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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the following:

Purposes of the Fish and Wildlife Appendix

History of the Central Utah Project Completion Act (CUPCA) and the Utah Reclamation
Mitigation and Conservation Commission (Mitigation Commission)

Agencies responsible for oversight of Bonneville Unit environmental commitments, their
roles and relationships

Documents in place prior to the1988 Definite Plan Report (DPR) for the Bonneville Unit
and their requirements for mitigation of environmental effects of the Bonneville Unit

Documents enacted subsequent to the 1988 DPR and their requirements for mitigation of
environmental effects of the Bonneville Unit

Systems of the Bonneville Unit

PURPOSES OF THE FISH AND WILDLIFE APPENDIX TO THE 2004 DEFINITE
PLAN REPORT (DPR)

This Fish and Wildlife Appendix has the following purposes:

To act as a supplement to the 1988 DPR, documenting the status of Bonneville Unit
environmental commitments that were not completed at the time of the 1988 DPR, and

_documenting any revisions to environmental commitments that have occurred since the

1988 DPR

To document the programs of the Mitigation Commission since its creation under
CUPCA

To provide a comprehensive overview of fish, wildlife, threatened and endangered
species, and recreational aspects of the Bonneville Unit since the 1988 DPR

HISTORY OF CUPCA AND THE MITIGATION COMMISSION

The passage of the CUPCA in 1992 was a historic event in the development of the Bonneville
Unit. With that legislation, Congress greatly increased the project’s environmental program.
CUPCA established that a balance must be obtained between regional water resource
development and the preservation of the fish and wildlife resources comprising the region’s
ecological heritage - an aspect of the public good sometimes underemphasized in the process of
meeting growing water needs.
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Title III of CUPCA created the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission
(Mitigation Commission) with responsibility for coordinating, planning, and administering the
Section 8 funding for Bonneville Unit development. Title II authorized $32,063,000 (1991
dollars) for completion of the mitigation commitments in the 1988 Definite Plan Report (1988
DPR) for the Bonneville Unit and Title III authorized $140,956,520 for new mitigation measures
and supplemental funding for the 1988 DPR mitigation commitments.

The new CUPCA provisions were applied to expand the program of fish and wildlife provisions
that had been included in the project up to 1988, but were subsequently felt by the public to fall
short of the desired degree of fish and wildlife stewardship. The new CUPCA provisions,
administered by the Mitigation Commission, provided remedies where financial and/or
institutional obstacles impeded the realization of objectives.

BONNEVILLE UNIT MITIGATION PROGRAM OVERSIGHT

The planning and implementation of the fish, wildlife, and recreation provisions to mitigate the
effects of Bonneville Unit construction and operation are shared by the Mitigation Commission,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and the Central Utah Water Conservancy District
(District) in cooperation with the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), the Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources, the Ute Indian Tribe and the U.S. Forest Service (Forest Service). The FWS
and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources assist in formulating the fish, wildlife and related
recreation provisions of the project through the consultation provisions of CUPCA and the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA)(48 Statute 401 as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). The
Mitigation Commission is involved in the formulation and implementation of various CUPCA
provisions as well as associated measures previously identified by the FWS.

These agencies work together, and with other agencies, as members of project teams to carry out
the requirements for evaluation and implementation of the fish, wildlife, and related recreation
provisions of the Bonneville Unit. In this organizational setting, the effectiveness and adequacy
of the mitigation and conservation provisions rests on an interactive effort among the key Federal
and State agencies. The following sections describe the respective roles of the Mitigation
Commission, FWS, District, DOI, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources and the Forest Service.

Mitigation Commission

The Mitigation Commission was created by Section 301 of CUPCA to coordinate the
implementation of mitigation and conservation provisions of the Bonneville Unit among the
involved Federal, Tribal, State, and local agencies. Its program includes the uncompleted fish,
wildlife, and recreation provisions of the 1988 DPR and the new provisions prescribed in
CUPCA. The Mitigation Commission is a Federal agency. It works within applicable
environmental laws and other laws addressing fish, wildlife and recreation resources within the
State of Utah.

In carrying out its program, the Mitigation Commission has been authorized to perform various
actions and to administer certain appropriations for implementation of fish, wildlife and
recreation provisions. These activities include the following:
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¢ Formulating the policies and objectives for the implementation of the fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation projects and features authorized in CUPCA

e Administering the expenditure of funds for the implementation of the fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation projects and features authorized in CUPCA

e Preparing a plan for carrying out its duties during each succeeding five-year period,
including specific objectives and measures the Mitigation Commission intends to
administer

e Developing specific action plans to accomplish its purposes

e Administering the mitigation and conservation funds available under CUPCA to
conserve, mitigate, and enhance fish, wildlife, and recreation resources affected by the
development and operation of Federal reclamation projects in the State of Utah

e Entering into contracts, leases, grants, cooperative agreements, or other similar
transactions for the implementation of the mitigation and conservation measures
authorized in CUPCA, including actions necessary for compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969

In performing these functions, the Mitigation Commission has generally combined the
recommendations of the FWS into a somewhat broader program with the new CUPCA
provisions, and through collaboration with the FWS and the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The FWS has specific responsibilities on Federal water supply projects that stem from
congressional directives. Notable among these are the FWS’s roles in the FWCA, Endangered
Species Act (ESA) (Public Law 93-205, 1973; Public Law 96-632, 1978), evaluating
environmental impacts of projects, advising implementing agencies on mitigation and
conservation measures and consulting on effects of special status species. These services
culminate in reports of various types, principally the following:

e The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (or Planning Aid Memorandum) on the
fish and wildlife aspects of a project with conclusions on mitigation needs and
recommendations on mitigation and enhancement measures

e The Biological Opinion on the potential effects of a project on a threatened or endangered
species, containing findings on project impacts to species and recommendations on
conservation measures to avoid such impacts
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The FWS has prepared planning reports and memoranda under FWCA on fish and wildlife
matters to assist in the formulation and evaluation of Bonneville Unit systems or other
components. As discussed in subsequent chapters of this appendix, the FWS involvement has
been a dynamic process adapting to the evolutionary planning process for facilities and
operations, particularly with respect to the Bonneville Unit completion component in the
Bonneville Basin.

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources is the wildlife authority for Utah, and is trustee and
custodian of protected wildlife in the State of Utah. The agency is responsible to protect,
propagate, manage, conserve, and distribute protected wildlife throughout the state. The Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources has a long history of involvement in planning the CUP. The Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources manages several wildlife management areas in the State under
management agreements for purposes of mitigating impacts from the CUP on fish and wildlife
habitat. The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources shares a responsibility with the FWS under the
FWCA. CUPCA states that the Mitigation Commission will cease as an entity twenty years from
the end of the fiscal year during which the Secretary declares the Central Utah Project to be
substantially complete. Thereafter the duties of the Mitigation Commission will be performed by
the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, which will exercise such authority in consultation with
the FWS, the District, the DOI and the Forest Service.

U.S. Forest Service

The Forest Service is responsible for administering National Forest System lands. The Forest
Service has served in essential roles on interagency planning teams and has been instrumental in
facilitating or completing various documents. Much of the mitigation for Bonneville Unit
impacts on fish, wildlife and recreation resources has occurred or will occur on National Forest
System lands. The Forest Service either provides approval for the construction and operation of
mitigation features on National Forest System lands or provides the those mitigation services and
features under agreements with the Mitigation Commission.

Central Utah Water Conservancy District

The District has been authorized under CUPCA to complete the planning and construction of the
Central Utah Project. These activities include engineering and environmental planning,
preparation of designs and specifications, and construction of physical facilities remaining to be
implemented as of the enactment of CUPCA. Under CUPCA, the District agrees to be
considered a “Federal Agency” for purposes of compliance with all Federal fish, wildlife,
recreation, and environmental laws, which extended to the use of the Federal share of funding for
project planning and development. As such, the District has exercised leadership in complying
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other environmental regulations in
analyzing environmental aspects and devising measures, not only to avoid or mitigate impacts,
but proactively to include provisions for endangered species restoration where opportunities
occur in the scope of the project.
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Under these arrangements, the District has been the Lead Agency in the preparation of numerous
environmental reports required under NEPA, in cooperation with the U.S. Department of the
Interior and the Mitigation Commission.

Ute Indian Tribe

The Ute Indian Tribe shares responsibilities with the Mitigation Commission and DOI for
planning and implementing wetland mitigation projects to offset impacts of the Bonneville Unit
water collection and delivery systems on wetlands in the Uinta Basin, and to complete
commitments made in the 1965 Deferral Agreement.

U.S. Department of the Interior

The Secretary of the Interior has been designated by CUPCA to carry out the Federal
responsibilities of the Bonneville Unit completion program. These responsibilities include the
budgetary and financial aspects, oversight of the completion activities delegated to the District,
and accomplishment of numerous other provisions of CUPCA through coordination with the
District and other agencies. In summary, the DOI responsibilities include:

Oversight of CUPCA Program accomplishment

‘Participation in the NEPA compliance activities

Review of engineering designs and construction standards

Administration of federal funds

Negotiations with local agencies for repayment of the federal investment
Acquisition and administration of Federal water rights for the project

Negotiations with local and State agencies on operating plans for water supply and
environmental components of the Bonneville Unit

e Certification of completion and start of operational status of project components

SIGNIFICANT MILESTONES IN EVOLUTION OF MITIGATION PLANS

As noted earlier, the Bonneville Unit environmental program has evolved over several decades to
keep pace with the planning of physical systems and operations. Program development has been
accompanied by numerous documents analyzing environmental effects and defining mitigation
needs. The milestone documents are listed below and described in the following sections of this
chapter.

Key Environmental Documents in Place Prior to the 1988 DPR

¢ Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report of 1965 and numerous subsequent reports
e Deferral Agreement of 1965
¢ National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
¢ Bonneville Unit Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement of 1973
¢ Endangered Species Act of 1973
e 1980 Stream Flow Agreement
Fish and Wildlife Appendix 1-5 1.B.02.029.B0.133
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e 1987 Terrestrial Mitigation Plan

e 1988 Aquatic Mitigation Plan for the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System
(SACS)

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report of 1965. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(48 Statute 401 as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) requires federal agencies to consult with the
FWS on water resource development projects that could impact fish and wildlife resources. The
FWS in conjunction with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (formerly known as “Utah
Department of Fish and Game’), may recommend actions to mitigate, compensate or enhance
wildlife resources in the State of Utah. The FWS completed the initial Coordination Act Report
for the entire Bonneville Unit in 1965 and transmitted the document to Reclamation on
September 9, 1965. The report had been coordinated with Ute Indian Tribe, Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and the Forest Service. The report formally
recommended 37 mitigation measures for the Bonneville Unit. These are listed in the Fish and
Wildlife Appendix to the 1988 DPR.

Deferral Agreement of 1965. On September 20, 1965, an agreement was signed by the Ute
Indian Tribe, Reclamation, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the District that provided for
deferment of certain Indian water rights so that construction could proceed on the Bonneville
Unit without objection from the Ute Indian Tribe or the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Under this
agreement (commonly called the “Deferral Agreement”), mitigation for losses of tribal fish,
wildlife and recreational resources would be accomplished as follows:

1. Mitigation plans would be developed to offset impacts to Indian resources.

2. A minimum of 25 cfs of water would be provided in Rock Creek at the Uintah and Ouray
reservation boundary (downstream of Upper Stillwater Dam).

- 3. -Waterfowl management areas would be established along the Duchesne River:-

4. The operation and maintenance of the recreation, fishery, and wildlife features of the
Midview Reservoir would be transferred to the Ute Indian Tribe, and a minimum fishery
pool would be maintained in the reservoir.

5. Fishing lakes aggregating approximately 800 surface acres would be constructed on
Indian lands, site locations and cost estimates would be provided on the basis of further
studies by the FWS, said cost not to exceed $2 million to be funded under the provisions
of Section 8 of the Act of April 11, 1956 (the Colorado River Storage Project Act, or
CRSPA).

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Congress passed the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) in 1969. NEPA declared a national policy to “encourage productive and
enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or
eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man;
to enrich the understanding of the ecological systems and natural resources important to the
Nation; and to establish a Council on Environmental Quality.” Compliance with NEPA is

Fish and Wildlife Appendix 1-6 1.B.02.029.B0.133
Definite Plan Report Bonneville Unit



CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

required for all federal actions that may affect the human environment. This led to a more
systematic approach to analysis of environmental impacts of the Bonneville Unit and ways to
mitigate impacts. The passage of NEPA had a considerable effect on extending the construction
period for the Bonneville Unit. At that time, portions of the Bonneville Unit, notably the
Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System and the Starvation Collection System, were in the
construction stage. The preparation of an environmental impact statement for the Bonneville
Unit slowed the start of construction on features not under construction by several years while
reports were being completed.

Endangered Species Act of 1973. The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-205), as
amended on November 10, 1978 (Public Law 96-632), requires all federal departments and
agencies to seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species. The purposes of this act
are to provide a means for conserving the ecosystems that support endangered and threatened
species, and a program for the conservation of those species.

Bonneville Unit Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement of 1973. In 1970,
Reclamation began preparing a programmatic environmental impact statement on the Bonneville
Unit. Map 1-1 shows the location of the systems of the Bonneville Unit. Four years later, the
Bonneville Unit Final Environmental Impact Statement (1973 EIS) was completed by
Reclamation. The report, a benchmark environmental document, covered all six systems of the
Bonneville Unit. The document utilized all available information, although much of the
Bonneville Unit physical plan had not been developed in detail. The report stated that as detailed
planning was completed on the remaining systems of the Bonneville Unit, an environmental
impact statement would be completed for each system.

Subsequent to the 1973 EIS, Reclamation applied for a Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers to construct Currant Creek Dam, a feature of the Strawberry Aqueduct and
Collection System (SACS). The Corps of Engineers denied the permit, citing concerns that the
mitigation for environmental losses was inadequate, especially with respect to minimum in-
stream flows. Interagency cooperative studies were subsequently carried out to resolve the
minimum in-stream flow and environmental issues. These cooperative efforts led to three of the
documents previously listed:

e 1980 Streamflow Agreement
e 1987 Terrestrial Mitigation Plan
e 1988 Aquatic Mitigation Plan for SACS

1980 Stream Flow Agreement. The Stream Flow Agreement was entered into on February 27,
1980, by the United States of America, acting through the Secretary of the Interior, the State of
Utah and the District. The document was prepared cooperatively by the District, the FWS, the
Forest Service and Reclamation.

The essential provision of the Stream Flow Agreement was the release or bypass of water from
the SACS to four of the ten streams from which water was diverted for transbasin diversion. This
was part of the agreed-upon plan to maintain 50 percent of the historic trout habitat in the four
major SACS streams, which required 54,900 acre-feet annually to the streams. Normal spills and
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irrigation releases would provide 10,500 acre-feet of that amount in an average year. Providing
the balance of 44,400 acre-feet became a goal of the cooperating agencies. The 1980 Stream
Flow Agreement committed only 22,300 acre-feet of the required 44,000 acre-feet. A copy of the
1980 Stream Flow Agreement is included in this Fish and Wildlife Appendix as Attachment A.

1987 Wildlife Mitigation Plan. This plan was an agreement among Reclamation, the FWS,
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and Forest Service. The plan addressed wildlife mitigation
for the Bonneville Unit’s Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System, Municipal and Industrial
System, and the Diamond Fork Power System (now the Diamond Fork System).

1988 Aquatic Mitigation Plan for SACS. In December 1988, a Final Aquatic Mitigation Plan
for the SACS was prepared by the Interagency Biological Assessment Team (IBAT). The SACS
Aquatic Mitigation Plan was designed to compensate for the loss of historic trout habitat not
maintained by the 1980 Streamflow Agreement. Environmental commitments described in the
1988 DPR were based on a Draft Aquatic Mitigation Plan from 1984. The 1988 Plan was similar
to the 1984 Plan but differed in some minor ways. The recommended mitigation measures for the
SACS included four categories:

Purchase and/or exchanges of water to provide fishery flows

Acquisition of right-of-way for angler access

In-stream habitat improvement measures

‘Replacement of a trout egg-taking station on the Strawberry River near Strawberry
Reservoir

A copy of the 1988 Aquatic Mitigation Plan for the SACS is included in this Fish and Wildlife
Appendix as Attachment B.

Key Environmental Documents Completed Subsequent to the 1988 DPR
The following documents were completed after the 1988 DPR was prepared:

e 1990 Stream Flow Agreement Amendment

e 1992 Central Utah Project Completion Act (CUPCA)

1996 Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project and Daniel Replacement Project Final
EIS

1997 Mitigation and Conservation Plan

1997 Provo River Restoration Project Final EIS

1999 Diamond Fork System Final Supplement to the 1990 Final EIS

2000 Proposed Action Modifications to the Diamond Fork System Final EA
2001 Uintah Basin Replacement Project Final EA

2002 Mitigation and Conservation Plan

2002 Diamond Fork System Final EA for the Proposed Action Modifications
2004 Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System Final EIS
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1990 Stream Flow Agreement Amendment. The Stream Flow Agreement was amended in
1990 with a commitment to provide the 44,400 acre-feet of fishery flow water from the
Bonneville Unit water supply to retain the 50 percent of the historic trout habitat. Other
significant elements of the 1990 Stream Flow Agreement Amendment are described in Chapter 3
under the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System. A copy of the 1990 Amendment to the
Stream Flow Agreement is included in this Fish and Wildlife Appendix as Attachment C.

1992 Central Utah Project Completion Act (CUPCA). CUPCA was enacted as part of Public
Law 102-575, signed October 30, 1992 (106 Stat. 4600). As noted earlier, CUPCA expanded the
environmental program for the Bonneville Unit through the addition of various fish, wildlife, and
recreation measures to the Bonneville Unit completion plan, and established the Mitigation
Commission to implement them in connection with prior mitigation commitments. The range of
CUPCA environmental provisions included the following items.

Minimum flows on various streams affected by the project

Big game winter range land acquisition

Wetlands acquisition, rehabilitation, and enhancement around the Great Salt Lake area
Establishment of the Utah Lake Wetlands Preserve

Supplemental funding for stabilizing lakes in the Uinta Mountains for fish and wildlife
restoration (a measure previously required by the 1988 DPR)

Development of a plan to mitigate effects of peak flows in the Provo River
Application of Strawberry River basin water rights to provide fishery flows in Uinta
Basin to supplement flows in streams affected by the Strawberry Aqueduct and
Collection System

Provision for the use of conserved water for fish and wildlife uses

Authorization of the Uinta Basin Replacement Project, which includes fish, wildlife, and
recreation restoration

CUPCA authorized Federal funding for these and other measures, to be administered by the
Mitigation Commission. As noted earlier, Title II authorized $32,063,000 for completion of the
mitigation commitments in the 1988 Bonneville Unit Definite Plan Report (DPR) and Title I1I
authorized $140,956,520 for new mitigation measures and supplemental funding for the 1988
DPR mitigation commitments. These amounts are based on 1991 price levels and are subject to
escalation with the Consumer Price Index for urban consumers, published by the Department of
Labor. The costs of these facilities are referred to as Section 8 costs, a designation stemming
from Section 8 of the Colorado River Storage Project Act of 1956 (P.L. 48-485), which
addressed costs for specific fish, wildlife, and recreation facilities. Title IV of CUPCA
authorized the creation of the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Account in the
Federal treasury as another means of providing funding to the Mitigation Commission. The
account is funded by yearly contributions from the Federal government, Western Area Power
Administration, State of Utah, and the District for an eight-year period beginning in 1994 and
ending in 2001. The annual contribution from Western Area Power Administration continues
after the end of the initial eight-year period.
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1996 Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project and Daniel Replacement Project Final EIS.
The District, DOI and Mitigation Commission completed a final EIS on two interrelated Federal
projects in Wasatch County in November 1996. The Proposed Action was the Wasatch County
Water Efficiency Project with Daniel Replacement Pipeline, which replaces water historically
diverted from the upper Strawberry River basin by Daniel Irrigation Company. The replacement
water is supplied by water conserved from the Heber Valley CUP agricultural water supply
stored in Jordanelle Reservoir by providing pressurized water that makes it possible for farmers
to convert from flood irrigation to sprinklers. Conserved water from non-CUP water diversions
of the Provo River and local tributaries is used to supplement in-stream flows in five Heber
Valley streams to improve aquatic resources habitat and trout populations. Restored flows in six
streams in the upper Strawberry River basin provide aquatic resources habitat and trout
populations as a SACS mitigation requirement. Two other alternatives considered different
conveyance facilities for the Daniel Irrigation Company replacement water. The Proposed Action
was selected and implemented, and both projects began operating in 2002.

