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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to disclose and evaluate the potential
environmental effects of the Crawford Clipper Ditch Company’s (CCDC’s) proposed Clipper Upper
West Lateral Project A (“Project,” “Project A,” or “Proposed Action”). The Federal action
evaluated in this EA is whether the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) would provide funding
assistance for the Proposed Action. This document has been prepared in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s)
NEPA regulations at 40 CEFR Parts 1500 — 1508 (2020). If potentially significant impacts to
environmental resources are identified, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared.
If no significant impacts are identified, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be issued.

1.1 - Project Location and Legal Description

The Project involves three locations, all within Delta County, Colorado (see Figure 1). The main
(piping) component of the Project is located just west of the Town of Crawford, within Section 30,
Township 15 South, Range 92 West (6" Principal Meridian) and Section 31, Township 15 South,
Range 91 West (6" Principal Meridian). A staging area for the Project is located approximately 2
direct miles southeast of the Town of Hotchkiss near the intersection of State Highway 92 and
Spurlin Mesa Road, within the northeast quarter of the northwest quarter of Section 4, Township 15
South, Range 92 West (6" Principal Meridian). The Habitat Replacement Site for the Project is
located 5 direct miles northwest of the Town of Crawford in Section 23, Township 15 South, Range
92 West (6" Principal Meridian).

1.2 — Need for and Purpose of the Proposed Action

The need for the Proposed Action is to reduce salinity concentrations in the Colorado River basin.
The purpose of the proposed action is to comply with the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Act.

The Proposed Action would eliminate seepage loss from 0.46 miles of the open unlined portion of
the upper part of the West Lateral of Crawford Clipper Ditch (“Upper West Lateral”), reducing
salinity loading by 293.46 tons per year in the Lower Gunnison Basin and the Colorado River Basin.
An additional beneficial effect of the Proposed Action would be the reduction of selenium in the
Colorado River basin (SMPW 2011), although the amount of selenium reduction has not been
quantified.

1.3 — Decision to be Made

Reclamation will decide whether to provide funding to CCDC to implement the Proposed Action.



Figure 1. Map of project location.
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1.4 - Background

The threat of salinity loading in the Colorado River basin is a major concern in both the United
States and Mexico (Reclamation 2017). Salinity affects water quality, which in turn affects
downstream users, by threatening the productivity of crops, degrading wildlife habitat, and
corroding residential and municipal plumbing. Irrigated agriculture contributes approximately 37
percent of the salinity in the system (Reclamation 2017). Irrigation increases salinity in the system
both by depleting in-stream flows, and by mobilizing salts found in underlying geologic formations
into the system, especially during flood irrigation practices.

In June 1974, Congress enacted the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, Public Law 93-320,
which directed the Secretary of the Interior to proceed with a program to enhance and protect the
quality of water available in the Colorado River for use in the United States and Republic of Mexico.
Public Law 104-20 of July 28, 1995, authorizes the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the
Bureau of Reclamation, to implement a Basinwide Salinity Control Program. The Secretary may
carry out the purposes of this legislation directly, or make grants, enter into contracts, memoranda
of agreement, commitments for grants, cooperative agreements, or advances of funds to non-federal
entities under such terms and conditions as the Secretary may require.

The Basinwide Salinity Control Program funds salinity control projects with a one-time grant that is
limited to an applicant’s competitive bid. Once constructed, the facilities are owned, operated,
maintained, and replaced by the applicant at their own expense.

1.5 - Relationship to Other Projects

1.5.1 Salinity Control Program

Reclamation, under the authority of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, Public Law 93-
320, provides funding through the Basinwide Salinity Control Program and the Basin States
Program to implement cost-effective salinity control projects in the Colorado River Basin.
Reclamation’s Western Colorado Area Office has recently utilized Salinity Control Program funds
for the following salinity control projects in the vicinity of the proposed Project Area (Figure 2):

e Bostwick Park Siphon Lateral Piping Project

e C Ditch/Needle Rock Piping Project

e Cattleman’s Ditches Piping Project Phases I and 11
e Clipper Center Lateral Piping Project

e FHastside Laterals Piping Projects (“UVWUA Project 97)
e Fire Mountain Canal Piping Project

e Forked Tongue/Holman Ditch Piping Project

e Gould Canal Improvement Projects A & B

e Grandview Canal Piping Project

e Upper and Lower Stewart Ditch Piping Projects

e Minnesota Canal Piping Project Phase I and 11

e Minnesota L.75 Piping Project



Figure 2. Regional salinity control projects & other nearby projects.




e North Delta Canal Piping Project

e Orchard Ranch Piping Project

e Slack and Patterson Lateral Piping Project

e Spurlin Mesa Lateral Piping Project (“Clipper Project 4”)
e Waterdog and Shinn Park Laterals Piping Project

e Zanni Lateral Piping Project

1.5.2 CRSP Basin Funds

Reclamation’s Western Colorado Area Office recently utilized Colorado River Storage Project
(CRSP) Basin Funds to implement the following piping projects on CRSP-participating projects in
the vicinity of the Proposed Action Area (Figure 2):

e Aspen Canal Piping Project
e GK Lateral Piping Project

1.5.3 RCPP Funds

The U.S. Dept. of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) issued a Regional
Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP) grant administered by the Colorado River Water
Conservation District under the Lower Gunnison Watershed Plan. RCPP irrigation infrastructure
improvement projects planned in the vicinity of the Proposed Action include (Figure 3):

e Grandview Canal Piping Project
e (CCDC Project B (see Section 1.5.4)
e CCDC Project D (see Section 1.5.4)

1.5.4 CCDC’s Upper West Lateral Master Plan

The Proposed Action is a component of CCDC’s Upper West Lateral Master Plan, which identifies
four separate projects: A, B, C and D (see Figure 3). Project A (the Proposed Action) is undergoing
a separate NEPA analysis from the other components because the proposed funding source (i.e.
federal action) is different from the other components, and it is a separate and complete project with
independent utility from the other three Master Plan components. The proposed funding source for
Project A (the Proposed Action) is a surplus from the modified and extended Colorado River
Basinwide Salinity Control Program Cooperative Agreement No. RI6ACO0008, which funded the
recently completed Clipper Center Lateral Pipeline Project (Figure 2). Project C (Dearmond Lateral
& Drop Screen Pipeline) is anticipated to be funded with federal funds, although a funding source
has not been secured at this time. Projects B and D would be funded by RCPP. Projects B and D
are the Pipher Lateral Pipeline Project and the Upper West Lateral Reservoir and Sediment Basins
Project, respectively. A component of Project D would be constructed between two segments of the
Project A buried pipeline (see Figure 3). Project D is anticipated to occur subsequent to Project A,
and would occur regardless of whether Project A is ever implemented.



Figure 3. Locations of CCDC’s Upper West Lateral Master Plan Projects & the Grandview Project.
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1.6 — Scoping

Scoping for this EA was completed by Reclamation, in consultation with the following agencies and
organizations, during the planning stages of the Proposed Action to identify the potential
environmental and human environment issues and concerns associated with implementation of the
Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives:

o Colorado State Historic Preservation Office, Denver, CO

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Colorado West Regulatory Branch, Grand Junction, CO

e Southern Ute Tribe, Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, and Ute Indian Tribe (Uintah and Ouray
Reservation)

Concerns raised during recent similar projects and related informal consultations with Colorado
Parks and Wildlife, Gunnison, Colorado, also helped identify potential concerns for the Proposed
Action.

Issues determined to be of potential significance, and therefore appropriate for further impact
analysis under this EA, are discussed in Chapter 3. The following issues were determined to be
insignificant or not applicable, and are not analyzed in greater detail within this document:



Table 1. Resources Eliminated from Further Analysis

Resource

Rationale for Elimination from Further Analysis

Indian Trust Assets and
Native American Religious
Concerns

No Indian trust assets have been identified within the Proposed Action
Area. No Native American sacred sites are known within the Proposed
Action Area. Neither the No Action Alternative, nor the Proposed Action
Alternative, will affect Indian trust assets or Native American sacred sites.
To confirm this finding, Reclamation provided the Ute tribes with historic
presence in the region with a description of the Proposed Action and a
written request for comments regarding any potential effects on Indian
trust assets or Native American sacred sites as a result of the Proposed
Action Alternative. Consultation with the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe and
the Ute Indian Tribe (Uintah and Ouray Reservation), and the Southern
Ute Indian Tribe regarding the Proposed Action Alternative is in progress
and no comments or concerns are anticipated, based on other similar
projects in the region. Results of the consultations will be included in the
Final EA.

Environmental Justice &
Socioeconomic Issues

The Proposed Action Area does not occur on Indian reservation lands or
within disproportionately adversely affected minority or low-income
populations. The Proposed Action Alternative would not involve
population relocation, health hazards, hazardous waste, property takings,
or substantial economic impacts. Therefore, neither the No Action
Alternative, nor the Proposed Action Alternative, would have an
environmental justice effect.

Wild & Scenic Rivers, Land
with Wilderness
Characteristics, ot
Wilderness Study Areas

No Wild and Scenic Rivers, land with wilderness characteristics, or
Wilderness Study Areas exist in the Proposed Action Area.

CHAPTER 2 - PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives evaluated in this EA include the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action

Alternative.




2.1. No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, Reclamation would not approve funding for Project A. The
Project A portion of the Upper West Lateral would continue to flow in an open, earthen canal, and
the resultant salt loading to the Lower Gunnison Basin and the Colorado River Basin would
continue.

2.2. Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, Reclamation would authorize CCDC to use any funding remaining
from the Clipper Center Lateral Pipeline Project to complete Project A of the Clipper Upper West
Lateral Piping Project. Project A involves piping 0.46 mile of the Upper West Lateral of Clipper
Ditch (see Figure 4).

