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Mission Statements 
The mission of the Department of the Interior is to protect and 
manage the Nation’s natural resources and cultural heritage; 
provide scientific and other information about those resources; and 
honor its trust responsibilities or special commitments to American 
Indians, Alaska Natives, and affiliated island communities. 

The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop, 
and protect water and related resources in an environmentally and 
economically sound manner in the interest of the American public. 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
United States Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Western Colorado Area Office 

Grand Junction, Colorado 
 

Green River Canal Fish Screen Project 

Introduction 

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA), the 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has conducted an environmental assessment (EA) for the 
proposed action of authorizing the use of Federal funds to construct a fish screen on the Green 
River Canal Company’s (GRCC) Green River Canal. At the direction and under the legislative 
authority of the Upper Colorado Recovery Implementation Program (UCRIP), Reclamation will 
provide appropriated funding for construction of the Green River Canal Fish Screen, and is 
therefore the lead agency for purposes of compliance with the NEPA for this proposed action. 
The EA was prepared by Reclamation to address the potential impacts to the human environment 
due to implementation of the proposed action.  The EA is attached to this Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) and is incorporated by reference. 

Alternatives 

The EA described and analyzed the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative 
to fund the Green River Canal Fish Screen Project.  The Proposed Action Alternative is fully 
described in the EA. 

Decision and Finding of No Significant Impact 

Based upon a review of the EA and supporting documents, Reclamation has determined that 
implementing the proposed action will not significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment, individually or cumulatively with other actions in the area.  No environmental 
effects meet the definition of significance in context or intensity as defined at 40 CFR 1508.27.  
Therefore, an environmental impact statement is not required for this proposed action.  This 
finding is based on consideration of the context and intensity as summarized in the EA.  
Reclamation’s decision is to implement the Proposed Action Alternative. 

Context 

The project is located in Emery County, Utah.  The affected locality is the Green River Canal 
and the Green River adjacent to the project area.  Affected interests include Reclamation, the 
UCRIP, the GRCC, GRCC shareholders, and adjacent landowners.   
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Intensity 

The following discussion is organized around the 10 significance criteria described in 40 CFR 
1508.27.  These criteria were incorporated into the resource analyses and issues described in the 
EA. 

1. Impacts may be both beneficial and adverse.  The proposed action would impact 
resources as described in the EA.  Mitigating measures were incorporated into the design 
of the action alternative to reduce impacts.  The predicted short-term effects of the 
proposed action include temporary increases in noise during construction; increases in 
suspended sediment and turbidity in the Green River during construction of the fish 
return channel and temporary cofferdam; and minor, localized decreases in air quality 
due to ambient dust generated by construction.  Dust suppression best management 
practices (BMPs) would be implemented to reduce ambient dust in the construction area.  
Vegetation in the project area would be impacted; however, a revegetation plan would be 
implemented to return this resource to as near pre-project conditions as practicable.  The 
predicted long-term effects of the proposed action include an adverse effect to a National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible historic property (the Green River Canal) 
and temporary and long-term impacts to the Colorado pikeminnow, bonytail chub, 
razorback sucker, and humpback chub and designated critical habitat for the razorback 
sucker and Colorado pikeminnow.  Adverse effects to the Green River Canal are being 
mitigated through a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the Utah State Historic 
Preservation Officer.  While the Proposed Action may result in some adverse effects to 
the four endangered fishes and critical habitat during construction, operation and 
maintenance, the Proposed Action is expected to provide a long-term benefit which will 
ultimately reduce fish mortality.  Beneficial effects include preventing or reducing the 
entrainment and eventual mortality of endangered fishes in the Green River Canal, with 
the intention of aiding in the progress towards establishing self-sustaining populations of 
the endangered fishes. 
None of the environmental effects discussed in detail in the EA are considered 
significant.  None of the effects from the proposed action, together with other past, 
current, and reasonably foreseeable actions, rise to a significant cumulative impact. 

2. The degree to which the selected alternative will affect public health or safety or a 
minority or low-income population.  The proposal will have no significant impacts on 
public health or safety.  No minority or low income populations would be 
disproportionately affected by the proposed action. 

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area.  There are no park lands, prime 
farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas that would be 
negatively affected by the proposal. 

4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely 
to be highly controversial.  Reclamation contacted representatives of other federal 
agencies, state and local governments, public and private organizations, and individuals 
regarding the proposal and its effects on resources.  Based on the responses received, the 
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effects of the proposal on the quality of the human environment are not highly 
controversial. 

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly 
uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks.  There are no predicted effects on the 
human environment that are considered highly uncertain or that involve unique or 
unknown risks. 

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.  
Implementing the action will not establish a precedent for future actions with significant 
effects and will not represent a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

7. Whether the action is related to other actions which are individually insignificant 
but cumulatively significant.  Cumulative impacts are possible when the effects of the 
proposed action are added to other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future 
actions as described under related NEPA documents; however, significant cumulative 
effects are not predicted, as described in the EA in Sections 3.3 and 3.4.   

8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect sites, districts, buildings, 
structures, and objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places.  The Utah State Historic Preservation Officer has concurred with a 
determination of adverse effect to the Green River Canal.  Reclamation has entered into a 
Memorandum of Agreement with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the 
Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to mitigate the impacts to the Green 
River Canal. 

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened 
species of its habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973.  Reclamation consulted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) regarding the effects on threatened or endangered species and critical habitat from 
the Proposed Action, and FWS issued a Biological Opinion on October 13, 2017 (TAILS 
06E23000-2017-F-0357).  FWS concurred that the Proposed Action may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect, the southwestern willow flycatcher, the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, and critical habitat for the humpback chub and bonytail chub.  All proposed 
ground-disturbing (vegetation removal) activities will be conducted outside of breeding 
and nesting season for both bird species.  FWS concurred that the Proposed Action may 
affect, and is likely to adversely affect, the Colorado pikeminnow, bonytail chub, 
razorback sucker, and humpback chub, and designated critical habitat for the razorback 
sucker and Colorado pikeminnow.  Reclamation will coordinate with the Utah Division 
of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) to conduct fish salvage.  However, fish could still be 
injured or killed during the placement of cofferdams or during the salvage efforts. To 
minimize impacts, work will be conducted between October 1 – March 15, i.e., during 
low flow conditions and outside of fish sensitive spawning and larval stage time frames. 
The placement and removal of cofferdams could increase sediment in the river, indirectly 
causing a temporary minor effect on fishes.  Unanticipated contaminant releases during 
construction could degrade habitat, which may displace fish. Implementation of BMPs 
will reduce the likelihood of spills and contamination (see Chapter 4).  Operation and 
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 
 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to disclose and evaluate the potential 
environmental effects of the Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) proposed Green River 
Canal Fish Screen Project (“Project” or “Proposed Action”).  This project was identified by the 
Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program to comply with the Upper Colorado 
River Implementation Program Recovery Action Plan. The Federal action evaluated in this EA is 
whether Reclamation should provide funding for the construction of a fish screen and associated 
facilities in and adjacent to the Green River Canal.  This document has been prepared in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ), and the U.S. Department of the Interior’s (Interior) NEPA implementing 
regulations.   

1.1 – Project Location and Legal Description 
The project is located in and adjacent to the Green River Canal and the Green River, 
approximately 5.5 miles north of the Town of Green River, within Sections 17 and 20, Township 
20 South, Range 16 East, Salt Lake Principal Meridian, Emery County, Utah.  The Green River 
Canal receives water from the Green River Diversion Dam on the Green River, downstream of 
the confluence of the Green River and Tusher Wash (see Figure 1). 

1.2 – Need for and Purpose of the Proposed Action 
The need for the proposed action is to comply with the UCRIP’s Recovery Implementation 
Program Recovery Action Plan.  The purpose of the proposed action is to prevent or reduce the 
entrainment and eventual mortality of endangered fishes in the Green River Canal, with the 
intention of aiding in the progress towards establishing self-sustaining populations of the 
endangered fishes. 

1.3 – Decision to be Made 
Reclamation must decide whether to provide funding for the construction of a fish screen and 
related facilities in and adjacent to the Green River Canal. 

