4.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no foreseeable impacts to 
paleontological resources.  There would be no need for ground disturbance for 
any pipe installation or staging areas.  The existing conditions would remain 
intact and would not be affected. 
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3.3.4.2 Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, there would be ground-disturbing activities which 
have the potential to disturb subsurface fossil material.  There are, however, no 
known paleontological localities within the potential impact area.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Action is not anticipated to have an impact on paleontological 
resources.  

3.3.5 Hydrology 
There are no natural lakes or rivers within the project area.  The irrigation water 
travelling through the Antelope and North Laterals comes from the Long Park 
Reservoir.  The laterals receive supplemental hydrology in the form of run-off 
from adjacent hillsides and other higher elevations. 
 
An estimated annual average of 1,474 tons of salt reaches the Upper Colorado 
River Basin due to deep percolation of water conveyed by the Antelope and North 
Laterals (Appendix A. Salt Worksheet).  The salt is transported through seepage 
from the laterals.  The water from the laterals leaches salt from the gypsum-rich 
saline marine shale as it travels subsurface to adjacent waterways.  

3.3.5.1 No Action Alternative 
The hydrology in the project area would remain unaltered in its current state 
under the No Action Alternative.  A greater demand for water from the natural 
hydrological resources in the area may be required as seepage and operational 
losses continue in the SCIC system.  

3.3.5.2 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would prevent seepage and increase the efficiency of water 
delivery through the Antelope and North Laterals.  This would result in an 
estimated 25 to 30 percent increase in water traveling to agricultural users along 
the laterals.  The increased efficiency of the piped lateral would not result in any 
new depletions to the water traveling to the Upper Colorado River Basin.  The 
water would continue to be used for agricultural purposes and would not alter the 
water rights, water usage or amount of water in the current system.  Run-off that 
was previously collected by the open laterals would sheet flow over the piped 
laterals and percolate into the surface or be collected by other waterways in the 
general area.  The Proposed Action would not impact the hydrology of natural 
water resources within the vicinity of the project area. 

3.3.6 Water Quality 
The Antelope and North Laterals are classified as Class 4 waterways by the State 
of Utah.  Class 4 waterways are protected for agricultural uses including irrigation 
of crops and stock watering (Utah Department of Environmental Quality 2016).  
The Antelope and North Laterals provide flood irrigation to agricultural users.  
Flood irrigation causes excess soil moisture, infiltration of water vertically 
downward through the soil to a shale layer, and horizontal movement of water 
downstream.  Irrigation seepage into shallow aquifers is the source of many saline 
seeps.  As the water migrates through the soil, it dissolves salts thus increasing the 
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salinity of the water.  The seeps and springs within the Sheep Creek Drainage area 
contribute to an estimated 13,000 tons of salt per year to the Colorado River Basin 
(NRCS 2006).  The Antelope and North Laterals are estimated to contribute 1,474 
tons of salt per year (Appendix A. Salt Worksheet).  This salt loading degrades 
the water quality of the Upper Colorado River Basin. 

3.3.6.1 No Action Alternative 
Under there No Action Alternative, there would be long-term minor to moderate 
adverse impacts to the water quality in the area.  Salt loads from the deep 
percolation of seepage from the laterals would continue to degrade water quality 
in the area.  Furthermore, water resources would be strained as up to 30 percent of 
the water traveling along the laterals would be lost to seepage potentially causing 
the need to release additional water from Long Park Reservoir to meet water 
user’s needs.  

3.3.6.2 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would reduce seepage from the Antelope and North 
Laterals.  The reduced seepage would result in an estimated 1,474 fewer tons of 
salt from annually reaching the Upper Colorado River Basin (Appendix A. Salt 
Worksheet).  Piping the open, unlined laterals would also prevent debris and 
pollution from runoff entering the irrigation system.  This would result in minor 
long-term reduced salinity in the local waterways and improvements to the long-
term water quality of the Upper Colorado River Basin.  

3.3.7 System Operations 
The SCIC canal system consist of 22 miles of canals from Tamarack, Jessen, 
Daggett and Spirit Lake.  The water in the SCIC system is diverted from the Long 
Park Reservoir which has a storage capacity of 14,000 acre feet (NRCS 2006).  
The Antelope and North laterals are components of the SCIC irrigation system.  
The Antelope lateral serves approximately 3,155 acres of agricultural land, and 
delivers approximately 39 cfs.  The North Lateral delivers approximately 10 cfs 
of irrigation water to users along the approximate 10,000 feet of the unlined 
lateral.  

3.3.7.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the SCIC system would continue to operate 
under current conditions.  Existing water losses in the system would continue and 
potentially increase as the canal laterals continue to deteriorate over time.  To 
compensate for water loss, additional water may need to be diverted and/or the 
irrigation season would need to be shortened which would likely result in 
economic losses to agricultural users in the project area.  Maintenance 
requirements associated with the open laterals would continue to increase due to 
open laterals.  

3.3.7.2 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would increase the efficiency of the system operations by 
reducing the amount of water lost through the open laterals.  System operations 
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would also improve under the proposed action as maintenance would be greatly 
reduced.  The Proposed Action would therefore result in a long-term beneficial 
impact on the operations of the SCIC irrigation system.  

3.3.8 Health, Safety, Air Quality and Noise 

3.3.8.1 Health and Safety 
The project is located in an agricultural area of Daggett County, Utah.  Safety 
concerns in the area are generally related to traffic along Highway 43 which is 
located in the northern portion of the project area.  Safety concerns include those 
related to typical vehicle and truck traffic occurring along the highway.  There are 
no other safety or public health concerns in the project area.   
 
Public safety resources in the general vicinity of the project area include the 
Manila Police and Fire Department, both of which are located approximately one 
mile outside of the project area.  

3.3.8.2 Air Quality 
Air quality in the project area is regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the Utah Division of Air Quality.  The National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) established by the EPA under the Clean Air Act 
(CAA) specify limits of air pollutants for carbon monoxide, particulate matter 
(PM 10 & PM 2.5), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen.  If the levels of a 
criteria pollutant in an area are higher than the NAAQS, then the area is 
designated as a “nonattainment area.”  Areas that meet the NAAQS for criteria 
pollutants are designated as “attainment areas.”  The project area is located in 
Daggett County which is in attainment for all criteria pollutants. 

3.3.8.3 Noise 
The ambient noise within the project area includes a combination of natural 
sounds (wind, bird and insect calls) and mechanical sounds (cars, trucks, tractors, 
etc.).  In general noise levels are consistent with rural communities, likely 
averaging from 42 to 65 dBA based on the proximity of the state highway that 
runs through the northern portion of the project area.   

3.3.8.4 No Action Alternative 
Existing public health, safety, air quality and noise conditions in the project area 
would be maintained under the No Action Alternative.  Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative would have no effect on public health, air quality or noise.  

3.3.8.5 Proposed Action  
The Proposed Action would have no impacts on public health and safety in the 
project area.  Emergency dispatch services, including the local fire and police, 
would not be impacted by the Proposed Action.  Although no temporary road 
closures are planned, any temporary road or access closures would be coordinated 
with local law enforcement and emergency services.  The Proposed Action is 
anticipated to have short-term noise and air quality impacts during active 
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construction.  Noise levels would be elevated during construction, but no new 
noise would be generated from the Proposed Action after construction.  Air 
quality impacts from land disturbance activities such as excavation and 
compaction of soils along the project alignment would be short-term.  Noise and 
air quality impacts would be mitigated through the implementation of the BMPs 
throughout construction.  The BMPs would include a dust mitigation plan and 
proper maintenance of construction equipment.  

3.3.9 Prime and Unique Farmlands 
The project area is comprised primarily of agricultural lands.  However, a review 
NRCS’s Soil Survey indicates that the project area does not contain any prime, 
unique or statewide important farmland (Appendix B. Soil Survey). 

3.3.9.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would continue to allow salts to accumulate in the 
irrigation laterals that deliver water to agricultural users in the area.  Furthermore, 
under the No Action Alternative up to 30 percent of irrigation water would be lost 
to seepage resulting in less water available for agricultural use.  While there is no 
protected farmland in the project area, the No Action Alternative may result in 
long-term negative impacts on farmland in the general vicinity of the project area. 

3.3.9.2 Proposed Action  
A review of the NRCS Soil Survey indicates that there is no prime, unique or 
statewide important farmland in the project area.  Given the nature of the project 
(piping an existing canal) and the fact that no permanent right-of-way would be 
required for project implementation, there would be no impact to farmland from 
the Proposed Action. 

3.3.10 Floodplains 
Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management (E.O. 11988) (May 24, 1977) 
established Federal policy for each agency to take action to reduce the risk of 
flood loss.  The E.O. 11988 defines a floodplain, as lowland and relatively flat 
areas adjoining inland and coastal waters including flood prone areas of offshore 
islands, including at a minimum, that area subject to a one percent or greater 
chance of flooding in any given year.  Encroachment onto floodplains can reduce 
the flood-carrying capacity of the floodplain and extend the flooding hazard 
beyond the encroachment area.  
 
According to information obtained from the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s Flood Insurance Mapping system, the project is located outside of a 
mapped floodplain area (FEMA 2016).  There are no known floodplains, rivers or 
other flood hazards in the project area.  

3.3.10.1 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the existing conditions of the project area would 
be maintained and there would be no impacts to the floodplain or the potential for 
flooding. 
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3.3.10.2 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action would not create any new structures or flooding hazards in 
the project area.  Precipitation and other water that is currently collected in the 
open laterals would sheet flow and percolate into the ground after the laterals are 
piped.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no impact on floodplains or 
the potential for flooding in the project area.  

3.3.11 Wetlands, Riparian Vegetation, Noxious Weeds and Existing 
Vegetation 

3.3.11.1 Wetlands and Riparian Vegetation 
Riparian vegetation exists along both laterals and is contained primarily within 
and intermittently along the laterals.  Vegetation consists predominantly of 
willows (Salix spp.), wire rush (Juncus balticus), and narrowleaf cottonwood 
(Populous augustifolia).  Reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) and Canada 
thistle (Cirsium arvense) are also found in locations within the project area.  
 
The USFWS’s National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) database was consulted to 
evaluate the presence of wetland features in the vicinity of the project area.  A 
field survey was performed by a qualified wetland specialist in spring 2016.  The 
NWI map (found in Appendix D. Habitat Replacement Plan) and the information 
obtained during the field assessment indicates that there are areas of freshwater 
emergent wetland vegetation located in the canal prisms.  This wetland vegetation 
is irrigation-induced and found in low-lying areas within the canal laterals and 
adjacent to agricultural.  A small seasonal wetland was observed during the field 
survey near the proposed new section of pipeline that will cut off what is currently 
a tight bend in the Antelope lateral.  This very small wetland (< 0.02 acres) was 
dominated by the wetland grass, spreading bent grass (Agrostis stolonifera).  A 
small ephemeral drainage was also observed at the low point of the valley.  The 
surrounding vegetation is comprised of upland species such as sage (Artemisia 
tridentate), juniper (Juniperus sp.), rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa), alfalfa 
(Medicago sativa), and blue wild rye (Elymus glaucus).  

3.3.11.2 Noxious Weeds 
Noxious weeds and nonnative species exist throughout the project area, 
specifically along roadways, canals and other highly disturbed areas.  Noxious 
weeds present in the project area include Scotch thistle (Onoprodum acanthium), 
spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa) and Dyer’s Woad (Isatis tinctoria).  

3.3.11.3 Existing Vegetation  
The majority of the land in the project area is comprised of human-altered 
vegetation as a result of agricultural uses.  Agricultural activities have replaced 
native upland vegetation with alfalfa and pasture grasses.  Non-agricultural 
vegetation such as cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum L.) and thistle (Cirisium spp.) are 
more common in disturbed areas along roadways. 
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In addition to the plant species associated with the human-altered environment, 
the project area contains some native upland vegetation species, such as big 
sagebrush (Artemesia tridentata), rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus spp. and 
Ericameria nauseosa), juniper (Juniperus spp.) and wheatgrass (Agropyron spp.). 

3.3.11.4 No Action Alternative 
The existing vegetation in the project area would remain in its current condition, 
experiencing minor fluctuations in quantity and quality, as naturally occurring 
precipitation patterns vary.  Routine canal maintenance would continue to disturb 
riparian vegetation that exists along the canal.  The area is likely to see an 
increase in the composition and infestation of noxious and non-native species, due 
to their ability to thrive in disturbed areas.  Though periodically removed within 
the laterals during maintenance, nonnative and noxious plant species would likely 
increase their dominance within the project area, resulting in degradation of 
habitat quality.  Therefore, the No Action Alternative may result in a minor, long 
term negative impact to riparian vegetation in the project area.  
 
Under the No Action Alternative, heavy equipment used during routine 
maintenance of the canals would continue to have minor impacts on the upland 
vegetation in the project area.  These plant communities would remain in their 
current condition, and are not anticipated to experience sizeable gains or losses 
from maintenance activities.  

3.3.11.5 Proposed Action  
Under the Proposed Action, irrigation-induced wetlands and riparian vegetation 
would be permanently impacted by the piping of the laterals.  Piping the laterals 
would result in a total loss of irrigation-induced wetlands and riparian vegetation 
caused by seepage from the laterals.  Areas of wetland and riparian vegetation 
loss may experience an increase in nonnative species including tamarisk and 
Russian olive, which may be able to out-compete native species for limited water 
supplies when irrigation flows cease.  As required by the Colorado River Basin 
Salinity Control Act (43 U.S.C. 1571-1599), any fish and wildlife values lost as a 
result of project implementation (including the loss of the riparian vegetation) 
would be replaced by the SCIC through a habitat replacement plan, approved by 
Reclamation, following coordination with Federal and state wildlife officials.  
Replacement habitat must be of an equal or greater value to the wetland and 
riparian habitat lost by the proposed project, and must be managed to maintain its 
value for the life of the salinity control project (typically 50 years).  After viewing 
the entire lateral alignments, the habitat quality score (HQS) for the existing 
habitat was evaluated onsite by Trent Toler, Biologist from J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 
(Appendix D. Habitat Replacement Plan). 
 
According to the USACE, the replacement of open channel irrigation with a pipe 
is considered an irrigation exemption under RGL No. 07-02 Exemption for 
Construction or Maintenance of Irrigation Ditches and Maintenance of Drainage 
Ditches under Section 404 Part 323.4(a)(3) of the CWA.  Under this exemption, 
no USACE permitting is required for impacts to irrigation-induced wetlands.  
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Consultation with the USACE is warranted prior to construction of the Proposed 
Action to confirm whether the proposed project qualifies for an irrigation 
exemption.  The Proposed Action would avoid the small wetland located next to 
the new portion of alignment along the Antelope Lateral.  This area would be 
fenced off prior to construction to prevent any construction equipment from 
entering the area.  Therefore, no wetlands are anticipated to be affected by the 
Proposed Action.  
 
Upland areas would experience short-term losses of vegetation.  Brush and 
grasses would be impacted during construction by the operation of equipment, 
excavation, and the staging of materials.  All areas disturbed by construction 
activities would be re-contoured and reseeded.  After completion of the re-
contouring and reseeding, relatively little native habitat would be permanently 
lost when compared to the current condition.  Upland vegetation communities 
would likely be reestablished, and some previously disturbed areas may see an 
increase in native species composition after reseeding.  Areas that are disturbed 
may be more vulnerable to non-native species and noxious weed infestation.  
These non-native species typically recover more quickly after a disturbance than 
native species.  To minimize impacts to native vegetation, previously disturbed 
areas would be used for construction activities, where possible.  Cultivated lands 
that are disturbed by construction activities would be reseeded with an appropriate 
agricultural mix approved by a Reclamation biologist.  
 
The BMPs would be followed to reduce impacts to native vegetation, including 
staging materials outside of sensitive areas, such as streams and wetlands.  
Construction materials and equipment would be washed prior to entering the 
project area to remove dirt, seeds from weeds, and to reduce the possibility of 
infestation by nonnative species.  After any surface disturbance, proper 
rehabilitation procedures would be followed to prevent the infestation of invasive 
species.  This would include seeding mixtures of desirable native species and 
agricultural grasses where appropriate, and post-construction treatment to control 
noxious and invasive species. 

3.3.12 Fish and Wildlife Resources 
Fish and wildlife in the general vicinity of the project area include large 
mammals, small mammals, raptors, waterfowl, migratory songbirds, upland game 
birds, and a small number of reptiles and amphibians.  It is likely that all animals 
in the vicinity of the project area rely to some extent on the Antelope and North 
Laterals for water.  However, with several other open canals in the immediate 
vicinity, enclosing the Antelope and North Laterals should have little-to-no effect 
on the animals’ ability to find adequate water resources.  The Antelope and North 
Laterals do not contain any viable fish habitat (Appendix E. Biological 
Evaluation).  
 



26 

3.3.12.1 Fish 
There is no viable fish habitat in the project area as the laterals do not serve as 
fish habitat and there are no natural waterways in the project area.  

3.3.12.2 Wildlife 
The areas surrounding the proposed project area provide year-round habitat to 
several species of big game, such as mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) and elk 
(Cervus elaphus nelsoni).  In addition, many small mammals frequent the general 
vicinity of the proposed project area.  These species include, coyote (Canis 
latrans), pocket gopher (Thomomys talpoides), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and 
striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis). 

3.3.12.3 Birds 
Various raptors, water fowl and upland game bird species may be found in and 
near project area.  Red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco 
sparverius), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), Canada goose (Branta Canadensis), 
mallard (Anas platryrhynchos), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and 
California quail (Callipepla californica) are all known to frequent the general 
area. 

3.3.12.4 Reptiles and Amphibians 
Reptiles and amphibians that may occur in the project area include the tiger 
salamander (Ambystoma tigrinum), Great Basin rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis), 
northern sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus graciosus graciosus), and prairie 
rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis). 

3.3.12.5 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, fish and wildlife habitat would remain in its 
current condition, and there would be no gains or losses to these resources.  
Salinity loading of the Colorado River Basin would continue at current rates, 
which may affect water quality within the drainage, thereby impacting the wildlife 
using the area. 

3.3.12.6 Proposed Action  
The Proposed Action may result in minor short-term impacts to wildlife species 
present in the project area.  There would be some upland habitat temporarily lost 
due to pipeline construction but similar habitat is available in the surrounding 
areas and the area would be restored post-construction.  
 
After construction, areas disturbed by construction would be re-contoured, 
replanted, and reseeded with native vegetation except in agricultural fields, where 
appropriate crop seeds would be used.  The BMPs would be followed to minimize 
impacts, including placing staging sites and access roads in previously disturbed 
areas.  After any surface disturbance, proper rehabilitation procedures would be 
followed to prevent the infestation of invasive weed species.  This would include 
seeding the disturbed areas with mixtures of desirable native species, including 
grasses, shrubs, and forbs.  
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During pipeline construction and maintenance there could be a short-term 
displacement (approximately 3 to 6 months) of wildlife that normally occupy the 
immediate area.  All construction activities would occur within a 100-foot-wide 
area along the proposed pipeline alignment.  Generally, wildlife would move 
easily and find alternative areas for forage and cover, and may return after 
construction and maintenance operations have been completed.  Some upland 
habitats would experience short-term disturbance until native vegetation 
components within these areas are restored (2 to 3 growing seasons).  
 
Impacts to small mammals, especially burrowing animals, could include direct 
mortality and displacement during construction activities.  Small mammal species 
may experience reduced populations in direct proportion to the amount of 
disturbed habitat.  These species and habitats are relatively common throughout 
the area and any losses would be minor.  
 
Impacts to big game would include short-term disturbances and displacement of 
incidental use during the construction period.  It is anticipated, due to the minor 
amount of habitat disturbance, that minor to no impact to wintering big game 
populations would occur. 
 
Impacts to raptors and other avian species would include minor short-term 
disturbance and displacement during construction, with no long-term impacts 
after construction.  Any vegetative clearing would take place outside of the 
migratory bird nesting season and therefore should not impact breeding or 
nesting.  
 
Those species, including avian and amphibian species, which are dependent on 
wetland and riparian habitats, would experience a long-term (greater than 5 years) 
loss of habitat as described above.  The total habitat value that would be lost long-
term would be mitigated through the implementation of a habitat replacement 
plan that has been approved by Reclamation (Appendix D. Habitat Replacement 
Plan). 
 
The Proposed Action would result in a decrease in salinity, which would improve 
water quality in the Colorado River Basin and potentially indirectly benefit fish 
within the Colorado River System.  

3.3.13 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) lists for the proposed project area include 
four endangered species and three threatened species.  Species listed as 
endangered include the bonytail chub (Gila elegans), Colorado pikeminnow 
(Ptychocheilus lucius), humpback chub (Gila cypha), and razorback sucker 
(Xyrauchen texanus).  The yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), Canada 
lynx (Lynx Canadensis) and Ute ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) are listed as 
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threatened species (Appendix E. Biological Evaluation).  These species and the 
status of documented occurrences in the project area are detailed in Table 3.3. 
 

Table 3-3 
Federally Listed Species with Potential to Occur within the  

Proposed Project Area 
Species ESA Status Documented 

Occurrence in 
Proposed Project Area 

Bonytail chub (Gila elegans) Endangered No 
Colorado pikeminnow 
(Ptychocheilus lucius) 

Endangered No 

Humpback chub (Gila cypha) Endangered No 
Razorback sucker 
(Xyrauchen texanus) 

Endangered No 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) 

Threatened No 

Canada lynx (Lynx 
Canadensis) 

Threatened No 

Ute ladies’-tresses 
(Spiranthes diluvialis) 

Threatened No 

 
The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) maintains a central database 
for Species of Concern in Utah.  On February 9, 2016, the UDWR provided a 
response letter regarding information on State Species of Concern with 
documented occurrences in the vicinity of the proposed project area.  The UDWR 
response letter identified two State Species of Concern with records of occurrence 
within a 2 mile radius of the proposed project action area: the bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and the white-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys leucurus).  
The UDWR response letter did not list any documented occurrences of the 
Federally listed species listed within a 2 mile radius of the proposed project area 
(Appendix E. Biological Evaluation).  
 
A biological evaluation was conducted in the spring of 2016 (Appendix E. 
Biological Evaluation).  Information obtained during the biological site 
assessment indicates that there is no suitable habitat for any of the threatened 
Colorado River fish or the yellow billed cuckoo.  Information obtained during site 
visits by Reclamation biologists performed in August 2015 and August 2016 
suggest that there may be limited amounts of suitable habitat for the Ute ladies’-
tresses in and adjacent to the project area.  
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3.3.13.1 No Action Alternative 
Salinity loading of the Upper Colorado River Basin would continue at current 
rates due to seepage from the Antelope and North Laterals, which would impact 
water quality within the drainage, thereby impacting wildlife using the area.  

3.3.13.2 Proposed Action  
There are no documented occurrences of federally listed threatened, endangered, 
or candidate species within the project area.  Biological site surveys completed in 
August 2015 and August 2016 determined that the Proposed Action would have 
no effect on six of the seven federally listed species identified as potentially 
occurring within the proposed project area.  Reclamation and the USFWS staff 
determined that the Proposed Action may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect the Ute ladies’-tresses (Appendix E. Biological Evaluation).  

3.3.14 Socioeconomics 
Information obtained from the 2010 U.S. Census, indicates that Manila, Utah has 
a total population of 331 residents.  Data regarding the economic standing of 
residents located along the project corridor was not available at the time that this 
EA was prepared.  However, 2010 U.S. Census data indicates that 8.3 percent of 
Daggett County residents’ incomes were below the poverty level.  Therefore, a 
low-income population may exist in the general vicinity of the project area.  

3.3.14.1 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would have no effect on the socioeconomic conditions 
or activities of those living in the project area.  

3.3.14.2 Proposed Action  
The project area lies on privately owned land in Daggett County, Utah.  After a 
review of the 2010 Census information, populations that could potentially be 
affected by the project were evaluated.  There are only two residences within the 
project action area, the economic standing of those living in these residences is 
unknown.  However, the implementation of the Proposed Action is not anticipated 
to have any impact on the socioeconomic conditions in project area or the general 
area.  The Proposed Action would not involve population relocation, property 
takings, or substantial economic impacts.  

3.3.15 Access and Transportation 
One major transportation resource, Utah State Highway 43, runs through the 
proposed project area alongside the Antelope Lateral for approximately one mile.  
Local and county roads are located in and adjacent to the project area.  

3.3.15.1 No Action Alternative 
Access and transportation resources would not be impacted by the No Action 
Alternative. 
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3.3.15.2 Proposed Action  
The Proposed Action may cause limited delays along State Highway 43 due to 
construction vehicles entering and exiting the highway.  Although no temporary 
road closures are planned, any temporary road or access closure would be 
coordinated with local law enforcement and emergency services.  Therefore, there 
are no anticipated long-term impacts to access or transportation resources from 
the Proposed Action.  

3.4  Indian Trust Assets 

Indian Trust Assets are legal interests in property held in trust by the United 
States for federally recognized Indian Tribes or Indian individuals.  Assets can be 
real property, physical assets, or intangible property rights, such as lands, 
minerals, hunting and fishing rights, and water rights.  The United States has an 
Indian trust responsibility to protect and maintain rights reserved by or granted to 
such tribes or individuals by treaties, statutes, and executive orders.  These rights 
are sometimes further interpreted through court decisions and regulations.  This 
trust responsibility requires that all Federal agencies take all actions reasonably 
necessary to protect trust assets.  Reclamation carries out its activities in a manner 
which protects these assets and avoids adverse impacts when possible.  When 
impacts cannot be avoided, Reclamation would provide appropriate mitigation or 
compensation.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would have no 
foreseeable negative impacts on Indian Trust Assets. 

3.5  Environmental Justice  

Executive Order 12898, established Environmental Justice as a Federal agency 
priority to ensure that minority and low-income groups are not disproportionately 
affected by Federal actions. 
 