1997 Mitigation and Conservation Plan. The Mitigation Commission issued its Mitigation and
Conservation Plan in 1997 following an in-depth assessment of Bonneville Unit mitigation and
conservation needs. The planning process involved discussions with involved Federal and state
agencies, and input from non-governmental organizations and private citizens through a public
involvement process. The report presented a broad plan for fish, wildlife, and recreation
measures, combining previously identified mitigation measures with those newly authorized
under CUPCA.

1997 Provo River Restoration Project Final EIS. The Mitigation Commission and DOI
completed a final EIS on the Provo River Restoration Project (PRRP) in December 1997
(Mitigation Commission 1997). The PRRP responds to the need to mitigate past CUP impacts
and other federal Reclamation projects by improving fish and riparian habitats on a ten-mile
reach of the Provo River in Wasatch County between Jordanelle Dam and Deer Creek Reservoir.
This reach of the Provo River was channelized and diked extensively during the 1940s and
1950s. The PRRP Proposed Action consists of restoring the straightened river channel to a
meandering channel emulating historic conditions, reconnecting the river to existing remnants of
historic secondary channels, and constructing small side channels to re-create aquatic features.
The completed project will provide a protected 800 to 2,200-foot-wide corridor along the entire
reach of the restored middle Provo River for angler access and wildlife habitat. Existing levees
are being set back to create a near natural flood plain and to allow the river to change course
naturally. Planting and fostering streamside vegetation will help to provide the necessary
environment for healthy fisheries and riparian wildlife. Side channels and ponds will improve
fish habitat and create habitat for wetland-dependent wildlife. Construction of the PRRP
Proposed Action began in 1999 and will be completed in 2006.

1999 Diamond Fork System Final Supplement to the Final EIS. The District, DOI and
Mitigation Commission completed the Diamond Fork System Final Supplement to the Final EIS
(FS-FEIS) in June 1999. The FS-FEIS covers features required to complete construction of the
Diamond Fork System. The Proposed Action was formulated to complete the system and fulfill
the same need, with the least long-term environmental impact, as the Recommended Plan
described in the 1984 Diamond Fork Power System FEIS as modified by the 1990 Diamond
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Fork System FS-FEIS and the DOI 1995 Record of Decision. The 1999 FS-FEIS considered the
impacts of constructing and operating a series of tunnels and pipelines to convey water through
the mountainous terrain of Diamond Fork Canyon and various Diamond Fork drainage tributary
canyons in the Uinta National Forest. The following features were proposed for construction: 1)
Sixth Water Connection to Tanner Ridge Tunnel, 2) Tanner Ridge Tunnel, 3) Diamond Fork
Siphon, 4) Red Mountain Tunnel, 5) Red Hollow Pipeline and Connection to Diamond Fork
Pipeline, 6) Diamond Fork Creek Outlet, 7) Spanish Fork River Outlet from Diamond Fork
Pipeline, and 8) if necessary, modifications to Spanish Fork River diversion dams. These features
would be sized to convey: 1) Strawberry Valley Project (SVP) water from Strawberry Reservoir
for agricultural use in the Spanish Fork area of southern Utah County, 2) Bonneville Unit water
to Utah Lake, and 3) flows to meet minimum streamflow requirements mandated by CUPCA.
The Diamond Fork System removes a portion of the SVP irrigation flows that were historically
conveyed down Sixth Water Creek and Diamond Fork Creek. In-stream flows mandated in
CUPCA are released into Sixth Water Creek and lower Diamond Fork Creek as part of an effort
to enhance fisheries in these streams.

2000 Final EA for the Diamond Fork System Proposed Action Modifications. The District,
DOI and Mitigation Commission completed a Final EA for the Diamond Fork System Proposed
Action Modifications in June 2000. The EA covers modifications made to the Proposed Action
in Chapter 1 of the 1999 FS-FEIS. These modifications were developed as a result of the value
engineering process on the Diamond Fork System Proposed Action design. The value
engineering process identified that one long tunnel could replace the proposed Tanner Ridge
Tunnel, Diamond Fork Siphon, Red Mountain Tunnel, and Red Hollow Pipeline and Connection
to Diamond Fork Pipeline. The Proposed Action Modifications consisted of: 1)Sixth Water
Connection to Upper Diamond Fork Shaft, 2) Upper Diamond Fork Shaft, 3) Upper Diamond
Fork Flow Control Structure, 4) Upper Diamond Fork Tunnel, 5) Monks Hollow Overflow
Structure, 6) Diamond Fork Creek Outlet, 7) Diamond Fork Pipeline Extension, 8) Connection to
Diamond Fork Pipeline, 9) Access Road and Road Reconstruction, and 10) Fiber Optic Cable.
The DOI and Mitigation Commission each issued a Finding of No Significant Impact on the
Proposed Action Modifications.

2001 Uinta Basin Replacement Project Final EA. The District and DOI completed the Section
203(a) Uinta Basin Replacement Project Final EA in October 2001. The Section 203(a) Uinta
Basin Replacement Project was authorized through the following features in Section 203(a) of
CUPCA: 1) Pigeon Water Dam and Reservoir with an enclosed pipeline conveyance system; 2)
McGuire Draw Dam and Reservoir; 3) Clay Basin Dam and Reservoir; and 4) Farnsworth Canal
rehabilitation. Project replacement features were developed from the authorized features in the
Section 203 legislation. These replacement features were included and evaluated in the
alternatives formulation and development process described in the Final EA/Finding of No
Significant Impact for the Section 203(a) Uinta Basin Replacement Project. Feasibility of a
Section 203 project was discussed and evaluated in the Uinta Basin Replacement Project Final
Feasibility Study. The Section 203(a) Uinta Basin Replacement Project provides variations of
those replacement features and alternatives to meet project needs to manage the water resources
within the project area to provide early- and late-season irrigation water, M&I water supplies,
water conservation, and to enhance facilities for environmental purposes. Under the October
2001 plan, the Section 203(a) Uinta Basin Replacement Project includes enlargement of Big
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Sand Wash Reservoir (12,000 acre-feet increased capacity), the new Big Sand Wash Feeder
Diversion Structure, a new Big Sand Wash Feeder Pipeline, a new Big Sand Wash-Roosevelt
Pipeline to deliver 3,000 acre-feet of M&I water to the city of Roosevelt, Utah, modification of
the Moon Lake Dam outlet works to allow for winter operation to release minimum in-stream
flows, mitigation of wetland impacts and stabilization of 13 high Uinta Mountain lakes.

2002 Mitigation and Conservation Plan. The Mitigation Commission issued the first five-year
update of its Mitigation and Conservation Plan in 2002. This report contained an overview of the
progress of fulfilling the components of the 1997 plan, adaptations and changes in the plan that
occurred since 1997. Information from the 2002 plan update is included in Chapters 2 and 3.

2002 Diamond Fork System Final EA for the Proposed Action Modifications. The District,
DOI and Mitigation Commission completed the Diamond Fork System Final EA for the
Proposed Action Modifications in March 2002. The modifications were made to the 1) Proposed
Action Modifications described in the 2000 Diamond Fork System Final EA/Finding of No
Significant Impact for the Proposed Action Modifications, and 2) 1999 Diamond Fork System
FS-FEIS. These modifications resulted from conditions encountered during construction of the
Upper Diamond Fork Tunnel, including high inflows of groundwater with extreme
concentrations of hydrogen sulfide from a partial collapse of the tunnel in a fault zone behind the
tunnel-boring machine. The District and DOI concluded that further excavation of the tunnel was
not feasible because of adverse geologic conditions, worker safety in a high concentration
hydrogen sulfide environment, and corrosive effects of the water containing hydrogen sulfide on
the tunnel lining and operation and maintenance equipment. It was decided to terminate tunnel-
boring operations, seal the tunnel below the area of collapse, and complete the Diamond Fork
System by implementing the modifications detailed in the 2002 Final EA. The 2002 Proposed
Action Modifications consisted of the following features: 1) Sixth Water Connection to Tanner
Ridge Tunnel, 2) Tanner Ridge Tunnel, 3) Upper Diamond Fork Pipeline, 4) Upper Diamond
Fork Road Reconstruction, 5) Upper Diamond Fork Flow Control Structure, 6) Diamond Fork
Shafts, and 7) Aeration Chamber and Connection to Upper Diamond Fork Tunnel. These
features connect to the already completed Upper Diamond Fork Tunnel, Monks Hollow
Overflow Structure, Diamond Fork Creek Outlet, and Diamond Fork Creek Pipeline. Diamond
Fork System construction was completed in 2004 and it conveys Bonneville Unit water and SVP
water to the mouth of Diamond Fork Canyon. In-stream flows specified in CUPCA are now
released into Sixth Water Creek and lower Diamond Fork Creek as part of an effort to enhance
fisheries in these streams. DOI has completed modifications to Strawberry Tunnel gates and Syar
Tunnel gates to provide continuous release of flows to Sixth Water Creek, even when Syar
Tunnel is shut down for system maintenance or repair.

2004 Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System Final EIS. The District, DOI and
Mitigation Commission completed the Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System (ULS)
Final EIS in September 2004. The ULS is the last system of the Bonneville Unit of the Central
Utah Project. The Spanish Fork Canyon-Provo Reservoir Canal Alternative (Proposed Action)
was formulated to deliver the remaining 15,800 acre-feet of uncommitted Bonneville Unit water
and would have an average transbasin diversion of 101,900 acre-feet, which consists of a
delivery of: 30,000 acre-feet of M&I water for secondary use to southern Utah County and
30,000 acre-feet of M&I water to Salt Lake County water treatment plants; 1,590 acre-feet of
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M&I water already contracted to southern Utah County cities, and 40,310 acre-feet of M&I
water to Utah Lake for exchange to Jordanelle Reservoir. The 30,000 acre-feet (less the water
returned to DOI under the Section 207 Program) of M&I water utilized in southern Utah County
would be used in the cities’ secondary water systems. Under the Proposed Action, the DOI
would acquire all of the District’s secondary water rights in Utah Lake. These water rights would
amount to 57,073 acre-feet. The acquired water rights would be used to exchange water to
Jordanelle Reservoir. The Spanish Fork Canyon—Provo Reservoir Canal Alternative would
include the following features: 1) Sixth Water Hydropower Plant, Substation and Transmission
Facilities, 2) Upper Diamond Fork Hydropower Plant and Underground Transmission Facilities,
3) Spanish Fork Canyon Pipeline, 4) Spanish Fork—Santaquin Pipeline, 5) Santaquin—Mona
Reservoir Pipeline, 6) Mapleton—Springville Lateral Pipeline, and 7) Spanish Fork—~Provo
Reservoir Canal Pipeline. These features would deliver ULS M&I secondary water to southern
Utah County cities, deliver water to Hobble Creek to provide June sucker spawning flows, and
supplemental flow during other times of the year, deliver water for supplemental flow in the
lower Provo River, deliver M&I raw water to the Provo Reservoir Canal and the Jordan
Aqueduct for conveyance to water treatment plants in Salt Lake County, and provide water to
generate electric power at 2 hydropower plants in the Diamond Fork System, with associated
transmission facilities. The Spanish Fork Canyon Pipeline, Mapleton-Springville Lateral Pipeline
and Spanish Fork—Santaquin Pipeline would convey up to 10,200 acre-feet of Strawberry Valley
Project (SVP) water shares contractually assigned or made available to South Utah Valley
Municipal Water Association (SUVMWA) or its member cities/municipalities in southern Utah
County on a space-available basis.

SYSTEMS OF THE BONNEVILLE UNIT

The systems and features of the Bonneville Unit are listed in Table 1-1 and locations of the
systems are shown in Map 1-1. Systems in place at the time of the 1988 DPR are outlined in
(blue) and systems completed after the 1988 DPR are outlined in (red).

Bonneville Unit systems in place and documented in the 1988 DPR included:

Starvation Collection System

Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System (SACS)

Municipal & Industrial (M&I) System

Ute Indian Tribal Development (partially in-place; other features in planning stage)

Two systems planned to be included as original Bonneville Unit components were
subsequently re-authorized by CUPCA. The Diamond Fork Power System was replaced by the
Section 202 Diamond Fork System and the Irrigation & Drainage (I&D) System was replaced
by the Section 202 Utah Lake Drainage Water Delivery System (ULS). New physical
components authorized by CUPCA and amendments include:

e Diamond Fork System
e Utah Lake System (ULS)
e Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project and Daniel Replacement Project
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¢ Uinta Basin Replacement Project

Other studies, resource development, mitigation programs, conservation programs and legal
resolutions authorized by CUPCA include:

Section 202 Conjunctive Use of Surface and Groundwater

Section 202 Studies (Utah Lake Salinity, Provo River Studies)
Title III Fish, Wildlife and Recreation Mitigation and Conservation
Title IV Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Account
Title V Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
Table 1-1
Bonneville Unit Components
¥ New Components Authorized
Original Systems by CUPCA & Amendments
SECTION 202 WASATCH SECTION 202 SECTION 203 FECTIIN 207 TITLE I
STARVATION | | STRAWBERRY Ml UTE INDIAN DIAMOND 18D SECTION202 || SECTION 202 R CONJUNCTIVE || SEcTioN202 || uNTABASIN || | o WAGENERT | | FISH, WILDLIFE, TITLEV
EFFICIENCY PROJECT & USE OF MPHOVEMENT & RECREATION
COLLECTION | | COLLECTION SYSTEM TRIBAL FORK POWER SYSTEM DIAMOND uLs il ADDITIONAL || REPLACEMENT T UTE INDIAN
SYSTEM SYSTEM DEVELOPMEN SYSTEM FORK SYSTEM SYSTEM' BUREACE & STUDIES PROJECT MITIGATION & || wATER RIGHTS
T g GROUNDWATER LOCAL DEVELOPNENT | | CONSERVATION
* Knight + Soldier Jordanelle * Bottle + Syar Tunnel Wasatch Sixth Water + Sixth Water « Pump » Sec. Sec. * Big Sand * Sec. 207(b)— | = Sixth Water + Ute Indian
Diversion Creek Dam Reservoir Hollow « Sixth Water Aqueduct Connection 1o Power Stations 202(a)2)- 202(a)(4)- Wash Waler Creek and Water Rights
Dam and Jordan Reservoir Agueduct (tunnels Tanner Ridge Generation « River Study and | Study of Utah Reservoir Management Diamond Settlement
e Starvation Enlarged Aqueduct o Wildlife l's LastChance upd . Tunnel « Upper Diversions Development Lake Salinity i Enlargement Improvement Fork Creek
Feeder Strawberry Alpine Habitat Powerplant pipelines) Tanner Ridge Diamond + Lateral h): l_—“:ﬂh . Control i * Big Sand Plan * Provo River
Conduit Reservoir Aqueduct Development { | p¢ pe Mona- Tunnel Fork Power Piping Division of Sec. . Wash * Sec. and Utah
o Starvation . l:I]jlpur Stabilization Lu.fwcr Hollow Ncphi Upper Generation « Pipeline to Wi"“-‘f. B 202(a) 5.}— Diversion 207(b)(5)- Lake
Reservoir Stillwater of High Stillwater RSO Canal Diamond * Spanish Fork Daiiiel B"‘"””'C_U’“ i Provo River Dam Water * Duchesne and
« Duchesne Reservoir Mountain « Midview « Monks Mona. Fork Pipeline Flow Control Irrigation s;‘“ 1““"”'_, . Studies (i.e. * Big Sand Conservation Strawberry
River Canals | * Currant Lakes (Trial. Exchange Hollow West Upper Structure Company ;:‘:i]llltjl“l“ll:ui .\lru}hcrryu W“-“h' Feeder Credit Rivers
Creek Lost. & Powerplant Mlm“,' and Diamond * Spanish Fork | « Wasatch W:-.‘Ih‘cr - P‘rt:\n Pipeline Progran * Statewide
Reservoir Washington) L' Diastiond Nephi Fork Control Canyon Canal Counties (‘unw_\'.lm.u + Big Sand * Sec. 207(c)- Fish,
« Strawberry | Fork Pumping Structure Pipeline Rehabilitation ' Study) Wash Water Wildlife. and
Aqueduct Powerplant Plants Asration « Spanish Fork- | « Timpanogos Roosevelt Conservation Recreation
Nephi- Chamber and Provo Canal Pipeline Pricing Study Enhancement
Sevier Connectionto |  Reservoir Rehabilitation * High * Sec. 207(d)= | » Fish,
Canal Upper Canal ¢ Testorition Mountain Study of Wildlife, and
Mosida Diamond Pipeline of Stream Lakes Coordinated Recreation
Area Fork Tunnel * Spanish Fork- Flows in Stabilization Operations Schedule for
Canal§ and Upper Santaquin Upper « Moon Lake « Sec. 207(f)- Completing
Pumping Diamond Pipeline Strawberry Outlet Utah Water 1988 DPR
Plants Fork Tunnel | « Santaquin- River and Modification (unﬁcr\'almn
Monks ' Mona Tributaries Advisory
Hollow i Reservoir Board
Overflow i Pipeline * Sec. 206
Structure { « Mapleton- Local
Diamond | Springville Development
Fork Creek | Lateral n S.Enpclc,
Outlet | Pipeline Garfield, and
| Piute
Diamond 1 Caiinties
Fork Pipeline | )
Extension |
Diamond
Fork Pipeline |
Note:
'Alternate system to the 1&D System. Authorized in CUPCA, Section 202(a)(1)(B).
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CHAPTER 2 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter outlines the environmental commitments on the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah
Project (CUP) that were not completed under the 1988 Definite Plan Report (DPR), new
environmental commitments or modifications to environmental commitments made since the
1988 DPR. As the Bonneville Unit of the CUP was developed and features were constructed,
environmental commitments were made in National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
compliance documents, record of decision documents and biological opinions on features of the
Bonneville Unit of the CUP. A timeline for significant milestones and important reports,
agreements, and legislation is shown schematically in Figure 2-1. Many of the environmental
commitments made in previous Bonneville Unit documents have been fulfilled. The fulfilled
environmental commitments involve stream flows for fish, land acquisition for wildlife habitat
mitigation, water quality monitoring, and actions to benefit threatened and endangered species
and their habitat. Some environmental commitments are no longer applicable because of changes
in the Bonneville Unit of the CUP and therefore have been superseded. The Bonneville Unit
environmental commitments fulfilled are incorporated into the Strawberry Aqueduct and
Collection System (SACS), Municipal and Industrial (M&I) System and Diamond Fork System
(DFS). Additional environmental commitments come from the reformulated Diamond Fork
System and new programs authorized under the Central Utah Project Completion Act (CUPCA),
including the Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project (WCWEP), Daniel Replacement Project
(DRP), Provo River Restoration Project (PRRP), Uinta Basin Replacement Project (UBRP) and
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System (ULS). The remaining environmental
commitments are listed in Table 2-1 with a description of the commitment, a comment that
relates the history of the commitment to other actions and documents, the public agency or
agencies responsible for completion of the commitment, the current status of mitigation required
by the commitment and whether the commitment was included in the 1988 DPR or a subsequent
document. Table 2-1 compiles all environmental commitments for the SACS (nos. 1-12),

_Starvation Collection System (no. 13), M&I System (nos. 14-23), the DFS (nos. 24-46), and
those associated with the Irrigation & Drainage System (nos. 47-50) now superseded. Also
included are environmental commitments for the WCWCEP and DRP (nos. 51-57), PRRP (nos.
58-63), UBRP (nos. 64-74), and ULS (nos. 75-92). Source documents for the environmental
commitments are listed in the references section of this appendix. Locations of wildlife
mitigation lands are shown on Map 2-1.

