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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

United States Department of the Interior
Bureau of Reclamation
Interior Region 7: Upper Colorado Basin
Western Colorado Area Office
Grand Junction, Colorado

Fire Mountain Canal Salinity Control Project — Phase 2 Project

Introduction

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969" and the Department of the
Interior’s NEPA regulations at 43 C.F.R. {§ 46.10-46.450, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)
has completed an environmental assessment (EA) for the Proposed Action of the extension of canal
piping, installation of a siphon and canal abandonment, and other infrastructure upgrades in three
areas north of the North Fork River in the Colorado River Basin near Hotchkiss, Colorado. See 42
U.S.C. § 4336 (“An agency shall prepare an environmental assessment with respect to a proposed
agency action that does not have a reasonably foreseeable significant effect on the quality of the
human environment, ... Such environmental assessment shall be a concise public document
prepared by a Federal agency to set forth the basis of such agency's finding of no significant impact
or determination that an environmental impact statement is necessary.”); see also 43 C.F.R. § 46.300.
Under the legislative authority of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 (43 U.S.
Code [U.S.C] §§ 1571, et seq., as amended, Reclamation will extend canal piping, install a siphon,
abandon a segment of canal, and complete other infrastructure upgrades, and is the lead agency for
purposes of compliance with the NEPA for this Proposed Action.

The EA was prepared by Reclamation to address the potential impacts to the human environment
due to implementation of the Proposed Action. The EA is attached to this Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) and is incorporated by reference.

Alternatives
The EA analyzes the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative to implement the
Fire Mountain Canal Salinity Control Project — Phase 2 Project.

Decision and Finding of No Significant Impact
Reclamation’s decision is to implement the Proposed Action Alternative. Based upon a review of the
EA, Reclamation has determined that implementing the Proposed Action will not significantly affect

' Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (Jan. 20, 2025), and a Presidential
Memorandum, Ending lllegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (Jan. 21, 2025),
require the Department to strictly adhere to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§
4321 et seq. Further, such Order and Memorandum repeal Executive Orders 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994) and
14096 (Apr. 21, 2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and 14096 have been repealed, complying with
such Orders is a legal impossibility. Reclamation verifies that it has complied with the requirements of
NEPA, including the Department’s regulations and procedures implementing NEPA at 43 C.F.R. Part 46
and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s January 2025 Order and
Memorandum. Reclamation has also voluntarily considered the Council on Environmental Quality’s
rescinded regulations implementing NEPA, previously found at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, as guidance
to the extent appropriate and consistent with the requirements of NEPA and Executive Order 14154,
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the quality of the human environment. Therefore, an environmental impact statement is not
required for this proposed action. This finding is based on consideration of the degree of effects of
the Proposed Action on the potentially affected environment, as analyzed in the EA.

Potentially Affected Environment
The project is located in three areas north of the North Fork River near Hotchkiss, Colorado (the
Wolf Park Area, the Leroux Creek Extension Area, and a Habitat Replacement Site along Turkey
Draw — all within the Colorado River Basin. The affected locality is Hotchkiss, Colorado. Affected
interests include Reclamation, the Fire Mountain Canal and Reservoir Company, and adjacent
landowners. The EA evaluates the effects on the potentially affected environment, which includes
physical, ecological, and socioeconomic factors.

Summary of Effects
Table 7 provides a summary of environmental impacts, for each of the resources evaluated in this

EA.

Table 1. Summary of Impacts for the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives.

Impacts: No Action

contributed to the Colorado
River Basin from this system
would continue at a rate of
756 tons of salt per year
(Applegate Group Inc.,
2023), along with current
levels of selenium loading.

Resource Al . Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative
ternative
Water Rights No Effect; the water system | The improved system would provide efficiencies
and Use would continue to function | in water delivery, eliminate water seepage, and
as it has in the past. enable full shares to be delivered to the farm

turnouts, benefiting shareholders on the system.
Piping or abandoning the canal in areas of steep
topography would help protect against the risk of
failure from geological hazards.

Water Quality | The high salt levels The Proposed Action would provide an

estimated reduction of 756 tons of salt per year
and an unquantified amount of selenium. Further,
it would provide improved water quality
downstream, with benefits to aquatic species
through reduced salt and selenium loading in the
Gunnison and Colorado rivers. The Project
would affect waters under the jurisdiction of
CWA Section 404 (the ditches themselves) and
disturb irrigation-induced wetland and riparian
vegetation associated with the ditches. There
would be no significant short- or long-term
adverse impacts to water quality. The Project
would result in overall beneficial, long-term
impacts to water quality in the Lower Gunnison
and Colorado River basins.

il
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Resource

Impacts: No Action
Alternative

Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative

Air Quality

No Effect; continued routine
maintenance and operation
with minimal dust or
emissions from
vehicles/equipment.

The Proposed Action would cause temporary
vehicle and equipment exhaust and dust from
construction activities. BMPs such as dust control
and minimized idling would reduce air quality
impacts to short-term and minor. There would be
no long-term and no significant impact.

Access,
Transportation
and Safety

No Effect; existing
conditions for access, public
safety, and transportation
remain unchanged.

The use of heavy machinery and vehicles for
habitat improvements (vegetation removal,
planting and watering), pipeline installation, ditch
backfilling, shotcrete lining, and other canal
improvements would generate emissions of
nitrogen oxides (NOy), CO, and PM.
Additionally, fugitive dust would be generated
from soil disturbance activities such as
excavation, grading, and movement of
construction materials. There would be no long-
term significant impacts to air quality from the
Project, as air quality would return to its baseline
level and Delta County would remain in
attainment for all criteria pollutants.

Noise

No Effect; continued
maintenance activities with
negligible noise impacts.

The Project would cause temporary noise sources
associated with construction activities, including
the operation of heavy machinery, such as
trackhoes, bulldozers, loaders, and concrete
mixers. These activities would produce
intermittent, short-term noise levels that may be
audible in nearby areas. No significant short-term
or long-term noise impacts are anticipated to
occur because noise associated with construction
of the Project would be short-term and would
not raise the noise level of the area above the
moderate noise baseline.

Public
Recreation

No Effect; continued access
to dispersed recreation
without Project-related
disruptions.

The Project would cause temporary interruptions
to recreational quality due to construction noise,
traffic, and equipment presence. No long-term
and no significant impacts on recreational
activities, as disruptions cease post-construction.

il
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Impacts: No Action

Resource Al . Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative
ternative
Visual No Effect; visual landscape | The Project would cause minor temporary visual
Resources remains with open earthen disruption due to construction. Changes to visual
ditches and agricultural/rural | resources are consistent with the character of the
character intact. surrounding landforms and the rural and
agricultural character in the vicinity of the
Project. The Project would cause long-term
benefit through stabilization of canal banks and
minimized erosion. Thus, there would be no
significant impacts.
Vegetative No Effect; vegetation The Project would cause temporary new
Resources resources would remain in disturbance of 4.8 acres resulting in a temporary
their current state. impact of an estimated 4.8 acres of upland native
vegetation until revegetation efforts post-
construction take off. Minor and temporary
effects from dust due to construction would
occur. Loss and replacement of habitat value
associated with 4.52 acres of riparian vegetation
would occur. There would be no significant
impacts.
Noxious Existing invasive species The Project would cause long term reduction in
Weeds remain unaddressed with weed spread due to reduction in soil disturbance

potential spread in disturbed
areas.

associated with annual maintenance of earthen
ditch, reduction in open water flow and weed
seed transport, and drying of seeps that currently
support noxious weeds. Control measures for
invasive species would be implemented, including
use of sterile topsoil, use of certified weed-free
materials and monitoring for successful native
regrowth. Assuming weed control measures are
not effective (as a worst case), the Project would
result in an increase of 0.6% in weed cover across
the 8,468-acre evaluation area from construction
due to soil disturbance and vehicle use. Reduction
in cover of noxious weeds at Habitat
Replacement site. There would be no significant
impacts.

iv
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Impacts: No Action

Resource . Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative
Alternative

Wildlife No Effect; wildlife would Minimal and temporary impacts to wildlife due to

Resources continue to use the area as in | construction activities, which would temporarily

the past, and salt and
selenium loading would
continue to affect aquatic
dependent species.

disrupt and displace common wildlife, would
occur. Adjacent wildlife habitat is abundant in the
surrounding valley, and construction would be
timed to avoid nesting birds during sensitive
periods; therefore, impacts would be minor. Loss
of vegetation habitat for foraging, bedding, or
cover would occur, and loss of wetland and
riparian vegetation would impact wildlife, with
value to wildlife fully maintained with the
implementation of the Habitat Replacement Plan.
Impacts to mule deer or elk at the Habitat
Replacement Site, a winter concentration area,
would be avoided by construction timing.
Impacts to mule deer and elk wintering in the
Wolf Park Area (mapped as CPW High Priority
Habitat, Severe Winter Range and Winter
Concentration Area for elk and mule deer), or the
Leroux Creek Extension Area (mapped Severe
Winter Range for elk and mule deer, and a mule
deer Winter Concentration Area), would be
minor and localized because the disturbance is on
the edge of these CPW High Priority Habitat
areas, temporary, and minor relative to the
extensive surrounding habitat. Access across the
wild turkey Winter Concentration area near
Leroux Creek is on existing roads, where a
baseline level of disturbance exists. Temporary
additional disturbance to wild turkeys associated
with additional traffic (between two and eight
trips daily) on the access route would be minor or
negligible and impacts to wild turkeys in the
Winter Concentration Area are not significant.
Minor impacts due to loss of access to open
water during the irrigation season. Construction
impacts would be temporary and relatively small
in comparison with the substantial surrounding
available habitat. No significant impact to wildlife
or wildlife resources.
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Resource

Impacts: No Action
Alternative

Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative

Special Status
Species;
Migratory
Birds,
Threatened
and
Endangered
Species and
Their Critical
Habitats

No Effect; sensitive species
would continue. Continued
salinity and selenium loading.

Noise and habitat clearing would disrupt or
displace wintering and migrating songbirds and
raptors. Loss of tall trees would impact raptor
nesting habitat, but impacts would be minor and
not significant relative to the extent of tall trees in
the surrounding area. The Habitat Replacement
Site would create new nesting habitat for
migratory birds and raptors. Construction timing
would avoid the nesting season for raptors other
than bald eagles and golden eagles; impacts to
these raptors would not occur as the Project is
outside buffer distance of 2 mile for a nearby
bald eagle roost and golden eagle nest. BMPs
would be followed if a new raptor nest is located
within %2 mile of the Project. The Proposed
Action would have No Effect on listed or
candidate species or critical habitats for the
monarch butterfly, silverspot butterfly, Suckley’s
cuckoo bumble bee, gray wolf, yellow-billed
cuckoo, Colorado hookless cactus, or clay-loving
wild buckwheat, and no new effect to the four
listed Colorado River fish species since the
previous consultation with the USFWS in 2018
(Appendix B). Reduced salt and selenium loading
would improve habitat for the four listed
Colorado River fish downstream of the Project
Area. No significant adverse impacts to migratory
birds, raptors or federally listed species.

Cultural
Resources

No Effect; cultural resources
continue in existing
condition.

Impacts to two segments of canal (a previously
recorded segment above Leroux Creek and the
horseshoe shaped segment to be abandoned
above Short Draw) that are eligible for listing in
the NRHP. Impacts to the canal would be
protected through a PA Agreement that would
maintain cultural heritage of irrigation history
through public interpretation and/or
documentation. In addition, impacts managed
through adherence to preservation stipulations.
No significant impacts.

vi
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Resource

Impacts: No Action . .
P Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative

Alternative
Soils and No Effect; continued salinity | Temporary impacts due to construction activities
Farmlands of | loading from seepage to soil structure, quality, and fertility would occur.
Agricultural impacting soil productivity. New disturbance would be limited to 4.8 acres
Significance and would be minor, and not significant.

Revegetation efforts would promote soil stability
post-construction. The Project would provide
beneficial impacts to soil from reduced soil
erosion, decreased sediment transport, and soil
degradation in irrigated fields. Beneficial impact
to soils and farming due to FMC’s improved
ability to manage irrigation water would also
occur. No adverse impact to farmlands, and no
significant impact to farmlands or soils.

Degree of the Effects

In determining the degree of effects of the Proposed Action, Reclamation has considered the
following criteria. These criteria were incorporated into the resource issues and analyses described in
the EA. See 43 C.F.R. § 46.310 (“The level of detail and depth of impact analysis should normally be
limited to the minimum needed to determine whether there would be significant environmental
effects.”).

1.

Short and Long Term Effects. The Proposed Action would have minor impacts on
resources as described in the EA section 3.2. Environmental commitments were
incorporated into the design of the Proposed Action to reduce impacts. The predicted short-
term and long-term effects of the Proposed Action are fully analyzed in Section 3.2 and are
incorporated by reference here.

Beneficial and Adverse Effects. The Proposed Action would have a minor impact on
resources as described and analyzed in the EA. Environmental commitments were
incorporated into the design of the Proposed Action to reduce impacts. The beneficial and
adverse effects of the Proposed Action are fully analyzed in Section 3.2 of the EA and are
incorporated by reference here.

Effects on Public Health and Safety. The Proposed Action will have minimal impacts on
public health or safety. A full analysis can be found in Section 3.2.4 Public Access,
Transportation, & Safety of the EA, and is incorporated by reference.

Effects that would violate Federal, State, Tribal, and local law protecting the
environment. The Proposed Action does not violate any federal, state, local, or tribal law,
regulation, or policy imposed for the protection of the environment. In addition, the
Proposed Action is consistent with applicable land management plans, policies, and
programs. Federal, State, and local agencies and stakeholders were provided an opportunity
to comment on the environmental analysis.

vii
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5. Effects on the Quality of Life of the American People. The Proposed Action will have
minimal impacts on the quality of life of the American people. The Proposed Action will
have no effect on access to products, including opportunities to consume, use, possess, of
purchase products extracted or produced from Federal lands and in the Outer Continental
Shelf. An analysis of access and transportation, which affect product distribution and access
to commercial businesses, can be found in Section 3.2.4 Public Access, Transportation, &
Safety of the EA and is incorporated by reference. The Proposed Action will have no effect
to visitor experience, including recreation access and visitor services. A full analysis can be
found in Section 3.2.6 Recreation and Visual Resources of the EA and is incorporated by
reference. The Proposed Action will have no effect on public services, including emergency
services, public water supply, transportation, education, or social services. Analysis of these
topics can be found in Section 3.2.1 Water Rights and Use and Section 3.2.4 Public Access,
Transportation, & Safety of the EA and is incorporated by reference. The Proposed Action
will have no effect to the way of life and cultural for Native Americans, including traditional
land and water use and practices, and their cultural heritage. A full analysis can be found in
Section 3.2.11 Cultural Resources of the EA and is incorporated by reference. The Proposed
Action will have no effect on the passive use of ecosystems, including stewardship, existence
values, and bequest values. A full analysis of passive use of ecosystems can be found in 3.2.6
Recreation and Visual Resources of the EA and is incorporated by reference. The Proposed
Action will have no effect on education and knowledge, including learning, interpretation,
and research opportunities related to cultural, historic, and natural resources. A full analysis
can be found in Section 3.3 Summary of Impacts of the EA and is incorporated by
reference.

Environmental Commitments

The environmental commitments located in Chapter 4 of the Final EA will be implemented to
turther reduce the insignificant effects of the Proposed Action. Table 8 also states the authority for
any environmental commitments adopted and any applicable monitoring or enforcement provisions.
Chapter 4 of the Final EA is incorporated by reference.

Decision Record

Based on the analysis of the proposed action alternative located in Section 2.2 of the Final
Environmental Assessment, the Decision Maker certifies that this Final Environmental Assessment
represents Reclamation’s good-faith effort to fulfill NEPA’s requirements within the congressional
timeline; that such effort is substantially complete; that, in Reclamation’s expert opinion, it has
thoroughly considered the factors mandated by NEPA, and that, in Reclamation’s judgment, the
analysis contained therein is adequate to inform and reasonably explain Reclamation’s decision
regarding the proposed Federal Action. Therefore, the Decision Maker has decided to authorize
implementation of the proposed action alternative.

Approved by:

Digitally signed by BART
- /z() i ' DEMING
LA ’ Date: 2026.04.29

17:49:14 -06'00'

Bart Deming
Area Manager, Western Colorado Area Office
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental effects of the Fire
Mountain Canal and Reservoir Company (FMC or “Applicant”) proposed Phase 2 Salinity Control
Project (“Project”) and assesses its compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). The EA determines whether the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), under the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program, should provide funding assistance for this Project,
which aims to improve salinity control within the Colorado River Basin.

Reclamation prepared this EA in compliance with NEPA, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq. Following the
public review period, Reclamation decided on a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the
proposed Project.

1.1 — Project Location and Legal Description

The Project would take place in the southeastern part of Delta County, Colorado, near the town of
Hotchkiss (Figure 1). The Project consists of two components: salinity control and habitat
replacement.

The Fire Mountain Canal and Reservoir Company (FMC) owns and manages the Fire Mountain
Canal (canal) which stretches about 34.7 miles between a diversion from the North Fork of the
Gunnison (North Fork River) in the eatly runoff season (April-June) and then from Paonia
Reservoir in the later season (July-September), to Leroux Ditch’s headgate, east of Paonia and west
of Hotchkiss in Delta County, Colorado. The Project would consist of placement of a siphon and
one section of pipe in two distinct segments: the Wolf Park Area and the Leroux Creek Extension
Area. The Wolf Park Area is located approximately 2.5 miles north of Hotchkiss, Colorado, in an
undeveloped area with portions on Reclamation land along Short Draw, which runs from north to
south in the Project Area. The Leroux Creek Extension Area is approximately 3 miles northwest of
Hotchkiss, Colorado, and is located along the south-facing steep side slope of the Leroux Creek
drainage, and parallel to the drainage.

The Wolf Park Area includes about 0.20 mile (1,044 linear feet [LF]) of 54-inch fusion welded high-
density polyethylene (HDPE) pipeline, allowing one horseshoe bend of the existing ditch to be
abandoned (8,659 LF). The Leroux Creek Extension Area would include about 0.19 mile (1,000 LF)
of 72-inch diameter profile wall HDPE bell and spigot pipe.

Most access roads are already in place, but the Project would use existing access routes in the Wolf
Park Area, and two access routes (new to FMC) for the Leroux Creek Extension Area; about 634
feet of an existing private driveway would be used for small trucks and small equipment to access
the canal from 3300 Road, and another access point farther north for large equipment and turn-
around is associated with a 1.78-acre staging area on Town of Hotchkiss property (western staging
area). Two additional staging areas would be used to serve the Wolf Park Area; one on Reclamation
property off the Wolf Park (3500) Rd to support operations during the Wolf Park Area siphon
installation (Siphon Staging Area; 0.64-acre), and another on FMC property southeast of the Project
Area (eastern staging area; 85-acre).



The habitat replacement component includes an approximately 9.2-acre site where invasive Russian
olives would be removed, and native riparian vegetation would be established to maintain the value
of riparian and wetland habitat which would be lost as a result of the salinity control improvements.
The Habitat Replacement Site is on land owned by Colorado Parks and Wildlife west of Rogers
Mesa and north of Colorado State Highway 92 (Figure 1).

The general physical locations of the Project are depicted on Figure 1 and listed in Table 1.



Figure 1. Project Overview
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Table 2. Areas Involved in the Project

siphon, emergency spillway, and energy
dissipation structure. Clearing, use and
restoration of the Siphon Staging Area.
Abandonment and backfilling along one
horseshoe bend of the existing ditch to be
abandoned (8,659 LF of canal).

Project Area | Main Project Elements General Physical Location
Wolf Park Installation of 1,044 linear feet (0.2 mile) of | Section 18; Township 14 South,
Area 54-inch fusion welded HDPE pipeline and | Range 92 West in Delta County,

Colorado (State of Colorado Map
Viewer, 2024). The latitude/longitude
coordinates of the approximate center
are 38.835260,

-107.719689.

Leroux Creek

Extension
Area

Installation of 1,000 LF (0.19 mile) of 72-
inch diameter profile wall HDPE bell and

spigot pipe.

Sections 22 and 23; Township 14
South, Range 93 West in Delta
County, Colorado (State of Colorado
Map Viewer, 2024). The
latitude/longitude coordinates of the
approximate center are 38.822149,
-107.767361.

Western
staging area,
turn-around

Large, heavy equipment access and turn-
around, as well as staging.

Section 14; Township 14 South,
Range 93 West in Delta County,
Colorado (State of Colorado Map

staging area

and canal Viewer, 2024). The latitude/longitude
access coordinates of the approximate center
are 38.833709°,
-107.747916°
Eastern Equipment and material staging, Section 18; Township 14 South,

Range 93 West in Delta County,
Colorado (State of Colorado Map
Viewer, 2024). The latitude/longitude
coordinates of the approximate center
are 38.830499°,

-107.710557°

Small
equipment and
truck access

Use of 634 linear feet of existing driveway
for small equipment and truck access.

Section 23; Township 14 South,
Range 93 West in Delta County,
Colorado (State of Colorado Map
Viewer, 2024). The latitude/longitude
coordinates of the approximate center
are 38.828309°,

-107.749231°

Habitat

Replacement
Site

Removal of Russian olive trees and

replacement with native mid and over story.

Section 29, Township 14 South,
Range 92 West of the 6" Prime
Meridian in Delta County, Colorado
(State of Colorado Map Viewer,
2024). The latitude/longitude
coordinates of the approximate center
are 38.812577°,

-107.814445°




1.2 — Need for Purpose and Action

The need and purpose of the Proposed Action is to improve water quality and efficiency by
reducing salinity loading into the Colorado River Basin, in compliance with the Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 (43 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] §§ 1571, et seq., as amended).

1.3 — Decision to be Made

Reclamation would decide whether to provide funding to the Applicant to implement the Project.

1.4 — Background

1.4.1 — Salinity Control Program

The salinity levels in the Colorado River Basin have steadily increased over recent decades, largely
driven by agricultural irrigation practices that contribute to salt and selenium loading. High salinity
affects water quality, agricultural productivity, and the health of riparian ecosystems.