Information obtained from the 2010 U.S. Census, indicates that Manila, Utah has 
a total population of 331 residents.  Of these residents, 8 residents identify as an 
ethnic minority.  Data regarding the economic standing of residents located along 
the project corridor was not available at the time this EA was prepared.  The 2010 
U.S. Census data indicates that 8.3 percent of Daggett County residents’ incomes 
were below the poverty level.  Therefore, a minority and/or low-income 
population may exist in the general vicinity of the project area.  However, 
implementation of the Proposed Action would not disproportionately (unequally) 
affect any low-income or minority communities within the project area.  The 
Proposed Action would not involve population relocation, health hazards, 
hazardous waste, property takings, or substantial economic impacts.  This action 
would therefore, have no adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations. 
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3.6  Cumulative Effects 

In addition to project-specific impacts, Reclamation analyzed the potential for 
significant cumulative impacts to resources affected by the project and by other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities within the watershed.  
According to the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) regulations for 
implementing NEPA (50 CFR §1508.7), a “cumulative impact” is an 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 or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 
over a period of time.  It focuses on whether the Proposed Action, considered 
together with any known or reasonably foreseeable actions by Reclamation, other 
Federal or state agencies, or some other entity combined to cause an effect.  
 
The Proposed Action would comply with all relevant Federal, state and local 
permits.  The proposed area and duration of disturbance under the Proposed 
Action would be minimal and short-term.  Long-term impacts are not expected to 
create negative cumulative impacts to environmental resources.  Several other 
salinity control projects related to the lateral systems of the Upper Colorado River 
Basin have been implemented by Reclamation over the past 10 years (see Section 
1.6).  These salinity control projects should result in a positive cumulative impact 
on water quality.  Based on Reclamation’s review of the Proposed Action, 
Reclamation has determined that this action would not have a significant adverse 
cumulative effect on any resources. 

3.7  Summary of Environmental Effects 

Table 3-4 summarizes environmental effects under the No Action Alternative and 
the Proposed Action.  This table does not include resources that were eliminated 
from analysis (detailed in Table 3-1). 
 

Table 3-4 
Summary of Environmental Effects 

Project Resource No Action Proposed Action 
Geology and Soil No Effect Minor short-term effects 
Resources during and shortly after 

construction.  Mitigate 
with the BMPs. 

Visual Resources No Effect No long-term impacts.  
Minor temporary 
impacts from 
construction activities. 

Cultural Resources No Effect Adverse Effect to the 
Laterals (sites 
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Project Resource No Action Proposed Action 
42DA2045 and 
42DA2046).  A MOA 
outlining mitigation 
measures for the adverse 
effect would be signed 
and implemented prior 
to the commencement of 
construction activities. 

Paleontological 
Resources 

No Effect No Effect 

Hydrology Water lost to seepage 
will continue at a rate of 
up to 30 percent 
annually.  Long-term 
minor to moderate 
impacts. 

Long-term benefit due to 
increased efficiency of 
the water delivery 
system and reduction of 
salt in the adjacent 
waterways. 

Water Quality Continued salt loading 
of the Colorado River 
Basin.  Long-term minor 
to moderate impacts. 

Long-term benefits to 
water quality from the 
decreased salinity. 

System Operations Long-term minor to 
moderate impacts from 
deteriorating system and 
maintenance 
requirements.   

Long-term benefits from 
increased efficiency and 
decreased maintenance.  

Health, Safety, Air 
Quality and Noise 

No Effect Minor short-term effects 
due to fugitive dust and 
equipment exhaust from 
construction activity.  
Mitigate with the BMPs. 

Prime and Unique 
Farmlands 

No Effect No Effect 

Wetlands, Riparian, 
Noxious Weeds, and 
Existing Vegetation 

No Effect There would be 
permanent loss of 
irrigation-induced 
wetlands and riparian 
vegetation along the 
laterals.  The loss would 
be mitigated through the 
Habitat Replacement 
Plan (Appendix D). 
Short-term upland 
vegetation loss with the 
potential for an increase 
in invasive plants.  The 
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Project Resource No Action Proposed Action 
BMPs would be 
employed to decrease 
the likelihood of 
invasive species. 

Fish and Wildlife No Effect Minor short-term 
Resources disturbance and 

displacement during 
construction.  
Downstream fish habitat 
may be improved as a 
result of long-term 
increased water quality.  
There would be 
permanent loss of 
riparian areas once the 
laterals are piped.  A 
Habitat Replacement 
Plan would be 
implemented to replace 
foregone wildlife values 
(Appendix D).  

Threatened, Endangered, 
and Sensitive Species 

No Effect May affect but not likely 
to adversely affect 
determination for the 
Ute ladies’-tresses.  The 
project would adhere to 
mitigation measures 
required for the Ute 
ladies’-tresses 
determined through 
informal consultation 
with USFWS.  

Socioeconomics No Effect No Effect 
Access and 
Transportation 

No Effect Minor temporary 
disruptions are possible 
along Highway 43 due 
to construction traffic 
entering and exiting the 
roadway. 

Indian Trust Assets No Effect No Effect 
Environmental Justice No Effect No Effect 
Cumulative Effects No Effect Cumulative effects from 

the Proposed Action and 
related actions were 
assessed during the 
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Project Resource No Action Proposed Action 

 

resource evaluation.  
This analysis determined 
that there were no 
adverse cumulative 
impacts.  Instead, there 
are beneficial long term 
effects from the 
numerous salinity 
control projects that 
have taken place in the 
general area. 
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Chapter 4  Environmental 
Commitments 
This chapter outlines the environmental commitments have been developed, along 
with the minimization measures detailed in Section 2.6, to lessen the potential 
adverse effects of the Proposed Action. 

4.1  Environmental Commitments 

The following environmental commitments would be implemented as an integral 
part of the Proposed Action. 
 
1. Standard Reclamation Best Management Practices - Standard Reclamation 

BMPs would be applied during construction activities to minimize 
environmental effects and would be implemented by construction forces, 
or included in construction specifications.  Such practices or specifications 
include sections in the present EA on public safety, dust abatement, air 
pollution, noise abatement, water pollution abatement, waste material 
disposal, erosion control, archaeological and historical resources, 
vegetation, wildlife and threatened and endangered species.  The project 
would adhere to mitigation measures required for the Ute ladies’-tresses 
determined through informal consultation with the USFWS.  Excavated 
material and construction debris may not be wasted in any stream or river 
channel in flowing waters.  This includes material such as grease, oil, joint 
coating, or any other possible pollutant.  Excess materials must be wasted 
at a Reclamation approved upland site well away from any channel.  
Construction materials, bedding material, excavation material, etc. may 
not be stockpiled in riparian or water channel areas.  Silt fencing would be 
appropriately installed and left in place until after revegetation becomes 
established, at which time the silt fence can then be carefully removed.  
Machinery must be fueled and properly cleaned of dirt, weeds, organisms, 
or any other possibly contaminating substances offsite prior to 
construction. 

 
2. Additional Analyses - If the Proposed Action were to change significantly 

from that described in this EA because of additional or new information, 
or if other spoil, or work areas beyond those outlined in this analysis are 
required outside the defined project construction area, additional 
environmental analyses may be necessary. 

 
3. UPDES Permit - A UPDES Permit would be required from the State of 

Utah before any discharges of water, if such water is to be discharged as a 
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point source into a regulated water body.  Appropriate measures would be 
taken to ensure that construction related sediments would not enter the 
stream either during or after construction.  Settlement ponds and 
intercepting ditches for capturing sediments would be constructed, and the 
sediment and other contents collected would be hauled off the site for 
appropriate disposal upon completion of the project. 

 
4. Fugitive Dust Control Permit - The Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ) 

regulates fugitive dust from construction sites, requiring compliance with 
rules for sites disturbing greater than ¼ of an acre.  Utah Administrative 
Code R307-205-5, requires steps be taken to minimize fugitive dust from 
construction activities.  Sensitive receptors include those individuals 
working at the site or motorists that could be affected by changes in air 
quality due to emissions from the construction activity. 

 
5. Cultural Resources - In the case that any cultural resources, either on the 

surface or subsurface, are discovered during construction, Reclamation’s 
Provo Area Office archaeologist shall be notified and construction in the 
area of the inadvertent discovery would cease until an assessment of the 
resource and recommendations for further work can be made by a 
professional archaeologist. 

 
6. Any person who knows or has reason to know that he/she has 

inadvertently discovered possible human remains on Federal land, he/she 
must provide immediate telephone notification of the discovery to 
Reclamation’s Provo Area Office archaeologist.  Work would stop until 
the proper authorities are able to assess the situation onsite.  This action 
would promptly be followed by written confirmation to the responsible 
Federal agency official, with respect to Federal lands.  The Utah SHPO 
and interested Native American Tribal representatives would be promptly 
notified.  Consultation would begin immediately.  This requirement is 
prescribed under the NAGPRA (43 CFR Part 10) and ARPA (16 U.S.C. 
470). 

 
7. A MOA would be executed to mitigate the adverse effect to sites 

42DA2045 and 42DA2046.  Mitigation for the adverse effects, set forth in 
the stipulations of the MOA, must be completed before construction 
activities associated with the Proposed Action begin. 

 
8. Paleontological Resources - Should vertebrate fossils be encountered 

during ground disturbing actions, construction must be suspended until a 
qualified paleontologist can be contacted to assess the find. 

 
9. Migratory Bird Protection - Any ground-disturbing activities or vegetation 

treatments would be performed before migratory birds begin nesting or 
after all young have fledged. 
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10 Previously Disturbed Areas - Construction activities would be confined to 
previously disturbed areas where possible for such activities as work, 
staging, and storage, waste areas and vehicle and equipment parking areas.  
Vegetation disturbance would be minimized as much as possible. 

 
11. Public Access - Construction sites would be closed to public access.  

Temporary fencing, along with signs, would be installed to prevent public 
access.  The project team would coordinate with landowners or those 
holding special permits and other authorized parties regarding access to or 
through the project area. 

 
12. Disturbed Areas - All disturbed areas resulting from the Proposed Action 

would be smoothed, shaped, contoured, and rehabilitated to as near the 
pre-project construction condition as practicable.  After completion of the 
construction and restoration activities, disturbed areas would be seeded at 
appropriate times with weed-free, native seed mixes having a variety of 
appropriate species to help hold the soil around structures, prevent 
excessive erosion, and to help maintain other riverine and riparian 
functions.  The composition of seed mixes would be coordinated with 
wildlife habitat specialists and Reclamation biologists.  Weed control on 
all disturbed areas would be required.  Successful revegetation efforts 
must be monitored and reported to Reclamation, along with photos of the 
completed project. 

 
13. Habitat Replacement Plan - As required by the Colorado River Basin 

Salinity Control Act (43 U.S.C. 1571-1599), any fish and wildlife values 
lost as a result of project implementation would be replaced by the SCIC 
through a habitat replacement plan approved by Reclamation following 
coordination with Federal and state wildlife officials (Appendix D. Habitat 
Replacement Plan).  A habitat replacement plan would be developed and 
implemented as part of the proposed project.  Replacement habitat would 
be of an equal or greater value to the wetland and riparian habitat lost by 
the proposed project, and would be managed to maintain its value for the 
life of the salinity control project (typically 50 years). 
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Chapter 5  Consultation and 
Coordination 

5.1  Introduction 

This chapter details consultation and coordination between Reclamation and other 
Federal, state, and local government agencies, Native American Tribes, and the 
public during the preparation of this EA.  Compliance with NEPA, is a Federal 
responsibility that involves the participation of all of these entities in the planning 
process.  The NEPA requires full disclosure about major actions taken by Federal 
agencies and accompanying alternatives, impacts, and potential mitigation of 
impacts. 

5.2  Public Involvement 

Scoping letters were sent to agencies at the commencement of the EA.  No agency 
scoping comments were received.  Reclamation also sent the Draft EA to 
interested individuals, groups, municipalities, and agencies for a comment period 
which ended on November 2, 2016.  No comments were received. 

5.3  Native American Consultation  

Reclamation conducted Native American coordination.  Consultation letters and 
copies of the Class III cultural resource inventory report were sent to the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Reservation of Idaho, Shoshone Tribe 
of the Wind River Reservation, and Ute Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray 
Reservation on October 12, 2016.  

5.4  Utah Geological Survey  

A paleontological file search was requested from the Utah Geological Survey 
(UGS) to determine the nature and extent of the paleontological resources within 
the Proposed Action disturbance area.  In a letter dated December 5, 2016, the 
UGS noted that: Quaternary and Recent alluvial deposits that are exposed here 
have a low potential for yielding significant fossil localities (PFYC Class 2).  
Unless fossils are discovered as a result of construction activities, this project 
should have no impact on paleontological resources. 
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5.5  Utah State Historic Preservation Office  

Copies of the Class III cultural resource inventory reports and a determination of 
historic properties affected for the Proposed Action were submitted to the Utah 
SHPO.  The SHPO concurred with Reclamation’s recommendations on 
November 7, 2016.  A MOA is being developed to mitigate adverse effects.  

5.6  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

Coordination with the USFWS took place throughout the development of the EA.  
The USFWS provided comments and guidance on the Habitat Replacement Plan, 
species occurrence and the potential impacts on Ute ladies’-tresses.  In a letter 
dated December 6, 2016, the USFWS concurred with Reclamation’s 
determination that the Proposed Action “may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect” the threatened Ute ladies’-tresses.  The mitigation measures required for 
the Ute ladies’-tresses were determined through informal consultation with the 
USFWS (see Appendix E). 
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Chapter 6  Preparers 
The following provides a list of the agency representatives and consultants who 
participated in the preparation of this EA. 
 

Table 6-1 
Environmental Summary Preparers 

 
Name Title Company 

Seth Coleman Biologist J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 
Ryan Cosby GIS Specialist Gateway Mapping, Inc. 
Brian Deeter Project Manager J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 
Sheri Murray Ellis Archaeologist Certus Environmental 

Solutions, LLC. 
Jon Frazier Design Engineer J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 
Marti Hoge Senior Environmental 

Planner  
J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 

Trent Toler Biologist J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 
 
 

Table 6-2 
Reclamation Team Members 

 
Name Title Company 
Linda Morrey Secretary Bureau of Reclamation 
Rick Baxter Water, Environmental, 

& Lands Division 
Manager 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Peter Crookston Environmental Group 
Chief 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Dale Hamilton Resource Management 
Division Manager 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Gary Henrie Hydrologist Bureau of Reclamation 
C. Shane Mower Fish & Wildlife 

Biologist 
Bureau of Reclamation 

Zachary Nelson Archaeologist Bureau of Reclamation 
Ben Radcliffe Engineer Bureau of Reclamation 
Prashant Singh Economist Bureau of Reclamation 
David Snyder Fish & Wildlife 

Biologist 
Bureau of Reclamation 
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Chapter 7  Acronyms and 
Abbreviations 
 

Acronym/Abbreviations Meaning 
ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
APE Area of Potential Effect 
ARPA Archaeological Resource Protection Act 
BIA Bureau of Indian Affairs 
BMPs Best Management Practices 
CAA Clean Air Act 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CWA Clean Water Act 
DEQ State of Utah Department of Environmental 

Quality 
EA Environmental Assessment 
EIS Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 
HQS Habitat Quality Score 
ITA Indian Trust Assets 
MOA Memorandum of Agreement 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and 

Repatriation Act 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
PM Particulate Matter 
PRPA Paleontological Resources Preservation Act 
Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
SCIC Sheep Creek Irrigation Company 
SHPO Utah State Historic Preservation Office 
UDAQ Utah Division of Air Quality 
UDWR Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
UGS Utah Geological Service 
UPDES Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Acronym/Abbreviations Meaning 
USC United States Code 
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Farmland Classification—Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming 
(Antelope Lateral) 

Area of Interest (AOI) 
Area of Interest (AOI) 

Soils 
Soil Rating Polygons 

Not prime farmland 

All areas are prime 
farmland 
Prime farmland if drained 

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 60 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium 
Farmland of statewide 
importance 
Farmland of local 
importance 
Farmland of unique 
importance 
Not rated or not available 

Soil Rating Lines 
Not prime farmland 

All areas are prime 
farmland 
Prime farmland if drained 

MAP LEGEND 
Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 60 

Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium 
Farmland of statewide 
importance 
Farmland of local 
importance 
Farmland of unique 
importance 
Not rated or not available 

Soil Rating Points 
Not prime farmland 

All areas are prime 
farmland 
Prime farmland if drained 

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 

Prime farmland if 
irrigated and drained 
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer 
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and the product 
of I (soil erodibility) x C 
(climate factor) does not 
exceed 60 
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and reclaimed of 
excess salts and sodium 
Farmland of statewide 
importance 
Farmland of local 
importance 
Farmland of unique 
importance 
Not rated or not available 

Water Features 
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Farmland Classification—Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming 
(Antelope Lateral) 

MAP INFORMATION 

Streams and Canals 

Transportation 
Rails 

Interstate Highways 

US Routes 

Major Roads 

Local Roads 

Background 
Aerial Photography 

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000. 

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale. 

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil line 
placement. The maps do not show the small areas of contrasting 
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale. 

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements. 

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857) 

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate 
calculations of distance or area are required. 

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of 
the version date(s) listed below. 

Soil Survey Area: Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: 
Daggett and Summit Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta 
Counties, Wyoming 
Survey Area Data: Version 13, Sep 22, 2015 

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000 
or larger. 

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 27, 2010—Sep 7, 
2010 

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting 
of map unit boundaries may be evident. 
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Farmland Classification—Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit Antelope Lateral 
Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming 

Farmland Classification 

Farmland Classification— Summary by Map Unit — Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit 
Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming (WY638) 

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI 

103 

104 

106 

111 

141 

152 

162 

168 

Blackhall-Kappes-
Rentsac complex, 0 to 
8 percent slopes 

Blackhall-Rentsac 
complex, 6 to 25 
percent slopes 

Blazon-Delphill complex, 
6 to 30 percent slopes 

Brownsto-Luhon-
McFadden complex, 3 
to 15 percent slopes 

Kappes-McFadden fine 
sandy loams, 2 to 6 
percent slopes 

McFadden fine sandy 
loam, 0 to 6 percent 
slopes 

Poposhia loam, 3 to 6 
percent slopes 

Redcreek-Blackhall-
Rock outcrop complex, 
6 to 35 percent slopes 

Totals for Area of Interest 

Description 

Not prime farmland 

Not prime farmland 

Not prime farmland
	

Not prime farmland
	

Not prime farmland
	

Not prime farmland
	

Not prime farmland
	

Not prime farmland
	

18.5 

11.8 

0.2 

10.2 

6.7 

2.3 

1.7 

13.4 

64.8 

28.5% 

18.2% 

0.4% 

15.8% 

10.3% 

3.6% 

2.6% 

20.6% 

100.0% 

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies 
the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, 
and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and unique farmlands 
are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978. 

Rating Options 

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary 

Tie-break Rule: Lower 
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Farmland Classification—Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming
	
(North Lateral)
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Farmland Classification—Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming 
(North Lateral) 

Area of Interest (AOI) 
Area of Interest (AOI) 

Soils 
Soil Rating Polygons 

Not prime farmland 

All areas are prime 
farmland 
Prime farmland if drained 

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 

Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 60 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium 
Farmland of statewide 
importance 
Farmland of local 
importance 
Farmland of unique 
importance 
Not rated or not available 

Soil Rating Lines 
Not prime farmland 

All areas are prime 
farmland 
Prime farmland if drained 

MAP LEGEND 
Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and drained 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer 
Prime farmland if irrigated 
and the product of I (soil 
erodibility) x C (climate 
factor) does not exceed 60 

Prime farmland if irrigated 
and reclaimed of excess 
salts and sodium 
Farmland of statewide 
importance 
Farmland of local 
importance 
Farmland of unique 
importance 
Not rated or not available 

Soil Rating Points 
Not prime farmland 

All areas are prime 
farmland 
Prime farmland if drained 

Prime farmland if 
protected from flooding or 
not frequently flooded 
during the growing season 
Prime farmland if irrigated 

Prime farmland if drained 
and either protected from 
flooding or not frequently 
flooded during the growing 
season 

Prime farmland if 
irrigated and drained 
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and either 
protected from flooding 
or not frequently flooded 
during the growing 
season 
Prime farmland if 
subsoiled, completely 
removing the root 
inhibiting soil layer 
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and the product 
of I (soil erodibility) x C 
(climate factor) does not 
exceed 60 
Prime farmland if 
irrigated and reclaimed of 
excess salts and sodium 
Farmland of statewide 
importance 
Farmland of local 
importance 
Farmland of unique 
importance 
Not rated or not available 

Water Features 
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Farmland Classification—Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming 
(North Lateral) 

MAP INFORMATION 

Streams and Canals 

Transportation 
Rails 

Interstate Highways 

US Routes 

Major Roads 

Local Roads 

Background 
Aerial Photography 

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000. 

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale. 

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil line 
placement. The maps do not show the small areas of contrasting 
soils that could have been shown at a more detailed scale. 

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements. 

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857) 

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate 
calculations of distance or area are required. 

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of 
the version date(s) listed below. 

Soil Survey Area: Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: 
Daggett and Summit Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta 
Counties, Wyoming 
Survey Area Data: Version 13, Sep 22, 2015 

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000 
or larger. 

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 27, 2010—Sep 7, 
2010 

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting 
of map unit boundaries may be evident. 
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Farmland Classification—Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit North Lateral 
Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming 

Farmland Classification 

Farmland Classification— Summary by Map Unit — Henrys Fork Area, Utah-Wyoming, Parts of: Daggett and Summit 
Counties, Utah and Sweetwater and Uinta Counties, Wyoming (WY638) 

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI 

152 McFadden fine sandy 
loam, 0 to 6 percent 
slopes 

Not prime farmland 1.8 8.4% 

153 McFadden fine sandy 
loam, 6 to 10 percent 
slopes 

Not prime farmland 14.5 66.0% 

168 Redcreek-Blackhall-
Rock outcrop complex, 
6 to 35 percent slopes 

Not prime farmland 5.7 25.7% 

Totals for Area of Interest 22.0 100.0% 

Description 

Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies 
the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage, 
and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and unique farmlands 
are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978. 

Rating Options 

Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary 

Tie-break Rule: Lower 
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 Appendix C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
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BOR Project No. PRO-EA-I5-007 - Salinity Grant, Daggett County, Utah


For future correspondence, please reference Case No. 16-1294 

Dear Mr. Pullan: 

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received your request for our comment on the above-referenced 
undertaking on October 17,2016 and report addenda on November2,2016. 

We concur with your determinations of eligibility and effect for this undertaking. We agree that sites 
42DA2045 (Antelope Lateral) and 42DA2046 (North Lateral) are historic properties that would be adversely 
effected by this undertaking. We fuither concur with your determinations of "not eligible" to the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) for prehistoric lithic scatters, sites 42DA2041,42DA2042, and 42DA2403, 
and eligible with No Adverse Effect for prehistoric site 42DA2044. 

We look forward to working with your agency on developing a Memorandum of Agreement that will mitigate 
adverse effects to these historic properties. If we can be of any assistance or if you have any questions, please 

contact me at 801-245-7241 or by email at ehora@utah.gov. 

Sincerely, t-r% 
Hora-cook (ror ct*iffitt; 

Compliance Reviewer 

3fi) S. Rio Grande Streer. Satr Lake City, urah 84101 . (801) 2417225 . facsimite (801) 3554587 . history.utah-soviillifr.ffi[rqrt, 

mailto:ehora@utah.gov
http:W^(-E.oo
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12/5/2016 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Approval of HRP for SCIC Antelope & North Laterals Project 

Snyder, David <dsnyder@usbr.gov> 

Approval of HRP for SCIC Antelope & North Laterals Project 
1 message 

Snyder, David <dsnyder@usbr.gov> Mon, Dec 5, 2016 at 2:14 PM
 
To: Marti Hoge <mhoge@jub.com>
 
Cc: Trent Toler <ttoler@jub.com>
 

Marti, 

Will you please forward this email along to Boyd and whoever else at Sheep Creek Irrigation Company may need this 
information?  Thank you. 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has reviewed the Habitat Replacement Plan (HRP) for the Sheep Creek
 
Irrigation Company (SCIC) Antelope and North Laterals Project dated October 2016, and concurs with the HRP as
 
proposed. The principal components outlined in this plan include:
 

Enhancement of the existing 13.55-acre South Valley Habitat Replacement Site (HRS) located in Section 29, 
Township 3 North, and Range 19 East in Daggett County, Utah, owned by Boyd Pallesen. 

A few local springs that currently drain into the North Lateral will be conveyed to the HRS once the North Lateral 
has been piped.  This will increase the water available for new plantings and will provide a natural, perennial 
source of water to the HRS, in addition to the current irrigation system installed. 

Planting 230 five-gallon trees and shrubs and 50 pole plantings to further diversify the HRS. 

Biodegradable erosion control mats will be staked down on the south slope of Birch Springs Creek and a 
wildflower seed mix will be planted to help stabilize the soil and prevent further slope erosion. 

The HRS is estimated to yield a net increase in total habitat value (THV) of 8.1 points (approximately five years 
post project implementation) to compensate for the THV loss of 6.2 points through the implementation of the 
piping project.  This ensures no net loss of habitat. 

All of the general installation, enhancement, and maintenance measures discussed within the HRP will be entirely 
budgeted for, financed, and implemented by the SCIC for the life of the project or 50 years. 

As a result of the implementation of the HRP, it is understood that the following benefits will occur within the HRS: 

Increased native vegetation diversity, density, overall health, and stratification with specific emphasis upon 
riparian and pollinator species. 

A natural, perennial water source will be added to the HRS. 

The enhancements will provide a higher quality diverse habitat for wildlife including deer, elk, cottontail rabbits, 
quail, wild turkeys, birds of prey, small migratory birds, and small mammals. 

Monitoring and photo documentation of selected points within the HRS needs to occur annually for a minimum of five
 
years, with corresponding annual documentation being submitted to Reclamation’s Provo Area Office Environmental
 
Group no later than December 15th of each year.
 

Reclamation appreciates SCIC’s conformance to the Basinwide Salinity Control Program requirements for habitat
 
replacement. Please keep us informed as this site develops. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. David
 
Snyder via e-mail at dsnyder@usbr.gov or by phone at 801-379-1185.
 