1.4 – Background 
1.4.1 – Endangered Fishes 
The Upper Colorado River Basin is home to 14 native fish species, including the endangered 
humpback chub, bonytail, Colorado pikeminnow, and razorback sucker.  Critical habitat (habitat 
which has been determined to be critical to the survival of the listed species) has been designated 
for the four endangered fishes (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2.  Approximate project location in relation to Upper Colorado River Basin endangered 
fish critical habitat (shown in red). 

 

The Green River within the proposed action area is critical habitat for the Colorado pikeminnow 
and razorback sucker.  Recent data indicates high levels of fish entrainment and mortality occur 
in the Green River Canal, impeding the fishes’ progress toward recovery. 

1.4.2 – Green River Canal Company 
The Green River Canal Company (GRCC) was formed in the 1880s to service the needs of 
farmers in the surrounding area of the city of Green River.  The GRCC, together with Thayn 
Hydropower, owns, operates, and maintains the west side diversion facilities off the Green River 
Diversion Dam.  The GRCC owns and operates the Green River Canal, and has participated in 

Approximate Project 
Location 
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the development of the project concept and proposed action.  The GRCC would be responsible 
for the operation and maintenance of the fish screen and related infrastructure. 

1.5 – Relationship to Other Projects 
1.5.1 – Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Implementation 
Program 
In 1988, the UCRIP was established to help bring the four species of endangered fish back from 
the brink of extinction.  Recovery goals were developed to help aid the UCRIP in implementing 
program elements which will help recover the fish, as well as to measure the success of those 
actions.  Program elements which help recover the fish include instream flow identification and 
protection, habitat restoration, nonnative fish management, propagation and stocking, research 
and monitoring, information and education, and program management. 

The UCRIP has created a Recovery Implementation Program Recovery Action Plan (RIPRAP), 
which identifies actions to recover the endangered fishes in the most expeditious manner 
possible.  Under the direction of the RIPRAP, the UCRIP has implemented multiple projects, 
including fish screens, fish passages, and nonnative fish nets, throughout the upper Colorado 
River basin.  Individually, these projects help restore native fish habitat and access to habitat in 
localized areas.  Cumulatively, these projects work towards recovering the four endangered fish 
species.   

1.5.2 – Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project 
In June 2014, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) finalized their Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) on the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project.  The EIS analyzed 
the effects of rehabilitating the Green River Diversion Dam, which was necessary due to damage 
caused by past flood events.  The Green River Diversion Dam is located approximately 3,000 
feet upstream from the proposed location for the Green River Canal Fish Screen, and the dam is 
utilized by the GRCC to divert water into their canal.  Because the NRCS was aware that the 
Green River Canal Fish Screen Project would be proposed soon, the NRCS included adequate 
flows to operate the Green River Canal Fish Screen in their EIS analysis to ensure adequate 
water would be available for the operation of all components of the diversion dam during fish 
screen operation.  This will be discussed in more detail in the Water Rights section of this EA. 

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: 

● Green River Canal Company, Green River, UT 
● Utah Division of Water Rights, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Colorado River Water Conservation District, Glenwood Springs, CO 
● Utah Division of State History, Salt Lake City, UT 
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● Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Southeastern Region, Price, UT 
● U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bountiful Regulatory Office, Bountiful, UT 
● U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, West Valley City, UT 
● Bureau of Land Management, Price Field Office, Price, UT 
● Upper Colorado Recovery Implementation Program 

o State of Colorado 
o State of Utah 
o State of Wyoming 
o Colorado River Energy Distributors Association 
o Colorado Water Congress 
o National Park Service 
o U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
o Utah Water Users Association 
o Western Area Power Administration 
o Western Resource Advocates 
o Wyoming Water Association 

 
Issues determined to be of potential significance, and therefore appropriate for further impact 
analysis under this EA, are discussed in Chapter 3. The issues described in Table 1 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 

Prime, Unique, and 
Statewide Important 
Farmland 

There are no farmlands of prime, unique, or statewide importance 
within the project area.  

Solid and Hazardous 
Waste 

There are no known solid or hazardous wastes located within the 
project area, and the proposed action would not result in the production 
of solid or hazardous wastes. 

Wilderness and Wild 
and Scenic Rivers 

The proposed action would not affect any designated Wilderness or 
Wild and Scenic Rivers. 



5 | Page 

Resource Rationale for Elimination from Further Analysis 

Indian Trust Assets 
and American Indian 
Sacred Sites 

Project notification, along with an invitation to present concerns, was 
provided in writing to the Ute Indian Tribe–Uintah and Ouray 
Reservation, Southern Ute Indian Tribe, Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, and 
Navajo Nation, on July 17, 2017.  The Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
responded by letter dated February 22, 2018, that there are no 
properties of religious and cultural significance to the Southern Ute 
Indian Tribe that are listed on the National Register within the area of 
potential effect or that the proposed project will have no effect on any 
such properties that may be present (see Appendix G). No responses 
were received from the other Tribes.  The proposed action would not 
impact ITAs or American Indian Sacred Sites. 

Environmental 
Justice 

The proposed action would not involve any relocations, health hazards, 
hazardous waste, property takings, or substantial economic impacts.  
The project would not have disproportionately high or adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority or low-income populations 
or Indian Tribes. 

 

CHAPTER 2 – PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 
 

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

2.1 – Alternatives Considered but Not Carried  
         Forward 
Other alternatives were considered by Reclamation and the UCRIP, but were eliminated from 
detailed analysis in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14.  Other alternatives considered but 
eliminated from further consideration included an electric fish barrier at the inlet to the power 
plant raceway, various configurations of a larger fish screen in the raceway, and various fish 
screen designs and locations.  These alternatives were found to be ineffective or less effective 
than the Proposed Action Alternative described below.   
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2.2 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, a fish screen would not be constructed on the Green River 
Canal.  Native and endangered fishes would continue to be entrained in the Green River Canal, 
resulting in eventual mortality.  The UCRIP would not complete a fish recovery action identified 
in the RIPRAP. 

2.3 – Proposed Action 
Under the proposed action, Reclamation would authorize the use of Federal funds to implement 
the Green River Canal Fish Screen Project to minimize canal entrainment of adult, sub-adult and 
larval Upper Colorado River endangered fishes.  The project is part of the habitat restoration 
element of the UCRIP.  The proposed action includes construction of the fish screen, as well as 
construction of a fish return channel and maintenance road, bank erosion protection upstream 
and downstream of the fish return channel outlet, modifications of the canal intake gate, 
replacement of the canal siphon, installation of fish detection antennas, canal lining, and 
potentially providing partial funding to replace the 8-Gate Structure (Figure 3).  During 
construction, temporary coffer dams would be constructed in the Green River and the Green 
River Canal, and an existing borrow pit on BLM-administered land would be utilized for fill 
material.  Temporary disturbance areas would be restored after construction.   

Reclamation would design the fish screen and associated facilities and award a contract for the 
construction work.  The UCRIP would provide annual funding to the GRCC for operation and 
maintenance (O&M) of the Green River Canal Fish Screen and associated facilities, as well as 
the fish antennae, fish passage structure, and fish notches associated with the Green River 
Diversion Dam, through an O&M contract between Reclamation, the UCRIP, and the GRCC.  
The GRCC would assume ownership, as well as operation and maintenance responsibility, of the 
Green River Canal Fish Screen and associated facilities.   
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Figure 3. Location of the components of the Proposed Action 

 

The components of the proposed action are described below, in the order of their upstream to 
downstream locations. 

2.3.1 – Green River Canal Intake Gate Modifications 
The two existing slide gates and the center pier between the canal intake gates would be 
removed.  The two gates would be replaced by one large slide gate and electric gate opener.  
Electric service would be installed by trenching.  This would be the same electrical service 
installed for use by the fish screen (see Section 2.3.3).  Depending on the extent of the existing 
damage to the intake channel floor under the bridge, the channel floor would be repaired or 
replaced by removing and replacing the existing concrete.  The existing bridge would not be 
modified.  



8 | Page 

2.3.2 – Green River Canal Lining and Maintenance Road 
Approximately 1,285 feet of the existing earthen canal would be lined with a protective 
membrane and concrete.  The lining would extend from the canal intake gates downstream to the 
first canal siphon.  The canal would be prepared by clearing vegetation from the banks and 
removing unsuitable material from the canal.  The canal prism within the existing alignment 
would be reshaped and the side slopes graded to a 2:1 slope.  Excess excavated material would 
be disposed of at an approved disposal site.  An operation and maintenance road would be 
constructed on the west side of the canal using road base material hauled in, and compacting and 
grading the road surface.  The new maintenance road and the existing road on the east side of the 
canal would each be maintained at about a 12-foot width.  Total disturbed area would be from 
the east edge of the existing maintenance road to 50 feet west of the existing canal centerline.   