In 1974, the U.S. Congtress passed the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, establishing a
framework for managing and reducing salinity to protect the basin’s resources. Acting through
Reclamation, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized through Public Law 104-20 of July 28, 1995,
to implement a Colorado River basinwide Salinity Control Program. The Salinity Control Program
provides funds for salinity control projects though a one-time grant that is limited to the applicant’s
competitive bid. Salinity control projects are awarded based on applications received in response to a
Notice of Funding Opportunity (NOFO) (formerly called Funding Opportunity Announcement
[FOA]) issued by Reclamation. As part of the NOFO, applicants are evaluated individually
according to the following criteria: cost effectiveness, ability to enable on-farm salinity control
features, risk assessment, detailed project plan, costs and capability to implement the project, future
operation and maintenance and management capabilities for the project, past performance, and
Department of the Interior goals. Applications are ranked by an Application Review Committee
made up of multiple disciplines, and high-ranking projects are recommended to the Salinity Control
Program Manager for consideration. The Salinity Control Program Manager then provides
recommendations to the Grants Officer for award. Facilities constructed using funds are owned,
operated, maintained, and replaced by the applicant at their own expense.

The cost effectiveness value of a proposed project is quantified as the estimated total annual salt
load (in tons) reduced in the Colorado River Basin divided by the project cost amortized over 50
years. Estimated salinity reduction is calculated based on measured total dissolved solids loads in
basin streams, geographic information system (GIS)-based model calculations to determine subbasin
loads, and ditch mapping data that include average flows, ditch lengths, and average annual days of
use. Richards et al. (2014), Schaffrath (2012), and Linard (2013) provide more detailed information
on salt loading estimate methodology.

Earthen irrigation ditch water seepage and the resultant deep percolation through saline soils is one
way that salts are mobilized and transported into regional streams and rivers. Piping such ditches
removes a source of deep percolation and salt mobilization to regional streams and rivers from the
system. The Project would eliminate water seepage from approximately 1.83 miles of earthen



ditches, reducing salinity loading by 756 tons per year (Applegate Group Inc., 2023) in the Lower
Gunnison Basin and the Colorado River Basin.

While the Project is not a selenium reduction project, it is anticipated that an unquantified reduction
in selenium loading in the Colorado River Basin would also be associated with the Project. The U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) monitors dissolved selenium loads in rivers and tributaries immediately
downstream of the Project Area. There has been a 47.7 percent (%) decrease in selenium levels in
the Gunnison River near Whitewater between 1986 and 2020 (Henneberg, 2021). The Gunnison
Basin Selenium Management Program (SMP), a private/public partnership of concerned patties
working together to identify and implement solutions to reduce selenium concentrations in the
Gunnison and Colorado rivers, attributes a portion of the reduction in selenium throughout the area
to the reduction of deep percolation from seeping irrigation ditches due to the implementation of
salinity control projects (Reclamation, 2024a).

In the years following the passage of the Salinity Control Act, multiple salinity control projects have
been implemented throughout the basin, modernizing infrastructure, improving water conveyance,
and reducing salt seepage into groundwater and river systems. The North Delta Canal Phase 1
Salinity Control Project, completed in a previous funding cycle, set a foundation for the Phase 2
improvements outlined in this EA. Phase 1 included canal lining, installation of piping, and habitat
replacement initiatives. The proposed Phase 2 Project aims to build on the success of Phase 1 by
extending canal upgrades to additional areas of high salinity loading. This action supports federal
and state initiatives to achieve long-term salinity reductions across the Colorado River Basin.

1.4.2 — The Applicant
The FMC, the Applicant, is the primary entity that would implement the Project.

1.5 — Relationship to Other Projects

1.5.1 — Salinity Control Program

Under the authority of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, Public Law 93-320, as
amended, Reclamation provides funding through the Basinwide Salinity Control Program and the
Basins States Program to implement salinity control projects in the Colorado River Basin. The
following list of salinity control projects in the vicinity of the Project have been funded through
Reclamation’s Western Colorado Area Office:

Bostwick Park Siphon Lateral and Waterdog and Shinn Park Laterals Piping Projects
C Ditch/Needle Rock Piping Project

Cattleman’s Ditches Piping Project Phases I and 11

Crawford Clipper Center Lateral Piping Project

Crawford Clipper Jerdon, West, Hamilton Piping Project

Crawford Clipper Spurlin Mesa (Clipper 4) and Zanni Lateral

Eastside Laterals Piping Projects, Phases 1 through 10, including GE, DK Laterals, Phase 9
Mod

8. Fire Mountain Canal Piping Project — Phase 1

9. Forked Tongue/Holman Ditch Piping Project

10. Gould Canal Improvement Projects A and B

11. Grandview Canal Upper, Middle and Lower Piping Projects
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12. Minnesota Canal Piping Project Phase I and II, and Minnesota L.75 Piping Project
13. Needle Rock/Lone Rock Piping Project

14. North Delta Canal Piping Project — Phase I and Phase I Extension

15. Orchard Ranch Ditch Piping Project

16. Pilot Rock Ditch Piping Project

17. Rogers Mesa Slack and Patterson Lateral Piping Project

18. Short Ditch Extension Piping Project

19. Stewart Ditch — Upper, Middle, and Lower Piping Projects

1.5.2 — CRSP Basin Funds
Reclamation’s Western Colorado Area Office recently utilized Colorado River Storage Project

(CRSP) Basin Funds to implement the following projects:

1. Aspen Canal Piping Project
2. GK Lateral Piping Project
1.5.3 — RCPP Funds

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

1. Needle Rock Diversion Project
2. Grandview Canal Piping Project
3. Crawford Clipper Ditch Upper West Lateral Master Plan Projects (various)

1.6 — Scoping

During the planning stages of the Project, Reclamation performed scoping in consultation with the
following agencies to identify potential environmental and human environment issues and concerns
associated with the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives:

e Colorado State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Denver, CO

e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Northwestern Colorado Branch, Grand Junction,
CO

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

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Ecological Services, Grand Junction, CO
e Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), Grand Junction, CO

Resources analyzed in this EA are discussed in Chapter 3. The following resources or potential
issues were identified as not present or not affected, and are eliminated from further analysis*

2 Executive Order 14154, Unleashing American Energy (Jan. 20, 2025), and a Presidential



Table 3. Resources or Potential Issues Eliminated from Further Analysis

Resource or Potential Issue | Rationale for Elimination from Further Analysis

Indian Trust Assets and Native | The Project Area does not contain any identified Indian trust assets or
American Religious Concerns | Native American sacred sites. Neither the Proposed Action or No
Action Alternative would affect Indian trust assets or Native American
sacred sites. Reclamation will provide the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, the
Ute Indian Tribe (Uintah and Ouray Reservation), and the Southern Ute
Indian Tribe with a description of the Project and a written request for
comments regarding any potential effects on Indian trust assets or Native
American sacred sites as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative.
Results of this consultation will be included in the Final EA.

Wild and Scenic Rivers, Lands | No Wild and Scenic Rivers, land with wilderness characteristics, or

with Wilderness Wilderness Study Areas exist in the Project Area. Neither the No Action
Characteristics, or Wilderness | Alternative nor the Proposed Action would impact these designated
Study Areas areas.

1.7 — Alternative Considered but Not Carried Forward

Lining instead of piping in Leroux Creek Extension Area was considered but dismissed, because
FMC is working towards potentially transitioning the lower end of the canal into a low-pressure,
demand-based system requiring a regulating reservoir upstream coupled with piping to the already
piped section during Salinity Control Project Phase I (Applegate Group Inc., 2023), although this
project has not been approved by Reclamation and is still speculative at this time. In the Wolf Park
Area, no alternatives to the siphon were considered, as siphon construction and abandonment of the
horseshoe bend along Short Draw is far more cost-efficient than lining or piping the canal in this
area. The Project would eliminate long-term maintenance, such as cleaning, mowing, and rock fall
mitigation.

Memorandum, Ending lllegal Discrimination and Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity (Jan. 21, 2025),
require the Department to strictly adhere to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§
4321 et seq. Further, such Order and Memorandum repeal Executive Orders 12898 (Feb. 11, 1994) and
14096 (Apr. 21, 2023). Because Executive Orders 12898 and 14096 have been repealed, complying with
such Orders is a legal impossibility. Reclamation verifies that it has complied with the requirements of
NEPA, including the Department’s regulations and procedures implementing NEPA at 43 C.F.R. Part 46
and Part 516 of the Departmental Manual, consistent with the President’s January 2025 Order and
Memorandum. Reclamation has also voluntarily considered the Council on Environmental Quality’s
rescinded regulations implementing NEPA, previously found at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, as guidance
to the extent appropriate and consistent with the requirements of NEPA and Executive Order 14154,




CHAPTER 2 - PROPOSED ACTIONS AND
ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the alternatives analyzed in this EA, including the No Action Alternative and
the Proposed Action Alternative. The Proposed Action Alternative was developed based on the
Project’s purpose and need, as discussed in Chapter 1, to reduce salinity loading in the Colorado
River Basin. Environmental impacts of each alternative are discussed in detail in Chapter 3.

2.1 — No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be funded and implemented. The existing
irrigation infrastructure would continue to operate in its current state, utilizing unlined, earthen
ditches for water conveyance. Consequently, salinity and selenium would continue to seep from
these unlined sections into the surrounding soils and waterways, contributing to the ongoing
degradation of water quality within the Gunnison and Colorado river basins.

2.2 — Proposed Action

The Proposed Action Alternative involves the extension of canal piping, installation of a siphon and
canal abandonment, and other infrastructure upgrades along the FMC, supported by Reclamation
funding. These improvements are designed to reduce water seepage, thereby minimizing salinity and
selenium loading into the Gunnison and Colorado river basins. The Project would be implemented
in two areas north of Hotchkiss, and treatment measures to control salinity are based on the unique
characteristics of each area.

In addition to the physical improvements, the Project includes best management practices (BMPs)
to further lessen environmental impacts during construction, including erosion control measures,
dust suppression, and noise management. The Project would also establish a Habitat Replacement
Site to compensate for any ecological disruptions caused by canal modifications, thereby aligning
with state and federal conservation standards.

The following sections provide an overview of each component of the Proposed Action, including
planned improvements and anticipated environmental benefits.

2.2.1 - Project Overview

The Project would take place in three areas north of the North Fork River near Hotchkiss, Colorado
(Figure 1). From east to west, a siphon would be installed across Short Draw in the Wolf Park Area,
allowing an existing open canal to be abandoned along a horse-shoe bend (Figure 2). The existing
maintenance road would remain in use. In the Leroux Creek Extension Area, an existing pipeline
installed during Phase I would be extended upgradient to the east; the pipeline would be placed in
the existing, open canal (Figure 2). Salinity Control Improvements are summarized in the table
below. The Project would also establish a Habitat Replacement Site along Turkey Draw, addressing
9.2 acres of degraded riparian vegetation (Figure 3).
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Table 4. Summary of FMC Phase 2 Salinity Control Improvements'

Treatment Linear Feet | Miles | Maximum width Acres
Wolf Park Area
1,044 0.20 50 at top of draw, 1.45
Siphon Installation 100 feet at valley
floor

Abandonment of Existing Canal 8,659 1.64 50 9.94
Staging area along siphon - - - 0.64
Eastern staging area southeast of Wolf Park - - - 0.85

Total Wolf Park Area Extents | 9,703 1.84 - 12.88
Leroux Creek Extension Area
Pipeline extension 1,000 0.19 50 1.15
Staging, large equipment access and turn- 1.78
around
Small equipment access on private drive 634 0.12 12 0.17
Total Leroux Creek Area Extents 1,634 0.31 - 3.10
PROJECT TOTAL 15.98

1Salinity control improvements would occur along 1.83 miles of canal, including 1.64 miles of abandoned
canal and 0.19 mile of piped canal.

2.2.2 - Siphon, Spillway and Pipeline Installation

This section describes construction at two sites: the upstream/eastern end of the Project at the Wolf
Park Area; and the downstream/western end of the Project, at Leroux Creck Extension Area (Figure
2). Prior to construction, equipment and materials would be mobilized to the site and staged at
nearby staging areas. Heavy equipment used on-site would include track hoes, loaders, haul trucks,
and bulldozers. Construction disturbance width would generally be 50 feet at a maximum, unless
otherwise specified. The actual width would vary depending on site conditions such as slope/ability
to operate safely and nearby infrastructure or sensitive resources (width could be as narrow as 30
feet in some places but would not exceed 50 feet, with the exception of the bottom of Short Draw
which would be 100 feet as described).

The Wolf Park Area and Short Draw are at the upstream (eastern) end of the Project Area between
and north of Powell Mesa Road and Wolf Park Road. The proposed siphon in the Wolf Park Area
includes about 0.19 mile of 54-inch fusion welded HDPE pipeline, which would be constructed
across Short Draw, dropping in elevation about 120 feet (from 5,850 feet to 5,730 feet at the bottom
of the draw). To prepare for the siphon installation, the siphon alignment area and staging area
would be cleared of vegetation to the minimum extent needed for construction. A 50-foot
construction width would be needed at the top of the draw, expanding to 100 feet at the valley floor
(this area would overlap with the 0.64-acre staging area along Wolf Park Road at the valley floor);
the extra width would accommodate a drain and concrete dissipating structure. Vegetation would be
grubbed and cleared from the new trench area, and the surface cleared from surrounding areas as
much as necessary with vegetation crushed instead of grubbed to enable revegetation from intact
root stock.
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Some woody debris would be set aside and replaced over the surface after construction is complete
to provide screening and cover for wildlife.

Trenching would progress from east to west; on the east side, the trench would be 10 feet wide and
7 to 9 feet deep (to accommodate both the siphon pipe, and a 36-inch spillway pipe). On the west
side, the trench would be 6.5 feet wide and 7 to 9 foot deep. During trenching, topsoil containing a
native seed bank would be carefully segregated and set aside for post-construction restoration.
Rocks would be removed from the trench, and the trench shaped to accommodate the siphon pipe
on the west side, and both the siphon and spill way pipe on the east side. During the installation
phase, pipe would be fused at the staging area along the valley floor and heavy equipment used to
drag the pipe up and set it in place. The siphon and spillway pipe would be appropriately bedded,
the siphon and pipe backfilled using materials from excavating the trench, and the surface graded to
match surrounding topography and to restore drainage. Segregated topsoil would be placed on top.
On the west side of Short Draw, the siphon would transition to the open earth canal.

Two new concrete structures would be incorporated into the siphon facility: an intake structure and
an energy dissipation structure. On the east side of Short Draw, a concrete intake structure
(approximately 12 feet long by 12 feet wide, by 10 feet deep) would transition the open canal to the
siphon pipe, while also incorporating an overflow and spillway. A spill way would consist of a 36”
fusion welded HDPE pipeline extending from the concrete intake structure at the top of Short
Draw to the valley floor, parallel to and in the same trench as the first one-half of the siphon. The
spill way would end at the valley floor in a concrete energy dissipation structure (approximately 14
feet long by 12 feet wide by 7 feet deep). The spill way is necessary to spill water when the canal is
primed in the spring and would functionally replace a flap gate currently installed at the apex of the
horseshoe bend. The extent of water spilled seasonally would be similar to current conditions and
very minor - between 1 and 3 cubic feet per second spilled for a few hours upon start up in the
spring, and one or two times during the irrigation season as needed.

Construction of the concrete structures would require excavation, setting of concrete forms, and
mobilization of a concrete truck to the site using the existing maintenance road from Powell Mesa
Road (for the intake structure), or using Wolf Park Road (for the energy dissipation structure). The
concrete would be poured, finished, and cured.

As part of the siphon installation, approximately 8,659 LF of existing canal transecting the sides of
Short Draw along the horseshoe bend would be decommissioned, and the hillside reclaimed as
discussed in Section 2.2.3.

At the downstream end of the Project Area, the Leroux Creek Extension Area traverses an adobe
hillslope north of Leroux Creek, between and north of 3300 and 3100 Roads. Approximately 4 miles
west of the siphon, an existing pipeline would be extended by 1,000 feet (0.19 mile). Excavation to
accommodate the pipe in the existing canal would be minimal — up to 3 feet at most, if needed.
The pipe would consist of 72 inch diameter profile wall HDPE bell and spigot pipe. The extension
pipe would tie into the existing pipe using a coupling device on the west end, and transition to an
open canal on the east end. The pipe would be backfilled, and the surface restored to match the
surrounding topography. The maintenance road would be preserved.
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2.2.3 — Abandoned Ditch Segment Decommissioning

The Project involves abandoning 8,659 LF of unlined canal, as the canal would be functionally
replaced with a siphon. This process would involve backfilling the canal with material sourced from
along the canal or adjacent areas within the Project Area to minimize environmental disruption. The
abandoned canal area would be sloped to match the natural gradient, restored, and revegetated. The
topography would match the surrounding land’s natural contours, ensuring proper drainage and
erosion control. The adjacent maintenance road would continue to be used by FMC staff for
operations and would be installed via grading at a lower elevation relative to the existing road to
allow for achieving the proper slope.

2.2.4 — Access

Access for construction activities would use existing county roads and routes along the canal
corridor, minimizing the need for new road construction. The Wolf Creek Siphon would be
accessed via Highway 92, Hanson Mesa Road, the FMC canal maintenance road, and Wolf Creek
Road north of Hotchkiss. Leroux Creek Extension Area access would be provided from Highway
92, county roads 3300 and L 50 Road northwest of Hotchkiss, and approximately 634 feet along a
well-maintained private road off of 3300 Road (see Figure 2). An additional access point for large
equipment and a turn-around area would be incorporated into the eastern staging area. The Habitat
Replacement Site would be accessed from a well-maintained private road off of Highway 92.

Temporary access measures, including dust suppression and vehicle restrictions, would be
implemented to limit disturbance to surrounding agricultural lands and prevent unnecessary impacts
on local traffic. Signage would be placed along main access routes to alert the public to construction
activities and ensure safety for residents and workers.

2.2.5 - Staging

The Project would utilize three main staging areas (Figure 2). Two are already in existence and one
near the proposed Wolf Park Area siphon would be developed and reclaimed as part of siphon
construction. Minimal vegetation clearing would be performed to prepare the Siphon Staging Area
for use; no vegetation clearing would be necessary for the other locations.

Table 5. Staging Areas

Staging Area Acres | Lat Long Baseline Conditions/Landcover

Western (Town of | 1.78 38.833709° | -107.747916° Site of a former water holding pond
Hotchkiss with about 75% disturbed and/or saline
Property) and bare and 25% vegetated with scrub-
shrub vegetation, including several
Russian olive bushes and Siberian elm
trees. Area is bordered on all sides by
existing roads

Eastern (FMC 0.85 38.830499° | -107.710557° Bare/disturbed, surrounded by open
Property) juniper woodland on the north, west
and south side, and bound on the east
side by the ditch road and canal.
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Staging Area Acres | Lat Long Baseline Conditions/Landcover

Siphon area 0.64 38.837293° | -107.719637° Natural, undisturbed, with scrub-shrub
vegetation dominated by sage brush and
rabbitbrush.

2.2.6 — Fill Material

All fill required for the Project would be obtained from within the Project Area. The existing road in
the Wolf Park Area along the portion of the canal to be abandoned is above-grade. To return
topography in the area of the canal to natural slope and grade, it would be necessary to lower the
elevation of the maintenance road. Extra fill would be excavated from the road area and used to fill
the canal. The surface would be sloped to the maintenance road, at a lower elevation. Trenching for
the siphon would supply enough fill for the siphon pipe, and for bedding the pipe in the Leroux
Creek Extension Area if needed. Fill for the piped section along Leroux Creek would be obtained
from the adjacent spoils.

2.2.7 — Weed Control and Post -Construction Revegetation

The Project includes measures to prevent the spread of weeds during and after construction. Prior
to mobilizing to the site, all equipment and vehicles would be cleaned to prevent the spread of
weeds. Slash from areas cleared of woody noxious weeds, including Russian olive and tamarisk,
would be contained and removed from the site or stockpiled and burned at a staging area. Following
construction, the Applicant would follow county standards and public land permit stipulations to
monitor and control noxious weeds.

Two options would be used for post-construction revegetation: 1) Sterile soil (subsoil without a

seedbank) used as topsoil/natural revegetation, or 2) Conventional revegetation method. Project
construction drawings would indicate which revegetation method would be used throughout the
Project alighment, in coordination with the landowner.

Option 1 would be used where adjacent vegetation is sparse. For these areas, a weed-free, sterile
topsoil would be used to prevent the spread of weeds and the topsoil would not be seeded. The soil
would revegetate naturally over time. Examples include along the abandoned canal in the Wolf Park
Area and the piped Leroux Creek Extension Area (Figure 2).

Option 2 would also be used where disturbed areas are adjacent to upland native vegetation, or
where the landowner requests seeding. For these areas, a weed-free seed mix would be used,
including drought-tolerant and common native grass such as western wheatgrass. The seed mix used
on public lands would be certified weed-free and approved by Reclamation and BLM (Appendix A).
Examples include along the Siphon Area and the Siphon Staging Area.

The eastern and western staging areas are generally disturbed, but the Siphon Staging Area is
vegetated with sage brush and scrub-shrub vegetation. To aid revegetation in the Siphon Staging
Area, vegetation would generally be crushed, rather than cleared, leaving root stock intact. The
Applicant would limit blading to only what is needed for equipment. Woody vegetation (native tree
branches and underbrush) set aside during clearing and grubbing would be placed over the surface,
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to be used as cover or nesting for wildlife. It is estimated the revegetation of the siphon corridor
would take more than 25 years.

2.2.8 — Habitat Replacement

In accordance with the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, habitat replacement would be
required to maintain riparian and wetland habitat affected as a result of the Project (Sundance
Consultants LLC, 2025). The plan addresses open wet meadow areas and patches infested with
Russian olive along Turkey Draw, east of Big Gulch. Riparian areas along Turkey Draw (a total of
approximately 13 acres) would be addressed by noxious weed removal and shrub and tree plantings
to establish structure, connectivity and diversity. A total of approximately 800 tree and shrub
plantings would be established in designated areas (Figure 3), with the goal of 208 trees and 350
shrubs surviving. Open meadow areas would benefit from added structure and areas infested with
Russian olive would be reduced from over 40% cover to 20% cover, replacing Russian olive with
native species. Contractors with equipment and chainsaws would remove and stump-treat
approximately 300 Russian olive trees. Branches would either be stacked to create habitat piles or
hauled away and disposed of off-site. Planting areas would be flagged for each of the six designated
riparian areas, and tree and shrub materials would be mobilized to the site and planted. Protective
cages would be placed around the plantings. The site would be monitored and watered weekly
during the spring, summer and fall (for about 16 weeks), for the initial 3 to 5 years, until plants are
established. Approximately 400 gallons of water would be required weekly, totaling approximately
10,400 gallons used annually. Depending on the location within the site, water would be drawn from
a nearby pond, from flows in Turkey Draw, or from the Fleming Ditch. An all-terrain vehicle or
truck with watering tank, pump, and hose attachment would be used to transport water to planted
areas.

