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Acronyms and Abbreviations

BLM U.S. Bureau of Land Management

BPC Bonneville Pacific Corporation

cfs cubic feet per second

DEQ Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
DPS Distinct Population Segment

EA environmental assessment

EIS environmental impact statement

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact

IDFG Idaho Department of Fish and Game
IDWR Idaho Department of Water Resources
kWh Kilowatt-hours

LWRID Little Wood River Irrigation District
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

PEM palustrine emergent

PSS palustrine scrub-shrub

Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

RPW Relatively Permanent Water

SCI Soil Condition Index

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
SISL Surface Irrigation Soil Loss Model
TMDL Total Daily Maximum Load
TNW Traditional Navigable Water
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
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1.0 Introduction and
Background

1.1 General

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has
been prepared for the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) and the Little
Wood River Irrigation District (LWRID) to
address the environmental impacts of the
construction and operation of a new
proposed pressurized pipeline irrigation
delivery system.

The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 requires Reclamation to
explore possible alternative approaches and
the environmental effects that would be
likely to occur as a result of this action.
Two alternatives were evaluated and
compared in this document: a No Action
Alternative and the Proposed Action,
Optimized System Upgrade Alternative.
The potential impacts of each alternative
were evaluated for the following resource
areas:

e Geology

e Noise

e Wild and Scenic Rivers

e Air Quality

e Soils

e Water resources

e Fisheries

e Vegetation

e Wildlife

e Federally protected species
e Wetlands

e Recreation

e Land use

e Visual resources

e Socioeconomics

e Transportation and traffic

e Energy

e Cultural resources

e Cultural resources

e Environmental justice

1.2 Location

The Proposed Action extends throughout
the service area of the LWRID, which
generally encompasses the land from the
Little Wood River Reservoir north of
Carey, Idaho, to the confluence with the
Little Wood River and Silver Creek to the
south (see Figure 1, Location Map). The
LWRID boundary encompasses
approximately 10,678 acres. The project is
located in Township 1 North, 1 South, and
2 South of Range 21 East of the Boise
Meridian, including the city of Carey,
Blaine County, Idaho.

1.3 Background

The Little Wood River Dam was initially
constructed between 1936 and 1941. Dam
reconstruction was completed in the 1950s
to raise the height of the dam by 35 feet.
The original construction was funded by
the Works Progress Administration and
the reconstruction was funded by a loan
from Reclamation to LWRID.
Reclamation owns the dam and part of the
land associated with the reservoir, while
the LWRID owns the remaining land in
the reservoir area and holds the water
rights for the water impounded by the
dam. In 1984, a hydroelectric generation
plant was constructed at the outlet of the
dam. It is now owned by the LWRID.
Prior to 1996, two entities were
responsible for the operation and

Chapter 1 Introduction and Background
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maintenance of the reservoir and the
delivery system, LWRID and Little Wood
Canal Company, respectively. In 1996, the
LWRID and Little Wood Canal Company
merged to form one combined entity under
the name of the Little Wood River
Irrigation District.

A series of studies have previously been
conducted on the existing LWRID irrigation
delivery system. A resource study of the
existing canal and delivery ditch system was
prepared by the Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS) in 1972. In
1981, EHM, Inc., prepared the original
feasibility study for converting the existing
open channel, gravity delivery system to a
gravity pressurized pipeline distribution
system. Funding for implementing the 1981
study was not available and no action was
taken. An updated feasibility study on the
economics of the 1981 study was prepared
by J-U-B Engineers, Inc., in 1997. The
project was awarded a $500,000
Congressional appropriation in 2001 to
prepare a detailed feasibility study. Because
this was a Congressionally mandated action,
NRCS determined that an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) would be required
based on the provisions of NEPA. A Final
EIS was completed and published by NRCS
in April 2004.

1.4 Proposed Action and
Project Description

LWRID proposes to replace the existing
open channel canal irrigation delivery
system to district members with a
pressurized pipeline delivery system.

CH2M HILL was contracted to plan and
design a pressurized irrigation distribution
system as proposed by LWRID. This
process involved working with LWRID staff
to evaluate the delivery needs of district
farmers, identify system turnout locations,

and locate a pipeline alignment to provide
an efficient network delivery system. The
design that was prepared for the Proposed
Action consists of constructing
approximately 32 miles of new pipeline, a
new headworks facility, two new pump
stations, three farmed floodways totaling
approximately 1.5 miles in length,
pressurized connections at over 100 farm
turnouts, and a dedicated turnout to Carey
Lake (see Figure 2, Proposed Action Map).