Thank you, 

David Snyder 
Fish & Wildlife Biologist, Environmental Group 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=54d77ed0ce&view=pt&search=sent&th=158d0d6ce50aa0b7&siml=158d0d6ce50aa0b7 1/2 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=54d77ed0ce&view=pt&search=sent&th=158d0d6ce50aa0b7&siml=158d0d6ce50aa0b7
mailto:dsnyder@usbr.gov
mailto:ttoler@jub.com
mailto:mhoge@jub.com
mailto:dsnyder@usbr.gov
mailto:dsnyder@usbr.gov
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INTRODUCTION 
The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has programmed the use of federal funds, under 
their Salinity Program, to allow the project proponent Sheep Creek Irrigation Company to 
replace approximately 3.5 miles (18,770 linear feet) of the Antelope and the North Laterals 
with a pipeline. The proposed Salinity Control Project is scheduled to commence during the 
winter of 2016/2017. Construction is anticipated to over two construction seasons with 
construction wrapping up in spring 2018. This irrigation infrastructure project is estimated to 
reduce the salinity loading in the Colorado River Basin by a cumulative total of 1,474 tons 
annually. Replacing the two open, unlined, earthen canals with high density polyethylene 
(HDPE) pipe would also reduce the amount of water lost through seepage along these canals, 
improving the efficiency of the water delivery system in the project service area. 

This report was authorized by the project sponsor, Sheep Creek Irrigation Company, to 
develop a Habitat Replacement Plan (HRP) for the Antelope and North Laterals Salinity 
Control Project located in Daggett County, Utah. The development of an approved HRP is a 
requirement of Reclamation’s Salinity Program, in accordance with Public Law 98-569. The 
objective of this HRP is to meet or exceed the Reclamation’s requirements for habitat 
replacement. 

In June 2014, Reclamation approved the Habitat Replacement Plan for the Sheep Creek 
Irrigation Company’s South Valley Lateral Salinity Control Site (Appendix A. South Valley 
HRP). The land that was used for the implementation of the South Valley HRP has been 
selected as the site for Antelope and North Laterals HRP. This report details the habitat 
enhancements (e.g., installing and restoring native woody vegetation and seeding with a 
native wildflower mix) proposed to be incorporated into the existing habitat replacement 
strategy for the South Valley Habitat Replacement Site. The enhancement proposed under 
this plan are meant to augment and strengthen the HRP site.

 The primary goal of this HRP is to provide sufficient data to applicable regulatory agencies to 
enable them to make informed decisions regarding the viability of the proposed site 
improvements. As part of this process, a site assessment was conducted during the 
establishment of the South Valley Habitat Replacement Site to determine the original physical 
characteristics of the site. Now that the South Valley HRP has been initiated, the 
characteristics of the HRP site under the completed South Valley plan were evaluated and a 
set of new enhancement were proposed for the Antelope and North Laterals HRP. The work 
culminated in the formulation of specific prescriptive measures aimed toward enhancing the 
existing site plan, thereby, improving the Total Habitat Value (THV) of the Habitat 
Replacement Site (HRS). This HRP illustrates the proposed implementation of improvement 
measures that will result in the enhancement of a biologically capable and enhanced HRS to 
provide further value to wildlife species. 

HABITAT ASSESSMENT AND SCORING 
Reclamation has developed a standardized habitat assessment protocol the “Basin-wide 
Salinity Control Program: Procedures for the Habitat Replacement” (USBR 2013). 



  
 

 
 

 
 

 

   

  

   

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

Reclamation’s protocol takes into account ten separate categories (e.g. vegetative diversity 
and water supply) to rate habitat quality (scores range between 0 and 10) and generate a 
THV. The habitat quality scores (HSQs) were generated based on site visits conducted by 
Trent Toler (project consultant/biologist with JUB) on May 21 and November 5, 2015. 

Scoring for each of the segments in the Antelope and North Laterals are summarized in Tables 
1 and 2. The Antelope Lateral was divided into twelve segments, including the proposed 
alternative new alignment section for the cutoff. The North Lateral was divided into fourteen 
segments, including the proposed new alignment section shortly before the east terminus by 
the Pallesen Farm. 

Table 1. Total Habitat Value Scoring for Antelope Lateral. 

Segment Habitat Quality Score (HQS) Acreage Total Habitat Value (THV)a 

A1 3 0.054 0.16 
A2 5.4 0.013 0.07 
A3 3 0.049 0.15 
A4 3 0.102 0.31 
A5 No loss - -
A6 3 0.026 0.08 
A7 5 0.072 0.36 
A8 4.7 0.013 0.06 
A9 4.4 0.098 0.43 
A10 4.1 0.109 0.45 
A11 4.4 0.029 0.13 
A12 4.1 0.207 0.85 

Total 0.772 3.05 
a THV = Habitat Quality Score x Acreage 

Antelope Lateral – South 
Most of the vegetation along the banks of the canal through this portion of the Antelope 
Lateral has been cleared, but a few scattered shrubs remain. The Antelope Lateral varies in 
width from 8 to 12 feet. The habitat type for this area is disturbed riparian shrub. Due to the 
cutting and clearing  associated with regular canal maintenance the vegetation generally 
achieved low scores (HQS of 3.0) with a few exceptions (Photos 1 and 2). In some sections 
(segments A3, A4, and A6), one bank of the canal is tall and nearly vertical, with no riparian 
vegetation (Photos 2 and 3). The only other habitat type along this stretch is shrubby riparian. 
Most of this habitat type is found in two stretches, one by a wet area above the canal 
(segment A2) and the other near SR 43 (segment A7). The shrubby riparian (segment A2) is 
less disturbed so it scored much higher (5.4) (Photo 4). This section of the Antelope Lateral 
where the canal turns sharply as it passes through a shallow valley contains wet areas both 
upslope and downslope from the canal. There is a known spring upslope and west of the canal 
that supports these wet areas. The water appears to be used for irrigation by the landowner 
on the other side of the canal. The other shrubby riparian segment by SR 43 (segment A7) has 
had some disturbance on the east bank of the canal, but the vegetation is generally intact on 
the west bank (Photo 5). 



 
 

 
 

 

 

 

  
   
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

   

 
  

 

One section of the Antelope Lateral may be abandoned (segment A4) where the canal had 
previously traversed the slopes of a steep valley. That loop of the canal may be cut off and 
the pipeline placed across the valley (segment A5) (Photo 6). As the habitat along this new 
alignment is not currently supported by the canal water, this new section was scored as “no 
loss”. The valley does contain some mesic and possibly wetland habitats where groundwater 
and precipitation concentrates in the lower parts of the valley (Photo 7). Although the canal 
currently crosses through this valley, the vegetation in the valley appears to have hydrological 
support independent of the canal. Any potential wetland areas would be avoided by the new 
alignment through the center of the valley. 

Antelope Lateral – North 
Conditions are similar in the section of the Antelope Lateral north of SR 43, with the same 
two primary habitat types as the south portion of the lateral. However, the disturbed riparian 
shrub was in better condition (generally HQS of 4.1 to 4.7) than in Antelope Lateral – South 
area, with some banks partially cleared of vegetation but other short sections without recent 
clearing (Photos 8 and 9). The short wooded riparian sections were also somewhat disturbed 
(HQS of 4.4) (Photos 10 and 11). No wetland areas appeared to be a part of this section, 
though there were some parallel smaller distribution ditches (Photo 11). 

Table 2. Total Habitat Value Scoring for North Lateral. 

Segment Habitat Quality Score Acreage Total Habitat Value (THV)a 

N1 No loss - -
N2 5.2 0.019 0.10 
N3 4.8 0.013 0.06 
N4 5.4 0.144 0.78 
N5 5 0.009 0.05 
N6 No loss - -
N7 5 0.173 0.86 
N8 4.8 0.013 0.06 
N9 4.8 0.050 0.24 
N10 4.9 0.047 0.23 
N11 4.7 0.020 0.09 
N12 4.7 0.121 0.57 
N13 4.5 0.019 0.08 
N14 No loss - -

Total 0.628 3.12 
a THV = Habitat Quality Score x Acreage 

North Lateral 
The North Lateral is much narrower and a little shorter than the Antelope Lateral, generally 
with a width of approximately 3 ft. As this lateral has not been maintained by cutting or 
removing vegetation, it still retains most of its vegetation, even though some disturbance 
from the agricultural operations has occurred in these areas. Where all the vegetation 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  

 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 

  

 
 

  

   

surrounding the canal for some distance has been cleared and grubbed a total of 5 habitat 
types were observed. Two segments were scored as “no loss” as no habitat currently exists 
that would be lost from pipe installation (segments N1 and N6) (Photos 12 and 13). The 
shrubby riparian segments (segments N2, N4, N9, and N12) contains a mix of an herbaceous 
layer and a minor willow-cottonwood sapling and small tree layer of varying widths (Photos 
14, 15, and 16). Disturbance to these sections originates from the agricultural operations in 
the area. The herbaceous riparian (segments N3, N5, N8, and N11) was of a medium value but 
mostly contained grasses, forbs, and other herbaceous species (Photos 17 and 18). The 
wooded riparian areas (segments N7 and N10) contain a medium quality habitat because of 
some cutting and disturbance around farm buildings and operations (Photos 19 and 20). 
Lastly, the disturbed riparian shrub (segment N13) was a mix of vegetation layers but all 
affected by livestock use or limited ditch maintenance (clearing) (Photo 21). There is also a 
new section (segment N14) where the pipe would be placed not in the original ditch but on 
the Pallesen farm property and along the farm road (also scored as “no loss”). The section 
that would be abandoned (segments N11 and N12) because of the new pipe would be left 
open. Although some surface runoff or precipitation could collect in the open section, 
irrigation water would no longer flow as it previously did. 

When added together, the Antelope Lateral and the North Laterals, contain a combined THV 
score of 6.2 THV units. This represents the “artificial riparian habitat” that could be 
potentially lost with the completion of the Antelope and North laterals project piping work. 
The calculated THV baseline for the Antelope and North laterals project was submitted to and 
approved by Reclamation in September 2016.  

EXISTING CONDITIONS AT THE HABITAT REPLACEMENT SITE 
The 13.55-acre HRS is located in Section 29, Township 3 North, and Range 19 East in Daggett 
County, Utah. The elevation of the site is approximately 7,000 feet above sea level, in the 
foothills along the northeastern flank of the Uinta Mountains. Birch Springs Creek, a perennial 
fish-bearing stream, flows through the HRS. Soils throughout the HRS consist of sandy loams 
and silty clays. 

Currently, the South Valley HRS has been constructed as planned with the proposed grading, 
fencing, and irrigation (See Appendix A). The first year’s plantings have also been 
implemented, with more to come in the following two years. However, for comparison 
purposes, the final proposed established conditions were used as the baseline for the 
comparison to any further enhancements to the HRS. 

The HRS is approximately ten miles from the nearest sage grouse management area and 
twelve miles from the nearest known lek. The Utah Natural Heritage Program has no records 
of any greater sage-grouse observations within two miles of the HRS; therefore, it has been 
determined that the perching pole will still be installed to benefit birds of prey. 

HABITAT REPLACEMENT SITE PRESCRIBED ENHANCEMENTS 
The Sheep Creek Irrigation Company is proposing to further enhance the South Valley HRS to 
increase its function as a riparian area and buffer zone. The HRS will continue to provide 



 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

  

   

   

   

   

  

   

   

suitable habitat for many wildlife species, and the proposed additional enhancements should 
provide an even higher quality diverse habitat for wildlife including deer, elk, cottontail 
rabbits, quail, wild turkeys, birds of prey, small migratory birds, and small mammals. From 
the original HRP (See Appendix A), the HRS has now been properly fenced to exclude cattle 
grazing on the young vegetation, noxious weed control is ongoing, a dedicated water supply 
has been installed and operating, earthwork to reduce the incised creek has been completed, 
and plantings of native trees and shrubs has occurred. The additional plantings proposed 
should further expand and diversify the available forage, refuge, and nesting habitats for 
wildlife species, and further increase the value to wildlife. 

An addition to the water supply for the HRS has also be secured. A few local springs that 
currently drain into the North Lateral are now being proposed to be conveyed to the HRS once 
the North Lateral has been piped. This will increase the water available for new plantings and 
will provide a natural, perennial source of water to the HRS, in addition to the current 
irrigation system installed. 

To accomplish the goal of further increasing the value of the HRS to wildlife, further diverse 
plant species plantings and seeding are proposed; 230 five-gallon trees and shrubs and 50 pole 
plantings (Table 3). Planting placements will be modified contingent on existing plantings and 
location of water sources, but generally the additional plants will be dispersed between the 
existing plantings but not too close as to cause competition among the plants. Seeding of the 
wildflower mix (such as a intermountain pollinator blend that includes sunflower, blue flax, 
alfalfa, clover, yarrow, butterfly weed, and mountain lupine) shall occur on the south side 
slope of Birch Spring Creek as that area has low cover of herbaceous vegetation and is 
watered by a sprinkler system. As the slope is still somewhat steep and some erosion has been 
observed, biodegradable erosion control mats will also be staked down to help prevent 
erosion. The pole plantings are the only work happening within the riparian zone along Birch 
Springs Creek, and those will add further stratification within the riparian zone. 

Table 3. Recommended Plantings for the HRS. 
Common Name Scientific Name Quantities (size) 

Black cottonwood Populus balsamifera 30 (5-gallon or other large 
nursery sized) 

Black hawthorn Crataegus douglasii 30 (5-gallon or other large 
nursery sized) 

Saskatoon serviceberry Amelanchier ainifolia 40 (5-gallon or other large 
nursery sized) 

Winterfat Krascheninnikovia lanata 50 (2-gallon or other large 
nursery sized) 

Peachleaf willow Salix amygdaloides 40 (5-gallon or other large 
nursery sized) 

Bebb’s willow Salix bebbiana 40 (5-gallon or other large 
nursery sized) 

Narrowleaf cottonwood Populus angustifolia 50 pole plantings (1” 
minimum diameter) 



  

 

  
 

  
 

 

  
  

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 

Intermountain wildflower 
seed mix Various species 100 lbs. (1-2 lbs. per acre) 

Planting Protocol 
All plants should be laid out in their designated areas. Holes should be dug in a square shape 
that measures twice the size of the plant’s container. The sides of the hole must be scored to 
that the roots have an increased chance of traveling outside the hole. The roots of the plant 
should be loosened slightly, and then placed in the hole in an upright position that is level 
with the ground surface. A fertilizer packet should then be applied to each root ball. It is 
highly recommended that the plant stock of mature size be obtained, where feasible, to 
maximize the survivability of the transplant. 

Every nursery sized planting should receive two inches of water applied, by hand, directly 
after planting is complete. When these steps have been completed, a representative from J
U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. or Sheep Creek Irrigation Company will visit the site for a final walk 
through (as-built) inspection and will document the success of the implementation. Specific 
instructions for the planting of the nursery-sized trees and shrubs and the pole plantings can 
be referenced on the Planting Detail Sheet (see Appendix C). 

For placement zones of the various plantings and seedings, refer to Project Summary Exhibit 
(Appendix B). The black cottonwood, black hawthorn, and Saskatoon serviceberry should be 
planted amongst the existing plantings of other riparian trees and shrubs in the northern 
portion of the HRS. However, some of the Saskatoon serviceberry can also be planted in the 
far southern portion, between the irrigation line and the south boundary fence, as this 
species can tolerate less water at times. The cottonwood pole plantings should be placed in 
wide clusters of 10 poles at five locations along the banks of the Birch Spring Creek. This 
should mimic small cottonwood groves along the creek to provide nesting and shelter close to 
the creek. The two willow species should be planted on either side of the existing riparian 
area, close to the riparian area boundary. The winterfat should be planted in the far southern 
portion of the HRS, but generally where ever less irrigation water observed to flow as these 
plants can take drier conditions. These additional species should provide increased diversity, 
stratification, and valuable habitat for large game forage, migratory bird nesting habitat, and 
small mammal refuge and forage. 

GENERAL MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE 
To maintain a healthy living environment for the plantings, the irrigation system and the 
anticipated perennial input from the local springs will provide a reliable source of water to 
establish the plantings. The goal is to establish an 80% survival rate for the first five years 
after planting. Plants that die during this period will be removed and replaced. 

To ensure a higher probability of the success for the new plantings, a minimum of five years 
monitoring efforts is recommended. An initial photo inventory of the constructed site should 
be recorded from four to six representative photo points. The status of the property should 
be summarized in a yearly report, with photos taken annually from the established photo 






  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

  

   
 

 
 

 

points. Sheep Creek Irrigation Company or their designated authorized agent shall produce an 
annual monitoring report and submit it to the Reclamation’s Environmental Group no later 
than December 15th of each applicable year. These monitoring activities would occur 
concurrently with the existing monitoring and reporting activities for the South Valley HRP. 

After the trees and shrubs have been established for a period of no less than five years, the 
site will be considered part of the zero landscape area, meaning additional monitoring or 
maintenance efforts will no longer be warranted. At the applicable time, a detailed as-built 
plan shall be completed and submitted with the subsequent annual report to Reclamation. 

Noxious weeds onsite will be identified and eliminated using the recommended herbicide 
protocol outlined for AquamasterTM herbicide. AquamasterTM herbicide (by Monsanto) is the 
herbicide selected for this specific application. AquamasterTM is a non-selective, glyphosate 
[N-(phosphonomethyl) glycine], aquatic herbicide that controls emerged vegetation in 
environments where water is present. AquamasterTM is highly effective on more than 190 
species of emerged weeds, including a wide range of annual and perennial grasses, broadleaf 
weeds, and sedges. It works in most aquatic settings better than other weed control options, 
because it offers application flexibility and has favorable environmental characteristics. 
Further, when AquamasterTM is applied according to the label directions, water use 
restrictions are limited to applications within ½ mile of potable surface water sources. 
AquamasterTM must be purchased and applied by a Utah State Licensed Applicator. 
Treatment applications must be in accordance to the labeled directions, established by 
Monstanto. Areas where noxious weeds are eliminated in large areas (>1,000 square feet) will 
be re-seeded with native grass seed mix towards the end of the growing season. 

A formal conservation easement agreement has been secured with Boyd Pallesen, private 
property owner working in cooperation with Sheep Creek Irrigation Company. The 
conservation easement agreement will be structured for a fifty (50) year time frame, ending 
in 2065 (agreement began in 2015). 

Once this plan has been approved by the Reclamation, the aforementioned general 
monitoring and maintenance measures discussed within the final plan will be entirely 
budgeted for, financed, and implemented by Sheep Creek Irrigation Company. Sheep Creek 
Irrigation Company is committed to five years of monitoring and long-term maintenance 
measures for the life of the project or 50 years (until 2065). 

FINAL COMPARISON – CURRENT CONDITIONS VS. ANTICIPATED DESIGN 
In accordance with Reclamation’s established evaluation protocol, by rating the existing 
13.55-acre property’s anticipated functions when the South Valley HRP is established and 
comparing it to the anticipated improvements from the Antelope and North Laterals HRP, the 
HRS should endure a modest HQS increase of 0.6 points. The overall functional score of the 
enhanced area will increase based on the establishment of the following characteristics: an 
increased native vegetation diversity, vegetation stratification, and the addition of a 
dedicated spring-fed water supply. 



 
  

 

 

    

 

  

  

 
       

 
       

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

   

Table 4 illustrates the HQSs before and after the Antelope and North Laterals HRP proposed 
improvements to the HRS. Scoring comparisons for each of the Habitat Evaluation parameters 
are provided below. 

Table 4. Summary of Habitat Quality Scores; pre- and post-construction of the HRS. 
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Table 5 illustrates the net effect in terms of HQSs and provides a summary of the predicted 
THV for the impacted project area, as well as, the HRS. 

Table 5. Summary of Calculated Values: Net Effect of HQSs and THV. 

Feature 
Area (in 
acres) 

HQS before 
project 

(baseline score) 

Anticipated 
HQS 5 years 
post-project 

implementation 

Net HQS 
Net Effect 
to the THV 

Project 
Disturbance 

Area 
1.4 

4.4 (average of 
both laterals) 

NA NA 6.2 

Habitat 
Replacement 

Site 
13.55 7.0 7.6 0.6 8.1 

In terms of THV, the project impacts equate to 6.2 whereas the project enhancements equate 
to 8.1. Based on the estimated THV illustrated in Table 5, the HRP would produce a THV 
increase at the HRS of 8.1, which equals 1.9 above the lost habitat value of 6.2. 

Likelihood of long-term success 
Based upon previous designs of similar nature, the proposed enhancement plan has a high 
probability of successfully promoting a higher functioning habitat for waterfowl, migratory 
birds, and ungulates. Generally speaking, habitat values would be increased based on 



 

 
  

 

 
 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 

  

 

vegetative structure enhancements, increases in overall richness of native herbaceous, shrub, 
and tree species, and the degrease of undesired weedy and non-native species. Dedicated 
spring and irrigation waters will help to ensure the success of the proposed new native 
plantings. 

CONCLUSION 
This HRP has been developed consistent with Reclamation’s Salinity Control Program 
Requirements. The plan proposes to further enhance an area improved in a previous HRP that 
encompasses approximately 13.55 acres. The HRS is estimated to yield a THV increase of 8.1 
(five years’ post-project implementation), which is 1.9 more than what is required for the 
proposed Sheep Creek Irrigation Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control. 

The addition of six more woody tree and shrub species plantings, seeding of a native 
wildflower mix, and the addition of a spring-fed perennial water source will provide an even 
more ecologically rich site with a more diverse native vegetative community. The 13.55-acre 
site will increase the wildlife habitat potential, ultimately providing habitat for migratory 
birds, waterfowl, ungulates, small mammals, and other native plant species. 

By summing the aforementioned project attributes it is evident that this project will yield 
beneficial effects to the natural environment, specifically to the vegetative communities and 
the Birch Springs Creek riparian area that currently exists. If you have any further questions 
or concerns, please contact me at 801-886-9052 or via email at ttoler@jub.com. 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Trent Toler, Biologist 

J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. 

REFERENCES CITED 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). March 2013. Basin-wide Salinity Control Program: 

Procedures for Habitat Replacement. U.S. Department of the Interior. 
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IIntroduction 
The Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) has programmed the use of federal funds, under their Salinity Program, 
to allow the project proponent Sheep Creek Irrigation Company to replace approximately 7.4 linear miles 
(39,130 linear feet) of the South Valley Irrigation Lateral with a pipeline. The proposed Salinity Control 
Project is scheduled to commence during October 2014 and should be completed May 2015. This 
irrigation infrastructure project is estimated to reduce the salinity loading in the Colorado River Basin by 
a cumulative total of 3,373 tons annually. Replacing this open, unlined, earthen canal with high density 
polyethylene (HDPE) pipe would also reduce the amount of water lost through seepage along this canal, 
improving the efficiency of the water delivery system in the project service area. 

This report was authorized by the project sponsor, Sheep Creek Irrigation Company, to develop a Habitat 
Replacement Plan (HRP) for the South Valley Lateral Salinity Control Project located in Daggett County, 
Utah. The development of an approved HRP is a USBR requirement under their Salinity Program, in 
accordance with Public Law 98-569. The objective of this HRP is to meet or exceed the USBR’s 
requirements for habitat replacement. 

The crux of this report is to detail some of the potential habitat enhancements (e.g. creation of gradually 
sloped banks; installation of wildlife friendly fencing; installation of a perching pole; allocating a 
permanent water supply; installing and restoring native woody vegetation/re-planting; and noxious weed 
management) that can be incorporated into the habitat replacement strategy. The primary goal of this 
HRP is to provide sufficient data to applicable regulatory agencies to enable them to make informed 
decisions regarding the viability of the proposed site improvements. As part of this process, a site 
assessment was conducted to determine the current physical characteristics of the site. These 
characteristics were then contrasted with a set of enhancement and improvement alternatives. The work 
culminated in the formulation of specific prescriptive measures geared toward enhancing the natural site 
conditions, thereby, improving the Total Habitat Value (THV) of the Habitat Replacement Site (HRS). This 
HRP illustrates the proposed implementation of well-planned restoration measures that will result in the 
development of a biologically capable and enhanced HRS that can provide viable wildlife habitat. 

Habitat Assessment and Scoring 
The USBR has developed a standardized habitat assessment protocol named “Basin-wide Salinity Control 
Program: Procedures for Habitat Replacement (USBR 2013).” USBR’s protocol takes into account ten 
separate categories (e.g. vegetative diversity and water supply) to rate habitat quality (scores range 
between 0 and 10) and generate a THV. The habitat quality scores (HQSs) were generated based on site 
visits conducted by Vincent Barthels (project consultant/biologist with JUB) and USBR environmental 
group staff, on March 14th and 15th, 2013. 

During the site visits two distinct habitat types were identified along the South Valley lateral. The lower 
30% of the canal alignment and the upper 20% of the canal alignment were grouped together and 
characterized as the “TYPE A Segment.” The TYPE A Segment contains a fairly established woody 
vegetative community. The middle 50% of the canal alignment is characterized as the “TYPE B Segment,” 
which contains little to no woody vegetation. The canal AREA was calculated based on the length of the 
canal proposed to be piped, multiplied by the average channel width below the ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM). The calculated total AREA was 8.52 acres, see below. 
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The total “Area” for the proposed project = 39,130’ x 9.48’= 370,952.4 square feet = 8.52 acres. 

The “Area” for each Segment (TYPE A & TYPE B) = (39,130/2) x 9.48 = 185,476.2; 
185,476.2/43,560 = 4.26 acres. 

Consistent with USBR’s Habitat Assessment Protocol (discussed above), the AREA and the HQSs for the 2 
identified segments of the South Valley lateral are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: AREA and HQSs for the South Valley lateral. 

South Valley Lateral Feature AREA (in acres) Baseline Habitat Quality Score 
(HQS) 

Type A Segment 4.26 4.5 
Type B Segment 4.26 3.0 

THV scores represent overall habitat health and diversity within the project site. USBR’s standard formula 
for THV = AREA (in acres) x HQS. Based on the numbers presented in Table 1, the baseline THV for this 
proposed project equates to: 

Baseline THV = (4.26 x 4.5) + (4.26 x 3.0) = 31.95 

The 31.95 THV units are linked to “artificial riparian habitat,” associated with the South Valley lateral. The 
calculated THV baseline for the South Valley lateral project was submitted to the USBR. USBR issued a 
letter of concurrence dated September 11th, 2013 (see Appendix B). 

EExisting Conditions at the Proposed Habitat Replacement Site 
The first two exhibits (located in Appendix A) illustrate the proposed 13.55 acre HRS that is located in 
Section 29, Township 3 North, and Range 19 East in Daggett County, Utah. Descriptions of the Eco-regions 
of the United States describes the proposed HRS as being situated in an Intermountain Semi-desert 
Province (Bailey 1995). Birch Springs Creek, a perennial fish bearing stream, flows through the HRS. Soils 
throughout the HRS consist of sandy loams and silty clays. 