The Habitat Replacement Site along Turkey Draw would provide suitable habitat for species
affected by the canal improvements, focusing on enhancing riparian and wetland vegetation to
support wildlife, including mule deer (Odocoilens hemionus), elk (Cervus canadensis), amphibians, small
mammal populations; and avian species, including raptors, migratory birds, and waterfowl. Ongoing
coordination with CPW would ensure the habitat replacement efforts align with state conservation
goals and provide long-term ecological benefits.

2.2.9 — Schedule

Project construction would take approximately six months to complete. Siphon construction and
canal abandonment would likely require 16 weeks to complete, and piping in the Leroux Creek
Extension Area 10 weeks to complete. Timing of construction would depend on contractor
availability and timing to avoid impacts to wildlife outlined in Table 5 as well as the need to
complete construction by April, in time for the irrigation season to start. Construction may occur
over the 2025 and 2026 winter season, or (if contractors are not available) over the 2026 and 2027
winter season.

Siphon construction could begin during the irrigation season; therefore, it is possible that clearing,
grubbing, and trenching for siphon construction, and laying of siphon pipe could begin in the mid to

late summet.

Construction at the Habitat Replacement Site would not need to avoid the irrigation season and
could occur during any time of the year, observing timing restrictions to protect wildlife (see Table 5
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below). If the Project schedule changes and vegetation clearing and grubbing would occur during the
breeding season for migratory birds, nesting bird surveys would be completed prior to any clearing
or grubbing activities. All clearing and grubbing activities and all active nest sites would be avoided
until nests have fledged. Project construction activities, including canal improvements and habitat
replacement, are expected to conclude by 2028.

Table 6. Summary of Construction Timing Restrictions

TLocation

Activity

Timing Restriction

Reason

IAll Project Areas,
including Habitat
Replacement Site

Vegetation grubbing
or clearing

\Avoid February 15 —
July 15

Protect eatly-nesting raptors such
as the red-tailed hawk (February
15 — July 15) and migratory
songbirds during their core
nesting season (April 1 to July
15)

Wolf Park Area
siphon staging and
installation areas

Heavy equipment

usc

Avoid December 1 —
April 30

To protect High Priority
Habitat for big game on severe
winter range and winter
concentration areas

Habitat Replacement
Site

Russian olive and
tamarisk removal;
heavy equipment use

IAvoid December 1 —
April 30

To protect big game on severe
winter range and mule deer
winter concentration area

IAll Project Areas

Heavy equipment use

Between December 1
and April 30, limit use
of heavy equipment as

To protect big game on severe
winter range and winter
concentration areas.

much as possible/
practical to between the
hours of 10 am and 4

pm

2.2.10 — Permits & Authorizations

Permits and authorizations would be obtained from relevant agencies before construction.
Agreements and Authorizations

The following interagency agreements or permits would be required prior to Project
implementation:

e Programmatic Agreement (PA) Proposal or Memorandum of Agreement executed between
Reclamation and the Colorado SHPO.

e Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Regional General Permit 5 for Ditch Related Activities
in the State of Colorado: 30-Day Advance of Construction Submittal Package (to include
“(1) the respective agency’s documentation for compliance with the Endangered Species Act
and National Historic Preservation Act [NHPA] and/or the lead Federal Agency NEPA
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document containing the same, (2) a project description, (3) project plans, and (4) a location
map.”).

Construction Permits and Plans

The following construction permits and plans would be required prior to Project implementation:

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

Certification under COPHE Water Quality Division Construction Dewatering Discharges
Permit COG070000 (when dewatering is to take place during construction).

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

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

Any construction, access, or use permits which may be required by the Delta County
Planning Department, Delta County Road and Bridge District #3, or Colorado Department
of Transportation.

Compliance with the following federal laws and EOs are required prior to and during Project
implementation:

Natural Resonrce Protection Laws

Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1963 (42 U.S. Code [U.S.C]] § 7401)

Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544, 87 Stat. 884)
CWA of 1972 as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.)

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712)

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668- 668¢)
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CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT &
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.1 — Introduction

This chapter discusses resources potentially impacted by the Proposed Action and No Action
alternatives. Each section defines the affected area, describes current conditions, and evaluates
impacts from both alternatives. Environmental commitments are components of the Project and are
considered in this analysis. A summary of impacts and environmental consequences of the Proposed
Action is included at the end of this section.

3.2 — Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.2.1 — Water Rights and Use

The geographic scope of the analysis is the Project Area shown on Figure 1, which covers the area
of potential effect for this resource. The canal is 34.7 miles in length, and almost entirely an open
carth canal. Irrigation water is supplied to the canal from direct diversion out of the North Fork
River at a diversion point located just below the town of Somerset, east of Paonia. Water is supplied
from the North Fork River directly during the early runoff season (typically April through June) and
from shares stored in the Paonia Reservoir later in the season (typically July to September).

The canal provides irrigation to 15,300 acres and 491 shareholders. Approximately 60% of water is

delivered to Rogers Mesa directly west of Leroux Creek (Applegate, 2023). The last 4.3 miles of the
canal was piped in 2019-2020 through improvements funded by an award from the 2015 Basinwide
Salinity Control FOA and the Lower Gunnison RCPP. Principal crops produced in the area include
alfalfa, grass hay meadows and pastures, fruit orchards, and vegetables.

An average of 47,342 acre-feet (AF) is diverted annually from the North Fork River and another
5,841 AF annually from Leroux Creek. By decree, the FMC is allowed to divert a total of 238 cubic
feet per second (cfs) out of the North Fork River during the early season and 46,424 AF from
Paonia Reservoir during the summer and fall (Applegate Group, Inc., 2023).

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, the water system would continue to function as it has
in the past, and there would be no effect on water rights and uses within the Project Area.

Proposed Action: The Project would result in no change to existing, decreed water rights. The
improved system would provide efficiencies in water delivery, eliminate water seepage, and enable
full shares to be delivered to the farm turnouts, benefiting shareholders on the system. Eliminating a
long section of open canal as a result of the Wolf Park Area siphon would help protect against the
risk of failure from geological hazards. The timing of the Project would allow water delivery during
the irrigation season, as construction would occur during the winter. The Project would not alter
natural sources of groundwater or effect domestic well permits, which allows for natural sources of
groundwater to be drawn.
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Proposed activities associated with the Habitat Replacement Site would have no effect on current
water rights and usage. Plantings on the Habitat Replacement Site would be watered with natural
flows from Turkey Draw, the Flemming Ditch, and a nearby pond downgradient from the site.

The total quantity used would be 0.04 AF annually (at 2 maximum), which is equal to 8.9 x 10” cfs.
This amount, when compared to a minimum of 1 cfs flow in Turkey Draw, is considered
immeasurable and therefore impacts to downstream water users (e.g., to water rights) from use of
water is not significant. No adverse effects on water rights would occur as a result of the Proposed
Action, and no impacts; therefore, there would be no significant impacts on water rights.

3.2.2 — Water Quality

The geographic scope of the analysis for water quality is the lower Gunnison River (hydrological
unit code [HUC] 14020005) and the greater Colorado River Basin, due to regional influence of
irrigation practices on downstream water quality. Irrigation practices in the region and in the Project
Area are contributing to elevated downstream salinity and selenium levels, creating an adverse effect
on the water quality of the Gunnison River and in the greater Colorado River Basin.

In the Project Area, water for irrigation is diverted from streams and rivers into constructed, unlined
ditches and canals that traverse the gradient, flowing through soils derived from Mancos shale; this
practice contributes elevated levels of salinity and selenium (often in the soluble form of selenate) in
the Gunnison River and in the greater Colorado River Basin. Salinity contributions to the Gunnison
River and greater Colorado River Basin within the Project Area (along 1.83 miles of canal) are
currently made at a rate of 756 tons of salt per year (Applegate Group Inc., 2023). In addition to
salinity, elevated levels of selenium are caused by deep percolation beneath open, unlined canals
where they flow through Mancos shale. Selenium has been determined to be toxic to living
organisms when present beyond trace amounts (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA],
2016). Leroux Creek and the mainstem of the North Fork of the Gunnison River have been
classified as impaired waters in accordance with Section 303(d) of the CWA, due to the effects of
selenium on aquatic life (CDPHE, 2016; EPA, 2024a). Concentrations of selenium in the North
Fork of the Gunnison River account for about 8% of the selenium load in the Lower Gunnison
River Basin (CDPHE, 2011). The Salinity Control Program is a regional effort to improve water
quality at a basinwide scale by reducing salinity in the Lower Gunnison and Colorado River
watersheds (see Section 1.4.1). In addition, there are ongoing regional efforts to reduce selenium
loading in the Lower Gunnison and Colorado river basins (Selenium Management Program
Workgroup [SMPW], 2011; Reclamation, 2024a). The Habitat Replacement Site is transected by
perennial flows in the Fleming Ditch and a diversion along Turkey Draw.

Most irrigation ditches are considered Waters of the U.S. (WOTUS) and are under the jurisdiction of
the CWA. In 2021, USACE issued Regional General Permit 5 (RGP-5) for Ditch Related Activities
in the state of Colorado, which authorizes construction, realignment, and relocation of existing
ditches and conversion of such ditches into pipes.

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, the high salt levels contributed to the Colorado River
Basin from this system would continue at a rate of 756 tons of salt per year (Applegate Group Inc.,
2023), along with current levels of selenium loading, leaving lasting negative effects downstream.
The Habitat Replacement Plan would not be implemented under the No Action Alternative.
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Proposed Action: Project activities would result in a total of 1.83 linear miles of existing open canal to
be abandoned, or piped; as a result, the proposed Project would reduce salt loading into the
Gunnison River by 756 tons of salt per year (Applegate Group Inc., 2023). The Project would
reduce selenium loading into the Gunnison River Basin, although the amount of selenium loading
reduction that would result from the Project has not been quantified. Improved downstream water
quality would benefit aquatic species and is of high importance for users and wildlife.

The Habitat Replacement Plan would involve planting and tree removal at discrete locations close to
open water flowing in Fleming Ditch and along Turkey Draw. Erosion control logs would
strategically be implemented to prevent sedimentation loading, and therefore no adverse impacts to
water quality would occur as a result of the Habitat Replacement Plan.

The Project would affect waters under the jurisdiction of CWA Section 404 (the ditches themselves)
and disturb irrigation-induced wetland and riparian vegetation associated with the ditches. As a
“ditch related activity in the State of Colorado” that is “conducted under a binding agreement with
the USBR” (Reclamation), the Project would be authorized under RGP-5, by submitting
documentation required by RGP-5 to USACE at least 30 days in advance of construction. The
required documentation for the Project, as a salinity control project per a binding agreement with
Reclamation, is as follows: “(1) the respective agency’s documentation for compliance with the
Endangered Species Act and National Historic Preservation Act and/or the lead Federal Agency
NEPA document containing the same, (2) a project description, (3) project plans, and (4) a location
map.” RGP 5 includes terms and conditions with which project proponents must comply to ensure
their proposed projects would have minimal adverse effects on the aquatic environment. The
USACE has the authority to determine if an activity complies with the terms and conditions of an
RGP. By authorizing use of RGP 5 for the Proposed Action, the USACE has determined that the
Project has minimal adverse effects on the aquatic environment. Therefore, there would be no
significant impact to waters under the jurisdiction of CWA Section 404.

The materials that would be used for the piping and siphon tubing are inert and water transport
through the materials would not degrade water quality; the materials meet safety standards
established by the NRCS and the American Water Works Association for use for irrigation and for
stock water.

Under the Proposed Action, BMPs would be implemented to further minimize any minor and
short-term erosion that would occur during construction; therefore, the effects to water quality
would be negligible and not significant. Construction would take place in the ditch prism when
water is not present. The construction contractor would be required to operate under a Stormwater
Management Plan, a Stormwater Discharge Permit, a Spill Response Plan, and a Dewatering Permit
(when dewatering is conducted) (see Section 2.2.10 and Chapter 4). As stated previously, the Project
would be authorized under RGP-5 which determines no significant impacts to waters under the
jurisdiction of CWA Section 404.

There would be no significant short- or long-term adverse impacts to water quality. While potential
minor or negligible short-term adverse impacts to water quality may occur during construction, the
Project would result in overall beneficial, long-term impacts to water quality in the Lower Gunnison
and Colorado River basins.
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3.2.3 — Air Quality

The EPA under the CAA specifies National Ambient Air Quality Standards INAAQS) for criteria
pollutants. Standards for criteria pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PMio
and PM.,s), ozone, sulfur dioxide, lead, and oxides of nitrogen (EPA, 2024b). If the levels of a
criteria pollutant in an area are higher than the NAAQS, the airshed is designated as a nonattainment
area. Areas that meet the NAAQS for criteria pollutants are designated as attainment areas.

This analysis covers the airshed directly over the Project Area and nearby agricultural lands
potentially affected by dust and machinery emissions. Ambient air quality in the Project Area is
influenced by natural sources such as dust from soil erosion, as well as agricultural activities,
emissions from vehicles, and residential wood burning. A primary air quality concern associated with
construction activities is the temporary increase in PM; construction equipment, vehicles, and soil-
disturbing activities can result in a short-term increase of local levels of PMjy and PM,s.

Delta County is classified as an attainment area for all criteria pollutants as defined by the EPA,
indicating that pollutant levels do not exceed established air quality standards and air quality is
generally good (EPA, 2024c).

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction activities ot soil
disturbance, and existing air quality conditions in the Project Area would remain unchanged.
Emissions associated with vehicle operations, soil erosion, and agricultural activities would continue
at current levels, with no additional impacts to local air quality.

Proposed Action: Project related primary air quality impacts would be temporary and minor and would
occur during construction activities required to implement the Project. The use of heavy machinery
and vehicles for habitat improvements (vegetation removal, planting and watering), and during
pipeline and siphon installation, ditch backfilling, and other canal improvements would generate
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOy), CO, and PM. Additionally, fugitive dust would be generated
from soil disturbance activities such as excavation, grading, and movement of construction
materials. Construction activities associated with restoration at the Habitat Replacement Site would
also generate emissions and fugitive dust. The adverse impacts to air quality from the Proposed
Action would be short-term and temporary and would not exceed NAAQS. There would be no
long-term significant impacts to air quality from the Project, as air quality would return to its
baseline level and Delta County would remain in attainment for all criteria pollutants.

To further minimize air quality impacts, BMPs would be implemented, including regular watering of
disturbed areas to control fugitive dust and minimizing vehicle idling.

3.2.4 — Public Access, Transportation, & Safety

County, public, and private roads provide access for residents and other members of the public
traveling in and out of the Project Areas. Wolf Park Road and Powell Mesa Road are the main
access routes for the Wolf Park Area and the section of existing canal that is abandoned, both
staging areas, as well as the northeastern portion of the Project Area. For the Leroux Creek
Extension Area, County Road 3300 is an access route for ditch and staging access for pipe deliveries
and a turnaround point for large equipment. A short section of existing private driveway (634 feet)
would be used for small equipment and truck access off County Road 3300. County Road 3300
serves as the main construction access point for the Leroux Creek Extension Area. The outlying
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areas of the town of Hotchkiss are scarcely populated and intermittent public access is required for
residences and farms along County Road 3300 Road, Powell Mesa Road, and Wolf Park Road Roads
in these areas experience low to potentially moderate traffic depending on time of day. The Habitat
Replacement Site is accessed off Highway 92 using a private road. Highway 92 and Highway 133 are
the main major road routes that run near the Project Area. On an annual average, both highways
receive moderate daily traffic.

Overhead and underground utilities are potentially present near some of the Project Area. The utility
entities include Delta — Montrose Electric Association (electricity and fiber optic), Black Hills
Energy (natural gas), and Town of Hotchkiss Utilities (domestic water).

No Action: Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impact on transportation, safety, or
access into or within the vicinity of the Project Area. Current conditions and the baseline status of
traffic, transportation routes, public safety, public access, and utilities in the vicinity of the Project
Area would remain unchanged.

Proposed Action: Construction activities and access related to the Project would take place on existing
roads and rights-of-way (ROWs). There is no need for construction of new access roads. Some
short-term disruption of traffic would occur on public roads when equipment and materials are
brought into and out of the Project Area. Increased construction traffic along county roads would
cause temporary delays and increase in traffic for residents and the public traveling through the area.
If necessary, the Applicant or Applicant’s contractor would coordinate with the county and sheriff
department when traffic or access would be delayed or re-routed. Due to the temporary nature of
the traffic disruptions and the traffic management provided by coordination with the county and
sheriff department, the impacts on traffic would not rise to the level of significant.

All construction activities related to the Project would take place entirely in approved access routes
and prescriptive ROWs. Temporary staging areas would be established to store materials,
equipment, and pipe adjacent to the Project and generally within the Construction Area, minimizing
transportation-related congestion on public roadways.

No significant impacts to access, transportation, and public safety would occur as a result of the
Project, because traffic and access disruptions would be short-term and coordinated with authorities,
and public safety measures would be implemented in construction areas.

Prior to any construction activities in the Project Area, all utilities would be located, marked, and
relocated or raised if necessary. If relocation or raising of utilities is necessary during construction, a
brief interruption of utility services would occur. Due to the temporary nature of the interruptions,
the impacts on utilities would not rise to the level of significant.

3.2.5 — Noise

Noise impacts are assessed within the geographic scope of the immediate Project Area with a focus
on construction zones and nearby residential areas (Figure 1).

The Noise Control Act and the Quiet Communities Act were established in the 1970s to create an
environment free from noise that threatens the health and welfare of Americans. The EPA initially
oversaw all federal noise control activities through the Office of Noise Abatement and Control
(ONAC). Over time, however, the responsibility for noise control shifted to state and local
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governments, though these federal acts remain in effect. The EPA has identified a level of 70
decibels over a 24-hour exposure period as the threshold to prevent any measurable hearing loss
over a lifetime and a level of 55 decibels outdoors as the level preventing activity interference and
annoyance (EPA, 1974; EPA, 2024d; DigiExtreme, 2025).

The Project Area in Delta County, Colorado, is primarily rural and agricultural, with a minor baseline
level of detectable noise occurting from normal farm/tractor activity, light traffic on public and
private roads, and intermittent heavy construction for utility maintenance. Heavy equipment traffic
associated with maintenance of the canal occurs throughout the Project Area during annual
maintenance and periodic repairs. The community of Hotchkiss is approximately 2 miles away from
the nearest construction site. The Project Area does not contain any sensitive noise receptors, such
as wildlife conservation areas or nature preserves, recreational areas, hospitals, schools, or high-
density residential zones. Baseline noise levels are present at the Habitat Replacement Site due to an
adjacent shooting range, and vehicle use on the property, and nearby Highway 92.

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no changes to existing noise levels in
the Project Area. Current noise conditions for the majority of the Project Area, characterized by
moderate ambient sound levels with occasional spikes due to agriculture and vehicular traffic, would
remain unchanged. No Project-related noise impacts would occur, and the area’s typical soundscape
would be preserved.

Proposed Action: The Project would cause temporary noise sources associated with construction
activities, including the operation of heavy machinery, such as trackhoes, bulldozers, loaders, and
concrete mixers. Table 9.1 in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Construction Noise
Handbook (FHWA, 20006) provides an inventory of common construction equipment and operation
noise levels. Measured at 50 feet from the source, noise levels ranged from 74 decibels (flatbed
truck) to 101 decibels (impact pile driver). As the distance from the site of construction increases,
noise levels decrease substantially. For example, a concrete mixer emits, on average, a maximum
noise level of 79 decibels at 50 feet, dropping to roughly 53 decibels at 1,000 feet. Residents near the
Project Area are located more than 500 feet from any staging area and more than 1,000 feet from
construction sites. The community of Hotchkiss is approximately 2 miles away. According to Table
9.1, noise from equipment used at the site would be reduced to less than 55 decibels, the limits
established by the EPA to prevent activity interference and annoyance (FHWA, 20006). Therefore,
due to the distance of residential areas from the Project Area, noise emitted from Project activities
would be reduced to a level below the 70 decibel and 55 decibel thresholds established by the EPA
for either hearing loss or annoyance (EPA, 1974; EPA, 2024d; DigiExtreme, 2025), and would not
cause significant impacts to residents near the area. Noise levels would return to baseline noise levels
following the completion of construction for each localized portion of the Project Area.

Noise would also be emitted during construction activities associated with restoration at the Habitat
Replacement Site. The Habitat Replacement Site is in a rural area that is sparsely populated and sees
little public use. The nearest residence is located over 500 feet away and the community of
Hotchkiss is over 4 miles away. Noise generated during restoration activities would be temporary
and short-term.

BMPs would be employed to further reduce noise impacts, such as maintaining equipment to
minimize excessive noise and establishing operational hours that avoid eatly morning or late evening
construction (Sitemate, 2023).
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In the long-term, improvements to the FMC from the Proposed Action would result in reduced
operation and maintenance and associated noise, benefiting the area’s soundscape. Due to the
distance of residential areas, limited public use surrounding the Project Area, and short-term
duration of Project activities, the Proposed Action would have negligible impacts on noise that
would not be significant.

3.2.6 — Recreation and Visual Resources

The geographic scope of analysis is the Project Area, public lands visible from and near the Project
Area, and recreation amenities near the Project Area (Figure 1). The Project Area overlaps with
CPW big game hunting unit 52 offering opportunity for big game hunting on private land. Visual
resources in the Project Area are defined by open juniper woodland, scrub-shrub, and dry adobe
slopes; agricultural land and intermittent views of natural features, such as Leroux Creek and Short
Draw; and surrounding benched areas of pinyon-juniper woodland, scrub-shrub, and dry adobe
slopes. A baseline level of visual disturbance occurs associated with county roads, the Highway 92
and Highway 133 corridors, residential development, local construction, and local ranching and
farming activities. The canal itself is a minor, functional feature within this setting and is screened
from view by topography and vegetation, and non-existent within the viewshed. A small portion of
BLM land is located in the northeast region of the Project Area, and portions of the canal to be
abandoned as well as siphon construction would occur on Reclamation land (Figure 2). The siphon
construction area and staging is within the viewshed for traffic along Wolf Park Road; however, this
road is not a throughfare and public traffic along this road is limited to FMC maintenance staff, a
ranch, and several nearby residences. Construction materials staged at the eastern staging area would
temporarily be partially visible from Powel Mesa Road. Traffic along Powell Mesa Road is very
limited, as less than 10 residences are accessed by the northern portion of the loop and the road is
not a thoroughfare.