2.2.1 Pipeline Installation

Project A pipeline would start at the Mill, CCDC’s 3-way splitter location in the town of Crawford.
CCDC would replace a total of approximately 0.46 mile of the West Lateral canal with 42-inch-
diameter Advanced Drainage Systems, Inc. storm drain pipe (or similar). Located at the beginning of
the pipeline would be the first of two poured-in-place concrete trash rack structures. After installing
approximately 730 feet of 42-inch pipeline, an approximately 550-foot section of canal would be left
open in order to accommodate future construction of a regulating reservoir (part of Project D, a
complete and separate project proposed to be funded by RCPP and would be analyzed in a separate
EA; see Section 1.5.2). The open section would remain in use until the reservoir could be
constructed. At the end of the Project D regulating reservoir space, the second poured-in-place
concrete trash rack structure would be constructed and later be incorporated into the regulating
reservoir outlet. The remaining approximately 1,150 feet pipe would be installed. The end of the 42-
inch-diameter pipeline would remain open, allowing water to flow into the existing canal and into
the existing Aspen crossing siphon pipeline. The Project A pipeline would have two shareholder
metered outlets and one air vent—a fitting along the pipeline at the surface so that air can be
evacuated from the pipeline.



Figure 4. Proposed Action Plan

Installation of the pipeline would involve using trackhoes and possibly a bulldozer to grub ditch
bank vegetation and fill the existing ditch. An excavator would then trench in the prepared ditch
prism to place the pipe. The pipe would be transported to the construction site on 50-foot flatbed
trucks (or similar) and unloaded with front end loaders with pallet forks. A trackhoe would position
the pipe in the trench. The pipe would be buried with fill material from within the ditch prism (see
Photograph 1, below), and if necessary, with fill obtained from the 550-foot gap space for the
Project D regulating reservoir (see above). Following pipe burial, the alignhment would be smoothed
with trackhoes to match the surrounding land contours and restore drainage patterns. Reserved
topsoil would be replaced on the prepared surface using a trackhoe, without back-dragging the
blade, in order to create a microtopography for reseeding. A one-lane dirt maintenance road or ATV
trail (similar to the existing road on the ditch prism) would remain on the pipe alignment project
following construction, with appropriately-sized culverts at drainage crossings. Construction Access

The section of the West Lateral involved in the Proposed Action is on CCDC land or in historic
prescriptive easements on private lands. The width of the construction area for the Proposed Action
is anticipated to be 40 feet or less from either side of the existing canal centerline or less. Only the
area needed for construction within this 80-foot width would be disturbed, with the exception of the
potential for material borrow in the future location of the Project D regulating reservoir (see Section
2.2.3).

All access ways for construction of the Proposed Action would be on an access road used by CCDC
by prescriptive easement for the past several decades. The West Lateral access road is accessed from
an existing road near the Mill location in Crawford, off Dogwood Avenue. No improvements to the
ditch access road off of Dogwood Avenue would be necessary to complete Project construction.



Any private land easements for the Proposed Action and their specific locations would be clearly
marked on the construction drawings.

Photograph 1. Example of the pipeline installation process on a different CCDC salinity control
piping project. (Harward Engineering/Marcel Orton)

2.2.2 Staging and Borrow Activities

One approximately 3-acre staging area has been identified on private land within an irrigated pasture
(Figure 1). This staging area was also used for the previous CCDC Clipper Center Lateral Pipeline
Project and underwent NEPA analysis at that time. The staging area would be used to store pipe and
other project supplies and equipment. Pipe arriving and leaving the staging area would be
transported on 50-foot flatbed trucks (or similar). Front end loaders with pallet forks would likely be
used to handle pipe in the staging area.
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It is anticipated that adequate fill will be generated from within the construction footprint. To
generate fill material onsite, a screen or crusher bucket may be used in the construction footprint to
prepare the fill material. If additional fill is required, fill will be taken from within the ditch prism in
the future location of the Project D regulating reservoir, which lies between the two segments of
Project A. Fill would be borrowed such that the existing canal would be widened within the existing
ditch prism, and borrow activity would be limited to within 100 feet of each side of the ditch
centerline.

2.2.3 Post-Construction Revegetation & Weed Control

Restoration activities would occur on all surface disturbances caused by construction of the
Proposed Action. Vegetation slash would be hauled off-site to the staging area and chipped or
burned at that location or hauled to a county landfill. All non-irrigated disturbed areas would be
seeded with a drought-tolerant seed mix approved by Reclamation (Appendix A), appropriate for
the surrounding native vegetation. Where irrigated lands are revegetated, the seed mix would be a
weed-free hay mix acceptable to the landowner. Reseeding success would be monitored subject to
agreements between CCDC and individual landowners.

Noxious weeds would be controlled in disturbed areas in accordance with county standards (Delta
County 2010). Woody noxious weeds within the Proposed Action Area would be mechanically
removed during construction. After construction, the CCDC would control herbaceous noxious
weeds as necessary for the life of the project through the use of herbicides.

2.2.4 Schedule

Construction would occur during the irrigation off-season (between late October and mid-April) to
avoid interrupting irrigation activities of the shareholders. Construction is anticipated to last
approximately 30 days, and would occur during daylight hours (typically 7 am to 4 pm), Monday
through Saturday, on a sequenced basis in the Project area. Weather conditions could cause
temporary time gaps in activity.

2.2.5 Habitat Replacement

In accordance with the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, habitat replacement would be
required to mitigate for riparian and wetland habitat lost as a result of the Proposed Action. As part
of the Clipper Center Lateral Pipeline Project, CCDC developed a Habitat Replacement Site that
generated enough excess credit to provide replacement habitat for the Proposed Action. The general
location of the Habitat Replacement Site is shown on Figure 1.

2.2.6 Permits & Authorizations

Permits & Plans

If the Proposed Action is approved, the following permits and plans would be required prior to
project implementation:

e Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Nationwide Permit 46, with a Pre-Construction Notice
to be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers by CCDC 45 days prior to
commencing construction (the Corps authorization will be included with the Final EA).

e Stormwater Management Plan, to be submitted to Colorado Department of Public Health &
Environment (CDPHE) by the construction contractor prior to construction disturbance.
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e CWA Section 402 Storm Water Discharge Permit compliant with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), to be obtained from CDPHE by the construction
contractor prior to construction disturbance (regardless of whether dewatering would take
place during construction).

e Certification under CDPHE Water Quality Division Construction Dewatering Discharges
Permit COG070000 (if any dewatering is to take place during construction).

e Spill Response Plan, to be prepared in advance of construction by the contractor for areas of
work where spilled contaminants could flow into water bodies.

e Ultility clearances, to be obtained by the construction contractor prior to construction
activities from local utilities in the area.

Compliance with the following laws and Executive Orders (E.O.) are required prior to and during
project implementation:

Natural Resonrce Protection Laws
e C(Clean Air Act of 1963 (42 U.S.C. § 7401)
e Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884)
e (lean Water Act of 1972 as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.)
e Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712)
e Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668- 668¢)

Cultural Resource Laws

e National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.)

e Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470aa-470mm et seq.)

e Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.)
e American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. Public Law 95-341)

e Archaeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines
(48 I'R 44710)

Paleontological Resonrce Laws

e Paleontological Resources Preservation Act of 2009 [Section 6301-6312 of the Omnibus
Land Management Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11 123 Stat. 991-14506)]

CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT &
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 - Introduction

This chapter discusses resources that may be affected by the Proposed Action Alternative and the
No Action Alternative. For each resource, the potentially affected area and/or interests are
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identified, existing conditions described, and potential impacts predicted under the No Action and
Proposed Action Alternatives. This section is concluded with a summary of impacts and a list of
environmental commitments.

3.2 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.2.1 - Water Rights & Use

The CCDC is a privately owned, non-profit, mutually-funded irrigation company incorporated and
operating in Delta County since 1885, with several absolute decreed water rights totaling 164.3 cubic
feet per second (cfs), most of which were appropriated between 1884 and 1930. A stock right of 10
cfs was appropriated in 1883 for use during the non-irrigation season. The total average rate of
annual diversions of irrigation water through the Crawford Clipper Ditch system (including direct
diversion from the Smith Fork River and water called from Crawford Reservoir) is approximately
18,000 acre-feet. The irrigation season is approximately 173 days long, and approximately 3,480
acres of hay crops and pasture are irrigated with the system. The Crawford Clipper Ditch system
originates at a head gate on the Smith Fork River at a location just south of the Town of Crawford,
and provides users with irrigation water and winter stock water across Crawford and Spurlin Mesas.
Late season water called from Crawford Reservoir is also delivered in the Crawford Clipper Ditch
system. Irrigation is primarily accomplished by flood methods directly from ditch laterals, and to a
lesser extent with gated pipe and sprinklers. The system also carries winter stock water during the
non-irrigation season for an annual average of 190 days.

The West Lateral is diverted from the system at the Crawford divider headgate (aka “The Mill”). The
West Lateral conveys an average of approximately 20 cfs daily during the irrigation season to a
current total of 36 shareholders. During winter, the West Lateral conveys a daily average of 2 cfs of

stock water. The West Lateral irrigates approximately 2,752 acres consisting mostly of grass pasture
and alfalfa.

There is an ongoing trend to pipe earthen irrigation ditches in the region (see Figure 2).

No Action Alternative: 'The No Action Alternative would have no effect on water rights and uses
within the Gunnison River Basin. This portion of the water delivery system would continue to
function as it has in the past.

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action Alternative, CCDC would have the ability to better
manage irrigation water with efficiencies gained from eliminating seepage by improving the system.
The new turnout structures include adequate controls and measuring devices which would further
improve water management in the system. The Proposed Action would not include new water
storage or the irrigation of new lands. No adverse effects on irrigation water rights in the Gunnison
or Colorado River Basins would occur due to implementation of the Proposed Action. Winter stock
water delivery to the CCDC’s shareholders on the Clipper West Lateral will be temporarily impacted
during construction of the Proposed Action. These shareholders would be given prior notice of
construction and would need to arrange for a temporary alternate source of stock water at that time.
The Proposed Action contributes to the growing amount of piped irrigation conveyances in the
region, which are collectively reducing water seepage and improving irrigation water delivery
efficiency on a larger scale.
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3.2.2 - Water Quality

Irrigation practices in the region and on Crawford and Spurlin mesas are contributing to elevated
downstream salinity levels and create an adverse effect on the water quality of the Gunnison River
and in the greater Colorado River Basin. In addition, selenium occurs in the region’s soils in soluble
forms such as selenate, which is leached into waterways by runoff and irrigation practices, and is
toxic to living organisms when present beyond trace amounts. There is a regional effort to reduce
salinity in the lower Gunnison and Colorado River watersheds, resulting in improved water quality at
a basinwide scale (see Section 1.4).

