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1.0 [bookmark: _Toc461529735]PURPOSE AND NEED
[bookmark: _Toc461529736]1.1 Introduction
This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to disclose and analyze the environmental consequences of the Water Load-out Facility as proposed by Grand County.  The EA is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could result with the implementation of a proposed action or alternatives to the proposed action.  The EA assists the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in project planning and ensuring compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in making a determination as to whether any “significant” impacts could result from the analyzed actions.  “Significance” is defined by NEPA and is found in regulation 40 CFR 1508.27.  An EA provides evidence for determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a statement of “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI). If the decision maker determines this project has “significant” impacts following the analysis in the EA, then an EIS would be prepared for the project. If not, a Decision Record (DR) may be signed for the EA approving the selected alternative, whether the proposed action or another alternative. A DR, including a FONSI statement, documents the reasons why implementation of the selected alternative would not result in “significant” environmental impacts (effects) beyond those already addressed in Moab 2008 Resource Management Plan (RMP)   (October 31, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc461529737]1.2 Background
On August 5, 2015, Grand County filed an application with the Moab Field Office (MFO) of the BLM for a right-of-way (ROW) to construct and operate a water load-out facility adjacent to State Route (SR) 279 on the north side of the Colorado River located in T. 25 S. R. 21 E., section 34, lot 7.  The BLM assigned ROW serial number UTU-91348 to the application.  A map of the project area is attached in Appendix A, Map 1. 
The construction of the new Highway (Hwy) 191 bridge in 2012, reconfigured the intersection of the access road to the Moab boat ramp with Hwy 191.  The angle of the access was changed in such a way as it limits the line of site for traffic turning onto the highway.  The reconfiguration also did not include an acceleration lane for vehicles accessing the highway.  For these reasons, it is now more hazardous for a loaded water truck to pull out onto Hwy 191.  Also, in recent years there has been an increase in recreation-related activity occurring at the Moab boat ramp. The boat ramp can get congested with people taking boats in and out of the Colorado River. Also, with the new bike bridge, bike riders use a small stretch of the Moab boat ramp access road to get to the bridge from the bike trail.
Grand County’s new water load-out facility would serve multiple user groups (Grand County Road Department, private construction companies, and the oil and gas industry) that currently extract water from an existing load-out facility located at the Moab boat ramp or from the Moab City culinary water facility. The proposed water load-out would replace the existing water load-out at the Moab boat ramp.
Grand County and Moab City aim to reduce non-essential culinary water extractions for industrial uses, create a safer environment at the Moab boat ramp, and minimize the use of residential roads (mainly 500 West and 400 North) by water trucks. The proposed facility would reduce stress on the Glen Canyon Aquifer and increase fresh water security for Moab City and Grand County. 

Grand Water and Sewer Service Agency (GWSSA) acting on behalf of the Grand County Water
Conservancy District (District) intends to apply for a Permanent Change application for Water Right number 05-3163 of up to 100 acre feet of water for use at the proposed water load-out facility. End uses of the water are expected to be located primarily within the boundaries of Grand County and possibly the Big Flat area of San Juan County (accessed via SR 313). Although this is an approved water right, GWSSA will be changing the point of diversion and use.
[bookmark: _Toc461529738]1.3 Need for the Proposed Action
The BLM’s need is to respond to Grand County’s request for a ROW for the water load-out facility, consistent with the Federal regulations at 43 CFR 2801.2 for protecting natural resources and preventing unnecessary or undue degradation to public lands.  This consideration will be based on minimizing the impacts to areas of environmental concern, floodplains, lands and realty, migratory birds, invasive and noxious-plant species, threatened and endangered animal species, Utah BLM sensitive species, and vegetation.
[bookmark: _Toc461529739]1.4 Purpose(s) of the Proposed Action
The purpose of the Proposed Action is for the BLM to consider the issuance of the ROW for a water load-out facility on public lands in accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).  The regulations at 43 CFR 2800 state that it is BLM’s objective to grant ROWs to any qualified individual, business, or government entity and to control the use of the ROW in a manner that protects natural resources and prevents undue and unnecessary degradation of public lands.  Furthermore, the issuances of ROWs are recognized as a legitimate use of the public lands in the MFO RMP completed in 2008.  
[bookmark: _Toc461529740]1.5 Conformance with BLM Land Use Plan
The Proposed Action is subject to and has been reviewed for conformance with the following plan (43 CFR 1610.5, BLM 1617.3).

Plan: Moab Field Office Record of Decision and Resource Management Plan 
Date: October 2008

The Proposed Action involves some lands precluded from surface disturbing activities by the Moab RMP to protect Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and ROW Avoidance areas.  The potential impacts of granting exceptions to these stipulations are analyzed in the EA.
Plan Conformance Review: 

Page 65:  Lands and Realty Goals and Objectives
“Meet public needs for use authorizations such as rights-of-way, alternative energy sources, and permits while minimizing adverse impacts to resource values.”

Page 65, Lands and Realty Management Decision LAR-7: 
“Right-of-way (ROW) avoidance and exclusion areas will be consistent with the stipulations identified in Appendix A for oil and gas leasing and other surface-disturbing activities.  These stipulations have been developed to protect important resource values.”   The proposed action involves lands identified as avoidance areas.”

Page 100, Riparian Management Decision RIP-7 and page A-5 RMP Appendix A:
“Preclude surface-disturbing activities within 100-year floodplains and within 100 meters of riparian areas, public water reserves, and springs.”

Appendix A floodplain stipulation calls for no surface-disturbing activities within 100 year floodplains or within 100 meters of riparian areas. This includes no surface-disturbing activities within public water reserves or within 100 meters of springs.  An exception could be authorized if: (a) there are no practical alternatives, (b) impacts could be fully mitigated, or (c) the action is designed to benefit and enhance the resource values.
Page 107, Special Management Designations - ACEC-5:
“Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon (13,500 acres) will be designated as an ACEC.
Special Management: To protect the relevant and important values of scenery, wildlife, natural systems (threatened, sensitive, and endangered plants), and cultural resources, the following management prescriptions will apply:

· “Designate Highway 279 and Long Canyon as VRM Class II; manage the remainder of the ACEC as VRM I.”
· “Permitted activities will be confined to main roads within crucial bighorn lambing habitat from April 1 through June 15. This restriction will not apply to filming if the filming meets the minimum impact criteria (see Appendix H of the RMP).”
· “Wall Street rock art sites will be managed for public use with the emphasis on interpretation.”
· “Motorized and mechanized travel limited to designated routes.”
· “Vehicle-based camping only in designated campgrounds.”
· “No campfires except in campgrounds.”
· “Retain ACEC in public ownership except for the previously initiated Moab Salt Exchange Parcel (635 acres).” 
· “Manage the entire area as no surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing and preclude other surface-disturbing activities.”

Page 120, Special Status Species Management Decision SSS-21 Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (SWFL):
“If BLM determines that a proposed action may affect SWFL or its habitat, consultation with the USFWS will be initiated.”
Page 122, Special Status Species Management Decision, SSS-28 Colorado River Endangered Fish:
“No surface-disturbing activities within the 100-year floodplain of the Colorado River, Green River, and at the confluence of the Dolores and Colorado Rivers will be allowed. Any exceptions to this requirement will require consultation with the USFWS. Restrictions on surface disturbance within this critical habitat will be developed through this consultation process (see Map 24 of the RMP).”

Page 130, Vegetation Goals and Objectives:
· “Control invasive and non-native weed species and prevent the introduction of new invasive species by implementing a comprehensive weed program (as per national guidance and local weed management plans in cooperation with state, federal affected counties), including: coordination with partners; prevention and early detection; education; inventory and monitoring; and using principles of integrated weed management.”
· “Manage for vegetation restoration, including control of weed infestations and control of invasive and undesirable nonnative species.”
[bookmark: _Toc461529741]1.6 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or Other Plans
[bookmark: _Toc77635561][bookmark: _Toc144460980][bookmark: _Toc158797114][bookmark: _Toc292187308][bookmark: _Toc346543159][bookmark: _Toc351195451]This EA was prepared in conformance with the NEPA and with all applicable regulations and policies subsequently implemented, including the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and U.S. Department of the Interior Department Manual (DM) 516, Environmental Quality.  While determining whether to approve a Proposed Action, the BLM follows the procedures contained in the agency’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1), which was issued January 30, 2008.  Regulatory authorities and guidance that may apply to the Proposed Action are shown in Table 1-1.  
[bookmark: _Toc366767536][bookmark: _Toc398912707][bookmark: _Toc461529789]Table 1-1: Regulatory Authorities and Guidance
	Federal Authorities
	Responsibilities

	Cultural Resources

	BLM Native American Trust Resource Policies (303 DM 2 and 512 DM 2); BLM H-8120-1 – General Procedural Guidance for Native American Consultation; BLM Manual 8120, Tribal Consultation under Cultural Resources; Executive Order (EO) 13175 Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (65 FR 67249, November 2000); EO 13007 Indian Sacred Sites (61 FR 26671, May 1996); American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (Public Law [PL] 95-341; 42 USC 1996)
	Native American consultation regarding possibly affected traditional cultural properties.