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to the existing visual
environment in the vicinity of the Project Area. The canal would continue to function as an open,
unlined ditch, and its current visual appearance would remain unchanged with no impact to the
area’s visual resources.

Proposed Action: The Project’s construction noise would impact the presence of big game in the Wolf
Park Area during hunting season but would not cause any long-term impacts on hunting
opportunities or experiences on public lands in the Project Area (Allysa Meiers, CPW Wildlife
Biologist, pers. comm. December 13, 2024). These impacts would not be significant, because the
impacts on game species would be short-term and temporary, making the impact to hunting
opportunities or experiences short term and temporary (Section 3.2.9). CPW recommended timing
construction to protect big game and these recommendations have been incorporated into the

project (Table 5).

The Project would cause minor temporary visual impacts to occur due to the presence of
construction equipment, materials, and staging areas, which may be partially visible to the public
from Powell Mesa Road, Wolf Park Road, and surrounding lands. However, these impacts would be
short-term and limited to the construction period, and therefore would not rise to the level of
significant. Although the Project primarily takes place on private or Reclamation lands, visual
impacts from nearby public lands are possible at the site of the Wolf Park Area siphon. Loss of
vegetation along the trenched area, where the siphon would be placed, would create a long-term scar
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as revegetation in the pinyon-juniper and sage brush habitat would take many decades. These long-
term impacts are similar to vegetation clearing beneath power lines that are present throughout the
surrounding areas, and are confined and limited to the extent of the swale (1,000 feet) and less than
100 feet in width. The extent would be limited to 1.45 acres and is very small (0.03%) relative to the
extent of undeveloped vegetation in the vicinity (approximately 4,201 acres of
undeveloped/naturally vegetated land are within 1 miles of the Wolf Park and Leroux Creek
Extension Areas) and would be in view for very few members of the public; therefore, visual
impacts associated with the loss of vegetation are minor, though long-term, and do not rise to the
level of significance. Backfilling the abandoned open ditches and installation of the siphon would
result in a low level of change to visual resources and would not attract a viewer’s attention or
contrast with existing landforms and the residential, rural, and agricultural nature of the surrounding
landscape; therefore, this low level of change to visual resources does not rise to the level of
significant.

Changes to visual quality at the Habitat Replacement Site include temporary impacts due to the
presence of construction equipment and materials. These impacts would be short-term and limited
to the construction period. Current vegetation would change from non-native vegetation to native
vegetation, but the plant community architecture would not change substantially because the
overstory, mid-story, and understory would be retained with woody and herbaceous species.

Under the Proposed Action, short-term, temporary impacts to recreation and visual resources would
occur. These impacts would not be significant because the impact to hunting opportunities or
experiences are short term and temporary, and the location of the Project Area is within a rural area
that sees little public use and the impacts would be limited to the period of construction. Long-term
impacts to the visual resources at the Habitat Replacement Site would not be significant because the
vegetation architecture would not change substantially, rather the non-native vegetation would be
replaced with native vegetation.

3.2.7 — Vegetative Resources

The geographic scope of analysis for upland and riparian vegetation includes the construction
alignment at Wolf Park Area siphon and Leroux Creek Extension Area plus an approximate 1-mile
buffer. It also includes the Turkey Gulch Habitat Replacement Site. This analysis focuses on the
Project Area’s vegetative cover, including riparian and upland vegetation along the canal alighment,
and the context within which physical disturbance or changes to vegetation would take place
because of the Project activities.

The Project Area is located in a transition area between the major ecoregions of the Southern
Rockies and the Colorado Plateau along steep, dry, sparsely vegetated slideslopes and shale terraces
above the North Fork of the Gunnison River valley (Chapman et al., 2006). The Project Area
includes two discontinuous segments of the FMC separated by approximately 4 miles of canal: the
Wolf Park Area and Short Draw (an erosional feature/narrow valley) to the east, and the Leroux
Creek area to the west. Additionally, the Habitat Replacement Site is located southwest of the
Leroux Creek Extension Area within a degraded riparian area along Turkey Draw.

The Leroux Creek Extension begins along an open channel and connects to an existing piped
section of irrigation water. The canal transects a south-facing dry alluvial hillside above several
irrigated hay fields and rural residential areas. Open juniper (Juniperus osteosperma) and scrub-shrub
habitat dominated by sagebrush species (Artemisia tridentata), greasewood (Sarcobatus nees), and rubber
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rabbitbrush (Ericameria naunseaosa) grows on the dry, south facing alluvial hillsides above and below
the irrigated fields. Below this terrace, Leroux Creek supports a robust riparian area with
cottonwood (Populus spp.), willow (Salix spp.), and sedge (Carex spp.) species growing in the
drainage. In the Wolf Park Area, the proposed siphon and abandoned section are located along a
drainage with pinyon-juniper, sage-steppe, and riparian habitat along and downgradient of the canal,
supporting a cottonwood canopy in some areas. The 8,659 LF horseshoe bend in the canal is
bisected by a ranch access road running north to south. No farmland borders the proposed Wolf
Park Area, but a rural residential area is located about 1/3 mile to the south and irrigated ranch land
is located about 700 feet northwest.

Water in the canal supports a narrow fringe of rushes, sedges, grasses, and weeds, including non-
native and noxious species. Cottonwood trees and willows are present in patches/intermittently.
Some areas are too steep, dry, or rocky to support vegetation. Native trees and shrubs growing in
the riparian areas include mature and sapling cottonwood trees, willow species, Wood’s rose (Rosa
woodsi?), and three-leaved sumac (Rhus trilobata), Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia), Canada thistle
(Cirsium arvense), and Russian knapweed (Rbaponticum repens) are common noxious species in the area.

The Habitat Replacement Site is a degraded riparian complex with mid-story dominated by Russian
olive, and understory consisting of a mix of weeds and grasses dominated by alkali muhly
(Mublenbergia asperifolia) and reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), intermixed with common chicory
(Cichorinm intybus), showy milkweed (Asclepias speciosa) and weedy species such as Canada thistle and
burdock (Arctium minus).

No Action: Under the No Action alternative, vegetative resources would remain in their current state,
with no impacts from construction or soil disruption. Noxious weed populations would likely
continue to persist and spread.

Proposed Action: Project construction activities, including excavation, pipeline and siphon installation,
staging, and backfilling abandoned sections of the canal, would temporarily disturb an estimated 16.0
acres, of which 11.2 acres have been previously disturbed, along the canal prism and adjacent to the
maintenance road; an estimated 4.8 acres of new disturbance would result from construction. Of the
total, temporary use areas for staging would disturb a total of 3.3 acres, of which 2.2 acres have been
previously disturbed, resulting in 1.1 acres of new disturbance from temporary staging areas. A new
access route to the Leroux Creek Area would be utilized on 0.17 acre of existing private road. No
grading would be necessary on this section of existing road.

Impacts to upland vegetation would occur along the Siphon Staging Area and siphon alignment.
Other areas used for the project are already disturbed and generally lack vegetation, including the
pipeline installation area and staging areas. Sagebrush and pinyon-juniper vegetation in this area
would likely return post-construction over several decades.

A habitat loss assessment was performed for the Project to quantify the fish and wildlife values that
would be lost due to the conversion of these areas to uplands or farmlands by the Project (Sundance
Consultants LLC, 2024a). The evaluation followed the methodology outlined in Basinwide Salinity
Control Program: Procedures for Habitat Replacement (Reclamation 2018a). In accordance with the
protocol, the habitat value is calculated for each affected wetland or riparian habitat area by
multiplying its acreage by its habitat quality score, which is assigned based on evaluation of a series
of ten physical and biological criteria. These criteria include vegetative diversity, vegetative
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stratification, presence of noxious weeds, overall vegetative condition, interspersion of open water
with vegetation, connectivity and proximity of other wildlife habitat areas, wildlife use, uniqueness or
abundance, water supply, and degree of human-caused alteration. The Project would result in the
permanent loss of approximately 4.52 acres of riparian and wetland vegetation associated with the
unlined ditches, which when combined with the scores from the 10 habitat quality criteria described
above, is the equivalent of 24.0 habitat value units (Sundance Consultants, LLC, 2024a). As
stipulated by the Salinity Control Act, a Habitat Replacement Plan has been developed (Sundance
Consultants, LLC, 2026) which would generate 23.1 habitat value units and is included as a
component of the Project. As part of the Project, a Habitat Replacement Plan would be
implemented to improve a degraded riparian area along the Fleming Ditch and Turkey Draw. This
Habitat Replacement Site consists of dense patches of Russian olive infestation, as well as open, wet
meadows and mesic patches. Approximately 200 Russian olive trees and shrubs would be removed
and treated, and the area replanted with native shrubs and trees, including Freemont’s cottonwood
(Poputus fremontir), New Mexico privet (Forestiera pubescens), three-leafed sumac (Rbus trilobata), rose
(Rosa woodsii), butfaloberry (Shepherdia canadensis), and chokecherry (Prunus virginiana). Naturally, open
areas would be planted along the fringes to establish structure. In total, 200 cottonwood trees would
be planted and 480 shrub species in areas around the open meadow/open patches, and in areas
where Russian olive are removed along the draw. In addition, 4.6 excess habitat value units from the
Phase I Project would be applied to this Project (Reclamation, 2018b; Wildlife and Natural Resource
Concepts and Solutions, LLC, 2018). Because the value of the habitat protected from degradation
(26.0) is greater than the value of the habitat lost (24.0), there would be no net loss of fish and
wildlife values (in this case, riparian and wetland vegetation) associated with implementation of the
Project. Because there would be no net loss of riparian and wetland values associated with
implementation of the Project, the effects of the loss of riparian and wetland vegetation would be
insignificant from a habitat perspective.

Dust from operating equipment and vehicles would temporarily affect nearby vegetation; however,
increased dust would be minor and temporary, and therefore the impact to nearby vegetation would
be minor and temporary. Following construction, disturbed areas would be revegetated with native
plant species to support ecosystem recovery and reduce the potential for weed invasion. Given the
extensive amount of undisturbed lands surrounding the Project (1,507 acres, based on a 500-meter
[m] buffer around the Project, about 3/4 of which is undisturbed), temporary loss of 4.8 acres of
native vegetation represents 0.3 % of undisturbed lands in the vicinity and would be a short-term,
minor and insignificant impact to native vegetation. A majority of the Project activities would take
place in previously disturbed areas along the canal prism and adjacent maintenance roads limiting the
amount of disturbance to vegetation. Minor impacts to upland native vegetation located within the
construction corridor and associated staging areas would occur (20% of the area). Construction
would follow BMPs, including limiting the construction footprint to the minimum required
preventing unnecessary impacts to vegetation, and revegetation/restoration of disturbed areas post-
construction.

No significant impacts to vegetation would occur as a result of the Project, because the construction
footprint would be revegetated, and riparian and wetland values related to the ditches involved with
the Project would be maintained with the implementation of the Habitat Replacement Site.
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3.2.8 — Noxious Weeds

The geographic scope of analysis for noxious weeds is the Project Area plus a 1-mile buffer, the
context within which Project activities have the potential to affect this resource. Nine State of
Colorado (CDA, 2024) and Delta County-listed (Delta County, 2020) noxious weeds were observed
during site visits within the Project Area (Sundance Consultants, 2024, 2025 and 2026). The most
conspicuous noxious weeds present within the Project Area are Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia),
Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens), field bindweed (Convolvulus
arvensis), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), and white top (Cardaria draba) (Colorado Department of
Agriculture [CDA], 2024). These species are common along the edges of the canal and maintenance
road due to disturbances from routine maintenance. Russian olive, Canada thistle, common chicory
(Cichorium intybus) and common burdock (Arctinm minus) are present at the habitat site.

The Colorado Noxious Weed Act designates undesirable plants that are considered a threat to
Colorado’s natural resources. FMC is responsible for complying with the Colorado Noxious Weed
Act in the Project Area. Impacts from weed infestations include the loss of forage for wildlife and
livestock, decreased availability of habitat for wildlife, and a loss of biodiversity relative to
undisturbed areas. Flowing water in the irrigation ditches along with the movement of vehicles,
wildlife, and livestock along the ditch corridors serve as vectors for the spread of noxious weeds in
the area.

The Applicant manages noxious weeds on the ditch prisms by spot-spraying or mowing seasonally,
or by mechanical removal with heavy equipment, as resources permit. Common weeds in the
Habitat Replacement Site are Russian olive and salt cedar (Tamarisk spp.), as well as Canada thistle
and common burdock (Arctium minus).

No Action: There would be no effect on noxious weeds from the No Action Alternative and noxious
weeds would continue to spread in the Project Area. Flowing water in the irrigation ditches along
with the movement of vehicles, wildlife, and livestock along the ditch corridors would continue to
serve as vectors for the spread of noxious weeds in the area. Routine maintenance would continue
to create opportunities for noxious weed establishment by disturbing soil surfaces.

Proposed Action: The Project would result in both beneficial and adverse impacts regarding the
presence of noxious weeds in the Project Area. The Project would abandon 1.83 miles of the
existing canal resulting in a reduction of open water flow, a key element of invasive seed transport.
Finishing the ground surface with subsurface soil would help eliminate the weed seed bank in the
construction area. Certain segments of the ditch within the Project Area would no longer require
regular maintenance, lowering the potential for the continued spread and establishment of weeds.
Herbaceous and woody noxious weeds that are currently supported by ditch seepage would no
longer be supported where the canal would be abandoned and backfilled or piped. The Habitat
Replacement Site weed infestations would be treated as part of the Habitat Replacement Plan with
goals for maintaining total weed cover below 15 % (Sundance Consultants, LLC, 2020).

Despite the beneficial effects that would reduce noxious weed presence in some areas, noxious
weeds would continue to be present throughout the Project Area. Further, soil disturbances and
vehicle use associated with the Proposed Action would have adverse impacts on noxious weed
presence by increasing the potential for noxious weed spread and establishment. However, even
assuming a total lack of weed control post-construction, the Project impacts on noxious weed
presence would be minor and not significant.
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The Project would generate a maximum of 4.8 acres of new ground disturbance. Weed cover is
approximately 20% of disturbed areas in the Project Area. If noxious weeds colonize 20% of the
new disturbed land, the Project would create 0.96 acre of additional weed cover within the
evaluation area (within 1 mile radius of the Project, which totals 8,468 acres). Based on aerial
imagery, about 2/3 of the evaluation atea is undisturbed land, and the remaining 1/3 is developed
agricultural land, formal and informal roads and road corridors, or residences (3,120 acres).
Assuming that about "4 of 3,120 acres is disturbed, and weeds cover accounts for 20% of cover on
disturbed land, there are about 156 acres of noxious weeds in the evaluation area (this represents a
2% noxious weed cover across the 8,468-acre evaluation area). Under these assumptions, the Project
would result in an increase of 0.6% in noxious weed cover, which is considered a minor impact and
does not rise to the level of significant. The Project would have no significant impacts on noxious
weed presence.

The analysis for weeds is conservative in that it assumes a total lack of weed control post-
construction. To further minimize the spread of noxious weeds and protect native vegetation, the
Project would implement BMPs, including pre-construction weed treatments, washing equipment
before entering the Project Area, and applying certified weed-free straw for soil stabilization.

After construction and reclamation of the Project Area, noxious weed presence would be monitored
subject to agreements between the Applicant and individual landowners, and regulated by Delta
County in accordance with county standards (Delta County, 2020).

The Proposed Action would result in both beneficial and adverse effects regarding the presence of
noxious weeds in the Project Area. Through the implementation of BMPs and ongoing noxious
weed management within the Project Area, the Proposed Action’s impacts on noxious weed
presence would be negligible and not significant.

3.2.9 — Wildlife Resources

The geographic scope of analysis for wildlife is the Project Area plus an approximately 1-mile buffer,
the approximate context within which the Project has the potential to affect this resource. Wildlife
impacts are analyzed within habitats surrounding the Project Area, including riparian zones and
terrestrial habitats.

A wide variety of mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles are likely to inhabit the general area near
the Project site. The most common wildlife likely to be found in or adjacent to the Project Area
include beavers, coyotes, bobcats, badgers, skunks, gray fox, red fox, raccoons, white-tailed
jackrabbit, mule deer, elk, American black bear, mountain lions, wild turkey, and several species of
rodents and bats. Terrestrial garter snake, bullsnake, and smooth green snake have the potential to
be found in the area around the Project Area.

Note: A variety of Special Status species, including migratory birds and raptors also inhabit the
Project Area and are discussed in Section 3.2.10.

The Project Area is within several important winter areas for game species. Severe Winter Range is
defined as part of the overall range where 90% of the individuals are located when the annual
snowpack is at its maximum and temperatures are at a minimum in the two worst winters out of ten.
Winter Concentration Areas are mapped where animal densities are at least 200 % greater than the
surrounding winter range from the first heavy snowfall through spring green-up (CPW, 2024).
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The entire Project Area (including the Habitat Replacement Site) intersects with Mule Deer and Elk
Severe Winter Range, and a Mule Deer Winter Concentration Area. The Wolf Park Area is also an
Elk Winter Concentration (CPW, 2024). The Wolf Park Area and Leroux Creek Extension Area
overlap with Wild Turkey Winter Range (CPW, 2023) and a Wild Turkey Winter Concentration Area
is mapped near the piping project at the Leroux Creek Extension Area, overlapping with access to
the Project.

Deer and occasionally elk migrate through this area for foraging in winter. In the Leroux Creek
Extension Area, wildlife fences are frequent barriers to natural movement. The canal provides a
drinking water source for wildlife during the irrigation season, though alternative water sources are
nearby, including Leroux Creek, water flowing through Short Draw, and several laterals not related
to the canal.

Wildlife in the Project Area experience a baseline level of disturbance due to disturbed soils within
the canal corridor, and noise associated with operational traffic along the ditch road and heavy
equipment use for annual ditch cleaning, ranching and farming activities, as well as light traffic on
public and private roads.

No Action: Under the No Action alternative, there would be no effect on wildlife resources. Wildlife
would continue to use the habitat and water resources in the area as in the past. Salt and selenium
loading from the area would continue to affect aquatic dependent species.

Proposed Action: Temporary Project construction activities such as trenching, heavy machinery
operation, and vegetation clearing would disrupt wildlife in the immediate area, including mule deer,
elk, migratory birds and raptors, wild turkey, small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians. Increased
human activity, noise, and equipment use would cause temporary disturbances to wildlife species,
potentially displacing them to adjacent habitats. Some loss of vegetation used for foraging, bedding,
or cover may be removed. However, there is abundant wildlife habitat in the surrounding area, and
therefore, the impact on common wildlife species would be minimal and temporary, and not
significant.

Project timing would avoid nesting birds and occur when most wildlife have migrated out of the
area, or are hibernating and least active. During construction, direct impacts to hibernating
amphibians in the mud and banks along the canal would occur but effects would be localized and
minor, population-level effects would not occur. Therefore, these effects would not rise to the level
of significant.

Wildlife habitat values associated with the riparian/wetland vegetation adjacent to the canal or
sourced by the canal that would be lost due to the Project would be maintained at the nearby
Habitat Replacement Site created by the FMC, along Turkey Draw. Vegetation improvements would
be made at the site, including replacement of Russian olive with native mid- and over-story, to
enhance conditions for wildlife.

Indirect effects to wildlife occupying sagebrush and dry adobe slopes in the vicinity of the Project
would be temporary and minimized by Project timing (winter) when many species have migrated out
of the area or are hibernating. Direct effects to natural terrestrial habitat would be limited to 4.8
acres, representing less than 0.1 % of available undisturbed uplands in the vicinity of the Project
(approximately 5,348 acres) and therefore not significant. Disturbed uplands would be restored post-
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construction to allow habitat recovery. BMPs, including timing restrictions to avoid critical wildlife
breeding seasons for sensitive species and measures to confine and contain construction-related
disturbances, would further reduce impacts and disturbances, and would facilitate the safe
movement of wildlife around the Project Area (CPW, 2023).

Effects to wildlife due to loss of open spring, summer, and fall water in the canal along the Leroux
Creek Extension Area and the Wolf Park Area would be minor or less than minor and not
significant, because wildlife would adjust to finding other sources of water nearby (within 1,000
feet). Either the remaining open canal, or a nearby natural water source in Leroux Creek or along
Short Draw is available within 1,000 feet or less of any portion of the canal to be piped or
abandoned due to the Project. The canal is filled seasonally, and no water is available in the canal
after the irrigation season is over (during the winter); therefore, wildlife wintering in the area would
not be affected by the loss of open water where the canal would be piped or abandoned.

Access across the Wild Turkey Winter Concentration area near Leroux Creek is on existing roads,
where a baseline level of disturbance exists and any temporary additional disturbance to wild turkeys
associated with additional traffic on the access route would be minor or negligible, and therefore not
significant. Trips along the access road would generally be limited to between two and eight
trips/day during the course of construction.

Construction at the Habitat Replacement Site would occur during the summer, avoiding winter
disturbance to elk and mule deer, and would not be significant.

Mule deer and elk foraging and bedding along the Project Area would be temporarily displaced
during winter construction; these temporary impacts would not be significant. Impacts to Severe
Winter Range for elk and mule deer would be minor and not significant. The Project is at the
southern boundary of the mapped elk and mule deer Severe Winter Range and Elk Winter
Concentration Area, where impacts would be minimized relative to other locations, as a baseline
level of disturbance is already present due to nearby roads and residences (pers. comm., Alyssa
Meier, biologist with CPW, December 13, 2024). In addition, impacts to big game from construction
disturbance would be temporary, as the Project would last one winter season. To minimize impacts,
as much as possible/practical, heavy equipment would be operated between the hours of 10 am and
4 pm as recommended by CPW (pers. comm., Alyssa Meier, biologist with CPW, December 13,
2024) (Table 5).

