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REGION 8
DENVER, CO 80202

April 10, 2024

Ref: 8EJC-NE

Emily Fife, State Conservationist

Attn: Derek Hamilton, Water Resources Coordinator
Natural Resources Conservation Service

Utah State Office

125 S. State Street #4010

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138

Dear Emily Fife:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Department of Agricultural Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Watershed Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Logan River Watershed project in Cache County, Utah.
In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA).

The Watershed Plan and Draft EIS will explore alternatives to reduce water loss, increase efficiency
in the current agricultural delivers system, provide flood control and protection and enhance
recreational facilities in the cities of Logan, North Logan and Hyde Park in Cache County, Utah. The
existing agricultural system has deficiencies leading to hazardous conditions during high flow events.

This project is intended to provide positive benefits to agricultural efficiency and the proposed
alternative includes the replacement of a hazardous dam with more natural features like steps and
pools but there may be unintended adverse impacts to environmental resources. The EPA
recommends the scope of analysis assess the potential for such impacts and evaluate options to
avoid or reduce those impacts. Our comments are focused on the following topics: purpose and
need; range of alternatives; surface and groundwater resources; direct, indirect and cumulative
effects; the Great Salt Lake; wildlife impacts; air resources; and climate change.


Susanne Janecke


We offer the attached comments on the scope of analysis that focus on characterizing existing
conditions and analyzing impacts to environmental quality and resources due to the proposed
project and alternatives. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments at this early stage of
the NEPA process. These comments are intended to facilitate the decision-making process and we
thank you for considering our input. If we may provide further explanation of our comments, please
contact Amanda Jensen of the EPA Region 8 NEPA Division staff at (303) 312-6981 or
jensen.amanda@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Julie Ann Smith, Ph.D.

Acting Manager, NEPA Branch

Environmental Justice, Community Health, and
Environmental Review Division

Enclosure



Enclosure — EPA Detailed Scoping Comments on the NRCS Logan River Watershed Plan EIS

(1) Purpose and Need

The purpose and need statement is one of the most important elements of the project proposal
because it determines the range of alternatives to be analyzed. Therefore, it is important to consider
purpose and need in the earliest stages of project development to comply with both the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Water Act (CWA) and provide an efficient planning
process. The NEPA process ensures that federal agencies evaluate environmental impacts prior to
undertaking any major federal action, and projects involving the discharge of dredged or fill material
into waters of the U.S. require a CWA Section 404 permit. The EPA encourages the NRCS to develop a
purpose and need statement that is broad enough to encompass an appropriate range of both
“reasonable” (per NEPA) and “practicable” (per CWA Section 404) alternatives, including the proposed
action and other available water supply (if additional water supply is a component of the proposed
project) and management options.

NEPA Requirements for Purpose and Need

The NEPA documentation for the proposed project should clearly identify the purpose and need that is
the basis for the range of alternatives. The need for the proposed action is typically the underlying
problem to be solved, and the purpose of the proposed action is typically the objective, or set of
objectives, to be met to address the need. We recommend that the purpose and need statement be a
clear, objective statement of the rationale for the proposed project, as it provides the framework for
identifying project alternatives. This section of the NEPA document should specifically describe the
structural vulnerabilities that currently exist within the system and focus on the desired outcomes of
the proposed activities rather than prescribing any predetermined resolution. We further recommend
supporting the need statement with descriptions of infrastructure deterioration and failure and
resulting impacts to water users. Note that the exercise of property rights, including water rights,
should not be included in the purpose and need statement. Rather, the exercise of water rights
represents one or more alternative ways to meet the underlying need.