Although the Navigable Waters Protection Rule (NWPR), effective in June 2020, identifies most
irrigation ditches as non-jurisdictional under the CWA, Colorado was granted an injunction against
the new rule and still operates under the former definitions of Waters of the United States.
Therefore, under the current regulatory environment in Colorado, most irrigation ditches are
considered Waters of the U.S. and under the jurisdiction of the CWA. Prior to July 2020, most
irrigation ditch construction and maintenance projects qualified for a permitting exemption under
CWA Section 404(f) and the Corps Regulatory Guidance Letter 07-02. However, in July 2020, the
Corps and EPA issued a joint memorandum (2020 Memorandum) concerning the Section 404(f)
irrigation exemption and superseding Regulatory Guidance Letter 07-02. The 2020 Memorandum
explicitly disqualifies the piping of jurisdictional irrigation ditches from the Section 404(f)
exemption. Irrigation-induced wetlands are not under the jurisdiction of the CWA.

No Action Alternative: Under the No Action Alternative, the estimated 293.46 tons of salt annually
contributed to the Colorado River Basin from the Clipper West Lateral would continue. Current
selenium loading levels would continue.

Proposed Action: 1n the long term, the Proposed Action would eliminate seepage from a portion of the
earthen Clipper West Lateral, reducing salt loading to the Colorado River Basin at an estimated rate
of 293.46 tons per year. The Proposed Action is also expected to reduce selenium loading into the
Gunnison River basin, although the amount of selenium loading reduction that could result from
the Proposed Action has not been quantified. Improved water quality would likely benefit
downstream aquatic species by reducing salt and selenium loading in the Gunnison River, an
important Colorado River Basin tributary. Maintenance or improvement of water quality in the
Gunnison River is of importance to users and to wildlife. The improved water quality resulting from
the Proposed Action would contribute to the regional efforts underway to reduce salinity in the
lower Gunnison and Colorado River watersheds.

Best management practices would be implemented during construction to minimize erosion and
protect water quality. Project construction would take place in the ditch prism when water is not
present. The construction contractor would be required to operate under a Stormwater Management
Plan, a Stormwater Discharge Permit, a Spill Response Plan, and a Dewatering Permit (if dewatering
is conducted) (see Section 2.3.8 and Section 4).

The Proposed Action would affect waters under the jurisdiction of CWA Section 404 (the ditch
itself) and disturb irrigation-induced wetland and riparian vegetation associated with the ditch.
Under the current CWA regulatory status in Colorado, the “irrigation exemption” from Section 404
of the Clean Water Act does not apply to the Proposed Action triggering the need for a CWA
permit from the Corps. The Proposed Action fits under the guidelines of CWA Nationwide Permit
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46 (“Discharges in Ditches”). CCDC is preparing the required Pre-Construction Notice for this
Nationwide Permit 46, and the Corps authorization will be appended to the Final EA.

3.2.3 - Air Quality

The Clean Air Act specifies limits for criteria air pollutants. If the levels of a criteria pollutant in an
area are higher than National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the airshed is designated as
a nonattainment area. Areas that meet the NAAQS for criteria pollutants are designated as
attainment areas. Delta County is in attainment for all criteria pollutants (EPA 2020). Minor impacts
to air quality from routine maintenance of the Clipper West Lateral include dust from occasional
travel in light vehicles along the Proposed Action corridor. A portion of the Aspen Canal Piping
Project (Figure 2) and the Grandview project (Figure 3) are two nearby similar projects that could be
occurring simultaneously with the Proposed Action.

No Action Alternative: There would be no effect on air quality in the Proposed Action Area from the
No Action Alternative. The ditch would continue to operate in its current condition and dust and
exhaust would occasionally be generated by vehicles and equipment conducting routine maintenance
and operation.

Proposed Action: There would be no long-term impacts to air quality from the Proposed Action. Delta
County would remain in attainment for all criteria pollutants. Dust from construction activities
would be minimized by BMPs, and any residual dust would have a temporary, short-term effect on
the air quality in the immediate Proposed Action Area. Following construction, impacts to air quality
from routine maintenance and operation activities along the pipeline corridor would be similar in
magnitude to those currently occurring for the existing ditch. The Aspen Canal Piping and
Grandview projects may be constructed concurrently with the Proposed Action. The total combined
impact on air quality in the area is expected to be temporary and would not rise to the level of non-
attainment for any criteria pollutants in Delta County.

3.2.4 - Access, Transportation, & Construction Impacts
The CCDC currently operates on its own deeded land and in historic prescribed rights-of-way on
private land (collectively, the “right-of-way”) in the Project area.

The main transportation routes in the vicinity of the Proposed Action are Dogwood Avenue and
Highway 92 (Figure 1). Private roads and county roads generally provide access and mobility for
local residents traveling in and out of the Proposed Action Area.

Various overhead or buried utilities are present near the Proposed Action. The utility entities include
the Town of Crawford (domestic water), Delta Montrose Electric Association (electricity and fiber
optic internet), TDS Telecom, and Black Hills Energy (natural gas).

A moderate baseline level of noise and visual disturbance occurs in the Proposed Action area,
associated with the Town of Crawford, farming and ranching activities, and CCDC’s operation and
routine maintenance of the ditch system. Operation and maintenance involve the use of light-duty
trucks and, occasionally, heavy equipment. Farming and ranching activities involving the use of
farming equipment, light vehicles, all-terrain vehicles, and occasionally heavy equipment are ongoing
in the immediate area and surroundings of the Proposed Action. A portion of the Aspen Canal
Piping Project (Figure 2) and the Grandview project (Figure 3) are two nearby similar projects that
could be occurring simultaneously with the Proposed Action and generating noise in the area.
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No Action Alternative: There would be no effect to public safety, transportation, or public access
from the No Action Alternative.

Proposed Action: Short-term temporary impacts related to access, public transportation, and
construction noise and visual disturbance would result from the Proposed Action. All construction
activities related to the Proposed Action would take place entirely in the CCDC prescriptive right-
of-way.

There would be no need for construction of new access roads outside the ditch right-of-way. There
are no known bridges with weight restrictions that would be used by construction vehicles.

Some short-term disruption of traffic at the intersection of Highway 92 and Dogwood Avenue and
at the intersection of Dogwood Avenue and the West Lateral access road is expected to occur when
equipment and materials are hauled into the Project location. Appropriate traffic signage would be
used to notify drivers of active construction ingtess/egress. CCDC and the construction contractor
would coordinate with the county and sheriff departments if traffic or access would be delayed or
substantially re-routed.

All utilities would be located and marked, and if necessary, relocated or raised, prior to any
construction activities in the Project area.

Proposed Action construction activities would generate noise and visual disturbance to residents
near the Proposed Action. These disturbances would occur during daylight hours (typically 7 am to
4 pm), Monday through Saturday, on a sequenced basis along the ditch section involved with the
Proposed Action. Some construction noise (operating heavy equipment) from the two nearby
similar projects (Aspen Canal Piping and Grandview projects) has the potential to reach areas near
the Proposed Action. Noise generated by these other projects combined with the Proposed Action
would be short-term and temporary, and would not occur outside daylight hours.

To ensure public safety, pipe trenches left open while unattended (e.g. overnight) would be covered.

3.2.5 - Vegetation Resources & Weeds

Beginning at the proposed pipeline inlet at “the Mill”, the ditch contours through a Town of
Crawford residential area, then enters undeveloped and residential land. The ditch itself is flanked by
a narrow margin of coyote willow, reed canarygrass, and pasture grasses, with scattered stands of
narrowleaf cottonwoods on the ditch prism, especially in the eastern extents. West of the residential
area, the ditch prism is mostly flanked by pinyon-juniper woodlands to the south, and irrigated grass
pasture to the north. CCDC occasionally grubs vegetation out of the ditch and from the ditch banks
with heavy machinery. The staging area is an irrigated grass pasture.

Weeds present within the Proposed Action Area include herbaceous weeds such as Russian
knapweed (Acroptilon repens), whitetop (Cardaria draba), and Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense). Flowing
water in the canal is a vector for the continued spread of weeds. Vehicles, people and their dogs,
livestock, and wildlife traveling on the ditch prism can also contribute to the spread of weeds.
CCDC manages noxious weeds on the ditch prism by spot-spraying seasonally, as resources permit.

There is a regional effort to reduce salinity in the lower Gunnison and Colorado River watersheds,
resulting in an ongoing area-wide conversion of artificially-created riparian and wetland habitat to
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uplands. Consistent with the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, habitat replacement projects
compensate for the loss of riparian and wetland habitat values.

No Action Alternative: There would be no effect on existing vegetation from the No Action
Alternative.

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action would directly disturb and result in the permanent loss of
approximately 0.47 acres of riparian and wetland vegetation associated with the open ditch and
seepage from the ditch. Following construction, the riparian and wetland areas and open water
associated with the ditch would be replaced by upland vegetation compatible with the pinyon-
juniper woodland-type vegetation community, both by reseeding and natural recolonization.
Construction activities would directly disturb other previously disturbed areas, such as the staging
area. Dust from operating equipment and vehicles could also temporarily affect nearby vegetation.
Across the entire project, vegetation removal and construction footprints would be confined to the
smallest portion of the ditch prism or construction ROW necessary for safe completion of the work.
Following construction, the disturbed areas would be recontoured and reseeded with a Reclamation-
approved drought-tolerant seed mix (Appendix A) appropriate for the surrounding habitat.
Disturbed agricultural areas would be smoothed and reseeded with compatible hay or pasture seed
mixes. Agricultural areas are expected to return to a condition similar to or better than their pre-
construction condition within a year of construction. Although a mature pinyon-juniper woodland
overstory would require a few decades to become re-established, understory vegetation consisting of
semi-desert native shrubs and grasses is expected to become re-established within a few years
following construction in revegetated woodland areas.

Recognizing that the wetland and riparian vegetation associated with ditch margins supports or
contributes to the support of aquatic and terrestrial wildlife and migratory birds, the Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Act requites mitigation of its loss. An evaluation' was performed to quantify
potential wetland and riparian habitat values that would be lost due to implementation of the
Proposed Action (ERO 2020). CCDC developed a Habitat Replacement Site for a previous salinity
control project in 2019—the Clipper Center Lateral Pipeline Project. Excess habitat credit was
developed at the site, and this project would utilize those excess credits to replace the habitat value
lost by the current Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action would contribute to the larger-scale loss of artificially sustained riparian and
wetland areas collectively resulting from piping projects around the region. Consistent with the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, habitat replacement projects compensate for the loss of
riparian and wetland habitat values.