The Proposed Action would provide
irrigation service to approximately

10,678 acres within the LWRID boundary
and be capable of delivering a peak flow
rate of 7.0 gallons per minute per acre to
the farm turnouts. The mainlines have
been sized to convey a total of 180 cubic
feet per second (cfs) of water during the
irrigation season. The Proposed Action
would provide for 6 cfs of flow to Carey
Lake Wildlife Management Area during
the irrigation season and 20 cfs, as needed,
during the non-irrigation season. To
reduce the impacts of flooding in the Little
Wood River, the distribution system is
sized to convey 180 cfs from the inlet
screening structure to discharge points at
abandoned gravel pits and the Little Wood
River south of Carey. Preservation of the
existing riparian vegetation in the upper
reaches of the east and west canal would
be accomplished by passing 15 to 30 cfs of
water through the existing canals. Varying
amounts of water would continue to be
released into the Little Wood River from
the existing diversion structure.
Recharging of the Carey water supply well
would occur through seepage from the
water released into the Little Wood River
and east and west canals. The local fire
department may, in cooperation with
LWRID, ultimately install hydrants at
specified locations to provide water for
fire flow in the event of an emergency.
The new pipe would have a minimum

Chapter 1 Introduction and Background

1-3



Draft Environmental Assessment
Little Wood River Irrigation District
Pressurized Pipeline Project

depth of cover of 3 feet in non-farmed
lands and 4 feet in famed lands to prevent
damage during and after potato harvest.

The Proposed Action presented in this EA
differs from the recommendations of the

previous feasibility studies and the preferred

alternative identified in the Final EIS
prepared by NRCS. Figure 3, Pipe Route
Comparison Map, depicts the difference in
the pipe alignment previously studied and
the current pipe alignment design. The

gravity pressurized pipeline contained in the
NRCS Final EIS consisted of approximately
43 miles of pipeline and required 13 booster

pumps. The Proposed Action consists of

approximately 32 miles of pipeline, 2 pump

stations, and 18 booster pumps, with the
changes resulting from hydraulic modeling

and optimization of the delivery system for

reduction in cost and more efficient water
delivery.

1.5 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the project is as follows:

e Maximize the conservation and use of
available water for irrigation of
cropland and municipal areas within
the service district boundary.

e Conserve energy required to deliver
the irrigation water.

e Continue to provide water to the upper
end of the existing east and west
canals to preserve riparian vegetation.

e Continue to recharge the aquifer.

e Provide water to Carey Lake Wildlife
Management Area during the non-
irrigation season.

e Facilitate improved fire protection.

The project is needed because water in the
existing open channel canal delivery

system is being lost to seepage and
evaporation, and energy requirements are
elevated because of the large number of
individual farm pumps required to irrigate
the cropland.

Implementing the Proposed Action would
reduce the number of pumps required
throughout the system on both a district
and individual farm level, thereby
reducing energy requirements.
Additionally, the proposed pipeline would
reduce the amount of system water loss
and improve the overall efficiency of the
delivery system. If the Proposed Action
were not implemented, the current water
loss rates and energy requirements will
continue at higher levels than can be
sustained over the long term.

1.6 Public Involvement

The NEPA process is designed to involve
the public in federal action decision
making. Public involvement and
intergovernmental coordination and
consultation are recognized as essential
elements in developing a NEPA
document. Formal notification and
opportunities for public participation, as
well as informal coordination with
government agencies and planners have
occurred and will continue to occur
throughout the EA process. Specifics on
public involvement for this project are
discussed in Chapter 4, Consultation and
Coordination.

1-4
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construction. The LWRID will be
responsible for securing them and
payment of any related costs incurred.
Table 1 shows the list of the potential
required permits.