Need and Purpose Requirements for Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404

As under NEPA, need and purpose frames the alternatives analysis for compliance with the
requirements of Section 404 of the CWA and 40 C.F.R. Part 230. The project’s purpose should be
framed in relation to addressing a need, with the need being the underlying problem or opportunity
that the applicant is proposing to meet with the project. An appropriate purpose and need statement
allows for analysis of a range of water management options with the goal of identifying the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) consistent with the CWA Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230). Therefore, the basic project purpose should not be defined in a manner
that unduly restricts or precludes other alternatives, nor should it be so broad that a reasonable
analysis of alternatives cannot be accomplished (40 C.F.R. § 230.10). We recommend working
collaboratively with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in the development of a purpose and
need statement that will serve its purposes under CWA Section 404. When evaluating a permit
application, the CWA regulations require the Corps to develop its own project purpose statement that
considers the applicant’s as well as the public’s perspective. If the Corps cannot concur with the



statement the applicant (NRCS) has submitted, the Corps is required to modify it.! The use of a project
purpose to determine the scope of studies that does not meet the Corps’ requirements has the
potential to result in the need to prepare additional NEPA documentation to meet the requirements of
CWA Section 404 and 40 C.F.R. Part 230.

(2) Range of Alternatives

We recommend that the NEPA document include a range of alternatives with the goal of avoiding and
minimizing impacts to waters of the U.S. while meeting the purpose and need for the action. We
recommend that the NEPA document summarize the regulatory requirements and processes utilized to
develop the reasonable and practicable alternatives for purposes of NEPA and CWA Section 404.
Pursuant to NEPA and its implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, a reasonable range of
alternatives needs to be considered. “Reasonable” under NEPA is based on consideration of the project
purpose as well as technology, economics, and common sense, rather than what is simply desirable
from the standpoint of the applicant.? For purposes of CWA Section 404, it is important that the NEPA
document include a range of alternatives with the goal of avoiding and minimizing impacts to waters of
the U.S. while meeting the purpose of and need for the action. Under CWA Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines, the Corps can only issue a CWA Section 404 permit for the discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the U.S. if it can be demonstrated that the proposed project is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) with regard to aquatic resource impacts,
provided that the LEDPA does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. For an
alternative to be practicable, it must only be reasonably available or obtainable and may include
options beyond the authority of the Corps and the lead agency. It is also important to note that under
the Guidelines, cost is not primarily considered according to what the applicant can afford (its financial
standing) or based on whether the cost of one alternative is more or less than other alternatives.
Rather, practicability in terms of cost is based on whether the cost of an alternative is within the range
of costs for similar projects or industry norms.? We also recommend documenting the rationale for
retaining or eliminating each alternative. The rationale should be consistent with the requirements of
the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230) including “practicable alternatives” as
defined in 40 C.F.R. § 230.10 (b) and described in additional detail in the preamble to the Guidelines at
45 Fed. Reg. 85336 (Dec. 24, 1980).

The EPA recommends consideration of alternatives that improve or enhance water quality (e.g., steps
and pools, instream flows) while minimizing disturbance of the natural stream channel. Natural
system-based approaches for consideration in alternative development are further supported by the
Executive Orders (EOs) 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process
for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, which was published on January 30, 3015, and
amended EO 11988, Floodplain Management. Section 2(a)(2) of the amended EO states “Where

1 See ACOE “Preparing An Alternatives Analysis Under Section 404 of the CWA”, pg 2-3,
https://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Portals/47/docs/regulatory/Handouts/Preparing_An_Alternatives_%20Analysis.FINAL.pdf
2 See Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (40 Fed. Reg. 18026
[1981]).

3 See section 3.b. of the following EPA/Corp memo on the Appropriate Level of Analysis Required for Evaluating Compliance
with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Alternatives Requirements:
https://www.epa.gov/cwa-404/memorandum-appropriate-level-analysis-required-evaluating-compliance-cwa-section-
404b1
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possible, an agency shall use natural systems, ecosystem processes and nature-based approaches
when developing alternatives for consideration.”

We recommend exploring a suite of structural and non-structural options to meet the underlying
project purpose and need when considering a range of alternatives. A combination of non-structural
(e.g., conservation and irrigation efficiencies) and structural components (e.g., canal lining) could serve
to meet the underlying need for the project, and together may reflect a practicable alternative that is
potentially less damaging than a single larger structural option. If non-structural options may
individually contribute less towards meeting the project purpose than structural options, we
recommend designing screening criteria so that these non-structural components are not eliminated
solely on the basis of their potentially smaller individual contributions to meeting the project purpose
and need.