To curtail the spread of noxious weeds, environmental commitments (such as cleaning vehicles and
equipment prior to bringing them onsite—see Section 4 of this EA) would help minimize the risk of
such infestations, and ongoing weed management efforts by CCDC would be implemented during
revegetation of construction alignments. In the long-term, piping this ditch, along with other salinity

! The evaluation followed methodology outlined in Reclamation’s Basinwide Salinity Control Program: Procedures
for Habitat Replacement (April 2018). In accordance with the evaluation method, a Total Habitat Value (THV) is
calculated for each affected wetland or riparian habitat area by multiplying its acreage by its habitat quality score
(HQS), which is assigned based on a series of physical and biological criteria.
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control projects in the region, would remove an important vector of weed seed transport—open
water. Seeps from the earthen ditch that currently support herbaceous and woody noxious weeds
would be dried and the ability of the environment to support these weeds would be diminished.

3.2.6 — Wildlife Resources

Vegetation communities supported by the open ditch, in association with nearby irrigated land, and
native woodlands and shrublands, provide nesting, breeding, foraging, cover, and movement
corridors for an array of wildlife.

The Proposed Action Area falls within the overall range of black bear, mountain lion, elk, mule deer,
and wild turkey (CPW 2020). Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) describes the east part of the
Proposed Action area (in the Town of Crawford) as a black bear summer concentration/human
conflict area. The entire Proposed Action area falls within elk winter range and severe winter range
mule deer summer range, winter range, severe winter range, and a resident population area, and wild
turkey winter range, a winter concentration area, and a production area (CPW 2020). These game
animals in the Proposed Action Area experience a baseline level of disturbance from residential
activities, domestic dogs, people and vehicles traveling on public and private roads, and ranching
and farming activities. Proximity to the Town of Crawford and the increased amount of
development and human activity on the mesas immediately surrounding the town have led to a
diminished presence of wintering elk. A portion of the Aspen Canal Piping Project (Figure 2) and
the Grandview project (Figure 3) are two nearby similar projects that could be occurring
simultaneously with the Proposed Action and contributing to wildlife disturbance in the area.

A variety of small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians also inhabit the general area. Those that would
be likely to use the ditch corridor or adjacent areas include small ground-dwelling mammals, such as
badger, white-tailed prairie dog, several species of mice, voles, shrews, and cottontail rabbit. Striped
skunk, raccoon, red fox, coyote, bobcat, beaver, western terrestrial garter snake, smooth green snake,
Woodhouse’s toad, western chorus frog, northern leopard frog and tiger salamander could also be
using the area.

The primary nesting season for migratory songbirds in the Proposed Action Area is April 1 through
July 15. The core nesting season for raptors in the area is April 1 through July 15; however,
individuals—especially red-tailed hawk and great-horned owl—may begin courtship and nest
construction as early as February 15 (CPW 2008). A nesting raptor survey was conducted in the
Proposed Action Area during May 2019, and reconfirmed during March and April of 2020, to
identify active raptor nests with the potential to be disturbed by the Proposed Action—none were
identified. Bald eagle nesting season is between October 15 and July 31 (CPW 2008). The entire
Proposed Action area lies within CPW-mapped bald eagle winter range and winter forage range
(CPW 2020). CPW-mapped bald eagle communal roosts and nests in Delta County (CPW 2020) lie
outside the recommended buffer distances for human encroachment (CPW 2008). Migratory birds
and raptors in the area experience a baseline level of disturbance from residential activities, road
traffic, and farming and ranching activities.

There is a regional effort to reduce salinity in the lower Gunnison and Colorado River watersheds,
resulting in an ongoing area-wide conversion of artificially-created riparian and wetland habitat to
uplands. Wildlife distribution across the landscape, especially wildlife that depend on riparian and
wetland habitat, is changing in response to these habitat changes. Consistent with the Colorado
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River Basin Salinity Control Act, projects to replace riparian and wetland habitat losses are
completed in conjunction with the piping projects.

No Action Alternative: There would be no effect on wildlife resources from the No Action
Alternative.

Proposed Action: Upland wildlife habitat impacted by the Proposed Action would result in minor
temporary impacts to wildlife species within the Proposed Action Area. Impacts to game animals
would include short-term disturbances and periodic displacement while construction is underway.
Disturbances to big game in their sensitive winter ranges (i.e. severe winter range, winter
concentration areas) during harsh winter months would cause the greatest harm due to the lack of
food availability and expenditure of energy. However, given the existing level of human disturbance,
big game in this area would be somewhat habituated to disturbances. Additionally, during times of
extreme weather conditions (e.g. deep snow cover, extreme freezing temperatures, excessively
muddy conditions), construction activities would be limited due to logistics. The Proposed Action
would create incremental disturbance throughout the Project area, allowing big game near the
construction activity to find refuge and limit the amount of energy expended. During construction,
pipeline trenches left open overnight would be kept to a minimum and covered to reduce potential
for entrainment of big game or livestock and public safety problems. Covers would be secured in
place and strong enough to prevent wildlife from falling through. Where trench covers would not be
practical, wildlife escape ramps would be utilized.

Other similar projects in the area (Aspen Canal Piping and Grandview projects) could be
constructed concurrently with the Proposed Action. These projects have the potential to temporarily
affect the land use and movement patterns of big game in the area during construction. Due to the
spatially incremental and concentrated nature of the projects, and the extent and availability of big
game range and habitat in the area, measurable impacts to big game due to project construction
activities are not anticipated.

Construction impacts to small animals, especially burrowing amphibians, reptiles, and small
mammals, could include direct mortality and displacement during construction activities, both in the
irrigated pasture areas and the exiting ditch alignhment. However, these species and habitats are
relatively common throughout the area and population-level impacts would not be likely; therefore,
impacts would be minor. There would be no direct effect to nesting songbirds since pre-
construction vegetation grubbing would occur outside the primary nesting season (potential nesting
habitat including scattered shrubs and a few trees along the ditch would be grubbed and removed
outside the period of April 1 through July 15). No raptor nests were identified within the
recommended buffer distances for Colorado nesting raptors (CPW 2008), and therefore there would
be no measurable effects on raptors. If a new active raptor nest is discovered within 1/3 mile of the
Proposed Action during construction, or bald eagle roost site or nest site is discovered within 4
mile of the Proposed Action during construction, construction would cease until Reclamation could
complete evaluations and consultations with FWS and CPW.

Bird and amphibian species dependent on wetland and riparian habitats would experience a long-
term (greater than five years) loss of habitat as described in Section 3.2.5. In compliance with the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, the wetland and riparian habitat value that would be lost
due to implementation of the Proposed Action would be replaced with a nearby Habitat
Replacement Site (see Section 2.2.6).
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The Proposed Action would contribute to the larger-scale spatial relocation of riparian and wetland
wildlife habitat collectively resulting from piping projects around the region. The distribution
patterns of wildlife dependent on riparian and wetland habitat are changing along with the
distribution of riparian and wetland habitat across the landscape, as habitat replacement sites are
developed to compensate for losses caused by the piping projects.

3.2.7 - Threatened & Endangered Species

The only species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as
amended with the potential to be affected by the Proposed Action are the four endangered
Colorado River basin fish species: the bonytail, the Colorado pikeminnow, the humpback chub, and
the razorback sucker. None of the four endangered Colorado River fishes occurs in the Proposed
Action Area and the Proposed Action Area does not occur within or adjacent to designated critical
habitat. However, because water depletions in the Gunnison Basin diminish backwater spawning
areas for the Colorado River endangered fishes in downstream designated critical habitat, impacts to
the endangered fishes result from continuing irrigation practices in the Gunnison Basin. The historic
depletion rate from CCDC’s system operations is estimated as 5,776 acre-feet per year. Some of
these depletions are from a federal facility (Crawford Reservoir), and some of these depletions are
direct diversions from the Smith Fork Creek. Historic depletions by federal facilities in the
Gunnison Basin are covered under the umbrella of the Gunnison Basin Programmatic Biological
Opinion (PBO) (FWS 2009), which avoids the likelihood of jeopardy and/or adverse modification
of critical habitat for the endangered fishes. As part of a previous salinity control project,
Reclamation consulted with FWS on CCDC’s annual depletion from the Smith Fork Creek (File
ES/JG-6-CO-09-F-001-GP029 TAILS 06E24100-2016-F-0022). As a result of that consultation,
FWS executed a Recovery Agreement with CCDC stating CCDC’s historic depletions are covered
under the PBO, to ensure compliance with the U.S. Endangered Species Act for CCDC’s depletions
to the Gunnison River Basin (Appendix B).

No Action Alternative: There would be no effect on the four Colorado River endangered fishes or
their designated downstream critical habitat from the No Action Alternative.

Proposed Action: The potential reduction in selenium loading to the Colorado River and Gunnison
River basins as a result of the cumulative efforts of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Program is improving water quality within designated critical habitat for the Colorado pikeminnow,
razorback sucker, humpback chub, and bonytail throughout the Colorado river and Gunnison river
basins (SMPW 2011), as well as improving habitat for amphibians, birds, and other fish. The annual
depletion rate would not change as a result of the Proposed Action, and therefore CCDC’s
depletions would continue to be covered under the Recovery Agreement (Appendix B).

3.2.8 - Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are defined as physical or other expressions of human activity or occupation.
Such resources include culturally significant landscapes, prehistoric and historic archaeological sites,
isolated artifacts or features, traditional cultural properties, Native American and other sacred places,
and artifacts and documents of cultural and historical significance.

Alpine Archaeological Consultants conducted Class III cultural resource inventories of the Proposed
Action Area. All ditch reaches involved with the Proposed Action were inventoried in a 200-foot-
wide corridor. The inventories resulted in the documentation of a segment of the Crawford Clipper
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Ditch Upper West Lateral that supports its eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). The proposed staging area (Figure 1), the habitat replacement site (Figure 1), and
the Project access (Figure 4) were surveyed as part of previously-approved salinity control projects.