2.3.3 – Green River Canal Fish Screen and Return Channel 
A fish screen would be installed within the Green River Canal (Figure 4), and a fish return 
channel would be constructed between the canal and the Green River.  The fish screen and return 
channel were designed based on a variety of models to meet endangered fish requirements for 
flow rates, elevations, and velocities.  The proposed fish screen and return channel would be 
located about 500 feet downstream from the existing Green River Canal gates.  The fish screen 
would consist of an approximately 36-foot long concrete weir wall constructed within the canal 
alignment.  A sloping corrugated metal screen consisting of six screen (approximately six-foot 
each) punch plate with 3/32-inch openings would be placed on top of the weir wall.  This type of 
screen allows water to flow over and through the screen.   

All water diverted to the Green River Canal would pass through the screens.  In the event of 
screen blockage, water would be diverted to the fish return channel.  The canal channel upstream 
of the fish screen structure would be designed to accommodate 120 cubic feet per second (cfs) of 
water.  Approximately 30 cfs would be diverted directly to the fish return channel by the weir 
wall.  Approximately 90 cfs would go over the weir wall.  The screens would allow about 80 cfs 
to fall through and continue into the irrigation canal.  The remaining approximately 10 cfs would 
fall off the end of the screens and flow into a “trough” that flows back to the fish return channel.  
An automated gate would control flows returning to the Green River via a return channel.  The 
weir wall would guide fish, sediment, and debris that enter the canal to the return channel and 
back to the Green River.  To operate the automated gate, an electrical control cabinet would be 
installed nearby.  Electrical service to this cabinet will be extended from a utility pole on the 
west side of North Long Street, across from the hydroelectric plant.  Electrical service would be 
installed by trenching. 

The fish return channel would be nearly perpendicular to the existing canal alignment.  The fish 
return channel would be an approximately 30-foot wide open channel, constructed with a 
combination of concrete and geomembrane material, between the canal and the Green River 
(approximately 225 feet long), with a permanent access road (approximately 12 feet wide) 
running parallel to the return channel.  The fish return channel would tie into the Green River.  
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The river bank would be stabilized in the vicinity of the return channel outlet to minimize 
erosion. 

To continue monitoring fish entrainment and the success of the fish barrier, fish detection 
antenna pairs would be installed above and below the fish barrier, as well as within the fish 
return channel.  Monitoring efforts associated with the antennas are managed and funded through 
the UCRIP.  Currently, the UCRIP anticipates monitoring the effectiveness of the fish screen for 
two to three seasons after completion of construction. 

To perform work in the canal, a temporary cofferdam would be constructed just upstream of the 
8-gate structure to dewater the canal downstream for project work.  Vegetation would be cleared 
and local material from the BLM borrow pit would be hauled and gradually added and 
compacted into the canal until it spans its entire width.  The cofferdam would then be utilized to 
dewater the Project area and to transport equipment to the other side of the canal. 

Additionally, a second temporary cofferdam would be constructed within the Green River to 
construct the fish return channel outlet.  The cofferdam berm would be approximately 200 feet 
long and about 10 feet wide at the crest with 2:1 side slopes.  The cofferdam would be comprised 
of native material excavated from the fish return channel alignment and/or native material from 
the BLM borrow pit.  The material would be placed in a horseshoe shape that ties into the river 
banks.  Upon completion of construction, the temporary cofferdams would be removed and the 
material returned to upland locations within the project area and/or the BLM borrow pit.  
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Figure 4.  Conceptual diagram of Green River Canal Fish Screen and Return Channel 

 

2.3.4 – Siphon 
Replacement of the canal siphon would require excavation of an open trench across an 
ephemeral stream.  The depth of excavation would be approximately five feet below the channel 
bed.  Grouted rock and rock riprap would be installed within the channel to protect the buried 
siphon.  A 20-foot wing wall would be constructed in the canal at the siphon outlet and riprap 
would be installed within the canal for about 30 feet downstream of the outlet. 

2.3.5 – O&M Contract 
The UCRIP would enter into an O&M contract with the GRCC.  Under the contract, the UCRIP 
would reimburse the GRCC for the operation and maintenance of the Green River Canal fish 
screen and fish return channel, as well as the fish screen, fish antennae, fish passage structure, 
and fish notches associated with the Green River Diversion Dam. 

2.3.6 – 8-Gate Structure 
Concurrent with construction of the Proposed Action, the GRCC is proposing to repair and 
modify the 8-gate structure and raceway in the immediate vicinity of the structure.  The GRCC’s 
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proposed activities are independent of the Project activities, but it would be more economical 
and result in less overall environmental impact if designed and constructed concurrently with the 
Proposed Action because the same temporary cofferdam could be utilized to construct both 
projects.  Activities associated with GRCC’s proposed work include replacing and/or repairing 
portions of the 8-gate structure, and installing a new wingwall and riprap downstream of the 
structure.  Removal of the structure would require cutting or breaking up the concrete and 
hauling it to a landfill.  Ready mix concrete and riprap would be installed after the canal is 
repaired and reshaped.  The footprint of the removal and repair work would be confined to the 
staging areas adjacent to the raceway and the existing BLM borrow pit.  Federal funding may be 
provided for work on the 8-gate structure. 

2.4 – Construction 
2.4.1 – Equipment 
Equipment would include heavy machinery, such as a track hoe, back hoe, skid steer, loader, 
trencher, compactor, concrete truck, various mechanized hand tools, and workers’ vehicles.   

2.4.2 – Access 
The project area would be accessed from North Long Street in Green River, Utah. Access for all 
construction equipment and personnel would be from existing roads and disturbed areas (Figure 
3).  Access by heavy machinery into the raceway to construct the temporary cofferdam and 
implement work on the 8-gate structure would be accomplished by constructing a temporary 
ramp from fill material from the BLM borrow pit on both sides of the canal.  For the construction 
phase of the return channel, an approximately 100-foot wide corridor would be disturbed for 
construction equipment to access both sides of the channel.  In addition, a temporary dirt ramp 
would be constructed into the Green River Canal on the right bank upstream of the existing 
bridge for equipment access, and removed upon completion of construction. 

2.4.3 – Staging Areas 
Staging areas for equipment and materials would be predominantly located in disturbed areas, 
except for the staging area directly across from the proposed fish screen, which appears to have 
not been disturbed since the original construction of the Green River Canal and North Long 
Street (see Figure 2). 

2.4.5 – Construction Timeframe 
Construction would take place during the non-irrigation season.  The Green River Canal would 
be dewatered between approximately November 1 and April 1. 

2.5 – Permits and Authorizations 
If the proposed action is approved, the following permits would be required prior to project 
implementation: 

● Corps Regional General Permit (RGP) No. 4 
● BLM Temporary Right-of-Way Permit 
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● State of Utah Stream Alteration Permit 
● Utah Sovereign Lands Permit 
● Authorization from the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire & Lands 
● Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) Permit 

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

2.5.1 – Natural Resource Protection Laws 
● Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884) 
● Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) 
● Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712) 
● Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) of 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668- 668c) 

 
2.5.2 – Cultural Resource Laws 

● National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) 
● Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470aa-

470mm et seq.) 
● Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 (25 

U.S.C. 3001 et seq.) 
● Archaeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s 

Standards and Guidelines (48 FR 44716) 
● American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRF) of 1978 (42 U.S.C. Public 

Law 95-341) 

2.5.3 – Paleontological Resource Laws 
● Paleontological Resources Preservation Act (PRPA) of 2009 [Section 6301-6312 of the 

Omnibus Land Management Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-11 123 Stat. 991-1456)] 
 

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 
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. 
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3.2 – Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences 
3.2.1 – Water Resources 
3.2.1.1 – Irrigation Water 
The Green River watershed is situated within the Colorado River watershed, which serves about 
27 million people and irrigates nearly 4 million acres of land across several of the western states.  
The Green River Canal provides irrigation water to local farmers, and irrigated cropland 
represents over 90% of the farmland in the vicinity of the project. 

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in irrigation 
water delivery in the project area. 