The dramatic geography of the watershed and project area combined with development in the City of
Logan and downstream communities constrains the range of alternatives to those with adverse
impacts and associate biological resources. To mitigate some of these effects, we recommend
exploring alternatives that would allow for more energy dissipation, exchange between surface water
and groundwater and maintenance of some riparian habitat within and around the Logan River and
within the City of Logan. Such alternatives could include use of multi-stage channel design, riprap,
gabions and pervious concrete.*

In addition to the unique geography of the project area, consecutive dry years and warmer
temperatures in Utah have interacted to reduce runoff efficiency and streamflow more than expected
based on precipitation alone.” Allowing for the spread of stormwater and slowing the flow reduces
erosion and flooding dangers and allows for the stormwater to recharge underground aquifers. The
EPA recommends the alternatives focus on slowing down water flow and increasing green
infrastructure methods of water management, such as detention basins or porous pavements, can be
sustainable and cost effective while creating ecosystems to treat polluted stormwater prior to it
entering aquifers, streams or other waterways.® We recommend the Draft EIS discuss urban water
management and evaluate the practicability of an alternative that would include placing detention
basins in various areas throughout the City of Logan. Impervious surfaces in Logan may be a substantial
source of flow during large storm events and detention areas in the City of Logan would not prevent
the natural flow of sediment through the watershed like a detention basin in the Logan River
headwaters would. Furthermore, the EPA strongly supports the use of steps and pools, as mentioned
in Alternative 2, to replace failing and hazardous diversion dam infrastructure.

(3) Surface and Groundwater Resources

Aging canals may have significant seepage, and over time, may support wetland features and/or
riparian vegetation. Modifications such as canal reshaping, stabilization or lining may affect the
amount and quality of ground or alluvial water available to support such features, impacting the
surrounding landscape along the length of the canal. To fully characterize the potential impacts to
water resources that may result from this project, the EPA recommends that the NRCS describe

4 Federal Highway Administration Techbrief, Pervious Concrete:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/concrete/pubs/hif13006/hif13006.pdf

5 GSL Policy Assessment, page 8, https://d36oiwf74rlrap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-Assessment-Feb2023.pdf
5 https://www.epa.gov/green-infrastructure/green-infrastructure-semi-arid-west
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existing surface water and groundwater resources within and surrounding the project area in the Draft
EIS. This information will inform the impacts analysis and should be used to design any necessary
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation efforts needed to avoid adverse impacts to water resources.
This information should include:

o Surface water resource mapping and a description of their uses both in and downstream
of the project area. Surface water resources include any streams, wetlands, springs,
source water protection areas, and surface water intakes;

o Groundwater resources mapping and a description of their uses in the project area,
including:

=  Water supply wells and source water protection areas;

= Major aquifers in the project area;

= The location and extent of the groundwater recharge areas; and

= The location and extent of shallow and sensitive aquifers that may be susceptible
to contamination from surface activities;

o Data on the condition and quality of relevant surface and ground water resources and,
where appropriate, possible reasons why these resources have been previously
impacted; and

o Water quality impairments per State CWA Section 303(d) lists, and draft or established
TMDLs along the project corridor.

Some of the proposed improvements, such as canal lining, can lead to decreased seepage (influencing
recharge rates and alluvial water to wetlands) and increased conveyance and velocity of water.
Increases in volume and velocity can lead to an increase in downstream flooding and also be associated
with scour and erosion, increased turbidity, and sediment deposition, causing adverse effects to bed
and bank stability and aquatic communities in the channel and receiving waters. Concrete-lined
channels may also change water chemistry by limiting interactions between surface water and
groundwater and through weathering of concrete. The EPA recommends analyzing the potential for
these types of impacts in receiving waters and discussing alternatives and mitigation measures (i.e.,
multi-stage channel design, meanders or infiltration areas) to minimize them.