Chapter 3 discusses Bonneville Unit environmental commitments and status in more detail under
the major respective watersheds in the Bonneville Unit area. Additional fish and wildlife
components authorized by the CUPCA that do not specifically address a prior DPR
environmental commitment also are described in Chapter 3.
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DATE
DOCUMENTATION 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Planning Reports ' m1964 DPR ! 1988 DPR m m 2004 DPR
| 1997 Mitigation Commission ®
| (Mitigation and Conservation Plan) o
2002 Mitigation Commission
|(Mitigation and Conservation Plan Update)
} | i ! .
Legislation/CUPCA | 1969 NEPA A A 1972 Clean Water Act | | A 1992 CUPCA A 2002 CUPCA Amendment |
I i [ | [ |
I A 1973 Endangered Species Act | | ]
| : I |
! } 1997 Clean Water Act Amendment A : :
1 | | | |
| | | |
| | I I
| | I i
. i ' |
I i | |
Agreements and ® 1965 Fish & Wildlife |
Planning Aid Memos Planning Aid Memo 1980 Streamflow Agreement # 1990 Streamflow Agreement Amendment
1987 Wildlife Mitigation Plan @ =
& 1997 Fish & Wildlife
1988 SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan Planning Aid Memo
® 1992 Fish & Wildlife Report
on the Status of Mitigation 1999 Fish & Wildife Report
I on the Status of Mitigation Update
. ' f A : @ 2001 Uinta Basin Replacement
Environmental Impact Statements : @ 1973 Bonneville Unit FEIS | @ 1990 Final Supplement to the Project Final EA P
| ' | Final Diamond Fork FEIS - ®
IRNE BRI TEER ;.9'87' Szfgsupmeﬁzg lathe 1998 SFN System DEIS @ | 2004 Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water
| R Sy Delivery System DEIS
- 3 1999 Final Supplement to tha. o
® 1984 Diamond Fork FEIS Diamond Fork System FEIS | 2004 Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water
| Delivery System FEIS
! ' 1996 WCWEP/DRP FEIS @ e @
| | 1997 Provo River Restoration g 2001 and 2002 Diamond Fork System Final EAIS.
Project FEIS |

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DPR  Definite Plan Report for the Bonneville Unit Figu ¥o Jil
FEIS  Final Environmental Impact Statement . =

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act l'imeline for Reports,

Agreements, and Legislation
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CHAPTER 2 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS
Table 2-1
Environmental Commitments on the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project
Page 1 of 31
No. | Environmental Commitment Comments Responsibility Status 1988 DPR or Other
Document
1 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection This comprehensive mitigation plan was developed to address impacts Utah Reclamation 1988 DPR; 1997 FWS
System (SACS): Mitigate wildlife losses in | of three major systems of the Bonneville Unit. The plan focused on Mitigation and Planning Aid Letter
accordance with the January 1987 acquiring private lands, with subsequent management by public agencies | Conservation
“Wildlife Mitigation Plan for Strawberry for wildlife habitat values. Commission
Aqueduct and Collection System, (Mitigation
Municipal and Industrial System, and Reformulation of the Diamond Fork System (DFS) as described in the Commission) Completed. In 2000, 1,760 acres were acquired along the
Diamond Fork System, Bonneville Unit, 1990 and 1999 Final Supplements to the 1984 FEIS and 2000 Final EA Strawberry River for angler access, SACS aquatic
Central Utah Project.” for Proposed Action Modifications to the DFS resulted in a reduced mitigation and the final increment needed to complete the
mitigation need. Mitigation was met by adjusting mitigation acreage of 1987 Wildlife Mitigation Plan terrestrial mitigation, as
other systems of the Bonneville Unit and by acquiring 161 additional revised in 1997. All required lands have been acquired.
equivalent acres of wildlife habitat. Wildlife habitats acquired adjacent Appropriate management plans (operating agreements)
to Strawberry River angler access corridor as described in the 1999 have been or will be implemented with Utah Division of
Angler Access EA achieved this commitment. Wildlife Resources or U.S. Forest Service (USFS).
The 1987 Wildlife Mitigation Plan required mitigation for 630 acres of Ongoing. PRRP is approximately 75 percent complete. In
wooded riparian vegetation impacted by the M&I System. 165 acres addition, other acquisitions that have been made for the
have been mitigated through acquisition and habitat improvements on SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan may provide additional
part of the Moon properties on Currant Creek, and 237 acres have been riparian credits.
mitigated as part of the Camelot properties on the Strawberry River. The
remaining 228 acres of riparian development is being achieved by the
Provo River Restoration Project (PRRP).
2 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection The 1986 Working Agreement guaranteed 44,400 acre-feet, in addition | Central Utah Water Completed; ongoing. 1988 DPR
System: Provisions for bypasses of to spills and bypasses, until 2000. The 1990 Final Supplement to the Conservancy District
sufficient water to protect 50 percent of 1984 Diamond Fork FEIS also guaranteed the flow. Provisions for up to | (District) and U.S.
historic trout habitat in Strawberry River, 54,900 acre-feet of water, including 10,500 acre-feet non-lapsing carry- | Bureau of Reclamation
Currant Creek, Rock Creek, and West Fork | over storage in Strawberry Reservoir, are provided by the 1990 (Reclamation)
Duchesne River. amendment to the 1980 Streamflow Agreement. Sec. 303(a) of CUPCA
commits sufficient water to maintain the minimum streamflows
established pursuant to the Streamflow Agreement.
3 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection The Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project (WCWEP) and Daniel Mitigation Commission, | Completed. Irrigation diversions were terminated in 2001. CUPCA

System: Strawberry Exchange — restore
natural streamflows in 16.3 miles of upper
Strawberry River and 9.8 miles of
Bjorkman Hollow, Hobble Creek and
Willow Creek (9,225 angler days).

Replacement Project (DRP) have been constructed and start-up during
June 2001 has resulted in restoring the natural streamflows in 16.3 miles
of Strawberry River and 9.8 miles of Bjorkman Hollow, Hobble Creek
and Willow Creek. The SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan assigned a range
between 9,225 and 10,225 angler-days credit for this measure. The
Mitigation Commission and Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
determined that 9,225 credits are applied based on Table 1 in Appendix
A of the SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan.

Final disposition of the 2,900 acre-feet per year in the upper Strawberry
River basin must still be decided. Section 303 (b) states that the
Mitigation Commission and FWS will decide where this water will go,
what its use(s) will be and how it will be released or operated.

District, and USFS

Mitigation Commission
and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS)

District completed removal and remediation of Daniel
Irrigation Company reservoirs, canals and diversion in
2002. Completed remediation of McGuire Draw and
Bjorkman headcuts in 2003.

Pending. For the ULS, it is assumed that 2,900 acre-feet
will remain in the Uinta Basin in accordance with Section
303 of CUPCA.
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

CHAPTER 2
Table 2-1
Environmental Commitments on the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project
Page 2 of 31
. . R 1988 DPR or

No. | Environmental Commitment Comments Responsibility Status Other Document

4 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection The 1988 Aquatic Mitigation Plan for the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System | Mitigation Nearly Completed. Approximately 49 miles of the 1988 DPR;
System: Acquisition of Angler Access of the Bonneville Unit of CUP identified the acquisition of approximately 51 miles of Commission required 51 miles of angler access has been acquired since | 1999 Final EA on
stream access on the West Fork Duchesne, Duchesne, Currant Creek and Strawberry and the late 1980s. About 2 miles are under current the Angler Access

Currant Creek upstream from U.S. Rivers to provide partial mitigation for lost angling opportunities. Angler access would | Reclamation negotiation. Mitigation

Highway 40 — 9.4 miles (2,350 angler-
days)

Strawberry River (Camelot Resort) - 8.0
miles (2,400 angler-days)

Strawberry River (Soldier Creek Dam to
Camelot) - 11.2 miles (3,360 angler-
days)

Strawberry River (downstream from
Starvation Dam) - 2.0 miles (600
angler-days)

West Fork Duchesne River - 9.3 miles
(2,325 angler-days)

Duchesne River - 7.0 miles (1,750
angler-days)

Rock Creek - 2.2 miles (550 angler-
days)

North Fork Duchesne River — 1.85 miles
(463 angler-days)

be acquired where instream flows were being provided, and in some instances, where
stream habitat improvements were made. An Environmental Assessment addressing the
impacts of acquiring the remaining lands or easements and management of the angler-
access corridors was released November 13, 1999. The EA revised stream segments and
lengths slightly. The length of access on Currant Creek was reduced and length was
added on North Fork of the Duchesne River. The Mitigation Commission entered into
an agreement with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources and Reclamation in 1996 to
coordinate acquisition priorities and develop operating agreements for the acquired
properties and easements.

Program, SACS
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Table 2-1
Environmental Commitments on the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project
Page 3 of 31
No. | Environmental Commitment Comments Responsibility Status Otll?ff;:) l:l:n(::n ¢
5 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection The 1988 Aquatic Mitigation Plan for the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System Mitigation Completed. 1988 DPR;
System: Fish habitat improvement identified 14 stream segments totaling over 119 miles as potential sites for stream Commission 1988 Aquatic
measures habitat improvement work. Mitigation Plan
Strawberry River downstream from A limit of 9,790 angler-days mitigation credit was imposed by the FWS for fish habitat To date, 90 miles of stream habitat improvements have
Starvation Dam — 6.2 miles (3,124 improvements as a component of the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System been installed. A review was conducted by the Mitigation
angler-days) Aquatic Mitigation Plan. Ninety miles of stream habitat improvements amounting to Commission in 1995, which found that most of the fish
Currant Creek — 16.2 miles (1,368 8,253 angler-days have been completed. An evaluation of the fish habitat improvement habitat structures were functioning as planned. The FWS
angler-days) projects was funded by the Mitigation Commission and showed that although most estimated in its January 30, 1998 FWCA report on the
Rock Creek — 10 miles (914 angler-days) | projects were effective, a percentage of fish habitat structures did not function or are in PRRP that about 75 percent of the installed structures
W. Fork Duchesne River (downstream need of initial repair. The FWS estimated in its January 30, 1998 Fish and Wildlife were performing as intended, which provided mitigation
from Vat Diversion Dam — 11.3 miles | Coordination Act (FWCA) report on the PRRP that about 75 percent of the structures for 6,115 AD of the needed 9,790 AD. The PRRP will
(partially completed; 75 angler-days) were performing as intended. This translates to 6,115 angler-days achieved. A balance provide the remaining 3,675 angler days of mitigation for
Strawberry River (upstream from of 3,675 angler-days is needed to complete this mitigation measure. The Mitigation fish habitat improvements.
Strawberry Reservoir) — 18.1 miles Commission intends to complete the mitigation requirements for the SACS by
(304 angler-days for reach upstream of | implementing the PRRP.
Daniels diversion only)
Strawberry River (downstream from Strawberry Reservoir filled for the first time in 1998, fulfilling Reclamation’s first-fill Final report on Middle Strawberry River (2001) has been
Soldier Creek Dam) — 6.0 miles (507 requirements on Soldier Creek Dam. Reservoir releases during summer, fall and winter completed. IBAT has reviewed the impact of interim
angler-days) 1998-99 resulted in unseasonally high flows in the Strawberry River below Soldier operational flows with the SACS streams and determined
Provo River (from Jordanelle Dam to Creek Dam. that no compensatory mitigation is required.
Deer Creek Reservoir) — 9.3 miles
(balance to be achieved by PRRP)
Diamond Fork (Three Forks to
Springville Crossing) — 6.6 miles (265
angler-days)
North Fork Duchesne River — 10.0 miles
(664 angler-days)
West Fork Duchesne River (upstream
from Vat Diversion Dam) — 10.0 miles
(748 angler-days)
South Fork Rock Creek — 3.0 miles (224
angler-days)
Diamond Fork (upstream from
Springville Crossing) — 4.0 miles (160
angler-days)
6 | Strawberry egg taking station (1,800 Construction was completed in 1987. An electric weir was installed in 1995. Reclamation Completed. 1988 DPR;
angler days) and Mitigation 1988 Aquatic
Commission Mitigation Plan
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System: A minimum of 25 cfs will be
maintained in Rock Creek at the
FS/Indian reservation boundary.

commitment from the September 20, 1965 Agreement. The CUP Completion Act
Section 505(d) states the Secretary shall endeavor to maintain continuous flows of 29
cfs during May-October and 23 cfs during November-April at the reservation boundary.
These minimum flows are met through combined releases out of Upper Stillwater Dam
on Rock Creek and Docs Diversion on South Fork of Rock Creek. South Fork of Rock
Creek joins the main channel of Rock Creek about 0.9 miles downstream from Upper
Stillwater Dam. The two streams merge approximately 7 miles upstream of the
reservation boundary.

achieved and usually exceeded. A U.S. Geological Survey
gage at the Reservation boundary is used to confirm the
minimum flows are met. Monitoring of the 1980
Streamflow Agreement and 1990 Amendment is
conducted by IBAT, District, Ute Indian Tribe and FWS.

Table 2-1
Environmental Commitments on the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project
Page 4 of 31
. . - 1988 DPR or
No. | Environmental Commitment Comments Responsibility Status Other Document

7 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection The project plan to develop wetland mitigation areas around the shoreline of Starvation | Mitigation Ongoing. In December 2001, DOI released a Draft EA 1988 DPR
System: Duchesne River Area Canal Reservoir was determined to be infeasible in 1987. Reclamation and FWS revised plans | Commission, describing the proposed action and alternatives to develop
Rehabilitation (DRACR) Program (a for the required mitigation. Reclamation acquired 1,087 acres of land with water rights | Reclamation, water delivery system capability for the property. Issues
SACS feature): Develop 140 acres of (known as the Riverdell property) for this mitigation. Initial plans for development and | and U.S. involving water rights and resolving an easement for the
riparian and marsh vegetation adjacent to | management of the property by the FWS have been withdrawn. To satisfy a separate Department of | canal have been worked on since that time. This project
Starvation Reservoir to replace habitat commitment under the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System, the Mitigation the Interior will be implemented regardless of a decision on the Lower
losses for the DRACR Program, a part of | Commission, DOI and the Ute Indian Tribe are developing a plan and Draft EIS for (DOI) Duchesne River Wetland Mitigation Project, and will help
the Starvation Collection System. protecting, enhancing and developing wetland areas along the Duchesne River. Some satisfy DRACR mitigation objectives.

concepts being considered could combine the Riverdell property in the plan. If the
Riverdell property does not become incorporated into the Lower Duchesne River
Wetland Mitigation Project, the Riverdell property will be managed separately as
compensation for impacts from the DRACR Program.

8 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection A 1965 FWCA report recommended the development of 6 waterfowl management areas | Mitigation Ongoing. This is in the Mitigation Commission Plan, 1988 DPR
System: Six waterfowl management areas | containing 6,640 acres to mitigate for impacts of the Bonneville Unit SACS, and to Commission, continuing as part of the planning process with DOI and
will be established along the Duchesne provide additional wetland/wildlife-related benefits to the Ute Tribe. Plans developed DOIL, U.S. the Ute Indian Tribe.

River to mitigate for waterfowl losses by Reclamation in the 1970s were never implemented. The Mitigation Commission, Bureau of :
resulting from operation of the Strawberry | DOI and Ute Indian Tribe entered into agreements beginning in 1995 for development Indian Affairs
Aqueduct and Collection System. of a conceptual plan for the protection, enhancement and restoration of wetland areas (BIA), and Ute

along the Duchesne River corridor. Under the agreements, the Ute Indian Tribe Indian Tribe

developed a feasibility study for a 45-mile corridor of the lower Duchesne River, from

Bridgeland to Ouray, Utah. Three alternatives were identified which accomplish the

specific objectives of the mitigation commitment. A Draft EIS has been prepared for

this project, and was released for public review in November 2003.

9 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection The FWS is preparing a 2004 supplement to the final biological opinion for the District and Pending. 1990 Streamflow
System: Until it is resolved whether Duchesne River Basin dated July 1998 to incorporate new information and to provide a | FWS Amendment
existing law will require that said entire revised reasonable and prudent alternative and a re-initiation notice. The final biological
44,400 acre-feet of water remain in the opinion on the Duchesne River System will be a factor in determining the use of the
Duchesne River until its confluence with | 44,400 acre-feet of the SACS in-stream flow water.
the Green River, the District will re-divert
above said confluence in accordance with
Section 6 of the 1990 Streamflow
Amendment.

10 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection The 1980 Streamflow Agreement and 1990 amendment recognized the 25 cfs District With accretion flows, the 25 cfs requirement is being 1965 Deferral

Agreement
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11 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection This recommendation has been accomplished. The dam and related facilities and their Ute Indian Completed. 1988 DPR
System: The operation and maintenance operation and maintenance were transferred to the BIA. The Ute Indian Tribe has Tribe and BIA
of the recreation, fishery and wildlife jurisdiction over recreational activities (including fishing and hunting) at the reservoir.
features of Midview Reservoir will be
transferred to the Tribe, and a minimum
fishery pool will be maintained in the
IeSErvoir.
12 | Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection Bottle Hollow Reservoir (see Figure 6), with a surface area of approximately 420 acres | DOI Bottle Hollow Reservoir is constructed. Further recreation CUPCA
System: Fishing lakes aggregating was completed in 1970, and fulfilled part of this recommendation. The proposed Lower enhancements for the Ute Indian Tribe are authorized by
approximately 800 surface acres will be Stillwater Reservoir would have provided the remaining 380 acres of surface water Section 505 of CUPCA in lieu of construction of Lower
constructed on Indian lands, site locations | fishing opportunity committed to the Tribe. However, the proposed Lower Stillwater Stillwater Reservoir
and cost estimates to be provided on the Reservoir was de-authorized by Section 201 of CUPCA. Replacement features were
basis of further studies by the Service, authorized by Section 505 of CUPCA.
said cost not to exceed $2 million to be
funded under the provisions of Section 8
of the Act of April 11, 1956.
13 | Starvation Collection System: The A total of 1,661 acres of big game winter range were acquired and deeded to Utah Reclamation Completed. 1988 DPR
acquisition and development of 1,280 Division of Wildlife Resources. Additional lands were acquired in lieu of development.
acres of big game winter range. The lands are situated within the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Red Creek
Wildlife Management Area.
14 | Municipal and Industrial System: Transfer | This mitigation commitment has been superseded, as a result of the 1990 reformulation | Mitigation Not applicable. 1988 DPR; 1997
to Utah Division of Wildlife Resources of the DFS and the resulting reduced need for mitigation (see Environmental Commission FWS Planning
970 acres of Deer Creek lands. Provide Commitment No. 1). Land has been acquired on the middle Strawberry River Aid Letter
funds to improve lands. _(see Environmental Commitment No. 1).
15 | Municipal and Industrial System: Acquire | Lands have been acquired by Reclamation. The FWS recommends transfer of the lands | Mitigation Completed. 1988 DPR
720 acres of West Hills area. from Reclamation to Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (see Environmental Commission
Commitment No. 1). and
Reclamation
16 | Municipal and Industrial System: Manage | Reclamation and Utah Division of Parks and Recreation developed a cooperative Mitigation Pending. Mitigation Commission will address this 1988 DPR
Jordanelle Reservoir lands for wildlife agreement on December 19, 1990 to manage lands within the management boundary. Commission, commitment to determine its status.
within management boundary area. The agreement states that Utah Division of Parks and Recreation will implement a Reclamation,
resource management plan developed by Reclamation. Utah Division
Wildlife
Resources, and
Utah Division
of Parks and
Recreation
17 | Municipal and Industrial System: A FEIS on the Upper Provo River Reservoir Stabilization Project was issued by the Mitigation All twelve lakes in the upper Provo River drainage were 1988 DPR
Stabilization of twelve upstream USFS on April 19, 1995. The Mitigation Commission entered into Interagency Commission stabilized during the 1994-1999 period.
reservoirs on Provo River. Agreements with the USFS and Reclamation to complete this project. and USFS
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measuring or delivering bypasses for instream flows. Designs to modify or replace
diversion structures on the middle Provo River are incorporated into the PRRP, which is
being implemented.

Table 2-1
Environmental Commitments on the Bonuneville Unit of the Central Utah Project
Pagg 6 of 31
. . - 1988 DPR or
No. | Environmental Commitment Comments Responsibility Status Other Document

18 | Municipal and Industrial System: The 1987 Final Supplement to the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Mitigation Construction began in July 1997 and was completed in 1988 DPR
Construct a campground at Washington Municipal and Industrial System required the construction of Washington Lake Commission; 1999.

Lake and construct the Crystal Lake Campground and the Crystal Lake Trailhead. USFS, and
Trailhead. Reclamation

19 | Municipal and Industrial System: Fishery | This commitment originated from the 1987 Final Supplement to the Final District and Completed and ongoing. Jordanelle Reservoir filled and 1987 M&I System
mitigation will consist of ... maintenance | Environmental Impact Statement on the M&I System (Reclamation 1987) and Reclamation was declared operational on July 10, 1996. Minimum FS-FEIS;
of minimum flows of 125 cfs between compliance is also required by Sec. 303(c) of CUPCA: “The yield and operating plans stream flows have been met since that date. 1988 DPR;
Jordanelle Dam and Deer Creek for the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project shall be established or adjusted to CUPCA
Reservoir, 100 cfs between Deer Creek provide for the following minimum stream flows, which flows shall be provided
Dam and Olmsted Diversion, and 25 cfs continuously and in perpetuity from the date first feasible, as determined by the
during the winter from Olmsted Diversion | Mitigation Commission in consultation with the FWS and the Utah State Division of
to Utah Lake. Wildlife Resources: In the Provo River from the base of Jordanelle Dam to Deer Creek

Reservoir a minimum of one hundred and twenty-five cubic feet per second; In the
Provo River from the confluence of Deer Creek and the Provo River to the Olmsted
Diversion a minimum of one hundred cubic feet per second.”