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action Alternative, irrigation water flowing through the 
Green River Canal would pass through the fish screen.  Screening the irrigation water would 
have the beneficial effect of removing debris and some sediment from the Green River Canal and 
downstream irrigation systems.  Construction of the fish screen would occur outside of the 
irrigation season.  There would be no interruption in irrigation water delivery as a result of 
implementation of the proposed action. 

3.2.1.2 – Water Rights 
Numerous water rights exist on the Green River near the project location.  Some of these rights 
are approved, while others have been perfected.  A perfected water right is a right that has been 
both approved and consummated, i.e., the water right has been put to beneficial use.  In their 
June 2014 EIS for the Green River Diversion Rehabilitation Project (NRCS EIS), the NRCS 
analyzed flow allocations associated with their proposed action of rehabilitating the Green River 
Diversion Dam.  The flow allocations take into consideration all water rights in the area (819 cfs 
for hydropower and irrigation) (NRCS 2014) (Table 2). 

Table 2.  Flow allocations associated with the Green River Diversion Dam 

Use Flow Allocation 
Hydropower 600 cfs 
Irrigation 219 cfs 
Downstream Boat Passage 147 cfs 
Fish Barrier Return Flow1 50 cfs 
Downstream Fish Passage 40 cfs 
Upstream Fish Passage 30 cfs 
Fish Screen Return Flow 20 cfs 
TOTAL 1106 cfs 

 

                                                 
1 The “Fish Barrier Return Flow” refers to the return flow required to operate the Green River Canal Fish Screen 
analyzed in this EA. 
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No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in water 
rights. Flow allocations described in the NRCS EIS would continue to serve their identified 
purposes, with the exception of the 50 cfs allocated to the Fish Barrier Return Flow (aka the 
Green River Canal Fish Screen Return Flow).  Under the No Action Alternative, 50 cfs would 
remain in the Green River for approximately 3,000 feet between the Green River Diversion Dam 
and the proposed location for the Green River Canal Fish Screen return passage.   

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there would be no change in water 
rights.  The GRCC would continue to divert its combined 80 cfs water right into the Green River 
Canal.  Up to an additional 50 cfs could be diverted into the extreme upper reach of the Green 
River Canal to facilitate operation of the Green River Canal Fish Screen; however, it is 
anticipated only 40 cfs would typically be required to operate the fish screen.  This water was 
identified as a flow allocation in the NRCS EIS.  The water would be utilized to operate the 
Green River Canal Fish Screen, and then be immediately returned to the Green River in a 
location approximately 3,000 feet downstream of its diversion point at the Green River Diversion 
Dam. 

Figure 5 shows the range of Green River flows at Green River, Utah, based on the average daily 
flow from 1981 – 2016.  The average daily flow during this 20-year period is portrayed by the 
blue line.  The red line portrays the 1,106 cfs of total allocated flows associated with the Green 
River Diversion Dam.  At all times of the year, the Green River on average carries a minimum of 
approximately 1,400 cfs in addition to the flows which are associated with the Green River 
Diversion Dam.  This demonstrates the availability of Green River water to operate the Green 
River Canal Fish Screen (USGS 2017). 
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Figure 5.  Average flows in the Green River at Green River, Utah. 

 

3.2.1.3 Floodplains 
Portions of the project area are located within the 100-year floodplain of the Green River.  
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977), establishes federal policy to 
“avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the 
occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain 
development wherever there is a practicable alternative.” 

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in 
floodplains along the Project Area. 

Proposed Action:  The fish return channel and return channel maintenance road, would be within 
the 100-year floodplain.  Locating these facilities within the 100-year floodplain is unavoidable, 
due to the intent of the project to channel fish from the Green River Canal back to the Green 
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River.  However, given the minimal amount of fill that would be placed within the floodplain, 
any potential effects to the floodplain or floodway would be de minimis and indiscernible. 

3.2.2 – Water Quality 
The Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ), Division of Water Quality, under the 
authority of federal and Utah statutes, administers state programs which implement the federal 
CWA.  The CWA establishes the basic structure for protection of the quality of Utah’s ambient 
water bodies, which include rivers, streams, lakes, reservoirs, and ground waters.   

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in water 
quality.  

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there would be no long-term direct or 
indirect impacts on water quality.  There is the potential for a minor, short-term increase in 
sediment in the Green River near the project area during construction of the fish return channel.  

3.2.3 – Waters of the United States  
Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, authorization from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) is required prior to the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States.  In addition, Section 73-3-29 of the Utah Code requires that written authorization 
from the State Engineer be obtained prior to altering the bed or banks of a natural stream.   

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to waters of 
the U.S. 

Proposed Action:  The proposed project area was evaluated for the presence of waters of the 
United States, including wetlands. Waters of the U.S. within and adjacent to the project area 
consist of the Green River, wetlands, ephemeral washes, and irrigation-related canals.   

Under the proposed action, impacts to waters of the U.S. would occur as a result of: 

• Installation and removal of a temporary coffer dam in the canal raceway 
• Installation and removal of a temporary coffer dam in the Green River 
• Construction of a fish return channel outlet in the Green River 
• Replacement of a buried siphon under an unnamed, ephemeral wash 
• Bank and bed stabilization on the Green River and the unnamed ephemeral wash 
• Construction of a fish screen in the Green River Canal 
• Lining of the Green River Canal 

Reclamation staff met on-site with personnel from the Corps and the Utah Division of Water 
Rights on June 6, 2017.  Applications for a CWA Section 404 Permit (Regional General Permit 
4) and a State of Utah Stream Alteration Permit were submitted to the Corps and the Utah 
Division of Water Rights, respectively.  Permits from both agencies have been received and are 
included in Appendix A. 
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The proposed action would temporarily impact approximately 200 linear feet of the Green River, 
75 linear feet of the Green River Canal, and 0.14 acre of riverine wetlands.  Approximately 192 
linear feet of the Green River, 1200 linear feet of the Green River Canal, 115 linear feet of an 
unnamed ephemeral stream, and 0.03 acre of riverine wetlands would be permanently impacted. 

3.2.4 – Air Quality 
Air quality in the State of Utah is regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and the UDEQ Division of Air Quality.  The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
established by the EPA under the Clean Air Act (CAA) specify limits of air pollutants levels for 
several criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide, particulate matter (PM) 10, PM 2.5, ozone, sulfur 
dioxide, lead, and nitrogen.  When an area exceeds the specified pollutant limits, that area is 
identified as a non-attainment area. 

Air quality is generally excellent in the project area, and there are no air quality non-attainment 
areas in the vicinity (EPA 2017a). 

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in air 
quality. 

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there would be a temporary, short-
term adverse effect on air quality in the immediate vicinity of the project area as a result of dust 
and vehicle emissions from construction activities.  There would be no long-term impacts on air 
quality from the proposed action.  Dust control measures, such as watering disturbed areas, 
would be implemented during construction as appropriate to reduce dust emissions.    

3.2.5 – Vegetation 
The project area is characterized by disturbed uplands, upland shrubland, and narrow, 
intermittent riparian corridors along the Green River and the Green River Canal.  Most of the 
uplands and portions of the riparian vegetation communities within the project area have been 
previously disturbed by human development associated with the Thayn Hydropower Plant, 
construction, operation, and maintenance of irrigation facilities including access roads and 
staging areas, and areas disturbed during re-construction of the Green River Diversion Dam.  

Vegetation within the Proposed Action area was assessed on-site by ERO Resources Corporation 
(May 2017). Four vegetation communities were identified within the project area: disturbed 
uplands, upland shrubland, fringe wetlands, and riparian woodland (Appendix B).  In the 
disturbed uplands, the vegetation is very sparse (between 0 and 20 percent cover). This 
vegetation type makes up approximately 11 acres of the project area.  In the approximately 1.8 
acres of upland shrubland, the dominant vegetation consists of sand sagebrush (Artemisia 
filifolia) and rubber rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa) with an understory of cheatgrass 
(Bromus tectorum), saltgrass (Distichilis spicata), Russian thistle (Salsola kali), flixweed 
(Descurainia sophia), and sand dropseed (Sporobolus cryptandrus).  Sporadic wetland 
vegetation (less than 0.1 acre) occurs along the banks of the Green River Canal and below the 
ordinary high water mark of the Green River.  Dominant plant species within the wetland fringes 
consist of saltgrass, sandbar willow, common reed (Phragmites australis), and streambank 
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wheatgrass (Elymus lanceolatus).  Riparian woodland occurs in a 60- to 200-foot wide corridor 
between the canal and the Green River, totaling approximately 0.7 acre.  The riparian woodland 
area is dominated by tamarisk (Tamarix sp.) with some plains cottonwood (Populus deltoides) 
and sandbar willow (Salix exigua) saplings (less than 4 feet tall) establishing on sandbanks 
abutting the Green River.   