The proposed HRS has been grazed by cattle for several consecutive years, which has damaged a large 
percentage of the woody vegetation assemblages and herbaceous vegetation that had historically existed 
within the HRS. Intensive cattle grazing in this area is likely a contributing factor to weedy species 
recruitment (e.g. poison hemlock, thistle, white-top and knapweed), as well as to the trampling/stressing 
of the herbaceous understory and woody vegetative cover. 

This site in its entirety, can be characterized as “somewhat disturbed” and containing low to moderate 
quality functioning habitat due to the observed degradation of vegetative assemblages. The ecological 
value and functions of the proposed HRS could easily be enhanced by implementing prescriptive measures 
discussed in later portions of this document. 
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HHabitat Replacement Site Prescribed Enhancements 
The Sheep Creek Irrigation Company is proposing to enhance the HRS into a functioning riparian area and 
buffer zone. The HRS could provide suitable habitat components for many wildlife species. This site is 
planned to be modified to provide a diverse habitat for wildlife, including: birds of prey (raptors), 
California quail, cottontail rabbits, deer, elk, wild turkey, and many small mammals. The elimination of 
grazing coupled with noxious weed control, the implementation of dedicated irrigation waters and native 
replantings will allow for the establishment of higher quality forage opportunities and overall habitat. 

This site should serve to provide refuge for an increased number of individual species that are currently 
being driven out by the current agricultural land use. As part of this proposed action, wildlife habitat on 
the property will be enhanced and preserved, which will help attenuate habitat losses associated with the 
proposed piping project within the general vicinity. 

Baseline existing conditions are discussed throughout this document and are illustrated in the photo 
inventory (see Appendix C). The existing conditions have been compared to a series of enhancement 
alternatives. The following recommended enhancement measures are intended to better support viable 
habitat within the HRS. 

The following seven activities are expected as part of the proposed HRS improvements: 

1.� Finalization and USBR approval of this HRP;
 
2.� Earthwork to reslope and reshape existing banks of Birch Springs Creek in the HRS; 

3.� Installation of wildlife-friendly fencing surrounding the perimeter of the HRS and a perching pole near
 

the southwest corner of the HRS; 
4.� Allocation of a dedicated water supply; 
5.� Implementation of weed control measures; 
6.� Restoration of a native plant community including eradication of Russian olives; and, 
7.� Data collection and annual biological monitoring for the first 5 years post implementation of the HRS. 

A feasible construction window for this type of site development activity is estimated at 30 days. 
Development of the HRS would not occur over a continual 30-day period, but in stages over several years, 
to allow for the site’s successional development and to reduce the impact on wildlife. 

The subsequent portions of this HRP provide detail centered on the individual enhancement elements or 
components. 

Earthwork 
The first work done within the HRS will be to reslope (i.e. lay back) and reshape the existing banks of Birch 
Springs Creek. Generally speaking, the new banks will have a 3:1 or 4:1 slope and intermittent shelving. A 
total of approximately 25,000 CY will be moved in order to create the new bank of Birch Springs Creek. A 
gradual slope will decrease bank sloughing and thus will decrease sediment delivery into the Creek. In 
addition, creating a bank with a more moderate slope will allow for native vegetative communities to 
establish and diversify. The replanted vegetative communities will also function to stabilize the banks from 
erosion. 
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Fencing 
The perimeter fencing efforts should be completed in Year 1 of this project. Approximately 3,280 linear 
feet of wildlife friendly fence and 2 gates will be installed surrounding the entire HRS. Based on the 
preferences of the land owners, 4-wire wildlife friendly fence will be installed around the perimeter of the 
HRS [see Typical Perimeter Fence (4-wire) Designs in Appendix A]. These wildlife friendly fences are 
designed to prohibit cattle from entering and grazing this area. Should livestock inadvertently enter the 
HRS, they should be removed immediately by directing the livestock to one of the two gates as a means 
of exit. 

In addition to the more permanent perimeter fencing, temporary wire mesh exclusion fencing will be 
placed around dense clusters of woody vegetation plantings to prohibit excessive wildlife browsing, and 
to aid in the acclimation and survival of the plantings (see Exclusionary Fence Designs in Appendix A). The 
exclusionary fencing can be utilized and shifted throughout the site as needed. 

Perching Pole 
A perching pole designed for birds of prey should be installed during Year 1. The installation of the pole 
should follow the specifications outlined in the detail sheet (see Perching Pole Detail in Appendix A). 

Dedicated water supply 
This plan involves the dedication and installation of an irrigation system. The landowner will design and 
install the irrigation system. Generally speaking, the irrigation system will include three parallel two-inch 
irrigation lines (see Project Summary Map in Appendix A). The irrigation waters will be supplied by an 
existing water claim located immediately northeast of the HRS, stemming from the North Valley Lateral. 
Additionally, yearly maintenance for the water system will be accounted for by Sheep Creek Irrigation 
Company.  

Signage 
Signage will be installed surrounding the HRS to inform the adjacent private landowners that this area is 
designated as a HRS, and that off-road vehicles are prohibited within the site. 

Restoration of a native vegetative community 
This project implements 600 re-plantings. Four specific species are recommended for the re-plantings; all 
of which are native to Daggett County. The planting schedule prescribes 320 stake plantings and 280 five-
gallon shrubs or trees (Table 2). The re-planting enhancement recommendations are intended to create 
a functioning riparian area and adjacent buffer zone. 

Prior to installing any of the re-plantings on this site, the plan is to install the perimeter fencing and 
dedicated irrigation system. In addition, the first year will include extrication of the existing Russian olives. 
Approximately 8 Russian olives are planned for removal from the site. One of the overarching goals of this 
HRP is to limit Russian olive recruitment in the HRS and to encourage the establishment of native 
vegetation. 

It should be noted that the re-plantings should be installed in phases to minimize the amount of mortality, 
maximum regeneration potential, and to assess annual planting success. During Year 1, approximately 
50% of the proposed plantings should be installed; then, in Year 2 an additional 30% of the plants should 
be installed; and, finally, in Year 3 the remaining 20% of the total recommended plantings should be 
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installed on site. It is expected that the plant diversity be maintained throughout the replanting process. 
Planting quantities, placement and species selection will be modified contingent on the success of the 
plantings installed in previous years, coupled with the regeneration of the existing vegetative 
assemblages. The Project Summary Exhibit illustrates the general location of the prescribed re-plantings 
(see Appendix A).  

Table 2: Recommended Plant Schedule for the HRS. 

Common Name Scientific Name Quantities (Size) 

Buffaloberry Shepherdia argentea 
80 (5-gallon or large nursery 

sized) 

Narrow-leaf cottonwood Populus angustifolia 
120 (5-gallon or large 

nursery sized) 

Coyote willow Salix exigua 
320 stake plantings 

(1/2” minimum diameter) 

Wood’s rose Rosa woodsii 
80 (5-gallon or large nursery 

sized) 
These species are recommended based on native flora documented adjacent to the project area. 

Only native plants should be utilized. 

Due to potential drought in this area, the vegetation should be planted late in the growing season (mid-
September to late-October). 

Planting protocol 
All plants should be laid out in their designated areas. Holes should be dug in a square shape that measures 
twice the size of the plant’s container (see Appendix A – Planting Details). The sides of the hole must be 
scored so that the roots have an increased chance of traveling outside the hole. The roots of the plant 
should be loosened slightly, and then placed in the hole in an upright position that is level with the ground 
surface. A fertilizer packet should then be applied to each root ball. The shrub re-plantings are to be no 
smaller than 5-gallon nursery size. It is highly recommended that plant stock of mature size be obtained, 
where feasible, to maximize the survivability of the transplant. 

Groupings of installed 5-gallon nursery sized plantings shall receive temporary exclusionary fencing (see 
Typical Detail in Appendix A), which should offer some protection from wildlife browsing for the first few 
years after the plantings are installed. After at least one year post installation, and after the plants are 
given an opportunity to acclimate to the new setting, the temporary exclusionary fencing may be taken 
down, reused on the site, and/or removed from the site. 

Every 5-gallon nursery sized planting should receive two inches of water applied, by hand, directly after 
planting is complete. When these steps have been completed, a representative from J-U-B ENGINEERS, 
Inc. or Sheep Creek Irrigation Company will visit the site for a final walk through (as-built) inspection and 
will document the success of implementation. 

Specific instructions for the planting of the 5-gallon shrub trees and stake plantings can be referenced on 
the Planting Detail Sheet (see Appendix A). 
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Post-construction, an as-built report shall be developed. For this project, five continuous years of annual 
monitoring is recommended post construction. Monitoring efforts are discussed in further detail in a later 
section of this report. 

LLimitations Established For the Habitat Replacement Site 
The following access limitations have been established to minimize damages by outside forces to the 
habitat enhancements set forth in this plan. In order to achieve the net effect to the HQS and the THV 
we recommend the following measures be implemented: 

1.� Motorized vehicles will be prohibited in the HRS. Posted signs detailing this limitation will be installed 
near the two gates that provide access into the HRS. 

2.� Livestock grazing is prohibited within the HRS, except for utilizing specific livestock (e.g. goats) to 
target weedy species removal (e.g. white-top or knapweed). 

General Monitoring and Maintenance 
To maintain a healthy living environment for re-plantings, the irrigation system will provide a reliable 
source of water. The goal is to establish an 80% survival rate for the first five years after planting. Plants 
that die during this period will be removed and replaced. 

To ensure a higher probability of the success for the new plantings, a minimum of five years of monitoring 
efforts is recommended. An initial photo inventory of the constructed site should be recorded from four 
to six representative photo points. The status of the property should be summarized in a yearly report, 
with photos taken annually from the established photo points, beginning one year after the completion 
of the fencing component of this plan. Sheep Creek Irrigation Company or their designated authorized 
agent shall produce an annual monitoring report and submit it to the USBR’s Environmental Group no 
later than December 15th of each applicable year. 

After the trees and shrubs have been established for a period of no less than five years, the site will be 
considered part of the zero landscape area, meaning additional monitoring or maintenance efforts will no 
longer be warranted. At the applicable time, a detailed as-built plan shall be completed and submitted 
with the subsequent annual report. 

Noxious weeds onsite will be identified and eliminated using the recommended herbicide protocol 
outlined for AquamasterTM herbicide. AquamasterTM herbicide (by Monsanto) is the herbicide selected 
for this specific application. AquamasterTM is a non-selective, glyphosate [N-(phosphonomethyl) glycine], 
aquatic herbicide that controls emerged vegetation in environments where water is present. 
AquaMasterTM is highly effective on more than 190 species of emerged weeds, including a wide range of 
annual and perennial grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges. It works in most aquatic settings better than 
other weed control options, because it offers application flexibility and has favorable environmental 
characteristics. Further, when AquamasterTM is applied according to label directions, water use 
restrictions are limited to applications within ½ mile of potable surface water sources. AquamasterTM 
must be purchased and applied by a Utah State Licensed Applicator. Treatment applications must be in 
accordance to the labeled directions, established by Monsanto. Areas where noxious weeds are 
eliminated in large areas (i.e. > 1,000 square feet) will be re-seeded with native grass seed mix (e.g., salt 
grass) towards the end of the growing season. 
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AquamasterTM herbicide shall also be used in concert with the eradication of the Russian olive trees. 
Russian olive trees shall be cut down with a chain saw. Immediately following the cutting, AquamasterTM 
herbicide shall be applied to the remaining stump of the trunk. Cut portions of the Russian olives shall be 
hauled away from the HRS. Removal of the cut trees should be completed in a fashion that limits any 
portions (especially seeds) from remaining on the HRS. 

A formal conservation easement agreement will be secured with Boyd Pallesen, private property owner 
working in cooperation with Sheep Creek Irrigation Company, prior to implementation of this HRP. The 
conservation easement agreement will be structured for a fifty (50) year time frame, ending in 2065. 

Once this plan has been approved by the USBR, all of the aforementioned general monitoring and 
maintenance measures discussed within the final plan will be entirely budgeted for, financed, and 
implemented by Sheep Creek Irrigation Company. Sheep Creek Irrigation Company is committed to five 
years of monitoring and long-term maintenance measures for the life of the project or 50 years (until 
2065). 

FFinal Comparison - Current Conditions vs. Anticipated Design 
In accordance with the USBR’s established evaluation protocol, by rating the existing 13.55 acre property’s 
functions and comparing it to the anticipated improvements, the HRS should endure a HQS increase of 
2.5 points. The overall functional score of the enhanced area will increase based on the establishment of 
the following characteristics: 

x� Reduced sediment delivery to Birch Springs Creek 
x� Increased native vegetation diversity, overall health and stratification; 
x� Decreased prevalence of noxious weeds and Russian olives; 
x� Installation of a perching pole; 
x� Dedication of a suitable water supply; and, 
x� Measurably less human and livestock engagement on the property. 
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Table 3 illustrates the HQSs before and after construction of the HRS enchantments. Scoring comparisons 
for each of the Habitat Evaluation parameters are provided below. 

Table 3: Summary of Habitat Quality Scores; pre and post construction of the HRS. 
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Table 4 illustrates the net effect in terms of HQSs and provides a summary of the predicted THV for the 
impacted project area, as well as, the HRS. 

Table 4: Summary of Calculated Values: Net Effect of HQSs and THV. 

Feature 
Area 

(in acres) 

HQS before 
project 

(baseline 
score) 

Anticipated HQS 5 
years post project 
implementation 

Net HQS 
Net Effect to the 

Total Habitat Value 
(THV) 

Project 
Disturbance 

Area 
8.52 

3.75 
(averaged 

Type A and B 
Segments) 

N/A N/A -31.95 

Habitat 
Replacement 

Site 
13.55 4.5 7.0 2.5 33.88 

In terms of THV, the project impacts equate to -31.95 whereas the project enhancements equate to 
33.88. Based on the estimated THV illustrated in Table 4, this HRP would produce a THV increase at the 
HRS, which equates to 1.93 = (33.88-31.95). 
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WOODEN BOARD 2" x 2" x 2', 
FASTENED TO PLATE BELOW 
WITH WOOD SCREWS 

METAL SUPPORT PLATE 6" x 2" WELDED 
TO TOP OF POST WITH TWO HOLES 

DRILLED FOR WOOD SCREWS 

4'
 M

IN
. 

METAL POLE 20' TALL AND 3" DIA. 
FITTED OVER FENCE POST 

BOLT 2 1/2" x 3/8" THREADED INTO 
NUT TO HOLD FENCE POST AGAINST 
INNER WALL OF POLE 

NUT FOR BOLT WELDED 
TO OUTSIDE OF POLE 

10' FENCE POST 
DRIVEN INTO GROUND 

NOTES: 
1.		 PERCH SHOULD BE ASSEMBLED IN A WORKSHOP ACCORDING TO THIS DIAGRAM. THE 2' LENGTH OF 

2" x 2" UNTREATED PINE BOARD SHOULD BE BOLTED TO THE 6" PIECE OF FLAT METAL THAT HAS BEEN 
ARC WELDED TO ONE END OF THE METAL POLE. TWO HOLES 1/2" IN DIAMETER SHOULD BE DRILLED IN 
THE POLE APPROXIMATELY 18" AND 48" FROM THE BOTTOM. NUTS FOR THE 2 1/2" x 3/8" BOLTS SHOULD 
BE ARC WELDED TO THE OUTSIDE OF THE POLE IN ALIGNMENT WITH THESE HOLES. 

2.		 TO INSTALL THE POLE, DRIVE THE FENCE POST ABOUT HALF WAY INTO THE GROUND, MAKING SURE 
IT IS VERTICAL. FIT THE POLE OF THE BIRD PERCH OVER THE POLE, WITH THE POST INSIDE THE POLE. 
THE POLE SHOULD REST ON THE GROUND BUT NOT BE DRIVEN INTO THE GROUND. COAT THE NUTS
 WITH GREASE OR OTHER PRODUCT TO PREVENT RUST, AND THEN INSERT THE TWO BOLTS INTO THE 
NUTS AND TIGHTEN THE BOLTS AGAINST THE POST; THE POST MAY HAVE TO BE ROTATED SO THAT 

THE BOLTS REST AGAINST A FLAT PORTION OF THE POST. 
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Basinwide Salinity Control Program:
	
Procedures for Habitat Replacement�
 

SUMMARY: +DELWDW�5HSODFHPHQW�UHTXLUHPHQWV�DQG�SURFHGXUHV�XQGHU�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO� 
SURJUDPV�KDYH�EHHQ�SUHSDUHG�E\�D�5HFODPDWLRQ�)LVK�DQG�:LOGOLIH�6HUYLFH�WHDP���$XWKRULWLHV�IRU� 
UHSODFHPHQW�DUH�SUHVHQWHG���$YRLGDQFH�RI�KDELWDW�ORVVHV�LV�SUHIHUUHG��ZKHUH�WKLV�LV�QRW�SRVVLEOH�� 
UHSODFHPHQW�SODQV�VKRXOG�UHVXOW�LQ�QR�QHW�ORVV�RI�KDELWDW����$�JHQHUDO�PHWKRG�RI�GHWHUPLQLQJ� 
KDELWDW�ORVVHV�DQG�UHSODFHPHQW�QHHGV�LV�SUHVHQWHG���0RQLWRULQJ�DQG�UHFRUG�NHHSLQJ�DUH�GLVFXVVHG��� 
� 

I. AUTHORITY 
� 
7KH�UHTXLUHPHQW�DQG�DXWKRULW\�WR�LPSOHPHQW�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�IHDWXUHV�ZHUH�ILUVW�LQFOXGHG�LQ� 
WKH������DPHQGPHQWV��3XEOLF�/DZ���������WR�WKH�6DOLQLW\�&RQWURO�$FW��3XEOLF�/DZ���������$FW���� 
7KH�$FW��DV�DPHQGHG��VWDWHV�� 

� 
�,Q�6HFWLRQ�����D���������WKDW��7KH�6HFUHWDU\�VKDOO�FRQVWUXFW��RSHUDWH��DQG�PDLQWDLQ�WKH� 
VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�XQLWV�������FRQVLVWLQJ�RI�PHDVXUHV�WR�UHSODFH�LQFLGHQWDO�ILVK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH� 
YDOXHV�IRUHJRQH�� 
� 
�,Q�6HFWLRQ�����E�����³,Q�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�WKH�XQLWV�DXWKRUL]HG�WR�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�SXUVXDQW�WR� 
VXEVHFWLRQ��D��RI�WKLV�VHFWLRQ��WKH�6HFUHWDU\�VKDOO�LPSOHPHQW�PHDVXUHV�WR�UHSODFH�LQFLGHQWDO� 
ILVK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�YDOXHV�IRUHJRQH�FRQFXUUHQWO\�ZLWK�WKH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�D�XQLW
 V��RU�D� 
SRUWLRQ�RI�D�XQLW
 V��UHODWHG�IHDWXUHV�� 

� 
7KH������DPHQGPHQWV��3XEOLF�/DZ���������WR�WKH�$FW�WKDW�FUHDWHG�WKH�%DVLQZLGH�6DOLQLW\� 
&RQWURO�3URJUDP�VWDWHV«³6XFK�SURJUDP�VKDOO�SURYLGH�IRU�WKH�PLWLJDWLRQ�RI�LQFLGHQWDO�ILVK�DQG� 
ZLOGOLIH�YDOXHV�WKDW�DUH�ORVW�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�WKH�PHDVXUHV�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG�ZRUNV�´� 
7KH�$FW��DV�DPHQGHG��UHTXLUHV�WKH�UHSODFHPHQW�RI�LQFLGHQWDO�ILVK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�KDELWDW�YDOXHV� 
IRUHJRQH�E\�WKH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFWV�LQ�WKH�%DVLQZLGH�3URJUDP���7KH�FRVW� 
RI�WKLV�PLWLJDWLRQ�KDV�W\SLFDOO\�EHHQ�LQFOXGHG�LQ�WKH�FRVWV�RI�WKH�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFWV�XVHG�LQ� 
FRPSXWLQJ�FRVW�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�� 
� 

II.ASSUMPTIONS AND DEFINITIONS 
� 

A. Assumptions 
� 
$V�GHVFULEHG�LQ�WKH�ODVW�VHFWLRQ��DXWKRULW\�LV�SURYLGHG�E\�WKH�$FW�IRU�D�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW� 
SURJUDP�WR�UHSODFH�WKH�KDELWDW�YDOXHV�IRUHJRQH�RU�ORVW�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�VDOLQLW\� 
FRQWURO�LPSURYHPHQWV��,Q�WKH�RULJLQDO�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURJUDP��SULRU�WR�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�WKH� 
%DVLQZLGH�3URJUDP��KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�ZDV�DFFRPSOLVKHG�E\�5HFODPDWLRQ���/RQJ�WHUP� 
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RSHUDWLRQ�DQG�PDLQWHQDQFH��2 0��RI�WKHVH�SURSHUWLHV�LV�IXQGHG�WKURXJK�DQQXDO�&RQJUHVVLRQDO� 
DSSURSULDWLRQV��DQG�WKXV��WKHUH�LV�OLWWOH�FRQFHUQ�DERXW�ORVLQJ�WKHVH�FUHGLWV�RYHU�D����\HDU�SURMHFW� 
OLIH�� 

� 
:LWK�WKH�DGYHQW�RI�WKH�%DVLQZLGH�3URJUDP��D�³UHTXHVW�IRU�SURSRVDOV´��QRZ�)XQGLQJ�2SSRUWXQLW\� 
$QQRXQFHPHQW��LV�XVHG�WR�VHOHFW�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFWV�IURP�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�XSSHU�&RORUDGR� 
5LYHU�%DVLQ��:\RPLQJ��8WDK��1HZ�0H[LFR�DQG�&RORUDGR����6XFFHVVIXO�SURMHFW�DSSOLFDQWV� 
EHFRPH�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�IRUPXODWLRQ��LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�DQG�ORQJ�WHUP�2	 0�RI�WKHLU�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW�SODQV���6RPH�SURSRQHQWV�XWLOL]H�5HFODPDWLRQ�WHFKQLFDO�DVVLVWDQFH�IRU�LQLWLDO�SODQQLQJ� 
DQG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��DQG�RWKHU�DSSOLFDQWV�ZRUN�LQGHSHQGHQWO\���� 

� 
6RPH�RI�WKH�EDVLF�DVVXPSWLRQV�RI�WKH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SURFHVV�DUH�� 

� 
x� +DELWDW�ORVVHV�DUH�HVWLPDWHG�EDVHG�RQ�LPSDFWV�RI�WKH�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFW�RQ�H[LVWLQJ� 

KDELWDW���,I�LW�LV�FOHDU�WKDW�WKH�KDELWDW�ZRXOG�EH�ORVW�LQ�WKH�VKRUW�WHUP�HYHQ�ZLWKRXW�WKH� 
VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFW��WKH�SURMHFWHG�ORVVHV�FDQ�EH�DGMXVWHG����� 

� 
x� 3LSLQJ�DQ�RSHQ�GLWFK�LV�DVVXPHG�WR�HOLPLQDWH������RI�WKH�VHHSDJH�IURP�WKDW�GLWFK���,Q�WKLV� 

FDVH��DOO�DGMDFHQW�YHJHWDWLRQ�SURYLGLQJ�KDELWDW�ZRXOG�EH�DVVXPHG�WR�EH�ORVW�XQOHVV�WKHUH�LV� 
VRPH�RWKHU�ZDWHU�VRXUFH�QHDUE\��H�J���DQ�LUULJDWHG�ILHOG��JURXQGZDWHU�IURP�DQRWKHU� 
VRXUFH��RU�QDWXUDO�VHHSV�DQG�GUDLQDJHV��WR�PDLQWDLQ�D�SRUWLRQ�RI�WKH�YHJHWDWLRQ���5HVLGXDO� 
VHHSDJH�RQ�D�OLQHG�FDQDO�PLJKW�EH�DVVXPHG�WR�EH�����LQLWLDOO\��DQG������IRU�FRQFUHWH� 
ODWHU�LQ�LWV�OLIH��RI�WKH�SUH�SURMHFW�YDOXH�ZKLFK�FRXOG�KHOS�PDLQWDLQ�VRPH�H[LVWLQJ�KDELWDW�� 

� 
x�	 +DELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQV�DUH�GHYHORSHG�ZLWK�WKH�LQWHQW�WR�SURYLGH�FRPSOHWH�DQG� 

FRQFXUUHQW�UHSODFHPHQW�RI�ORVVHV�IRU�WKH�OLIH�RI�WKH�VDOLQLW\�SURMHFW��W\SLFDOO\����\HDUV�IRU� 
SLSHOLQHV���+DELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�DFWLYLW\�ZLOO�RFFXU�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH�DV�SURMHFW� 
FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�JRDO�RI�KDYLQJ�DOO�LQLWLDO�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�GHYHORSPHQW� 
FRPSOHWHG�DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH�DV�WKH�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFW�LV�FRPSOHWHG���,I�KDELWDW� 
SURMHFWV�GR�QRW�ODVW�WKH�UHTXLUHG����\HDUV��5HFODPDWLRQ�RSHUDWHV�XQGHU�WKH�DVVXPSWLRQ�WKDW� 
D�UHYLWDOL]HG�SURMHFW�RU�QHZ�SURMHFWV�ZLOO�EH�LPSOHPHQWHG�WR�FRPSOHWH�WKH����\HDU� 
UHTXLUHPHQW��� 

� 
x� &RVWV�RI�UHSODFHPHQW�ZHUH�WR�EH�DOORFDWHG�WR�SURMHFW¶V�FRVW�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�YDOXH��FRVW�SHU� 

WRQ���� 
� 
x�	 ,Q�JHQHUDO��1(3$�DQG�(6$�FRPSOLDQFH�DUH�QHHGHG�WR�LPSOHPHQW�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFWV��� 