20 | Municipal and Industrial System: Post- This commitment originated from the 1987 Final Supplement to the Final Mitigation In early 2002, the Mitigation Commission, in cooperation | 1987 M&I System
project fishery studies will be conducted | Environmental Impact Statement on the M&I System (Reclamation 1987). The study is | Commission with the District and DOI, initiated the study. At that time, FS-FEIS;
below Deer Creek Dam to more precisely | intended to address the impacts on Brown trout habitat in the Provo River downstream | and District it was the Joint Lead Agencies’ intent that the study and 1988 DPR
examine the impacts of summer habitat from Deer Creek Dam resulting from implementation and operation of the M&I System. plan would be completed and incorporated into the ULS
loss and winter habitat gain on the overall | Section 303(d) of CUPCA indicates that “The District shall, with public involvement, draft EIS. However, that won’t be possible because of the
Brown trout population and assess the prepare and conduct a study and develop a plan to mitigate the effects of peak season complexity of the study and statutorily required
feasibility of improving habitat through flows in the Provo River. Such study and plan will be developed in consultation with consultation process, which hasn’t occurred yet. The
modification of streamflow regimens. the FWS, the Utah Division of Water Rights, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Provo River System Stream Flow Study, as envisioned by

affected water right holders and users, the Mitigation Commission, and the Bureau.” the Mitigation Commission, will address a broader scope
Section 303(e) authorized the appropriation of $500,000 to conduct this study and of study than that necessary to meet this environmental
prepare the plan. commitment.
Therefore, in accordance with section 303(d) of CUPCA
and this previous environmental commitment, the Joint
Lead Agencies commit to complete the Provo River
System Stream Flow Study and associated plan as quickly
as is reasonably possible.

21 | Municipal and Industrial System: Angler | The PRRP ROD was signed by the Mitigation Commission on February 23, 1998 and Mitigation Ongoing. This is part of the Mitigation Commission Plan. 1988 DPR;
access to 10 miles of Provo River by the DOI on March 20, 1998. Angler access acquisition along the middle Provo River | Commission To date, the Mitigation Commission and Reclamation 1998 PRRP ROD
downstream of Jordanelle Dam to Deer is being integrated with the PRRP. and have purchased about 90 percent of the access needed
Creek Reservoir. Reclamation along the river. Public access has been acquired for about

8.5 miles along the Provo River.

22 | Municipal and Industrial System: The 1987 Final Supplement to the M&I System Final EIS committed to assure that Mitigation Ongoing. 1988 DPR;
Replacement of Middle Provo River instream flows released from Jordanelle Dam could be bypassed all the way to Deer Commission 1998 PRRP ROD
Diversion Dams. Creek Reservoir. Diversion dams in this reach have been incapable of accurately Part of the PRRP plans.
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23 | Municipal and Industrial System: Deer The Mitigation Commission continues to coordinate with Utah Division of Wildlife and | Mitigation Pending. 1988 DPR;
Mortality reduction on highways around | FWS to determine the need and best methods for reducing deer mortality. The Commission 1989 FWCA
Jordanelle Reservoir. Mitigation Commission is no longer funding studies to evaluate the at-grade deer The Mitigation Commission will reconvene work with Report on M&I

crossing areas as a viable mitigation measure. Utah Department of Transportation FWS, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources and others; System; 1997
funded a study to evaluate deer exit ramps. must determine next course of action. FWS Planning
Aid Memo

24 | Diamond Fork System: A total capacity of | A 560 cfs capacity pipeline and the Diamond Fork Tunnel have been constructed. When | District and Completed. 1990 FS-FEIS
510 cfs will be included in the Diamond | the DFS was completed and placed into operation, this commitment was satisfied. DOI Diamond Fork
Fork Pipeline for the purpose of removing See 1999 DFS FS-FEIS ROD, 2000 DF Final EA and System
project water, as well as existing high FONSI, and 2002 DF Final EA and FONSI
irrigation flows, from the lower Diamond
Fork to mitigate potential project impacts
and provide enhancement to the fishery
resource.

25 | Diamond Fork System: A monitoring The DFS was reconfigured and Monks Hollow Reservoir is no longer part of any District and Ongoing. 1990 FS-FEIS
program will be established to ensure project plan. District has been collecting water quality and temperature data since July Mitigation Diamond Fork
satisfactory water quality [and water 1996. A cooperative agreement between the Mitigation Commission and District was Commission The District and Mitigation Commission monitored water System
temperature] in Diamond Fork below signed in 1997 for collecting water quality and temperature data. The Mitigation quality during construction. The Mitigation Commission
Monks Hollow Reservoir. If problems Commission funded installation of two real-time stream gauging stations complete with will continue to monitor water quality during operation.
occur with low dissolved oxygen during Hydrolab water quality sampling units. Post project water temperature monitoring also
project operation, corrective measures would continue.
such as multi-level outlet on Monks
Hollow Dam, aerators or destratifiers on
Strawberry or Monks Hollow reservoirs,
or warming ponds and aerators on
Diamond Fork below Monks Hollow
Reservoir will be constructed, as required,
to guarantee a minimum dissolved oxygen
content of 5 mg/L.

26 | Diamond Fork System: A monitoring Original EC from the 1990 FS-FEIS stated: “Features required exclusively for the District Ongoing. Water quality monitoring during Bonnville Unit Diamond Fork

program would be established to ensure
satisfactory water quality in Diamond
Fork. Impacts of the [ULS] on Strawberry
Reservoir, Utah Lake, Utah Valley
streams, and the Jordan River will be
presented in the environmental statement
on the ULS. The water quality monitoring
program committed to in the 1990 Final
Supplement (Reclamation 1990) and the
DOI 1995 Diamond Fork Pipeline ROD
will be continued.

Recommended Plan and Alternative A should not be constructed until there has been a
disclosure of the total impacts they would have on fish and wildlife resources of
Strawberry Reservoir, Utah Lake, and streams in Utah and Sevier valleys, and plans for
mitigating losses have been agreed upon.”

operations continues.

Water quality impacts of Bonneville Unit on Strawberry
Reservoir, Utah Lake, Utah Valley streams, and the
Jordan River are addressed in the ULS FEIS. Sevier
Valley area, Millard and Sevier counties are no longer in
the District.

System ROD 1999
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27 | Diamond Fork System: The feasibility of | Sec. 303(c)(1)(A) of CUPCA specifies that minimum stream flows in Sixth Water District Completed; superseded by Sec. 303(c)(1)}(A) of CUPCA 1988 SACS
incorporating plans for delivering up to 49 | Creek downstream of Strawberry Tunnel shall be not less than thirty-two cfs during operates per which specified the in-stream flows and modified the Aquatic
cfs during summer and 32 cfs during May through October and not less than twenty-five cfs during November through April. | CUPCA Sec. commitment on Sixth Water. Modifications to Strawberry | Mitigation Plan;
winter to Sixth Water Creek should be A stream gage was constructed in October 1998 on Sixth Water Creek immediately 303(c)(1)(A) Tunnel and installation of the Syar Tunnel Guard Gate 1992 FWCA
thoroughly explored. If not required by upstream of the Sixth Water Aqueduct Outlet to monitor minimum stream flows. The and CUPCA helped achieve this objective. See also Environmental Report on
law, the feasibility of maintaining a DFS construction is complete and these flows will now be provided in perpetuity. Sec. Commitment No. 31. Diamond Fork
minimum streamflow of 80 cfs in 303(c)(1)}(B) System
Diamond Fork for the protection of the The minimum streamflows specified in CUPCA Section 303(c)(1)(B) state that Completed; superseded by Sec. 303(c)(1)}(B) of CUPCA
stream fishery should be thoroughly subsequent to completion of Monks Hollow Dam or other structure that re-diverts water which specified the in-stream flows and modified the
explored. from the Diamond Fork drainage into the DFS of the Bonneville Unit, flows from the commitment on Diamond Fork. See also Environmental

bottom of Monks Hollow Dam to the Spanish Fork River shall be not less than eighty Commitment No. 31.
cfs during the months of May through September and not less than sixty cfs during the
months of October through April.

28 | Diamond Fork System: Stream channel The Diamond Fork stream restoration study and re-analysis of the DFS flows will result | Mitigation Preliminary and conceptual restoration plans were 1984 FEIS on
rehabilitation work should be in recommendations for flows in Diamond Fork Creek to accomplish fisheries and Commission developed in 1997. These will be reviewed and revised by Diamond Fork
accomplished on lower Diamond Fork to | riparian restoration and the accomplishment of project goals. the Mitigation Commission and the interagency team that Power System;
ensure that appropriate benefits will be re-convened to address this and other similar 1988 DPR; 1990
(attributable to the Diamond Fork commitments. See also Environmental Commitment No. FS-FEIS for
Pipeline) are achieved and maintained. 31 ‘ Diamond Fork

System

29 | Diamond Fork System: Significant The District commenced studies on modifications at the Spanish Fork River diversions | District This Environmental Commitment has been superseded. Diamond Fork
impacts on aquatic resources from in 2001, but did not complete the design studies. Construction of the bypass structures is System ROD 1999
modifications made at the Spanish Fork only included in the ULS No Action Alternative. The ULS alternatives would not The Spanish Fork River Structures project has been
River diversions will be mitigated. If the | require modifications to the Spanish Fork River diversions to make deliveries to Utah suspended.
diversion structures are modified, fish Lake. The June Sucker Recovery Implementation Program has supported the
passage will be built into each structure. recommendation that flows be provided through ULS to lower Hobble Creek to

establish a second June sucker spawning run.

30 | Diamond Fork System: The Diamond Under the ULS, water previously available in the Spanish Fork River will now be District This Environmental Commitment has been superseded. Diamond Fork
Fork System should be operated so that conveyed to Hobble Creek to benefit the endangered June sucker. See Environmental System ROD 1999
all sections of the Spanish Fork River Commitment No. 84. The ULS EIS includes a description of how the
receive the flows that are documented in Bonneville Unit water would be delivered to lower Hobble
the 1999 FS-FEIS that will benefit aquatic Creek, Provo River and Spanish Fork River.
and terrestrial resources.

31 | Diamond Fork System: An interagency See the comments in Environmental Commitments Nos. 27 and 28. The Mitigation Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
team consisting of representatives from Commission will re-convene the interagency team now that the DFS is operating and Commission System ROD 1999

the joint-lead agencies (District, DOI, and
Mitigation Commission), USFS, FWS,
and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
should be organized to determine flow
needs within Sixth Water and Diamond
Fork creeks and the Spanish Fork River to
benefit aquatic, terrestrial, and riparian
resources.

high irrigation-influenced streamflows no longer flow down Diamond Fork Creek.
Monitoring will include assessment of spawning gravel conditions, and leatherside chub
populations and habitat.

The Mitigation Commission will re-convene the
interagency team and will renew studying the potential for
stream restoration and flow recommendations now that the
DFS is operating.
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32 | Diamond Fork System: Water quality The dissolved oxygen concentrations in Diamond Fork Creek and Sixth Water Creek Mitigation Ongoing. Diamond Fork
monitoring will continue downstream of | downstream of the three outlets are being monitored now that the DFS is operating. Commission System ROD
Strawberry Tunnel, Sixth Water Measures have been designed or are in place to re-aerate the water before it is discharged | and District The District and Mitigation Commission monitored water 1999
Aqueduct, and the Diamond Fork Tunnel | and low dissolved oxygen is not expected to be a problem. Monitoring of water quality, quality during construction. The Mitigation Commission
Outlet to determine potential DO including dissolved oxygen, is ongoing in Sixth Water Creek and Diamond Fork Creek. is monitoring water quality during operation.
concentration impacts and how far Corrective measures will be taken as necessary to ensure the water quality standards for
downstream low DO levels are found. dissolved oxygen are met. This Environmental Commitment supercedes the dissolved

oxygen portion of Environmental Commitment No. 25.

33 | Diamond Fork System: If low DO levels | See the comment in Environmental Commitment No. 32. District and Pending. Diamond Fork
are found downstream from tunnel Mitigation System ROD
outlets, baffles or oxygen aerators should Commission See the status in Environmental Commitment No. 32. 1999
be installed to bring DO concentrations up
to levels that are not detrimental to fish
and other aquatic resources.

34 | Diamond Fork System: Conduct a water | The Mitigation Commission entered into a cooperative agreement with District to Mitigation Ongoing. Monitoring continues through present. In 2001, Diamond Fork
quality and temperature-monitoring implement the program in 1997 and at that time added additional water quality Commission the Mitigation Commission determined through System ROD
program throughout the Diamond Fork parameters to be monitored. This Environmental Commitment supercedes the and District consultation with District, FWS, DOI and Utah Division 1999
System. temperature portion of Environmental Commitment No. 25. of Wildlife Resources that most metals and other

parameters could be removed from the monitoring
program. Now that the DFS is in operation, additional
monitoring has resumed.

35 | Diamond Fork System: Acquire public This requirement consisted of acquiring private lands. Partial accomplishment by USFS | Mitigation Ongoing. All properties have been acquired; but 1988 DPR
access to the lower five miles of Diamond | through land exchange; remaining lands acquired by Reclamation. The public access will | Commission negotiations to clear minor boundary issues are still
Fork Creek. provide angler access on lower Diamond Fork Creek. ongoing. An Interim Operating Agreement is in effect.

36 | Diamond Fork System: Provide Diamond | The 1988 Definite Plan Report and 1990 Final Supplement to the Final Environmental Mitigation Ongoing. Based on a 1998 Final Environmental 1988 DPR
Fork recreation facilities compatible with | Impact Statement for the DFS identified construction of recreation facilities to help meet | Commission Assessment (EA) and Decision Notice, the Diamond and CUPCA
the conservation of natural resources. the anticipated recreation demand associated with construction of the DFS and to help Palmyra campgrounds were rebuilt in 2000. The 1998 Final EA

meet the needs of a growing population along the Wasatch Front. The recreation rehabilitated campgrounds provide two-thirds the capacity Diamond
facilities identified in the documents included a campground, day-use areas, trails and of the original campgrounds in order to protect riparian Palmyra
angler access. The 1999 Final Supplement to the 1984 FEIS did not further revise the vegetation from visitor use and to allow for stream Campground

recreation commitments.

restoration of Diamond Fork Creek. A Final EA for the
group campground facility was released in November
2004. Other CUP recreation facilities planned in
accordance with the Diamond Fork Area Assessment
include day-use areas, trailheads and angler access points.
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during the construction period prior to
project operation will continue to
establish a credible baseline for Ute
ladies’-tresses.

Fork Canyon during construction of the Diamond Fork Project. The Mitigation
Commission will continue ULT monitoring for some period during operation of the DFS.
The Spanish Fork Canyon colonies will be potentially affected by the ULS project;
therefore, the commitments listed must be met under the ULS.

baseline data are being collected. The Mitigation
Commission is responsible for data collection now that
the DFS is operating as noted in Environmental
Commitment 41b. The Mitigation Commission has been
consulting with FWS regarding this change.

Table 2-1
Environmental Commitments on the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project
Page 10 of 31
. . - 1988 DPR or
No. | Environmental Commitment Comments Responsibility Status Other Document
37 Diamond Fork System: The joint-lead The Mitigation Commission will be including long-term riparian vegetation monitoring Mitigation Ongoing. Diamond Fork
agencies will plan for a long-term along Diamond Fork Creek, part of which will include recording existing conditions prior | Commission System ROD 1999
monitoring program to determine the to operation of the DFS. The District and DOI will work with the Mitigation Commission The Mitigation Commission will put together a team to
effects on riparian vegetation including to prepare the monitoring program (See also Environmental Commitment No. 31). collect GIS data and aerial photos of Diamond Fork Creek
species composition, riparian corridor as part of the monitoring.
width, and vegetation density; spawning
gravels; and leatherside chub habitat and
populations from flow modifications
within the impact area of influence.

38 | Diamond Fork System: The joint-lead The Mitigation Commission is monitoring Diamond Fork Creek and Sixth Water Creek | Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
agencies will continue to coordinate with | now that the DFS is operating. These data will be shared with the District, DOI and FWS. | Commission System ROD 1999
the FWS regarding results of the Documented impacts will be mitigated (See also Environmental Commitment No. 31). The Mitigation Commission will coordinate with the
monitoring program and Mitigation measures could include flow level adjustments and stream channel FWS.
recommendations to mitigate any reconfiguration and maintenance of side channels (to maintain leatherside chub habitat).
documented impacts.

39 | Diamond Fork System: The joint-lead The Mitigation Commission will determine the need for mitigation of losses or Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
agencies will mitigate any losses or detrimental impacts on wetland and riparian habitats that cannot be restored (See also Commission System ROD 1999
detrimental impacts on wetland and Environmental Commitment No. 31). Now that the DFS is complete and operating, the
riparian habitats that cannot be restored. Mitigation Commission will determine the need for

mitigation.

40 | Diamond Fork System: The Mitigation The Mitigation Commission and the USFS entered into an Interagency Agreement in Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
Commission will continue to consult with | March 1995 to develop a conceptual plan for aquatic and riparian habitat restoration for | Commission ' System ROD 1999
the DOI, District, FWS, FS, Utah Diamond Fork Creek that would emphasize natural processes and low maintenance. The Now that the DFS is complete and operating, the
Division of Wildlife Resources, and planning area extends from Three Forks to the Spanish Fork River. The plan defined a Mitigation Commission will consult with the agencies to
others to plan and implement restoration | reasonable range of alternative solutions for Diamond Fork Creek restoration considering plan and implement restoration actions as appropriate.
of Sixth Water and Diamond Fork creeks, | the potential interactive effects of the Utah Lake Drainage Basin System, the Diamond
and to the extent possible, the Spanish Fork Pipeline, and management objectives for the watershed. The conceptual plan
Fork River. identifies factors that have created undesirable conditions and makes recommendations

for management, structural, and hydrologic changes to rehabilitate the system (See also
Environmental Commitment No. 31).
41a | Diamond Fork System: Monitoring The District has been conducting ULT studies in Diamond Fork Canyon and Spanish District Ongoing. The District has been monitoring ULT and Diamond Fork

System ROD 1999
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41b

Diamond Fork System: Data collection
following project implementation will
include measurements of actual stream
elevations relative to Ute ladies’-tresses
orchid colony locations. If there are
significant discrepancies, the model
should be modified and a new impact
assessment completed. Additionally, the
joint-lead agencies should perform aerial
mapping at a resolution sufficient to
record stream channel geomorphology,
vegetation community, and orchid colony
locations in several-year intervals to help
better understand changes and evaluate
their significance in relation to restoration
and conservation goals.

The measurements and other data will allow the FWS to verify the impact assessment
model and its results. The Joint-Lead Agencies (Mitigation Commission, DOI and
District) plan to continue aerial mapping in several-year intervals during operation of the
DFS. The Mitigation Commission will take the lead on performing the aerial
photography and mapping.

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

Diamond Fork
System ROD 1999

41c

Diamond Fork System: Changes in
vegetative communities in occupied or
potentially suitable orchid habitat will be
measured along Diamond Fork Creek and
Spanish Fork Canyon.

The changes in vegetative communities may be measured using habitat associations,
based on recent consultation between the Mitigation Commission and FWS.

Mitigation
Commission

Pending,

The Mitigation Commission will perform these studies;
however, the plan for collecting these data may change
based on consultation with the FWS.

Diamond Fork
System ROD 1999

41d

Diamond Fork System: The natural
variation in Ute ladies’-tresses orchid
demography, population vigor and habitat
will be characterized under baseline
conditions and under actual operations.

The Mitigation Commission is responsible for monitoring Ute ladies’-tresses orchid
populations under DFS operations.

Mitigation
Commission

Ongoing.

The Mitigation Commission is performing
characterizations under DFS operations.

Diamond Fork
System ROD 1999

4le

Diamond Fork System: The Three Forks
colony will be monitored to better
understand the process of loss of viability
and eventual extirpation of colonies.
Monitoring should focus on the rate of
loss, identifying which parameters are
best to measure to determine if loss is
occurring.

The Three Forks colony of Ute ladies’-tresses orchid is the most upstream colony
documented in the Diamond Fork Creek drainage. Baseline data on this colony have been
collected since the SFN EIS was started and continued through completion of the 1999
Diamond Fork System FS-FEIS.

Mitigation
Commission

Ongoing.

The Mitigation Commission has been monitoring the
Three Forks colony since DFS operations began.

Diamond Fork
System ROD 1999
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41f | Diamond Fork System: Conservation Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
measures in addition to altering flows and Commission System ROD 1999
rescue/transplant should be considered, The Mitigation Commission is determining the need for
such as vegetation manipulation, these measures now that the DFS is operating.
providing supplemental water to colonies,
and mechanical reconfiguration of
portions of the stream channel or
floodplain surfaces, if monitoring data
show streamflow hydrology is adversely
affecting the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid
population.

41g | Diamond Fork System: If pollination is Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
determined to be a limiting factor to long- Commission System ROD 1999
term orchid viability and successful The Mitigation Commission is determining the need for
colonization of new habitats, then the the actions under DFS operation.
joint-lead agencies will consider actions
to enhance pollinator habitat or numbers
as appropriate.