Executive Order 13122 instructs each federal agency whose action may affect the status of an 
invasive species to not authorize, fund or carry out actions that it believes are likely to cause or 
promote the introduction or spread of invasive species.  Plant species classified by the state of 
Utah as noxious weeds (synonymous with invasive species) occur in the project area. The canal, 
river, and travel routes provide vectors for transporting and spreading seeds from these 
undesirable species. The most prevalent noxious weed species in the project area are Russian 
knapweed (Centaurea repens) which occurs mainly in the disturbed upland sites, and tamarisk 
(Tamarisk spp.) which occur in the riparian woodland.  

No Action Alternative:  There would be no change in vegetation under the No Action 
Alternative.  

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action would impact vegetation in the project area. Vegetation 
would be cleared for staging areas, canal lining activities, access roads, and construction of the 
fish return channel. To minimize impacts to vegetation, construction activities would be confined 
to previously disturbed areas where possible and vegetation disturbance would be minimized as 
much as practicable. To reduce the establishment or spread of noxious weeds, equipment would 
be cleaned prior to moving on-site. After construction, all areas that were disturbed for 
construction purposes would be graded and rehabilitated to as near their pre-project construction 
condition as practicable. The upland disturbed areas would be seeded or planted at appropriate 
times with weed-free, BLM-approved seed mixes. The riparian area would be revegetated by 
seeding and plantings of riparian species, such as cottonwood and willow (see Appendix C for 
Restoration Plan). The Proposed Action would result in a permanent loss of approximately 0.25 
acre of riparian woodland due to the installation of the fish return channel.  

3.2.6 – Aquatic and Terrestrial Wildlife  
Aquatic and terrestrial wildlife in the project area includes a variety of native and non-native 
fish, birds, mammals, amphibians, and reptiles.  Fish populations in the lower Green River are 
dominated by nonnative channel catfish and common carp as well as native bluehead and 
flannelmouth suckers.  The canal provides unsuitable aquatic habitat; however, numerous fish 
have been found in the canal, including federally listed species (see Section 3.3.7.1). Some fish 
are unable to escape the canal and perish.   
On-line data from the Utah Department of Wildlife Resources shows the project area provides 
year-round range for pronghorn and mule deer, and habitat for game birds, such as turkey, 
chukar, and quail. Other common mammals in the project area include coyote, fox, rabbits, 
raccoons, small rodents, and skunks.  Snakes, lizards, toads, and other amphibians and reptiles 
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are common near the river. The waterways and their margins provide habitat for a variety of 
waterfowl. Numerous migratory and resident birds utilize the area.   

The riparian woodland area along the Green River provides habitat for the greatest number of 
wildlife. Most of the project area consists of disturbed uplands which provides poor quality 
wildlife habitat. Furthermore, the project area is adjacent to the hydropower plant, a road, and an 
irrigation canal, all of which are subject to frequent human presence creating recurrent 
disturbances to the area and any wildlife present.  

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, terrestrial and aquatic wildlife habitat 
would remain in its current condition, and no displacement of wildlife beyond current levels 
would occur. Fish species would continue to perish in the canal.  

Proposed Action: Construction work would create a short-term increase in disturbance to the 
area, creating minor temporary impacts to wildlife species.  Small animals, such as burrowing 
amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals, as well as fish species, could suffer direct mortality or 
permanent displacement due to construction activities, but these would be isolated occurrences 
and would not result in local population level impacts. Vegetation removal would result in a loss 
of nesting habitat, cover, and forage on approximately 2.5 acres. With the exception of areas 
where new, permanent structures would be installed, all disturbed areas would be revegetated 
following construction, and wildlife habitat would eventually return to pre-project conditions.  
Installation of the fish return channel from the canal to the Green River would result in a 
permanent loss of approximately 0.25 acre of riparian woodland habitat but reduce fish mortality 
in the canal.  

3.2.7 – Special Status Species 
3.2.7.1 – Threatened and Endangered Species 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 protects federally listed endangered, threatened and 
candidate plant and animal species and their critical habitats.  A Biological Assessment (BA) 
was completed for the project and was submitted to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) in June 2017 to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). USFWS 
issued a Biological Opinion (BO) on October 13, 2017. This section summarizes the information 
from the BO (Appendix D).  

Table 3 summarizes the federally-listed species with potential to occur in or near the project area, 
including habitat requirements, and the effects determination for each species and their critical 
habitats.  

Table 3. Federally-listed species occurring in or near the project area 
Species Status Habitat Description Species Effects 

Determination 
Critical Habitat 
Effects 
Determination 

Southwestern 
willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii 

E Requires dense riparian habitat 
(cottonwoods with 
willow/tamarisk understory) 
with microclimatic conditions. 

Not likely to 
adversely 
affect 

No effect- project 
area outside of 
critical habitat 
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Species Status Habitat Description Species Effects 
Determination 

Critical Habitat 
Effects 
Determination 

extimus) Saturated soils, standing water, 
or nearby streams, pools, or 
cienegas also influence the 
microclimate and density 
vegetation component. 

Yellow-billed 
cuckoo 
(Coccyzus 
americanus) 

E Breeds in low elevation river 
corridors with fairly extensive 
mature cottonwood galleries 
with dense shrub understory. 

Not likely to 
adversely 
affect 

No effect- project 
area outside of 
proposed critical 
habitat 

Bonytail 
(Gila elegans) 

E This species occurs in the Green 
River and has been detected in 
the Green River Canal; 
designated critical habitat 
occurs approximately 3.25 miles 
upstream of the project area and 
downstream on the Colorado 
River. 

Likely to 
adversely 
affect; not 
likely to result 
in jeopardy 

Not likely to 
adversely modify 

Colorado 
pikeminnow 
(Ptychocheilus 
lucius) 

E This species occurs in the Green 
River and has been detected in 
the Green River Canal; 
designated critical habitat 
occurs within the project area. 

Likely to 
adversely 
affect; not 
likely to result 
in jeopardy 

Not likely to 
adversely modify 

Humpback chub 
(Gila cypha) 

E This species occurs in the Green 
River and has been detected in 
the Green River Canal; 
designated critical habitat 
occurs approximately 3.25 miles 
upstream of the project area and 
downstream on the Colorado 
River. 

Likely to 
adversely 
affect; not 
likely to result 
in jeopardy 

Not likely to 
adversely modify 

Razorback sucker 
(Xyrauchen 
texanus) 

E This species occurs in the Green 
River and has been detected in 
the Green River Canal; 
designated critical habitat 
occurs within the project area. 

Likely to 
adversely 
affect; not 
likely to result 
in jeopardy 

Not likely to 
adversely modify 

 
The project area includes a wild, robust population of Colorado pikeminnow, active migratory 
routes for spawning pikeminnow and razorback sucker, critical habitat for the pikeminnow and 
razorback sucker, and occupied habitat for the four endangered fish (bonytail, humpback chub, 
Colorado pikeminnow, razorback sucker).  Entrainment risk of the endangered fish within the 
Green River Canal has been investigated since 2013. Analysis of the detection data shows that a 
substantial number of endangered fish become entrained in the Green River Canal, but that 
entrainment mortality is not certain. The detection data show that permanent entrainment is much 
more likely if fish pass through the siphon.  
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The project area does not contain designated or proposed critical habitat or suitable nesting 
habitat for the western yellow-billed cuckoo or the southwestern willow flycatcher. The riparian 
woodland habitat in the project area is fragmented and subject to frequent human disturbances. 
Use of this area is likely migratory in nature.  
 
No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, endangered fish would continue to be 
entrained in the Green River Canal.  

Proposed Action: Consultation with USFWS was completed for the Proposed Action, and a 
Biological Opinion was issued by USFWS on October 13, 2017. The results of the consultation 
are summarized as follows.  