There is an ongoing trend to pipe earthen irrigation ditches in the region (see Figure 2), many of
which are eligible for listing in the NRHP. This conversion is typically viewed as an adverse effect
on the eligible cultural resource. These adverse effects area mitigated through a variety of measures
developed and agreed to in consultation with the Colorado SHPO. No Action Alternative: 'The No
Action Alternative would have no effect on cultural resources.

Proposed Action: As a result of the Class 111 cultural resources inventory of the Proposed Action
Area, and in consultation with the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer (Colorado SHPO),
Reclamation has determined that the Proposed Action would have an adverse effect on the
documented segment of the Crawford Clipper Ditch involved with the Proposed Action, which is a
resource that is eligible for listing in the NRHP. It is expected that a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) would be executed between Reclamation and the Colorado SHPO, with CCDC participating
as an invited party, outlining appropriate actions to mitigate the adverse effects of the Proposed
Action (the MOA would be included in the Final EA). The MOA would also establish that any post-
review discoveries trigger an Unanticipated Discovery Plan (UDP). The UDP would outline
procedures that would be followed in order to protect potential archaecological materials or cultural
resources discovered during implementation of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would
contribute to an area-wide adverse effect on NRHP eligible cultural resources which is occurring as
a result of irrigation piping projects. These adverse effects are addressed with mitigative measures
required by the Colorado SHPO.

3.2.9 - Soils & Farmlands of Agricultural Significance

The soils units mapped by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) in the Proposed Action Area are generally sandy or stony loams that
are a source of salinity in irrigation water in the region. There is an ongoing trend to pipe earthen
irrigation ditches in such soils in the region (see Figure 2).

None of the soils associated with the Proposed Action are characterized as agriculturally significant
(prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance) under the Farmland
Protection Policy Act (NRCS 2007).

No Action Alternative: 'The No Action Alternative would have no effect on soils characterized by
NRCS as agriculturally significant. Farmlands in the Proposed Action Area would continue to
produce as in the past. Salinity loading from irrigation water contact with saline soils in this segment
of the Upper West Lateral would continue as it has in the past.

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action Alternative, installation of the buried pipe would disturb
soils in the previously-disturbed ditch prism. Staging activities would take place on an existing
irrigated pasture. Project activities would cause temporary disturbance to soils that are either not in
irrigated agricultural production, or soils directly adjacent to irrigated agricultural lands. None of the
irrigated agricultural lands are designated as agriculturally significant by NRCS (see description
above). No farmlands would be permanently altered or removed from production as a result of the
Proposed Action, and no interruption to agricultural production would occur. The Upper West
Lateral conveys irrigation water to agriculturally significant lands across Crawford Mesa; however,
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no change in the configuration of irrigated lands would occur because of the Proposed Action. No
part of the irrigation season is expected to be lost during implementation of the Proposed Action.

Opverall, the Proposed Action would give the CCDC the ability to better manage the irrigation water
with efficiencies gained from piping the system. Soil erosion from irrigation water conveyances
would be substantially reduced where ditch reaches are proposed for replacement with buried pipe.
Therefore, no direct adverse effects on soils or agriculturally significant lands are expected to occur
due to implementation of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action contributes to the growing
amount of piped irrigation conveyances in the region, which are collectively reducing soil erosion on

a larger scale.

3.3 — Summary

Table 4 provides a summary of environmental consequences for the resources evaluated in this EA.
Resource impacts are outlined for both the No Action and the Proposed Action Alternatives.
Mitigation, if required, is also described.

Table 2. Summary of Impacts for the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action Alternative.

Impacts:
R No Action Impacts: . .
Alternative Proposed Action Alternative
No effect or possible beneficial long-term effect of improving
Water Rights N irrigation water delivery efficiencies and management. There would
o Effect . .
and Use be a short-term temporary effect on winter stock water delivery
during construction.
Salt and
selenium An estimated salt loading reduction of 293.46 tons per year to the
loading from | Colorado River Basin will result from implementation of the
the Proposed | Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is also expected to reduce
Action Area selenium loading into the Gunnison River (the amount has not been
Water Quality | would quantified). Improved water quality would likely benefit downstream
continue to aquatic species by reducing salt and selenium loading in the
affect water Gunnison and Colorado rivers. The Proposed Action contributes to
quality in the | ongoing regional efforts to improve water quality and reduce salinity
Colorado basinwide.
River Basin
Minor short-term effects due to dust and exhaust created by
Air Quality No Effect construction equipment; no long-term effect or possible beneficial
long-term effect due to a reduction in maintenance vehicle trips.
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Impacts:

Resource No Action Impacts: . B
Alternative Proposed Action Alternative
Access, Minor temporary disruptions to local public roadways from
Transportation construction traffic entering and existing roadways. No long-term
& No Effect effects. Short-term noise impacts to neighbors during daylight hours,
Construction along with two other similar projects taking place simultaneously in
Impacts the local area.
Impacts to vegetation where construction would occur in upland
areas. Estimated long-term loss of tipatian/wetland habitat due to
elimination of seepage from the involved canal segments would be
replaced with a Habitat Replacement Site (see Section 2.3.7). The
Vegetative Proposed Action would contribute to a regional trend resulting in
Resources and | No Effect relocation of artificially-created riparian and wetland values from

Weeds

earthen irrigation conveyances to habitat replacement sites. Weed
control measures would be implemented as a part of the Proposed
Action, and piping of the canal would remove open water and
seepage from the Proposed Action Area—both important
contributors to the spread and propagation of weeds.

Wildlife
Resources

No effect on
terrestrial and
avian wildlife;
salt and
selenium
loading from
the Proposed
Action Area
would
continue to
affect aquatic
dependent
species

Short-term temporary adverse effect to local wildlife during
construction. Short-term localized effects of the Proposed Action
combined with other nearby concurrent projects are not expected to
adversely impact big game. Long-term effects include loss of riparian
habitat. A Habitat Replacement Site has been constructed to
mitigate for the long-term loss of riparian habitat due to the
Proposed Action (see Section 2.3.7). No “take” of nesting migratory
birds since vegetation grubbing would take place outside the primary
nesting season. Long-term impacts due to loss of riparian nesting
habitat for both migratory birds and raptors along the current ditch
has been offset with a Habitat Replacement Site (see Section 2.3.7).
A raptor survey conducted during April and May 2020 found no
nesting raptors within CPW-recommended buffer distances (CPW
2008). The Proposed Action would contribute to a regional trend
resulting in relocation of artificially-created riparian and wetland
values from earthen irrigation conveyances to habitat replacement
sites. These activities are resulting in the redistribution of riparian
and wetland-dependent wildlife across the landscape.
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Impacts:

Resource . Impacts:
zlzlltt)e?rf;(i)\l Proposed Action Alternative
Salt and
selenium
lt?lidlljrrli f(r)c;relzi Water depletions would continue at historic levels, and would
Action irea continue to adversely affect downstream designated critical habitat
ould for the four Colorado River federally endangered fishes. However,
Threatened & \ct)r?tinue o under the PBO, the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish
Endancered affect the four Recovery Program serves as mitigation for these impacts, and a
Specic sg Colorado Recovery Agreement has been executed between FWS and CCDC
pee River basin to ensure compliance with the ESA (Appendix B). The Proposed
en‘cflan :re d Action would improve habitat quality by contributing to the
fishes %ﬁ J reduction of salt and selenium loading in the Gunnison and
their critical Colorado rivers.
habitat
downstream.
The Proposed Action would have an adverse effect on an NRHP
eligible cultural resource. The adverse effect would be mitigated with
Cultural No Effect a MOA between Reclamation and the Colorado SHPO. The
Resources ¢ Proposed Action would contribute to an area-wide adverse effect on
NRHP eligible cultural resources, all of which are being addressed
with mitigative measures required by the Colorado SHPO.
The Proposed Action would temporarily disturb the ground surface
in the Action Area. BMPs would conserve soils and minimize the
Agricultural potential for erosion in the Proposed Action Area. The Proposed
Resources and | No Effect Action would not permanently affect productive irrigated farm areas

Soils

or soils of agricultural significance. The Proposed Action would
contribute to the growing amount of piped irrigation conveyances in
the region, which helps reduce soil erosion on a larger scale.

CHAPTER 4 - ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS

This section summarizes the environmental commitments to protect resources and mitigate adverse
impacts from the Proposed Action to a non-significant level. The actions in the following
environmental commitment checklist will be implemented as an integral part of the Proposed
Action and shall be included in the contractor bid specifications. If the Proposed Action is
approved, CCDC shall use this checklist to document compliance with each environmental
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commitment. CCDC shall submit the relevant component of the completed checklist to

Reclamation immediately following each phase of the Project, i.e., Pre-Construction, During

Construction, and Post-Construction, along with documents generated to meet environmental

commitments.

Note that any construction activities proposed outside of the inventoried Proposed Action Area or
the planned timeframes would first require additional review by Reclamation to determine if the

existing surveys and information are adequate to evaluate additional impacts to special status plants
and wildlife, including threatened, endangered, or migratory bird species.

Table 3. Environmental Commitments

Environmental Commitment

Affected Resource

Authority

Initials
and Date

Pre-Construction

A Spill Response Plan shall be
prepared in advance of construction
by the contractor for areas of work
where spilled contaminants could flow
into water bodies.

Water Quality

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

A Stormwater Management Plan shall
be prepared and submitted to
CDPHE by the construction
contractor prior to construction
disturbance.

Water Quality

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

A CWA Section 402 Storm Water
Discharge Permit compliant with the
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) shall be
obtained from CDPHE by the
construction contractor prior to
construction disturbance (regardless
of whether dewatering would take
place during construction).

Water Quality

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

Certification under CDPHE Water
Quality Division Construction
Dewatering Discharges Permit
COGO070000 shall be obtained by the
construction contractor prior to any
dewatering activities related to
construction.

Water Quality

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended
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Environmental Commitment

Affected Resource

Authority

Initials
and Date

A Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) would be executed in order to
mitigate the Proposed Action’s
adverse effects to cultural resources
and included with the Final EA.

Cultural Resources

National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966

Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979

Paleontological Resources
Preservation Act of 2009

CCDC shall ensure that shareholders
on the West Lateral are given notice
prior to construction that winter stock
water will not be available during
construction.

Water Rights

Colorado Revised Statutes
Title 37. Water and
Irrigation

Construction limits shall be clearly
flagged onsite to avoid unnecessary
plant loss or ground disturbance.