,Q�VRPH�FDVHV��1(3$�FDQ�EH�WLHUHG�RII�RI�SUHYLRXV�1(3$�GRFXPHQWV�RU�FDWHJRULFDOO\� 
H[FOXGHG�IURP�D�QHHG�IRU�D�1(3$�FRPSOLDQFH�GRFXPHQW���5HFODPDWLRQ�LV�XVXDOO\�WKH�OHDG� 
DJHQF\�IRU�1(3$�DOWKRXJK�WKH�SURMHFW�DSSOLFDQW�PD\�EH�UHTXLUHG�SURYLGH�QHFHVVDU\�GDWD� 
DQG�GUDIW�UHSRUWV��7KH�1(3$�GRFXPHQW�PXVW�LQFOXGH�FRPPLWPHQWV�WR�FRPSOHWH�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�VDOLQLW\�SURJUDP�UHTXLUHPHQWV��HYHQ�LI�1(3$�DQDO\VHV� 
GHWHUPLQH�PLQRU�HIIHFWV�WR�ZLOGOLIH�IURP�WKH�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ� 

� 
x� 7KHUH�LV�D�JHQHUDO�DVVXPSWLRQ�WKDW�ZHWODQGV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�FDQDO�DQG�ODWHUDO�VHHSDJH�GR� 

QRW�PHHW�WKH�GHILQLWLRQ�RI�MXULVGLFWLRQDO�ZHWODQGV�LQ�WKH������)HGHUDO�0DQXDO�IRU� 
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,GHQWLI\LQJ�DQG�'HOLQHDWLQJ�-XULVGLFWLRQDO�:HWODQGV�DQG�WKH������&RUSV�RI�(QJLQHHUV� 
:HWODQGV�'HOLQHDWLRQ�0DQXDO���,I�ZHWODQG�VLWHV�DUH�FODVVLILHG�DV�MXULVGLFWLRQDO�XQGHU�WKH� 
&OHDQ�:DWHU�$FW��DGGLWLRQDO�SHUPLWWLQJ�DQG�PLWLJDWLRQ�PD\�EH�UHTXLUHG�DIWHU�FRQVXOWLQJ� 
ZLWK�WKH�&RUSV�RI�(QJLQHHUV��� 
� 

B. Definitions 
� 
Replacement PHDQV�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RU�HQKDQFHPHQW�RI�KDELWDW�WR�UHSODFH�KDELWDW�YDOXHV�ORVW�DV�D� 
UHVXOW�RI�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�PHDVXUHV�EHLQJ�LPSOHPHQWHG���7KLV�UHVXOWV�LQ�QR�QHW�ORVV�RI�KDELWDW��� 
$Q�H[DPSOH�RI�WKLV�LV�DV�IROORZV�� 
� 

L��	 7KH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�D�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�PHDVXUH�LV�HVWLPDWHG�WR�FDXVH�WKH�ORVV�RI� 
���KDELWDW�XQLWV�� 

LL��	 7R�UHSODFH�WKDW�ORVV��D�UHSODFHPHQW�SURSHUW\�LV�ORFDWHG�ZKHUH�WKH����XQLWV�FDQ�EH� 
FUHDWHG�E\�HQKDQFLQJ�KDELWDW�WKURXJK�SODQWLQJV��JUD]LQJ�PDQDJHPHQW��ZHWODQG� 
GHYHORSPHQW��ZHHG�FRQWURO��HWF�� 

LLL��	 7KH�UHSODFHPHQW�SURSHUW\�PD\�KDYH�KDG����XQLWV�RI�YDOXH�LQ�LWV�SUH�H[LVWLQJ� 
FRQGLWLRQ��VR�RQFH�WKH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQ�LV�LPSOHPHQWHG��WKH�WRWDO�KDELWDW� 
XQLWV�RQ�WKLV�SURSHUW\�ZRXOG�EH����� 

� 
Avoidance RI�LPSDFWV�PHDQV�QRW�DOORZLQJ�LPSDFWV�WR�RFFXU�LQ�WKH�ILUVW�SODFH���7KLV�LV�WKH� 
SUHIHUUHG�DSSURDFK�WR�SURMHFW�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��ZKHQ�FRPSDWLEOH�ZLWK�WKH�RYHUDOO�SURMHFW� 
SXUSRVH���,I�DYRLGDQFH�FDQ�EH�DFKLHYH�DV�UHJDUGV�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�IRU�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO� 
SURMHFWV��WKHUH�LV�QR�QHHG�WR�XQGHUWDNH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�IRU�WKRVH�SURMHFWV���:KHQ�LPSDFWV� 
WR�KDELWDW�DUH�unavoidable, WKHQ�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�LV�UHTXLUHG�� 
� 
3RVW�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�preservation FDQ�EH�DQ�DFFHSWDEOH�PHDQV�RI�IXOILOOLQJ�WKH�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW�UHTXLUHPHQWV�RI�WKH�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURJUDP���Preservation RI�H[LVWLQJ�SUH� 
SURMHFW�KDELWDW�PHDQV�GHVLJQLQJ�DQG�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�D�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQ�WKDW�DVVXUHV�WKDW�WKH� 
KDELWDW�ZLOO�UHPDLQ�YLDEOH�IRU�WKH�OLIH�RI�WKH�SURMHFW���)RU�H[DPSOH��KDELWDW�DORQJ�D�FDQDO� 
ZKLFK�LV�DOVR�ORFDWHG�QHDU�QDWXUDO�VHHSV�RU�D�QDWXUDO�ZDWHUVKHG�PLJKW�EH�GHVLJQDWHG�IRU� 
SUHVHUYDWLRQ��ZLWK�PRQLWRULQJ�DQG�PDQDJHPHQW�LQWHUYHQWLRQ��ZDWHU�VXSSO\��LQYDVLYH�VSHFLHV� 
FRQWURO��HWF��DV�QHHGHG�� 
� 
:KHUH�DYRLGDQFH�DQG�SUHVHUYDWLRQ�DUH�QRW�IHDVLEOH��WKHQ�DFTXLVLWLRQ��WKURXJK�IHH�RU� 
HDVHPHQWV��DQG�LPSURYHPHQW�RI�UHSODFHPHQW�SURSHUW\�LV�WKH�UHTXLUHG�DSSURDFK�� 
� 

III. PROCEDURES 
� 

A. Determining Losses and Replacement Needs 
� 

7KH�6DOLQLW\�&RQWURO�$FW�SURYLGHV�IRU�WKH�UHSODFHPHQW�RI�LQFLGHQWDO�ILVK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�YDOXHV�WKDW� 
DUH�DIIHFWHG�E\�SURMHFW�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��DQG�SURYLGHV�WKDW�WKHUH�EH�QR�QHW�ORVV�RI�ZLOGOLIH�KDELWDW��� 
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7KLV�LV�QRW�WR�VD\�WKDW�DFUHDJH�PXVW�EH�WKH�VDPH��EXW�WKHUH�VKRXOG�EH�QR�QHW�ORVV�LQ�WRWDO�YDOXH�WR� 
ZLOGOLIH���� 
� 
+DELWDW�TXDOLW\�ZLOO�EH�DVFHUWDLQHG�XVLQJ�D�VWDQGDUGL]HG�KDELWDW�DVVHVVPHQW�SURWRFRO���7KLV� 
SURWRFRO�ZLOO�H[DPLQH�YDULRXV�FRPSRQHQWV�RI�ERWK�WKH�KDELWDW�LPSDFWHG�LQ�WKH�SURMHFW�DUHD�DQG� 
SURSRVHG�UHSODFHPHQW�KDELWDW�V��WR�IRUP�D�YDOXH�RI�ODQG�WR�ZLOGOLIH�DQG�WR�DVVLJQ�D�+DELWDW� 
4XDOLW\�6FRUH���7KH�WRWDO�ZLOGOLIH�KDELWDW�YDOXH�RI�DQ�DUHD�LV�GHWHUPLQHG�ZLWK�WKH�IROORZLQJ� 
IRUPXOD���� 
� 
$UHD��DFUHV��RI�LPSDFWHG�KDELWDW�;�+DELWDW�4XDOLW\�6FRUH��+46��RI�WKH�LPSDFWHG�KDELWDW��� �7RWDO� 

+DELWDW�9DOXH�/RVW��RU�7RWDO�+DELWDW�8QLWV�ORVW�� 
$�[�+46� �7+9� 

� 
7KH�H[LVWLQJ�WRWDO�KDELWDW�YDOXH��7+9��RI�WKH�SURSRVHG�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�LV�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�WKH� 
VDPH�PHWKRG��7KHQ�LPSURYHPHQWV�DUH�SODQQHG�IRU�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV��WKH�LPSURYHPHQW��DFUHV� 
LPSURYHG�;�LQFUHDVH�LQ�H[LVWLQJ�+46��PXVW�HTXDO�RU�H[FHHG�WKH�WRWDO�KDELWDW�YDOXH�ORVW���7KXV� 
WKHUH�ZLOO�EH�QR�QHW�ORVV�RI�KDELWDW�YDOXH���7KH�DFUHDJH�RI�SURMHFW�LPSDFWV�DQG�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV� 
ZLOO�OLNHO\�EH�GLIIHUHQW��YDU\LQJ�ZLWK�WKH�KDELWDW�TXDOLW\�VFRUHV��+46��DQG�LPSURYHPHQW�SRWHQWLDO� 
RI�WKH�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�� 
� 
� 
([DPSOH�� 
� 
)LYH�PLOHV�RI�D�ODWHUDO�DUH�WR�EH�SODFHG�LQ�SLSH���7KHUH�DUH���DFUHV�RI�ZHWODQGV�ULSDULDQ�YHJHWDWLRQ� 
VXSSRUWHG�E\�VHHSDJH�IURP�WKH�ODWHUDO���,W�LV�SUHGLFWHG�WKDW�WKHVH���DFUHV�ZLOO�EH�ORVW�ZKHQ�WKH� 
ODWHUDO�LV�SODFHG�LQ�SLSH�� 
� 
7KH�+DELWDW�4XDOLW\�6FRUH�RI�WKH���DFUHV�DUH�GHWHUPLQHG���,Q�WKLV�H[DPSOH��WKH�+DELWDW�4XDOLW\�LV� 
����7KHUHIRUH�WKH�7+9�RU�+DELWDW�8QLWV�ORVW�ZLOO�EH���DFUHV�[��� ����� 
� � 
5HSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�DUH�LGHQWLILHG���7KHVH�ODQGV�ZLOO�KDYH�WR�KDYH�WKH�7+9�LPSURYHG�E\����LQ� 
RUGHU�WR�KDYH�QR�QHW�ORVV�RI�YDOXH���,Q�WKLV�H[DPSOH�WKH�UHSODFHPHQW�DUHD�LV���DFUHV�DQG�KDV�D� 
+DELWDW�9DOXH�6FRUH�RI�����7KHUHIRUH�WKH�7+9�RI�WKH�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�LV������7KLV�QHHGV�WR�EH� 
LQFUHDVHG�WR������,PSURYHPHQWV�QHHG�WR�EH�PDGH�WR�WKH�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�WR�LQFUHDVH�WKH�SHU�DFUH� 
+DELWDW�4XDOLW\�6FRUH�WR���IRU�DQ�LPSURYHPHQW�RI������7KLV�LPSURYHPHQW�ZLOO�UHVXOW�LQ�QR�QHW�ORVV� 
RI�KDELWDW�YDOXH�IURP�WKH�SURMHFW��,I�MXULVGLFWLRQDO�ZHWODQGV�DUH�SUHVHQW�ZLWKLQ�WKH�SURSRVHG� 
SURMHFW�DUHD��5HFODPDWLRQ�ZLOO�FRRUGLQDWH�ZLWK�WKH�&RUSV�RI�(QJLQHHUV�WR�FRRUGLQDWH�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW�UHTXLUHPHQWV�� 
� 

��� +DELWDW�4XDOLW\�6FRUH��+46�� 
� 
7KLV�SURWRFRO�KDV�EHHQ�GHVLJQHG�WR�DVVHVV�WKH�KDELWDW�TXDOLW\�VFRUH�RI�D�VSHFLILHG�DUHD�LQ�D�WLPHO\� 
DQG�FRVW�HIIHFWLYH�PDQQHU���(OHYHQ�FULWHULD�KDYH�EHHQ�GHYHORSHG�WR�H[DPLQH�DVSHFWV�RI�KDELWDW� 
WKDW�DUH�HVVHQWLDO�IRU�ZLOGOLIH���7KH�ILUVW�FULWHULRQ��ULSDULDQ�RU�ZHWODQG�KDELWDW�W\SH�PXVW�KDYH�D� 
µ\HV¶�DQVZHU�LQ�RUGHU�WR�SURFHHG�WR�IXUWKHU�HYDOXDWLRQ���(DFK�RI�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ����FULWHULD�VKRXOG� 
WKHQ�EH�VFRUHG�DV�WR�ZKDW�LV�DSSURSULDWH�RU�H[SHFWHG�IRU�WKH�VSHFLILF�KDELWDW�W\SH�EHLQJ�HYDOXDWHG�� 
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DQG�VRPH�PD\�QHHG�WR�EH�DGDSWHG�WR�ILW�WKH�VSHFLILF�SURMHFW�DUHD���(YDOXDWRUV�VKRXOG�KDYH�DQ� 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�WKH�HFRORJLFDO�FRPPXQLW\�WKH\�DUH�HYDOXDWLQJ����� 
� 
)RU�HDFK�FULWHULRQ��WKH�SURMHFW�DUHD�ZLOO�EH�VFRUHG�IURP�������ZLWK����KDYLQJ�WKH�PRVW�YDOXH�WR� 
ZLOGOLIH����KDYLQJ�WKH�OHDVW�YDOXH���$Q�H[DPSOH�RI�WKH�VFRULQJ�V\VWHP�� 
� 
1DWLYH�YV��1RQQDWLYH�9HJHWDWLRQ�6SHFLHV�IRU�ERWK�)ORUD�DQG�)DXQD�� 

�� �� �� �� �� ��� 

����RU�OHVV� 
QDWLYH� 
VSHFLHV� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����RU� 
JUHDWHU�� 
QDWLYH� 
VSHFLHV� 

� 
$IWHU�DOO�FULWHULD�KDYH�EHHQ�HYDOXDWHG��WKH�WRWDO�SRLQWV�ZLOO�EH�DGGHG�WRJHWKHU���7KHVH�SRLQWV�ZLOO� 
WKHQ�EH�FRUUHODWHG�WR�D�KDELWDW�TXDOLW\�VFRUH�EDVHG�RQ�SHUFHQWDJH��� 
� 
� 
([DPSOH��7KHUH�DUH����FULWHULD�WR�EH�HYDOXDWHG���7KH�WRWDO�SRLQWV�HDUQHG�LQ�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�FULWHULD� 
ZHUH������7KH�ODQG�ZRXOG�KDYH�DQ�+46�RI������UDZ�VFRUH�RI����GLYLGHG�E\����� 
+DELWDW�4XDOLW\�6FRUH��+46�� ����������������������������5DZ�6FRUH�7RWDO� 
��� ���� 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 
����WR����� ������ 

� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
� 
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���	 (YDOXDWLRQ�&ULWHULD� 

x�	 Habitat Type:���([DPLQH�WKH�KDELWDW�W\SH���5LSDULDQ�DQG�ZHWODQG�FRPPXQLWLHV�VHUYH�D� 
EURDGHU�DQG�PRUH�GLYHUVH�VSHFLHV�EDVH�DV�FRPSDUHG�WR�XSODQG�FRPPXQLWLHV���3URMHFW� 
QHHGV�WR�UHVWRUH�RU�SURWHFW�ULSDULDQ�RU�ZHWODQG�KDELWDW�WR�EH�HOLJLEOH�IRU�IXUWKHU� 
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ���� 

� 
,Q�HYDOXDWLQJ�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV��SURMHFW�ZLOO�UHVWRUH�SURWHFW�ULSDULDQ�RU�ZHWODQG�KDELWDW���� <(6 
� 12� 
,I�<(6��SURFHHG�WR�HYDOXDWH�UHPDLQLQJ����FULWHULD���,I�12��SURMHFW�ZLOO�QRW�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�IXUWKHU� 

x�	 Vegetative Diversity���(YDOXDWH�WKH�FRPSRVLWLRQ�RI�UHDGLO\�REVHUYDEOH�QDWLYH�SODQW� 
VSHFLHV���([DPLQH�LI�D�YDULHW\�RI�QDWLYH�SODQW�VSHFLHV�DUH�SUHVHQW�RU�LI���RU���VSHFLHV� 
GRPLQDWH�ZLWK�OLWWOH�YDULDWLRQ���� 
�� �� �� �� ��� 

9HU\�/RZ� 
'LYHUVLW\� 

/RZ� 
'LYHUVLW\� 

0RGHUDWH� 
'LYHUVLW\� 

� 

+LJK� 
'LYHUVLW\� 

� 

9HU\�+LJK� 
'LYHUVLW\� 

� 
� 
x�	 Stratification���(YDOXDWH�WKH�FDQRS\�FRYHUDJH�RI�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�KHLJKW�OHYHOV�RI�YHJHWDWLRQ��� 

,W�VKRXOG�EH�WDNHQ�LQWR�DFFRXQW�WKDW�GLIIHUHQW�FRPPXQLWLHV�ZLOO�KDYH�GLIIHUHQW�FDQRS\� 
FRPSRVLWLRQV���([DPLQH�LI�WKHUH�LV�WKHUH�DQ�DSSURSULDWH�PL[WXUH�RI�WUHHV��VKUXEV��DQG� 
KHUEDFHRXV�VSHFLHV���� 
�� 

0RUH�WKDQ��� 
OD\HUV� 
PLVVLQJ� 

� 

�� 
��OD\HUV�DUH� 
DEVHQW� 

�� 

�� 
��OD\HU�LV� 
PLVVLQJ��DW� 
OHDVW���RI� 
WKH�RWKHU� 

OD\HUV�LV�QRW� 
IXQFWLRQLQJ�� 

�� 

�� 
��OD\HU�LV� 

PLVVLQJ��EXW� 
RWKHUV�DUH� 
IXQFWLRQLQJ� 

� 

�� 
$OO� 

DSSURSULDWH� 
OD\HUV�DUH� 
SUHVHQW��EXW� 
RQH�LV�QRW� 
IXQFWLRQLQJ�� 

� 

��� 
$OO� 

DSSURSULDWH� 
OD\HUV� 

SUHVHQW�DQG� 
IXQFWLRQLQJ�� 

� 
x� Native species vs. Nonnative species���(YDOXDWH�WKH�FRPSRVLWLRQ�RI�QDWLYH�IORUD�DQG� 

IDXQD�VSHFLHV�DV�FRPSDUHG�WR�QRQQDWLYH�VSHFLHV���:KDW�LV�WKH�UHODWLYH�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�HDFK"��� 
�� �� �� �� �� ��� 

����RU�OHVV� 
QDWLYH� 
VSHFLHV� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����QDWLYH� 
���� 
QRQQDWLYH� 

����RU� 
JUHDWHU�� 
QDWLYH� 
VSHFLHV� 

� 
� 

� 
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x�	 Noxious Weeds���(YDOXDWH�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�QR[LRXV�ZHHGV���$UH�QR[LRXV�ZHHGV�SUHVHQW"�� 
+RZ�DEXQGDQW�DUH�WKH\"��,I�ZHHGV�DUH�SUHVHQW�WKHQ�PDQDJHPHQW�DFWLYLWLHV�ZLOO�EH�QHHGHG� 
WR�FRQWURO�ZHHGV���� 
�� �� �� �� �� ��� 

:HHGV� 
FRYHU����� 
RI�ODQGV� 

�� 

:HHGV� 
FRYHU����� 
RI�ODQGV� 

� 

:HHGV� 
FRYHU����� 
RI�ODQGV� 

� 

:HHGV� 
FRYHU����� 
RI�ODQGV� 

� 

:HHGV� 
FRYHU������ 
RI�ODQGV� 

� 

/DQG�LV� 
ZHHG�IUHH� 

�� 
� 

x�	 Overall Vegetative Condition/ Health���(YDOXDWH�WKH�RYHUDOO�KHDOWK�DQG�FRQGLWLRQ�RI� 
SODQW�VSHFLHV���$UH�WKH�SODQWV�KHDOWK\�RU�VWUHVVHG"��([DPLQH�OHDI�FRORU��OHDI�VL]H��DQG� 
SHUFHQW�RI�GHDG�PDWHULDO��HYLGHQFH�RU�DEVHQFH�RI�QHZ�JURZWK���$UH�DQ\�GLVHDVHV�RU�LQVHFW� 
LQIHVWDWLRQV�SUHVHQW"��,I�GLVHDVH�RU�LQIHVWDWLRQ�LV�SUHVHQW�WKHQ�D�VFRUH�QR�KLJKHU�WKDQ���PD\� 
EH�JLYHQ���� 
�� 

����RI� 
SODQWV�DUH� 
VWUHVVHG��QR� 
GLVHDVH�RU� 
LQIHVWDWLRQ�� 

�� 
����RU�OHVV� 
RI�SODQWV�DUH� 
VWUHVVHG��QR� 
GLVHDVH�RU� 
LQIHVWDWLRQ� 

�� 
����RU�OHVV� 
RI�SODQWV�DUH� 
VWUHVVHG��QR� 
GLVHDVH�RU� 
LQIHVWDWLRQ� 

�� 
����RU�OHVV� 
RI�SODQWV�DUH� 
VWUHVVHG��QR� 
GLVHDVH�RU� 
LQIHVWDWLRQ� 

�� 
����RU�OHVV� 
RI�SODQWV�DUH� 
VWUHVVHG��QR� 
GLVHDVH�RU� 
LQIHVWDWLRQ� 

��� 
1R�YLVLEOH� 
VLJQV�RI� 
GLVHDVH�� 

LQIHVWDWLRQ�� 
�����RI� 
SODQWV� 
KHDOWK\� 

� 
x� If disease or infestation is present, additional scoring as follows:  

�� �� �� �� 
����RI�SODQWV� ����RI�SODQWV� ����RI�SODQWV� ���RU�OHVV�RI� 

DUH� DUH� DUH� SODQWV�DUH� 
GLVHDVHG�RU� GLVHDVHG�RU� GLVHDVHG�RU� GLVHDVHG�LQIHVWHG�� 
LQIHVWHG� LQIHVWHG� LQIHVWHG�� � 

� 
� 

x� Interspersion of open water with vegetation��7KH�VSHFLDO�DUUDQJHPHQW�RI�WKH�� 
:HWODQG¶V�RSHQ�ZDWHU�LQ�UHODWLRQ�WR�LWV�YHJHWDWLRQ�� 

����� ���� ���������� �������������� �� 
+LJK� 0RGHUDWH� ������/RZ��������������� ����������/RZ� =HUR� 

� � 

�� � � 

� 
� 
� 
� 

� 
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x�	 Connectivity���([DPLQH�WKH�SUR[LPLW\�RI�RWKHU�ZLOGOLIH�KDELWDW�DUHDV���,V�WKH�ODQG�LVRODWHG� 
RU�DUH�WUDYHO�FRUULGRUV�SUHVHQW"��,V�WKH�DGMDFHQW�SURSHUW\�LQ�DQ�HVWDEOLVKHG�FRQVHUYDWLRQ� 
DUHD��RU�LV�QR�SURWHFWLYH�DJUHHPHQW�LQ�SODFH"��� 
�� �� �� �� ��� 

�� 

/DQG�LV� 
LVRODWHG� 

$GMDFHQW�WR� 
ZLOGOLIH� 

KDELWDW�ZLWK� 
QR�DJUHHPHQW� 

� 
� 

:LWKLQ� 
ZLOGOLIH� 
KDELWDW� 

SURSHUW\�ZLWK� 
QR�DJUHHPHQW� 

$GMDFHQW�WR� 
DQ�HVWDEOLVKHG� 
FRQVHUYDWLRQ� 

DUHD� 
� 

:LWKLQ�DQ� 
HVWDEOLVKHG� 
FRQVHUYDWLRQ� 

DUHD� 

x�	 Uniqueness or Abundance���([DPLQH�WKH�RYHUDOO�YDOXH�RI�KDELWDW�WR�ZLOGOLIH�DQG�LWV� 
DEXQGDQFH�RU�VFDUFLW\���,V�WKH�ODQG�HVSHFLDOO\�XQLTXH�RU�YDOXDEOH�WR�ZLOGOLIH"��'RHV�LW� 
SURYLGH�VSHFLDO�RU�FULWLFDO�KDELWDW"��,V�WKLV�KDELWDW�W\SH�FRPPRQ�RU�XQXVXDO"� 
�� 

([KLELWV� 
YHU\�ORZ� 
ZLOGOLIH� 
YDOXH� 

UHJDUGOHVV� 
RI� 

DEXQGDQFH� 
RU�VFDUFLW\� 

�� 

�� 
([KLELWV� 
PHGLXP�WR� 
ORZ�YDOXH� 
IRU�ZLOGOLIH� 
DQG�LV� 

UHODWLYHO\� 
DEXQGDQW� 

� 

�� 
([KLELWV�� 
PHGLXP� 
YDOXH�IRU� 

ZLOGOLIH�DQG� 
LV�UHODWLYHO\� 
DEXQGDQW� 

� 

�� 
([KLELWV�� 
PHGLXP� 
YDOXH�IRU� 

ZLOGOLIH�DQG� 
LV�UHODWLYHO\� 
VFDUFH� 
6HDVRQDO� 
XVH� 

�� 
+LJKO\� 

YDOXDEOH�IRU� 
ZLOGOLIH�EXW� 
LV�UHODWLYHO\� 
VFDUFH�RU� 
EHFRPLQJ� 
VFDUFH� 

<HDU�5RXQG� 
XVH�E\� 
ZLOGOLIH� 

��� 
+LJKO\� 

YDOXDEOH�IRU� 
ZLOGOLIH�DQG� 
LV�YHU\� 

XQFRPPRQ� 
1HVWLQJ�RU���� 
IDZQLQJ�RU���� 
FDOYLQJ� 
SUHVHQW� 

x�	 Water Supply���([DPLQH�WKH�ZDWHU�VXSSO\�IRU�WKH�DUHD���([DPLQH�LI�WKH�ZDWHU�LV�IURP�D� 
QDWXUDO�IORZLQJ�VWUHDP�RU�ULYHU��RU�GHSHQGHQW�RQ�LUULJDWLRQ�IORZV�RU�GHOLYHU\�V\VWHPV��� 
([DPLQH�WKH�QDWXUH�RI�WKH�VWUHDP��LV�ZDWHU�SUHVHQW�\HDU�URXQG�RU�RQO\�VHDVRQDOO\"��,I�WKH� 
KDELWDW�LV�GHSHQGHQW�RQ�ZDWHU�IURP�QRQ�QDWXUDO�VRXUFHV�WR�PDLQWDLQ�LWV�+46��WKHQ�ZKDW� 
DUH�WKH�WHUPV�VXUURXQGLQJ�WKH�ZDWHU�VXSSO\"��,V�DQ�DJUHHPHQW�LQ�SODFH"� 
�� �� �� �� �� ��� 