	Archaeological and Historic Data Preservation Act of 1974 (PL 86-253, as amended by PL 93291; 16 USC 469); Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (PL 96-95; 16 USC. 470aa-mm); National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, Section 106, (PL 89-665; 16 USC. 407(f) and 36 CFR Part 800)
	Requirement for cultural resource inventories to determine the presence of cultural resources and protection of sites discovered during project operations.

	Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL 101-601)
	Procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of human remains.  

	Land Management and Use

	Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, Section 201(a) (PL 94-579; 43 USC 1701 et seq.)
	Management of federal lands under principles of multiple use and sustained yield while protecting environmental resources.

	National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190; 42 USC 4321); 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 CEQ implementation of NEPA; BLM Handbook H-1790-1; U.S. Department of the Interior Department Manual 516, Environmental Quality
	Evaluation of impacts to environmental resources that may result from a proposed action prior to its implementation.

	Vegetation

	Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (7 USC §§ 2801-2814, January 3, 1975, as amended 1988 and 1994); Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act of 2004 (7 USC 7781- 7786)
	Monitoring and treatment of weed infestations including performance of corrective actions.

	Water Quality

	Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251); Executive Order 11990-Protection of wetlands (42 FR 26911, May 1977); Executive Order 13690 (signed October 2015)-Floodplain Management  amends EO 11988 (80 FR 6425, February 4, 2014) 
	To avoid long and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains.

	Fish and Wildlife

	Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 USC. 668-668d, 54 Stat. 250) as amended (PL 95-616 (92 Stat. 3114)) November 8, 1978
	Coordination, consultation and impact review regarding eagles.

	Endangered Species Act of 1973 (PL. 85-624; 16 USC 661, 664 1008)
	Coordination, consultation and impact review regarding federally listed threatened and endangered species.

	Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC 703-712, as amended); EO 13186 Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds; BLM Memorandum of Understanding WO-230-2010-04 To Promote the Conservation of Migratory Birds
	Migratory bird impact coordination and protection of nesting migratory birds.

	Conservation of Sensitive Wildlife Species - BLM Manual 6840
	To initiate proactive conservation measures that reduce or eliminate threats to Bureau sensitive species to minimize the likelihood of and need for listing of these species under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.

	State of Utah Authorities
	Responsibilities

	Cultural Resources

	Section 106 of National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470 et seq.) and Advisory Council Regulations on the Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties, as amended (36 CFR. Part 800)
	Utah State Historic Preservation Office consultation on cultural resource survey, evaluation, and mitigation.

	Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands, Utah Administrative Code R652-70
	Permits actions in areas along the Colorado River as occurring within the ordinary high water mark of each river through those portions that have been deemed navigable at statehood.

	Transportation

	Utah Department of Transportation Regulations , Utah Administrative Code R930-6
	Permitting of any activities impacting state highways or within highway easements, including road crossings and heavy equipment transport permits.

	Water Quality

	UAC R317-8; Clean Water Act, 33 USC 1251; State Program Requirements (40 CFR 123)
	Regulates discharges of pollutants into the waters of the United States and quality standards for surface waters.

	Wildlife

	Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Rules and Regulations, Rule 657 series; UAC Title 23, Wildlife Resources of Utah
	Coordination on wildlife and state-sensitive species; management of big game and wildlife.

	Grand County Authorities
	Responsibilities

	Grand County Ordinances, 2002; Title 12 (roadways and public places); Title 8 (health and safety)
	County road use and modification permit/agreement; noxious weed act enforcement; solid waste disposal regulations

	Grand County Ordinances, 2002; Title 16 (land use)
	Coordination, county zoning consultation.

	General order pursuant to the Utah Noxious Weed Act, sec. 7 (February 2011)
	Noxious weed control.



The Proposed Action is consistent with the goals and objectives in the Grand County General Plan (Grand County, 2012).  The Grand County General Plan Update lists several policies related to a diversified economy, natural resource development, multiple use of the public lands, and expeditious processing of use permits for economic uses of public lands. The plan supports responsible natural resource use and development, including growth and development in Grand County.  
Grand County would be required to obtain a Section 404 permit from the Army Corps of Engineer; a general permit with the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands; access approval from the Utah Department of Transportation and coordinate with Rocky Mountain Power.  
[bookmark: _Toc461529742]
1.7 Identification of Issues
The BLM conducted internal scoping for this project in September and October of 2015, which consisted of an interdisciplinary team (ID Team) review of the proposal and discussion of project related concerns.  The IDT Checklist documents the internal issues raised and the resources that may be impacted by the Proposed Action (See Appendix B).  
The BLM conducted external scoping for this project in December 2015 and January 2016.  The Proposed Action was posted on the BLM ePlanning website on November 5, 2015 to notify the public of the proposal, including mention of BLM’s intent to prepare an EA for this project.  In addition, the BLM issued a press release on November 5, 2015, to inform the public of the proposal and to initiate a public scoping period until December 4, 2015, for identifying issues.  On December 9, 2015, in response to public comments, the Plan of Development (POD) and additional maps were posted on the ePlanning website and the scoping period was extended until January 8, 2016. The public did not identify any issues for the BLM to consider in this EA. Appendix C provides documentation of the comments received during public scoping.  The public did not identify any issues to carry forward in the EA.  The issues identified for analysis are listed below:
1.7.1 [bookmark: _Toc461529743]Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
· What are the impacts to the relevant and important values of the Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACEC? 
· What are in the impacts to visual resources from the construction of the project?
1.7.2 [bookmark: _Toc461529744]Floodplains
· What effects would the project have on the floodplains of the Colorado River?
1.7.3 [bookmark: _Toc461529745]Invasive/Noxious Weeds
· What are the potential impacts of weed transportation and dispersal from equipment used during construction?
· What are potential impacts of seed dispersal from noxious weeds that are currently located at the proposed site?
1.7.4 [bookmark: _Toc461529746]Lands and Realty
· What are the impacts to the ROW avoidance area?
1.7.5 [bookmark: _Toc461529747]Vegetation
· What are the effects of removal of vegetation within the proposed project area?
1.8 [bookmark: _Toc461529748]Issues Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis
The ID Team Checklist presented in Appendix B identifies both the resource issues that are carried forward for analysis, and those resources that would not impacted by the Proposed Action or not present in the project area.  During the scoping period, the public did not raise issues or concerns related to the resources within the project area. The table presented in Table C presents the comments received by the public.  The issue that was considered but eliminated from further analysis is described below:
1.8.1 [bookmark: _Toc461529749]Endangered Colorado River fish and Designated Habitat

The Moab Field Office consulted with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) on potential impacts to the endangered Colorado River fish and the Designated Critical Habitat that is in the vicinity of the proposed water load-out facility site.  On April 27, 2016, the FWS visited the proposed water load-out site to help the Moab Field Office determine any needed analysis and identify potential opportunities to provide public education.  
The Proposed Action is expected to create a 77 acre-foot water depletion to the Colorado River.   The Recovery Implementation Program for Endangered Fish Species in the Upper Colorado River Basin (Recovery Program) initiated on January 22, 1988, analyzed the effects of depletions. Recovery Program participants (1993) identified actions to recover the endangered fishes in the most expeditious manner, which included a depletion fee to be paid to help support the Recovery Program. On March 9, 1995, the FWS issued an intra-Service biological opinion that the Recovery Program has made sufficient progress and the depletion fee for depletions of 100 acre-feet or less where no longer required.  Through consultation with the FWS, the Proposed Action will incorporate Best Management Practices, Conservation Measures and Reasonable and Prudent Measures to minimize potential impacts from construction and operation of the proposed water load-out facility to endangered Colorado River fish and their habitats from this water depletion.
The Proposed Project is physically located within Designated Critical Habitat for the endangered Colorado River fish as documented by the FEMA 100-year flood plain delineation per United States Geological Survey (USGS) Scientific Investigations Report 2005-5022, but due to the lack of any physical and biological features that the FWS considers essential for the conservation of the endangered Colorado River fish  it has been determined that this specific upland bench in the 100-year flood plain does not constitute critical habitat.  
The Scott M. Matheson Wetlands Preserve (Matheson Preserve) is directly across the river and visible from the project area.  The BLM, Utah Division of Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Partners Program, Utah’s Watershed Restoration Initiative and the Nature Conservancy are currently working on a project to facilitate recovery of the endangered razorback sucker via modification and careful management of nursery habitat critical to the razorback suckers’ early life-stage survival. The Matheson Preserve is the only site along the Colorado River between Moab and the confluence with the Green River that is capable of providing suitable nursery habitat as identified in recovery goals.  
[bookmark: _Toc461529750]1.9 Summary
This chapter has presented the purpose and need of the proposed project, as well as the relevant issues, i.e., those elements of the human environment that could be affected by the implementation of the proposed project.  In order to meet the purpose and need of the proposed project in a way that resolves the issues, the BLM has considered and/or developed a range of action alternatives.  These alternatives are presented in Chapter 2.  The potential environmental impacts or consequences resulting from the implementation of each alternative considered in detail are analyzed in Chapter 4 for each of the identified issues.