Vegetation, Weeds,
Habitat, Wildlife

Delta County Weed
Management Plan (2020)

All equipment shall be cleaned before
it is brought to the construction area,
to minimize transport of new weed
species to the construction area.

Vegetation, Weeds,
Habitat, Wildlife

Delta County Weed
Management Plan (2020)

Prior to construction, vegetative
material shall be removed by mowing
or chopping, and either reserved for
mulch onsite, or hauled to the County
landfill or to a proposed staging area
to be burned, chipped, and/or
mulched. Stumps shall be grubbed
and hauled to the County landfill or a
proposed staging area to be burned.

Soil, Vegetation,
Weeds, Habitat

Delta County Weed
Management Plan (2020)

Vegetation removal shall be confined

Soil, Vegetation,

Delta County Weed

to the smallest portion of the Weeds, Habitat Management Plan (2020)
Proposed Action Area necessary for

completion of the work.

Vegetation removal shall avoid the Wildlife Migratory Bird Treaty Act
primary nesting season of migratory of 1918

birds (April 1 — July 15). This timing
restriction shall be noted on Project
construction drawings.
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Environmental Commitment

Affected Resource

Authority

Initials
and Date

Topsoll, if present, shall be stockpiled
and then redistributed as top dressing
after completion of construction
activities.

Soil, Vegetation,
Weeds, Habitat

Delta County Weed
Management Plan (2020)

During Construction

Straw wattles, silt curtains,
cofferdams, dikes, straw bales, or
other suitable erosion control
measures shall be used to prevent
erosion from entering water bodies
during construction.

Water Quality, Soil

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

Any concrete pours shall occur in
forms and/or behind cofferdams to
prevent discharge into waterways. Any
wastewater from concrete-batching,
vehicle wash down, and aggregate
processing shall be contained and
treated or removed for off-site
disposal.

Water Quality

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

The construction contractor shall
transport, handle, and store any fuels,
lubricants, or other hazardous
substances involved with the
Proposed Action in an appropriate
manner that prevents them from
contaminating soil and water
resources.

Water Quality, Soil

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

Equipment shall be inspected daily
and immediately repaired as necessary
to ensure equipment is free of
petrochemical leaks.

Water Quality, Soil

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

Ground disturbances and
construction areas shall be limited to
only those areas necessary to safely
implement the Proposed Action.

Soil, Vegetation,
Weeds, Habitat,
Wildlife

Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979

Paleontological Resources
Preservation Act of 2009
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Environmental Commitment

Affected Resource

Authority

Initials
and Date

If additional fill is required, fill will be
taken from within the ditch prism in
the future location of the Project D
regulating reservoir, which lies
between the two segments of Project
A. Fill would be borrowed such that
the existing canal would be widened
within the existing ditch prism, and
borrow activity would be limited to
within 100 feet on either side of the
ditch centerline (the extents of the
cultural survey).

Cultural Resources

Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979

Paleontological Resources
Preservation Act of 2009

Pipeline trenches left open overnight
shall be kept to a minimum and
covered to reduce potential for
hazards to the public and to wildlife.
Covers shall be secured in place and
strong enough to prevent people
livestock or wildlife from falling
through. Where trench covers would
not be practical, wildlife escape ramps
shall be used.

Wildlife, Public Safety

C.R.S. 33-1-101 to 125
Parks and Wildlife Article
1: Wildlife

If previously undiscovered cultural or
paleontological resources are
discovered during construction,
construction activities must
immediately cease in the vicinity of
the discovery and Reclamation must
be notified. In this event, the SHPO
shall be consulted, and work shall not
be resumed until consultation has
been completed, as outlined in the
Unanticipated Discovery Plan in the
anticipated MOA (to be included in
the final EA). Stipulations in the
MOA shall be incorporated into the
final EA by reference. Additional
surveys shall be required for cultural
resources if construction plans or
proposed disturbance areas are
changed.

Cultural Resources

National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966

Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979

Paleontological Resources
Preservation Act of 2009
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Environmental Commitment Affected Resource Authority Initials
and Date

In the event that threatened or Wildlife Endangered Species Act
endangered species are encountered of 1973 as amended
during construction, CCDC shall stop
construction activities until
Reclamation has consulted with FWS
to ensure that adequate measures are
in place to avoid or reduce impacts to
the species.
Construction activities shall take place | Wildlife Migratory Bird Treaty Act
only in accordance with the schedule of 1918
outlined in this EA.

Bald and Golden Eagle

Protection Act of 1940
If an active bald eagle nest or bald Wildlife Migratory Bird Treaty Act
eagle roost site is discovered within "4 of 1918
mile of the Proposed Action during
construction, or if any other active Bald and Golden Eagle
raptor nest is discovered within 1/3- Protection Act of 1940
mile of the Proposed Action Area
during construction, construction shall
cease until Reclamation can complete
consultations with FWS and CPW.

Post-Construction

Following construction, all disturbed Soil, Vegetation, Clean Water Act of 1972

areas shall be smoothed with tracked
equipment (without back dragging
blade), shaped, and contoured to as
near to their pre-project conditions as
practicable.

Weeds, Habitat

as amended

All drainage patterns that intersect the
ditch shall be shaped to their natural
flow patterns following ditch piping.

Soil, Vegetation,
Habitat

Clean Water Act of 1972
as amended

All equipment shall be cleaned before
it is transported to another job site, to
avoid introducing weed species from
the construction area to another job
site.

Vegetation, Weeds,
Habitat

Delta County Weed
Management Plan (2020)
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Environmental Commitment Affected Resource Authority Initials

Re-seeding in areas surrounded by Soil, Vegetation, Delta County Weed
native vegetation shall occur following | Weeds, Habitat Management Plan (2020)
Project construction at appropriate
times and with appropriate methods,
using a drought tolerant, weed-free
seed mix per Reclamation
specifications (see Appendix A of the
EA). CCDC shall coordinate with
landowners to reseed any disturbances
to irrigated areas.

Weed control shall be implemented by | Soil, Vegetation, Delta County Weed
CCDC or its contractor in accordance | Weeds, Habitat Management Plan (2020)
with current Delta County weed
control standards.

CHAPTER 5 - CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

5.1 - Introduction

Reclamation’s public involvement process presents the public with opportunities to obtain
information about a given project, and allows interested parties to participate in the project through
written comments. This chapter discusses public involvement activities taken to date for the
Proposed Action.

5.2 - Public Involvement

Notice of the public review period and availability of the Draft EA will be distributed to private
landowners adjacent to the Proposed Action, and the organizations and agencies listed in Appendix
C. The Final EA will also be available on Reclamation’s website. Publicly-available electronic
versions of the Draft and Final EA will meet the technical standards of Section 508 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, so that the documents can be accessed by people with disabilities using
accessibility software tools.
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CHAPTER 6 - PREPARERS

The following list contains the Reclamation employees who participated in the preparation of this

EA.
Name Title Areas of Responsibility
Lesley McWhirter Env1ronm§ntal and Planning EA review, vegetation, wildlife
Group Chief
Jenny Ward Environmental Protection EA review, cultural resources

Specialist
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CHAPTER 8 - ABBREVIATIONS AND
ACRONYMS

Abbreviation or Acronym Definition

BMP Best management practice

CAA Clean Air Act

CCDC Crawford Clipper Ditch Company
CDPHE Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
cfs cubic feet per second

CPW Colorado Parks and Wildlife

C.RS. Colorado Revised Statute

CWA Clean Water Act

EA Environmental Assessment

EIS Environmental Impact Statement
E.O. Executive Order

EPA Environmental Protection Agency
FOA Funding Opportunity Announcement
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact
FWS U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Interior U.S. Department of the Interior
MOA Memorandum of Agreement
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act




Abbreviation or Acronym

Definition

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

PBO Programmatic Biological Opinion

PM Particulate matter

Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

ROW Right-of-way

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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APPENDIX A - SEED LIST

MENU-BASED NATIVE SEED MIXES BY HABITAT TYPE
FOR INTERIM AND FINAL RECLAMATION

»  All sced shall be tested by a repistered seed analyst for viabiliny/germination and noxious

woeds at official state sced analysis lab, within a year of acceptance date,

« Certification shall include a minimum germination rate of 80%. a minimum purity of %0%,
source-identiflication, no noxious weed seeds and no more than 0.5% weight of other weed

seeds. Mulch shall be certified wesd free.

Seeding rates are for drilled seed. Double seeding rate when broadcast seeding,

Mid Flevation Wyoming Big Sagebrush Shrubland (127-16" annual precipy November 2004

¢

Utah sources preferred

srass Components (Reguired)
Lbfac
Common Name Species Name Variety or Species Soll Preference (PLS)
Flant at Least Three of the Following
Mative Colorado o
’ J I e
Bluebunch Wheatgrass Psoudoroegneria Utsha sovrecs No Limitation 28
spicata preferred, then
Anatene or Goldar
Western Whealgrass Pascopvrtin smitfi Native Colorado or Mo Limitation 28
g Utah source only
Thickspike ﬁgz;;;:;l:twu!anm Critana, Mo Limitatwon 13
Wheatorass cﬁ&jt&fm:hnmr Schwendimar Some Salt Toleranca
Achmatherum EE:;cuf::T.Tf;::‘ d Mo Limitation
Indian Ricegrass [Onzopsis] source prelermed. | Good for dry. rocky | 2.7
hvmenoides n, Ihm Nezpar, sites
_ Paloma. Famrock
And ot Least Two of the Following
Elvmus frachyeauls,
Slemler wheatgrass Agrapyron San Lurs Mo Limitation 3.5
trachyearilum
oo o | Elvenis elymeides. Fish Creek, Toe Jam, P =
Bottlebrush scquirre ltal Sitaion st Wapit Mo Limitation 2.0
. Foa sandbergii, Foa UP* Colorado-Sims o
Sandberg blucgrass s b i Mo Limitation 03
And at Least Twa of the Following
LIP* Dalores, if
h}:'r.ln:.ﬁn.l’r.r.': avinlable, Malive e
‘ L) Mal 0
Sand Dropaeed ervplandrus Colorado or Utah No Limitatson !
sources preferred
Hesperostipa
1 = Comala,
I'-:eedle andl Thread Achnatherum Mative source within MNe Limitation
Uirasses (Letterman, p 00 1o s 2 0.3
Columbia of comata) nelsonti ar 00 miles Good in Sandy
lettermanii or
columbiana
Gallena Flewraphis jamesi TAEINE 0 et No Limitation 1.0
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Forb and Shrub Components (Required)