The Proposed Action may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the southwestern willow 
flycatcher or the western yellow-billed cuckoo because habitat for these species in the area is 
migratory in nature and all proposed ground-disturbing (vegetation removal) activities would be 
conducted outside of breeding and nesting season for both species.  

The Proposed Action would have adverse effects on the endangered Colorado River fishes. 
During construction activities, the Colorado River fishes would have the potential to be impacted 
from dewatering the construction areas. Reclamation would coordinate with the Utah Division of 
Wildlife Resources (UDWR) to conduct fish clearance and salvage surveys. However, fish could 
still be injured or killed during the placement of cofferdams or during the salvage efforts. To 
minimize impacts, work would be conducted between October 1 – March 15, i.e., during low 
flow conditions and outside of sensitive spawning and larval stage time frames. The placement 
and removal of cofferdams could increase sediment in the river, indirectly causing a temporary 
minor effect on fishes.  Unanticipated contaminant releases during construction could degrade 
habitat, which may displace fish.  Environmental commitments would reduce the likelihood of 
spills and contamination (see Chapter 4).  Alteration of the canal and riverbed would result in 
permanent and temporary disturbances to critical habitat.  

Operation and maintenance of the fish barrier would have beneficial effects to the endangered 
Colorado River fishes by reducing entrainment in the Green River Canal. However, the fish 
barrier could pose a risk to fish from operation or maintenance activities (sediment and debris 
removal and mechanical, structural, or electrical maintenance). While the Proposed Action 
would result in some adverse effects from construction, operation, and maintenance, it is 
expected to provide a long-term benefit by reducing entrainment of Colorado River fishes in the 
Green River Canal, thus reducing fish mortality.   

3.2.7.2 – Migratory Birds & Raptors 
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act. These Acts prohibit any activity that would result in the take (to harass, harm, 
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such 
conduct) of migratory birds or eagles unless authorized by the USFWS.  
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The 1988 amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act mandates the USFWS to 
“identify species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without 
additional conservation actions, are likely to become candidates for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973.” The “Birds of Conservation Concern 2008” (FWS 2008) is the 
most recent effort to carry out this mandate. Birds of conservation concern protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act that are likely to occur 
in the project area or in the immediate vicinity include the following: brewer’s sparrow 
(breeding), golden eagle (year round), gray vireo (breeding), lesser yellowlegs (migrating), long-
eared owl (year round), marbled godwit (migrating), olive-sided flycatcher (breeding), pinyon 
jay (year round), rufous hummingbird (migrating), and Virginia’s warbler (breeding) [USFWS 
2017; Sullivan, et al 2009; NatureServe 2017; Cornell Lab of Ornithology 2017]. The primary 
nesting season for birds of conservation concern in the project area occurs from April through 
August. Pinyon jays nest from February 15 through July 15 in pinyon-juniper woodlands; this 
vegetation community does not occur in the project area.   

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, the environment for migratory birds 
and raptors would not change from current conditions.  

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action would cause temporary disturbance to and displacement 
of resident, migrating, and wintering migratory birds due to construction work. Since the 
Proposed Action would occur during the months of October 1 through March 15, which is 
outside of the primary nesting season, impacts to breeding and nesting birds of conservation 
concern are not anticipated.  

3.2.8 – Noise 
The proposed project is located in a rural area with limited noise sources, including but not 
limited to vehicle use of North Long Street, operation and maintenance of the Thayne Power 
Plant, and operation and maintenance of the Green River Canal.  

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in noise 
levels at the project area.  

Proposed Action:  There would be no long-term increases to the ambient noise levels from the 
implementation of the proposed action.  Short-term and temporary increases in noise levels 
would occur during construction.  Noise impacts would be minimized by limiting construction 
activities to daylight hours. 

3.2.9 – Public Safety, Access, and Transportation 
The major transportation route in the general vicinity of the project area is North Long Street.    
There are existing dirt access roads to the project area and all staging areas (Figure 3, above).  
The northern two staging areas are located on BLM Land, and the project area and southern 
staging area are located on private land.   

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in public 
safety, access, and transportation. 
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Proposed Action: Equipment necessary for project construction would be transported along 
Interstate 70, through the town of Green River, and north on North Long Street.  The equipment 
would be hauled away along the same route.  Equipment and vehicles would be staged and 
parked at the project area during construction.  The equipment and worker vehicles would be 
parked and staged at the project site at identified areas on both BLM and private land.  
Reclamation would be authorized to utilize the borrow pit and northern access areas on BLM 
land via a Right-of-Way Grant from BLM (Appendix E).  There would be minimal effects to 
transportation associated with equipment hauling and construction personnel’s vehicles.   

The project area is located predominantly on private land and on BLM land.  Transportation 
along North Long Street would not be impeded, and there would be no effects on public safety or 
existing access routes as a result of implementation of the proposed action.   

3.2.10 – Cultural Resources 
Cultural resources are defined as physical or other expressions of human activity or occupation.  
Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to take into account the potential effects of a 
proposed Federal undertaking on historic properties.  Historic properties are any prehistoric or 
historic district, site, building, structure, or object included, or eligible for inclusion, in the 
NRHP. 

Montgomery Archaeological Consultants, Inc. (Montgomery) conducted a cultural resource 
inventory (including literature searches and a site survey) of areas proposed for disturbance in 
the Proposed Action area of potential effect (Montgomery 2017).  Reclamation also utilized the 
cultural resources inventory report prepared for the NRCS’ Green River Diversion Rehabilitation 
EIS (NRCS 2013).  The inventories concluded that the Green River Canal is eligible for 
inclusion on the NRHP. 

No Action Alternative:  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no effect to eligible 
cultural resources. 

Proposed Action:  In consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), 
Reclamation determined that the Proposed Action would have an adverse effect on the Green 
River Canal.  Reclamation recommended archival quality photographic documentation of the 
affected resource (Level I Documentation) be prepared prior to implementation of the Proposed 
Action.  A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been executed between Reclamation, the 
Corps, and the SHPO to mitigate the adverse effects of the Proposed Action (Appendix F).  The 
MOA requires that any unanticipated discoveries of potential cultural resources trigger an 
Unanticipated Discovery Plan (UDP).  The UDP outlines procedures that would be followed to 
protect potential archaeological materials or cultural resources discovered during implementation 
of the Proposed Action. 

3.3 – Cumulative Impacts 
NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the cumulative effects of proposals under their 
review. Cumulative effects are defined in the CEQ regulations 40 CFR §1508.7 as “…the impact 
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on the environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency…or person 
undertakes such other actions.” The CEQ states that the “cumulative effects analyses should be 
conducted on the scale of human communities, landscapes, watersheds, or airsheds” using the 
concept of “project impact zone” or more simply put, the area that might be affected by the 
proposed action.   

Effects of past actions are reflected in the current condition described in the affected 
environment for each of the resource topics in Chapter 3.  The four Colorado River endangered 
fishes have the potential to be affected from the incremental impact of the Proposed Action when 
added to other present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  The four endangered fishes 
will continue to be affected in the future by water depletions, water resource development, and 
the implementation of UCRIP activities.  The endangered fishes are currently adversely affected 
in the proposed project area by the Green River Canal diversion.  The Proposed Action serves as 
a recovery measure to alleviate and prevent adverse effects to the endangered fishes within the 
proposed project area.  Within the Colorado River Basin, when added to other UCRIP actions 
already occurring and expected to continue to occur, implementation of the Proposed Action aids 
in the cumulative UCRIP efforts and progress towards establishing self-sustaining populations of 
the endangered fishes.  No other cumulative effects are anticipated as a result of implementation 
of the Proposed Action. 

3.4 – 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. 
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Table 4. Summary of Impacts for the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action Alternative. 

Resource Impacts:  
No Action Alternative 

Impacts:  
Proposed Action Alternative 

Water Resources 

There would be no 
change in water rights. 
The 50 cfs of water 
identified in the NRCS 
EIS for the Fish Barrier 
Return Flow would not 
be diverted into the 
Green River Canal, and 
would continue to remain 
in the Green River for the 
3,000-foot stretch 
between the Green River 
Diversion Dam and the 
proposed location for the 
Green River Canal Fish 
Screen return channel. 