2.0 [bookmark: _Toc282171576][bookmark: _Toc461529751]DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION
[bookmark: _Toc282171577][bookmark: _Toc461529752]2.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc282171578][bookmark: _Toc282171579]The BLM ID Team evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives that meet the underlying purpose and need for the proposed project.  Two alternatives are carried forward for full analysis within this EA; Alternative A, which is the Proposed Action and consists of Grand County’s ROW proposal, and Alternative B, the No Action alternative, which is required by the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14).  Alternative A is described in Section 2.2.  Alternative B is described in Section 2.3.  No alternatives were identified by the ID Team or the public during scoping, therefore there are no alternatives considered but eliminated from analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc461529753]2.2 Alternative A – Proposed Action
[bookmark: _Toc282171580]The Proposed Action is to grant a ROW to Grand County for a water load-out facility located on the north side of the Colorado River next to SR 279.  On August 5, 2015, Zacharia Levine, on behalf of Grand County, filed a ROW application UTU-91348 under the authority of Title V of the FLPMA of October 21, 1976.  The ROW application which includes a POD and supplemental information has been used to develop the proposed action
The project area is located approximately 5 miles north of Moab, Utah, in Sec. 34, T. 25 S.,  R. 21 E., at Mile Post 13.7 on SR 279 (Potash Road).  This location is about 1½ miles south on SR 279 from its intersection with U. S. Hwy 191.	
The proposed facility would be situated adjacent to SR 279, within the ROW for Rocky Mountain Power’s 345 Kilovolt (kV) transmission line. The water load-out facility would consist of a graded gravel-road loop, which would be designated in the Moab Travel Management Plan, water pump and standpipe or water tank, and a 6-inch diameter high-density polyethylene (HDPE) pipeline to the Colorado River.  The pump would be powered by a diesel generator, similar to the existing facility at the Moab boat ramp.  The project area, that includes the gravel-road loop road and pipeline to the river, would be approximately 1.571 acres in size. Structural improvements would include anchoring the water pump stand and the pipeline access to the river.  The ROW corridor for the pipeline would be 20-feet wide for installation and maintenance.  The GWSSA would provide the Colorado River water rights.
The water load-out facility would be used on a year-round basis, weather permitting and would exist in perpetuity, or until it is deemed unnecessary.
The gravel-road loop would be 24 feet wide, and wider through the bends in the loop to accommodate off-tracking of the trucks as they pull through the loop to load water.
Prior to construction, the site would be staked and flagged, and protective measures would be taken to prevent damage to Rocky Mountain Power’s utilities poles authorized under ROW UTU-10657. 
Construction of the load-out facility would begin late 2016. The permit term on the ROW would be for 30 years.
2.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc461529754]Facility Construction
Construction of the proposed facility would require a redistribution of the soils on site for cut and fill construction of the gravel loop road for the load-out facility.  Vegetation in this area would also need to be removed as part of the construction of the loop road. Road base and gravel would be applied to the loop road surface. Grand County has contracted with Horrocks Engineers, its engineer of record, for the design and engineering specifications of the proposed water load-out facility (see design plans in Appendix D).  Grand County recognizes the need to protect endangered and threatened species in the Colorado River, so design and engineering would take into account recommendations provided by the United States Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS).  
During construction, signs would be placed north and south of the site to alert drivers to construction activity. An estimated work force of 5 people, 3 trucks, and 1 bulldozer would be needed to construct the proposed water load-out facility.  As noted in the engineering plans (Appendix D), there would be some cut-and-fill material needs.  All cut material would be used on-site as fill-material where necessary.  Vegetation removed from the proposed site would be transported to the Moab City waste facility.  Soil would not be removed from the site.  Road base material would be provided by Grand County.  The equipment used during construction would remain on-site within the proposed ROW until the project is completed. Grand County Road Department would construct and maintain the facility.  The estimated duration of construction would be less than one month during standard daytime business hours.
A standpipe or water tank would be used to load water into the trucks.  The load-out at the Moab boat ramp currently uses a standpipe for loading.  However, a 12,000 gallon water tank may be placed at the load-out to speed truck loading (see photo of tank in Appendix D).  That tank would be placed in a manner that would minimize the visual impact to the area.  Any facilities (water tank, pump, and stand up) would be painted as much as possible to blend in with the surroundings. Shale green or a shade closer to brown would be utilized.
The County is asking for exceptions to the Moab RMP’s no surface disturbing activities in an ACEC and a ROW avoidance area and within the 100-year floodplain. A kiosk would be installed at the parking pull off, located just south of the proposed project (see Map 2 in Appendix A). This kiosk would provide the public with information about the relevant and important values of the ACEC, including wildlife and fisheries.  Information about the importance of the Matheson Preserve and the partners involved in on-going work to improve the endangered Colorado fish habitat would be some of the information placed on the kiosk. The proposed location for the kiosk currently provides easy access to the Colorado River and it would remain in place so that the public could continue to enjoy the river. 
2.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc461529755] Pipeline and Pump
The pipeline would be about 225 feet long with an additional 80 feet for a 90 degree bend to  access the river (see plans in Appendix D).  The pipeline would consist of HDPE pipe.  The pipeline would be surface laid so that it could be accessed and easily removed if needed for weather conditions, maintenance or for decommissioning. Little if any vegetation would be disturbed by the installation of the pipeline, however vehicle access would be necessary.  The proposed pipeline would be installed along an existing (but non-designated road), so the area is already disturbed.  Access along the pipeline would be used only for occasional maintenance needs. The ROW width for the proposed pipeline route would be 30 feet and would be within the SR 279 and the 345 kV power line ROW boundaries.
The maximum expected withdrawal from the pump would be less than 1000 gallons per minute (gmp), with an estimate of around 400 to 500 gpm.  The pump would be either an EPT2-100DD or EPT2-150DD (see Appendix D).
 
The pump would be placed on the bank above the ordinary high water mark.  Secondary containment around the pump would be installed to prevent any spills of fuel and lubricants needed by the pump.   The pump would have a screened intake placed into the water.  The pump would only be operated when a user is loading a truck.  The pump would be located close to the gravel loop road, where it could be activated by the user of the pump.  
The pump intake would be 8-inches in diameter.  The pump intake would be screened and cleaned as necessary. Sedimentation is not expected to be a major issue at this site.  The intake location is on an outside bed of the river that does not appear to be depositing sediment.   The intake pipe would be removed and cleaned as needed than reset in the river to deal with sedimentation issues.  
Grand County needs no more than 77 acre-feet of water, but may need on occasion up to 99 acre-feet of water. The intake would be metered.
2.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc461529756]Operation and Maintenance
The facility would be used year-round, weather permitting.  Daily traffic volumes would range from 0-20 trucks, with an average daily total of 2 in the winter and 12 in the summer.  There would be signs posted north and south of the proposed site indicating that trucks would be entering SR-279.  Maintenance of the site would be provided by Grand County Road Department.  Periodic cleaning of the intake screen would be required due to debris and potential sedimentation of the intake.  The intake pipe would be withdrawn from the river, cleaned and then placed back into the river.  The Grand County Weed Department would provide ongoing monitoring of the site and remove invasive species as needed.
Grand County would use best management practices to protect against soil erosion, such as berms, establishing vegetation, erosion control matting, etc. These BMPs would also prevent general runoff from leaving the load-out area and entering the river.
2.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc461529757]Conservation Measures to Minimize Impacts to Endangered Colorado River Fish
The USFWS provided the following practices that would be implemented as conservation measures to minimize the impact of pumping surface water to endangered Colorado River fish:

1. Grand County or any users of the water loadout facility must educate their employees responsible for operating the water loadout facility on the impacts to listed fish species from pumping activities and how to minimize these impacts using the applicant committed measures described in the Proposed Action (refer to Pipeline and Pump and Operation and Maintenance sections above).

2. Grand County or any users of the water loadout facility must be familiar with our pumping guidelines and the commitments to avoid operation during peak larval drift periods (April1 to August 31).

3. Any employees of Grand County or other users of the water loadout facility must be familiar with fish identification in order to be able to identify a federally listed fish injured or killed during Project operations

4. If the pump head is located in the river channel the following stipulations apply:

a. Do not situate the pump in a low-flow or no-flow area as these habitats tend to concentrate larval fishes.
b. Limit the amount of pumping, to the greatest extent possible during that period of the year when larval fish may be present (April 1 to August 31).  
c. Limit the amount of pumping, to the greatest extent possible, during the midnight hours (10pm to 2 am), as larval drift studies indicate that this is a period of greatest daily activity.  Dusk and the afternoon are the preferred pumping times, as larval drift abundance is lowest during this time.

5. Screen all pump intakes with 3/32-inch mesh material.

6.  Approach velocities for intake structures should follow the National Marine Fisheries Service's document "Fish Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids".  For projects with an in-stream intake that operate in stream reaches where larval fish may be present, the approach velocity should not exceed 0.33 feet per second (ft/s).