No significant impacts to wildlife resources would occur as a result of the Project, because
construction impacts would be temporary and relatively small in comparison with surrounding
available habitat, timing restrictions would protect nesting birds during sensitive periods, disturbed
upland habitats would be revegetated, winter wildlife watering resources would not be impacted and
alternative water sources are available nearby the Project Area, and wetland and riparian habitat
values would be maintained with the implementation of a Habitat Replacement Site. Effects to
wintering elk and mule deer would be minor and not significant relative to existing baseline
disturbance, and the ample amount of nearby range. Loss of water from the open canal would not
result in a significant impact to wildlife, because the canal currently does not provide a winter water
source, and loss of the open canal would not affect wintering wildlife in the area.
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3.2.10 - Special Status Species; Migratory Birds; Threatened and Endangered
Species and Their Critical Habitats

Migratory Birds and Raptors

Migratory birds protected under the MBTA find nesting and/or migratory habitat in the Project
Area. Under the MBTA, it is illegal to take, possess, import, export, transport, sell, purchase, or
barter any migratory bird, bird parts, nests, or eggs of such birds except by permit. According to a
list generated using the USFWS’ Environmental Conservation Online System Information for
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) for the Project Area (USFWS, 2024a), migratory songbirds of
conservation concern protected under MBTA that could potentially find habitat in the Project Area
are listed in Appendix B. Destruction of vegetation that harbors active bird nests during nesting
season can result in direct loss (i.e., “take”) of eggs or young, or cause adult birds to abandon eggs.
The primary nesting season for migratory birds and raptors in the Project Area is April 1 through
July 15. However, some raptor individuals, particularly red-tailed hawks and great-horned owls, may
begin courtship and nest construction as early as February 15 (CPW, 2020). Vegetation removal
would occur in the fall, outside of this earlier nesting period. Common migratory raptors with a high
potential to occur in the Project Area include red-tailed hawk (nesting, foraging, wintering,
migrating), great-horned owl (nesting, foraging, wintering, migrating), long-eared owl (nesting,
migrating), and American kestrel (year-round). Bald eagles and other raptors are common hunters
during winter on the local mesas around the Project Area, especially on open and agricultural ground
where prairie dogs and other burrowing rodents provide prey. Less common but potentially present
migratory raptors, including burrowing owl (breeding), ferruginous hawk (wintering), prairie falcon
(vear-round), and Swainson’s hawk (breeding), are protected by the MBTA. Habitat in the
surrounding valley area is extensive, providing ample opportunities for raptor foraging and nesting.

The Project Area was surveyed for raptor nests in June 2024 and no raptor nests were identified
within line of sight, up to 1/2 mile (recommended buffer distances, CPW 2020), from the Project
Area (Sundance Consultants, LLC, 2025).

An active Bald Eagle nest site is within 1.5 miles of the Leroux Creek Extension Area, and multiple
Bald Eagle roosts are located along the North Fork River, just over 1 mile from the eastern staging

area. In addition, active golden eagle nests are mapped between 1 and 2 miles from the Project Area
(CPW, 2024) and outside the recommended buffer distances for golden eagles (CPW 2020).

Migratory birds and raptors experience a baseline level of disturbance within the Project Area,
including the Habitat Replacement Site, from ranching and farming activities, routine maintenance
along the canal, and light traffic on public and private roads in the area.

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, migratory bird and raptor habitats would remain in
their current condition and no disturbance from construction activities would occur. No temporary
displacement of migratory birds or raptors would occur. Salinity and selenium loading in the
Colorado River Basin would continue at current rates, which would continue to affect water quality
within the drainage, potentially affecting the wildlife using the area.

Proposed Action: Under the Proposed Action, Project construction activities, particularly from noise
and habitat clearing, would inflict temporary disturbances on wintering and migrating songbirds and
raptors. Migratory songbirds or raptors wintering or foraging in the Project Area would be displaced
temporarily by the disturbance; however, habitat in the surrounding area is extensive, providing
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ample alternative habitat to any displaced species, and therefore this impact would not rise to the
level of significant. There would be no direct effect on nesting songbirds or raptors because
vegetation removal would take place outside of the active nesting season (April 1 — July 15). Other
construction activities would take place in the late fall, winter, and early spring, minimizing noise and
human activity during critical breeding and migration periods. Adverse effects to migratory
songbirds and raptors in the Project Area would be short-term and temporary and would not impact
the population viability of any species of migratory songbird or raptor; therefore, the effects to
migratory songbirds and raptors under the Proposed Action would not be significant.

Effects to active raptor nests or roosts (including bald eagle and golden eagle) would be avoided, as
construction would occur outside the maximum buffer distances established by CPW (CPW, 2020)
or would be timed to occur outside the nesting season. According to mapped data (CPW, 2024), the
distance to any known bald eagle or golden eagle active nesting or roosting site is greater than

"2 mile.

Construction activities would cease and authorities with the USFWS and Reclamation would be
notified immediately upon the unanticipated discovery of a new active raptor nest within 1/2 mile of
the Project Area, or a new bald eagle roost site or nest site within 1/2 mile. Potential appropriate
action may include ceasing construction neat the sensitive area until the nest fledges and/or
establishing a buffer between the nest and construction activities, or (in coordination with USFWS
biologists) relocating the nest. The Project would result in some loss of potential raptor nesting
habitat (tall trees); however, the number of tall trees lost would be very small in relation to ample
raptor nesting habitat in the areas surrounding the Project Area. When considering the relatively
minor loss of nesting habitat, together with the increase in new habitat at the Habitat Replacement
Site, loss of tall trees for nesting would not rise to the level of significant. The presence of nesting
habitat for migratory birds and raptors would be maintained by the habitat replacement project in
compliance with the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act.

No significant impacts to migratory birds and raptors would occur as a result of the Project, because
construction impacts would be temporary and relatively small in comparison with surrounding
available habitat, timing restrictions would protect nesting birds during sensitive periods, and
tipatian/wetland nesting habitat would be maintained with the implementation of a Habitat
Replacement Site.

Threatened and Endangered Species and Their Critical Habitats

The ESA of 1973 protects federally listed endangered, threatened, and candidate plant and animal
species and their critical habitats. This section evaluates potential impacts on species listed or
proposed to be listed, as well as their designated or proposed critical habitat, as a result of
implementation of the Proposed Action.

Table 6 lists the eleven federally threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate (TEPC) species that
have the potential to occur in the Project Area or be affected by actions in the Project Area, along
with habitat descriptions (USFWS, 2024a).

A field verification survey for species protected under the ESA was conducted on June 25, 2024

(Sundance Consultants, LLC, 2025¢). Based on existing habitat within the Project Area and known
habitat preferences for listed species, potential habitat for three insect species, the silverspot
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buttertly (Speyeria nokomis nokomis), monarch butterfly (Danauns plexippus) and Suckley’s cuckoo
bumble bee (Bombus suckleyi), and one plant species, the Colorado hookless cactus (Selerocactus glancus)
have potential to occur in the Project Area. The northern bog violet (Viola nephrophylla), the host
plant for the silverspot butterfly, was not located in or near the Project Area during the survey. The
silverspot butterfly was not observed during surveys. Isolated occurrence of showy milkweed
(around 10 individual plants or less), a host plant for the monarch butterfly, was identified in the
Project Area during surveys. No monarch butterfly species were observed. The Project Area is
outside migrating corridors for the monarch butterfly (USFS, 2024). Habitat for the Suckley’s
cuckoo bumble bee includes grassy areas with access to pollinators; potential habitat may occur on
irrigated pasture near the Project Area along the Leroux Creek pipeline. The Suckley’s cuckoo
bumble bee was last sighted in 2016 in Oregon and there are no recorded sightings in Delta County
(Liebich, 2024). Surveys for federally protected plant species did not locate any individuals or
populations in the Project Area. The Project Area is not suitable nesting habitat for the yellow-billed
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), although foraging is possible. Designated critical habitat for the yellow-
billed cuckoo is located along Roatcap Creek near Coal Road and along the Gunnison River,
between 1.5 miles and 2.5 miles south of the Project Area (USFWS, 2024b). Critical habitat for the
Mexican spotted owl (S#ix occidentalis lucida) is located in Utah, distant from the Project footprint and
foraging in the Project Area is very unlikely, due to distance from nesting habitat (USFWS, 2024b).
No potential habitat for the five other listed species occurs within the Project Area, including four
federally listed Colorado river fish and the gray wolf (Canis lupus) (Table 5).

The upper Colorado River Basin has three fish species listed as endangered: bonytail chub (G#/a
elegans), Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucins), and razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus), and one
listed as threatened: humpback chub (Gila ¢ypha). Decline of these fish species is due in part to
habitat destruction (diversion and impoundment of rivers) and competition and predation from
introduced fish species. In 1994, the USFWS designated critical habitat for the four federally listed
fish species in the Federal Register (56 FR 54957-54967), which in Colorado includes the 100-year
floodplain of the upper Colorado River from Rifle to Lake Powell, and the Gunnison River from the
city of Delta to the city of Grand Junction. None of the four listed endemic Colorado River fish
occur in the Project Area and the Project Area does not occur within or adjacent to designated
critical habitat. However, water depletions in the Gunnison River Basin have the potential to
diminish backwater spawning areas in downstream designated critical habitat in the Colorado River
Basin, directly impacting the four listed fishes and the extent and quality of their designated critical
habitat.

Previously issued biological opinions by the USFWS state that all depletions within the upper
Colorado River Basin may adversely impact the four fishes. The Upper Colorado River Endangered
Fish Recovery Program (Recovery Program) was established in 1988 as a partnership of public and
private organizations working to recover the four species while allowing continued and future water
development. Recovery strategies include conducting research, improving river habitat, providing
adequate stream flows, managing non-native fish, and raising endangered fish in hatcheries for
stocking. In 2011, the Service determined that the Recovery Program has made “sufficient progress
to be the reasonable and prudent alternative to avoid the likelihood of jeopardy to the endangered
fishes and to avoid destruction or adverse modification of their critical habitat” for “existing
depletions” (USFWS, 2011). Furthermore, the Gunnison River Basin Programmatic Biological
Opinion (PBO) issued by USFWS in 2009, found that the Recovery Program is the reasonable and
prudent alternative to avoid jeopardy to the listed Colorado River fishes and avoid adverse
modification of designated critical habitat (USFWS, 2009). The FMC has a historic depletion of
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approximately 17,826 acre-feet per year. A total of 5,420 acre-feet of these annual depletions are
associated with the federal Paonia Project and are covered under the 2009 PBO. The remaining
12,406 acre-feet are associated with diversions from the North Fork of the Gunnison River and
Leroux Creek. FMC and the USFWS have previously completed consultation (TAILS ES/GJ-6-CO-
09-F-001-GP034) and a Recovery Agreement with the USFWS was executed on January 25, 2018
(Appendix B), acknowledging FMCs historic depletions associated with diversions from the North
Fork of the Gunnison River and Leroux Creek are governed by the provisions of the 2009 PBO for
the Gunnison Basin (USFWS, 2009).
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Table 7. Federally Listed Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Area.

(Xyrauchen texanus)

tlowing, warm waters.

Common Name Status Habitat Description Potential to Occur in Project Area
(Scientific Name)
'Yes. No suitability for nesting; the Project Area
lacks suitable dense cottonwood with a riparian
Vellow-billed Cuckoo Deciduous riparian woodlands, with dense [understory and is outside of the designated critical
(Co Wz < merlil nus) Threatened |cottonwood and willow, and sometimes  |habitat, but potential foraging habitat is along
ceyzus americant tamarisk/Russian olive. riparian areas within the Project vicinity (USFWS,
2024b). The species migrates to the area for
breeding season between May 1 and August 31.
. No, the Project Area lacks rocky canyonlands or
Forested mountains and rocky-canyon . . .
. . mature coniferous forest habitat for nesting and
. environments. In canyonlands, nesting . . . . iy
Mexican Spotted Owl Threatened  [habitat is tvpicallv in caves of on chiff ledees FOOSERS and is outside of the designated critical
(Strixc occidentalis lucida) . typreally v OB I abitat (USFWS, 2024b). Potential for foraging in
in steep-walled canyons. In forested sites, . . .
. . the Project Area is very low due to distance from
nests are typically in Douglas-fir trees. . .
nesting habitat.
Bonytail chub (Gill elegans) [Endangered Slow-moving, fieep river sections with No, but water §ffects sh'ould be considered on
backwater habitats. downstream critical habitat.
Humpback chub (Gila Threatened Deep canyon sections of large rivers with  [No, but water effects should be considered on
c)pha) fast currents. downstream critical habitat.
Colorado pikeminnow Fndaneered Large rivers with slow-moving backwaters |[No, but water effects should be considered on
(Ptychocheilus lucius) ang and pools. downstream critical habitat.
Razorback sucker Fndangered [arge rivers and backwaters with slow- [No, but water effects should be considered on

downstream critical habitat.
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Common Name
(Scientific Name)

Status

Habitat Description

Potential to Occur in Project Area

Monarch butterfly (Danaus
plexcippus)

Candidate

Open fields and meadows with milkweed
for breeding and feeding.

'Yes, limited habitat suitability; disturbance to
milkweed plants is negligible or immeasurable (less
than 10 plants).

Silverspot butterfly

Grasslands and meadows with host plants
(violets) for larvae.

Yes, low suitability; Project footprint is distant
from preferred meadow habitats, and surveys for

(Sclerocactus glancus)

5 @ nokomis Threatened the butterfly and the bog violet conducted in June
(Spoyeria nokomis 2024 were negative for both species (Sundance
Consultants, LL.C, 2025).
, Prairies, grasslands, meadows, woodlands  [No, no suitable habitat in the Project Area.
Suckley’s cuckoo bumble  [Proposed ; o
) . and agricultural and urban areas (Liebich,
bee (Bombus suckleyi) listed
2025).
. Various habitats with adequate prey No, low suitability due to the absence of significant
. Experimental| " . . . .
Gray wolf (Canis lupus) . availability. prey populations or habitat overlap in the Project
Population
IArea.
Colorado hookless cactus Dry, rocky soils on river slopes and desert [No, suitable soils were found and plant surveys did
Threatened

shrublands.

not locate the species.

Source: USFWS-IPaC 2024; NatureServe 2024
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A maximum of 0.04 AF in depletions from water in the Fleming Ditch would occur due to Habitat
Replacement and vegetation watering.

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, the current conditions would remain, and no
construction activities would take place in the Project Area. This means there would be no direct or
indirect disturbances to listed species’ habitats, nor would the Project contribute to the improvement
of water quality that might benefit aquatic species, including all four federally listed fish.

Proposed Action: The Project Area does not contain suitable nesting habitat for the Mexican spotted
owl and is outside of the designated critical habitat (USFWS, 2024a; USFWS, 2024b). Woody
vegetation within the action area consists of pinyon-juniper and cottonwood species that do not
meet the habitat requirements for nesting Mexican spotted owls. In addition, all construction
activities would occur outside of the migratory and breeding seasons (from the period of March 1 to
August 31). There would be no direct impacts to nesting habitat, and very limited likelihood for the
Mexican spotted owl to forage in the Project Area as mapped critical habitat for the owl is distant
from the Project Area (USFWS, 2024b). Based on this analysis, the determination for the Mexican
spotted owl is No Effect.

The Project Area does not contain suitable nesting habitat for the yellow-billed cuckoo and is
outside of the designated critical habitat (USFWS, 2024a; USFWS, 2024b). The vegetation within the
action area consists of less dense riparian areas that do not meet the habitat requirements for nesting
yellow-billed cuckoos. In addition, all construction activities would occur outside of the migratory
and breeding seasons (from the period of May 15 to August 31). Based on this analysis, the
determination for the yellow-billed cuckoo is No Effect. There would be no direct impacts to
nesting habitat, and any temporary disruption to foraging areas would be minimal and temporary.
Vegetation improvements at the Habitat Replacement Site would provide potential habitat for
foraging and nesting, which would have a potential beneficial effect on the yellow-billed cuckoo.

The 2009 PBO and FMC’s Recovery Agreement provides ESA compliance for FMC’s historic
depletions under the 2009 PBO for the Gunnison Basin (USFWS, 2009). The FMC’s historical
depletion rate is part of baseline conditions, and the Project would not create additional depletions
that would adversely impact the listed Colorado river fish. In addition, the Recovery Program
ensures significant effects to the fishes and their designated critical habitat do not occur due to
projects covered under the PBO. Watering requirements for establishing vegetation at the Habitat
Replacement Site would result in de minimis new depletions (0.04 AF) (USFWS, 2024c).

Impact to habitat for monarch butterflies may occur as a result of Project construction and loss of
showy milkweed plants; however, impacts would be minor as the monarch would be displaced to
nearby areas and the extent of milkweed in the Project Area is very small (several isolated
occurrences; less than 10 plants). Although the extent of milkweed habitat in the surrounding valley
has not been quantified, there are many existing natural water features, including Short Draw,
Roatcap Creek, Leroux Creek, and the Gunnison River, as well as laterals, irrigated fields, open
canals, and ditches. Based on review of the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapper, the
estimated extent of potential milkweed habitat in the surrounding valley would likely be
approximately 2 to 5 acres (USFWS, 2024d). Impacts would be minor and would not rise to the level
of significant. The Project Area is hundreds of miles distant from flyways and congregational areas
(USES, 2024). Therefore, the Project would have no effect on the monarch butterfly population.
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There would be no direct or indirect impacts to the silverspot butterfly due to the absence of
suitable habitat. Conditions in the Project Area are primarily disturbed and not suitable for the
establishment of the host plant (bog violet), which prefers moist soil and cooler, less alkaline
environments. Surveys for the butterfly and the bog violet conducted in June 2024 were negative for
both species (Sundance Consultants, LL.C, 2025). The Project would have no effect on the silverspot
butterfly.

The Proposed Action would not interfere with any established gray wolf corridors or key habitats.
The Project does not include a predator management program. Therefore, there would be no effect
on the gray wolf due to the Project’s location outside its range.

The Project Area is outside the range for Colorado hookless cactus with the exception of the
Habitat Replacement Site (USFWS, 2024b). The Project Area was surveyed, and no occurrences
were found for Colorado hookless cactus (Sundance Consultants, LL.C, 2025). Therefore, there
would be no effect to Colorado hookless cactus.

Opverall, the Proposed Action would have No Effect on any listed species or critical habitats, and no
new effect to the four listed fish species since the previous consultation.

3.2.11 — Cultural Resources

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

Pinyon Environmental Inc., conducted Class III cultural resource inventories of the Project Area
(Tyberg et al., 2024). The geographic area of analysis for these inventories were the ditches and
ground disturbance areas involved with the Project, plus a 100-foot buffer (e.g., the Area of
Potential Effect). All ditch reaches involved with the Project were inventoried, as well as the Habitat
Replacement Site, roads subject to improvement, and staging/borrow ateas. The inventoties resulted
in the documentation of two segments of the FMC (a previously recorded segment above Leroux
Creek and the horseshoe shaped segment to be abandoned above Short Draw) that are eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

There is an ongoing trend of piping earthen irrigation ditches in the region, many of which are
eligible for listing in the NRHP. This conversion is typically viewed as an adverse effect on eligible
and nationally listed cultural properties.

No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative would have no effect on cultural resources. The
cultural resources documented as eligible for listing in the NRHP would continue to exist in their
current condition on the landscape.

Proposed Action: As a result of the Class I1I cultural resources inventory of the Project Area, and in
consultation with the Colorado SHPO, Reclamation has determined that the Project would have an
adverse effect on several ditch elements involved with the Project, which are resources eligible for
listing in the NRHP. A Programmatic Agreement (PA) has been executed between Reclamation and
the Colorado SHPO (PA Agreement), with the Applicant participating as an invited party, regarding
the management of cultural resources related to the Project. The PA Agreement outlines stipulations
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designed to maintain the cultural heritage of irrigation history through public interpretation and/or
documentation, and is included in Appendix C.

Maintaining the cultural heritage of irrigation history would ensure that piping the ditches would not
result in the loss of knowledge of early irrigation systems, their design, or reduce the ability to gain
knowledge of early irrigation systems into the future.

No significant impacts to cultural resources would occur as a result of the Project, because the
cultural heritage of irrigation history would be maintained.

3.2.12 - Soils and Farmlands of Agricultural Significance

The geographic scope of analysis for soils and farmlands of agricultural significance covers the
Project Area and surrounding farmlands served by the FMC (Figure 1).

The soils within the Project Area are primarily derived from weathered Mancos Shale, exhibiting
characteristics that influence their agricultural suitability. These soils are generally well-drained with
high to very high runoff potential and low to very low water storage capacity, presenting challenges
for agricultural productivity due to limited water retention and increased surface runoff (Department
of Energy, 2011).

Additionally, soils in the Project Area are often slightly to moderately saline, a natural trait of
landscapes underlain by Mancos Shale. This salinity can affect plant growth, soil fertility, and
sustainable agricultural use. The USDA NRCS classifies these soils based on productivity, slope, and
other suitability factors for agricultural use (NRCS, 2024a). Within the Project Area, these soils fall
under categories such as prime farmland if irrigated, farmland of unique importance, or not prime
farmland. In the Wolf Park Area, approximately 25% of the soils are classified as farmland of unique
importance indicating significant agricultural potential when supported by adequate irrigation
infrastructure, while the remaining 75% do not meet prime farmland criteria (NRCS, 2024a). In the
Leroux Creek Extension Area, there is only one soil type mapped by NRCS and it is considered
farmland of unique importance. Land classified as Unique farmland does not have the most
desirable characteristics typical of Prime farmland but is still suitable for cultivation and is used for
the production of food, feed, fiber, forage, or oilseed crops.

No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, current conditions would persist without modifications
to the FMC system. Consequently, historical levels of water loss, salinity, and selenium loading into
the Gunnison and Colorado river basins would continue, contributing to ongoing salinity issues in
both soil and water in downstream agricultural areas. These conditions would affect soil health by
reducing fertility, degrading soil structure, and limiting the productivity of farmlands, particularly in
areas designated as unique farmland (Department of Energy, 2011).