Lbfac
Common Name Species MName Variety or Species Soil Preference (PLS) |
Plant Three to Five of the Following
Searlet globemallow Sphaeraleea coccinea Hative Coloredo or Mo Limitation 0.3
£ Utah sources preferred | - @
Sulfur buckwheat :;:f;;:;:; UP* Burn Canyon Mo Limitation 0.5
Winterfat Krascheninnikovia l\:am'-: Colorado or fio Limitaitn 24
lanata Utah sources preferred
Western yarrow Achiflea miliefolium UP* Dry Fork No Limitation 0.3
FPenstemon
Bluestem or Dusty evanocaulis or UP* San Miguel e
Penstemon FPenstemon or UP* Dela No Limitation 10
comarrhenus
Crutierrizia savothrae MNative Colorado or -
o - ] .l
Broom Snakeweed Utah scuroas prefarred Mo Limitation 0.2
Hedvsarum boreale Upper Colorado
Utah sweetvetch Environmental Plant Mo Limitation 20
Center®™**
Fernleaf biscuitroot Lomativm dissectum ‘:\._ah'l.'u Colorado or Mo Limitation 03
Utah sources preferred
Eocky mountaim Cleome sermlala Matve Colorado or TP
: N 5
beeplant Ltah sources prefemred S imson .
Hairy golden aster Chrysopsis villosa Zx_atm: Colorado or W6 Liniittion 0.5
Ltah sources preferred
- Atrplex canescens MNative Colomdo or -

5 A M . ]
4-Wing Saltbush Vi sesoes preliricd o Limitation 1.0
Showy fleabane™* Erigeron speciosus UP* Dry Fork Ma Limitation 01

Linum lewishi Maple Grove. Mativa
LewisTlue flax Colorade or Utah No Limitation 0.3
sources preferred

*WOTE: the following native seed resources may be aut of date:
Uncompahgre Project (UF), Kathy See, nativeplaniguparinership.org | 970-240-9498, 970-901-8247
UP seed - commercial growers/distributors:
- Granite Seed, hupfwww praniteseed com! 888-577-56350

- Southwest Seed, Wali Hennes, hitp:/‘'www sowthwesiseed com/ 970-3635-8722
- Benson Farms, Jerry Benson, hitp:www blinativeseeds com! 509-765-6348

- L & H Seed, Faul Herman, http:/fvww Lhseeds com/ S09-234-1010
- Seed-rite, Keith Schafer, hitp-/www seadrite com/ S0S.982-2400
- Bear Tooth Seed (was Heart Mountain Seed), Brian Duyvek, 307-272-7779

** If planning to dnll seed, small seeds must be packaged separately o allow for separate applhication. Small seeds, such
as alkali sacaton, (eabane, fax and sand dropseed shall be planted no decper than (.25 inch or broadeast, If an
entire site will be broadeast, the small seeds can go in the mix

sa&] Ipper Colorado Environmental Plant Center, Meeker, OO, 970-8278-5003
b Jﬂhn Proc’l'.m White Rn er ‘inmnnl Fnrﬁt (ﬂ'.edlmenlm} sm'ls E’E mm ele'l.}
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APPENDIX B - ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTATION
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
445 West Gunnisan, Suite 240
Grand Junction, Colorado 815015711

IM RETLY REFER TO
ESG)-G-CO-00-F-001 -G P29
TAILS 06E24100-2016-F-0022

February 17, 2016

Memorandum
To: Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation, Upper Colorado Region, Western Colorado
Area OfMice

ildlife _Suvim:,

CGirand Junction, Colorado

From: R““:;Qs!:m Colorado Supervisor, Ecological Services, U S-Fish
?i’mﬁﬂ

Subject:  Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for'the Zanni Lateral
Pipeline Project for Gunnison Basin Programmatic Biological Opimon (PBOY)

In aecordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), us amended (16
LLS.C. 1531 et seq.), and the [nteragency Cooperation Regulations (50 CFR 402), the Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) transmils this correspondence o serve as the linal biologicul opinion
{BY) for the Zanni Lateral Pipeline Project and associated Historic Depletions for (runnison
Basin PBO,

Under the Colorado River Salinity Control Act Basin States Program, Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) will provide funding assistance for the proposed Zanni Lateral Pipeline Project
{project} in order to reduce salt loading into the Colorado River, Coniracts and funding for this
Basin States-funded project pass through the State of Colorado to the Crawford Clipper itch
Company (Company). The pipeline component of the proposed setion is located immediately
southeast of the Town of Crawlond in southeastern Delta County. The proposed action includes
all activitics associated with the piping project, including borrow and staging arcas, and the
habitat replacement site. The proposed piping project will replace approximately 8,885 linear
feet of unlined open irrigation ditch with approximately 14,114 linear feet of buried pipe,
including 8,047 lincar feet for irrigation, and 5,647 lincar feet for winter stock water delivery.
All buried pipe will be installed in the existing ditch or ditch prism, with the exceplion of the last
1,600 feet of pipeline and a 490-foot pipeline spur, which will cross {rrigated ground and
semi-desert shrub lands. Appeoximately 1,575 feet of the existing irrigation ditch would be
decommizsioned by backfilling. Construction activities would be limited to 30-fool-wide
construction righls-ol~way {or narrower in residential arcas). Proposed borrow sites and staging
arcas tolaling approximately 7.6 acres are located on private lands near the proposed project,
The proposed action will result in no change o the Company*s historic depletions to the

39



Colorade River Basin of approximately 5,776 acre-feet per vear (AF/yr), and there are no new
depletions.

In accordance with Basin States Program requirements, the replacement of wildlife values
foregone as the result of impacts from salinity control sctivities is a component of this salinity
control project. The Reclamation-approved Habitat Replacement Sile is located in northeastern
Montrose County approximately 3.5 miles south-by-southeast of the Town of Crawford. The
Ilabitat Replacement site is located in an arca of existing man-made ponds in the Alkali Creek
drainage on nearby private land protected by a conservation easement (Hart Ranch). Access o
the pipeline alignment and the Habitat Replacement Site is on existing roads, so no new roads
will be construcied as a result of the proposed action. Habitat replacement activities will include
cleaming and enlargement of existing pothole ponds, installation of a water control structure/s,
plantings of native riparian woody vegetation, and weed management.

A Recovery Implementation Program for Endangered Fish Species in the Upper Colorado River
Basin was initiated on January 22, 1988. The Recovery Program was intended to be the
reasonable and prudent altemnative for individual projects 1o avoid the likelihood of jeopardy w0
the endangered fishes from impacts of depletions to the Upper Colorado River Basin. In order to
further define and clarify the process in the Recovery Program, a section 7 agreement was
implemented on October 15, 1993, hy the Recovery Program participants. Incorporated into this
agreement is a Recovery Implementation Program Recovery Action Plan (RIPRAP) which
identifics actions currently believed to be required to recover the endangered fishes in the most
expeditious manner.

On Deeember 4, 2009, the Service issued a final Gunnison River Basin Programmatic Biological
Opinion (PBOY (this document is available for viewing at the following internet address:
hitp:Fwwow caloradorverrecovery. org/documents-publications/section-T-
consultation/GLIPBO.pdf). The Service has determined that projects that fit under the umbrella
of the Gunnison River PBO would avoid the likelihood of jeopardy and/or adverse modification
ol critical habital for depletion impacts, The Gunnison River PBO states that in order for actions
to fall within the umbrella of the PBO and rely on the RIPRAP 1o offset its depletion, the
following criteria must be mel.

1. A Recovery Agreement must be offered and signed prior 1o conelusion of seetion 7
consuliation.

2. A fee to fund recovery actions will be submilted as described in the proposed action
for new depletion projects greater than 100 AF/yr. The 2016 fee is $20.87 per AF and is
adjusted each year for inflation.

3. Remitiation stipulations will be included in all individual consuliations under the
umbrella of this programmatic.

4. The Service and project proponents will request that discretionary Federal eontrol be
retained for all consultations under this programmatic.
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The Recovery Agreement was signed by the Service and the Water User. The depletions
associated with this project are histone depletions which do not make contributions (o fund
recovery actions, The Reclamation has agreed 1o condition its approval documents (o retain
jurisdiction should section 7 consultation need to be reinitiated.  Therefore, the Service
concludes that the subject project meets the criteria to rely on the Gunnison PBO (o offset
depletion impacts and is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species and is not
likely to destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.

The reinitiation crileria for the Gunnison PBO apply to all projects under the umbeella of the
FBO. For your information the reinilistion notice from the Gunnison River PRO is presented
below,

REINITIATION NOTICE

This concludes formal consuliation on the subjeet action. The proposcd action includes adaptive
management because additional information, changing priorities, and the development of the
Stafes’ entitlement may require modification of the Recovery Action Plan. Therefore, the
Recovery Action Plan is reviewed annually and up-l:l.ulnd and cha.ngud when necessary ang the
required time frames include changes in timing approved by means of the normal procedures of
the Recovery Program, as explained in the deseription of the proposed action. Every 2 years, lor
the life of the Becovery Program, the Service and Recovery Program will review implementation
of the Recovery Action Plan actions that are included in this BO to determine timely compliance
with applicable schedules. As provided in 50 CFR sec. 402.16, reinitiation of formal
consultation is requined for new projects where discretionary Federal Apency invalvement or
control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by law) and under the following
conditions:

I. The amount or extent of take specified in the incidental take statement for this
opinion is exceeded. The lerms and conditions outlined in the incidental take stalement
are nol implemented. The implementation of the proposed reoperation of Aspinall and
the Selenium Management Program will further decrease the likelihood of take caused by
water depletion impacts.

2. New information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critieal
habitat in & manner or to An ¢xtent not considered in this opinion, such as impacts
due {o climale change, In preparing this opinion, the Scrvice describes the positive and
negalive cllects of the action il anticipates and considered in the section of the opinion
entitled “EFFECTS OF THE ACTION.”