7. Report any fish impinged on the intake screen or entrained into irrigation canals to the Fish and Wildlife Service (801-975-3330) or the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources:

Southeastern Region
475 West Price River Drive, Suite C, 
Price, UT 84501
Phone: (435) 636-0260

2.2.5 [bookmark: _Toc461529758]Termination and Restoration
When termination is deemed necessary, the water load-out facility would be vacated by removing gravel (and pavement if placed) from the truck turnaround area, water stand, pump and the pipeline.  The water load-out facility would be re-vegetated with native species as specified by the BLM.  
[bookmark: _Toc282171587][bookmark: _Toc461529759]2.3 Alternative B – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed ROW would not be granted.  Therefore, the proposed water load-out facility would not be constructed.  The safety hazards associated with use at the Moab boat ramp would continue.
[bookmark: _Toc461529760]2.4 Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward for Analysis 
To prevent construction of the proposed facility within a 100-year floodplain, the BLM looked at other areas along the Colorado River Corridor, close to Moab, that would best accommodate the County’s need for a water load-out facility.  Most of the river corridor is either too narrow to accommodate the facility, or the facility location would create more conflicts with other users. The BLM determined that no other locations were better suited for a water load-out facility then the location proposed by Grand County.


[bookmark: _Toc461529761]3.0	AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
[bookmark: _Toc282171594][bookmark: _Toc461529762]3.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the potentially affected existing environment (i.e., the physical, biological, social, and economic values and resources) of the impact area as identified in the Interdisciplinary Team Checklist found in Appendix B and presented in Chapter 1 of this assessment.  This chapter provides the baseline for comparison of impacts/consequences described in Chapter 4. 
[bookmark: _Toc282171595][bookmark: _Toc461529763]3.2 General Setting
The project area is located in the east-central part of the Colorado Plateau Physiographic Province, in the Salt Anticline Physiographic Region. Precipitation is variable from year to year, however, averages range from 8 to 12 inches per year. Most of the precipitation occurs as a result of convection thunderstorms. Average daytime temperatures range from the mid-teens in the winter to the upper 90's in the summer (Western Regional Climate Center, 2016).
The elevation of the proposed project is about 4,000 feet above mean sea level. The proposed project is located adjacent to SR 279 (Potash Road) on an old river terrace about 400 feet upslope of the Colorado River. The proposed project is outside of the riparian zone and is downstream from the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action site on the west side of the river.  
The Matheson Preserve, owned by the Utah Division of Wildlife and managed by the Nature Conservancy, is located on the northeast side of the river, across from the proposed project. As noted in Section 1.8.1 the Matheson Preserve is the only site along the Colorado River between Moab and the confluence with the Green River that is capable of providing suitable nursery habitat for the razorback sucker, as identified in the recovery goals.
The riparian zone below the proposed water load-out facility consists of thick stands of dead and down tamarisk trees that have suffered beetle kill. This area is interspersed with kochia. Some willow development is occurring along the banks of the Colorado River, but this development is sparse.
The proposed water loadout area itself is sparsely vegetated with greasewood interspersed with Indian ricegrass and alkali sacton. The noxious weeds present at site are Russian knapweed, tamarisk, and Russian olive. The proposed water loadout would be located within an area previously disturbed by construction of a power line.
Three power lines parallel SR 279 near the proposed water loadout. A 69 kV line and a 28 kV line are located along the west side of SR 279 and the 345 kV line is located on the east side of SR 279. The proposed water loadout is located within the ROW of all three, but would be built next to the 345 kV power. All three power lines cross the Colorado River about 1 mile south of the project area. Though not a utility the proposed project within the Moab Canyon Utility Corridor.
Jaycee Park Campground is located about 2.0 miles south of the proposed project and the Wall Street Climbing Area is about 2.7 miles south of the proposed project area.
Although not on public land, the uranium tailing project is immediately adjacent to the proposed location of the water load-out site.  This project includes load-outs, rail lines, pits, and a generally high level of surface disturbance
The primary land use in the project area includes scenic driving, rock art viewing, and road biking along the SR 279 and river boating on the Colorado River. The project area is not open to camping. 
3.3 [bookmark: _Toc461529764]Resources/Issues Brought Forward for Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc461529765]3.3.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
· What are the impacts to the relevant and important values of the Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACEC?
· What are the impacts to visual resources from the construction of the project?
The proposed water load-out facility is located within the Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACEC.  This ACEC is a corridor along SR 279, including the extension of that road that goes into the Shafer Basin.  Shafer Basin provides the viewshed from Dead Horse Point State Park.  The Long Canyon road to Dead Horse Mesa provides a scenic backcountry drive just off SR 279. The scenery here is classified as Class A (BLM, 2004). The ACEC is shown on Map 3 of Appendix A.
The relevant and important values of this ACEC are scenery, wildlife, natural systems (threatened, sensitive, and endangered plants), and cultural resources.  
1. Visual Resources
The SR 279 section of this ACEC is a state scenic byway, and is managed as Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II. The rest of the ACEC is managed as VRM Class I.  
The project area is within VRM Class II, along a State of Utah Scenic Byway.  The VRM Class II objective is to allow only a low level of change to the landscape.  Activities may be seen, but should not attract the attention of the casual observer.  Any change to the landscape must repeat the basic elements of form, line, color and texture found in the predominant features of the characteristic landscape.  In addition, surface-disturbing activities within 0.5 miles of a scenic driving corridor must meet the VRM Class II objectives to protect the visual resources along the scenic driving corridor.
Although classified as VRM Class II, the landscape at the exact location of the water load-out facility is severely compromised by the following features:  three overhead power lines, the large and industrial uranium tailings removal project, and a view of some of the taller buildings in the town of Moab.  The unadorned view valued by the visitor appears as SR 279 rounds the corner (about 1.5 miles downstream from the load-out facility site).  Photos of the scenery at the project location are included in Appendix E.
2. Wildlife 
The wildlife habitat protected under this ACEC is crucial bighorn lambing habitat in Shafer Basin.  There is no lambing habitat along SR 279. Bighorn sheep are not known to reside in the area near the proposed project.  They may reside on the mesas above but vehicle and recreational use along the highway and the thick band of tamarisk along the river do not offer suitable habitats for bighorn.  
3. Threatened, Sensitive, and Endangered Plants 
Habitat for the Jones cycladenia (Cycladenia humilis var. jonesii) is spread throughout the ACEC however this species is not present within the proposed water load-out facility area. No other threatened, endangered or sensitive plants are known to occur within the proposed project area.
4. Cultural Resources
The Wall Street rock art sites are located about 3.0 miles south of the proposed water load-out facility.  No cultural resources have been identified within the proposed project.
5. ACEC Management
Motorized and mechanized travel within the Highway 279/Long Canyon/Shafer Basin ACEC is limited to designated routes.
To help protect the relevant and important values, this ACEC is managed as no surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing and precludes other surface-disturbing activities.  An exception could be authorized if the use is consistent and compatible with protection or enhancement of the resource values or the use would provide suitable opportunities for public enjoyment of these resources.  No exceptions are granted for oil and gas leasing.  
The ACEC includes ROWs for a 69 kkV, 138 kkV and 345 kkV power lines; a ROW for SR 279, Gold Bar, Jaycee Park and Williams Bottom Campgrounds; the trail head for Corona Arch and Poison Spider; the Railroad ROW for Potash, rock climbing area, and rock art viewing.  The area is used primarily for recreation. 
3.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc461529766]Floodplains
· What effects would the project have on the floodplains of the Colorado River?
· If flooded, would the proposed action create an added dimension to the disaster?

Executive Order 11988-Floodplain Management (1977) defines floodplains 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.”  Executive Order 13690 (signed October 2015) amends Executive Order 11988, by establishing a higher "level of resilience" to critical actions - recommended that these actions at a minimum occur outside the "500 year flood level" or the “100 year base flood elevation plus 3 feet”.   Non-critical actions would be recommended at a minimum to remain outside of the 100 year base flood elevation. In Executive Order 13690, resilience is defined as the ability to adapt to changing conditions and withstand and rapidly recover from disruption due to emergencies. The BLM is responsible for determining whether or not a Federal Action constitutes a Critical Action.  A critical action is defined as “any activity for which a slight chance of flooding would be great”.  The concept of a critical action reflects a concern that the impacts of flooding on human safety, health and welfare for many activities could not be minimized unless a higher degree of protection or resilience than that delivered by the base flood elevation (or 100-year flood elevation) was provided. The BLM would evaluate the proposal in light of the following question: If flooded, would the proposed action create an added dimension to the disaster?  In the instance of liquefied natural gas terminals, facilities the produce or store highly volatile, toxic or water-reactive materials then flooding the proposed project area would create an added dimension to the flood.  
Flood Insurance Map Number 49019C1754D for Grand County (National Flood Insurance Program, 2009) shows that the proposed water load-out is just within Zone A, an area where the base flood elevations have not been determined.  The base flood elevation is the water-surface elevation of the 1 percent annual chance flood (100-year flood). 
For the Atlas Mill Tailings Removal Project the USGS conducted stream flow simulations for the Colorado River (USGS, 2004).  This report delineates the 100 year flood elevation for the Atlas Mill site at 3,974 feet. The Atlas Mill Tailings is located next too, and up-river from the proposed water load-out facility.  Due to the project’s proximity to the Atlas Mill Tailings Removal Project the BLM used this elevation for the 100-year flood elevation within the proposed water load-out site. 
The Moab Field Office RMP contains a stipulation that calls for no surface-disturbing activities within 100 year floodplains or within 100 meters of riparian areas. This includes no surface-disturbing activities within public water reserves or within 100 meters of springs.  An exception could be authorized if: (a) there are no practical alternatives, (b) impacts could be fully mitigated, or (c) the action is designed to benefit and enhance the resource values.
The floodplain area is shown on Map 4 in Appendix A.
3.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc461529767]Invasive /Noxious Weeds
· What are the potential impacts of weed transportation and dispersal from equipment used during construction?
· What are potential impacts of seed dispersal from noxious weeds that are currently located at the proposed site?