41h | Diamond Fork System: A methodology The District has been collecting data on Ute ladies’-tresses orchid that will support the Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
should be developed that will monitor development of the methodology. Commission System ROD 1999
changes in Ute ladies’-tresses orchid The Mitigation Commission will develop the
habitat quality, and the methodology methodology.
should be used to establish habitat quality
parameters of the population.

41i | Diamond Fork System: Population The District has been collecting data on Ute ladies’-tresses orchid that will support Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
viability parameters and “red-flag” establishing population viability parameters and “red-flag” conditions for the habitat Commission System ROD 1999
conditions should be established for the quality parameters. The Mitigation Commission is establishing now that the
habitat quality parameters. DFS is operating.

41j | Diamond Fork System: The accuracy of | This was not listed as a commitment in the DOI ROD. The District has been collecting Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
the predicted effects analysis should be data that will support measuring accuracy of the predicted effects analysis. Commission System ROD 1999
measured. The Mitigation Commission is planning to measure now

that the DFS is operating.

41k | Diamond Fork System: Timing for The District has been collecting data that will support evaluation of timing for Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
performing the most accurate canyon- performing the most accurate canyon-wide counts of Ute ladies’-tresses orchid. Commission System ROD 1999
wide Ute ladies’-tresses orchid counts The Mitigation Commission is evaluating now that the
should be evaluated. DES is operating.

411 | Diamond Fork System: The relationship | The District has been collecting data that will support the correlation of these Mitigation Pending. Diamond Fork
between river hydrology, depth to soil relationships. Commission System ROD 1999
water, soil moisture, soil characteristics The Mitigation Commission is planning to correlate these
and Ute ladies’-tresses orchid colonies relationships now that the DFS is operating.
should be correlated.
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42 | Diamond Fork System: The joint-lead The District, DOI and Mitigation Commission have actively worked to acquire water for | District and Ongoing. (See also Environmental Commitment No. 80). Diamond Fork
agencies will identify, acquire, and the June sucker and continue to pursue more water through Sections 207, 303, and other | DOI System ROD 1999
permanently provide a block of water for | existing authorities involving water conservation conveyance efficiency, and outright
flows in the lower Provo River through purchase of water. Water saved or acquired will become project water and will be applied
critical habitat, in perpetuity, for June to meet this and other environmental commitment. Water for the endangered June sucker
sucker. will be provided in accordance with the environmental commitments in the ULS Final

EIS.

43 | Diamond Fork System: District, in District has developed operational scenarios that mimic dry, moderate and wet year District Completed. Diamond Fork
cooperation with the other Provo River hydrology and has applied them annually since 1999 to release of water in the Provo System ROD 1999
water users, the FWS, and other members | River to benefit June sucker. These operational scenarios are working well and the This commitment has been met, and the District will
of the Provo River Flows Workgroup, District has accomplished its goal of providing operations in the Provo River to benefit continue to manage and operate flows under the three
will agree on operational scenarios that June sucker. scenarios.
mimic dry, moderate and wet years. The
District, with the support of the joint-lead
agencies and Provo River water users,
will apply operational scenarios to the
annual Provo River operation to benefit
June sucker.

44 | Diamond Fork System: The joint-lead District has been working with DOI and the Mitigation Commission, in cooperation with | District Ongoing. Diamond Fork
agencies, in cooperation with the State of | the State of Utah and FWS, to establish a refugium for June sucker in Red Butte System ROD 1999
Utah and the FWS, will work toward Reservoir. The NEPA compliance document is being prepared and necessary This commitment will be completed in late 2004 or 2005.
establishment of a refugium in Red Butte | modifications are being made to the reservoir control structures.

Reservoir for June sucker.

45 | Diamond Fork System: Any future District, DOI and the Mitigation Commission have been active participants in the June District, DOI, | Ongoing. The RIP has been developed and 29 activities Diamond Fork
development of the Bonneville Unit of sucker Recovery Implementation Program (JSRIP), and 29 separate activities or studies Mitigation were performed in 2003. It is anticipated that in the future | System ROD 1999
CUP will be contingent on the Recovery | are underway or planned as part of the recovery of June sucker. Commission, the FWS will make a determination of sufficient progress.

Implementation Program making and FWS
“sufficient progress” towards recovery of
June sucker.

46 | Diamond Fork System: The ROD The District, DOI and the Mitigation Commission have completed planning and the Final | District, DOI, Completed. Diamond Fork
commits and obligates the Joint-Lead EIS on the Utah Lake System project. and Mitigation System ROD 1999
Agencies to prepare another EIS on the Commission The DOI and Mitigation Commission will issue separate

Bonneville Unit, Central Utah Project,
associated with the Utah Lake System in
compliance with Interior’s FRN (FR Doc.
98-27484) dated October 14, 1998. That
will not only address the impacts
associated with any additional Utah Lake
System facilities, but will also incorporate
and address all remaining and incomplete
commitments contained in the various
CUP NEPA compliance documents and
previous RODs.

RODs on the ULS Final EIS.
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any canal associated with the WCWEP &
DRP and develop measures to prevent
such losses as may warrant alleviation.
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47 | 1&D System/Utah Lake System: That a The Utah State Engineer’s Office issued the Water Distribution Plan the Utah Lake NA Completed. The State Engineer’s Water Distribution Plan NA
minimum pool elevation of 4,480 feet be | Drainage Basin on October 22, 1992. This interim plan recommended the inactive sets the level of Utah Lake.
maintained in Utah Lake, representinga | storage level to be 8.7 feet below compromise. The FWS believes that the 1988 Definite
maximum drawdown of about 9.3 feet Plan Report (DPR) commitments will be satisfied if the inactive storage level is
below compromise level. established at 8.7 feet below compromise as per the Water Distribution Plan for Utah
Lake.
48 | 1&D System/Utah Lake System: That This commitment was associated with a previous planning effort for components of the Mitigation The original quantity of water is not relevant anymore; NA
efforts be made to secure approximately | I&D System of the Bonneville Unit, which have since been discarded and/or de- Commission this Environmental Commitment has been superseded by
24,250 acre-feet of water annually for authorized. Preliminary planning for the Utah Lake Wetland Preserve (ULWP) suggests CUPCA.
management of the Goshen Bay Wildlife | that about 13,000 acre-feet of water might be needed for the ULWP under the “maximum
Management Area. possible wetland development” scenario if adopted for the development and management
of the ULWP.
49 | I&D System/Utah Lake System: That This recommendation was associated with a previous planning effort for components of | Mitigation This Environmental Commitment has been superseded by NA
14,500 acres of lands with attached water | the I&D System of the Bonneville Unit, which have since been discarded and/or de- Commission CUPCA. The Mitigation Commission in partnership with
rights in the vicinity of Goshen Bay be authorized. CUPCA authorized the establishment of the ULWP. CUPCA identifies about Utah Division of Wildlife Resources and Reclamation has
acquired and developed for management | 22,000 acres to be acquired by the Mitigation Commission on the southern end of Utah acquired about 5,040 acres to date for the ULWP. The
by the Utah Division of Wildlife Lake in the Goshen Bay and Benjamin Slough areas to establish the ULWP. The ULWP recommend acreage from the previous plan is no longer
Resources. Management would be will be managed by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources for protection of migratory applicable.
directed primarily towards mitigation of | birds, wildlife habitat and wetland values in accordance with CUPCA and the substantive
waterfowl and pheasant habitats. requirements of the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966.
50 | I&D System/Utah Lake System: That The need for these actions will be evaluated in light of new plans. If no further NA The SFN System considered changes to the Wasatch NA
plans for about 6 miles of open canal Bonneville Unit developments are expected (i.e. no Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Aqueduct and Mona-Nephi Canal; since the SFN System
sections of the Wasatch Aqueduct and 1.5 | Delivery System project), the need for these actions will also be evaluated and was discontinued, this Environmental Commitment is no
miles of the Mona-Nephi Canal be appropriate actions implemented. longer applicable.
modified to permit crossing by big game
animals.
51 | Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project | All United States fee easements have been acquired for the WCWEDP project, and all uses | District Completed. 1997
and Daniel Replacement Project: While of water are protected from uses that could impact water quality. WCWEP/DRP
continuation of pre-project land use will Final EIS ROD
not increase impacts on water quality,
where it is necessary to purchase
easements, and when practical and
feasible, land uses will be restricted to
those which will not impair water quality.
52 | Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project | The District consulted with the FWS and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources during District Completed. 1997
and Daniel Replacement Project: The design of the WCWEP and DRP, and those agencies determined that no significant losses WCWEP/DRP
District will support studies to determine | were occurring and that no measures to alleviate losses were warranted. Final EIS and
if there are significant losses of fish into ROD
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53 | Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project | The Mitigation Commission is signatory to the conservation agreements, and has Mitigation Ongoing. 1997
and Daniel Replacement Project: The participated in their activities. The Mitigation Commission has provided more than Commission WCWEP/DRP
Mitigation Commission will be signatory | $380,000 to date for the native cutthroat trout conservation efforts as part of its Final EIS and
to the Conservation Agreements for contribution to the conservation teams. ROD; CUPCA
Colorado River and Bonneville Cutthroat
trout and as such will work to implement
suitable mitigation for the impact on
naturally re-producing cutthroat trout in
upper Daniels Creek, within the Provo
River drainage if possible.
54 | Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project | The Mitigation Commission funded a survey by Utah Division of Wildlife Resources of | Mitigation Completed. See Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 1997
and Daniel Replacement Project: A potential leatherside chub habitats to determine the status and distribution of leatherside | Commission Publication Number 98-13: Current Distribution and WCWEP/DRP
survey will be conducted prior to chub in the Heber Valley drainage area. Status of Leatherside Chub (Gila copei) in the Heber Final EIS and
construction activities to identify Valley. ROD
leatherside chub population centers and
learn more about the status of the species.
55 | Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project | The Mitigation Commission has created, restored and enhanced many miles of Mitigation Ongoing. 1997
and Daniel Replacement Project: Areas potentially suitable leatherside chub habitat in Heber Valley in association with the Provo | Commission WCWEP/DRP
outside the impact area but within Heber | River Restoration Project (PRRP). The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources and FWS Final EIS and
Valley that contain populations of have not yet formalized a Conservation Agreement for leatherside chub. Nonetheless, the ROD
leatherside chub that would benefit from | Mitigation Commission has continued to develop habitats suitable for the species. In
habitat enhancement would be enhanced | 2004, under the PRRP, Spring Creek, a tributary to Provo River that historically
and protected in accordance with an contained leatherside chub, will be extended in the Provo River floodplain to provide
agreement to be finalized with the FWS additional habitat.
and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources.
56 | Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project | The District’s wetlands mitigation for this project is to restore or enhance wetlands in the | District and Ongoing. 1997
and Daniel Replacement Project: A Strawberry River drainage following removal of the Daniel Irrigation Company facilities | Mitigation WCWEP/DRP
[wetlands] monitoring plan will be including two dams in the headwaters of a Strawberry River tributary. Monitoring Commission Final EIS and
established to evaluate the success of includes determining the success of the wetlands restoration and re-establishment of ROD

mitigation measures. Such mitigation
measures will be modified as needed to
ensure successful mitigation.

wetland vegetation.
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57 | Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project | The Uinta National Forest revised parts of this plan in 1998 with its Environmental District and Completed. 1997
and Daniel Replacement Project: Roads Assessment on closing roads in the upper Strawberry River watershed. The road to the USES WCWEP/DRP
in the upper Strawberry River basin two Daniel Irrigation Company (DIC) dams was subsequently not closed; however, Final EIS and
associated with the DIC diversion almost 3.0 miles of Forest Road 049 up the main Strawberry River drainage was closed ROD
facilities would be closed. The roads and rehabilitated from about % mile upstream of the former DIC diversion, to the
leading to the dams and the two-wheel headwaters. The two-track road to the diversion has been closed, ripped and revegetated.
track roads used for canal maintenance The canals and dams have been removed or re-contoured, and large headcuts caused by
will be ripped and revegetated. Signs years of channel erosion have been rehabilitated. The District and USFS completed this
reading “Closed to Motor Vehicles” will | work from 1999 through 2003. The USFS is responsible for monitoring the revegetation
be posted in appropriate locations. The effort, and will re-seed areas if needed.
roads to the dams would be reshaped to
natural slopes in certain areas to provide _ N _ . . _
drainage and to discourage use by
unauthorized vehicles.

58 | Provo River Restoration Project: Develop | The Mitigation Commission has been monitoring and reporting on each item in Mitigation Ongoing. CUPCA
a comprehensive monitoring and cooperation with the agencies and entities listed at left. The project is meeting or Commission 1998 ROD for
reporting program in cooperation with the | exceeding its goals for revegetation, erosion control, control of noxious weeds and Baseline data and post-project data have been collected PRRP
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Utah undesirable plants, aquatic and terrestrial habitat mitigation, and T&E species habitat. since 1997. Annual progress meetings are held. The
Division of Wildlife Resources, FWS, The aquatic and terrestrial species responses to the project are being monitored. Mitigation Commission is monitoring each item as listed.
recreation groups, and county officials to
evaluate and provide information and
management guidance on the following:

A. Success of revegetation and erosion
control measures.

B. Control of noxious weeds and
undesirable plants.

C. Aquatic and terrestrial habitat
mitigation.

D. Aquatic and terrestrial species
responses to the project.

E. Threatened, endangered, and
candidate species status and trends.

59 | Provo River Restoration Project: The The Mitigation Commission has adhered to all SOPs, or consulted with Utah Division of | Mitigation Ongoing. 1998 ROD for
restoration project will be carried out in Wildlife Resources, FWS and other affected agencies and publics if any SOPs were Commission PRRP
adherence to the numerous Standard revised.

Operating Procedures (SOPs) described
in the FEIS and RODs.

60 | Provo River Restoration Project: See comments on Environmental Commitment No. 54. Mitigation Completed. 1998 ROD for
A survey will be conducted prior to Commission PRRP
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61 | Provo River Restoration Project: Designs | This commitment has become incorporated as a standard part of the PRRP objectives. Mitigation Ongoing as part of PRRP. 1998 ROD for
for fish passage facilities will be The first choice under the restoration effort has been to eliminate diversions entirely, but | Commission PRRP
incorporated into plans for all diversion where diversions are still needed, to modify them along with the restoration project to
structures that are modified by the provide fish passage in both directions.
Project.
62 | Provo River Restoration Project: In order | See comments for items in 62a through 62e below. Mitigation Completed and Ongoing. 1998 ROD for
to avoid the likelihood of adverse impacts Commission PRRP
on Ute ladies’-tresses orchid, the See status for Environmental Commitment Nos. 62a
following actions will be followed. through 62e.
62a | Provo River Restoration Project: A The Mitigation Commission has developed and implemented monitoring plans in concert | Mitigation Ongoing. 1998 ROD for
monitoring plan will be implemented for | with the FWS and UNHP. Modifications to the monitoring program were recommended | Commission PRRP
Ute ladies'-tresses orchid approved by the | by the Mitigation Commission following several years of survey work, and the changes
FWS and developed in consultation with | were approved.
the FWS, Mitigation Commission, and
Utah Natural Heritage Program (UNHP)
staff biologists. The monitoring plan will
be part of an overall monitoring plan that
will track the success of the project in
meeting environmental goals.
62b | Provo River Restoration Project: Prior to | The Mitigation Commission contributed funding for a study of genetics of the Provo Mitigation Completed. 1998 ROD for
construction, the genetics of the Provo River population. This study was under agreement with the FWS. The study concluded Commission PRRP

River watershed population will be
characterized, particularly in relation to
other Wasatch Front populations, to help
determine the uniqueness of the Provo
River population and to determine the
biological appropriateness of using seeds
or transplanted individuals from other
populations to augment colonies or
replace lost individuals following
construction and implementation of
PRRP.

that based on the genetic markers evaluated, there is more genetic variation within
populations than among populations, and the Provo River population was not genetically
distinct from others, e.g. Diamond Fork, in the area (for further information, contact
FWS).
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62¢ | Provo River Restoration Project: Direct The Mitigation Commission has complied with this environmental commitment. The Mitigation Completed. 1998 ROD for
construction impacts will be avoided. The | FWS has been involved in reviewing and revising draft and final designs for the Commission PRRP

FWS and the Mitigation Commission will
determine an appropriate buffer zone
based upon final design and what is
encountered during construction. This
buffer zone will be surrounded with
orange fencing and posted with signs
stating “conservation area - do not
disturb.” The existence of the threatened
Ute ladies'-tresses orchid will not be
stated on the signs to avoid unwanted
attention to the area. The FWS will be
notified when fencing has been installed
prior to construction and given the option
of inspecting the location and adequacy.
Additionally, the FWS will be notified
when construction will be taking place
near orchid colonies. A representative of
the Mitigation Commission or the FWS
will be present when construction is
occurring near orchid colonies in order to
ensure that unexpected impacts do not
occur and to be available for consultation
should changes in construction methods
or location appear necessary.

restoration work for every segment of the river, including those that contained historic
colonies of ULT. Construction has occurred with consultation before, during and after
the project to ensure FWS involvement and approval of the work. The Mitigation
Commission has completed restoration work in the two river segments known to contain
ULT.
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62d

Provo River Restoration Project:
Conditions necessary for continued
viability of the Provo River population
will be maintained, including "artificial"
maintenance of habitat conditions, until
such time as the FWS determines that
such activities are no longer necessary or
warranted. Circumstances that will permit
termination of artificial habitat
maintenance include documentation of
successful establishment of viable
colonies and expiration of existing
colonies due to circumstances not related
to this project. Artificial maintenance
may include such actions as augmenting
or modifying hydrologic conditions and
vegetation management. The Proposed
Action has been redesigned to maintain,
to the extent possible, existing channel
features and hydrology within the
occupied habitat. This will help minimize
the likelihood that artificial habitat
maintenance will be required.

The Mitigation Commission has continued to consult with FWS throughout this project.
To date, no artificial means of maintaining populations has been recommended by the
FWS. The Mitigation Commission will continue to consult with FWS throughout the
completion of the restoration work.

Mitigation
Commission

Ongoing.

1998 ROD for
PRRP

62¢

Provo River Restoration Project:
Additionally, restoration of the river
floodplain corridor and to the degree
possible river dynamics will help create
and maintain suitable habitat. The
Mitigation Commission will work with
the FWS to design and manage these
areas and recreation access points and
trails in a manner that will allow
establishment and maintain viability of
Ute ladies™tresses orchid colonies.

The Mitigation Commission has complied with this environmental commitment. The
FWS has been involved in reviewing and revising draft and final designs for the
restoration work for every segment of the river, including those that contained historic
colonies of ULT. Construction has occurred with consultation before, during and after
the project to ensure FWS involvement and approval of the work. The Mitigation
Commission has continued to consult with FWS throughout this project. The Mitigation
Commission has developed and implemented monitoring plans in concert with the FWS
and Utah Natural Heritage Program. Modifications to the monitoring program were
recommended by the Mitigation Commission following several years of survey work,
and the changes were approved.

Mitigation
Commission

Completed.

1998 ROD for
PRRP

63

Provo River Restoration Project: In order
to avoid, reduce and mitigate potential
impacts of the PRRP on spotted frog, the
following actions would be incorporated
(the implementation of measures marked
with an asterisk (*) will be contingent
upon receiving the necessary permits
from the UDWR):

See comments for items in 63a through 63g below.

Mitigation
Commission

Completed and Ongoing.

See status for Environmental Commitments 63a through

63g.

1998 ROD for
PRRP
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63a

Provo River Restoration Project: During
construction in Reach 9, spotted frogs
will be precluded from moving into the
“wire ponds” before the ponds are
impacted by construction activities. In
Reach 9, spotted frogs will be prevented
from moving back into the “wire ponds”
or entering the construction area.
Exclusion will be accomplished by
placing drift fences around ponds, and
between the construction area and the
USBR Jordanelle wetlands areas in Reach
9. Pit-fall traps would be placed along the
drift fence prior to fall season and before
construction begins. Trapping would be
continued in the spring. The traps would
be checked at regular, frequent intervals
so that captured frogs could be moved to
a suitable area. Such trapping and
relocation will be in accordance with the
protocols described above.

The Mitigation Commission has coordinated extensively with Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources and other agencies throughout the PRRP regarding spotted frog mitigation and
conservation measures. Protocols developed for Reach 9 have been applied in other
reaches of the project that contain spotted frog. The Mitigation Commission has trained
spotted frog technicians on staff and has funded Utah Division of Wildlife Resources to
coordinate and participate in all spotted frog-related activities of the PRRP.

Mitigation
Commission;
Utah Division
of Wildlife
Resources

Completed.