Proposed Action: Project activities such as construction, soil compaction, and canal modification
would temporarily impact soil quality, structure, and fertility within the Project Area. Construction
activities would disrupt soil structure, impacting porosity and limiting root growth, while heavy
equipment would compact soils, particularly in loamy or clayey areas, potentially reducing water
infiltration and increasing surface runoff (NRCS, 2024a). New disturbance to soils would be limited
to 4.8 acres, less than 0.1 % of total undisturbed soils in the vicinity of the Project (an estimate total
of 5,348 acres, within a 1-mile buffer), and therefore, impacts to soil quality, structure and fertility
from Project activities would not be significant
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Replacing open ditches with buried pipelines would reduce soil erosion along the canal route,
leading to decreased sediment transport and reduced soil degradation in irrigated fields and water
bodies downstream. This improved management approach would benefit agricultural soils by
minimizing erosion impacts and protecting soil resources. BMPs would be implemented during
construction to protect soils, including topsoil preservation and post-construction restoration, and
disturbed agricultural soils would be returned to production in the following growing season.

The Project would have a beneficial effect on the FMC’s ability to manage irrigation water, through
improved efficiencies and modernized infrastructure. Improved water efficiency from the
installation of pipelines and a siphon would benefit shareholders by providing more water per share
allowing for enhanced soil management and maintenance of soil fertility. The Project would
maintain the current configuration of irrigated lands, ensuring that no part of the irrigation season is
disrupted during implementation. No adverse impacts to farmlands would occur as a result of the
Project; therefore, no significant impacts would occur to farmlands.

b

The Project would result in no significant impacts to Soils and Farmlands of Agricultural
Significance, as no areas would be removed from production. Temporary soil disturbances during
construction would occur primarily on previously disturbed lands and would be protected by BMPs.
The long-term benefits of reduced salinity and erosion control are anticipated to enhance the
productivity and sustainability of prime farmlands in the area. Reduced salinity levels in irrigation
water would enhance soil productivity over time.
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3.3 — Summary of Impacts

Table 7 provides a summary of environmental impacts for each resource evaluated in this EA for
both the No Action and Proposed Action alternatives. As described within Chapter 3 of this EA,
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative were not determined to be significant.

Table 8. Summary of Impacts for the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives.

Resource Imp acts: No Action Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative
Alternative

Water Rights No Effect; the water system The improved system would provide efficiencies in

and Use would continue to function as it | water delivery, eliminate water seepage, and enable full
has in the past. shares to be delivered to the farm turnouts, benefiting

shareholders on the system. Piping or abandoning the
canal in areas of steep topography would help protect
against the risk of failure from geological hazards.

Water Quality The high salt levels contributed | The Proposed Action would provide an estimated
to the Colorado River Basin reduction of 756 tons of salt per year and an
from this system would unquantified amount of selenium. Further, it would
continue at a rate of 756 tons of | provide improved water quality downstream, with
salt per year (Applegate Group | benefits to aquatic species through reduced salt and
Inc., 2023), along with current selenium loading in the Gunnison and Colorado
levels of selenium loading. rivers. The Project would affect waters under the

jurisdiction of CWA Section 404 (the ditches
themselves) and disturb irrigation-induced wetland
and riparian vegetation associated with the ditches.
There would be no significant short- or long-term
adverse impacts to water quality. The Project would
result in overall beneficial, long-term impacts to water
quality in the Lower Gunnison and Colorado River
basins.

Air Quality No Effect; continued routine The Proposed Action would cause temporary vehicle
maintenance and operation with | and equipment exhaust and dust from construction
minimal dust or emissions from | activities. BMPs such as dust control and minimized
vehicles/equipment. idling would reduce air quality impacts to short-term

and minor. There would be no long-term and no
significant impact.

Access, No Effect; existing conditions The use of heavy machinery and vehicles for habitat

Transportation for access, public safety, and improvements (vegetation removal, planting and

and Safety transportation remain watering), pipeline installation, ditch backfilling,
unchanged. shotcrete lining, and other canal improvements would

generate emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOy), CO, and
PM. Additionally, fugitive dust would be generated
from soil disturbance activities such as excavation,
grading, and movement of construction materials.
There would be no long-term significant impacts to
air quality from the Project, as air quality would return
to its baseline level and Delta County would remain in
attainment for all criteria pollutants.
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Impacts: No Action

Resource Al . Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative
ternative
Noise No Effect; continued The Project would cause temporary noise sources
maintenance activities with associated with construction activities, including the
negligible noise impacts. operation of heavy machinery, such as trackhoes,
bulldozers, loaders, and concrete mixers. These
activities would produce intermittent, short-term
noise levels that may be audible in nearby areas. No
significant short-term or long-term noise impacts are
anticipated to occur because noise associated with
construction of the Project would be short-term and
would not raise the noise level of the area above the
moderate noise baseline.
Public No Effect; continued access to | The Project would cause temporary interruptions to
Recreation dispersed recreation without recreational quality due to construction noise, traffic,
Project-related disruptions. and equipment presence. No long-term and no
significant impacts on recreational activities, as
disruptions cease post-construction.
Visual No Effect; visual landscape The Project would cause minor temporary visual
Resources remains with open earthen disruption due to construction. Changes to visual
ditches and agticultural /rural resources are consistent with the character of the
character intact. surrounding landforms and the rural and agricultural
character in the vicinity of the Project. The Project
would cause long-term benefit through stabilization of
canal banks and minimized erosion. Thus, there
would be no significant impacts.
Vegetative No Effect; vegetation resources | The Project would cause temporary new disturbance
Resources would remain in their current of 4.8 acres resulting in a temporary impact of an

state.

estimated 4.8 acres of upland native vegetation until
revegetation efforts post-construction take off. Minor
and temporary effects from dust due to construction
would occur. Loss and replacement of habitat value
associated with 4.52 acres of riparian vegetation would
occur. There would be no significant impacts.

Noxious Weeds

Existing invasive species remain
unaddressed with potential
spread in disturbed areas.

The Project would cause long term reduction in weed
spread due to reduction in soil disturbance associated
with annual maintenance of earthen ditch, reduction
in open water flow and weed seed transport, and
drying of seeps that currently support noxious weeds.
Control measures for invasive species would be
implemented, including use of sterile topsoil, use of
certified weed-free materials and monitoring for
successful native regrowth. Assuming weed control
measures are not effective (as a worst case), the
Project would result in an increase of 0.6% in weed
cover across the 8,468-acre evaluation area from
construction due to soil disturbance and vehicle use.
Reduction in cover of noxious weeds at Habitat
Replacement site. There would be no significant
impacts.
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Impacts: No Action

Resource . Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative
Alternative

Wildlife No Effect; wildlife would Minimal and temporary impacts to wildlife due to

Resources continue to use the area as in construction activities, which would temporarily

the past, and salt and selenium
loading would continue to
affect aquatic dependent
species.

disrupt and displace common wildlife, would occur.
Adjacent wildlife habitat is abundant in the
surrounding valley, and construction would be timed
to avoid nesting birds during sensitive periods;
therefore, impacts would be minor. Loss of vegetation
habitat for foraging, bedding, or cover would occur,
and loss of wetland and riparian vegetation would
impact wildlife, with value to wildlife fully maintained
with the implementation of the Habitat Replacement
Plan. Impacts to mule deer or elk at the Habitat
Replacement Site, a winter concentration area, would
be avoided by construction timing. Impacts to mule
deer and elk wintering in the Wolf Park Area (mapped
as CPW High Priority Habitat, Severe Winter Range
and Winter Concentration Area for elk and mule
deer), or the Leroux Creek Extension Area (mapped
Severe Winter Range for elk and mule deer, and a
mule deer Winter Concentration Area), would be
minor and localized because the disturbance is on the
edge of these CPW High Priority Habitat areas,
temporary, and minor relative to the extensive
surrounding habitat. Access across the wild turkey
Winter Concentration area near Leroux Creek is on
existing roads, where a baseline level of disturbance
exists. Temporary additional disturbance to wild
turkeys associated with additional traffic (between two
and eight trips daily) on the access route would be
minor or negligible and impacts to wild turkeys in the
Winter Concentration Area are not significant. Minor
impacts due to loss of access to open water during the
irrigation season. Construction impacts would be
temporary and relatively small in comparison with the
substantial surrounding available habitat. No
significant impact to wildlife or wildlife resources.
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Resource

Impacts: No Action
Alternative

Impacts: Proposed Action Alternative

Special Status
Species;
Migratory Birds,
Threatened and
Endangered
Species and
Their Critical
Habitats

No Effect; sensitive species
would continue. Continued
salinity and selenium loading.

Noise and habitat clearing would disrupt or displace
wintering and migrating songbirds and raptors. Loss
of tall trees would impact raptor nesting habitat, but
impacts would be minor and not significant relative to
the extent of tall trees in the surrounding area. The
Habitat Replacement Site would create new nesting
habitat for migratory birds and raptors. Construction
timing would avoid the nesting season for raptors
other than bald eagles and golden eagles; impacts to
these raptors would not occur as the Project is outside
buffer distance of %2 mile for a nearby bald eagle roost
and golden eagle nest. BMPs would be followed if a
new raptor nest is located within %2 mile of the
Project. The Proposed Action would have No Effect
on listed or candidate species or critical habitats for
the monarch butterfly, silverspot butterfly, Suckley’s
cuckoo bumble bee, gray wolf, yellow-billed cuckoo,
Colorado hookless cactus, or clay-loving wild
buckwheat, and no new effect to the four listed
Colorado River fish species since the previous
consultation with the USFWS in 2018 (Appendix B).
Reduced salt and selenium loading would improve
habitat for the four listed Colorado River fish
downstream of the Project Area. No significant
adverse impacts to migratory birds, raptors or
federally listed species.

Cultural
Resources

No Effect; cultural resources
continue in existing condition.

Impacts to two segments of canal (a previously
recorded segment above Leroux Creek and the
horseshoe shaped segment to be abandoned above
Short Draw) that are eligible for listing in the NRHP.
Impacts to the canal would be protected through a PA
Agreement that would maintain cultural heritage of
irrigation history through public interpretation and/or
documentation. In addition, impacts managed
through adherence to preservation stipulations. No
significant impacts.

Soils and
Farmlands of
Agricultural
Significance

No Effect; continued salinity
loading from seepage impacting
soil productivity.

Temporary impacts due to construction activities to
soil structure, quality, and fertility would occur. New
disturbance would be limited to 4.8 acres and would
be minor, and not significant. Revegetation efforts
would promote soil stability post-construction. The
Project would provide beneficial impacts to soil from
reduced soil erosion, decreased sediment transport,
and soil degradation in irrigated fields. Beneficial
impact to soils and farming due to FMC’s improved
ability to manage irrigation water would also occur.
No adverse impact to farmlands, and no significant
impact to farmlands or soils.
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CHAPTER 4 - ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

This section summarizes the design features, BMPs, conservation measures, and other requirements
(collectively, “Environmental Commitments”) developed to lessen the potential adverse insignificant

effects of the Project. The actions in the following environmental commitment list would be
implemented as an integral part of the Project and shall be included in any contractor bid

specifications.

In the event of a change in the Project description or should any construction activities be proposed
outside of the inventoried Project Area or the planned timeframes outlined in this EA, additional
environmental review by Reclamation would be required to determine if the existing surveys and
information are adequate to evaluate the changed Project scope. Additional NEPA documentation
may be required.

Table 9. Environmental Commitments

Type Environmental Commitment ?{ffeaed |Authority
esource
Construction A Spill Response Plan shall be prepared in advance of [Water Quality CWA of 1972 as
Contractor Plan  [construction by the contractor for areas of work amended
or Certification  where spilled contaminants could flow into water
Requirement bodies.
Construction IA Stormwater Management Plan shall be prepared and|Water Quality CWA of 1972 as
Contractor Plan  [submitted to CDPHE by the construction contractor amended
or Certification  |prior to construction disturbance.
Requirement
Construction IA CWA Section 402 Storm Water Discharge Permit  [Water Quality CWA of 1972 as
Contractor Plan |compliant with the NPDES shall be obtained from amended
or Certification |[CDPHE by the construction contractor priot to
Requirement construction disturbance (regardless of whether
dewatering would take place during construction).
Construction Certification under CDPHE Water Quality Division — [Water Quality CWA of 1972 as
Contractor Plan [Construction Dewatering Discharges Permit amended
or Certification  |[COGO070000 shall be obtained by the construction
Requirement contractor prior to any dewatering activities related to
construction.
Construction IAny construction, access, or use permits required by  |Access, County Ordinances
Contractor Plan  |the Delta County Planning Department, County Transportation  [and Regulations
or Certification |Engineering and County Road and Bridge District #3 jand Safety
Requirement shall be obtained in advance of road crossings.
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IAffected

chipped, and/or mulched). Stumps shall be grubbed
and hauled to the County landfill or a proposed staging
area to be burned. Slash processing would only occur
on public lands in accordance with permit stipulations.
No burning shall occur on federal public lands.

Type Environmental Commitment Resource lAuthority
Construction Required (if any) air quality emissions inventories, IAir Quality CAA of 1963 and 5
Contractor record-keeping, or reporting for construction CCR 1001-5 Part
Requirement equipment shall be on file with CDPHE prior to 1.B.10 (Allowable
commencing construction. Emissions), Part II.A
(Air Pollutant
Emission Notices for
New, Modified, and
Existing Sources), Part
11.D (Exemptions
from Air Pollutant
Emission Notice
Requirements
General NEPA  [To satisty the requirements of RGP-5, submit the Wetlands RGP-5, Section 404,
Compliance following package to USACE at least 30 days in CWA of 1972 as
advance of construction: (1) documentation for amended
compliance with the ESA and NHPA and/or the lead
Federal Agency NEPA document containing the same,
(2) a project description, (3) project plans, and (4) a
location map.”
General BMP  |Contractor shall implement periodic application of  |Air Quality, CAA of 1963
water to disturbed areas along the construction Vegetation
corridor and access roads for dust control during
construction.
General BMP  |Contractor shall minimize idling of equipment. IAir Quality CAA of 1963
General BMP Contractor shall maintain equipment to minimize Noise ESA of 1973,
excessive noise and establish regular operational hours Colorado noise statute
that avoid early morning or late evening construction. 25-12-103
General BMP  [Construction limits shall be cleatly flagged or marked [Vegetation, WeedsDelta County Weed
onsite to avoid unnecessary plant loss or ground Habitat, Wildlife |[Management Plans
disturbance. No grading or blading shall occur inside (Delta County, 2023)
the Project ROW other than that necessary within the
actual construction footprint.
General BMP  |All equipment shall be power washed before it is Vegetation, Weeds,Delta County Weed
brought to the construction area, to minimize Habitat, Wildlife [Management Plans
transport of new weed species to the construction (Delta County, 2023)
area.
General BMP  [Prior to construction, vegetative material (“slash”) Soil, Vegetation, [Delta County Weed
shall be removed by mowing or chopping, and either [Weeds, Habitat ~ [Management Plans
reserved for mulch onsite, or hauled to the county (Delta County, 2023);
landfill or to a staging area to be processed (burned, Public Land Permit

Stipulations; County
burn ordinances and
restrictions
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IAffected

Type Environmental Commitment Resource lAuthority

General BMP Vegetation removal shall be confined to the smallest  [Soil, Vegetation, [Delta County Weed
portion of the Project Area necessary for completion |Weeds, Habitat ~ [Management Plans
of the work. To aid revegetation in the Siphon Staging (Delta County, 2023)
IArea, vegetation would generally be crushed, rather
than cleared, leaving root stock intact. The Applicant
would limit blading to only what is needed for
equipment.

General NEPA  [Tree grubbing and vegetation removal in all Project  [Wildlife IMBTA of 1918

Requirement IAreas shall avoid the primary nesting season of
migratory birds (April 1 — July 15) and nesting season
for raptor species that could be in the Project Area
(February 15 — July 15). This timing restriction shall be
noted on Project construction drawings.

General BMP Following pipeline and siphon construction, disturbed [Soil, Vegetation, [Delta County Weed

and Design areas in the pipeline alighment shall be recontoured ~ [Weeds, Habitat ~ [Management Plans

Feature and either topsoiled and reseeded with a seed mix (Delta County, 2023);
appropriate for the surrounding vegetation community Public Land ROW
or finished with sterile subsurface soil and unseeded, Permit Stipulations
depending on the wishes of the underlying landowner.

General BMP  [Weed control shall be implemented by the Applicant  [Soil, Vegetation, [Delta County Weed
ot its contractor in accordance with the most current [Weeds, Habitat ~ [Management Plans
Delta County weed control standards and public lands (Delta County, 2023)
permit stipulations.

Noxious weed presence shall be monitored subject to
agreements between the Applicant and individual
landowners and regulated by Delta County in
accordance with county standards. Certified weed-free
straw would be applied for soil stabilization.

General BMP Straw wattles, silt curtains, cofferdams, dikes, straw  [Water Quality CWA of 1972 as
bales, or other suitable erosion control measures shall amended
be used to prevent erosion from entering water bodies
during construction along the canal and duting planting
and tree removal at the Habitat Replacement Site.

General BMP  |Any concrete pours shall occur in forms and/or \Water Quality CWA of 1972 as
behind cofferdams to prevent discharge into amended
waterways. Any wastewater from concrete-batching,
vehicle wash down, and aggregate processing shall be
contained and treated or removed for off-site disposal.

General BMP The construction contractor shall transport, handle,  [Water Quality, Soil| CWA of 1972 as
and store any fuels, lubricants, or other hazardous amended
substances involved with the Project in an appropriate
manner that prevents them from contaminating soil
and water resources.

General BMP  |[Equipment shall be inspected daily and immediately =~ [Water Quality, Soil|[CWA of 1972 as
repaired as necessary to ensure equipment is free of amended

petrochemical leaks.
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IAffected

Type Environmental Commitment Resource lAuthority
General BMP Ground disturbances and construction areas shall be  [Soil, Vegetation,  |Archaeological
limited to only those areas necessaty to safely \Weeds, Habitat, [Resources Protection
implement the Project. \Wildlife IAct of 1979;
Paleontological
Resources Preservation
Act of 2009
General BMP Pipeline trenches left open overnight shall be kept to a|Wildlife, Public ~ |Colorado Revised
minimum and covered to reduce potential for hazards [Safety Statute (C.R.S.) 33-1-
to the public and to wildlife. Covers shall be secured in 101 to 125 Parks and
place and strong enough to prevent people, livestock, Wildlife Article 1:
or wildlife from falling through. Where trench covers (Wildlife
would not be practical, wildlife escape ramps shall be
used.
General NEPA  [If previously undiscovered cultural or paleontological |Cultural Resources NHPA of 1966
Compliance resources are discovered during construction, IArchaeological
construction activities must immediately cease in the Resources Protection
vicinity of the discovery and Reclamation must be IAct of 1979
notified. In this event, the SHPO shall be consulted, [Paleontological
and work shall not be resumed until consultation has Resources Preservation|
been completed, as will be outlined in the Act of 2009
Unanticipated Discovery Plan in the MOA (to be
included in Appendix C of the Final EA). Stipulations
in the MOA will be incorporated into the Final EA by
reference. Additional surveys shall be required for
cultural resources if construction plans, or proposed
disturbance areas are changed.
General NEPA  [In the event that previously undocumented raptor Threatened and  |ESA of 1973 as
Compliance nests within %2 mile of the Project Area, or threatened [Endangered amended; MBTA of
or endangered species are encountered during Species 1918; Bald and Golden
construction, the contractor shall stop construction Eagle Protection Act
activities until Reclamation has consulted with USFWS of 1940
to ensure that adequate measures are in place to avoid
or reduce impacts to the species.
General NEPA  [Construction activities shall take place only in Wildlife MBTA of 1918; Bald
Compliance accordance with the schedule restrictions outlined in and Golden Fagle
this EA and summarized in Table 5. These schedule Protection Act of 1940
restrictions and their spatial extents shall be clearly
marked on the Project construction drawings.
General NEPA  [Minimize grubbing and clearing of vegetation to what [Soil, Vegetation, |[UFO BLM Resource
Compliance is minimally required for safe construction. (Wildlife Management Plan;
MBTA of 1918; Bald
and Golden Fagle
Protection Act of 1940
General BMP  [Following construction, except where the maintenance  [Soil, Vegetation, [CWA of 1972 as
road would be retained in the Wolf Park Area, all disturbed [Weeds, Habitat  famended

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

practicable.

50



. . IAffected .

Type Environmental Commitment Resource lAuthority

Design Feature  |All drainage patterns that intersect the ditch shall be  [Soil, Vegetation, [CWA of 1972 as
shaped to their natural flow patterns following ditch  [Habitat amended

iping.

General BMP  |All equipment shall be cleaned before it is transported [Vegetation, Weeds,Delta County Weed
to another job site to avoid introducing weed species |[Habitat Management Plans
from the construction area to another job site. (Delta County, 2023)
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CHAPTER 5 - CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

5.1 — Introduction

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

5.2 — Public Involvement

Notice of the public review period and availability of the Draft EA was distributed to private
landowners adjacent to the Proposed Action, and the organizations and agencies listed in Appendix D.
The publicly available electronic version of the Draft EA met the technical standards of Section 508 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, so that the document could be accessed by people with disabilities
using accessibility software tools. Public comments were received and can be viewed, along with
comment responses from Reclamation, in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER 6 - PREPARERS

Table 10. Preparers

. Areas of
Name Agency Title Responsibilicy
. . Environmental EA Review, General
Jennifer Ward Reclamation Group Chicf Authorship
Sundance Consultants, NEPA Project Project Management,
Cassandra Shenk LLC (Consultant to o
Manager Contributing Author
FMC)
Sundance Consultants, : .
Amv Kramer LLC (Consultant to Environmental Resource Specialist,
y Specialist Contributing Author

FMC)

Leo Lentsch

Sundance Consultants,
LLC (Consultant to
FMC)

Vice President
Natural Resources
and Planning

St. Technical Review

Matt Rice

Sundance Consultants,
LLC (Consultant to
FMC)

St. Natural Resource
Project Manager

St. Technical Review

Steve Gehring

Sundance Consultants,
LLC (Consultant to
FMC)

Technical Editor

Review and
Formatting
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CHAPTER 8 - ABBREVIATIONS AND

ACRONYMS

Acronym Definition

% percent

AF acre feet

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practices

CAA Clean Air Act

CCR Code of Colorado Regulations

CDA Colorado Department of Agriculture
CDPHE Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

cfs cubic feet per second

CO carbon monoxide

CPW Colorado Parks and Wildlife

CR.S. Colorado Revised Statute

CRSP Colorado River Storage Project

CWA Clean Water Act

EA Environmental Assessment

EO Executive Order

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

ESA Endangered Species Act

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FMC Fire Mountain Canal

FOA Funding Opportunity Announcement
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact

GIS geographic information system

HDPE high-density polyethylene

HRP Habitat Replacement Plan

HUC Hydrologic Unit Code

1PaC Information for Planning and Consultation
LF linear feet

m meter

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MOA Memorandum of Agreement

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NDIC North Delta Irrigation Company
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NOx nitrogen oxides

NOFO Notice of Funding Opportunity
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
ONAC Office of Noise Abatement and Control
PA Programmatic Agreement

PBO Programmatic Biological Opinion
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Acronym Definition

PM; 5 particulate matter (with a diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less)
PMy particulate matter (with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less)
Project Phase 2 Salinity Control Project

RCPP Regional Conservation Partnership Program

Reclamation Bureau of Reclamation

RGP-5 Regional General Permit 5

ROW right-of-way

SMP Selenium Management Program

SMPW Selenium Management Program Workgroup

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office

TEPC threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate

Uro Uncompahgre Field Office

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S.C. U.S. Code

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

WOTUS Waters of the U.S.
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Appendix A- Seed List (Placeholder- Monitor Phase | Site for Seeding Success, then
Coordinate with BLM and Revise Based on Realistic Justification for Expense of Seed)



BLM Standard Native Seed Mix For Adobe-Type Soils
Below 6500'

Price and seed availability vary, so not all species may be available at the time you
need them, or priced affordably. However the major ones should usually available. The
rate shown below is for a drilled seeding, or some other method that incorporates the
seed into the soil. Rates should be doubled if the seed is to be aerially applied. If price
or availability is a concern, reduce or leave out those species and increase percentages
of remaining species correspondingly (column A in table below, total to this column
should equal 100%, carry through changes in columns B, D, and E following instructions
under column headings).