Russian knapweed, kochia, tamarisk, and Russian olive occur within the proposed project area. The BLM recently authorized the removal of Russian olive along the Colorado River between the Moab boat ramp and the Potash boat ramp.  
3.3.3 [bookmark: _Toc461529768]Lands and Realty
· What are the impacts to the ROW avoidance area?

The proposed water load-out facility is located within a ROW avoidance area. Decision LAR-4 of the Moab RMP (pg. 65) states that ACECs will be avoidance areas for any new ROWs (including communication sites and wind and solar sites).  An exception to this could be authorized if the use is consistent and compatible with protection or enhancement of the resource values or the use would provide suitable opportunities for public enjoyment of these resources.  
3.3.4 [bookmark: _Toc461529769]Vegetation
· What are the effects of removal of vegetation within the proposed project area?

The vegetation within the proposed water load-out facility area is sparse and consists of greasewood, rabbit brush, snakeweed, and kochia interspersed with Indian ricegrass and alkali sacaton. A small area with riparian vegetation that consists mainly of coyote willow is located close to the river.  The proposed water load-out facility location is within a 345 kV power line ROW that has a maintenance access road so some of the area has already received some surface disturbance.  The project proposes removing approximate 1.571 acres of vegetation for the construction of the gravel loop road and the pipeline to the river. 
The riparian zone below the proposed water load-out facility is narrow and consists of thick stands of dead and down tamarisk trees that have suffered beetle kill.  Some willow development is occurring along the banks of the Colorado River, but this growth is sparse.
[bookmark: _Toc461529770]4.0 ENVIROMNETAL IMPACTS
[bookmark: _Toc461529771]4.1 Introduction
Chapter 4 addresses direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives for each affected resource.  Mitigation measures are actions that could be applied to reduce or avoid adverse impacts.  Long-term impacts are considered to be those whose effects would last more than five years.  Short-term impacts would last from 1 to 5 years.  Temporary impacts may remain from a period of days to less than one year.  
The impact analyses presented in this chapter incorporate the Applicant’s environmental commitments described in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2).
[bookmark: _Toc461529772]4.2 General Analysis Assumptions 
The effects analysis assumes that the following:
· That the water load-out facility would be constructed as proposed.
· All Applicant-committed measures would be implemented.

The cumulative effects analysis is based on the following assumptions:
· Recreation activities would continue and potentially increase along SR 279. These recreation activities include camping in campgrounds, sightseeing, rock climbing, hiking, and floating the Colorado River.
· The existing ROWs, such as SR 279, the power lines, and railroad would remain in place for the term of the ROW authorization.
· No other ROWs are proposed for the stretch of the Colorado River between the proposed project area and Potash.
[bookmark: _Toc461529773]4.3 Direct and Indirect Impacts
Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.   Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.
[bookmark: _Toc461529774]4.3.1 Alternative A – Proposed Action
4.3.1.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
· What are the impacts to the relevant and important values of the Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACEC?
· What are the impacts to visual resources from the construction of the project?
The Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACEC is managed as no surface occupancy to help protect the relevant and important values, this ACEC is managed as no surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing and preclude other surface-disturbing activities.  This requirement is in place to protect the scenic values, cultural resources, threatened, sensitive, and endangered plants and wildlife.  
1. Visual Resources
There are four components of the project that are potentially visible to visitors travelling on Utah SR 279 (the moving Key Observation Point):  the pump, the pipe, the water load-out stand and the road.  This analysis assumes that the pipe and the water load-out stand are the same color as the adjoining power lines (a darkish brown).
The pump would be located at least 25 feet below the level of the SR and about 80 feet from the SR; it would not be visible to visitors on SR 279 going in either direction.  The pipe (assuming a dark color) would not be substantially noticeable to those driving on SR 279 because of its proximity to ground level.  There are a series of low hills in the SR ROW which partially obscure the view of the potential facility from SR 279.  The road construction would be visible to travelers on SR 279, although a new road would not represent a change to the current landscape, as it has been previously disturbed.
The most visible feature of the project would be the load-out stand or the water tank.  The load- out stand would be approximately 15 feet high.  It would be located in a relatively flat area about 50 feet from the state route.   If a water tank is placed on site it would be placed perpendicular to the load-out loop road, so the round end of the tank (not the length of the tank) would be visible from SR 279.  This water tank could be raised during the loading of the truck and lowered to where it’s supports and wheels touch the ground when not in use. All facilities would be painted dullish brown color that would blend in with the natural surroundings.
A Visual Contrast Rating Worksheet is attached as Appendix E.  The conclusions of the worksheet are as follows.  Eastbound travelers on SR 279 could see the load-out stand for approximately nine seconds.  The new road would not be visible because it is hidden by the topography in the highway ROW. The dominant view when driving east is that of the Arches escarpment.  If the load-out stand were painted the same color as the power poles, it would be substantially unnoticeable.  There would be no level of change to the landscape, because the load-out stand is far less obtrusive than the power poles. The water tank would have more impact, but when painted and lowered, would not likely attract the attention of the casual observer.
 Westbound travelers on SR 279 could see the load-out stand for approximately 19 seconds.  The new road would be visible for approximately 14 seconds. The dominant view when driving west is the La Sal Mountains.  The project would be on the opposite side of the power lines from the viewer on the moving KOP (SR 279).  If the load-out stand were painted the same color as the power poles, it would be substantially unnoticeable as viewers would be more likely to look at the mountains.  There would be no level of change to the landscape, because the load-out stand is far less obtrusive than the power poles.
2. Wildlife
Bighorn sheep could occur in the proposed water load-out area.  However there is no known lambing habitat along SR 279 and bighorn sheep are not known to reside near the proposed project. Bighorn sheep may reside on the mesas above SR 279 but vehicle and recreational use along the highway and the thick band of tamarisk along the river do not offer suitable habitats for bighorn.  Bighorn sheep and bighorn habitat would not be directly or indirectly impacted by the construction and operation of the water load-out facility.
3. Threatened, Sensitive and Endangered Plant Species
Threatened, endangered and sensitive plants do not occur within the proposed water load-out facility, so would not be directly impacted by the project. Potential habitats for these species is across SR 279 and up the slope from the proposed water load-out facility, therefore direct and indirect impacts from the project are not expected to occur.
4.  Cultural Resources 
No cultural resources have been identified within the proposed project therefore there would be no direct effects to cultural resources.  The Wall Street Rock Art panels are located about 2.7 miles south of the proposed water load-out facility.  Due to the distance between Wall Street and the proposed project, direct and indirect impacts to the Wall Street Rock Art Panels are not expected to occur.
5. ACEC Management
As stated in Section 3.3.1 of this EA, motorized and mechanized travel within the Highway 279/Long Canyon/Shafer Basin ACEC is limited to designated routes.
To help protect the relevant and important values, this ACEC is managed as no surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing and precludes other surface-disturbing activities.  An exception could be authorized if the use is consistent and compatible with protection or enhancement of the resource values or the use would provide suitable opportunities for public enjoyment of these resources.  No exceptions are granted for oil and gas leasing.  
Under the Moab RMP, ACECs were designated as ROW avoidance areas. The proposed water load-out facility is located within a ROW avoidance area. Decision LAR-4 of the Moab 2008 RMP (pg. 65) states that ACECs will be avoidance areas for any new ROWs (including communication sites and wind and solar sites).  An exception to the avoidance area and to surface disturbance within the ACEC could be authorized if the use is consistent and compatible with protection or enhancement of the resource values or the use would provide suitable opportunities for public enjoyment of these resources.  
The direct and indirect effects of issuing a ROW for the proposed water load-out facility within the ACEC would be minimal. The proposed facility would be located within the ROW for the 345kV power line that parallels SR 279. Construction of the proposed water load-out facility would take place in an area already disturbed by power line maintenance activities.  As described under the effects to the ACEC, the facility would not have structures or other features that would attract the attention of the casual observer from SR 279.  The views of the Colorado River would remain unobstructed.  
To enhance enjoyment of the ACEC under the exception criteria,  a small kiosk would be installed at a parking pull off, just south of the proposed project (Map 2, Appendix A), that would provide the public with information about the relevant and important values of the ACEC. Also, to increase public awareness and provide public education the Moab Field Office, with input from the FWS, would develop signage for the kiosk that would provide information on the four Colorado Endangered fish and more specific habitat needs of the razorback sucker and how this project will facilitate these needs.
Specifically, the kiosk would include information on the efforts of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, USFWS Partners Program, Utah’s Watershed Restoration Initiative and the Nature Conservancy’s efforts within and along the Matheson Preserve to facilitate recovery of the endangered razorback sucker through modification and careful management of nursery habitat critical to the razorback suckers’ early life-stage survival.  
The proposed location for the kiosk is currently used by visitors to the area to access the Colorado River and it would remain in place so that the public could continue to enjoy the river. The kiosk would be placed near a large boulder at this location, so would not detract from the visual resources of the ACEC.
4.3.1.2 Floodplains
· What effects would the project have on the floodplains of the Colorado River?
· If flooded, would the proposed action create an added dimension to the disaster?