1R�ZDWHU� 
VXSSO\� 

� 

:DWHU� 
VXSSO\�LV� 
XQFHUWDLQ� 

� 

1RQ�QDWXUDO� 
IORZV�DUH� 
VHDVRQDO�RU� 
\HDU�URXQG� 
IORZV�DUH� 
XQFHUWDLQ� 

� 

�1RQ�QDWXUDO� 
VHDVRQDO� 
IORZV�DUH� 
JXDUDQWHHG�� 
6HDVRQDO� 

QDWXUDO�IORZV� 
DUH�XQFHUWDLQ� 

1RQ�QDWXUDO� 
\HDU�URXQG� 
IORZV�DUH� 
JXDUDQWHHG� 
RU�VHDVRQDO� 
QDWXUDO� 
IORZV� 

JXDUDQWHHG� 

3HUHQQLDO�� 
XQUHJXODWHG� 
VWUHDP� 
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x�	 Alteration���([DPLQH�WKH�HYLGHQFH�RI�KXPDQ�DOWHUDWLRQ�RQ�WKH�ODQG���/RRN�IRU�URDGV�� 
PLQLQJ��UDLOURDG�WUDFNV��XUEDQ�DQG�VXEXUEDQ�HQFURDFKPHQW���7KH�PRUH�GLVWXUEDQFH�WKDW� 
KDV�RFFXUUHG�RQ�WKH�ODQG�WKH�ORZHU�WKH�VFRUH�� 
�� �� �� �� �� ��� 

����RU� 
PRUH�RI� 
ODQG�KDV� 
EHHQ� 
KHDYLO\� 

GHYHORSHG�� 
DOWHUHG� 

����KDV� 
EHHQ� 

GHYHORSHG�� 
DOWHUHG� 

����KDV� 
EHHQ� 

GHYHORSHG�� 
DOWHUHG� 

� 

����RI�ODQG��� 
KDV�EHHQ�� 
GHYHORSHG�� 
DOWHUHG� 

����RU�OHVV� 
RI�SURMHFW�RU� 
DGMDFHQW� 
ODQG�� 
� 

1R�DOWHUDWLRQ�� 
GHYHORSPHQW� 
REVHUYHG� 

�� 
� 

���	 )XWXUH�+DELWDW�9DOXH� 

7KH�IXWXUH�KDELWDW�YDOXH�RI�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�ZLOO�EH�WDNHQ�LQWR�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ���,I�ODQGV�DUH� 
FXUUHQWO\�DW�D�ORZ�+46�GXH�WR�FXUUHQW�RU�SDVW�PDQDJHPHQW�SUDFWLFHV��EXW�KDYH�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU� 
KLJKHU�KDELWDW�TXDOLW\��DQG�ZLOO�EH�PDQDJHG�LQ�D�PDQQHU�WR�UHVWRUH�WKH�KDELWDW��WKHQ�WKH�SRWHQWLDO� 
RI�WKH�ODQG�ZLOO�EH�HYDOXDWHG���7KH�SUREDEOH�QHW�LQFUHDVH�RI�+46�RI�WKH�KDELWDW�DIWHU�UHVWRUDWLRQ� 
ZLOO�EH�WKH�VFRUH�XVHG�LQ�FDOFXODWLQJ�WKH�7+9���$�UHVWRUDWLRQ�SODQ��LQFOXGLQJ�LGHQWLI\LQJ�D� 
PDQDJLQJ�HQWLW\��VKRXOG�EH�GHYHORSHG�WR�TXDOLI\�IRU�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�XQGHU�WKLV�PHWKRG���7KH� 
SUHGLFWHG�+46�VKRXOG�EH�VXSSRUWHG�E\�WDQJLEOH�HYLGHQFH�VXFK�DV�DGMDFHQW�XQDOWHUHG�DUHDV�RU� 
KLVWRULFDO�UHIHUHQFHV�� 

� 
,I�WKH�ODQGV�DUH�FXUUHQWO\�LQ�JRRG�FRQGLWLRQ�EXW�DUH�IDFHG�ZLWK�DQ�LPPLQHQW�WKUHDW�WKDW�ZRXOG� 
QRWDEO\�UHGXFH�WKHLU�YDOXH�WKHQ�DGGLWLRQDO�SRLQWV�ZLOO�EH�DZDUGHG�������RI�WKH�WRWDO�SRLQWV�HDUQHG� 
LQ�WKH�FULWHULD�HYDOXDWLRQ�ZLOO�EH�DGGHG�WR�WKH�VFRUH���� 
� 

���	 $GGLWLRQDO�&RQVLGHUDWLRQV� 

7KH�IROORZLQJ�FULWHULD�ZLOO�QRW�EH�XVHG�DV�³SRLQWV´�LQ�HYDOXDWLQJ�H[LVWLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV�RU�SURSRVDOV�� 
KRZHYHU��WKH�FULWHULD�ZLOO�EH�LPSRUWDQW�IRU�TXDOLWDWLYH�DGMXVWPHQWV�DQG�QHJRWLDWLRQV�ZLWK�ZLOGOLIH� 
DJHQFLHV�� 
� 

x�	 Operation and Maintenance Requirements:  (YDOXDWH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW� 
SURSRVDOV�IRU�2 0�FRVWV�DQG�IRU�OLNHOLKRRG�RI�DUHD�EHLQJ�PDLQWDLQHG�LQ�WKH�ORQJ�UXQ��� 
,V�WKHUH�DQ�RSSRUWXQLW\�IRU�D�VWDWH�IHGHUDO�ODQG�PDQDJHPHQW�DJHQF\�WR�PDQDJH�ODQGV� 
XQGHU�H[LVWLQJ�SURJUDPV"� 

� 
x�	 Habitat for Sensitive or Special Value Species:��([LVWLQJ�KDELWDW�DQG�UHSODFHPHQW� 

KDELWDW�VKRXOG�EH�HYDOXDWHG�IRU�IHGHUDOO\�RU�6WDWH�OLVWHG�VSHFLHV�RU�WKHLU�KDELWDW���$OVR� 
VSHFLHV�RI�VSHFLDO�YDOXH�VXFK�DV�UDSWRUV�VKRXOG�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�� 

� 
x� Restoration of Missing Habitat:  7KHUH�LV�DGGHG�YDOXH�WR�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�WKDW� 

FUHDWH�RU�UHVWRUH�D�FRPPXQLW\�RU�KDELWDW�W\SH�WKDW�ZDV�SUHYLRXVO\�PLVVLQJ�� 
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x� Educational or Social Value:��7KH�VLWH�KDV�YDOXH�WR�WKH�FRPPXQLW\�DV�DQ� 
HQYLURQPHQWDO�HGXFDWLRQV�VLWH�DQG�ZLOO�EH�GHYHORSHG�WR�XWLOL]H�WKLV�SRWHQWLDO�� 

� 
x� Wildlife Species:  %DVHG�RQ�REVHUYDWLRQV��ZLOO�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�EHQHILW�VSHFLHV�WKDW� 

XWLOL]HG�WKH�LPSDFWHG�KDELWDW�� 

B. Determining Habitat Replacement Plan 
� 
'RFXPHQWDWLRQ�UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQV�� 
� 

x� %DVLF�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFW�LQIRUPDWLRQ���3URMHFW�QDPH��DSSOLFDQW�QDPH��ORFDWLRQ�� 
KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�UHTXLUHPHQW�� 

x� $SSURYHG�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQ�KDELWDW�PDQDJHPHQW�SODQ��LQFOXGLQJ�PRQLWRULQJ� 
SODQ��RU��D�VXPPDU\�RI�DSSURYHG�SODQ��� 

x� 0RQLWRULQJ�UHSRUWV� 
� 
7KH�JRDO�RI�WKH�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURJUDP�SXUVXDQW�WR�DXWKRUL]LQJ�OHJLVODWLRQ�LV�WR�DVVXUH�QR�QHW� 
ORVV�RI�ZLOGOLIH�YDOXHV���2Q�WKH�SURMHFW�PDQDJHPHQW�OHYHO��WKH�JRDO�ZKHUH�UHSODFHPHQW�LV�QHHGHG� 
�H�J��LPSDFWV�DUH�XQDYRLGDEOH��DQG�SUH�SURMHFW�KDELWDW�FDQQRW�EH�UHOLDEO\�SUHVHUYHG��LV�WR�GHYHORS� 
KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�WKDW�LV�EHQHILFLDO�WR�ZLOGOLIH��FRVW�HIIHFWLYH��YLDEOH�DQG�PDQDJHDEOH�IRU�WKH� 
OLIH�RI�WKH�SURMHFW��DQG�PHHWV�WKH�LQWHQW�RI�WKH�6DOLQLW\�&RQWURO�$FW���7KLV�LV�DFFRPSOLVKHG� 
WKURXJK�LPSURYHPHQW�LQ�IXQFWLRQ�DQG�YDOXH�RI�RWKHU�KDELWDWV�� 
� 
� 
��� &ULWHULD�IRU�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�IRU�LPSDFWV�� 

� 
L�� :KHUH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�LV�QHHGHG��WKH�YDOXH�RI�WKH�FUHDWHG�KDELWDW�PXVW�HTXDO�RU� 

H[FHHG�LQ�ELRORJLFDO�YDOXH�WKH�KDELWDW�EHLQJ�ORVW�DV�WKH�UHVXOW�RI�D�SURMHFW�� 
� 

LL�� $Q�³,GHDO´�UHSODFHPHQW�SURSHUW\�LV�RQH�WKDW�� 
���,V�LQ�RU�QHDU�WKH�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFW�DUHD�VR�DV�WR�SURYLGH�FRPSHQVDWLRQ�IRU� 

GLUHFWO\�DIIHFWHG�ZLOGOLIH�WR�WKH�H[WHQW�SRVVLEOH� 
���,V�DQ�LQ�NLQG�UHSODFHPHQW�RI�WKH�SDUWLFXODU�YDOXHV�ORVW��XVXDOO\�ULSDULDQ�RU� 

ZHWODQG�EXW�VRPHWLPHV�XSODQG�WRR�� 
���,V�FRQWLJXRXV�WR�RU�FRQQHFWV�RWKHU�DUHDV�WKDW�KDYH�ZLOGOLIH�YDOXH��VXFK�DV� 

DGMDFHQW�WR�SHUHQQLDO�VWUHDPV�DQG�QDWXUDOO\�RFFXUULQJ�ZHWODQG�FRPSOH[HV��� 
���:RXOG�KDYH�D�ZLOOLQJ�DQG�DEOH�PDQDJHU��H�J��VWDWH�ZLOGOLIH�DJHQF\��YROXQWHHU� 

FRQVHUYDWLRQ�JURXS�VXFK�DV�'XFNV��8QOLPLWHG��RU�D�FLW\�RU�FRXQW\�OHYHO� 
DJHQF\�� 

���+DV�WKH�PRVW�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�WKDW�PLJKW�DVVXUH�YLDELOLW\�IRU����\HDUV��H�J�� 
ORFDWLRQ��RZQHUVKLS�HDVHPHQWV��OHYHO�RI�PDQDJHPHQW�PDLQWHQDQFH�QHHGV��ILWV� 
ZLWKLQ�DJHQF\�DQG�SXEOLF�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�SODQV�DQG�SULRULWLHV��DYDLODELOLW\�RI� 
PDQDJLQJ�SDUWQHU�DW�QR�FRVW�WR�5HFODPDWLRQ�� 

�
 
�
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��� 3URFHGXUHV�DQG�RSWLRQV�IRU�DSSOLFDQW¶V�SODQQLQJ�DQG�GHVLJQLQJ�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW� 
SURMHFWV� 

� 
L�� 'HYHORSPHQWDO�VWHSV� 

��� 'HYHORS�SUHOLPLQDU\�DQG�ILQDO�SODQV�LQ�FRRUGLQDWLRQ�ZLWK�5HFODPDWLRQ��):6�� 
VWDWH�ZLOGOLIH�DJHQFLHV��DQG�ODQGRZQHUV� 

�����,GHQWLI\�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�IRU�KDELWDW�SURMHFWV�FORVHO\�UHVHPEOLQJ�WKH�,GHDO�SURSHUW\� 
PRGHO�GHVFULEHG�DERYH� 
�����'HWHUPLQH�WRWDO�KDELWDW�YDOXH�RI�ODQGV�LPSDFWHG�E\�SURSRVHG�DFWLRQ�� 
�����'HYHORS�SODQ�WR�SURYLGH�UHSODFHPHQW�ODQGV�WKDW�SURYLGH�VXIILFLHQW�LQFUHDVH�LQ� 
WRWDO�KDELWDW�YDOXH�WR�RIIVHW�ORVVHV�� 
����,QFOXGH�PRQLWRULQJ��DGDSWLYH�PDQDJHPHQW��DQG�UHSRUWLQJ�LQ�WKH�SODQ�� 

� 
���2SWLRQ�IRU�5HFODPDWLRQ�WR�LPSOHPHQW�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQV� 

7KHUH�DUH�3URV�DQG�&RQV�DV�WR�ZKHWKHU�5HFODPDWLRQ�VKRXOG��LQ�WKH�IXWXUH��DOORZ�IRU�WKH� 
RSWLRQ�RI�DFFHSWLQJ�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�SURMHFW�VSHFLILF�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW� 
IRU�DQ�DSSOLFDQW���:H�KDYH�KLVWRULFDOO\�DOORZHG�IRU�WKLV�RSWLRQ�E\�ZLWKKROGLQJ�SURMHFW� 
IXQGV���,Q�RQH�FDVH��WKH�3URYR�2IILFH�PXVW�VWLOO�FRPH�XS�ZLWK�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�DQG� 
PDQDJHPHQW�IRU�������DFUHV�LQ�WKH�3ULFH�6DQ�5DIDHO�SURMHFW�DUHD�IRU���SURMHFWV��DQ� 
DYHUDJH�RI�����DFUHV�SHU�SURMHFW����%HORZ�LV�D�TXLFN�OLVWLQJ�RI�µSURV¶��FRQWLQXLQJ�WR�DOORZ� 
WKH�SD\�5HFODPDWLRQ�WR�GR�+5�RSWLRQ��DQG�µFRQV¶��UHTXLULQJ�WKH�DSSOLFDQW�WR�SUHSDUH�DQG� 
VXEPLW�IRU�DSSURYDO�D�+5�SODQ�WKDW�DVVXUHV�UHSODFHPHQW�RI�ZLOGOLIH�YDOXHV�IRUHJRQH�IRU� 
WKH�OLIH�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�� 
� 

3526� &216� 
)RU�VPDOO�DFUHDJH�KDELWDW�QHHGV��DOORZV�IRU� 
FRQVROLGDWLRQ�LQWR�ODUJHU��FRQWLJXRXV�ZLOGOLIH� 
WUDFWV�WKDW�ZRXOG�KDYH�PRUH�ORQJ�WHUP�YDOXH� 
DQG�YLDELOLW\� 

,QFUHDVHV�5HFODPDWLRQ¶V�VDOLQLW\�SURJUDP�VWDII� 
ZRUNORDG�DQG�FRVWV� 

%HWWHU�DVVXUDQFH�RI�YLDEOH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW� 
IRU�WKH�OLIH�RI�WKH�SURMHFW� 

5HFODPDWLRQ�LV�µQRW�D�ODQG�PDQDJHPHQW� 
DJHQF\¶��QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�ORQJ�WHUP�JXDUDQWHH�LI� 
IXWXUH�EXGJHW�FXWV�� 

,QFUHDVHG�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�WR�SDUWQHU�ZLWK�VWDWH�RU� 
)HGHUDO�ODQG�RU�ZLOGOLIH�DJHQFLHV�WR� 
FRQFXUUHQWO\�PHHW�WKHLU�QHHGV�ZKLOH�IXOILOOLQJ� 
VDOLQLW\�KDELWDW�UHTXLUHPHQWV� 

1RW�QHFHVVDULO\�ORQJ�WHUP�DVVXUDQFH�LI� 
SDUWQHULQJ�DJHQF\�LV�YLFWLP�RI�IXWXUH�EXGJHW� 
FXWV� 

%HWWHU�DVVXUDQFH�RI�ZLOOLQJ�SDUWLFLSDQWV�LQ�WKH� 
SURFHVV� 

0LJKW�EH�GHWULPHQWDO�WR�GHVLUHG�JRDO�RI�µLQ�NLQG� 
LQ�SODFH¶�UHSODFHPHQW��FRQVROLGDWHG�ZLOGOLIH� 
SURSHUWLHV�PLJKW�EH�VRPH�GLVWDQFH�IURP�DUHD�RI� 
ZLOGOLIH�KDELWDW�ORVV��� 

0DNHV�LW�HDVLHU�RQ�WKH�DSSOLFDQW�ZKR�LV�QRW�D� 
ZLOGOLIH�KDELWDW�H[SHUW� 

3RWHQWLDO�ORVV�RI�HGXFDWLRQDO�RSSRUWXQLW\�WR� 
IRVWHU�ORFDO�LQWHUHVW�LQ�ZLOGOLIH�FRQVHUYDWLRQ� 

%HWWHU�DFFRXQWDELOLW\�EHWZHHQ�5HFODPDWLRQ� 
DQG�6DOLQLW\�&RQWURO�)RUXP�RQ�JRRG�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW� 

<HDUV�ODWHU�ZH�DUH�VWLOO�RQ�WKH�KRRN�IRU�VRPH� 
SURMHFWV��DQG�JHWWLQJ�WKHP�GRQH�JRHV�WR�WKH�HQG� 
RI�WKH�OLQH�LQ�GHIHUHQFH�WR�JHWWLQJ�QHZHU� 
SURMHFWV�LQ�SODFH�� 
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���2SWLRQV�IRU�ORFDWLQJ�SURMHFWV� 
� 
�:LWK�LQFUHDVLQJ�ODQG�YDOXHV��XUEDQL]DWLRQ�DQG�VPDOO�VFDOH�VDOLQLW\�SURMHFWV��ZKHQ� 
FRPSDUHG�WR�6DOLQLW\�&RQWURO�8QLWV��L�H��*UDQG�9DOOH\��EHLQJ�LPSOHPHQWHG�� 
SXUFKDVLQJ�SURSHUWLHV�IRU�GHYHORSPHQW�IRU�PRVW�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SURMHFWV�PD\�QRW� 
EH�D�UHDOLVWLF�RSWLRQ���3DUWQHUVKLSV�ZLWK�RWKHU�DJHQFLHV�FDQ�VWUHWFK�OLPLWHG�IXQGLQJ�DQG� 
DFFRPSOLVK�PXOWLSOH�REMHFWLYHV���/LVWHG�EHORZ�DUH�IHZ�RSWLRQV�WR�DVVLVW�LQ�SODQQLQJ� 
KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SURMHFWV�� 

� 
x� $UH�WKHUH�IHGHUDO��VWDWH��FRXQW\�RU�ORFDO�JRYHUQPHQW�SURSHUWLHV�ZLWK�SURSRVHG� 

KDELWDW�SURMHFWV�WKDW�QHHG�IXQGLQJ�IRU�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ"���([DPSOHV�LQFOXGH�� 
QDWLRQDO�ZLOGOLIH�UHIXJHV��QDWLRQDO�SDUNV�DQG�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�DUHDV��ZLOGHUQHVV� 
VWXG\�DUHDV��DUHDV�RI�FULWLFDO�HQYLURQPHQWDO�FRQFHUQ��VWDWH�ZLOGOLIH�DUHDV��VWDWH� 
SDUNV��FRXQW\�GHVLJQDWHG�RSHQ�VSDFH�DUHDV��DQG�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�HDVHPHQWV��� 
$JHQFLHV�PD\�DJUHH�WR�SURYLGH�ORQJ�WHUP�RSHUDWLRQ�DQG�PDLQWHQDQFH�LI�KDELWDW� 
SURMHFWV�ILW�ZLWKLQ�WKHLU�ORQJ�UDQJH�SODQV�DQG�WKH�DQWLFLSDWHG�2	 0�FRVWV�DUH� 
OLPLWHG���� 

x� $UH�WKHUH�SURSHUWLHV�OLVWHG�LQ�DERYH�ZLWKRXW�SODQQHG�KDELWDW�HQKDQFHPHQW� 
SURMHFWV�WKDW�KDYH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�KDELWDW�GHYHORSPHQW�RU�HQKDQFHPHQW"� 

x� $UH�WKHUH�ODQGV�XQGHU�IHGHUDO��VWDWH��RU�ORFDO�MXULVGLFWLRQV�DGMDFHQW�WR� 
SURSHUWLHV�GHVFULEHG�DERYH�WKDW�FRXOG�EH�GHYHORSHG�DQG�LQFRUSRUDWHG�E\�WKH� 
MXULVGLFWLRQ��L�H��DGGLQJ�DGMRLQLQJ�ODQG�WR�D�VWDWH�ZLOGOLIH�DUHD�"� 

x� 'RHV�WKH�DSSOLFDQW�RZQ�RU�FRQWURO�ODQGV�ZLWK�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW"��,GHDO�SURSHUWLHV�ZRXOG�LQFOXGH�WKRVH�DORQJ�ULYHUV�RU�VWUHDPV� 
ZHUH�VXIILFLHQW�JURXQGZDWHU�DQG�RU�LUULJDWLRQ�LV�DYDLODEOH�WR�VXSSRUW�ULSDULDQ� 
DQG�ZHWODQG�VSHFLHV���0HDVXUHV�QHHG�WR�EH�GHYHORSHG�WR�DVVXUH�WKDW�WKH�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW�LV�PDLQWDLQHG�IRU�WKH�OLIH�RI�WKH�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFW� 
LPSOHPHQWHG��QRUPDOO\����\HDUV�IRU�SLSLQJ�SURMHFWV������ 
� 

C. Habitat replacement written plans 
��� 

*HQHUDO�UHTXLUHPHQWV���7KH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQ�VKRXOG�LQFOXGH�� 
� 

��'HVFULSWLRQ�RI�SURSRVHG�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�SURMHFW�� 
�'HVFULSWLRQ�DQG�TXDQWLILFDWLRQ�RI�VDOLQLW\�SURMHFW���KDELWDW�LPSDFWV� 
���'HVFULSWLRQ�RI�SURSRVHG�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQ��LQFOXGLQJ� 
GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�2	 0�� 
���4XDQWLILFDWLRQ�RI�QHW�LQFUHDVH�LQ�KDELWDW�YDOXH�WKDW�UHVXOW�IURP�WKH� 
KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQ��� 
� 

D. Review procedures 
� 
�+DELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQ�ZLOO�EH�UHYLHZHG�E\�5HFODPDWLRQ�DQG� 
ZLOGOLIH�DJHQFLHV���3ODQ�ZLOO�UHTXLUH�DSSURYDO�E\�5HFODPDWLRQ�SULRU�WR� 
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�VDOLQLW\�FRQWURO�DFWLYLWLHV� 

� 
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IV.	 Role of Fish and Wildlife Service and State & Tribal 

Wildlife Agencies 


7KH�):6�SDUWLFLSDWHV�LQ�WKH�6DOLQLW\�&RQWURO�3URJUDP�SXUVXDQW�WR�DXWKRULWLHV�DQG�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV� 
VHW�IRUWK�LQ�WKH�(QGDQJHUHG�6SHFLHV�$FW��)LVK�DQG�:LOGOLIH�&RRUGLQDWLRQ�$FW��&OHDQ�:DWHU�$FW�� 
1DWLRQDO�(QYLURQPHQWDO�3ROLF\�$FW��DQG�WKH�0LJUDWRU\�%LUG�7UHDW\�$FW���7KHVH�DXWKRULWLHV�DUH� 
QRW�DOZD\V�DSSOLFDEOH��KRZHYHU��5HFODPDWLRQ�EHOLHYHV�WKDW�YROXQWDU\�FRRUGLQDWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�):6� 
RQ�DOO�SURJUDP�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SURMHFWV�LV�DSSURSULDWH�DQG�EHQHILFLDO�� 
� 
7KH�):6�SDUWLFLSDWHV�LQ�WKH�6DOLQLW\�&RQWURO�3URJUDP�E\�SURYLGLQJ�WHFKQLFDO�DVVLVWDQFH�RQ�ILVK� 
DQG�ZLOGOLIH�UHVRXUFH�LPSDFW�DVVHVVPHQW��UHVWRUDWLRQ��DQG�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�DFWLQJ�DV�OLDLVRQ�ZLWK� 
DQG�WR�VWDWH�ZLOGOLIH�PDQDJHPHQW�DJHQFLHV��7KH�):6�DOVR�SURYLGHV�LQGHSHQGHQW�UHYLHZ�DQG� 
RYHUVLJKW�RI�SURJUDP�DVSHFWV�GHDOLQJ�ZLWK�ILVK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�UHVRXUFHV��LQFOXGLQJ�RXU�DVVHVVPHQW� 
RI�WKH�GHJUHH�WR�ZKLFK�ILVK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�KDYH�UHFHLYHG�GXH�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�LQ�SURMHFW�SODQQLQJ�DQG� 
LQFLGHQWDO�ILVK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�YDOXHV�IRUHJRQH�KDYH�EHHQ�UHSODFHG�� 

� 
6FRSH�RI�ZRUN�IRU�):6�SHUWDLQLQJ�WR�WKH�EDVLQZLGH�SURJUDP�FRQWDLQV�WKLV�� 
� 

x�	 6KDOO�SURYLGH�ZULWWHQ�HYDOXDWLRQV�RU�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�WR�5HFODPDWLRQ�IRU�WKH� 
SODQQLQJ��GHVLJQ��DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�SODQV�IRU�%DVLQZLGH� 
3URJUDP�SURMHFWV�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�8SSHU�&RORUDGR�5LYHU�EDVLQ���6XFK�HYDOXDWLRQV�RU� 
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�ZLOO�EH�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�DVVLVWLQJ�5HFODPDWLRQ�LQ�DVVXULQJ�WKH� 
KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�FRPPLWPHQWV�DUH�PHW�� 

� 
x�	 6KDOO�DVVLVW�LQ�SUHSDULQJ�D�³6FRUH�6KHHW´�WDEOH��LQ�FROODERUDWLRQ�ZLWK�5HFODPDWLRQ�� 

VKRZLQJ�WKH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�QHHGV��L�H��YDOXHV�DQG�RU�DFUHV��IRU�HDFK�RI�WKH� 
%DVLQZLGH�3URJUDP�SURMHFWV�DQG�WKH�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW�WKDW�KDV�RFFXUUHG�ZLWK�WKHVH� 
SURMHFWV�� 

�
 
&RRUGLQDWLRQ�ZLWK�6WDWH�DQG�7ULEDO�:LOGOLIH�$JHQFLHV��
 
�
 

x�	 5HFODPDWLRQ�ZLOO�SURYLGH�VWDWH�RU�WULEDO�ZLOGOLIH�DJHQFLHV�FRSLHV�RI�DOO�ZLOGOLIH� 
DJUHHPHQWV�ZLWK�D�UHTXHVW�IRU�WKHLU�UHYLHZ��FRPPHQWV�DQG�XOWLPDWH�DSSURYDO�RI� 
WKH�DJUHHPHQW�SULRU�WR�LWV�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ���7KH�VWDWH�DQG�WULEDO�ZLOGOLIH�DJHQFLHV� 
ZLOO�EH�HQFRXUDJHG�WR�FRQWDFW�WKH�):6�VDOLQLW\�FRRUGLQDWRU�WR�GLVFXVV�WKH� 
DJUHHPHQWV�SULRU�WR�WKHLU�ILQDO�DSSURYDO�� 

V. Monitoring requirements 
� 
)LQDO�SD\PHQW�IRU�VDOLQLW\�ZRUN�VKRXOG�EH�PDGH�SHQGLQJ�VXIILFLHQW�SURJUHVV�RQ�KDELWDW� 
UHSODFHPHQW�ZRUN���2QFH�D�SURSHUW\�KDV�EHHQ�GHYHORSHG�IRU�VDOLQLW\�SURMHFW�ZLOGOLIH�UHSODFHPHQW�� 
WKH�SURSRQHQW�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�ORQJ�WHUP�PRQLWRULQJ�WR�GHWHUPLQH�LI�KDELWDW�UHSODFHPHQW� 
UHPDLQV�VXFFHVVIXO��+DELWDW�SODQV�VKRXOG�FRPPLW�SURSRQHQWV�WR�PRQLWRULQJ�IRU�OLIH�RI�SURMHFW���,Q� 
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September 3, 2013 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Reclamation 
302 East 1860 South 
Provo, Utah 84606 
ATTN: Jeff D’Agostino, Environmental Group Chief 

RE: Sheep Creek Irrigation Company South Valley Piping Project-Concurrence Request 
linked to habitat replacement needs. 