1998 ROD for
PRRP

63b

Provo River Restoration Project: During
construction, a trained person shall be on-
site to coordinate implementation of the
Environmental Commitments, identify
and resolve problems involving spotted
frogs. This action will be performed by
personnel trained by qualified
professional herpetologists. An accurate
record of all activities involving spotted
frogs will be maintained in accordance
with the approved protocols. As part of
this protocol, the Mitigation Commission
proposes to mark spotted frogs > 40 mm
SVL that are moved due to construction
disturbance with P.I.T. tags to evaluate
their movement patterns and survival
rates.

The Mitigation Commission has trained spotted frog technicians on staff and has funded
private and academic experts and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources to coordinate and
participate in all spotted frog-related activities of the PRRP. PIT-tagging and other
studies have been carried out.

Mitigation
Commission

Ongoing.

1998 ROD for
PRRP
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two to four “oxbow” type ponds (created
by river channelization) along the east
side of Reach 9 will be completed. This
mitigation is recommended because
spotted frog monitoring indicates that
these ponds are used by frogs for
breeding, summer activity, and
herpetologists speculate that these ponds
may be hibernation sites. The Mitigation
Commission will create four or more new
ponds to address known habitat
requirements for all spotted frog life
stages. At least two of these ponds will be
designed and constructed to mimic the
two “oxbow” ponds previously identified
as suitable for frogs in Reach 9, and at
least two additional ponds will be
designed and constructed to provide
potential hibernation sites.

prior to removing any occupied habitats. In addition, final designs and construction
avoided the oxbow ponds and they were not removed.
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63c | Provo River Restoration Project: The Mitigation carries out all spotted frog activities either through direction of Utah Mitigation Ongoing. 1998 ROD for

Collection and translocation of spotted Division of Wildlife Resources experts on the project and/or in compliance with the Commission PRRP

frogs will be in accordance with protocols | Certificate of Registration (COR) issued to the Mitigation Commission by the Utah

to be developed by the Mitigation Division of Wildlife Resources.

Commission and other members of the

Bonneville Basin Conservation and

Recovery Team and its technical

advisors. The protocols will also be

reviewed for approval by the Utah

Division of Wildlife Resources in

conformance with the policies,

procedures and regulations governing the

“Collection, Importation, Transportation

or Possession of Zoological Animals.” '
63d | Provo River Restoration Project: The Monitoring of the PRRP project area has been expanded greatly beyond the requirement | Mitigation Ongoing. 1998 ROD for

Mitigation Commission would document | of this environmental commitment, to include the entire 10-mile corridor of the PRRP. Commission PRRP

frog use of the existing ponds within the | Monitoring has shown successful occupation of newly-created wetland by the spotted

proposed construction corridor in Reach 9 | frog, and based on egg mass counts, since the PRRP has been implemented the

during spring breeding season, summer, Conservation Agreement goal of having at least 500 egg masses each spring in the

and during the periods of retreat into and | population has now been exceeded for the past three years.

emergence from hibernation.
63e | Provo River Restoration Project: The Mitigation Commission created many more acres of wetlands, including wetlands Mitigation Completed. 1998 ROD for

Mitigation for the potential removal of designed specifically to provide suitable breeding and hibernating habitats, for the PRRP | Commission PRRP
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Reservoir on October 1:
e Wet year - more than 15,000 acre-feet
e Average year - between 4,500 and 15,000 acre-feet
e Dry year - less than 4,500 acre-feet

Canal to the Big Sand Wash Feeder Diversion
will not reduce the amount of water available to
MLWUA, except to the extent of any conveyance
losses between the “C” Canal and the Big Sand
Wash Feeder Diversion
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63f | Provo River Restoration Project: The The Mitigation Commission and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources are monitoring Mitigation Ongoing. 1998 ROD for

Mitigation Commission will monitor the | annually. ‘ Commission PRRP

newly constructed and modified ponds for

use by spotted frogs for 5 years after

construction of each site. It is also

recommended that wildlife agencies

continue to monitor the sites after this

period.
63g | Provo River Restoration Project: The The Mitigation Commission has provided increased flows to several of the wetlands cells | Mitigation Ongoing. 1998 ROD for

Mitigation Commission will work and modified others to maintain a more constant elevation during breeding season for Commission PRRP

cooperatively with Reclamation and other | spotted frog to reduce water level fluctuations that previously cause desiccation of egg

involved entities to modify water masses. The Mitigation Commission and Reclamation are examining potential measures

management of several existing to increase and improve water supplies to the wetlands cells constructed by Reclamation

mitigation ponds to hold water for wetlands mitigation.

permanently and improve suitability as

hibernation sites.

64 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: The in-stream flows in the Lake Fork River between Moon Lake Reservoir District and Pending completion of the UBRP. There are four criteria 2001 UBRP Final
In-stream flow commitments by and the Big Sand Wash Feeder Diversion Structure would be as follows: Mitigation for bypassing this additional water at the “C” Canal EA and FONSI
MLWUA, District, and DOI in the Lake Commission diversion:

Fork River between Moon Lake Month _ Water Year Number of Years In-stream Flow (cfs)
Reservoir and the Big Sand Wash Feeder | Oct. 1 through Apr. 30 Wet 36 out of 100 years 10.5 1. Moon Lake Water User Association’s (MLWUA)
Diversion Structure will be maintained. Average 42 out of 100 years 7.0 diversion of water must be in priority

Dry 22 out of 100 years 35
Providing these in-stream flows is May 1 through Jul. 31 All years Normal Irrigation 2. The Secretary of the Interior determines that the
considered project mitigation for the Releases bypassed flows will be advantageous for fishery
impacts created by the Moon Lake Aug. 1 through Sep. 30 Wet 36 out of 100 years 11.0 benefits
Project. Average 42 out of 100 years 11.0

Dry 22 out of 100 years 6.0 3. Capacity is available to move the bypassed water

through the Big Sand Wash Feeder Pipeline
The following water year definition is based on anticipated active storage in Moon Lake 4. Changing the point of diversion from the “C”
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65 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: The MLWUA agrees to reduce its diversions into the Yellowstone Feeder Canal in order | District Pending completion of the UBRP. 2001 UBRP Final
In-stream flow commitments by to bypass 1,945 acre-feet of water annually past the Yellowstone Feeder Canal Diversion EA and FONSI
MLWUA, District, and DOI in the for the downstream diversion at the Big Sand Wash Feeder Diversion and storage in the
Yellowstone River between Yellowstone | enlarged Big Sand Wash Reservoir. The volume of water to be bypassed is equal to the
Feeder Canal Diversion and the Big Sand | average annual yield of the nine high mountain lakes in the Yellowstone River drainage
Wash Feeder Diversion Structure will be | basin that are being stabilized as part of this project. The following schedule will be
maintained. followed for the bypass of water each year.

Providing these in-stream flows is e October 1 through June 30 3cfs

considered project mitigation for the e July 1 through July 31 2.5cfs

i)mI{aCtS created by the Moon Lake e August 1 through September 30 2 cfs
roject.

66 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: The Big Sand Wash Feeder Diversion Structure is a new feature constructed under the District and Completed. 2001 UBRP Final
Juvenile and adult fish passage facilities | UBRP. Unrestricted passage for adult and juvenile fish is included in the design as DOI EA and FONSI
will be incorporated into the design of the | specified under the description of the Proposed Action in the UBRP Final EA. The fish
Big Sand Wash Feeder Diversion passage design involves a series of steps created by rock weirs constructed as part of the
Structure on the Lake Fork River design.

67 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: DOI The DOI and District consulted with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources during District and Completed. 2001 UBRP Final
and the District will consult with the Utah | final design of the Big Sand Wash Feeder Pipeline whether or not screening is justified. DOI EA and FONSI
Division of Wildlife Resources during The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources decided that screening to prevent juvenile fish
final design to determine whether from entering the pipeline was not justified. The pipeline was screened with 2-inch
screening the inlet to Big Sand Wash openings, which will prevent larger fish from entering the pipeline.

Feeder Pipeline is justified.
68 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: The The Big Sand Wash Reservoir was completely de-watered during construction and District and Completed. 2001 UBRP Final

District and DOI will work with
MLWUA to ensure that proper measures
are taken to avoid release of contaminants
into the environment when the power
plant at Big Sand Wash Reservoir is
dismantled. The site should be sampled
for residual contaminants after power
plant removal and after all contaminants
are removed.

dismantling of the power plant, which helped control any contaminant release from the
power plant site during dismantling. Subsequent sampling was performed and no residual
contaminants were detected in the sediments.

DOI

EA and FONSI
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69 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: Four See items 69a through 69m for specific comments on the high mountain lakes Mitigation Pending. Stabilization is scheduled to begin in 2006, after | 2001 UBRP Final
existing high mountain lakes in the upper | stabilization in the Lake Fork and Yellowstone River watersheds under the Proposed Commission Enlarged Big Sand Wash Reservoir is completed and is EA and FONSI
Lake Fork River watershed and nine Action-Lake Fork Section 203 Alternative capable of storing the water rights to be transferred from
existing high mountain lakes in the upper the high mountain lakes to be stabilized. The USFS will
Yellowstone River watershed that are develop a minimum tool evaluation guide to determine if;
located in the High Uintas Wilderness and under what circumstances, motorized or mechanical
will be stabilized as a fish and means of transport or onsite equipment may be necessary
wildlife/wilderness enhancement to accomplish the goal of stabilizing the high mountain
measure. lakes (reservoirs) to the "no hazard" level. The work,
materials, and equipment needed to accomplish the
Note: stabilization would be different at each site because each
*The storage portion of Water Lily Lake and White Miller Lake is inactive, but the lakes would reservoir is different. Stabilization of the high mountain
be stabilized to allow water users to terminate their special use permits with the USFS and reservoirs would be accomplished in a manner that
discontinue the associated maintenance requirements. protects the wilderness values at each site. The USFS will
conduct the analysis in 2005.
69a Upper Lake Fork Watershed | Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: Yes Mitigation Pending. 2001 UBRP Final
Stabilize Brown Duck Lake | Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,177 Commission EA and FONSI
Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 301
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 33
Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 125
Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 29
Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 4.0
69b Upper Lake Fork Watershed | Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: Yes Mitigation Pending. 2001 UBRP Final
Stabilize Island Lake | Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,248 Commission EA and FONSI
Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 655
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 70
Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 500
Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 58
Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 3.5 .
69c Upper Lake Fork Watershed | Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: Yes Mitigation Pending. 2001 UBRP Final
Stabilize Kidney Lake | Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,281 Commission EA and FONSI
Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 3,.618
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 202
Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 1,800
Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 180
Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 2.8
69d Upper Lake Fork Watershed | Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: Yes Mitigation Pending. 2001 UBRP Final
Stabilize Clements Lake | Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,471 Commission EA and FONSI
Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 601
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 58
Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 130
Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 31
Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 1.7
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69¢ Yeltowstone River Watershed
Stabilize Bluebell Lake

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,891

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 224
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 58

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 145

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 52

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 0.7

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

69f Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize Drift Lake

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 11,066

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 158

Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 31

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 41

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 23

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 0.6

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

69g Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize Five Point Lake

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 11,002

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 574
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 83

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 370

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 37

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 2.1

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

69h Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize Superior Lake

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 11,165

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 295
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 40

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 120

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 22

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 2.0

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

691 Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize Farmers Lake

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,983

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 692
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 50

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 692

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 50

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 1.0

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

69j Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize East Timothy Lake

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: Yes
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 11,005

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 616

Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 43

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 85

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 24

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 3.5

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI
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Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize White Miller Lake*

69k

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,680

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 239
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 20

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 199

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 18

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 0.5

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize Deer Lake

691

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 10,240

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 110
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 11

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 33

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 6

Drainage Basin Area (square miles):

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

Yellowstone River Watershed
Stabilize Water Lily Lake*

69m

Mechanized Equipment Used During Original Construction: No
Lake Elevation (feet above MSL): 9,346

Present Active Storage at Spillway Crest (acre-feet): 115
Present Surface Area at Spillway Crest (acres): 15

Storage at Stabilized Elevation (acre-feet): 82

Surface Area At Stabilized Elevation (acres): 12

Drainage Basin Area (square miles): 1.0

Mitigation
Commission

Pending.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

70 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project:
Mitigate for impacts to wetlands
associated with the UBRP Project.

Permanent wetland impacts would occur around the enlarged Big Sand Wash Reservoir.

Most temporary impacts would occur along the Big Sand Wash Feeder Pipeline and the
Big Sand Wash-Roosevelt Pipeline. The mitigation site approved by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) is located downstream of the new dam. The Mitigation
Commission will be coordinating with the DOI, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources,
and FWS on the wetland mitigation and whether it will be located as proposed in the
Corps Section 404 Permit or at an alternative site suggested by the Mitigation
Commission or one of the other entities.

Mitigation
Commission

Ongoing. Temporary impacts have been mitigated
through compensation to the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation for a wetland mitigation bank. Permanent
impacts need to be mitigated.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI

71 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: The
proposed diversion structure location and
final pipeline alignments will be
intensively surveyed for Ute ladies’-
tresses orchids in August prior to final
design, and all populations will be
mapped or marked. DOI, in cooperation
with FWS, will develop appropriate
conservation measures for unavotdable
adverse impacts.

The District and DOI performed an intensive survey for Ute ladies’-tresses orchids in
August 2004 prior to final design of pipeline alignments. A comprehensive map of the
vegetation survey was prepared documenting the survey results. No Ute ladies’-tresses
orchids were documented within the final pipeline alignments.

DOI and
District

Completed.

2001 UBRP Final
EA and FONSI
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72 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: District | The District performed a survey for Uinta Basin hookless cactus during summer 2004 District Completed. 2001 UBRP Final
commiits to survey habitat for Uinta Basin | and found none. EA and FONSI
hookless cactus. If the cactus is found,

FWS will be consulted to avoid impacts.

73 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: The The FWS is in the process of amending the Biological Opinion for the Duchesne River DOI, District Ongoing. 2001 UBRP Final
DOI and District will participate in based on recent flow recommendations developed by the RIP and finalized in 2003 and Mitigation EA and FONSI
carrying out the reasonable and prudent (Modde and Keleher 2003). It is anticipated that implementation of flow Commission
alternative identified by the FWS in their | recommendations will be coordinated through the Duchesne River Working Group
1998 Duchesne River Basin Final (DRWG) that includes representatives from the FWS, State of Utah, Department of
Biological Opinion [as amended] for the | Natural Resources (Divisions of Water Rights, Water Resources and Wildlife
four listed Colorado River fish species. Resources), the District, the DOI, and the Mitigation Commission. The DRWG was

informally formed in 2003 to address issues involved with implementing the flow
recommendations. The DRWG is addressing many issues, including water availability,
water management, and protection of in-stream flows provided for endangered fishes. It
is anticipated that this working group will be formalized in the amended Biological
Opinion for the Duchesne River.

74 | Uinta Basin Replacement Project: The District performed roosting surveys for spotted and Townsend’s big-eared bats in District Completed. 2001 UBRP Final
Roosting surveys for spotted and suitable habitat along the pipeline corridors during summer 2004. No bats were observed Raptor nesting surveys will continue throughout EA and FONSI
Townsend’s big-eared bats will be or recorded along the pipeline corridors. construction activities.
conducted in suitable habitat along .
pipeline corridors during the first year The District roosting surveys did find raptor nesting along the Roosevelt Pipeline
following project authorization. Occupied | corridor, and the District will continue to survey and monitor for nesting raptors during
roost sites at non-reservoir features will construction activities. The District has informed the FWS and Utah Division of Wildlife
be marked to avoid impacts on the bats. Resources about the observed raptor nesting.

75 | Utah Lake System: Complete all The Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System (Utah Lake System or ULS) Final | Mitigation Pending. 1999 Diamond
mitigation commitments for fish, wildlife | EIS has been completed. Draft mitigation and environmental commitments are identified | Commission Fork System ROD
and related recreation associated with the | in the Final EIS and will be finalized in the Record of Decision documents. The
ULS project or other CUP facilities. Mitigation Commission will use some of the funds available for this program to

implement June sucker recovery actions in accordance with the June sucker Recovery
Implementation Program. Also, see Environmental Commitments 76 through 91.

76 | Utah Lake System: The District will In the Diamond Fork System FS-FEIS, the Joint-Lead Agencies committed to EPA that | District Pending. 2004 ULS Final

comply with the State of Utah’s water water conservation as it relates to Bonneville Unit M&I water uses would be included Contracts have been signed between DOI and the District, EIS

conservation goals of reducing per capita
water use within the District’s Bonneville
Unit service area by 12.5 percent by year
2020 and by 25 percent by year 2050.

and addressed in the planning effort for the ULS. Numerous activities implemented by
the State of Utah, the District, and the project’s major water petitioners to conserve water
are substantial. These combined activities serve as partial fulfillment of the commitment
to EPA. Additionally, the repayment contracts and water petitions with water districts
and associations include provisions requiring water users to comply with the State of
Utah’s water conservation goals consisting of a 12.5 percent reduction in per capita water
use by 2020 and a 25 percent reduction in per capita water use by 2050, using 2000 water
use as a comparison basis.

and between the District and it’s petitioners, for the ULS
water.
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continue to acquire water shares from
irrigation companies to provide flows in
the lower Provo River to meet the 75 cfs
target flow.

water rights in the Utah Lake drainage basin. CUPCA Section 303(c)(4) states “Upon the
acquisition of the water rights in the Provo Drainage identified in section 302, in the
Provo River from the Olmsted Diversion to Utah Lake, a minimum of seventy-five cubic
feet per second” shall be provided continuously and in perpetuity from the date first
feasible. This effort will continue, subject to availability of authorized funds. See
Environmental Commitment No. 82.

and District
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77 | Utah Lake System: Beginning in 2005, See comments for Environmental Commitment No. 76. Additionally, the repayment District Pending. 2004 ULS Final
the District will prepare an annual report | contracts and water petitions with water districts and associations include provisions EIS
for the Utah Division of Water Resources | requiring the District to prepare an annual report of actual per capita water use based on
and DOI on the average annual per capita | average per capita water use throughout each petitioner’s service area. The District’s
water use within the District’s Bonneville | annual report will include a target line showing the required annual water conservation
Unit service area for each of the District’s | savings necessary to achieve the goal of 12.5 percent reduction by 2020 and 25 percent
petitioners of ULS water. reduction by 2050, actual yearly per capita use data points, and a linear regression of
those data points (actual progress line). The District will certify in its annual report the
extent to which its petitioners have made progress towards achieving the required
conservation goals. The annual data points for the actual progress line will begin in 2000,
and the first regression line will be prepared in 2005.
78 | Utah Lake System: The District, working | The Utah State Engineer may approve 18,000 acre-feet of Bonneville Unit water District Pending. 2004 ULS Final
with the DOI, the District’s petitioners, delivered to Salt Lake County for recycling. Recycling of this water would help meet the EIS
and owners/operators of wastewater M&I needs in the JVWCD service area. Recycling would involve the DOI, District,
treatment plants, shall by the year 2030 District’s petitioners, and the owners of the South Valley and Central Valley wastewater
recycle 18,000 acre-feet of return flows treatment plants. The 18,000 acre-feet to be recycled would not be part of the ULS
from the Bonneville Unit project water. supply but would be included in the overall Bonneville Unit water supply.
79 | Utah Lake System: Commencing with The District will annually certify to the Secretary of the Interior that it and its Salt Lake District Pending. 2004 ULS Final
water year 2016 and continuing until the | County petitioners are making annual progress towards reaching the recycling goal of EIS
water year 2033, the District shall 18,000 acre-feet per year. Annual progress towards reaching the recycling goal will be
demonstrate its annual progress towards | demonstrated by the District meeting an established schedule. In the event the District
recycling 18,000 acre-feet and shall fails to achieve annual progress, it shall assess itself a surcharge to be used by the District
continue to maintain recycling the 18,000 | to help fund water recycling projects developed under Section 207 of CUPCA within its
acre-feet through water year 2050. service area.
80 | Utah Lake System: Provide 12,165 acre- | The DOI and District have formulated the ULS project to provide 12,165 acre-feet of District and Pending. 2004 ULS Final
feet of water to be regulated annually conserved water annually in the lower Provo River for June sucker spawning and rearing. | DOI EIS
from Deer Creek Reservoir to the lower This includes 2,875 acre-feet of existing contracted Bonneville Unit M&I water
Provo River for June sucker spawning conserved from Section 207 projects in northern Utah County, 1,000 acre-feet of water
and rearing flows. conserved from Section 207 piping of the Upper East Union and East River Bottom
canals, 290 acre-feet of water conserved from Section 207 piping of the Timpanogos
Canal, and 8,000 acre-feet from enclosing the Provo Reservoir Canal or other Section
207 projects.
81 | Utah Lake System: The Mitigation CUPCA Section 302(a) provides for the District, using funds provided by the Mitigation | Mitigation Ongoing. 2004 ULS Final
Commission and the District will Commission, to acquire by purchase from willing sellers or exchange, 25,000 acre-feet of | Commission EIS
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82 | Utah Lake System: Provide 3,300 acre- The District has acquired irrigation company water shares representing 3,300 acre-feet of | Mitigation Ongoing. 2004 ULS Final
feet of irrigation company shares of water | water for the Mitigation Commission towards the amount necessary to meet the 75-cfs Commission, EIS
to flow unregulated toward the 75 cfs target flow in the lower Provo River. The acquired water shares are in the form of water | District, and
target flow in the lower Provo River. rights and water stock, and this water is only available during the irrigation season. None | DOI
of this water is storage water and it cannot be regulated by reservoir operations. Instead,
the water will be allowed to flow past the diversion location associated with the original
water right or share, and the water will continue to flow down to Utah Lake. A change
application will be filed with the Utah State Engineer to implement this action.
83 | Utah Lake System: An annual average of | The District has planned the Utah Lake System project to include delivering an annual District Pending. 2004 ULS Final
16,000 acre-feet of Bonneville Unit water | average of 16,000 acre-feet of Bonneville Unit water to the lower Provo River to assist in EIS
would be delivered to the lower Provo meeting in-stream flow objectives and would be subsequently exchanged from Utah Lake
River through the Spanish Fork-Provo to Jordanelle Reservoir. This water would be conveyed through the Spanish Fork-Provo
Reservoir Canal Pipeline, when water is Reservoir Canal Pipeline and discharged to the Provo River at the pipeline crossing when
needed in Utah Lake for exchange to needed to make the Utah Lake-Jordanelle Reservoir exchange and when flows in the
Jordanelle Reservoir, and when the lower | Provo River are less than 75 cfs. A minimum 75 cfs flow normally occurs in the river
Provo River is below the 75 cfs target between the Olmsted and Murdock diversions during the summer months when releases
flow. are made from Deer Creek Reservoir for conveyance through the Provo Reservoir Canal.
84 | Utah Lake System: An annual average of | The District and DOI have planned the Utah Lake System project to include delivering DOI and Pending. 2004 ULS Final
12,037 acre-feet of water, of which 4,000 | an annual average of 12,037 acre-feet of project water through the Mapleton-Springville | District EIS

acre-feet will be available annually,
would be regulated out of Strawberry
Reservoir through the Mapleton-
Springyville Lateral Pipeline to Hobble
Creek to Utah Lake for June sucker
spawning and rearing in Hobble Creek.