The intake pipe for the water load-out would be located within the annual high water mark of the Colorado River (one year flood mark). The intake could be adjusted as necessary or completely removed should the river rise higher than the seasonal high water level.

The proposed water load-out facility would be constructed in an area that has already been disturbed by the construction of a 345 kV power line. Currently, about 1.023 of the 1.571 acre area where the gravel loop road would be constructed is below the 3,974 foot elevation and about 0.548 of the 1.571 acre area is above this elevation (see the design drawings in Appendix D).  During construction, the on-site materials would be re-graded and off-site gravel would be brought in to gravel the surface of the road. After this construction, 1.018 would still be slightly below the 3,974 foot 100-year floodplain elevation. 
Floodplains act as storage areas for flood waters. When buildings are constructed within the floodplain, the storage capacity of the floodplain is reduced, because the building takes up the space where the water would normally flow. This can increase the effects of flooding downstream because the floodplain storage is removed.  Building within in the floodplain also places the structures at risk to flood damage.  The Moab Field Office has determined that the proposal is a non-critical action as described under Executive Order 13690 because it does not meet the critical action criteria identified in the Executive Order.  The proposed water load-out facility would not reduce the storage capacity of the floodplain, because buildings or other structures would not be built for the project. Also, the finished project disturbance would be only slightly below the 3,974 foot elevation of the 100-year flood. Should a 100 year flood event occur, the depth within the project area is not expected to allow for turbulent flow, therefore scouring of the surface would be at a minimum.  
The proposed project consists of a gravel loop road with a portable load-out stand, a pipeline and a pump.  Portions of the pipeline, the water intake in the river and the pump would be removed if the Colorado River reaches high water flows or flood stage.  Grand County would have plenty of warning through weather reports and through the monitoring of the river flow gauges located at Cisco and at Potash to remove and safe guard the facilities. The direct effects to the floodplain are expected to be minimal.  The indirect effects, such as sedimentation from the gravel loop road could occur during storm events however, gravel would help minimize the movement of soil from the road because the gravel would prevent rain-splash and slow overland flow. Using best management practices to prevent soil erosion, for example berms, establishing vegetation, erosion control matting, etc. would help keep the location stable and prevent general runoff from leaving the site and going into the river.
The POD submitted by the County for the water load-out facility proposes to gravel the loop road. The drawings however, do indicate an edge in pavement for the loop road.  Paving the loop road would increase water runoff from the loadout facility, but there would be no sedimentation from the road. However, establishing vegetation on the downslope side of the loop road and construction of berms would slow the runoff to the river and minimize soil erosion around the facility.
The direct and indirect impacts on floodplains are considered to be negligible. Granting an exception to the no surface disturbing activities stipulation could be authorized as there are no other locations for the facility and effects would be negligible.



4.3.1.3 Invasive/Noxious Weeds
· What are the potential impacts of weed transportation and dispersal from equipment used during construction?
· What are potential impacts of seed dispersal from noxious weeds that are currently located at the proposed site?

Russian knapweed, tamarisk, and Russian olive already occur within the project location. Authorized trucks accessing the proposed water load-out facility have the potential to introduce invasive/noxious weeds to the site.  Pressure washing all trucks before they access the water load-out facility is not practical, because Grand County will not be the only user of the facility.  Weed seeds can fall off of the trucks that access the facility. The positive effect on invasive/noxious weeds is that the construction of the load-out facility would help remove some of these species.  Once, constructed, the load-out facility would be regularly monitored for weeds. When weeds are found, they would be treated with herbicides by the County, using BLM approved chemicals or removed from the site manually.  The potential impact of weed transportation and dispersal from equipment would be negligible
4.3.1.4 Lands and Reality
· What are the impacts to the ROW avoidance area?

As stated in Section 3.3.4 of this EA, the proposed water load-out facility is located within a ROW avoidance area. Decision LAR-4 of the Moab RMP (pg. 65) states that ACECs will be avoidance areas for any new ROWs (including communication sites and wind and solar sites).  An exception to this could be authorized if the use is consistent and compatible with protection or enhancement of the resource values or the use would provide suitable opportunities for public enjoyment of these resources.  
The direct and indirect effects of issuing a ROW for the proposed water load-out facility would be minimal. The proposed facility would be located within the ROW for the 345 kV power line that parallels SR 279. Construction of the proposed water load facility would take place in an area already disturbed by power line maintenance activities.  As described under the effects to the ACEC, the facility would not have structures or other features that would attract the attention of the casual observer from SR 279.  The views of the Colorado River would remain unobstructed.  To enhance enjoyment of the ACEC under the exception criteria,  a small kiosk would be installed at a parking pull off, just south of the proposed project (Map 2 in Appendix A), that would provide the public with information about the relevant and important values of the ACEC.  This location is currently used by visitors to the area to access the Colorado River and it would remain in place so that the public could continue to enjoy the river. The kiosk would be placed near a large boulder at this location, so would not detract from the visual resources of the ACEC. Also, to increase public awareness and provide public education the Moab Field Office, with input from the FWS, would develop signage for the kiosk that would provide information on the four Colorado Endangered fish and more specific habitat needs of the razorback sucker and how this project will facilitate these needs.  
4.3.1.5 Vegetation
· What are the effects of removal of vegetation within the proposed project area?

Construction of the water load-out facility would remove about 1.0 acre of sparse vegetation. Most of the removal would occur to construct the gravel loop road.  The vegetation in this area consists of greasewood interspersed with Indian ricegrass and alkali sacton.   Coyote willow and tamarisk occurs along the proposed pipeline route. The pipeline will be surface laid along an existing, non-designated road.  Because the pipeline would be laid on the surface, removal of vegetation would be minimal.
 The removal of the vegetation would expose soils, which would increase surface runoff and erosion. To minimize the effects of vegetation removal, best management practices such as reseeding the disturbed areas that are not occupied by the gravel loop road to re-establish vegetation (interim reclamation); the installation of erosion control matting until the vegetation is re-established; and the construction of berms would be placed as necessary.
4.3.1.7 Monitoring and/or Compliance
Under the Proposed Action, Grand County proposes to monitor for weeds and treat any noxious weeds should they be found.

The BLM is required to monitor ROWs to determine whether or not the use is in compliance with the terms and conditions of the ROW grant.
[bookmark: _Toc461529775]4.3.2. Alternative B – No Action
4.3.2.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
· What are the impacts to the relevant and important values of the Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACEC?
· What are the impacts to visual resources from the construction of the project?
Under the No Action Alternative the water load-out facility would not be constructed within the ACEC. Therefore, there would be no additional impacts to visual resources because the project would not be authorized. Also, there would be no additional impacts to the other relevant and important values of the ACEC.  No interpretation or opportunities for the public to access the river would be made available.
4.3.2.2 Floodplains
· What effects would the project have on the floodplains of the Colorado River?
The effects on floodplains would remain generally the same under the No Action Alternative as they would under the Proposed Action.  The water load-out would remain at its current location at the Moab boat ramp.  Based on Flood Insurance Rate Map 49019C1775D, the Moab boat ramp is within Zone A, an area where the base flood elevations have not been determined.  However, if using the 3,974 foot 100-year flood elevation identified for the Atlas Mill Tailings Removal Project, the boat ramp is below this elevation and well within the 100-year floodplain. Grand County currently monitors the water levels of the Colorado River and moves the pump, pipeline and water load-out stand up and down the boat ramp, or removes the equipment completely depending on water levels.
4.3.2.3 Invasive/Noxious Weeds
· What are the potential impacts of weed transportation and dispersal from equipment used during construction?
· What are potential impacts of seed dispersal from noxious weeds that are currently located at the proposed site?

Under the No Action Alternative, there would not be an increase in the effect of invasive species/noxious weeds.  Russian knapweed, tamarisk and Russian olive already occur within the proposed project area. These species could spread if not treated.  Treatment and removal of these species would require specific project proposals for the removal of these species.  New species would not be introduced through vehicle traffic, because the Proposed Action would not be authorized.
4.3.2.4 Lands and Realty
· What are the impacts to the ROW avoidance area?