1.7 Permits

All project activities would occur on
private land. Several local, state, and/or
federal permits would be required for

TABLE 1
List of Permits Potentially Required for the Little Wood River Gravity Pressurized Pipeline Construction
Permit Responsible
Permit Name Issuing Agency Work Description/Coverage Expiration Party
Local Permits
Street Excavation City of Carey Excavating within a City ND LWRID
Permit street
Street Repair and Blaine County To excavate, dig in, trench or ~ ND LWRID
Excavation Permit Road and Bridge otherwise disturb the surface
Dept. or subsurface of any public
street
Encroachment Permit ~ Blaine County Installing pipes parallel to a 1 year LWRID
Road and Bridge County road
Dept.
Installing pipeline across a 1 year LWRID
County road
Installing pipeline through 1 year LWRID
existing culvert
Attaching small-diameter 1 year LWRID
pipeline to County bridges
Access/Approach Blaine County Driveway access for pump 1 year LWRID
Permit Road and Bridge stations
Dept.
Conditional Use Permit  Blaine County Pipelines and structures in 2 year (may LWRID
floodplains extend with
Board)
Conditional Use Permit  Blaine County Pipelines and structures in 2 year (may LWRID
wetlands extend with
Board)
Stream Alteration Blaine County Stream alteration 1 year (may LWRID
Permit extend with
Board)
Chapter 1 Introduction and Background 1-9
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TABLE 1

List of Permits Potentially Required for the Little Wood River Gravity Pressurized Pipeline Construction

Permit Responsible
Permit Name Issuing Agency Work Description/Coverage Expiration Party

State Permits
Stream Alteration Idaho Department Installing pipeline within or ND LWRID
Permit of Water across a stream channel

Resources
Water Quality Idaho Department Construction activities that ND LWRID
Certification of Environmental may impact water quality

Quality standards
Encroachment Permit Idaho Pipeline installation within ND LWRID

Transportation state R/W

Department
Federal Permits
Section 404 Clean U.S. Army Corps of  Construction resulting in ND LWRID
Water Act Permit Engineers temporary and permanent
(including 401 water impacts on wetlands and
certification) waters of the U.S.
Section 402 Clean U.S. Environmental Stormwater discharge ND LWRID
Water Act Permit Protection Agency prevention

(including NPDES for
construction sites)

(EPA)

ND = Not determined

1-2
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2.0 Alternatives

2.1 General

This chapter presents the alternatives
considered for improving the current
irrigation delivery system within the
LWRID service boundary and a summary
of the potential environmental impacts
associated with each of the alternatives.
For this EA, two primary alternatives are
presented: the No Action Alternative and
the Optimized System Upgrade
Alternative. Depending on funding
availability, the LWRID may have to
implement the Proposed Action in phases;
however, it is assumed that the Proposed
Action would be implemented in its
entirety for the purpose of this report and
comparison of the alternatives.

2.2 Description of the
Proposed Action

The LWRID proposes to improve the
existing method of irrigation delivery to its
members. Currently, flow from the Little
Wood River is diverted via a concrete dam
structure into two open channel canals
referred to as the East and West Canals.
The current diversion structure allows
varying amounts of water to flow into the
canals and river channel. The East and
West Canals convey the diverted water
south through unimproved stone-lined
channels that were excavated at the turn of
the 20" century. Irrigation water is then
withdrawn from these two primary canals
or from a myriad of secondary canals at
farm turnouts. The current open channel
delivery system is comprised of
approximately 36 miles of primary and

secondary canals. At a majority of the
farm turnouts, the water is then
pressurized by individual pumps for
sprinkler irrigation. A small percentage of
the turnouts provide water for flood farm
irrigation systems.

The Proposed Action would entail
constructing a new pressurized pipeline
system to convey the water withdrawn
from the Little Wood River to members of
the LWRID at the existing turnout
locations. This proposed system would
allow for more efficient delivery in terms
of system water loss and total energy
requirements.

2.3 Courses of Action or
Alternatives

The LWRID has the option of following
two courses of action or alternatives that
would meet the following needs of
LWRID and its members:

e Continue operation of the existing
irrigation delivery system (No Action
Alternative).

e Construct a new delivery system for
improved efficiency (Proposed
Action).

The objectives of the alternatives and the
basis of the Proposed Action are as
follows:

e Conserve water.
e Conserve energy.

e Preserve riparian vegetation in upper
ends of the East and West Canals.

e Provide year-round flow to the Carey
Lake Wildlife Management Area.

e Continue to provide flow to the Little
Wood River.

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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e Continue to recharge the aquifer.

e Reduce the impacts of flooding in the
Little Wood River.

e Mitigate the impacts of flooding in the
Little Wood River.

e Facilitate pressurized irrigation to
farms and other LWRID members.

e Facilitate improved fire protection.