Surface disturbance during construction of canal modifications and improvements can also be a source
of sediment and other pollutants such as salts and metals to surface waters and shallow aquifers,
especially for a project like the current one where construction will take place within the existing
channel. We recommended analyzing the potential impacts to water quality associated with surface
disturbance in the Logan River and discussing mitigation measures for reducing these effects,
especially in the event of storms during construction.

Wetlands

A review of NEPAssist indicates the presence of wetlands within and downstream of the project area.’
The protection of wetlands and riparian areas is a high priority because these resources increase
landscape and species diversity, support many species of wildlife, and are critical to the protection of
water quality and designated beneficial water uses. When characterizing existing or baseline
conditions, the inclusion of functional or conditional assessments of wetlands and wetland delineations

7 EPA NEPAssist https://nepassisttool.epa.gov/nepassist/nepamap.aspx
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can assist in more reliably evaluating potential impacts to these resources from the proposed action.
These assessments will help identify wetland types such as fens, which are considered difficult to
replace resources, and better identify potential areas for mitigation.

The Draft EIS should also describe how the NRCS intends to “minimize the destruction, loss or
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands”
as described in Executive Order (EQ) 11990, including how impacts to wetlands will be avoided and
minimized to the extent practicable, and how unavoidable impacts to wetlands would be mitigated. In
addition to applying to wetlands that are non-jurisdictional under the CWA, EO 11990 also covers a
broader range of actions than those activities regulated under the Section 404 program. For example,
while the Section 404 program regulates only the discharge of dredged or fill material, EO 11990
covers other actions that can have adverse impacts on wetlands (e.g., draining, diking, etc.).8 The use
of functional replacement-based mitigation is often preferred to an acre-to-acre replacement approach
since it ensures that the specific wetland functions are replaced in an ecosystem. The EPA notes that
wetland functions are tied to wetland type and conversion from one type of wetland to another will
likely result in the loss or degradation of certain wetland functions. Assumptions regarding wetland
quality and function should be field verified using the Utah Rapid Assessment Procedure (URAP) and
the results included in the Draft EIS.° Further, we recommend the Draft EIS describe what post-project
monitoring will be conducted to ensure that the project achieves no net loss of wetlands or their
functions within the project area.

(4) Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

To determine whether a project may have significant effects on the environment, it is important to
examine the direct, indirect (secondary), and cumulative impacts to the aquatic and other resource
characteristics within and downstream of the project area. This may include impacts to water quality
and water quantity; stream channel morphology; riparian function; fish and invertebrate assemblages;
threatened, endangered and/or sensitive species and their habitat; and other resources within the
geographic scope of analysis. Additionally, we recommend that the impact analysis consider the
potential for non-linear responses, where incremental impacts of the proposed project may result in
larger than expected changes in environmental conditions.

The EPA is currently aware of numerous NRCS projects supporting flood control and water efficiency in
Utah. For example, the Logan River is a tributary to the Bear River, which has an ongoing Watershed
Plan and NEPA process for many of the same issues that the Logan River NOI cites. In analyzing
cumulative impacts associated with each alternative, we recommend identifying and site-specifically
characterizing impacts associated with ongoing diversions and/or other water management projects,
including impacts from historical operations affecting aquatic ecosystems such as streams and
associate wetlands and aquatic habitat. If impacts from reasonably foreseeable future water diversion
and water management projects could exacerbate impacts to the same resources or ecosystems
associated with this project, we recommend the NEPA document identify additional stressors from
those relationships and disclose any cumulative impacts to the affected environment.