Up to an additional 50 cfs would be diverted into the 
extreme upper reach of the Green River Canal to 
facilitate operation of the Green River Canal Fish 
Screen.  The water would be utilized to operate the 
Green River Canal Fish Screen, and then immediately 
returned to the Green River in a location 
approximately 3,000 feet downstream of its diversion 
point at the Green River Diversion Dam.  Any 
potential effects to the floodplain or floodway would 
be de minimis and indiscernible. 

Water Quality No change. 

There would be no long-term direct or indirect 
impacts on the water quality of the Green River.  
There is the potential for a minor, short-term increase 
in sediment in the Green River near the project area 
during construction of the temporary coffer dam and 
construction of the fish return channel. 

Waters of the 
United States No change. 

Temporary and permanent impacts to waters of the 
U.S. would occur.  A CWA Section 404 permit (RGP 
4) from the Corps and a Stream Alteration Permit 
from the Utah Division of Water Rights have been 
obtained (Appendix A). 

Air Quality No change. 

There would be a minor, short-term effect on air 
quality in the immediate vicinity of the project area as 
a result of dust and exhaust emissions from 
construction equipment.  There would be no long-term 
impacts on air quality from the proposed action. 

Vegetation No change. 

Vegetation would be cleared for staging areas, canal 
lining, access roads, and the fish return channel.  
There would be a permanent loss of approximately 
0.25 acre of riparian woodland due to the installation 
of the fish return channel.  Disturbed upland and 
riparian areas would be seeded and/or planted at 
appropriate times with weed-free, BLM-approved 
seed mixes and plantings.   
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Resource Impacts:  
No Action Alternative 

Impacts:  
Proposed Action Alternative 

Aquatic and 
Terrestrial Wildlife 

Fish species will 
continue to perish in the 
canal. 

There would be a short-term increase in disturbance to 
the area, creating minor temporary impacts to wildlife 
species. Rare instances of small animal or fish 
mortality could occur from construction. Vegetation 
removal would result in a temporary loss of nesting 
habitat, cover, and forage. Installation of the fish 
return channel from the canal to the Green River 
would result in a permanent loss of 0.25 acre of 
riparian woodland habitat and reduce fish mortality in 
the canal. 

Special Status 
Species 

Endangered fish would 
continue to be entrained 
in the Green River Canal. 

There would be adverse effects from construction, 
operation, and maintenance to endangered Colorado 
River fishes, but a long-term benefit is expected by 
reducing entrainment and mortality in the Green River 
Canal. The project may affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect the southwestern willow flycatcher 
and the western yellow-billed cuckoo because habitat 
for these species in the area is migratory in nature and 
all proposed ground-disturbing (vegetation removal) 
activities would be conducted outside of breeding and 
nesting season for both species. 

Noise No change. 
Short-term and temporary increases in noise levels 
would occur during construction.  No long-term 
increases in ambient noise levels. 

Public Safety, 
Access, and 
Transportation 

No change. 

The project area will not impede transportation along 
North Long Street.  There would be no effects on 
public safety as a result of implementation of the 
proposed action.  There would be no impacts to 
existing access routes as a result of implementation of 
the proposed action. 

Cultural Resources No effects. 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have an 
adverse effect on the NRHP-eligible Green River 
Canal.  Reclamation, the Corps, and the SHPO have 
entered into an MOA to mitigate adverse effects to the 
Green River Canal. 
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Resource Impacts:  
No Action Alternative 

Impacts:  
Proposed Action Alternative 

Cumulative Impacts 

Endangered fish would 
continue to be entrained 
in the Green River Canal, 
which could hinder the 
cumulative UCRIP 
efforts towards 
establishing self-
sustaining populations of 
the endangered fishes. 

The Proposed Action serves as a recovery measure to 
alleviate and prevent adverse effects to the endangered 
fishes within the proposed project area.  Within the 
Colorado River Basin, when added to other UCRIP 
actions already occurring and expected to continue to 
occur, implementation of the Proposed Action aids in 
the cumulative UCRIP efforts and progress towards 
establishing self-sustaining populations of the 
endangered fishes.  No other cumulative effects are 
anticipated as a result of implementation of the 
Proposed Action. 

 

CHAPTER 4 – ENVIRONMENTAL 
COMMITMENTS 
 

This section discusses the environmental commitments developed to protect resources and 
mitigate adverse impacts to a non-significant level.  The environmental commitments will be 
implemented by Reclamation if the proposed action is implemented.  The environmental 
commitments will also be included in the contractor bid specifications.   

● Reclamation will coordinate with the UDWR to conduct fish clearance and salvage 
surveys. 

● Reclamation and its contractor shall comply with all terms and conditions of the Corps 
Section 404 CWA Permit and the State of Utah Stream Alteration Permit (Appendix A). 

● The Green River Canal Company will obtain a Utah Sovereign Lands permit and shall 
comply with all terms and conditions of the permit. 

● Conservation measures identified in the BA and Reasonable and Prudent Measures 
identified in the BO are incorporated by reference (Appendix D). 

● Terms and Conditions of the BLM ROW permit (Appendix E) are incorporated by 
reference. 

● Stipulations in the Memorandum of Agreement with the SHPO (Appendix F) are 
incorporated by reference. 

● All construction activities will be confined to Reclamation’s right-of-way on BLM land, 
and within identified areas on private land. 

● Existing roads will be used to access the construction and staging areas. 
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● Straw wattles, silt curtains, cofferdams, dikes, straw bales, or other suitable erosion 
control measures will be used to prevent or minimize erosion into water bodies during 
construction. 

● Fuels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids, and other petrochemicals will be stored and dispensed 
in an approved staging area.   

● All construction equipment will be power-washed and free of soil and debris prior to 
entering the project site to reduce the spread of noxious and invasive weeds. 

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

● Construction equipment will be parked, stored, and serviced only at approved staging 
areas. 

● A spill response plan will be prepared by the contractor in advance of construction for 
areas of work where spilled contaminants could flow into water bodies.  All employees 
and workers will be briefed and made familiar with this plan. 

● A spill response kit, which includes appropriately-sized spill blankets, will be easily 
accessible onsite at all times. 

● Onsite supervisors and equipment operators will be trained and knowledgeable in the use 
of spill containment equipment. 

● Appropriate federal and Utah authorities (including BLM and FWS) will be immediately 
notified in the event of any contaminant spill. 

● To minimize noise impacts near the construction area, construction activities will occur 
during the daylight hours. 

● Vegetation removal will be confined to the smallest portion of the Project Area necessary 
for completion of work. 

● Following construction, all disturbed areas will be smoothed, shaped, contoured and 
reseeded to as near to their pre-project conditions as practicable.  Disturbed areas will be 
revegetated in accordance with the attached Restoration Plan (Appendix C). 

● Vegetation disturbing activities shall not be conducted during the primary nesting season 
of migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (April 1 through July 
15). 

● 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.  The SHPO will be consulted, and work will 
not be resumed until consultation has been completed, as outlined in the Unanticipated 
Discovery Plan in the attached MOA.  Additional surveys and evaluation will be required 
for cultural resourced if construction plans or proposed disturbance areas are changed. 

● In the event that threatened or endangered species are discovered during construction, 
construction activities will halt until consultation is completed with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and protection measures are implemented.  Additional surveys and 
evaluation will be required for threatened or endangered species if construction plans or 
proposed disturbance areas are changed. 
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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 
News Releases were issued announcing the availability of the EA and draft FONSI, and the 
documents were placed on Reclamation’s website at: www.usbr.gov/uc/envdocs.  The EA and 
draft FONSI were also announced with request for comments in a distribution letter mailed or 
emailed to agencies, ditch companies, stakeholders, and landowners adjacent to the project area, 
including, but not limited to, those listed below: 

● State Representative Rob Bishop 
● State Representative Chris Stewart 
● State Representative John Curtis 
● State Representative Mia Love 
● State Senator Orrin Hatch 
● State Senator Mike Lee 
● U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, West Valley City, UT 
● U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Price, UT 
● U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bountiful, UT 
● Natural Resources Conservation Service, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah & Ouray Reservation, Ft. Duchesne, UT 
● Southern Ute Indian Tribe, Ignacio, CO 
● Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, Towaoc, CO 
● Navajo Nation, Window Rock, AZ 
● Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program, Lakewood, CO 
● State of Utah – Office of the Governor, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Association of Conservation Districts, Castle Dale, UT 
● Utah Department of Public Safety, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Department of Natural Resources, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Department of Agriculture, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Division of Forestry, Fire and State Lands, Salt Lake City, UT 

http://www.usbr.gov/uc/
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● Utah Division of Drinking Water, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Reclamation Mitigation & Conservation Commission, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Department of Agriculture and Food, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah National Heritage Program, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Division of State History, Salt Lake City, UT 
● Utah Fish and Wildlife Conservation Office, Vernal, UT 
● Green River State Park, Green River, UT 
● Emery County Commissioners, Castle Dale, UT 
● Emery County Planning & Zoning, Castle Dale, UT 
● Emery County Road Department, Castle Dale, UT 
● Grand County Sheriff, Moab, UT 
● Grand County Council, Moab, UT 
● City of Green River, Green River, UT 
● 38 Members of the UCRIP Management Committee 
● 9 Adjacent Landowners 

5.3 – EA Comments 
The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public review period beginning January 26, 2018, and 
ending February 23, 2018.   During this period, Reclamation received two letters from State and 
Tribal entities.  The following is a summary of Reclamation’s responses to comment received on 
the Draft EA.  The original comment letters are provided in Appendix G.   