No impacts to the ROW avoidance area would occur.  Under the No Action Alternative, the water load-out would not be authorized. No interpretation or educational information for the public would be made available.  The public would continue to access the river from the area just downriver of the proposed water load-out facility.
4.3.2.5 Vegetation
· What are the effects of removal of vegetation within the proposed project area?

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed water load-out facility would not be authorized. Therefore, no vegetation would be removed.
[bookmark: _Toc461529776]4.4 Cumulative Impacts Analysis
“Cumulative impacts” are those impacts resulting from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.
[bookmark: _Toc461529777]4.4.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Lands and Realty and Vegetation
4.4.1.1 Cumulative Impact Area 
The cumulative impact area for the Highway 279/Shafer Basin/Long Canyon ACEC and Lands and Realty are the 13,500 acres of this ACEC.  The ACEC is appropriate for this cumulative impact analysis because of the effects of the resources present.  It is selected as the cumulative impact area for Lands and Realty because the Moab RMP decision LAR-4, identifies ACECs as ROW avoidance areas. Vegetation is included in this because surface disturbing activities through ROW authorizations have occurred within the ACEC. The timeframe for the facility is expected to be 30 years, which is the time for the ROW grant.
4.4.1.2 Past and Present Actions
Past and present actions within the ACEC are the ROWs for SR 279 and the 345 kV power line, a 138 kV power line, a 69 kV power line, a railroad ROW, two BLM trailheads and three BLM campgrounds.  The SR 279 corridor has also undergone Russian olive and tamarisk treatment along its length.  The residual surface disturbance left after construction of SR 279, the railroad and power lines is about 81.1 acres which is 0.61 percent of the ACEC.  See Table 4-1 for the acreages for the authorized actions and their residual impacts.
[bookmark: _Toc461529790]Table 4-1:  Acreages for the authorized actions and the residual surface disturbance
	
Action
	Number of Acres of Authorized Actions within ACEC
	
Residual Impacts*

	Jaycee Park, Williams Bottom and Gold Bar Campgrounds
	22.7
	22.7

	Corona Arch Trailhead, Poison Spider Trailhead
	1.5
	1.5

	Railroad ROW [3 miles long (15,840ft)  x 200ft wide /43,560ft2/acre]
	72.7
	9.1
 (15,840ft. x 25ft. /43,560ft2/acre)

	SR 279 ROW (12.9 miles (68,112ft long) x 200ft wide/43,560ft2/acre]
	312.7
	39.1
(68,112ft long  x 25ft wide /43,560ft2/acre)

	345 kV Power Line ROW [1.2 miles ( 6,432ft long) x 130ft wide/43,560ft2/acre]
	14.7
	2.2
( 6,432ft long  x 15ft wide /43,560ft2/acre]

	138 kV Power Line ROW[1.5  miles (8,070ft long ) x 100ft wide /43,560ft2/acre]
	 18.5 
	2.7
(8,070ft long  x 15ft wide /43,560ft2/acre)

	69 kV Power Line ROW [2.1 miles (11,088ft) x 100ft  /43,560ft2/acre]
	24.4
	3.8
(11,088ft long x 15ft wide  /43,560ft2/acre)

	Total Acres
	467.2
	81.1


*Note:  The construction of the power lines took place in 1960 (138 kV), 1961 (69 kV) and 1970 (345 kV).  The surface disturbance related to the installation of the power lines has self-reclaimed to some degree and does not take in the entire ROW area.  Also it is important to note that the ROWs overlap with the highway ROW from the project area down to where they cross the Colorado River.  The Railroad ROW was authorized in 1962 with construction completed in 1967.  As with the power lines the disturbance associated with its construction has since reclaimed. The current disturbance is within the area needed for the tracks.  Portions of the railroad ROW overlap with the ROW for SR 279. 
4.4.1.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Action Scenario 
The Moab Field Office is currently drafting a Programmatic Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatment EA. The EA covers the entire Moab Field Office Area and provides a general analysis on the effects of treating invasive/noxious weed species using a variety of treatments. At this time, the BLM has not identified the number of acres to be treated within the ACEC.  This would be determined at a project or site specific level, sometime in the future.

The proposed water load-out facility would add 1.571 acres of disturbance within the ACEC. This is about 0.01 percent of the 13,200 acre area of the SR 279 portion of the ACEC.
4.4.1.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Alternative A:  Under Alternative A, the proposed water load-out facility would add 1.571 acres to the surface disturbance within the ACEC. This would add 1.571 acres to the existing 81.1 acres, for a total area of surface disturbance of 832.671 acres of surface disturbance within the ACEC.  This is 0.62 percent of the ACEC.  The cumulative impacts to vegetation would be an additional 0.62 percent of surface disturbance within the ACEC. This is considered a negligible impact because, some areas of the surface disturbance needed to construct the facility would be re-seeded. The cumulative impact to the relevant and important values of the ACEC would be negligible. Adding an interpretation kiosk near the proposed project would add to the understanding and enjoyment of the area and off-set the effect of adding a ROW within the ACEC, therefore the impacts to ROW avoidance areas under Lands and Realty would be negligible.
Alternative B:  Under Alternative B, the no action alternative, the ROW for the water load-out facility would not be authorized and there would be no new impact to the ACEC.  The 81.1 acres of existing disturbance would remain as the campgrounds and ROWs are already authorized.
4.4.2 Floodplains
· What effects would the project have on the floodplains of the Colorado River?
4.4.2.1	Cumulative Impact Area 
The cumulative impact area for floodplains is 409 acres of floodplain area between the average annual water mark along the Colorado River and the 3,974 foot 100 year flood water elevation, as measured from the proposed project to the end of the Potash boat ramp. Only the floodplains on river right were considered in the cumulative impact area, because the surface disturbance is on that side of the river. The timeframe for the cumulative effect is 30 years which is the term of the ROW grant.
4.4.2.2 Past and Present Actions
Past and present actions within the floodplain cumulative impact area are the ROWs for SR 279 and the 345 kV power line, the 69 kV power line, three BLM campgrounds, the Potash boat ramp and surface disturbance related to the Potash mine facilities.  The residual surface disturbance left after construction of SR 279, the power lines, campgrounds, Potash boat ramp and the Potash Mine facilities is 79.9 acres is 19.5 percent of the floodplain cumulative impact area.  See Table 4-2 for the acreages for the authorized actions and their residual impacts.
[bookmark: _Toc461529791]Table 4-2: The number of acres of surface disturbance within the floodplain cumulative impact area
	
Action
	Number of Acres of Authorized Actions within 100-Year Floodplain
	
Residual Impacts* (Acres)

	Jaycee Park, Williams Bottom and Gold Bar Campgrounds
	22.7
	22.7

	Potash Boat Ramp
	3.0
	3.0

	Potash Mine related disturbance
	7.0
	7.0

	SR 279 ROW (14.5 miles (77,720ft long) x 200ft wide/43,560ft2/acre]
	356.8
	44.6
(77,720ft long  x 25ft wide /43,560ft2/acre)

	345 kV Power Line ROW [1.2 miles (6,432ft long) x 130ft wide/43,560ft2/acre]
	14.7
	2.2
( 6,432ft long  x 15ft wide /43,560ft2/acre]

	69 kV Power Line ROW 0.208 miles (1,102ft) x 100ft  /43,560ft2/acre]
	2.5
	0.4
(1,102 ft long x 15ft wide  /43,560ft2/acre)

	Total Acres
	406.7
	79.9


*Note:  The construction of the power lines took place in 1961 (69 kV) and 1970 (345 kV).  The surface disturbance related to the installation of the power lines has self-reclaimed to some degree and does not take in the entire ROW area.  Also it is important to note that the ROWs overlap with the highway ROW from the project area down to where they cross the Colorado River.  
4.4.2.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Action Scenario 
The Proposed Action is the only reasonably foreseeable action proposed within the cumulative impact area. This proposed water load-out facility would add 1.018 acres of surface disturbance area slightly below the 3,974 foot elevation of the 100 year flood. This is 0.25 percent of the 409 floodplain acres. Table 4-3 shows the reasonably foreseeable action scenario for floodplains.
[bookmark: _Toc461529792]Table 4-3: The reasonably foreseeable action scenario for floodplains
	
Action
	Number of Acres Below the 100-Year Flood Elevation
	
Residual Impacts (acres)