BLM places the following requirements on seed mixes which are put on BLM lands:

1) Use the following minimum PLS (Pure Live Seed) tolerances

PLS tested % Tolerance % points
81-100 -7
651-80 -G
41-60 -5
21-40 -4
0-20 -3

2) All seed must comply with BLM and Colorado weed seed guidelines. There
should be no prohibited species seed, and no more than allowable levels of
restricted species seed. In addition, there should be no more that 0.5% total
weed seed, less than 2% other seed, and no trash larger than %4 in length.
Seed shall not be stored in burlap bags.

3) The UFO places additional local restrictions on seed to minimize cheatgrass
spread. If seed tests show any Bromus fectorum or Bromus japonicus, the
BLM should be consulted with for approval. No mix placed on BLM shall
contain more than 150 Bromus fectorum and/or Bromus japonicus seeds per
pound.

4) BLM requires additional seed tests on seeding projects that are greater than
20 acres and/or require over 200 Ibs of seed. For these seeding projects, the
project proponent should have the seed supply company store the purchased
seed prior to mixing, and pull samples to be sent to a certified laboratory,
such as Colorado State Laboratory at the following address. Seed test results
must comply with the criteria listed above before seed is mixed, shipped and
applied to the project area:

Wyoming State Laboratory
749 Road 9
Powell, WY 82435

o) BLM will need copies of seed tags and test results for all seed applied
regardless of project size.

6) Only State Certified weed free mulch shall be used



A B C D E
Desired Multiplier PLS Ibs FLS |bs per PLS lbs per acre
Species % of (A X §D1} for full | acre needed for for project
planting ) stand mix (B x C) (D x # acres)
Bottlebrush squirreltail
(Elvmus efemoides) 25 0.25 16 4
Western Wheatarass
(Pascopyrum smithi) 25 0.25 10 25
Variety Arriba
Galleta Grass
(Hilaria or Pleuraphis 10 01 16 16
Jjamesii)
Indian Ricegrass
{Acnatherum hymenaoides) 10 0.1 32 32
Variety Paloma
Salina Wildrye
(Leymus salinus) 5 0.05 8 04
Scarlet Globemallow
(Sphaeraicea coccinga) 2 0.02 6 0.12
Annual sunflower
(Hellanthus annuus) 3 0.03 10 03
Winterfat
(Eurotia or ] 0.05 5 0.25
Krascheninnikovia lanata)
Shadscale £
(Atriplex confertifolia) 3 0.05 3 025
Mat saltbush
(Afriplex corrugate) . 0.0 6 03
Gardner saltbush
R,
(Atriplex gardneri) 3 0.05 3 025
Totals 100 1.0 1317




Appendix B Biological Resource Information and ESA Compliance.
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APPENDIX B.

Migratory Birds of Conservation Concern with Potential to Occur in Project Area

Table B-1. Birds of Conservation Concern with Potential to Occur in the Action Area

Species Status Habitat Description Habitat Suitability
Black swift Species of | Coastal areas, nesting along Limited suitability: primary habitat distant from
(Cypseloides Concern ledges or shallow caves in the project footprint.

niger) steep canyons often near
waterfalls.
Broad-tailed Species of | Montane meadows, pinyon- Limited suitability: primary habitat distant from
hummingbird Concern juniper woodlands, areas the project footprint.
(Selasphorus with flowering shrubs
platycercus)
Brown-capped Species of Prefers high-elevation Limited suitability: primary habitat in high
rosy finch Concern alpine and tundra elevation areas, distant from the project footprint.
(Leucosticte environments above
australis) treeline, descending to
lower forested
environments in winter
California gull Species of | Diverse range of habitats, Limited suitability: primary habitat distant from
(Larus Concern nests on islands in rivers, the project footprint.
californicus) lakes; forages in open
habitats
Cassin’s finch Species of | Coniferous forests with pine | Limited suitability: primary habitat distant from
(Haemorhous Concern and aspen the project footprint.
cassinii)
Clark’s grebe Species of Freshwater lakes and Limited suitability; primary habitat distant from
(Aechmophorus Concern marshes, often in open the project footprint.
clarkii) water
Clark’s nutcracker | Species of | Montane coniferous forests. Limited suitability: primary habitat distant from
(Nucifraga Concern the project footprint.
Columbiana)
Evening grosbeak | Species of | Mixed coniferous forests, Limited suitability: primary habitat distant from
(Coccothraustes Concern primarily spruce and fir. the project footprint.
vespertinus)
Golden eagle BLM- Open areas, nesting on Moderate suitability. Large trees suitable for

(Aquila Sensitive, cliffs or tall trees. nesting are in the Project Area along Short Draw

chrysaetos) MBTA and Leroux Creek, as well along the canal and
downgradient. Active golden eagle nests are
mapped between 1 and 2 miles from the Project
Area. (CPW, 2024).
Lesser yellowlegs | Species of | Open tundra for breeding; Limited suitability: some wetlands in or near the
(Tringa flavipes) Concern migrates through wetlands. project area. Primary breeding habitat is distant
from the project footprint.

Lewis’s Species of | Open forests, particularly Limited suitability: Cottonwoods may provide
woodpecker Concern with ponderosa pine, cavities for nesting. Species distribution overlaps
(Melanerpes scattered trees and snags, with project area.

lewis) and riparian areas.




Species Status Habitat Description Habitat Suitability
Long-eared owl | Species of | Wooded, densely vegetated Low suitability: primary nesting habitat (dense
(Asio otus) Concern areas for roosting and vegetation) is distant from project area.
nesting, open areas for
hunting. Nests in tree
cavities or old raven or
raptor nests.
Pinyon jay Species of | Pinyon-juniper woodland, Moderate suitability due to sagebrush and scrub-
(Gymnorhinus Concern sagebrush, scrub oak and shrub vegetation near Project Area.
cyanocephalus) chaparral communities.
Virginia’s warbler | Species of | Shrubby slopes, woodland | Limited suitability: primary habitat is distant from
(Leiothlypis Concern | edges, oak thickets, pinyon- the Project Area.
virginiae) juniper.
Western grebe Species of | Large lakes and marshes; Low suitability: Project Area is distant from
(Aechmophorus Concern open-water breeding preferred habitats.
occidentalis) colonies.
Bald eagle BLM- Open areas near water with Moderate suitability for foraging, roosting, and
(Haliaeetus Sensitive, large trees for nesting. nesting. Open areas are distant from water. Large
leucocephalus) MBTA trees suitable for nesting are in the Project Area

along Short Draw and Leroux Creek, as well along
the canal and downgradient. An active Bald Eagle
nest site is within 1.5 miles of the Leroux Creek
area, and multiple Bald Eagle roosts are located
along the North Fork River, just over 1 mile from
the eastern staging area.

Source: (USFWS, 2025; CPW, 2023).




United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE.

Western Colorado Ecological Services Field Office
445 West Gunnison Avenue, Suite 240
Grand Junction, CO 81501-5711
Phone: (970) 628-7180 Fax: (970) 245-6933

In Reply Refer To: 02/25/2026 20:40:15 UTC
Project Code: 2025-0154625
Project Name: Fire Mountain Canal Phase II Salinity Project

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species, as well as proposed and final
designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed
project. The species list fulfills the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of species, changed habitat conditions, or
other factors could change this list. Please feel free to contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the

potential impacts to these species or critical habitats (Colorado Ecological Services Field Office). Please note that under 50 CFR

402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the ESA, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90
days. We recommend verification be completed by visiting the IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested through the IPaC system by

completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the ESA is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the ecosystems upon which they
depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the ESA and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402), Federal
agencies are required to use their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered species and

to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having similar physical impacts) that are
major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment as defined in the National Environmental
Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) (c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation like a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may affect listed or proposed species and/

or designated or proposed critical habitat. Contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service recommends Federal agencies
also address proposed species and proposed critical habitat within the consultation (see Conferencing below) and consider

candidate species. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 consultation, including the role of permit or



Project code: 2025-0154625 02/25/2026 20:40:15 UTC

license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered Species Consultation Handbook" at: https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/
documents/endangered-species-consultation-handbook.pdf.

Projects and activities without a Federal nexus (e.g., without Federal funding, permit, or authorization) should be evaluated for
the potential to “take” listed wildlife. Take does not apply to listed plants and to designated critical habitat. The term "take" means
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such

conduct (ESA Section 3, Definitions). Harm in the definition of “take” in the ESA means an act which actually kills or injures

wildlife. Such act may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by

significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).

Conferencing: Conferencing for species proposed for Federal listing or for proposed critical habitat is only required if a proposed
action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a species or will result in the destruction or adverse modification of
proposed critical habitat (50 CFR 402.10). If an action agency determines that their action would not jeopardize the continued
existence of the proposed species and/or would not result in the destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat,
the determination should be saved in the agency’s project record. Agencies may request a voluntary conference to address adverse
effects; however, at this time the Colorado Field Office intends to not conduct voluntary conferences for the species discussed in

this cover letter.

For purposes of ESA section 7 consultation, we treat experimental populations (e.g., gray wolf in Colorado) as if they are
proposed for listing, except on National Park Service and National Wildlife Refuge system lands, where they are treated as

threatened. Evaluations for proposed species are completed under the regulations for conferencing (50 CER 402.10).

Gray Wolf: On November 8, 2023, the Service promulgated an ESA section 10(j) (i.e., nonessential experimental population or
NEP) rule (10(j) rule) for gray wolf (Canis lupus) within the State of Colorado (88 FR 77014). In the 10(j) rule, the

Service determined that the loss of the Colorado NEP would not be likely to appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival of the
species in the wild and that the establishment of the NEP would benefit recovery by increasing redundancy and

representation. Furthermore, it is unlikely that typical agency actions in Colorado, especially those with temporary impacts to
habitat, will result in any adverse effects to the gray wolf. Agencies may consider implementing voluntary conservation

measures near active dens and rendezvous sites. See Conferencing above.

Colorado River Fish/Depletions:? Formal interagency consultation under section 7 of the ESA is required for projects that may
lead to depletions of water from any system that is a tributary to the Colorado River.?Federal agency actions resulting in water
depletions to the Colorado River system may affect the endangered bonytail (Gila elegans), Colorado pikeminnow
(Ptychocheilus lucius), razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus), and the threatened humpback chub (Gila cypha), and their

designated critical habitats.?

Water depletions include evaporative losses and consumptive use of surface or groundwater within the affected basin, often
characterized as diversions minus return flows. Project elements that could be associated with depletions include, but are not
limited to: ponds, lakes, and reservoirs (e.g., detention, recreation, irrigation, storage, stock watering, municipal storage, and
power generation); drilling, hydraulic fracturing and completion of oil and gas wells; hydrostatic testing of pipelines; water wells;
dust abatement; diversion structures; and water treatment facilities.? Any actions that may result in water depletions should

be identified.?An analysis of the water depletion should include:?an estimate of the amount and timing of the average annual
water use (both historic and new uses) and methods of arriving at such estimates; location of water use or where diversion occurs,
as specifically as possible; if and when the water will be returned to the system; and the intended use of the water.?Depending on

Project details, the Service may have more specific questions regarding the potential consumptive use of the water.
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The Service, in accordance with the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Program (https://

coloradoriverrecovery.org/uc/), adopted a de minimis policy, which states that water-related activities in the Upper Colorado

River Basin that result in less than 10 acre-foot per year of depletions in flow have no effect on the Colorado River endangered
fish species and their critical habitat, and thus do not require consultation for potential effects on those species and critical
habitat. While no section 7 consultation is needed, the Service requests Federal agencies notify the Upper Colorado Fishes
Coordinator of depletions between 0.1 and 10 acre-feet per year with the approximate location of the project (e.g., reference to
the most proximate surface water or tributary), the water use (e.g., agricultural, oil and gas, energy), and the timing of and
depletion amount. Similarly, detention basins designed to detain runoff for less than 72 hours, and temporary withdrawals of
water outside of critical habitat (e.g., for hydrostatic pipeline testing) that return all the water to the same drainage basin within 30

days, are considered to have no effect and do not require consultation.

Suckley’s Cuckoo Bumble Bee: On December 17, 2024, Suckley’s cuckoo bumble bee (Bombus suckleyi) (Suckley’s) was
proposed for listing as an endangered species (89 FR 102074). Suckley’s is an obligate social parasite of social bumble bees in
the genus Bombus. Suckley’s cannot successfully reproduce without the availability of suitable host colonies. It is a semi-
specialist parasite and confirmed to usurp nests of Western bumble bee (Bombus occidentalis) and Nevada bumble bees

(Bombus nevadensis) (Service 2024). Based on the best available information, no Suckley’s have been observed in Colorado
since 2014 despite ongoing surveys. The Species Status Assessment (SSA) shows observations since 2018 occur only in northern
latitudes, primarily in Canada (Service 2024), but the species may persist in high quality upper elevation habitats in western

States.

While Suckley’s is proposed for listing, there is no prohibition of “take” under Section 9 of the ESA; therefore, projects without a
federal nexus, do not need to engage with the Service to exempt take under the ESA. However,

we encourage everyone to incorporate conservation measures benefiting pollinators and pollinator habitat into

projects. Examples include retaining suitable foraging (diversity and abundance of native floral resources), nesting (suitable host
colony above or below ground), and overwintering habitat (loose substrates such as leaf litter, duff, rotting logs); maintaining
habitat for host bumble bees by avoiding impacts to abandoned underground holes (rodent burrows); and revegetation efforts that
include native seed mixes with a diversity of nectar plants (https://www.xerces.org/monarchs/monarch-nectar-plant-

guides) to promote an abundance and diversity of native floral resources. Additionally, we recommend supporting and conducting
general bumble bee and pollinator surveys. You may also consider tools that offer regulatory assurances should Suckley’s become

a listed species. For example, on January 22, 2026, the Service Proposed a Nationwide Conservation Benefit Agreement for

Bumble Bees.

At this time, the Colorado Field Office will not be participating in voluntary conferences for the species. Nationally, the
Service is developing range-wide consultation guidance and streamlining tools for the Suckley’s, and we will share these as they

become available.

Monarch Butterfly: The monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) was proposed threatened under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) on December 12, 2024 (89 FR 100662). The proposed listing rule, including a special 4(d) rule, and proposed critical

habitat in the California winter range, are available on the species webpage: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743 and at https://

www.fws.gov/species/monarch-danaus-plexippus. Two monarch butterfly populations occupy North America — the eastern

population which is east of the Rocky Mountains, and the western population which is west of the Rocky Mountains. The eastern
population supports well over 90% of the monarchs in North America. Colorado supports both populations. In Colorado,
monarch butterfly habitat consists of grasslands, prairies, riparian areas, and urban gardens that support milkweed and a variety of
nectar plants. We recommend agencies include proactive conservation measures into their projects such as restoring disturbed

areas with local seed mixes with a diversity of nectar plants (http://www.xerces.org/monarch-nectar-plants/) and evaluating the

full impact of their action (including conservation measures) when considering whether their project will jeopardize the species.
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While the monarch butterfly is proposed for listing, there is no prohibition of “take” under Section 9 of the ESA; therefore,
projects without a federal nexus, do not need to engage with the Service to exempt take under the ESA. However, we encourage
everyone to include conservation measures to benefit monarch butterflies and other pollinators into projects. You may also
consider tools that offer regulatory assurances should the monarch become a listed species such as Conservation Benefit
Agreements (CBAs), or you may qualify to enroll into the Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances for the Monarch
Butterfly.??

At this time, the Colorado Field Office will not be participating in voluntary conferences for the species. It is unlikely that typical
localized actions in Colorado, especially those with temporary impacts in migratory or breeding habitat, will jeopardize the
species. . Nationally, the Service continues to develop range-wide consultation guidance and streamlining tools for the

Monarch butterfly and other pollinators.

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species under the ESA, there

are additional responsibilities under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
(BGEPA) to protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles,
is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)).

For more information regarding these Acts, see https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-bird-permit/what- we-do.

It is the responsibility of the project proponent to comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and
eagles within applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan (when there is no
federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid or minimize the production of project-related

stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian

stressors and recommended conservation measures, see https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/threats-birds.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory

Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those
effects and encourage conservation measures that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the
protection of both migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of Executive Order

13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/partner/council-conservation-migratory-birds.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages Federal agencies to include
conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project planning to further the purposes of the ESA. Please include
the Consultation Code found in the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project

that you submit to our office at GrandJunctionES@fws.gov.

Attachment(s):

Official Species List

USFWS National Wildlife Refuges and Fish Hatcheries
Bald & Golden Eagles

Migratory Birds

Wetlands

4 of 16



Project code: 2025-0154625 02/25/2026 20:40:15 UTC

OFFICIAL SPECIES LIST

This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Western Colorado Ecological Services Field Office
445 West Gunnison Avenue, Suite 240

Grand Junction, CO 81501-5711

(970) 628-7180
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PROJECT SUMMARY

Project Code:
Project Name:
Project Type:
Project Description:

Project Location:

2025-0154625

Fire Mountain Canal Phase II Salinity Project

Federal Grant / Loan Related

The Fire Mountain Canal and Reservoir Company (FMC) owns and
manages the Fire Mountain Canal (canal) which stretches about 34.7
miles between a diversion from the North Fork of the Gunnison (North
Fork River) in the early runoff season (April-June) and then from Paonia
Reservoir in the later season (July-September), to Leroux Ditch’s
headgate, east of Paonia and west of Hotchkiss in Delta County,
Colorado. The Project would consist of placement of a siphon and one
section of pipe in two distinct segments: the Wolf Park Area and the
Leroux Creek Extension Area. The Wolf Park Area is located
approximately 2.5 miles north of Hotchkiss, Colorado, in an undeveloped
area with portions on Reclamation land along Short Draw, which runs
from north to south in the Project Area. The Leroux Creek Extension Area
is approximately 3 miles northwest of Hotchkiss, Colorado, and is located
along the south-facing steep side slope of the Leroux Creek drainage, and
parallel to the drainage. The Wolf Park Area includes about 0.20 mile
(1,044 linear feet [LF]) of 54-inch fusion welded high-density
polyethylene (HDPE) pipeline, allowing one horseshoe bend of the
existing ditch to be abandoned (8,659 LF). The Leroux Creek Extension
Area would include about 0.19 mile (1,000 LF) of 72-inch diameter
profile wall HDPE bell and spigot pipe.

The approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/@38.82229435,-107.76646464922538,14z

Counties: Delta County, Colorado
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ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT SPECIES

There is a total of 10 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species. Note that 4 of these species should be
considered only under certain conditions.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries!, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.

1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.
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MAMMALS
NAME STATUS

Gray Wolf Canis lupus Experimental

Population: CO Population,
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. Non-

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4488 Essential

BIRDS
NAME STATUS

Mexican Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis lucida Threatened
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8196

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Threatened
Population: Western U.S. DPS
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911

FISHES
NAME STATUS

Bonytail Gila elegans Endangered
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
This species only needs to be considered under the following conditions:
= Water depletions in the upper Colorado River basin adversely affect this species and its
critical habitat. Effects of water depletions must be considered even outside of occupied
range.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1377
General project design guidelines:
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ FSOKMO7M2BEKLB7DBTZ37GXXQQ/
documents/generated/10417.pdf

Colorado Pikeminnow Ptychocheilus lucius Endangered

Population: Wherever found, except where listed as an experimental population

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.

This species only needs to be considered under the following conditions:

= Water depletions in the upper Colorado River basin adversely affect this species and its

critical habitat. Effects of water depletions must be considered even outside of occupied
range.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3531

General project design guidelines:
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/FSOKMO7M2BEKLB7DBTZ37GXXQQ/
documents/generated/10418.pdf

Humpback Chub Gila cypha Threatened
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
This species only needs to be considered under the following conditions:
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NAME STATUS

= Water depletions in the upper Colorado River basin adversely affect this species and its
critical habitat. Effects of water depletions must be considered even outside of occupied
range.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3930
General project design guidelines:
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ F5OKMO7M2BEKLB7DBTZ37GXXQQ/

documents/generated/10419.pdf

Razorback Sucker Xyrauchen texanus Endangered
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical habitat.
This species only needs to be considered under the following conditions:
= Water depletions in the upper Colorado River basin adversely affect this species and its
critical habitat. Effects of water depletions must be considered even outside of occupied
range.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/530
General project design guidelines:
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project/ FSOKMO7M2BEKLB7DBTZ37GXXQQ/
documents/generated/10420.pdf

INSECTS

NAME STATUS

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Proposed
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location does not overlap the critical Threatened
habitat.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

General project design guidelines:
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/projec/ FSOKMO7M2BEKLB7DBTZ37GXXQQ/
documents/generated/11011.pdf

Silverspot Speyeria nokomis nokomis Threatened
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2813
General project design guidelines:
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/project FSOKMO7M2BEKLB7DBTZ37GXXQQ/
documents/generated/11107.pdf

Suckley's Cuckoo Bumble Bee Bombus suckleyi Proposed

Population: Endangered
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10885

CRITICAL HABITATS

THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.