Mr. D’Agostino: 


The intent of this letter is to serve three primary purposes, which include: (1) to provide the 

Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) a detailed project narrative for the proposed Sheep Creek 

Irrigation Company South Valley Piping Project; (2) to quantify the anticipated habitat 

replacement requirements correlated to the South Valley Piping Project; and, (3) to request 

concurrence from the BOR with regard to the quantified Total Habitat Value Units estimated 

for the South Valley Piping Project. 


Project narrative: 

The proposed Sheep Creek Irrigation Company piping project is located nearest the Town of 

Manila, Utah. It is scheduled to commence during September of 2014 and should be 

completed by May 2015.  This project involves piping approximately 39,130 linear feet of the 

South Valley irrigation canal lateral, which is currently an open and unlined conveyance 

channel or ditch.  Based on a recent survey (2013) conducted by J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc., the 

average width (i.e. ordinary high water mark (OHWM) to OHWM) of the South Valley Lateral 

equates to 9.48 feet. This project is estimated to reduce the salinity loading into the 

Colorado River Basin by a cumulative total of 3,373 tons annually. The proposed piping 

alignment is illustrated on the attached project summary exhibit. 


The South Valley lateral is proposed to be piped with HDPE pipe ranging in size from 42” to
 
18” in diameter. The piping would initiate at the existing intake structure; minor 

modifications to the intake structure are required to transition into the new pipe. This
 
project does not include constructing a new water impoundment structure. The installation of
 
the piping would include: demolition of all existing canal structures, excavation, backfilling
 
and surface restoration to install the pipe. Also included in the project is installation of all
 
standpipes, air valve assemblies, drains, valves, and other incidental items associated with
 
piping the existing lateral. Existing turnouts will be maintained, which yields a total of 7
 
turnouts along the new pipeline alignment. Turnouts include construction of concrete
 
dissipation boxes, installation of valves, air/vacs, owner furnished meters and electrical 

equipment, and all other appurtenances associated with the project. The project will also 

include backfilling the existing lateral with native material. After re-grading the lateral to
 
match adjacent grades, disturbed or barren soils will be seeded with a native upland grass
 
seed mix at a rate of at least 40 lbs per acre.
 

Evaluating habitat impacts and habitat replacement needs:
 
The anticipated action area was systematically walked and/or driven on March 14th and 15th, 

2013, by Vincent Barthels, Biologist, from J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc., to assess and rate the
 
habitat conditions.  During the site visits, irrigation waters were not actively diverted into the 




 
  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
  

   
  

 

 
 

 

  
 

 
  

 

lateral; nonetheless, the OHWM 
was determined based on physical 
criteria (e.g. evident scour lines, 
water staining, and vegetative 
transitions). The adjacent photo 
illustrates the South Valley lateral 
near the upper end of the 
proposed piping alignment. 

This letter report documents the 
potential impacts on wildlife 
habitat value from the proposed 
desalinization project. The BOR has 
developed a standardized habitat 
assessment protocol (dated: March 
2013), named “Evaluating habitat 
impacts and avoidance options 
Habitat Replacement for Salinity 
Control Projects.” BOR’s protocol 
takes into account ten separate 
categories (e.g. vegetative diversity and water supply) to rate habitat quality (scores range 
between 0 & 10) and uses a standard formula to determine the Total Habitat Value (THV). 
The formula equates to THV = Area (in acres) X the net change in Habitat Quality Scores 
(HQS). 

The entire canal anticipated to be piped has 2 distinct habitat types.�The lower 30% of the 
canal alignment and the upper 20% of the canal alignment are grouped together and 
characterized as the “TYPE A Segment.” The TYPE A Segment contains a fairly established 
woody vegetative community. The adjacent photo illustrates a representative Type A segment 
of the canal. The middle 50% of the canal alignment is characterized as the “TYPE B 
Segment,” which contains little to no woody vegetation.� 

The total “Area” for the proposed project= 39,130’ X 9.48’= 370,952.4 square 
feet = 8.52 acres.  The “Area” for each Segment (TYPE A & TYPE B) = (39,130/2) 
X 9.48 = 185,476.2; 185,476.2/43,560 = 4.26 acres. 



 

 
  

 

 

 

  

 

  

  

       

       

 
  
  
  

 
  

 
  

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

Table 1 summarizes the HQS for each of the two segments (i.e. A & B) that make up the South 
Valley lateral. The HQS was determined for each segment by scoring the entire segment as a 
whole.  

Table 1: Summary of Habitat Quality Scores for the South Valley Lateral. 

Vegetative D
iversity

Stratification

N
onnative Species 

N
ative Species vs. 

N
oxious W

eeds 

Condition/H
ealth 

O
verall Vegetative 

W
ater w

ith Vegetation
Interspersion of O

pen 

Connectivity 

A
bundance

U
niqueness or 

W
ater Supply

A
lteration

O
verall H

Q
S 

Riparian 
Feature 

TYPE A 
Segment 
TYPE B 

Segment 

4 

2 

6 

3 

6 

4 

7 

6 

5 

3 

1 

1 

6 

3 

4 

2 

4 

4 

2 

2 

4.5 

3.0 

THV Units (TYPE A Segment) = 4.26 acres (Area) X 4.5 (HQS) = 19.17 
THV Units (TYPE B Segment) = 4.26 acres (Area) X 3.0 (HQS) = 12.78 
TYPE A and TYPE B Segments combined = 19.17 + 12.78 = 31.95 

No adjacent fringe wetlands were identified that are anticipated to be impacted by the 
proposed project. Based on the proposed project action combined with the BOR’s 
standardized evaluation protocol, the South Valley lateral piping project should require 
31.95 THV Units. 

If you concur with the calculated THV for the proposed South Valley lateral project, please 
offer Sheep Creek Irrigation Company or J-U-B Engineers, Inc. (the project consultant) a brief 
letter to this effect. 

I greatly appreciate your time and expertise and look forward to hearing from you soon in 
regard to this matter.  If you have questions regarding this concurrence request, please do 
not hesitate to contact me.  I can be reached at vbarthels@jub.com or on my office phone at 
509-458-3727. 

Sincerely, 

Vincent Barthels, Biologist 

J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 

List of Attachments: 
1.� Project Summary Exhibit 

mailto:vbarthels@jub.com




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 


APPENDIX C 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  
 
 

Photo Inventory 
The following photos were taken on March 25th, 2014 

Photo 1: Showing the upper left bank of Birch Spring Creek which lacks woody vegetation and 
is actively grazed by cows. This upper flat is proposed to be re-graded and restored with 
native re-plantings. 

Photo 2: Looking southerly along the western boundary of the Habitat Replacement Site 
(HRS). A large percentage of the banks of Birch Spring Creek within the HRS are very steep 
(i.e. near vertical slopes). The proposed earthwork above the OHWM of Birch Spring Creek is 
intended to lay the slopes back, which will help to stabilize these banks and minimize 
unraveling. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

Photo 3: Looking westerly at the upper left terrace of the HRS. This section lacks woody 
vegetation and is actively grazed by cows. This upper flat is proposed to be re-graded and 
restored with native re-plantings. 

Photo 4: This photo shows an existing access road and location of the 4’ CMP through which 
Birch Spring Creek flows (see the Habitat Replacement Site Exhibit). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 5: Looking easterly at the right bank of Birch Spring Creek. This near vertical bank is 
actively sloughing. 

Photo 6: Looking downstream at Birch Spring Creek within the HRS. Established Russian olive 
trees along the left bank and above the OHWM are proposed to be removed. 
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August 2, 2016 

David Snyder, Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area Office 
302 East 1860 South 
Provo, UT 84606 

Subject: Sheep Creek Irrigation Company Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control 
Project – Concurrence request linked to habitat replacement needs. 

David Snyder: 

The intent of this letter is to serve three primary purposes, which include: (1) to provide the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) a detailed project narrative for the proposed 
Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control Project (Proposed Project); (2) to quantify the 
anticipated habitat replacement requirements correlated to the Proposed Project; and, (3) to 
request concurrence from Reclamation with regard to the quantified Total Habitat Value 
(THV) Units estimated for the Proposed Project. 

Project Description and Evaluating Habitats 

A field survey for the anticipated action area was completed on May 21, 2015, and then the 
North Lateral and parts of the Antelope were revisited on November 5, 2015, by Trent Toler, 
Biologist from J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc., to assess and rate the current habitat conditions. 
During the May site visit, irrigation water was actively flowing. The Antelope Lateral is 
discussed as two sections, north and south (of SR 43), because of a variation in the habitat 
between the two section of the canal. The North Lateral was scored and discussed as one 
section. 

This report documents the potential impacts to wildlife habitat value from the proposed 
piping project to reduce the salinity loading of the Upper Colorado River Basin. Reclamation’s 
standardized protocol (Basinwide Salinity Control Program: Procedures for Habitat 
Replacement, March 2013) which used to assess the habitat quality in the proposed project 
disturbance area.  Reclamation’s protocol uses ten separate parameters (such as vegetative 
diversity, connectivity, and water supply) to rate habitat quality (scores range from 0 to 10) 
and uses a formula to determine the THV. The formula to arrive at THV = Area (in acres) x the 
net change in Habitat Quality Scores (HSQ). To arrive at the area, the laterals were divided 
into discrete segments that each share a common quality, vegetation type, and average width 
of habitat. To calculate the acreage of each segment, the width of the habitat along the 
banks is multiplied by the length of that segment, then converted into acreage. 

Habitat Assessment and Scoring 

Scoring for each of the segments in the Antelope and North Laterals are summarized in Tables 
1 and 2. The Antelope Lateral was divided into twelve segments, including the proposed new 
alignment section for the cutoff. The North Lateral was divided into fourteen segments, 
including the proposed new alignment section shortly before the east terminus by the 
Pallesen Farm. 

Insert file name here 
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Table 1. Total Habitat Value Scoring for Antelope Lateral. 

Segment Habitat Quality Score (HQS) Acreage Total Habitat Value (THV)a 

A1 3 0.054 0.16 
A2 5.4 0.013 0.07 
A3 3 0.049 0.15 
A4 3 0.102 0.31 
A5 No loss -- --
A6 3 0.026 0.08 
A7 5 0.072 0.36 
A8 4.7 0.013 0.06 
A9 4.4 0.098 0.43 
A10 4.1 0.109 0.45 
A11 4.4 0.029 0.13 
A12 4.1 0.207 0.85 

Total 0.772 3.05 
a THV = Habitat Quality Score x Acreage 

Antelope Lateral – South 

Most of the vegetation along the banks of the canal (8-12 ft wide OHWM) through this portion 
of the Antelope Lateral has been cleared, but a few scattered shrubs remain. The habitat 
type for this area is disturbed riparian shrub and due to the cutting and clearing (regular 
canal maintenance) generally achieved low scores (HQS of 3.0) with a few exceptions (Photos 
1 and 2). In some sections (segments A3, A4, and A6), one bank of the canal is nearly vertical 
and tall, with no riparian vegetation (Photos 2 and 3). The only other habitat type along this 
stretch is shrubby riparian. Most of this habitat type is found in two stretches, one by a wet 
area above the canal (segment A2) and the other near SR 43 (segment A7). The shrubby 
riparian (segment A2) is less disturbed so it scored much higher (5.4) (Photo 4). This section 
of the Antelope Lateral where the canal turns sharply as it passes through a shallow valley 
contains wet areas both upslope and downslope from the canal. There is a known spring 
upslope and west of the canal that supports these wet areas. The water appears to be used 
for irrigation by the landowner on the other side of the canal. The other shrubby riparian 
segment by SR 43 (segment A7) has had some disturbance on the east bank of the canal, but 
the vegetation is generally intact on the west bank (Photo 5). 

One section of the Antelope Lateral will be abandoned (segment A4) where the canal had 
previously traversed the slopes of a steep valley. That loop of the canal will be cut off and 
the pipeline placed across the valley (segment A5) (Photo 6). As the habitat along this new 
alignment is not currently supported by the canal water, this new section was scored as “no 
loss”. The valley does contain some mesic and possibly wetland habitats where groundwater 
and precipitation concentrates in the lower parts of the valley (Photo 7). Although the canal 
currently crosses through this valley, the vegetation in the valley appears to have hydrological 
support independent of the canal. Any potential wetland areas would be avoided by the new 
alignment through the center of the valley. 

www.jub.com   J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. 
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Antelope Lateral – North 

Conditions are similar in the section of the Antelope Lateral north of SR 43, with the same 
two primary habitat types. However, the disturbed riparian shrub was in better condition 
(generally HQS of 4.1 to 4.7) than in Antelope Lateral – South area, with some banks partially 
cleared of vegetation but other short sections without recent clearing (Photos 8 and 9). The 
short wooded riparian sections were also somewhat disturbed (HQS of 4.4) (Photos 10 and 11). 
No wetland areas appeared to be a part of this section, though there were some parallel 
smaller distribution ditches (Photo 11). 

Table 2. Total Habitat Value Scoring for North Lateral. 

Segment Habitat Quality Score Acreage Total Habitat Value (THV)a 

N1 No loss -- --
N2 5.2 0.019 0.10 
N3 4.8 0.013 0.06 
N4 5.4 0.144 0.78 
N5 5 0.009 0.05 
N6 No loss -- --
N7 5 0.173 0.86 
N8 4.8 0.013 0.06 
N9 4.8 0.050 0.24 
N10 4.9 0.047 0.23 
N11 4.7 0.020 0.09 
N12 4.7 0.121 0.57 
N13 4.5 0.019 0.08 
N14 No loss -- --

Total 0.628 3.12 
a THV = Habitat Quality Score x Acreage 

North Lateral 

The North Lateral is much narrower and a little shorter than the Antelope, generally with an 
OHWM of approximately 3 ft. As this lateral has not been maintained by cutting or removing 
vegetation, it still retains most of its vegetation, even though some disturbance from the 
agricultural operations has occurred in these areas. Where all the vegetation surrounding the 
canal for some distance has been cleared and grubbed a total of 5 habitat types were 
observed. The disturbed habitat type was only found in two locations (segments N1 and N6) 
(Photos 12 and 13). Those two segments were scored as “no loss” as no habitat currently 
exists that would be lost from pipe installation. The shrubby riparian segments (segments N2, 
N4, N9, and N12) contains a mix of an herbaceous layer and a minor willow-cottonwood 
sapling and small tree layer of varying widths (Photos 14, 15, and 16). Disturbance to these 
sections originates from the agricultural operations in the area. The herbaceous riparian 
(segments N3, N5, N8, and N11) was of a medium value but mostly contained grasses, forbs, 
and other herbaceous species (Photos 17 and 18). The wooded riparian areas (segments N7 
and N10) contain a medium quality habitat because of some cutting and disturbance around 
farm buildings and operations (Photos 19 and 20). Lastly, the disturbed riparian shrub 
(segment N13) was a mix of vegetation layers but all affected by livestock use or limited ditch 
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maintenance (clearing) (Photo 21). There is also a new section (segment N14) where the pipe 
would be placed not in the original ditch but under the Pallesen farm property and along the 
farm road (also scored as “no loss”). The section that would be abandoned (segments N11 and 
N12) because of the new pipe would not be filled in but left open. Although some surface 
runoff or precipitation could collect in the open section, irrigation water would no longer flow 
as it previously did. 

Conclusion 

The proposed project would 6.2 THV units of replacement to account for habitat potential 
lost from the implementation of the project. If the Reclamation concurs with the calculated 
THV for the proposed Antelope and North Laterals Piping Project, please offer Sheep Creek 
Irrigation Company or J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. (the project consultant) a brief letter to this 
effect.  

I appreciate your time and expertise and look forward to hearing from you soon in regards to 
this matter. If you have any questions or concerns regarding this concurrence request, please 
feel free to contact me at either ttoler@jub.com or by phone at 801-886-9052. 

Sincerely, 

Trent Toler, Biologist 
J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. 

Attachments: 

1. Habitat Assessment Map 
2. Photo Inventory 
3. Habitat Assessment Excel Worksheets 

www.jub.com   J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. 
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PHOTO INVENTORY 
Photos taken on May 21 and November 5, 2015. 

Photo 1. Segment A1 habitat by the Olson Weir and near the diversion structure, looking south. 
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Photo 2. Segment A3 habitat, looking west. 

Photo 3. Segment A4 habitat, close to beginning of Segment A6, and looking east. 
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Photo 4. Segments A2 (in the background) and A3, looking south. 

Photo 5. Segment A7, near the bridge under SR 43, and looking south. 
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Photo 6. Segment A5, the proposed new pipe alignment across the small valley, looking north. 
Segment A4 can be seen in the upper left of the photo as a horizontal break in the slope. 

Photo 7. Valley vegetation within the loop of Segment A4 (can be seen in the upper left side as a cut 
across the slope), looking east. 
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Photo 8. Segment A10, looking west. 

Photo 9. Segment A12 by the Olson-Pallesen Weir, looking west. 
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Photo 10. Segment A11, near A10, and looking east. 

Photo 11. Segment A11, near A12, looking west. 
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Photo 12. Segment N1 near diversion structure, looking northeast. 

Photo 13. Segment N6, looking southwest toward the South Valley Habitat Replacement Area in the 
distance (where work was underway at the time). 
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Photo 14. Segment N4, looking west. 

Photo 15. Segment N9, looking east. 
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Photo 16. Segment N12, looking west. 

Photo 17. Segment N5, looking west. 
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Photo 18. Segment N11, next to Pallesen Farm, looking west (A12 is in the distance). 

Photo 19. Segment N7, looking east. 
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Photo 20. Segment N9 (foreground) and N10 (background), looking east. 
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Photo 21. Segment N13, near the east terminus, looking east. 
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Project: Antelope Lateral, Sheep Creek - Manila, Utah
 
Assessment Conducted By: Trent Toler (JUB Engineers, Inc.)
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1 1 0 6 9 2 1 5 2 4 0 30 3 588 4 0.054 0.16 
2 5 4 8 9 8 1 5 6 4 4 54 5.4 279 2 0.013 0.07 
3 1 0 6 9 2 1 5 2 4 0 30 3 1071 2 0.049 0.15 
4 1 0 6 9 2 1 5 2 4 0 30 3 2223 2 0.102 0.31 
5 No loss (new) 0 0 759 0.000 0.00 
6 1 0 6 9 2 1 5 2 4 0 30 3 565 2 0.026 0.08 
7 5 4 8 9 8 1 3 4 4 4 50 5 782 4 0.072 0.36 
8 5 4 8 6 8 1 3 4 4 4 47 4.7 292 2 0.013 0.06 
9 3 4 6 9 8 1 3 4 4 2 44 4.4 533 8 0.098 0.43 

10 3 3 6 6 8 1 2 4 4 4 41 4.1 1582 3 0.109 0.45 
11 3 4 6 9 8 1 3 4 4 2 44 4.4 317 4 0.029 0.13 
12 3 3 6 6 8 1 2 4 4 4 41 4.1 2259 4 0.207 0.85 

Date: May 21, 2015 Overall THV: 3.041 
Completed Pipe Lengths: 9027 
Total Habitat Acreage: 0.7726 



 

 


 

 

Project: North Lateral, Sheep Creek - Manila, Utah
 
Assessment Conducted By: Trent Toler (JUB Engineers, Inc.)
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TH
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1 No loss 0 0 96 0 0.000 0.00 
2 5 4 8 9 8 1 3 4 4 6 52 5.2 209 4 0.019 0.10 
3 3 2 8 9 8 1 3 4 4 6 48 4.8 193 3 0.013 0.06 
4 5 4 8 9 8 1 5 4 4 6 54 5.4 2092 3 0.144 0.78 
5 3 2 8 9 8 1 5 4 4 6 50 5 200 2 0.009 0.05 
6 No loss 0 0 559 0 0.000 0.00 
7 5 4 8 9 8 1 3 4 4 4 50 5 1504 5 0.173 0.86 
8 3 2 8 9 8 1 3 4 4 6 48 4.8 290 2 0.013 0.06 
9 5 4 8 9 6 1 3 4 4 4 48 4.8 1087 2 0.050 0.24 

10 5 4 8 9 8 1 2 4 4 4 49 4.9 339 6 0.047 0.23 
11 3 2 8 9 8 1 2 4 4 6 47 4.7 433 2 0.020 0.09 
12 5 4 8 9 6 1 2 4 4 4 47 4.7 879 6 0.121 0.57 
13 5 4 6 9 6 1 2 4 4 4 45 4.5 408 2 0.019 0.08 
14 No loss (new) 0 0 1491 0 0.000 0.00 

Date: May 21, 2015 Overall THV: 3.130 
Completed Pipe Lengths: 8289 
Total Habitat Acreage: 0.6280 
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INTRODUCTION 

This Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared for the Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation) as required by Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), for the 
proposed Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control Project located in Daggett County, 
Utah. The proposed project would pipe approximately 3.4 miles of unlined, open canals along 
the Antelope and North Laterals in the Sheep Creek Irrigation Company’s(SCIC) irrigation 
system. The proposed project would begin at the diversion structures for both the Antelope 
and North Laterals and would continue along each lateral. 

Purpose of the Biological Assessment 
The objective of this BA is to assess the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control Project. This report focuses on federally-listed 
plant and animal species in accordance with the requirements of Section 7 of the ESA. This BA 
includes species accounts, analysis of potential project-related impacts, and effects 
determinations for each species. This document is intended to provide the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with the 
information necessary to evaluate the potential impacts associated with the proposed 
project, and the project committed conservation measures for species with expected effects 
or impacts. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the proposed action is to enclose approximately 3.5 miles of the open, unlined 
canals (See Appendix A. Project Exhibits). The need for the proposed action, consistent with 
Reclamation’s salinity program, is to improve the efficiency of the existing system and reduce 
the amount of salt in the system by reducing water lost to seepage, evapotranspiration, and 
operational use. 

Proposed Action 
The proposed piping activities would occur along or adjacent to the existing alignment of 
both the Antelope and North Laterals about 5 miles east of Manila, Utah. More specifically, 
these improvements would be contained within Sections 19, 20, 21, 29 and 30, Township 3 
North, Range 19 East (Salt Lake Base and Meridian) (see Appendix A. Project Exhibits). For 
illustrations of typical conditions throughout the project area, please see Appendix B. Photo 
Inventory. The elevation of the project area ranges from approximately 6,880 to 7,220 feet 
above sea level. 

The Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control Project would enclose approximately two, 
1.5 to 2-mile sections of the existing open gravity-flow canal laterals in the Sheep Creek 
drainage. The Antelope Lateral runs north from its diversion for about .67 of a mile, along a 
slope above agricultural fields, to SR-43 where it crosses under the road then turns east and 
parallels SR-43 for a little less than a mile until it reaches the Pallesen-Slagowski-Pendleton 
Weir structure where the piping would end. High-density polyethylene (HDPE) DR 41 pipe 
ranging from 24 to 48 inches in diameter would be used. 

The North Lateral runs east-northeast from its diversion for about 1.5 miles along the foot of 
a low ridge and along the edge of agricultural fields and buildings until it reaches the existing 
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Newell-Swedland-Olson Pond where the piping would end. HDPE DR 32.5 pipe would be used 
along the North Lateral. Pipe sizes would range between 12 and 18 inches in diameter. 

The project would better manage 13,700 acre-feet of water in the Sheep Creek Irrigation 
Company system. This project is estimated to reduce the salt loading of the Upper Colorado 
River Basin by 1,474 tons per year. Any water savings from the proposed project would be 
diverted back to the river and all water in the SCIC irrigation system will remain in 
agricultural use. Construction is anticipated to take place over a six-month period beginning 
in October 2016. Construction activities would occur from October to early May, outside of 
the typical irrigation season. 