	Water Load-out Facility
	1.023
	1.018



4.4.2.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Alternative A:  Under Alternative A, the proposed water load-out facility would add 1.018 acres to surface disturbance within the floodplain cumulative impact area. This would add 1.018 acres to the existing 79.9 acres, for a total area of surface disturbance of 80.918 acres of surface disturbance within the floodplain cumulative impact area.  This is 19.8 percent of the floodplain area. This is a 0.3 percent increase in surface disturbance within the 100-year floodplain of the Colorado River. The surface disturbance would be slightly below the 3,974 foot elevation of the 100-year flood. The storage capacity of the floodplain as a result of this disturbance would not be reduced, and the proposed water load-out facility would be constructed in an area that was previously disturbed by the construction of the power line. The cumulative impacts to the floodplain are considered to be within an acceptable limit of an additional 0.3 percent to floodplains in the area.
Alternative B:  Under Alternative B, the no action alternative, the ROW for the water load-out facility would not be authorized and there would be no new impact to the ACEC.  The 79.9 acres of existing disturbance would remain as the campgrounds and ROWs are already authorized, and the Potash mine facilities are currently in operation.
4.4.3 Invasive/Noxious Weeds 
4.4.3.1	Cumulative Impact Area 
The cumulative impact area for invasive/noxious weeds is the 1.571 acre project area. This is because the weeds are localized and could be controlled locally. The timeframe for the effects is 30 years which is the term of the ROW grant.
4.4.3.2 Past and Present Actions
The past and present actions located within the 1.571acre project area are the 345 kV power line, tamarisk and Russian olive tree treatments.
4.4.3.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Action Scenario
The Moab Field Office is currently drafting a Programmatic Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatment EA. The EA covers the entire Moab Field Office Area and provides a general analysis on the effects of treating invasive/noxious weed species using a variety of treatments. At this time, the BLM has not identified a project within the proposed water load-out area.  This would be determined at a project or site specific level, sometime in the future.  No other projects are proposed within this area.
4.4.3.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis
Alternative A:  Under Alternative A, construction of the water load-out facility would eliminate some of the weeds in the area and monitoring for weeds would occur in an area that does not receive regular monitoring now.  The cumulative impact on invasive/noxious weeds would be positive, due to treatment and monitoring.
Alternative B:  Under Alternative B, the water load-out facility would not be authorized.  The treatment of invasive/noxious weeds at the location would occur at a later date, when weed treatment project is proposed for the area. There would be new cumulative impact on invasive/noxious weeds within the project area.

5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
[bookmark: _Toc461529778]5.1 Introduction
The issue identification section of Chapter 1 identifies those issues analyzed in detail in Chapter 4.  The ID Team Checklist provides the rationale for issues that were considered but not analyzed further. The issues were identified through the public and agency involvement process described in sections 5.2 and 5.3 below.
[bookmark: _Toc461529779]5.2 Persons, Groups, and Agencies Consulted:
[bookmark: _Toc461529793]Table 5-1: List Persons, Agencies and Organizations Consulted for Purposes of this EA.
	
Name
	
Purpose & Authorities for Consultation or Coordination
	
Findings & Conclusions

	Utah State Historic Preservation Officer
	Consultation for undertakings is required by the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 USC 470).  Section 106 0f the NHPA requires the BLM to account for the effects of its undertakings on historic properties.  The procedures in 36 CFR Part 800 define how the BLM meets these statutory responsibilities.  The National Register Criteria for Evaluation of Significance and procedures for nominating cultural resources to the National Register of Historic Places  are outlined in 36 CFR 60.4.  
	In a letter to the SHPO dated November 9, 2015, the BLM made a determination that “no historic properties” would be affected by the proposed project.  The SHPO concurred to this determination on November 17, 2015.

	Native American Consultation
	Consultation is required by the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC 1531) and NHPA (16 USC 470). 

	A letter was sent to the Acoma, Hopi, Jemez, Laguna, Navajo, Paiute, Santa Clara, Southern Ute, Uintah and Ouray Ute, Ute Mountain Ute, White Mesa Ute, Zia Pueblo, and Zuni Tribes on November 9, 201
The Hopi Tribe responded by returning the letter that was sent with a signed concurrence statement.  
The Navajo Tribe responded in a letter dated January 21, 2016, stating the project would not impact traditional cultural properties and that they had no concerns with the project.  

	US Fish and Wildlife Service
	Information on Consultation is required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531).
	The Moab Field Office sent a Biological Assessment (BA) for formal consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service on February 19, 2016 on the depletion of 77-acre feet of water from the Colorado River. The BLM made the determination that there would no adverse effects on endangered fish critical habitat. The USFWS responded with the determination in its Biological Opinion dated August 17, 2016 and stated that the proposal would not place endangered Colorado River Fish in jeopardy.

	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
	Cooperating Agency; The project would require a permit from the Corps under authority of Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251)
	In a letter dated July 24, 2015, the Army Corps of Engineers designated the BLM as the lead federal agency for the project and to act on behalf of the Army Corps for SHPO and FWS consultation.  Coordination of the effect determination was done with the Army Corps.



The Moab Field Office’s correspondence with the USFWS began on December 15, 2015 when its wildlife biologist sent an e-mail requesting information on new depletion guidelines and pumping guidelines for the upper Colorado River Basin. The FWS responded via e-mail on December 17, 2016, providing the requested information.  Based on the data received the Moab Field Office initiated Formal Consultation with the FWS by submitting a Biological Assessment (BA) on the impacts of the proposed project on the endangered Colorado River fishes. On March 4, 2016, the FWS emailed the Moab Field Office wildlife biologist to confirm that Grand County would commit to its pumping guidelines and on March 9, 2016, discussed with the Moab Field Office wildlife biologist additional information regarding pumping and construction of the project. In response to the FWS request, the Moab Field Office wildlife biologist submitted the additional pumping information. On May 3, 2016, the FWS met with the Moab Field Office’s wildlife biologist to go over a draft addendum to the BA to provide additional details on effects to designated critical habitat and to conduct a site visit at the Project area.  On May 17, 2016, the Moab Field Office sent a final signed addendum of the BA to the FWS.  The Moab Field Office received the Biological Opinion from the FWS on August 17, 2016, that stated that the proposal would not place endangered Colorado Endangered River Fish in jeopardy, if the following practices were implemented as part of the proposal: 

1. Grand County or any users of the water loadout facility must educate their employees responsible for operating the water loadout facility on the impacts to listed fish species from pumping activities and how to minimize these impacts using the applicant committed measures described in the Proposed Action.

2. Grand County or any users of the water loadout facility must be familiar with our pumping guidelines and the commitments to avoid operation during peak larval drift periods (April1 to August 31).

3. Any employees of Grand County or other users of the water loadout facility must be familiar with fish identification in order to be able to identify a federally listed fish injured or killed during Project operations

4. If the pump head is located in the river channel the following stipulations apply:

d. Do not situate the pump in a low-flow or no-flow area as these habitats tend to concentrate larval fishes.
e. Limit the amount of pumping, to the greatest extent possible during that period of the year when larval fish may be present (April 1 to August 31).  
f. Limit the amount of pumping, to the greatest extent possible, during the midnight hours (10pm to 2 am), as larval drift studies indicate that this is a period of greatest daily activity.  Dusk and the afternoon are the preferred pumping times, as larval drift abundance is lowest during this time.

5. Screen all pump intakes with 3/32-inch mesh material.

6.  Approach velocities for intake structures should follow the National Marine Fisheries Service's document "Fish Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids".  For projects with an in-stream intake that operate in stream reaches where larval fish may be present, the approach velocity should not exceed 0.33 feet per second (ft/s).

7. Report any fish impinged on the intake screen or entrained into irrigation canals to the Fish and Wildlife Service (801-975-3330) or the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources:

Southeastern Region
475 West Price River Drive, Suite C, 
Price, UT 84501
Phone: (435) 636-0260

Grand County has agreed to these measures this information was added to the Proposed Action in Chapter 2.
[bookmark: _Toc461529780]5.3 Summary of Public Participation
During the preparation of this EA, the public was notified of the Proposed Action by posting on ePlanning. A press release, dated November 5, 2015, announced a 30-day scoping period. Due to difficulties with the posting of information to ePlanning the scoping period was extended and ended on January 8, 2016.  One scoping comment focused on the energy industry and the perception that the use of the water would be used to support a proposed nuclear power plant facility near Green River, Utah. This commenter requested that the scoping period be extended due to issues accessing ePlanning. The second scoping comment received also asked for an extension for the comment period due to problems accessing ePlanning, and requested information for CEQ guidance, BLM’s ROW authorization guidance and BLM’s NEPA Guidebook.  The response to the comments and requests for information are presented in Appendix C. 
5.3.1 Comment Analysis
(To be completed after the public comment period for the EA)

5.3.2 List of Commenters
(To be completed after the public comment period for the EA)

5.3.3 Response to Public Comment
(To be completed after the public comment period for the EA)

[bookmark: _Toc461529781]5.4 List of Preparers
Table 5-2 below lists the BLM staff that provided input into this EA.
[bookmark: _Toc461529794]Table 5-2 List of Preparers
	
Name
	
Title
	Responsible for the Following Section(s) of this Document

	Ann Marie Aubry
	Hydrologist
	Floodplains

	Jordan Davis
	Rangeland Management Specialist
	Invasive/Noxious Plant Species, Vegetation

	Jan Denney
	Realty Specialist
	Project Lead

	Rebecca Doolittle 
	Planner/Environmental Coordinator
	Preparation of the EA

	Pamela Riddle
	Wildlife Biologist
	Threatened and Endangered Animal Species, Migratory Birds, Wildlife

	Katie Stevens
	Outdoor Recreation Planner
	Areas of Environmental Critical Concern, Visual Resources
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