8 EO 11990, Section 7(b)
% Utah Rapid Assessment Procedure: https://ugspub.nr.utah.gov/publications/open_file_reports/ofr-738/ofr-738-a.pdf
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(5) Great Salt Lake

The Logan River is a tributary to the Bear River, which is one of the three major river systems that feed
the Great Salt Lake (GSL). The GSL is a terminal basin, with evaporation existing as the only natural
outlet for water loss and allowing salts and minerals to concentrate in the lake. Lake elevation is
controlled by the ratio of inflow of water via tributaries to the outflow (evaporation). Water levels in
the GSL reached a historic low of 11 feet below average in 2022,° largely due to water diversion for
agricultural, domestic and industry.! In addition to adverse impacts to industry and recreation,
declining water levels in the GSL have led to impacts to the ecosystem (increased salinity
concentrations) and regional air quality (exposed lakebed dust sources). Increased concentration of
salts associated with diminished water in the GSL has begun to exceed the salinity tolerance of the
brine shrimp and brine flies which form the base of the regional ecosystem. Local policy experts
anticipate near-term collapse of the unique GSL ecosystem without increased water conveyance to the
lake. Additionally, the exposed lakebed of the GSL has been determined to be a source of dust with the
potential to impact air quality and visibility.*? The dust otherwise known as Particulate Matter (PM)
includes PM1o and PM s, which are criteria air pollutants associated with health impacts. The EPA
recommends the cumulative effects analysis evaluate the proposed project within the Logan River
system may affect the quantity of water downstream available in the GSL.

Conservation and Increased Efficiencies

The EPA recommends assessing conservation measures and presenting the results of the assessment in
the Draft EIS. Using conservation as a tool to reduce demand ensures that conservation is incorporated
into all action alternatives so that the eventual selected alternative is the least damaging. Whether as a
demand reducer or component of the alternatives, we recommend the Draft EIS include a meaningful
analysis to quantify the role of conservation in reducing demand/supply needs. Provide documentation
where a project proponent decides that certain conservation measures are not practicable under the
CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. More advanced or aggressive levels of conservation should also be
considered within the alternatives analysis as a component for all action alternatives, even when less
aggressive conservation measures have been used to reduce demand at the project purpose stage.
Furthermore, the EPA recommends that the Draft EIS make a distinction between water efficiency and
water conservation, as water efficiency projects that result in higher production but less return flow
and will put additional strain on the GSL system.

(6) Wildlife Impacts

Multiple species of trout have been observed throughout the Logan River watershed. The EPA
recommends that the alternatives consider operational and design features (e.g., fish ladder, bypass
structures) for the proposed diversion dam improvements to minimize impacts to aquatic species that
occur within the project area.

The project area appears to include Bud Phelps Wildlife Management Area (WMA). The WMA, which
provides habitat for numerous species of nesting and migratory birds, including the white-faced ibis

10 GSL at Saltair Boat Harbor, UT, https://waterdata.usgs.gov/monitoring-
location/10010000/#parameterCode=62614&period=P365D&showMedian=true

11 See Great Salt Lake Policy Assessment https://d360oiwf74r1rap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-Assessment-
Feb2023.pdf

12 See Great Salt Lake Policy Assessment, page 29 https://d36oiwf74r1rap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-
Assessment-Feb2023.pdf
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(Plegadis chihi) a designated Species of Greatest Conservation Need within the State of Utah.'®14 Risks
to the white-faced ibis include to anthropogenic disturbance and loss of habitat, such as wetlands. The
EPA recommends that the NRCS engage Utah wildlife officials as early as possible in the process to
address these issues and ensure compliance with state guidelines. The EPA recommends that the Draft
EIS analyze the potential for impacts to this and other vital wetland habitat within and downstream of
the project area that support species of cultural or ecological importance.

(7) Air Resources

Based on the information provided, the project is in Cache County, Utah. Cache County (in part) is
included in the Logan UT-ID PM; s National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) maintenance area.
We recommend evaluating and disclosing current air quality conditions (background concentrations
and existing air quality related values (AQRV)), identify equipment and activities that generate air
emissions, estimate emissions, and disclose potential air quality impacts resulting from the proposed
construction and, if necessary, detail mitigation steps that will be taken to minimize associated adverse
impacts. Since this project is within a maintenance area, the requirements of General Conformity (40
CFR Part 93, Subpart B) must be met. Pollutants that must be considered in the Applicability Analysis
for PM2s include directly emitted PM2.5, and precursors including NOj, sulfur dioxide (S0z), and VOC,
and ammonia. We are available to provide assistance to NRCS in meeting the requirements of General
Conformity.