Lateral Pipeline to Hobble Creek for June sucker spawning and rearing flows (April
through July) and to provide other fish and wildlife benefits throughout the year. This
water would be part of 40,310 acre-feet of Utah Lake inflow from Strawberry Reservoir
and would be subsequently exchanged from Utah Lake to Jordanelle Reservoir. Of the
12,037 acre-feet, 4,000 acre-feet would be provided in every year because this is the
amount of water saved each year through Section 207 projects with Spanish Fork City,
Mapleton City, and Springville City. An average of 8,037 acre-feet would be provided
when water is being delivered from Strawberry Reservoir to Utah Lake for exchange up
to Jordanelle Reservoir. Hobble Creek supplemental water would not be delivered during
high runoff years when Utah Lake is above compromise level. The high runoff years
correspond with years when natural runoff would be sufficient to attract June sucker
spawning in lower Hobble Creek.
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be determined jointly by the District,
Mitigation Commission and FWS) similar
to the pre-operation study in Diamond
Fork. If the changes to the Ute ladies’-
tresses orchid population in Spanish Fork
Canyon exceed the variation expected
from pre-operation analysis and the
critical values established, management
guidelines presented in the 1999 Diamond
Fork Biological Opinion may be
implemented to compensate for impacts.

protected under the Endangered Species Act and its amendments. The ULS Proposed
Action may result in decreased river stages, ranging from 0.1 to 0.7 feet lower than
baseline conditions, because of lower stream flows from conveying the Bonneville Unit
water through a new pipeline down Spanish Fork Canyon. The lower stream flows,
simulated through hydraulic models of the Spanish Fork River channel, are not expected
to change the hydrology around the Spanish Fork River Ute ladies’-tresses colonies
because they typically grow outside the direct influence of the river flows and are
supported by secondary hydrology (i.e., subsurface water, springs, seeps, or flows from
off-channel ponds). The orchid monitoring program for the Spanish Fork Canyon
colonies is based on the program referenced in Environmental Commitment No. 41a. The
District will be responsible for orchid monitoring until the Spanish Fork Canyon Pipeline
becomes operational; the Mitigation Commission will be responsible for orchid
monitoring during ULS operation.
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85 | Utah Lake System: The Mitigation The Mitigation Commission acquired 85.5 acres of a natural spring-fed wetland complex | Mitigation Pending. 2004 ULS Final
Commission will provide 10 acres of the | in Juab County south of Mona Reservoir in 1998 as mitigation for anticipated wetland Commission EIS
85 acre Mona Springs Wetland Unit and riparian impacts of the then-planned SFN System. Subsequently, planning for the This environmental commitment will be considered
which was acquired for protection of the | SFN System was abandoned. The wetland is known as the Mona Springs Wetland Unit completed when the ULS ROD is signed.
wetlands complex for mitigation of 1.03 | of the Burriston Ponds Wildlife Management Area. A portion of the Mona Springs
acres of non-jurisdictional permanent Wetland Unit is available to mitigate for ULS impacts on riparian wetlands. The
wetland loss and 0.27 acres of temporary | mitigation for ULS project permanent impacts on 1.03 acres of non-jurisdictional
wetland impacts. wetlands and 0.27 acre of temporary riparian wetland impacts would include 10 acres of

the Mona Springs Wetland Unit, resulting in a mitigation ratio 0f 9.7 to 1.

86 | Utah Lake System: The District is fully Utah Lake has been listed by the Utah Division of Water Quality as being impaired for District Ongoing. 2004 ULS Final
committed to participating with the Utah | total phosphorus (TP) and total dissolved solids (TDS). The Division of Water Quality EIS
Division of Water Quality in the state’s . | has initiated a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) study for Utah Lake. The Utah Lake
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) System project would decrease TP and TDS loads in Utah Lake. The District has been an
study and has joined the Stakeholders active participant in the TMDL study through the Stakeholders Advisory Committee, and
Advisory Committee established by the will continue to participate throughout the study because of the influence of the
State to guide the TMDL study. Bonneville Unit operations on Utah Lake and its tributary streams.

87 | Utah Lake System: The Joint-Lead The Fort Field Diversion Dam is a low irrigation diversion structure that prevents June Mitigation Ongoing. 2004 ULS Final
Agencies, in cooperation with the June sucker from migrating upstream of the dam during normal and low water years. During Commission EIS
Sucker Recovery Implementation some high runoff years, the Provo River stage at the dam is high enough to inundate the
Program (JSRIP) and FWS, have initiated | structure and is thought to allow upstream passage to adult June suckers seeking suitable
a study to determine the feasibility of spawning habitat. The study to determine the feasibility of providing fish passage at the
providing fish passage or removing the dam or removing the dam is underway as an element of the JSRIP, and planning that
Fort Field Diversion Dam on the lower could result in combining the Fort Field Diversion with another diversion or eliminating
Provo River for June sucker spawning the Fort Field Diversion Dam is included in the 2004 JSRIP program. The Mitigation
and rearing. Commission’s five-year plan includes planning and implementing diversion dam

modifications on the lower Provo River.

88 | Utah Lake System: A Ute ladies’-tresses | There are seven known occurrences of the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid in Spanish Fork District, Ongoing. 2004 ULS Final
orchid monitoring program should be Canyon along the Spanish Fork River from Diamond Fork Creek to the Spanish Fork Mitigation EIS
carried forward for a number of years (to | Diversion Dam. The Ute ladies’-tresses orchid is presently listed as a threatened species | Commission
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
minimize erosion - sediment load to
adjacent waters, monitor water quality to
determine effectiveness of BMPs, and
comply with the conditions of the 401
Water Quality Certification issued by the
Utah Division of Water Quality.

401 water quality certification in a November 1, 2004 letter to the EPA. The 401 Water
Quality Certification includes conditions regarding turbidity, fill materials containing
organic chemicals and nutrients, and fish spawning areas. The letter provides the State of
Utah opinion that water quality standards will not be violated and accompanies the
404(b)(1) analysis prepared for the ULS Final EIS.

Table 2-1
Environmental Commitments on the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project
Page 31 of 31
. . - 1988 DPR or
No. | Environmental Commitment Comments Responsibility Status Other Document

89 | Utah Lake System: If post-operation See the comments under Environmental Commitment No. 88 and Nos. 41f. If decreased | Mitigation Pending. 2004 ULS Final
monitoring results in measured flows in the Spanish Fork River are found to cause conditions exceeding the pre-set Commission, EIS
parameters exceeding pre-set critical critical values for Ute ladies’-tresses orchid colonies and individuals in Spanish Fork District, and
values for Ute ladies’-tresses orchid Canyon, then the Joint-Lead Agencies will consult with the FWS. DOI
populations in Spanish Fork Canyon, the
Diamond Fork System operation has the
flexibility to supplement flows in Spanish
Fork River. Other measures, such as a
rescue/transplant program, could be
initiated.

90 | Utah Lake System: To offset potential Flows in the Spanish Fork River would decrease under the ULS Proposed Action from Mitigation Pending. 2004 ULS Final
impacts on leatherside chub, the Joint- the baseline conditions that occur with the Diamond Fork System operating and Commission EIS
Lead Agencies will support the Utah delivering the full 86,100 acre-feet of Bonneville Unit water to Utah Lake for exchange
Division of Wildlife Resources in to Jordanelle Reservoir. The decreased flows would reduce in-stream habitat in the
evaluating population and habitat status, | Spanish Fork River during much of the year and could result in a long-term decrease in
or determining threats and/or identifying | the leatherside chub population. Leatherside chub is a sensitive fish species in Utah. The
conservation actions that could protect Joint-Lead Agencies’ support of the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources to evaluate
and where appropriate enhance population and habitat status, determine threats to the species, and identify conservation
leatherside chub habitat. actions that could protect and enhance leatherside chub habitat would be focused first on

the Spanish Fork River, but if necessary, on other streams of the Utah Lake drainage
basin.

91 | Utah Lake System: The District and DOI | The five Native American tribes consulted on the Utah Lake System project each District and Pending. 2004 ULS Final
will re-consult with the Native American | indicated that the Proposed Action features and facilities would not have known impacts | DOI EIS
Tribes if there are significant changes in | on resources important to them, on traditional cultural properties, or on sacred sites. Any
ULS Proposed Action facility locations. changes in Proposed Action features or facility locations would require the District and

DOI to re-consult with each tribe to determine if there would be impacts on tribal
resources, traditional cultural properties, or sacred sites.
92 | Utah Lake System: The District willuse | The Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality issued the District Pending. 2004 401 Water

Quality
Certification
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CHAPTER 3 BONNEVILLE UNIT FISH, WILDLIFE
AND RECREATION PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the fish and wildlife mitigation and related recreation measures associated
with systems and components of the Bonneville Unit of the Central Utah Project (CUP).
Environmental commitments discussed are those unfulfilled at the time of the 1988 Definite Plan
Report (DPR) and those established subsequently by the Central Utah Project Completion Act
(CUPCA) or through other programs. The chapter is organized in six main parts:

Part 1: Commitments unfulfilled in the 1988 DPR

Part 2: Fish and wildlife mitigation and conservation measures established by CUPCA;
amendments to prior commitments; Commitments from other environmental documents
(Environmental impact statements [EISs] and Biological Opinions) subsequent to the 1988
DPR

Part 3: Overview of fish, wildlife and related recreation programs associated with the
Strawberry River and Duchesne River watersheds

Part 4: Overview of fish, wildlife and related recreation programs associated with the Provo
River and Utah Lake watersheds

Part 5: Overview of fish, wildlife and related recreation programs associated with the
Diamond Fork and Spanish Fork watersheds and Southern Utah County

Part 6: Overview of fish, wildlife and related recreation programs associated with Colorado
River Storage Project or statewide programs

Some fish and wildlife programs, such as those involving sensitive, threatened or endangered
species, may occur in more than one watershed area. Therefore, in Parts 3 through 5, programs
and commitments involving these species are described in greatest detail in the part where most
of the activity for that/those species is occurring. Reference to activities in other watershed
planning areas is mentioned.
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CHAPTER 3

BONNEVILLE UNIT FISH, WILDLIFE
AND RECREATION PROGRAMS

PART 1: COMMITMENTS UNFULFILLED IN THE 1988 DPR

Table 3-1 summarizes the status in 2004 of environmental commitments unfulfilled at the time of
the 1988 DPR. For more detailed information, see Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, and Parts 3, 4, and 5

of this chapter.
Table 3-1
1988 DPR Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Commitment Completion Schedule
for the Bonneville Unit
Page 1 0of 3
No. | Commitment Schedule Status Responsible
Agency
1. | Streamflow Agreement 1986 Complc?ted; District
Ongoing
2. | Aquatic Mitigation — Daniels - Strawberry 1990 t0 2003 | Completed MC
Exchange District
3. | Aquatic Mitigation — Stream Habitat MC
Improvements 1984 t0 2001 | Completed Reclamation
4. | Aquatic Mitigation — Angler Access MC
1984 t0 2004 | Ongoing Reclamation
UDWR
5. | Aquatic Mitigation — Egg-taking Station 1988 t0 1996 | Completed Reclamation
UDWR
6. | Wildlife Mitigation — 1987 Plan MC
Reclamation
1979 t0 2002 | Completed UDWR
USFES
7. | Wetland Mitigation - Waterfowl Ongoing MC
Development Draft EIS DOI
1995 10 2002 released Ute Indian
2003 Tribe
8. | Minimum flow of 25 cfs at Indian boundary | Since Project | Completed, .
. ) District
on Rock Creek Inception Ongoing
9. | Midview Reservoir — Management by and BIA
for Ute Indian Tribe fish and wildlife and Ute Indian
. 1968 Completed .
recreation Tribe
10. | Fishing lakes aggregating 800 acres for Ute DOI
Tribe [Bottle Hollow Completed; Title V of 1992 Completed Ute Indian
CUPCA compensates for Lower Stillwater] Tribe
11. | Wetland/Wildlife Mitigation — Duchesne . MC
River Area Canal Rehabilitation Program 1989 to 2012 Ongoing Reclamation
12. ;){V;lll:gfe Mitigation — Big Game Winter 1987 Completed Reclamation
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CHAPTER 3

BONNEVILLE UNIT FISH, WILDLIFE

AND RECREATION PROGRAMS

Table 3-1
1988 DPR Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Commitment Completion Schedule
for the Bonneyville Unit

Page 2 of 3
No. Commitment Schedule Status ﬁ;z;z;snble
13. | Angler Access — Provo River ’ . MC
1996 t0 2006 | Ongoing. Reclamation
14. | Modify Diversion Dams — middle Provo .
River 1998 to 2006 Ongoing MC
15. | Multilevel Outlet on Jordanelle Dam 1990 to 1992 | Completed District
16. | Minimum Flows — Provo River 1986
(a)below Deer Creek 1996 Completed District
(b) below Jordanelle
17. | Wetland Mitigation — Jordanelle Dam and MC
Reservoir 1987102002 | Completed Reclamation
18. | Stabilize Upper Provo River Reservoirs MC
1994 to 2001 | Completed Reclamation
19. | Campground at Washington Lake MC
1997 to 1999 | Completed Reclamation
USFS
20. | Trailhead at Crystal Lake 1997 Completed
P Reclamation
21. | Post-project Fishery Studies — Provo River . MC
2002 to 2005 Ongoing District
22. | Wildlife Mitigation — Deer mortality .
reduction 1997 to 2006 Ongoing MC
23. | Post-construction Fish Movement Studies — _ Deleted _
Syar Tunnel
24. | Post-construction Water Quality Monitoring 1994 to 2010 Ongoing District
MC
25. | Fishery Enhancement — Upper Diamond 1990 t0 1992 | Completed District
Fork Pipeline
26. | Minimum Flows — Sixth Water 1992 Completed District
27. | Angler Access — Diamond Fork Creek 1990 Completed MC
P Reclamation
28. | Stream Habitat Improvements — Diamond Reclamation;
Fork Creek 1994 t0 1996 | Completed USFS
29. | Recreation Facilities .
. 1995 to 2001 Partiall MC
(a) Diamond - Palmyra Campgrounds 1995 t0 2006 | Comple tZ d USFS
(b) Group Site Campground
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CHAPTER 3

BONNEVILLE UNIT FISH, WILDLIFE

AND RECREATION PROGRAMS

Table 3-1

for the Bonneville Unit

1988 DPR Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Commitment Completion Schedule

Sevier, and Elberta Canals

Page 3 of 3
No. | Commitment Schedule Status Responsible
Agency
30. | Recreation Facilities — Day-use Areas 1995 t0 2006 Ongoing Ul\élgs
31. | Stream Habitat Improvements — Currant . Deleted
Goshen) Creek © ”
32. | Minimum Pool Elevation in Utah Lake 1992-1993 Completed UDWRI
33. | Wetland Mitigation — Utah Lake - Deleted --
34. | Fencing and Management of Federal Lands _ Deleted
at Utah Lake ] ete ”
35. | Big Game Fencing — Mona-Nephi, Nephi- . Deleted _

*Agency abbreviations are:

Reclamation = U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

USFS = U.S. Forest Service

Ute Indian Tribe = Northern Ute Indian Tribe, Uintah & Ouray Reservation
FWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

MC = Mitigation Commission

UDWRI = Utah Division of Water Rights

District = Central Utah Water Conservancy District
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CHAPTER 3 BONNEVILLE UNIT FISH, WILDLIFE
AND RECREATION PROGRAMS

PART 2: COMMITMENTS ESTABLISHED BY CUPCA AND AMENDMENTS AND
FROM OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS (EIS AND BIOLOGICAL
OPINIONS)

Title III of CUPCA created the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission
(Mitigation Commission) with responsibility for coordinating, planning and administering the
Section 8 funding for Bonneville Unit development. Title II authorized $32,063,000 (1991
dollars) for completion of the mitigation commitments in the 1988 Definite Plan Report for the
Bonneville Unit (1988 DPR) and through Title III authorized $140,956,520 for new mitigation
and conservation measures and to provide funding for measures to complement and/or
supplement 1988 DPR mitigation commitments.

The number one priority for the Mitigation Commission is to complete unfulfilled mitigation
commitments of the Bonneville Unit of the CUP. Congress intended this to be a high priority as
noted in Section 304 of the CUPCA. Section 304 requires the Mitigation Commission to
complete outstanding mitigation commitments in accordance with the schedule identified in the
Act. The Mitigation Commission carried this congressional intent forward into its Planning Rule
(Section 10005.12(b)(1)) which identifies priority projects as, “[projects] that address fish,
wildlife and recreation resources affected by the development of the Central Utah Project,
including projects authorized in Title II, section 304 or section 315.” This direction was
reinforced as the Mitigation Commission established four priorities to guide the selection of
proposed programs—the number one priority being to complete unfulfilled mitigation
commitments of the Bonneville Unit of the CUP.

The new CUPCA provisions were applied to expand the program of fish and wildlife provisions
that had been included in the Bonneville Unit up to 1988. Congress found that “Reclamation
mitigation efforts during preceding decades have lagged behind project construction or have
been inadequate when measured against modern environmental standards. Several projects
[CUP] were designed or developed prior to passage of key environmental legislation, such as the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, and the Endangered
Species Act and “...this title [Title III] is designed to provide for mitigation of the effect of
future as well as to generally enhance the environment throughout Utah to offset past effects”
(Senate Report 102-267, Reclamation Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act of 1992).

This Fish and Wildlife Appendix documents the environmental plan for fish, wildlife and
recreation of the Bonneville Unit completion program. This environmental plan has evolved over
several decades as water systems planning progressed to the currently proposed configuration
and operational program. The environmental aspects of the various components of the
Bonneville Unit are presented in the sections and attachments of this Fish and Wildlife
Appendix. This chapter integrates the environmental commitments prior to CUPCA (generally
speaking, those that were in existence and described in the 1988 DPR); with those environmental
commitments stemming from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance actions on
projects authorized for additional water development features under CUPCA, and subsequent to
the 1988 DPR; along with those projects or features authorized by Title III of CUPCA that are in

Fish and Wildlife Appendix 3-5 1.B.02.029.B0.133
Definite Plan Report Bonneville Unit




CHAPTER 3 BONNEVILLE UNIT FISH, WILDLIFE
AND RECREATION PROGRAMS

addition to the 1988 DPR. Many of the projects authorized by CUPCA have been carried out in
order to supplement or complement measures included in the 1988 DPR.