YOU ARE STILL REQUIRED TO DETERMINE IF YOUR PROJECT(S) MAY HAVE EFFECTS ON ALL
ABOVE LISTED SPECIES.
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USFWS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE LANDS
AND FISH HATCHERIES

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.

THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS OR FISH HATCHERIES WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA.

BALD & GOLDEN EAGLES

Bald and Golden Eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 2 and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 1. Any person or organization who plans or conducts
activities that may result in impacts to Bald or Golden Eagles, or their habitats, should follow
appropriate regulations and consider implementing appropriate avoidance and minimization
measures, as described in the various links on this page.

1. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
2. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

There are Bald Eagles and/or Golden Eagles in your project area.

Measures for Proactively Minimizing Eagle Impacts

For information on how to best avoid and minimize disturbance to nesting bald eagles, please
review the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines. You may employ the timing and
activity-specific distance recommendations in this document when designing your project/
activity to avoid and minimize eagle impacts. For bald eagle information specific to Alaska,
please refer to Bald Eagle Nesting and Sensitivity to Human Activity.

The FWS does not currently have guidelines for avoiding and minimizing disturbance to nesting
Golden Eagles. For site-specific recommendations regarding nesting Golden Eagles, please
consult with the appropriate Regional Migratory Bird Office or Ecological Services Field Office.

If disturbance or take of eagles cannot be avoided, an incidental take permit may be available to
authorize any take that results from, but is not the purpose of, an otherwise lawful activity. For
assistance making this determination for Bald Eagles, visit the Do I Need A Permit Tool. For
assistance making this determination for golden eagles, please consult with the appropriate
Regional Migratory Bird Office or Ecological Services Field Office.

Ensure Your Eagle List is Accurate and Complete

If your project area is in a poorly surveyed area in IPaC, your list may not be complete and you
may need to rely on other resources to determine what species may be present (e.g. your local
FWS field office, state surveys, your own surveys). Please review the Supplemental Information
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on Migratory Birds and Eagles, to help you properly interpret the report for your specified
location, including determining if there is sufficient data to ensure your list is accurate.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures
to reduce impacts to bald or golden eagles on your list, see the "Probability of Presence
Summary" below to see when these bald or golden eagles are most likely to be present and
breeding in your project area.

BREEDING
NAME SEASON
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breeds Dec 1 to
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Breeds Dec 1 to
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31

because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper
Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret
this report.

Probability of Presence ()

Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project
overlaps during that week of the year.

Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire
range.

Survey Effort (|)
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s)
your project area overlaps.

No Data (-)
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

probability of presence breeding season | survey effort — no data
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SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

Bald Eagle
Non-BCC
Vulnerable

Golden Eagle
Non-BCC
Vulnerable

Additional information can be found using the following links:

= Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management

* Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/

collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
» Nationwide avoidance and minimization measures for birds https://www.fws.gov/sites/
default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf

= Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/
media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-

project-action

MIGRATORY BIRDS

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) L prohibits the take (including killing, capturing, selling,
trading, and transport) of protected migratory bird species without prior authorization by the
Department of Interior U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service).

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures
to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, see the "Probability of Presence Summary"
below to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your project area.

BREEDING
NAME SEASON
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breeds Dec 1 to
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31

because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types
of development or activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626
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BREEDING
NAME SEASON
Broad-tailed Hummingbird Selasphorus platycercus Breeds May 25

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  to Aug 21
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/11935

Cassin's Finch Haemorhous cassinii Breeds May 15
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  to Jul 15
and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9462

Evening Grosbeak Coccothraustes vespertinus Breeds May 15
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  to Aug 10
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9465

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Breeds Dec 1 to
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but warrants attention Aug 31
because of the Eagle Act or for potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain types
of development or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1680

Lewis's Woodpecker Melanerpes lewis Breeds Apr 20
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  to Sep 30
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9408

Long-eared Owl asio otus Breeds Mar 1 to
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  Jul 15
and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3631

Pinyon Jay Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus Breeds Feb 15
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA  tg Jul 15
and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9420

PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY

The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read "Supplemental
Information on Migratory Birds and Eagles", specifically the FAQ section titled "Proper
Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or attempting to interpret
this report.

Probability of Presence ()

Green bars; the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your project
overlaps during that week of the year.
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Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars; liberal estimate of the timeframe inside which the bird breeds across its entire
range.

Survey Effort (I)
Vertical black lines; the number of surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s)
your project area overlaps.

No Data (-)
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

probability of presence breeding season | survey effort — no data
SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
Bald Eagle
NOH—BCC I—————————— || —— e e e — e e e —— e e e e e e e [ e e e
Vulnerable

Broad-tailed
Hummingbird
BCC Rangewide
(CON)

Cassin's Finch
BCC Rangewide
(CON)

Evening Grosbeak
BCC Rangewide
(CON)

Golden Eagle
Non-BCC
Vulnerable

Lewis's
Woodpecker
BCC Rangewide
(CON)

Long-eared Owl
BCC Rangewide
(CON)

Pinyon Jay

BCC Rangewide
(CON)

Additional information can be found using the following links:

= Eagle Management https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management

* Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds https://www.fws.gov/library/
collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
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= Nationwide avoidance and minimization measures for birds

= Supplemental Information for Migratory Birds and Eagles in IPaC https://www.fws.gov/

media/supplemental-information-migratory-birds-and-bald-and-golden-eagles-may-occur-
project-action

WETLANDS

Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine
the actual extent of wetlands on site.

FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND
= PEMI1C

RIVERINE
» R4SBCx
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IPAC USER CONTACT INFORMATION

Agency: Department of Agriculture
Name: Dana Parkinson

Address: PO Box 217

Address Line 2: Blackfoot, ID 83221

City: Blackfoot

State: ID

Zip: 83221

Email dparkinson@sundance-inc.net
Phone: 2082332929

LEAD AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION

Lead Agency: Bureau of Reclamation
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG

THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR — BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT, THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE — NATURAL RESOURCES
CONSERVATION SERVICE, THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - FOREST SERVICE ROCKY
MOUNTAIN REGION, THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE -
MOUNTAIN — PRAIRIE REGION, THE COLORADO STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER,
AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

REGARDING
THE MANAGEMENT OF WATER CONTROL FEATURES IN THE STATE OF COLORADO

PA Mitigation Proposal for Adverse Effects to Components of Irrigation Systems
Project Proponent: Fire Mountain Canal and Reservoir Company (FMCRC)
Lead Agency: Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation)

Project Name, Agency Project Number, and Description: The Fire Mountain Canal Salinity Control Project and
Siphon Installation (DT.R.R68)(HC# 86427) will abandon a 1.64 mile horseshoe bend of the Fire Mountain
Canal across Short Draw in favor of a 0.2 mile siphon across the creek bottom, and will place approximately
1,000 feet of the Fire Mountain Canal in pipe in the Leroux Creek area. The two canal segments are part of the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible Fire Mountain Canal (5DT.1277.6 and 5DT.1277.10). The
Area of Potential Effect (APE) includes buffers of all necessary staging, access, and borrow pits. The APE was
initially surveyed and documented by Pinyon Environmental Inc. in their December 20, 2024 report titled A
Class HI Cultural Resources Inventory for the Bureau of Reclamation’s Fire Mountain Canal Salinity C ontrol
Project and Siphon Installation, Hotchkiss, Colorado. The entire APE included approximately 45 acres of
privately owned, Reclamation, and Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

History Colorado Number: HC# 86427

Projected Project Construction Date: Fall 2026

Finding of Effect (describe the resource(s) affected by Smithsonian # including tvpe of effect, scope of
effect, and other details as needed):

The Fire Mountain Canal (3DT.1277.6 and 5DT.1277.10) is eligible to the NRHP under Criterion A.
Reclamation initiated consultation on August 6, 2025, In consultation it was determined that the Fire
Mountain Canal would be adversely impacted by the piping and siphon installation. The Colorado State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with Reclamation’s finding of adverse effect in an August
6, 2025 letter and agreed it is appropriate to resolve the adverse effects according to Stipulation III. 1 and
Appendix B of the Programmatic Agreement Regarding the Management of Water Control Features in the
State of Colorado (PA).

Selected mitigation from Appendix B of the PA or other mitigation activity:

The project team proposes online Fire Mountain Canal content to contribute to the identified Appendix B
Topic: X. Local Canal, Canal System, or Regional Irrigation History. Historic narrative content for the topic
would cover the entire length of the Fire Mountain Canal. However, the interpretive focus will be on
segments SDT.1277.6 and 5DT.1277.10. The interpretive material’s intended audience is the general public.
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A reader of the interpretive material will leam the significance of the Fire Mountain Canal to regional
settlement and agricultural development.

Digital interpretation will include primary sources such as: current and historic images and maps. Drawings,
historic newspaper articles, oral histories, and other primary sources will be incorporated as possible.

Mitigation for the resolution of the adverse effect(s) stated above in accordance with the PA is agreed upon by
the proponent, lead agency, and SHPO/THPO. The scope of the mitigation and timeline for completion shall
be commensurate with the adverse effect being mitigated, The proponent agrees to the included schedule to
complete the required mitigation. Failure to complete mitigation will result in an adverse effect to a historic
property that will require the proponent and lead agency to negotiate a Memorandum of Agreement to resolve
adverse effects to historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6.

Mitigation for this project will be completed no later than: December 31, 2028

The proponent will pay a one-time $400 website hosting fee to PaleoCultural Research Group. Details on
uploading the information can be accessed at hitps://archagologycolorado.org/content/water-west-
contentsubmission,

Proponent’s signature and date @J_;Ziﬁ %% 97,2 £ 25

M onabe—o/= M ERC
Digitally signed by BART
' DEMING
Date: 2025.09.22

P ),
Lead agencyv official signature and date 173450 0000

SHPO/THPO concurrence letter will be attached acknowledging the adverse effect and the
mitigation proposed.




Schedule of accomplishments for the mitigation proposal

Date submitted to SHPO/THPO (30-day review/comment for accepting proposal); September 2025

Date SHPO/THPO letter accepting the proposal: No later than October 15, 2025

Mitigation kickoff meeting to discuss proposal with the lead agency, proponent (including any
contractors), and SHPO/THPO (must be within 30 days of proposal acceptance): Week of October 19,
2026

Progress meetings (must be within 6 months of kickoff meeting and occur at least every 6 months until a
draft is submitted to the lead agency): First Progress Meeting Week of April 12, 2027. If no progress has
been made, all parties may agree in writing to not hold a progress meeting until progress is made.

Date draft submitted to lead agency (30-day review): June 1, 2028

Date revised draft final submitted to lead agency (15-day review): August 1, 2028

Date final draft submitted to SHPO/THPO (30-day review): September 1, 2028

Date SHPO/THPO accepts mitigation product and mitigation is considered complete: October 1, 2028

Please attach all appropriate supporting documents of the proposal (e.g. historic properties treatment
plans, etc.) to this template with initial and final submission.
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.8
History Colorado

August 06, 2025

Bart Denung

Acting Area Manager

Bureau of Reclamation

Westem Colorado area Office

Deunver Federal Center

445 West Guamson Avenue, Swte 221
Grand Juaction, CO 81501

RE: Determination of Eligibility and Effect; Class III Inventory for the Fire Mountain Canal Salinity
Control Project and Siphon Installation. Salinity Control Program, Colorado (DT R R68) (HC# 86427)

Dear Mr. Deming:

We appreciate the additional documentation recerved by our office on August 4 and 6. 2025, requesting
review of continuing consultation for the above referenced undertaking pursuant to the Programmatic
Agreement Among the U.S. Department of the Interior — Bureau of Reclamation. Burean of Land
Management. the U.S. Department of Agriculture — Natural Resowrces Conservation Service. the U.S.
Department of Agriculture — Forest Service Rocky Mountain Region, The U.S. Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service — Mountain — Prairie Region, the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer.
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the Management of Water Control Features
in the State of Colorado (PA). The additional documentation conststs of site forms missing from the
origwnal packet submitted to our office on June 27, 2025, We requested a copy of the documentation on
July 17, 2025 in order to complete our review. Our office has reviewed the submitted materials. and we
offer the following comment.

Identification of Historic Properties
We find the definition of the area of potential effect (APE) for the undertalang acceptable.

We concur that two segments of the Fire Mountain Canal (SDT.1277.6 and SDT.1277.10) support the
overall eligibility of the entire linear resousce for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). We also concur that site SDT.3159.1 does not support the overall eligibility of the entire Linear
resowrce, and isolates SDT 3160 and SDT 3161 are not eligible for listing in the NRHP.

Assessment of Adverse Effects

We concur with your finding that the undertaking will result in adverse effects, 36 CFR 800.5(b). to the
Fire Mouatain Canal (SDT 1277). It is our understanding that the Burean of Reclamation intends to
resolve adverse effects to SDT.1277 according to Stipulation I 1 and Appendix B of the PA. Given the
nature of the present undertaking, we agree this course of action is appropriate, and look forward to
reviewing the mitigation proposal and continuing consultation according to Stipulation IIL 1 of the PA..

We request being involved in the consultation process with the local government, which as stipulated in
36 CFR 800.3 is required to be notified of the undertaking. and with other consulting parties. Additional
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information provided by the local government or other consulting parties nught cause ows office to re-
evaluate our eligibility and potential effect findings. Please note that our comphance letter does not end
the 30-day review penod provided to other consulting parties.

Thank you for the opporfumty to comment. If you have any questions. please feel free to contact Holly
McKee-Huth. Cultural Resource Information/Section 106 Compliance. at (303) 866-4670 or
holly mckee a state co.us.

Sincerely.

Digitally signed by Dr. Holly Kathryn Norton
D r. H OI Iy Kath ryn N O rto n Date: 2025.08.11 11:07:28 -06'00’

{for) Dawn DiPnince
State Historie Preservation Officer
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APPENDIX D: Distribution List for Fire Mountain Canal and Reservoir Company

DRAFT Environmental Assessment for Phase 2 Salinity Control Project

Agency or Individual

US Fish and Wildlife Service

US Fish and Wildlife Service

US Army Corps of Engineers

US Bureau of Land Management
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Colorado Department of Transportation

Colorado Department of Archaeology and Historic

Preservation
Southern Ute Indian Tribe
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

Ute Indian Tribe — Uintah and Ouray Reservation

Colorado Water Conservation Board
Colorado River Water Conservation District
Colorado River Water Conservation District
Trout Unlimited

Trout Unlimited

Citizens for a Healthy Community

Western Slope Conservation Center

Delta County Planning and Development
Delta County Road and Bridge

Delta County Commissioners

11 Adjacent Landowners

Address

445 W. Gunnison Ave. Ste. 124
446 W. Gunnison Ave. Ste. 124
400 Rood Ave #224

2465 S Townsend Ave

2738 Crossroads Boulevard Suite 104
2300 S Townsend Ave

2300 S Townsend Ave

2300 S Townsend Ave

2300 S Townsend Ave

2300 S Townsend Ave

606 S 9th St

1200 Broadway

P.O. Box 737 356 Ouray Drive
125 Mike Wash Road

P.0. Box 190

1313 Sherman Street, Room 718
201 Centennial Dr.

201 Centennial Dr.

264 County Rd 4

211 Grand Ave.
204 Poplar Ave
295 W 6th St

560 Dodge Street
560 Dodge Street

City

Grand Junction
Grand Junction
Grand Junction
Montrose
Grand Junction
Montrose
Montrose
Montrose
Montrose
Montrose

Grand Junction

Denver

Ignacio

Towaoc

Fort Duchesne
Denver

Glenwood Springs
Glenwood Springs
Montrose

Paonia
Paonia
Delta
Delta
Delta

State
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co
co

co

co
co
co
uT
co
co
co
co

co
co
co
co
co
co



Appendix E Summary of Comment and Responses on the Draft EA
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Appendix E: Summary of Comment and Responses on the Draft EA

Two (2) comment letters were received during the public comment period. The letters contained 4
distinct, substantive comments. The comments were primarily focused on the minimization of
impacts to wildlife and timing limitations. Possible responses to these comments include:

* Modifying the alternatives or developing and evaluating new alternatives
e Supplementing, improving, or modifying the analyses
* Making factual corrections

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) reviewed each comment and classified them according to
topic or comment category below. Summary comments and consolidated responses follow. Changes
were made to supplement, improve, or modify the EA as a result of these comments and the reader
is referred to the section of the EA where the changes occurred.

All substantive comments received were from Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW).

Category: Wildlife
Comment Numbers: 1, 4

Summary comment: CPW indicated the project area has a diversity of wildlife, including mountain
lion, black bear, beaver, wild turkey, mule deer, various raptor species, and elk, and identified that
the project area contains CPW-mapped High Priority Habitats (HPH), which include Severe Winter
Range and Winter Concentration Area for mule deer and elk. CPW recognized open ditches provide
water to wildlife in arid areas, and requested Reclamation examine the need to provide wildlife
access to water projects in areas where open irrigation systems are the only source of water available
for wildlife and requested early coordination on future, larger piping projects. Ultimately, CPW does
not believe measures such as installing wildlife guzzlers or small ponds to provide a source of water
to wildlife is a necessary measure for the Proposed Action.

Response: Impacts to mountain lion, black bear, wild turkey, and elk were analyzed in Section 3.2.9
of the Draft EA. Impacts to raptors were analyzed in Section 3.2.10 of the Draft EA. Beaver has
been added to Section 3.2.9 in the Final EA. Impacts to Severe Winter Range for elk and mule deer
and to the elk Winter Concentration Area were analyzed in Section 3.2.9 of the Draft EA.
Reclamation will continue to coordinate with CPW early on future, larger piping projects where
open irrigation systems are the only source of water available for wildlife. Reclamation acknowledges
CPW does not believe measures such as installing wildlife guzzlers or small ponds to provide a
source of water to wildlife is a necessary measure for the Proposed Action.

Category: Timing Limitations

Comment Numbers: 2, 3

Summary comment: CPW appreciates that construction of the siphon is designed to avoid the
December 1 to April 30 HPH timing limitation, which avoids impacts to wintering big game. CPW

recommended tree removal or vegetation grubbing not occur during the breeding period for
migratory birds unless surveys are conducted to identify locations of active nests.
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Response: Reclamation acknowledges avoiding construction of the siphon between the December
1 to April 30 HPH timing limitation avoids impacts to wintering big game. Clarification of this
timing restriction in the siphon area has been added to Table 5 of the Final EA. Section 2.2.9 of the
Draft EA identified that vegetation grubbing or clearing would avoid the breeding period for
migratory birds (February 15 — July 15), and an environmental commitment pertaining to this timing
restriction was included in Table 8 of the Draft EA. Reclamation will add language to the
environmental commitment in the Final EA to indicate that if the project schedule changes and
vegetation clearing and grubbing would occur during the breeding season for migratory birds,
nesting bird surveys would be completed prior to any clearing or grubbing activities and all active
nests would be avoided until the nest fledges.
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Appendix F Summary of Habitat Replacement Accounting for Salinity Control Sites in the
Region
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Appendix F - Summary of Habitat Sites

Bostwick Pask Siphon Lateral Piping Peoject and Waterdog & | Past 321 3l4

Shurn Park Laterals Piping Propect

 Ditch/Meedle Rock Pazt 1.B8 10.49

Cattlerman’s Dhich Phases 1 and 2 Past 18.57 23.32

Crawford Clipper — Center Latesal Pazt 339 384 + Excess from previens project
Crawford Clipper - Jerdon, West, & Hamulton Project 116 334

Crawford Clipper — Spurdin Mesa (Clipper 4) & Zanni Lateral Pazt 1638 16.49

East Side Laterals — Phase 1 Past 59,85 acres! 100 acres

East Side Laterals — Phase 2 Past 26 acres 20 acres

East Side Laterals — Phase 3 Past 8.6 26

East Side Laterals — Phase 4 Past 704 Using excess from peevious peogect
East Side Laterals — Phase & & GE, DI Laterals Pazt 2.99 Uzing excess from previous project
East Sade Laterals — Phase T4 Past .77 419

East Side Lategals — Phase 8 Past 223 Usang excess from previous poogect
East Side Laterals — Phase 9 & Phasze 9 Maod Past 356 31.7+ Excess from previous project
East Side Laterals — Phase 10 Reasonably Foreseeable | 18,7 634 + Excess

Frge Mountain Canal Past 842 13.05

Forked Tongue,/Holman Ditch Pazt 6.7 1107




Gould Canal — Progects A & B Past 181 24.19
Grandview Canal — Upper, Middle & Lower Past & Reasonably 33.6i 4

Forezeeahle
Minnesota Ditch — Phase 1 Past 11.17 2273
Minnesota Ditch — Phase 2 and Minncsota L-75 Past 2492 17.61 + Excess from previous project
Needle Rock/Lene Rock Ditch Present 139 15.8
Morth Delta Canal — Fhase 1 and Phase [ Extension Fast 173,05 1744
Orrchard Ranch Ditch Past 512 500
Pilot Rock Datch Past 16.9 209
Eoger's Mesa Slack and Patterson Laterals Past 2034 39.93
Short Ditch Extension Present 138 14.1
Stewart Ditch — Upper, Middle & Lower Past 2.7 9463
Turner, Lone Cabin Ditch Reasonably Foresesable | 117.8 120.3

TOTAL: | 697.8 units, 85,85 acres | 784.3 credits, 126 acres

*In late 1990 and sarly 2000%s, the habitat replacement pro cedures fooused on acres rather than eredirs.
u Bast 3ide Laterals — Fhase G was not a salinity contoed projpect, and therefore there 15 no habitar replecement project associated with that phase.
i As Phase 10 is a potential future project and docimentation has not been cormpleted at this tme, this figure = an estimate.
™ As the Middle & Lower Grandview project = a potental future project and dooumentation has not been completed at this fime, Hus figore i= an estinate. The Upper
Creamdview provect resulied i the loss of 26 habatat umiez amd the Middle & Lower s currenly antcipated 1o cesult i the koss of an addinenal 7.6 habitan umis,
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