Comment Letter from Southern Ute Indian Tribe: 

Comment 1:  The Southern Ute Indian Tribe Cultural Department’s NAGPRA Coordinator has 
reviewed the project, and determined that there are no properties of religious or cultural 
significance to the Southern Ute Indian Tribe that are listed on the National Register within the 
area of potential effect or that the proposed project will have no effect on any such properties 
that may be present. 

Response 1:  Acknowledged. 

Comment Letter from the State of Utah’s Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office: 

Comment 1:  The subject portion of the bed of the Green River is considered Sovereign Land of 
the State of Utah and is managed by the Utah Division of Forestry, Fire & State Lands (FFSL).  
In addition to obtaining a stream alteration permit, this action will require prior authorization 
from FFSL. 

Response 1:  Obtaining authorization from FFSL has been added to Section 2.5 – Permits and 
Authorizations in the Final EA. 

5.4 – Utah Division of State History 
Reclamation submitted a consultation letter to the SHPO on June 8, 2017, with a determination 
of historic properties affected by the proposed action.  SHPO concurred on the finding of adverse 
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effect to the Green River Canal.  Reclamation, the Corps, and the SHPO have entered into an 
MOA to mitigate adverse effects to historic properties as a result of the proposed action. 

5.5 – U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Utah Division of Water 
Rights, and Utah Division of Forestry, Fire, & State Lands 
Reclamation coordinated with the Corps, the Utah Division of Water Rights, and the Utah 
Division of Forestry, Fire, & State Lands (FFSL) to determine permitting requirements for the 
Proposed Action.  The Corps determined a CWA Section 404 permit (RGP 4) is required for the 
Proposed Action, and designated Reclamation as the lead Federal agency for purposes of 
complying with the NEPA, ESA, and NHPA.  In addition, a Stream Alteration Permit is required 
from the Utah Division of Water Rights, and a Utah Sovereign Lands Permit is required from the 
Utah FFSL.  Permits from the Corps and the State of Utah are attached (Appendix A). 

5.6 – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Reclamation formally consulted with the FWS, and submitted a BA to the FWS on June 16, 
2017.  The FWS issued a Biological Opinion (BO) on October 13, 2017 (Appendix D). 

5.7 – Utah Department of Wildlife Resources 
Fish clearance and salvage surveys during cofferdam work and canal dewatering are a 
requirement in the BO. Reclamation coordinated with the UDWR to determine the necessary 
points of contact for planning the fish clearance and salvage surveys. Reclamation has contacted 
the appropriate UDWR personnel to inform them of the project and the future coordination 
needed for surveys.  

CHAPTER 6 – PREPARERS 
 

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

Name Title Areas of Responsibility 

Jenny Ward Environmental 
Protection Specialist 

Cultural Resources, Native American Religious 
Concerns, Soils, Air Quality, Water Resources, 
Water Quality, Land Use, Environmental Justice 

Amanda Ewing Biologist 
T&E Species, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
Terrestrial & Aquatic Wildlife, Vegetation, 
Recreation 

Lesley 
McWhirter 

Environmental and 
Planning Group Chief 

NEPA Coordinator and Editor, Clean Water Act 
and State of Utah Permitting 

Bob Norman Civil Engineer Operations, Construction Procedures, Review 
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CHAPTER 8 – ABBREVIATIONS AND 
ACRONYMS 
 

Abbreviation or Acronym Definition 
AIRF American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
ARPA Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
BA Biological Assessment 
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
BO Biological Opinion 
CAA Clean Air Act 
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 
Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
CWA Clean Water Act 
EA Environmental Assessment 
E.O. Executive Order 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact 
FWS Fish and Wildlife Service 
GRCC Green River Canal Company 
Interior U.S. Department of the Interior 
ITA Indian Trust Asset 
MBTA Migratory Bird Species Act 
MOA Memorandum of Agreement 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
PM Particulate Matter 
Project or Proposed Action Green River Canal Fish Screen Project 
Reclamation U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
RGP Regional General Permit 
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer 
UDP Unanticipated Discovery Plan 
UDWR Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 
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APPENDIX A – Regional General Permit 4 and State of Utah Stream Alteration Permit 
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APPENDIX B – Vegetation Community Maps 
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APPENDIX C – Restoration Plan 
RESTORATION PLAN 

The following are restoration measures to be applied to all areas disturbed as a result of the project, and will be 
implemented in compliance with the US Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion and the Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 404 Clean Water Act Permit.  Engineering drawings and contract specifications will be provided to contract 
awardee to identify specific locations of activities and acceptable methodologies.  
 
• All disturbed areas resulting from the project will be graded and rehabilitated to as near their pre-project construction 

condition as practicable.   
 

• Bank erosion protection in the Green River will be constructed to minimize voids in riprap in excess of 2-3 feet above 
the existing river bed to minimize potential nonnative fish species refuges (i.e. interstitial spaces).  

 
• Riparian restoration will consist of dormant season pole plantings of coyote willow (Salix exigua), Fremont 

cottonwood (Populus fremontii), Goodings willow (Salix goodingii), and/or seepwillow (Baccharis salicifolia), in the 
areas where sufficient water appears available, at a planting rate of 1,210 poles per acre. Pole plantings will utilize 
multiple stems that are planted into holes excavated by an auger (chainsaw or equipment mounted) to ensure cuttings 
are buried no less than 4 feet into the ground to reach the lowest water table of the year. Pole plantings for coyote 
willow and seepwillow will have 3 cuttings of the same species per hole and will be spaced 12 feet on center. Multiple 
rows will be staggered. Good soil-to-stem contact promotes root development, so holes will be filled with a mud-
water slurry. Once buried, stems will be cut to leave about 6-8 inches of stem above the ground surface. Goodings 
willow and cottonwood cuttings will be planted adjacent to the toe of the bank stabilization, with willow plantings 
closer to the stream, from the toe up to bank full, and cottonwoods planted above bank full elevation. These species 
may be planted as single poles with 1-2 coyote willow stems in the hole as well. These poles will be planted 12 feet 
apart. Longer cottonwood poles (3-4 feet longer than the depth to water surface) will be planted behind bank 
stabilization areas. 

 
• Riparian zone seeding will be seeded with weed-free, BLM-approved seed mix, sourced within 500 miles of the 

project area. The seed mix will consist of saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoides), 
skunkbrush sumac (Rhus trilobata), scarlet globemallow (Penstemon palmeri), winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata), 
and forage kochia (Bassia prostrata). 
 

• High terrace and upland areas will be seeded with weed-free, BLM-supplied seed mixes, sourced within 500 miles of 
the project area. The seed mix will consist of: Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides), alkali sacaton, crested 
wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), scarlet globemallow, winterfat, shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), and forage 
kochia.  

 
• Preparation and application measures will be required to aid in revegetation success. Site preparation measures will 

include, scarifying areas, filling and smoothing topsoil with track equipment, soil testing, and fertilizer application, as 
needed. Seeding may occur via drill seeding or hyroseeding. Mulching will be required.  
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APPENDIX D – Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion 
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APPENDIX E – BLM Right-of-Way 
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APPENDIX F – Memorandum of Agreement 
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APPENDIX G – Draft EA Comment Letters 
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