Environmental Commitments Established by CUPCA

The following section summarizes the important provisions of Title IIl of CUPCA. This is not a
complete reading of the legislation; those interested in learning more about the legislation should
obtain a copy of the CUPCA legislation.

Section 301 — Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission. Section
301(a)(1) established the Mitigation Commission to “... coordinate the implementation of the
mitigation and conservation provisions of this Act among the Federal and state fish, wildlife, and
recreation agencies.” The Mitigation Commission’s authorities were in addition to those already
established within other Federal, state or local governments. The primary duty of the Mitigation
Commission is to formulate the policies and objectives for the implementation of the fish,
wildlife, and recreation mitigation and conservation projects and features authorized in CUPCA,
and to administer the expenditure of funds for those projects and features [Section 301(c)]. The
Mitigation Commission was authorized to “... enter into and perform such contracts, leases,
grants, cooperative agreements, or other similar transactions, ... with universities, non-profit
organizations, and the appropriate public natural resource management agency or agencies ... for
the implementation of the mitigation and conservation projects and features authorized in this
Act...” [Section 301(f)(4)].

Although Section 301 of CUPCA does not in itself establish environmental commitments for the
Bonneville Unit, it describes in great detail the process by which the Mitigation Commission is
to develop its mitigation and conservation plans and what types of activities are appropriate.
Congress directed through enactment of CUPCA that the Mitigation Commission shall develop
plans for its program with public involvement [Section 301(g)(1 through 3)] and that the
Mitigation Commission shall include in its plans only those measures which: “(A) restore,
maintain, or enhance the biological productivity and diversity of natural ecosystems within the
State and have substantial potential for providing fish, wildlife, and recreation mitigation and
conservation opportunities; (B) be based on, and supported by, the best available scientific
knowledge; (C) utilize, where equally effective alternative means of achieving the same sound
biological or recreational objectives exist, the alternative that will provide public benefits
through multiple resource uses; (D) complement the existing and future activities of the Federal
and State fish, wildlife, and recreation agencies and appropriate Indian tribes; (E) utilize, when
available, cooperative agreements and partnerships with private landowners and nonprofit
conservation organizations; and (F) be consistent with the legal rights of appropriate Indian
tribes. Enhancement measures may be included in the plans to the extent such measures are
designed to achieve improved conservation or mitigation of resources” [Section 301(g)(4)].

The Mitigation Commission issued its first Mitigation and Conservation Plan in 1997 following
an in-depth assessment of Bonneville Unit mitigation and conservation needs and a thorough
public involvement process. The planning process involved discussions with involved Federal
and state agencies, and input from non-governmental organizations and private citizens through a
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public involvement process. The report presented a broad plan for fish, wildlife and recreation
measures, combining previously identified mitigation measures with those newly authorized
under CUPCA. The Mitigation Commission issued a five-year update of its Mitigation and
Conservation Plan in 2002. This report contained an overview of the progress of meeting the
components of the 1997 plan, and described changes in the plan at that time. Information from
the 2002 plan and annual report is included in the sections that follow.

Section 302 — Increased Water Capability. The District is authorized to acquire by purchase or
exchange 25,000 acre-feet of water rights in the Utah Lake Drainage Basin with funds provided
by the Mitigation Commission. These rights are not needed for water supply purposes for water
delivery contracts, but would be acquired to establish up to a 75-cfs minimum flow in Provo
River. Funds are also authorized to modify or construct replacement diversions on the Provo
River to accomplish the in-stream flow purposes of this section.

Section 303 - Stream Flows.

Section 303(b)(1). The District shall acquire the rights to the transbasin diversion to the Heber
Valley through Daniels Creek, for use in increasing the minimum streamflows in the upper
Strawberry River and other streams in the Uinta Basin.

Section 303(b)(3). The District is directed to construct a Daniels Creek water replacement
pipeline from Jordanelle Reservoir to the existing Daniel Irrigation Company (DIC) water
storage facility for the purpose of providing a permanent replacement of water in an amount
equal to the Strawberry Basin water being supplied to the DIC by diversion from the upper
Strawberry River. The replacement water must be equal in quality and quantity to the DIC water
being replaced.

Section 303(c). The District is directed to provide sufficient water to sustain certain minimum
stream flows in portions of Sixth Water and Diamond Fork creeks, the Provo River and the
Strawberry River.

Section 303(d). In addition to the in-stream flow provisions previously described, the District is
directed to prepare and conduct studies and develop a plan to mitigate the effects of peak
season flows in the Provo River. Considerations include fishery and recreational use associated
with peak flows, mitigation and conservation opportunities associated with habitat or streambed
modification, operating agreements, streamflow agreements, conjunctive use of surface and
groundwater, water right exchanges, and a potential bypass flow line from Deer Creek
Reservoir to the Olmsted Diversion.

Section 303(f). CUPCA restricts the use of the Strawberry Tunnel to water delivery for minimum
flow maintenance in Sixth Water Creek, except in the event that Syar Tunnel or Sixth Water
Aqueduct become unusable.
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Section 304 — The Definite Plan Report. The Mitigation Commission is directed to complete
the fish, wildlife and recreation features of the 1988 DPR that have not yet been completed in
accordance with the schedule specified in Section 315 of CUPCA.

Section 305 - Wildlife Lands and Improvements. The Mitigation Commission is authorized to
acquire big game winter range lands to compensate for the impacts of federal reclamation
projects in Utah. The lands to be acquired are in addition to those required to satisfy the 1988
DPR requirement for terrestrial wildlife mitigation (the 1987 Wildlife Mitigation Plan).

Section 306 - Wetlands Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Enhancement. Funds are authorized
to develop projects that will preserve, rehabilitate and enhance wetlands around the Great Salt
Lake and Utah Lake. The Mitigation Commission is authorized to inventory, prioritize and map
the occurrences of sensitive plant and non-game wildlife species and their habitats in Utah.

Section 307 - Fisheries Acquisition, Rehabilitation and Enhancement. Funding is authorized
for the acquisition, rehabilitation, and/or improvement of fisheries resources in waters and
drainages affected by the Bonneville Unit of the CUP.

Section 308 - Stabilization of High Mountain Lakes in the Uinta Mountains. CUPCA
authorized additional funds for stabilization of high mountain lakes in the Uinta Mountains.
This project is a mitigation component of the Municipal and Industrial (M&I) System and was
described in the 1988 DPR. Big Elk, Crystal, Duck, Fire, Island, Long, Wall, Marjorie, Pot,
Star, Teapot, and Weir lakes in the upper Provo River drainage are to be stabilized at levels
beneficial for fish habitat and recreation.

Section 309 - Stream Access and Riparian Habitat Development.

Section 309 (a)(1). CUPCA authorized funds to rehabilitate riparian habitats along Provo River
between Jordanelle Dam and Deer Creek Reservoir. The additional funds authorized by CUPCA
have been used to supplement the 1988 DPR mitigation requirement from the 1987 Wildlife
Mitigation Plan that required mitigation for 630 acres of impacted riparian area. The Provo River
Restoration Project (described later in this chapter) will achieve at least 228 acres of that amount.

Section 309(a)(2). The Mitigation Commission is authorized funds to improve riparian habitat,
including rehabilitation and development of watersheds along Diamond Fork and Sixth Water
creeks. The Mitigation Commission has included these improvements, together with required
studies, in the Diamond Fork Creek watershed program contained in its Mitigation and
Conservation Plan. These are also environmental commitments of the Diamond Fork System.

Section 309(a)(4). Authorization includes funds to acquire additional recreation and angler
accesses and riparian habitats that are included in the Mitigation and Conservation Plan.

Section 309(b). CUPCA authorizes study of the impact of the Strawberry Aqueduct and
Collection System on soils and riparian fish and wildlife habitat in drainages that will experience
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substantially reduced flows as a result of the operation of the Strawberry Collection System. The
study shall identify mitigation opportunities.

Section 311 — Jordan and Provo River Parkways Natural Areas. CUPCA authorized funds
for improvements to the Provo/Jordan River parkway, including facilities in Utah, Wasatch and
Salt Lake counties. Other funds are authorized for improvements to fisheries, riparian habitat,
and wetlands along the Jordan River; and riparian habitat acquisition and preservation on a
willing seller basis, stream habitat improvements, and recreation and angler access along the
Provo River from the Murdock Diversion to Utah Lake.

Section 312 — Recreation. Utah Lake recreational improvements and recreational improvements
associated with CUP features, including camping facilities, hiking trails, biking trails, and
signage are authorized.

Section 313 — Fish and Wildlife Features in the Colorado River Storage Project. Section 313
authorized several features that were not intended to be limited to the Bonneville Unit area.
Funds were authorized to purchase lands for watershed conservation in Albion Basin of Utah
(Section 313(b)); to rehabilitate small dams on State of Utah or National Forest System lands
(Section 313(b)); and to construct or rehabilitate fish hatcheries of Federal and state agencies and
Indian Tribes for use within waters affected by the Colorado River Storage Project (CRSP) in
Utah (Section 313(c)).

Section 314 — Concurrent Mitigation Appropriations. This section directed the Secretary of
the Interior as to distribution of funds authorized under CUPCA, and authorized a program for
mitigation and conservation projects outside the State of Utah.

Section 315 — Fish, Wildlife and Recreation Schedule. Section 315 established a schedule
intended to guide the implementation of the fish, wildlife and recreation programs authorized by
CUPCA and required by the 1988 DPR.
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PART 3: OVERVIEW OF FISH, WILDLIFE AND RELATED RECREATION
PROGRAMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE STRAWBERRY AND DUCHESNE RIVER
WATERSHEDS

The fish and wildlife mitigation program in the Uinta Basin has a long evolutionary period as
planning and implementation of Bonneville Unit components progressed from the early 1960s to
present, a span of over 40 years. During that period of time understanding of fish and wildlife
needs has increased, the knowledge base of resources and opportunities has expanded, and
regulatory imperatives have increased. The program of mitigation and conservation measures has
evolved through a continuum of planning, development and analyses until a comprehensive plan
for the Bonneville Unit has been developed that incorporates significant mitigation measures for
fish and wildlife. The process involved re-evaluations of some measures originally proposed and
substitution of other measures where conditions or perceived needs have changed.

The result of the planning cited above is that a fish, wildlife, or recreation mitigation provision
accompanies virtually every major Uinta Basin stream affected by the Bonneville Unit operation
and every constructed facility. In combination, these provisions are designed to preserve fish and
wildlife resources and their availability for fishing, hunting and other outdoor recreation.

The Bonneville Unit impacts on fish, wildlife, and recreation resources have been analyzed on a
facility by facility basis. Many of the program elements described in the Strawberry/Duchesne
watershed arise from mitigation needs for the SACS project. The Final Aquatic Mitigation Plan
for the SACS was transmitted to Reclamation in December 1988 by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS). The plan included minor revisions to the 1984 Draft Aquatic Mitigation Plan for
the SACS that had been presented in the 1988 Bonneville Unit DPR. The identified mitigation
measures for the SACS encompassed four categories: 1) purchase and/or exchanges of water to
provide in-stream flows, 2) acquisition of angler access, 3) in-stream habitat improvement
measures, and 4) replacement of a trout egg-taking station on the Strawberry River near
Strawberry Reservoir. Both on-site and off-site mitigation was recommended in this plan. On-
site mitigation would occur on Strawberry River, Currant Creek, West Fork of the Duchesne
River, North Fork of the Duchesne River, Rock Creek, and South Fork of Rock Creek. Map 3-1
shows the SACS and Map 3-2 shows the general location of these streams targeted for mitigation
measures.

The following sections briefly describe fish, wildlife and recreation program components
completed in the Strawberry and Duchesne watersheds subsequent to the 1988 DPR.

Daniels — Strawberry Exchange

The 1988 Mitigation Plan from the IBAT stated that providing streamflow water is the most
important method to mitigate for aquatic impacts associated with the SACS. The Daniels-
Strawberry Exchange was identified as the top priority mitigation measure. The implementation
of the Daniels Replacement Project (Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project with Daniel
Replacement Pipeline) has terminated the diversion of natural flows from the Strawberry River
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drainage into the Provo River drainage. This restores natural flows in 16.3 miles of the upper
Strawberry River and 9.8 miles in Bjorkman Hollow, Murdock Hollow, Point of Pines Canyon,
and Willow and Hobble creeks. These streams are traditional cutthroat trout spawning habitat,
and restoring flows in them provides approximately 27 percent of the required mitigation (9,225
angler-days) for the SACS (see Table 2-1, Environmental Commitment No.3).

Angler Access and Related Facilities

The purpose of this program element is to fulfill the angler-access component of the 1988
Aquatic Mitigation Plan for the SACS. The Plan identified the acquisition of approximately 51
miles of stream access in contiguous segments on the West Fork Duchesne, Duchesne, Currant
Creek and Strawberry rivers to provide partial mitigation for lost angling opportunities (see
Table 2-1, Environmental Commitment No. 4; Table 3-2). Angler access would be acquired
where in-stream flows were being provided, and in some instances, where stream habitat
improvements were made. Along with this effort, the Mitigation Commission will develop small
parking areas and other facilities and, through operating agreements with Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources or the Forest Service, transfer management authority to those entities. Fee
title to acquired lands may be transferred to the management entity. This program includes
developing maps and other useful guides to direct the public to these areas and to describe
allowed activities.

An environmental assessment (EA) was released on November 13, 1999 addressing the impacts
of acquiring the remaining lands or easements and management of the angler-access corridors.
The EA slightly revised stream segments and lengths. The length of access on Currant Creek was
reduced and length was added on the North Fork of the Duchesne River (Table 3-2).

Table 3-2
Angler Access Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System
(Source: 1988 SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan)
Benefits
Stream Length | (angler-days
(miles) per year)
Currant Creek (upstream from Highway 40) 10.9 2,740
Strawberry River
1. Camelot resort property 8.0 2,400
2. Soldier Creek Dam to Camelot 11.2 3,360
3. Private property downstream of Starvation Dam 2.0 600
West Fork Duchesne River 93 2,325
Duchesne River 7.0 1,750
Rock Creek 2.2 550
Total 50.6 13,725
Fish and Wildlife Appendix 3-12 1.B.02.029.B0.133

Definite Plan Report Bonneville Unit



]

CHAPTER 3 BONNEVILLE UNIT FISH, WILDLIFE
AND RECREATION PROGRAMS

Fish Habitat Improvements - 1988 SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan

The 1988 Aquatic Mitigation Plan for the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System identified
14 stream segments totaling over 119 miles as potential sites for stream habitat improvement
work.

Fish habitat improvements could include bank stabilization and in-stream structures on
approximately 119.2 miles of streams and, if all were implemented, would mitigate 13,878
angler-days annually. However, the 1988 SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan stated that mitigation
credit from habitat improvement should not exceed 9,790 angler-days (see Table 2-1,
Environmental Commitment No. 5).

About ninety miles of stream have been treated with habitat improvements amounting to 8,253
angler-days completed. Chapter 2, Table 2-1 presents the streams and stream miles considered
for fish habitat improvement under the 1988 SACS Aquatic Mitigation Plan, and the amount of
‘Angler-Day’ credits initially achieved. An evaluation of the fish habitat improvement projects
was funded by the Mitigation Commission and showed that although most projects were
effective, a percentage of fish habitat structures did not function or were in need of initial repair.
The FWS estimated in its January 30, 1998 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) report
on the Provo River Restoration Project (PRRP, see Part 4) that 75 percent of the structures were
performing as intended. This translates to 6,115 angler-days achieved. A balance of 3,675
angler-days was needed to complete this mitigation measure. The Mitigation Commission
completed the mitigation requirements for the SACS by implementing the PRRP, which
improved fish habitat conditions on the Provo River between Jordanelle Dam and Deer Creek
Reservoir.

Duchesne River Area Canal Rehabilitation Program Wetland Mitigation

This program element is intended to satisfy the 1988 DPR requirement to mitigate for losses of
wetlands and wildlife habitat caused by implementing the Duchesne River Area Canal
Rehabilitation Program (DRACR) (see Table 2-1, Environmental Commitment No. 7). The
original mitigation plan to develop wetland mitigation areas around the shoreline of Starvation
Reservoir was determined to be infeasible in 1987. Reclamation and FWS revised plans for the
required mitigation. Reclamation acquired 1,087 acres of land with water rights (known as the
Riverdell property) along the Duchesne River near Myton, Utah, for this mitigation. Initial plans
for development and management of the property were developed by FWS and were funded by
Reclamation, but the plan was subsequently withdrawn. The Mitigation Commission, DOI and
the Ute Tribe developed a plan and released a Draft EIS in November, 2003 for protecting,
enhancing and developing wetland areas along the Duchesne River to satisfy a separate
commitment under the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System to mitigate for wetlands
impacts. Some alternatives being considered for that project could combine the Riverdell
property in the plan. If the Riverdell property does not become incorporated into the Lower
Duchesne River Wetland Mitigation Project, the Riverdell property will be managed separately
as compensation for impacts from the DRACR Program. In January, 2002, DOI released a Draft
EA describing the proposed action and alternatives for Water System Improvements on the
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Federal Riverdell Property. Issues involving consolidating the water rights and alternative water
delivery systems have been addressed since that time. A final EA has not yet been issued. This
project will need to be implemented in some manner regardless of whether the decision on the
Lower Duchesne River Wetland Mitigation Project includes the Riverdell property, in order to
satisfy DRACR mitigation objectives.

Ute Indian Tribal Development Activities and SACS Wetland Mitigation

The SACS Wetland Mitigation program is to fulfill a long-standing commitment made to the Ute
Indian Tribe and to mitigate for impacts of construction and operation of the SACS on wetland
resources along the lower Duchesne River corridor. The long-standing mitigation commitment to
the Ute Indian Tribe is based on the 1965 FWCA Report on the Bonneville Unit by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service as adopted by the 1964 DPR and 1988 DPR as well as the 1965 agreement
that deferred development of Indian water rights so they could instead be used for the Bonneville
Unit. A portion of the agreement included mitigation for losses of fish, wildlife, and recreational
values caused by the project.

There were five elements of the 1965 deferral agreement that required fish and wildlife
mitigation. Four have been completed or satisfied in other ways (e.g. Title V of CUPCA). The
ongoing element is the waterfowl management area and SACS wetland mitigation.

Waterfowl Management Areas and SACS Wetland Mitigation. The first element, described
in the 1964 Definite Plan Report and the 1973 Bonneville Unit FES, committed to developing
waterfowl areas along the Duchesne River to mitigate for waterfowl losses that were predicted
with construction and operation of the SACS, which was a required element of the 1965 Deferral
Agreement (see Table 2-1, Environmental Commitment No. 8). This commitment was based
upon an analysis and recommendation (FWS 1965) that proposed a series of waterfowl managed
-areas to be developed for management by the Ute Indian Tribe as both mitigation for the SACS
impacts on wetlands and to provide additional wetland/wildlife benefits.

At the time of the 1988 DPR, little progress had been made to implement this mitigation.
Subsequent to the 1988 DPR, substantial progress has been made. Following passage of CUPCA
in 1992, the Mitigation Commission, DOI and Ute Indian Tribe have reformulated several
alternatives for completing this mitigation measure. In 1995, the Mitigation Commission
provided funding to the Ute Tribe to plan the Lower Duchesne River Wetlands Mitigation
Project (LDWP). The DOI, FWS, U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and Reclamation assisted
the Ute Indian Tribe in this planning. The goal was to develop a plan to meet SACS mitigation
requirements and provide wetland-wildlife benefits to the Ute Tribe that would be acceptable to
the Ute Indian Tribe and the other partners and that would satisfy the ecosystem restoration
mandate of CUPCA. The project goals are to create and improve a mix of wetland and riparian
habitat types to benefit a broad range of wetland-dependent wildlife, including waterfowl. The
LDWP would restore, create and enhance wetland and riparian habitat along the Duchesne River
to compensate for the impacts of the SACS on wetlands and associated wetland-wildlife
resources. A Draft EIS was released in November 2003. The draft Proposed Action of the LDWP
would create, restore and otherwise enhance riparian wetlands habitat on approximately 7,790
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acres of land along the Duchesne River corridor. The project involves a variety of restoration
measures including re-watering oxbows, connecting oxbows to form contiguous systems,
enlarging oxbows, enhancing water quality in oxbows, filling drainage ditches to create marsh
complexes, replanting riparian areas with native woody trees and shrubs, removing non-native
invasive species, and changing management of areas adjacent to wetlands to benefit wildlife. The
acreage is distributed among four units located in a 45-mile long corridor extending from the
junction of Highways 40 and 89 near Bridgeland, Utah, to the junctions of the Duchesne and
Green Rivers just north of Ouray, Utah. Two of the units are located south of the Duchesne River
and have only sma