2.3.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, it is
assumed that the LWRID would continue
use, operation, and maintenance of the
existing open channel canal delivery
system, with sprinkler irrigation pressure
provided by pumps at individual farm
turnouts. The No Action Alternative does
not meet the stated objectives, but serves
as a baseline against which the Proposed
Action can be compared.

2.3.2 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action is to construct an
optimized pressurized pipeline irrigation
delivery system as depicted in Figure 2,
Proposed Action Map in Chapter 1. The
Proposed Action Map is based on the
construction plans at 99 percent
completion dated April 2005. The
drawings were prepared by CH2M HILL
for the LWRID. As part of the iterative
design process, the system was
continuously evaluated to provide an
efficient layout in terms of required pipe
diameter, pipe length, and size and
location of pump stations while meeting
the needs of the farms and other LWRID
members. A new screened intake structure
would be constructed in the East Canal
downstream of the existing diversion
structure to provide water withdrawal for
the approximate 32 miles of proposed new
pipeline. Table 2 provides a summary of

the pipe lengths by diameter for the
proposed distribution system.

TABLE 2
Distribution System Pipe Summary

Pipe Diameter Total Pipe Length

(inches) (feet)
72 15,576
66 11,728
54 10,627
48 5,504
42 8,574
36 8,011
30 25,334
24 10,913
18 17,577
15 18,595
12 6,732
10 10,353

8 4,087
6 10,115
4 5,895
3 689

Flow measurement in the mainline of the
pipe downstream from the new intake
structure would be accomplished by
constructing a flow meter structure. Two
new pump stations would be constructed
as part of the Proposed Action. One
station, Pump Station 1, would be located
on the north side of Little Wood Reservoir
Road, approximately 0.3 mile east of Hunt
Lane. Pump Station 1 would house two
200-horsepower pumps to pressurize one
10-inch-diameter lateral and two 18-inch-
diameter laterals. The second pump
station, Pump Station 2, would be located
west of Little Wood Reservoir Road,

2-2
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approximately 0.60 mile south of Barton
Road. Pump Station 2 would contain two
150-horsepower pumps to pressurize one
30-inch-diameter lateral.

Installing the distribution pipe would
require a temporary construction zone that
would be a maximum of approximately
100 feet wide along the pipeline. This
temporary construction work space could
shift horizontally in relation to the pipe
centerline to avoid existing roadways or
environmentally sensitive areas. The
actual trench width would vary between 3
and 15 feet depending on the pipe
diameter and depth of installation. The
remainder of the temporary work space
would be needed for material staging, soil
excavation stockpiles, and construction
equipment. Pipe installation at some
roadway crossings would be bored rather
than installed in open trenches.

The existing canals would remain in place
and not be altered with the exception of
three locations that would be regraded and
converted into farmable floodways to
mitigate for the potential impacts of
flooding. These floodways would be wide
at the bottom with gently sloping sides as
required to allow for cultivation. One
farmable floodway totaling 2,233 linear
feet would be constructed in the East
Canal south of Little Wood Reservoir
Road and approximately 0.3 mile east of
Hunt Lane. A second floodway, totaling
2,392 linear feet, would be constructed
along the East Canal south of the Little
Wood Reservoir Road crossing located
approximately 0.8 mile north of Dry Creek
Road. The third farmable floodway,
totaling 2,791 linear feet would be
constructed along the Dry Creek/West
Canal just west and south of the terminus
of North Griffin Loop.

In addition to the items described in
Section 1.4, the design meets the

objectives of the Proposed Action by
conserving approximately 20,000 acre-feet
of water per year and more than

4,000 horsepower. As much as 25 cfs of
water would continue to be diverted to the
West Canal and as much as 30 cfs would
continue to flow past the new intake
structure in the East Canal. The flow
discharged into the Little Wood River at
the existing diversion structure would be
increased from the existing rates. Aquifer
recharge would be achieved by seepage
from water released into the East Canal,
West Canal, and the Little Wood River
channel. Recharge flows in the East Canal
would be measured with a Parshall flume
150 feet downstream of the intake
screening structure.

2.4 Alternatives Eliminated
from Further Study

The other alternative that was considered
was the preferred alternative as published
in the 2004 Final EIS by NRCS. This
alternative was not fully developed in
terms of construction plans and
specifications, but would require more
pipe and increased construction cost than
the Proposed Action of this EA. Therefore,
this NRCS-preferred alternative was not
recommended for consideration as an
alternative for evaluation in this EA.