Road Crossings 
Existing roadway crossings would be maintained during construction. The pipe would either be 
installed in existing culverts or by an open cut across the pavement or gravel depending on 
the existing conditions at the two road crossings. One of the crossings would be beneath a 
County gravel road, and the other a State road (SR 43). No federal highways would be 
impacted by the proposed action. 

Construction Activities 
The anticipated construction equipment would include: compactors, excavators, backhoes, 
graders, and dump trucks for hauling materials. The most prevalent construction noise source 
would come from equipment powered by internal combustion engines (usually diesel). Noise 
from equipment used on this project would likely peak at approximately 89 decibels (dBA) 
when measured from a distance of 15 meters (50 feet). To reduce the impact of construction 
noise, most construction activities would be confined to weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 
7:00 p.m. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be in place to minimize direct, short-term 
construction impacts. Some of these measures include replanting barren locations (post-
construction) with native vegetation and limiting noise/human-induced disturbances. BMPs 
are mandatory and would become part of the project design. They would include, but are not 
limited to the following: 

1.	 Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control (TESC) structures (e.g. silt fences) would 
be in place during construction to limit sediment delivery into any adjacent 
drainage channels. 

2.	 Excavation activities, staging areas, stock piling areas and embankment
 
placement would occur only within staked limits of the project action area.
 

3.	 Temporary construction equipment noise would be minimized by regular 
inspection and replacement of defective mufflers and parts that do not meet the 
manufacturer’s specifications. 

4.	 Fueling of excavation equipment (e.g. excavators, backhoes, etc.) would be 
completed within the project action area only after ground surface protection is 
implemented to facilitate spill mitigation. The fueling truck would utilize drip 
pans and absorbent cloths during fueling activities. Additionally, the Contractor 
would have emergency spill equipment onsite at all times and would have a Spill 
Prevention Plan approved and in place prior to any construction activities. Dump 
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trucks, pickups and other general construction equipment would be fueled offsite 
at a commercial facility. 

5.	 Any vegetation or land clearing is anticipated to be conducted outside nesting 
season for migratory birds (April 1 to August 15). 

6.	 All disturbed areas would be reseeded upon project completion with an
 
appropriate seed mix, approved by a Reclamation biologist, which contains 

species specific to the areas affected.
 

7.	 Noxious weed management for invasive weed control, would be implemented 
within the project footprint and would include washing construction vehicles 
before entering the project site and restoration of the project area including 
reseeding with native and agricultural seed mixes. 

8.	 The project action area would be monitored on a regular basis by a designated 
construction monitor. The monitoring would consist of observing the TESC 
structures so that sediment does not reach active drainage channels. If any 
structure fails, it would be replaced immediately. If sediment deposits are 
observed beyond the control structures following a failure, the sediment would be 
removed immediately. 

PROJECT ACTION AREA 

The project action area for the Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control Project includes 
the entire 3.5 miles of sections of both lateral canals as well as the work areas, staging areas, 
the habitat replacement area, and all other areas that may be affected by dust and noise 
totaling approximately 59 acres (See Appendix A. Project Exhibits). Therefore, the action 
area would be the same as the project area. The work would be conducted after the water in 
the canal is no longer flowing for the season. The land use surrounding the laterals is a 
combination of rural agriculture and open rangeland and not likely to be greatly affected by 
any temporary construction work. 

STATUS OF LISTED SPECIES AND ASSOCIATED HABITAT 

Site visits were conducted on May 21, 2015, November 5, 2015 and August 10, 2016, by Trent 
Toler, Qualified Biologist with J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC., in order to review the existing 
conditions within the project action area. Site visits were also conducted by Reclamation 
biologists on August 25, 2015 and August 10, 2016. In order to identify species of concern 
associated with the proposed project actions, a species list was obtained from the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, Planning, and Conservation (IPaC) 
system. According to the IPaC Official Species Report (See Appendix C. Federal & State 
Agency Correspondence), seven federally listed species have potential to exist within the 
project action area. The species list summarized in Table 1 was derived from the habitat 
conditions and potential species occurrence within the defined project action area. No 
critical habitat has been identified in the project action area. 
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Table 1: Summary of Potential TES Species. 

Common Name Scientific Name Occurrence Effects 

ENDANGERED 

Bonytail chub Gila elegans None No Effect 

Colorado 
pikeminnow 

Ptychocheilus lucius None No Effect 

Humpback chub Gila cypha None No Effect 

Razorback sucker Xyrauchen texanus None No Effect 

THREATENED 

Canada lynx Lynx canadensis None No Effect 

Yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus None No Effect 

Ute ladies’-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis Low May Affect But Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect 

a 

Occurrence = Likelihood of the presence of habitat or known species records for the project action area, 

where: None = no habitat or known records; Low = some potential habitat adjacent to or 

within project action area, or known presence records near but not in the project action area; 

High = habitat and/or known presence records in project action area. 

On February 9, 2016, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) provided a response 
letter regarding information on ESA species (See Appendix C. Federal & State Agency 
Correspondence) in the vicinity of the proposed project action area. There are no occurrence 
records specified by the UDWR relating to the above mentioned federally-listed species within 
2 miles of the project action area. 

EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT ON LISTED SPECIES AND ASSOCIATED HABITAT 

This section documents any direct, indirect, or cumulative effects to the threatened or 
endangered species and the associated habitat listed above (Table 1) as a result of 
implementing the proposed action. Any water savings from the proposed project would be 
diverted back to the river and all water in the SCIC irrigation system will remain in 
agricultural use. 

Endangered Species 

Bonytail Chub 
The bonytail chub is a federally listed endangered minnow that is originally native to the 
Colorado River system. The near extinction of the bonytail can be linked back to flow 
regulation or alteration, habitat loss, and competition and predation by exotic fishes. Bonytail 
are opportunistic feeders. Their prey includes insects, zooplankton, algae, and higher plant 
matter. Bonytails spawn in the spring and summer over gravel substrate. Currently, many 
bonytail are raised in fish hatcheries and released into the wild when they are large enough to 
survive in their natural environment. Bonytail prefer stream habitat that consists of eddies, 
pools, and backwaters near swift current in large rivers (UDWR 2016). 

Based on the information obtained from the UDWR and USFWS, there are no recent 
documented occurrences of the bonytail within the vicinity of the project action area and this 
project would not encroach or affect any viable fish habitat. There would be no effect to the 
bonytail. 

Colorado Pikeminnow 
The Colorado pikeminnow is a federally listed endangered minnow that is originally native to 
the Colorado River system. Currently, their range is limited to the Upper Colorado River 
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system. The near extinction of the Colorado pikeminnow can be linked to flow regulation or 
alterations (e.g. the installation of dams), habitat loss, and competition and predation by 
non-native fishes. Colorado pikeminnow are mainly piscivorous, meaning they eat fish. 
Younger pikeminnow also eat insects and other invertebrates. They spawn in the spring and 
summer over gravel or smaller cobble substrate situated in riffle habitat. Adult Colorado 
pikeminnow prefer medium to large rivers. Young pikeminnow prefer slow-moving 
backwaters. Historical accounts of six-foot long Colorado pikeminnow make this species the 
largest minnow in North America (UDWR 2016). 

Based on information obtained from the UDWR and USFWS, there are no recent documented 
occurrences of the Colorado pikeminnow within the vicinity of the project action area. In 
addition, the project area does not contain viable fish habitat; therefore, there would be no 
effect to Colorado pikeminnow. 

Humpback Chub 
The humpback chub is a federally listed endangered minnow native to the Upper Colorado 
River system. Humpback chub originally thrived in the fast, deep, whitewater areas of the 
Colorado River and its major tributaries. Man-induced flow alterations such as dams have 
changed the turbidity, volume, current speed, and temperature of the water in rivers and 
have contributed to significant population declines. Documented occurrences of the 
humpback chub in Utah are now confined to a few whitewater areas in the Colorado, Green, 
and White Rivers. Humpback chub mainly eat insects and other invertebrates, and 
occasionally algae and fish. The species spawns during the spring and summer in shallow, 
backwater areas with cobble substrate. Younger individuals reside in shallower, turbid 
habitats until they are large enough to move into whitewater areas (UDWR 2016). 

Based on information obtained from the UDWR and USFWS, there are no recent documented 
occurrences of the humpback chub within the vicinity of the project action area. The project 
area is not located within the areas that this species inhabits and there is no suitable habitat 
present. Therefore, there would be no effect to the humpback chub. 

Razorback Sucker 
The razorback sucker is a federally listed endangered sucker fish that is originally native to 
the Colorado River system. The near extinction of the razorback sucker can be linked to flow 
regulation or alterations, habitat loss, and competition and predation by non-native fishes. 
Razorback suckers mainly eat algae, zooplankton, and other aquatic invertebrates. They 
spawn between February and June. Adult razorback suckers prefer slow backwater habitats. 
The largest current concentration of razorback suckers can be found in Lake Mohave (an 
impounded water-body), located along the Arizona - Nevada border (UDWR 2016). 

Based on information obtained from the UDWR and USFWS, there are no recent documented 
occurrences of the razorback sucker within the vicinity of the project action area. This 
project would not impact any viable fish habitat. Razorback suckers are native to, and found 
exclusively within the Colorado River system and no suitable habitat is found within the 
project area. Therefore, there would be no effect to the razorback sucker. 

Threatened Species 

Canada Lynx 
The Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis) is normally found in dense forested areas with an 
abundance of windfalls and brushy thickets. Lynx require heavy cover for concealment when 
stalking prey. In terms of their prey base, lynx depend on snowshoe hares and red squirrels. In 
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addition, lynx are most likely to persist in areas that receive deep snow, for which the lynx is 
highly adapted (USFWS 2005). In the western U.S., lynx occurrences generally are found only 
above 4,000 feet in elevation (McKelvey et al. 2000). 

Based on our surveys and information obtained from the UDWR, there are no recent 
documented occurrences of the Canada lynx near the project action area. Through field 
reconnaissance, we documented that the area is a highly disturbed residential/agricultural 
environment, lacking multi-storied conifer cover and the prey base needed to support Canada 
lynx. Based on these factors, the proposed project would have no effect on the Canada lynx. 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo (YBC) 
The yellow-billed cuckoo is a federally listed threatened species. As the name suggests, this 
avian species has a yellow lower mandible. It has rufous wings that contrast against the gray-
brown wing coverts and upperparts. The underparts are white and they have large white spots 
on a long black undertail (Alsop 2001). Yellow-billed cuckoos arrive in Utah in late May or 
early June and breed in late June through July. Cuckoos typically start their southerly 
migration by late August or early September. Yellow-billed cuckoos in the West are 
considered a riparian obligate and are usually found in large forested tracts of native 
cottonwood/willow habitats with dense sub-canopies (below 33 feet). Moist river bottoms and 
deltas with high humidity and a lack of invasive tree species are also key habitat elements 
(USFWS 2013). More specifically, the Proposed Rule for Critical habitat in the Federal Register 
(Vol. 79 No. 158 Pp. 48548-48652) describes habitat and space needs for normal life history 
behavior (non-critical habitat). Therein (Pp. 48551), it describes that YBC require “large 
tracts of willow-cottonwood or mesquite (Prosopis sp.) forest or woodland for nesting season 
habitat. Western YBCs rarely nest at sites less than 50 acres in size and sites less than 37 
acres are considered unsuitable habitat.” The project area, taking into consideration the 
entire length and width of the canal ROW, contains approximately 3.1 acres of habitat close 
to residential and agricultural areas along the Weber River. 

Based on information obtained from the UDWR and USFWS, there are no documented 
occurrences of YBC within 2 miles of the project action area. The project area contains 
scattered cottonwood trees that parallel parts of both of the laterals through the farmland 
areas, but this does not meet the requirements of this species as outlined by the Federal 
Register. Therefore, based on the lack of suitable habitat in the project area and no known 
occurrences within 2 miles, implementation of the proposed action would have no effect on 
the yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Ute Ladies’-tresses 
Ute ladies’-tresses (ULT) is a member of the orchid family. It was first described in 1984 and 
was federally listed as threatened by the USFWS under the ESA in January, 1992 (USFWS 
1995). Populations have been found in Utah, Colorado, Wyoming, Montana, Nevada, Idaho, 
and Washington. The elevation ranges in which populations have been found vary from 750 to 
7,000 feet, with most populations above 4,000 feet. It is found in wetlands and riparian areas, 
including spring and seep habitats, mesic meadows, river meanders, abandoned oxbows, and 
floodplains. They require open habitats, and populations decline if trees and shrubs invade 
the habitat. They are not tolerant of permanent, stagnant water, and do not compete well 
with aggressive species such as reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea). The survey time for 
the species, as identified by the USFWS (1995), is mid-August through mid-September. 
ULT surveys were conducted for the entire Project Action Area on August 25, 2015 and August 
10, 2016 by qualified Reclamation biologists (Appendix A. Project Exhibits). No ULTs were 
found during either of these surveys. 
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Additional information obtained from the UDWR and USFWS, showed there were no 
documented occurrences of ULT near the project action area. The project area does contain 
canal edge habitats, but most of these edges are steep and incised, without a sloping wetland 
fringe. The Antelope Lateral has very steep and eroded banks in many sections, but in areas 
where the banks are not as steep, dense willows and other vegetation have grown. This area 
is periodically cut back by the irrigation company as a part of regular maintenance. In a few 
scattered locations along the North Lateral, there are a few vegetated sloping banks and 
small gravel bars that could be potential habitat. However, both laterals are emptied of 
water for half of the year, including part of the spring growing season, and without 
alternative hydrological support the canal banks are unlikely to maintain proper suitable 
habitat conditions throughout the year. There are also no known hydrologically connected 
source populations upstream of the project action area. Based on the current setting of the 
project footprint, the lack of hydrologically connected upstream occurrences, and the limited 
potentially suitable habitat, the proposed action may affect but is not likely to adversely 
affect the ULT. 

IMPACT AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES 

None of the listed species have been recorded in the area; additionally, no critical habitat 
exists in the area and only potentially suitable habitat exists for ULT. Therefore, no 
additional impact avoidance and minimization measures beyond the BMPs mentioned above 
would be necessary. 

CONCLUSIONS AND DETERMINATION OF EFFECT 

We determined that the anticipated construction activities to enclose two sections of the 
Antelope and North Laterals through the Sheep Creek drainage will have no effect on the 
following species: bonytail chub, Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, razorback sucker, 
Canada lynx, and yellow-billed cuckoo. However, the project may affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect the Ute ladies’-tresses. We ask concurrence of our findings of effect for 
these listed species. 
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PHOTO INVENTORY 

Date of Photographs: May 21, 2016 unless otherwise noted. 

Photo 1. Start of Antelope Lateral, looking north and downstream from diversion structure. 
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Photo 2. Typical section of the Antelope Lateral where regular maintenance has occurred, looking 
west along a section that will be abandoned and filled in. 

Photo 3. A section of the Antelope Lateral that is north of and parallels SR 43 where regular 
maintenance has occurred, looking west. 
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Photo 4. Close to the east terminus of the Antelope Lateral piping, looking east. 

Photo 5. Looking west towards the west terminus of the North Lateral, with the creek diversion 
structure in the background. 
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Photo 6. Typical section of the North Lateral through a mixed shrub area, looking east. 

Photo 7. Disturbed section of the North Lateral upstream of the Pallensen Pond in the background, 
looking east. 
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Photo 8. Typical section of the North Lateral through the farming area, looking southwest. 

Photo 9. Section of the North Lateral in a large, eroded gully shortly before the east terminus, 
looking west. 
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Photo 10. Area between the Antelope Lateral where the new pipeline would cross to cut off a sharp 
bend in the existing canal, looking north. (Date of photo: November 5, 2015) 
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Appendix C.
 

Federal and State Agency Correspondence
 



U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

Sheep Creek Irrigation 
Company, Antelope and 
North Laterals Piping 
IPaC Trust Resource Report 
Generated November 09, 2015 09:28 AM MST 

This report is for informational purposes only and should not be used for planning or 
analyzing project-level impacts. For projects that require FWS review, please return to 
this project on the IPaC website and request an official species list from the Regulatory 
Documents page. 



IPaC Trust Resource Report SMDFX-AIF7N-FKXCY-VZLRM-RVS6A4 

US Fish & Wildlife Service 

IPaC Trust Resource Report 

Project Description


NAME 

Sheep Creek Irrigation Company,


Antelope and North Laterals Piping



PROJECT CODE 

SMDFX-AIF7N-FKXCY-VZLRM-RVS6A4 

LOCATION 

Daggett County, Utah 

DESCRIPTION 

Piping of sections of the Antelope and 
North Lateral Canals 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Contact Information 
Species in this report are managed by: 

Utah Ecological Services Field Office 
2369 West Orton Circle, Suite 50 
West Valley City, UT 84119-7603 
(801) 975-3330 

11/09/2015 09:28 AM IPaC Information for Planning and Conservation Page 2 
Version 2.2.8 

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/SMDFXAIF7NFKXCYVZLRMRVS6A4


 

 

 

 

 

IPaC Trust Resource Report SMDFX-AIF7N-FKXCY-VZLRM-RVS6A4 

Endangered Species 
Proposed, candidate, threatened, and endangered species that are managed by the 
Endangered Species Program and should be considered as part of an effect analysis 
for this project. 

This unofficial species list is for informational purposes only and does not fulfill the 
requirements under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, which states that Federal 
agencies are required to "request of the Secretary of Interior information whether any 
species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a 
proposed action." This requirement applies to projects which are conducted, permitted 
or licensed by any Federal agency. 

A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can be 
obtained by returning to this project on the IPaC website and requesting an official 
species list on the Regulatory Documents page. 

Birds 
Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus 

CRITICAL HABITAT 

There is proposed critical habitat designated for this species. 

Threatened 

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06R 

Fishes 
Bonytail Chub Gila elegans 

CRITICAL HABITAT 

There is final critical habitat designated for this species. 

Endangered 

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E020 

Colorado Pikeminnow (=squawfish) Ptychocheilus lucius 

CRITICAL HABITAT 

There is final critical habitat designated for this species. 

Endangered 

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E006 

Humpback Chub Gila cypha 

CRITICAL HABITAT 

There is final critical habitat designated for this species. 

Endangered 

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E000 

Razorback Sucker Xyrauchen texanus 

CRITICAL HABITAT 

There is final critical habitat designated for this species. 

Endangered 

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E054 

11/09/2015 09:28 AM IPaC Information for Planning and Conservation Page 3 
Version 2.2.8 

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/section-7.html
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IPaC Trust Resource Report SMDFX-AIF7N-FKXCY-VZLRM-RVS6A4 

Flowering Plants 
Ute Ladies'-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis Threatened 

CRITICAL HABITAT 

No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2WA 

Mammals 
Canada Lynx Lynx canadensis Threatened 

CRITICAL HABITAT 

There is final critical habitat designated for this species. 

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A073 

Critical Habitats 
Potential effects to critical habitat(s) within the project area must be analyzed along with 
the endangered species themselves. 

There is no critical habitat within this project area 

11/09/2015 09:28 AM IPaC Information for Planning and Conservation Page 4 
Version 2.2.8 
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IPaC Trust Resource Report SMDFX-AIF7N-FKXCY-VZLRM-RVS6A4 

Migratory Birds 
Birds are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act. 

Any activity which results in the take of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unless 
authorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ( ). There are no provisions for1 
allowing the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or injured. 

You are responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations for the protection of 
birds as part of this project. This involves analyzing potential impacts and implementing 
appropriate conservation measures for all project activities. 

American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F3 

Bird of conservation concern 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Season: Wintering 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008 

Bird of conservation concern 

Black Rosy-finch Leucosticte atrata 

Year-round 

Bird of conservation concern 

Brewer's Sparrow Spizella breweri 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HA 

Bird of conservation concern 

Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia 

Season: Breeding 

Calliope Hummingbird Stellula calliope 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0K3 

Bird of conservation concern 

Bird of conservation concern 

Cassin's Finch Carpodacus cassinii 

Year-round 

Bird of conservation concern 

Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis 

Year-round 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06X 

Bird of conservation concern 

Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca 

Season: Breeding 

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos 

Year-round 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DV 

Bird of conservation concern 

Bird of conservation concern 

Greater Sage-grouse Centrocercus urophasianus 

Year-round 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06W 

Bird of conservation concern 

Juniper Titmouse Baeolophus ridgwayi Bird of conservation concern 

Year-round 

11/09/2015 09:28 AM IPaC Information for Planning and Conservation Page 5 
Version 2.2.8 
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https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0K3
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06X
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DV
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06W
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Lewis's Woodpecker Melanerpes lewis Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FY 

Long-billed Curlew Numenius americanus Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06S 

Mountain Plover Charadrius montanus Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B078 

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0AN 

Pinyon Jay Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus Bird of conservation concern 

Year-round 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0I0 

Prairie Falcon Falco mexicanus Bird of conservation concern 

Year-round 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0ER 

Sage Thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0ID 

Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus Bird of conservation concern 

Year-round 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HD 

Swainson's Hawk Buteo swainsoni Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B070 

Williamson's Sapsucker Sphyrapicus thyroideus Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FX 

Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii Bird of conservation concern 

Season: Breeding 
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F6 
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Refuges 
Any activity proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility 
Determination' conducted by the Refuge. If your project overlaps or otherwise impacts a 
Refuge, please contact that Refuge to discuss the authorization process. 

There are no refuges within this project area 
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Wetlands


Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to 
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes. 

Project proponents should discuss the relationship of these requirements to their project 
with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District. 

DATA LIMITATIONS 

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information 
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery. 
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use 
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland 
boundaries or classification established through image analysis. 

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts, 
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata 
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems. 

Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be 
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the 
actual conditions on site. 

DATA EXCLUSIONS 

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial 
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged 
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters. 
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory. 
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery. 

DATA PRECAUTIONS 

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a 
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this 
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the 
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities 
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or 
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such 
activities. 

Freshwater Emergent Wetland 
10.7 acresPEMA 
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GARY R. HERBERT 

Governor 

SPENCER J. COX 

Lieutenant Governor 

State of Utah 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

MICHAEL R. STYLER 

Executive Director 

Division of Wildlife Resources  
GREGORY SHEEHAN 

Division Director 

June 19, 2015 

Trent Toler 
J-U-B Engineers 
2875 South Decker Lake Drive, Suite 575 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84119 

Subject:     Species of Concern Near the Antelope Lateral Head Screening and Piping Project 

Dear Trent Toler: 

I am writing in response to your email dated June 16, 2015 regarding information on species of special 
concern proximal to the proposed Antelope Lateral Head Screening and Piping Project located in Section 30 of 
Township 3 North, Range 19 East, SLB&M in Daggett County, Utah. 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) does not have records of occurrence for any threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species within the project area noted above.  However, within a two-mile radius there 
are recent records of occurrence for white-tailed prairie-dog, a species included on the Utah Sensitive Species 
List. 

The information provided in this letter is based on data existing in the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources’ 
central database at the time of the request.  It should not be regarded as a final statement on the occurrence of 
any species on or near the designated site, nor should it be considered a substitute for on-the-ground biological 
surveys.  Moreover, because the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources’ central database is continually updated, and 
because data requests are evaluated for the specific type of proposed action, any given response is only 
appropriate for its respective request.  

In addition to the information you requested, other significant wildlife values might also be present on the 
designated site. Please contact UDWR’s northeastern regional habitat manager, Miles Hanberg, at (435) 247-
1557 if you have any questions. 

Please contact our office at (801) 538-4759 if you require further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Lindsey 
Information Manager 
Utah Natural Heritage Program 

cc:  Miles Hanberg 

1594 West North Temple, Suite 2110, PO Box 146301, Salt Lake City, UT 84114-6301 

telephone (801) 538-4700  facsimile (801) 538-4709  TTY (801) 538-7458  www.wildlife.utah.gov 

http:www.wildlife.utah.gov
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MEMORANDUM

Mr, l,arry Crist, Field Supervisor, U.S" Fish and W
Services Field Office, 2369'West Orton 0, West Valley City,
841 l9-7603

From: Wayne G. Pullan
Area Manager

Subject; Informal Ute ladies'-tresses for the Proposed Antelope and North
Laterals Salinity Control Project - Daggett County, Utah

We are requesting concuffence from the U.S. Fish and TVildlife Service (USFWS) on our
detemination of effect for the proposed Antelope and North Laterals Salinity Control Project.
The proposed project is located in Manila (T. 3 N., R. l9 8., sec. 30), Daggett County, Utah.
Funding for this project would be provided by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamatron. The project
would iirvolve piping approximately 3.4 miles of unlined open canals along the Antelope and

North Laterals in the Sheep Creek Irrigation Company's (SCIC) inigation system.

According to your Section 7 Consultation website (November 9,2015), the listed species that
may be present in the Project Action Area are the endangered Bonytail chub (Gila elegans),
Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucius), Humpback chub (Gila cypha), Razorback sucker
(Xyrauchen texanus) and the threatened Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis), Yellow-billed cuckoo
(Coccyzus americanus), and Ute ladies'-tresses (Spirantlzes diluvialis) (ULI). The enclosed
Biological Assessment (BA), prepared by J-U-ts Engineers and accepted by Reclamation,
analyzes presence of and possible impacts to listed species that may occur within the Project
Action Area. The BA also provides rational for our determination of effect for each of the listed
species, Based on our evaluation, Reclamation concludes that ULT is the only listed species that
may be affected by the proposed projecl.

In order to ascertain whether ULT would be afl'ected by the proposed project, field surveys were
performed to quantify and qualify ULT numbers and habitat suitability. The survey time for the
species, as identified by the USFWS in the 1995 Draft Recovery Plan, is mitl-August through
mid-September. ULT surveys were conducted'on August 25, 2015 and August 10, 2016, by
qualified Reclamation biologists using USFWS's 201I Utah Field Office Guidelines for
Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories and Monitoring of Federally Listed, Proposed
and Candidate Plants. No ULTs were located during either of these surveys, even though



2

marginally suitable habitat was observed. Also important to note is the lack of hydrologically
connected ULT source populations to the Project Action,A.rea.

Due to the marginally suitable habitat at the site, inability to locate ULT within the Project
Action Area, and the fact that there is no hydrologic connection to other known populations of
ULT, we determine that the proposed project *may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect"
ULT. If you have questions about the proposed project or our determination please.contact
Mr. Peter Crookston via email at pcrookston@usbr.gov or by telephone at 801-379-1152.
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