3. The identified action is subsequently modified in 2 manner that causes an effect to
the listed species or eritical habitat that was not considered in the BO. [t would be
considered a change in the action subject 1o consultation il the reoperation of Aspinall
and the Selenium Munagement Program described in this opinion are not implemenied
within the required timeframes. 17 a draft Selenium Management Program document is
not completed within 18 months of the final PBO and a final document within 24 months,
reinitiation of consultation will be required. Reinitiating consultation could consist of an
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exchange of memoranda examining the progress made on the plan and evaluating the
conscquences of extending the timeframe, Also, al any time, if funding is nol availzhle to
implement the Selenium Management Program reinitiation of consultation will be
reguired.

The analysis for this BO assumed implementation of the Colorado River Mainstem
Action Plan ol the RIPRAP because the Colorado pikeminnow (Pochocheifus ducius)
and razorback sucker (Xyrawchen fexaniy) that occur in the Gunnison River use the
Colorado River and are considered one population. The essential elemenis of the
Colorado River Plan are as follows: 1) provide and proteet instream flows; 2) restore
Hoodplain habitat; 3) reduce impacts of nonnative fishes; 4) augment or restore
populations; and 5) monitor populations and conduct research o supporl recovery
actions. The analysis for the non-jeopardy determination of the proposed action that
includes about 37 900 AT/yr of new water depletions from the Gunnison River Basin
relics on the Recovery Program to provide and protect flows on the Gunnison and
Colorado Rivers.

4. The Service lists new species or designates new or additional critical habitat, where
the level or patlern of depletions covered under this opinion may have an adverse
impact on the newly listed species or habitat. If the species or habilal may be
adverscly affected by depletions, the Service will reinitiate consultation on the PBO as
required by its section 7 regulations. The Service will first determine whether the
Recovery Program can avoid such impact or can be amended to avoid the likelihood of
jeopardy andfor adverse modification of eritical habital for such depletion impacts. 1f the
Recovery Program can avoid the likelihood of jeopardy and/or adverse modification of
critical habitul no additional recovery actions for individual projects would be required, if
the avoidance actions are included in the Recovery Action Plan, I the Recovery
Program can’t avoid the likelihood of jevpardy and/or adverse modification of critical
habitat then the Service will reinitiate consultation and develop reasonable and prudent
alternatives.

If the annual assessment from Reclamation’s reports indicates that the operation of the Aspinall
Unit to meet flow targets or that the Sclenium Management Program, as specified in this opinion
has not been implemented ag proposed, Reclamation will be required to reinitiale consultation to
specify additional measures 1o be taken by Reclamation or the Recovery Program to avoid the
likelihood of jeopardy and/or adverse modification of critical habitat for depletions and water
quality. Also, if the status of all four fish species has not sufficiently improved, as determined by
the Service in a formal sufTicient progress linding under provisions of the Recovery Program,
Reclamation will be required to reinitiate consultation. If other measures are determined by the
Serviee or the Recovery Program to be needed for recovery prior to the review, they can be
added to the Recovery Action Plan according to standard procedures. If the Recovery Program
iz unable to complete thoze actions which the Service has determined to be requined,
Reclamation will be required to reimitiate consultation in accordance with ESA regulations and
this opinion’s reinitialion requirements,
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All individual consultations conducted under this programmatic opinion will contain language
requesting the applicable Federal agency to retain sulficient authority 1o reinitiate consultation
should reinitiation become necessary, The recovery agreements 1o be signed by non-Federal
cntitics who rely on the Recovery Program to aveid the likelihood ol jeopandy and/or adverse
meodification of critical habitat for depletion impacts related to their projects will provide that
such non-Federal entities also must request the Federal agency to retain such authority.
MNon-Federal entities will agree by means of recovery agreements to participate during reinitiated
consultations in finding solutions 1o the problem which triggered the reinitiation of consultation.

We concur that the proposed action associated with the Zanni Lateral Pipeline Project may affect
but is not likely to adversely affect the Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus). Regarding
ils proposed critical habitat, we acknowledge your determination of no effect, but neither 7{a) (3)
ol the Agt, nor implementing regulations under section 7(a) (2) of the Act require the Service to
review or concur with this determination. However, we do appreciate you informing us of your
analysis for western yellow-billed cuckoo critical habitat even if not required 1o do so under the
Act.

IT you have any questions regarding this consuliation or would like to discuss it in more detail,

please contact Barh Osmundson of our Grand Junction Ecological Services Field Office at
(970)628-7189.

Attachment

ce: FWS/UCRLEFRP, Lakewood
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GUNNIBOM KIVER RECOVERY AGREEMENT

This RECOVERY AGREEMENT is entered into this & ay of_\0nudvy |, Z01'¢ by
and berween the United States Fish and Wildhife Service (Service] and Crawford Chpper Ditch
Company (Weter User).

WHERLAS, in 1988, the Secretary of Interior, the Governors of Wyoming, Colorade and Utah,
and the Administrater of the Western Arca Power Administration signed a Cooperative
Agreement to iinplement the Recovery Implenentation Program for Endungered Fish Species in
the Upper Colorade River Basin (Recovery Program); and

WHEREAS, the Recovery Program is intended to recover the endangened fish winle providing
for water development in the Upper Bagin to procesd in complionce with state law, interstate
compacts and the Eadangered Species Act; and

WHEREAS, the Colorado Water Congress has pazscd a resolution supporting the Recovery
Program; and

WHEREAS, on December 4, 2000, 1he Servive issued a programmatic Molagical opinion {2009
Opinion) for the Cunnison River Basin and the operation of the Wigme W, Aspinall Unit
concluding that implementation of specific operation of the Aspinall Unit, implementation of a
Selenium Management Plan and specified elemenis of the Recovery Action Man (Recovery
Elements), along with existing and a specificd amount of new deplctions, are not likely to
Jjeopardize the continued exiztence of the endangered fish or adversely modify their entical
habitat in the ijsml_ Kiver subbasin and Colorado River subbasin downstream of the
Gunmizon River confluence; and

WHEREAS, Water Uscr is the Crawford Clipper Ditch Company, which causes or will cause
depletions 1o the Gunnisan River subhasin fron its Crawford Clipper Ditch System diversion
an the Smith Fark of the Guanison River with the implementation of Salinity Comtrol
Projects {Water Projects); and

WHEREAS, Water User dosites certainty that its depletions ean oceur consistent with section 7
mnd section 9 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA); and

WHEREAS, the Service desires a commitment from Water User to the Recovery Program so that
the Program can actually be implanented to recover the endangered fish and to carry out the
Recovery Elements,

NOW THEREFORE, Water User and the Service agree az follows:

1. The Service agrees hial mmplemeniation of the Recovery Elements specificd i the
2009 Opnion will avoid the lilkkelibood of jeopardy and adverse modification under seetion T of
the ESA, for depletion impacts cansed by Warcr User's Warter Project. Any consuliations under
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section 7 regarding Water Project’s depletions are to be governed by the provisions of the 2009
Opinion. The Service agrees that, except az provided in the 2009 Opinion, no oller measure or
gotion shall be required or imposcd on Waier Froject (o comply with section 7 or szction @ of the
E5A with regand to Water Project’s depletion impacis or oiher inpacts covered by the 2004
Opiion. Water User is entitled to rely on fhis Agreesneni in maling the commifment deacnbed
in paragraph 2

2. Waier User agrees not to take any action which would prohably preveni the
implementation of the Recovery Elements, o the extent implementing the Recovery Elements
requires active cooperation by Water User, Water User agrees to take reasonable actions required
o fmplomen those Becovery Elemoents. Water User will not be required o take amy action st
would violate its decrees or the sisiulory authomzaden for Water Project, or any applicable limits
on Water User's logal authonty. Water Tlser will not be precluded from undertaking good faith
negohiations over terms and conditions applicable to inplementation of the Recovery Elements,

3. If the Service believes that Water User has violated paragraph 2 of this Recovery
Agreement, the Service shall notify both Water User and the Management Commmulics of the
Recovery Program. Waler User and the Management Committes shall have a reasonable
upportunity to comment 1o the Service regarding the exisience of a violation and w recommend
remedies, iCapproprate. The Service will consider the comments of Water User and the
commednts and recommendations of the Manngement Committee, but retains the authorty o
determine the cxistence of a violation. If the Service reasonably determines that a violation has
sccurmed and will aol be remedied by Water User despite an opportunity to do so, the Service
may request reinitiation of consultation on Water Mroject without reinitisting other consultations
a5 would otherwise be required by the Reinitiation Notice section of the 2009 Opinton. Tn that
event, the Water Project’s depletions would be excluded from the depletions covered by 2009
Opiuion amd Use protectivn provided by the Incidental Take Statement.

4. Mothing in this Recovery Agreement shall be deemed 1o alfect the authorized porposes
ol Waler User's Waler Project or The Service statarory anthority,

5. This Recovery Agreement shall be in effect until one of the following oceurs:

w. The Service removes the listed specics in the Upper Colorade River Basin from the
endangered or threatened spocies list and deiermines that the Recovery Flements are no
longer needed to prevent the species from beng relisted under the ESA; or

b. The Service determines that the Recovery Elemnenis are no loager noeded to recover or
offset the likelihood of jeopardy to the listed species in the Upper Colomdo River Raging

ar

c. The Scrvice declares that Uve endungered fish in the Upper Colorado River Basin are
extined; or

d. Federal legislation is passed or federal regulatory sciion is taken that negates the nead
tor [or eliminates] the Recovery Program

6. Water Lizer may withdeaw from this Recovery Agrecment upon written notice to the
Serviee, I Water User withdraws, the Service may request réinitiation of consultation on Watce
Project without reinitisting other consultations as would otherwise be reguired by the
Reinttianon Notice zectina of the 2009 Opinton.

45



B
P P~
Crawford Clipper Ditch Company
Water User Represeniative

E"M AN i W bu_.\“_\_‘-

Western Colorado Supervisor Diate

1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service

/{ e 5:3" "?/é

Daute

Jzjie

46



APPENDIX C - DISTRIBUTION LIST

All landowners adjacent to the Proposed Action

Citizens for a Healthy Community

Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Colorado River Water Consetrvation District

Colorado Water Conservation Board

Crawford Area Chamber of Commerce

Delta Montrose Electric Association

Delta County Road & Bridge Department

Delta County Independent

Town of Crawford

Trout Unlimited

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Western Slope Conservation Center
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