2.5 Summary of Impacts

Table 3 summarizes the impacts
associated with the No Action Alternative
and the Proposed Action. The information
provides a brief description of the
potential environmental consequences
based on each of the resources identified
for evaluation. This summary is based on
the detailed information in Chapter 3 of

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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this EA. A list of environmental
commitments that are part of the Proposed

TABLE 3

Action is included in Appendix A,
Environmental Commitments.

Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences under the Action Alternatives

Optimized System Upgrade Alternative Mitigation

Resources No Action Alternative ? (Proposed Action) ? Required b

Soils Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact, if any Yes
Long-term: No impact Long-term: No impact

Water Resources Short-term: No impact Short-term: No impact Yes
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Beneficial effect

Fisheries Short-term: No impact Short-term: No impact Yes
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Beneficial effect

Vegetation Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact Yes
Long-term: No impact Long-term: No impact to beneficial effect

Wildlife Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact Yes
Long-term: No impact Long-term: No impact to beneficial effect

Federally Protected  Short-term: No impact Short-term: No to minimal impact Yes

Species Long-term: No impact Long-term: No impact to beneficial effect

Wetlands Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact Yes
Long-term: No impact Long-term: No impact to beneficial effect

Recreation Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact, if any Yes
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Minimal impact to beneficial effect

Land Use Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact No
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Minimal impact to beneficial effect

Visual Resources Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact No
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Minimal to no impact

Socioeconomics Short-term: No impact Short-term: Beneficial effect No
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Beneficial effect

Transportation and  Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact Yes

Traffic Long-term: No impact Long-term: No impact

Energy Short-term: No impact Short-term: No impact No
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Beneficial effect

Cultural Resources  Short-term: No impact Short-term: Minimal impact No
Long-term: No impact Long-term: Minimal impact

Environmental Short-term: No impact Short-term: No impact No

Justice Long-term: No impact Long-term: No impact

& Short-term impacts are considered those that would occur for less than 1 year after constructing the
proposed project. Long-term impacts are considered those that would occur for greater than 1 year after
constructing the proposed project.

® See Environmental Commitments (Appendix A)
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3.0 Affected
Environment

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 Overview

Chapter 3 is organized by resource topic.
This is not a comprehensive discussion of
every resource topic within the study area,
but rather focuses on those aspects of the
environment that were identified as issues
during scoping or may be affected by the
alternatives. Resource topics analyzed in
detail include soils, water resources,
fisheries, vegetation, wildlife, federally
protected species, wetlands, recreation,
land use, visual resources,
socioeconomics, transportation and traffic,
energy, cultural resources, cultural
resources, and environmental justice.

Within each resource area, the affected
environment is addressed first and
describes the current conditions for the
resource in the study area. The potential
impacts of the alternatives are described
next within each resource topic in the
environmental consequences section.
Under the alternatives subheading, the
specific impacts of each of the alternatives
are discussed in terms of the actions that
would occur and specific information
about the potential impact. The depth of
analysis of the alternatives corresponds to
the scope and magnitude of the potential
environmental impact. Overarching impact
determinations for each resource area
range from no impact to minimal impact
(which is considered not significant), to
having potentially beneficial effects. A
summary of impacts for each alternative is
provided in Chapter 2, Table 3.

3.1.2 Resource Areas not Discussed
in Detail

Preliminary analysis indicated that the
new LWRID proposed gravity pressurized
pipeline irrigation delivery system has no
potential to affect certain resource areas or
Is anticipated to affect certain resources to
such a limited extent that a detailed
discussion of those areas is not justified.
These resource areas are geology, noise,
Wild and Scenic Rivers, and air quality.
Because there is either no affect or very
limited potential for affect, these resource
areas would not influence the decision to
be made regarding the Proposed Action
and are not discussed in detail. The
rationale for eliminating these resource
areas from detailed discussion and further
consideration is provided in the following
sections.

3.1.2.1 Geology

No impacts on geologic resources would
occur; therefore geology will not be
addressed further in this EA.

3.1.2.2 Noise

A temporary increase in noise would occur
during construction. This temporary,
short-term impact would occur mostly in
rural areas during daylight hours. The
areas where the pipeline would be
constructed is typically impacted