(8) Climate Change

The EPA recommends including a summary discussion of ongoing and projected regional climate
change relevant to the Project area in the “affected environment” section of the NEPA document,
based on U.S. Global Change Research Program assessments.!> This would enable the NEPA document
to identify potential impacts that may be exacerbated by climate changes and ways to mitigate these
impacts. Consistent with EO 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad, the EPA
recommends the NEPA document include a discussion of ways the Project may be impacted by climate
change, including projected increases in the fraction of precipitation falling as rain rather than snow,
changes in the timing of streamflow, and increased frequency of extreme weather events resulting in
heavy precipitation and floods. This can then inform opportunities to improve the project’s resilience
to climate change related issues, protect public health, and conserve our lands, waters, and
biodiversity.

The proposed project indicates the construction of a new roller-compacted concrete (RCC) dam to
replace the aging buttress dam. Concrete production is a significant contributor to global GHGs.
Therefore, and in line with direction in EO 14008 to use federal contracting and procurement to reduce
climate pollution in every sector of the economy to and ensure that Federal infrastructure investment
reduces climate pollution, we recommend considering if there may be local sources of construction
materials that could reduce the environmental impact of concrete while spurring local economic
opportunities and private sector investment into sustainable construction materials.® Since cement
production is a major driver of the climate impacts of concrete, an established way to reduce the

13 See https://ebird.org/hotspot/L621440?yr=all&m=

14 See https://wildlife.utah.gov/pdf/WAP/2022-05-sgcn-list.pdf

15 Fifth National Climate Assessment: https://nca2023.globalchange.gov/

16 Concrete Solutions That Lower Both Emissions and Air Pollution: https://www.ucdavis.edu/climate/news/concrete-
solutions-that-lower-both-emissions-and-air-pollution
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carbon footprint of concrete is replacing cement with different types of binders, including reusable
waste materials such as fly ash from coal-fired power plants, granulated slag from steel production,
and post-consumer glass. Other currently available ways to reduce the environmental impact of
cement are to use alternative fuels for kiln heating, clinker replacement, and concrete production using
capture carbon.’ Mixture optimization can be facilitated through performance-based (vs prescriptive)
specifications. We also recommend requesting environmental product declarations in product
specifications to help understand the life cycle-based environmental impacts of different alternatives.

7 June 2021 CEQ Report to Congress (Section 3.4): https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/CEQ-CCUS-
Permitting-Report.pdf
10
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NRCS-2024-0001-0004
| support efforts to improve watershed health and to increase water conservation, water reclamation, and environmental protection. | do

not support projects that facilitate the wasteful use of water such as alfalfa farming. | am worried about the already serious and rapidly
_@_ Tracking Number worsening climate and extinction crises. These overlapping crises pose an existential threat to humanity. NRCS should use every
lus-yd1b-fnf opportunity to seek solutions to these crises as part of project planning and environmental analysis. Alternatives should be developed
that include reducing fossil fuels and increasing biodiversity protection. Water should be managed sustainably and take climate change
into account. The overall public interest should be respected. Demands by corporations and agricultural interests should not prevail.
Please ensure that this proposal is designed to be as environmentally responsible and sustainable as possible. Thank you very much for
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NRCS-2024-0001-0003
| support the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Utah State Office’s plan and efforts to help maintain a healthy watershed

along the Logan River Watershed in Cache County, Utah. To work towards long-term watershed health means implementing
_@_ Tracking Number infrastructural improvement and enforcing environmental sustainability measures, which reflects the main ideas behind the NRCS
u9-6n82-77po second and third preliminary proposed alternatives.
Listed in alternative two is the proposal for water diversion upstream that will both pressurize the water stream and help to reduce water
loss. As well, | am hopeful for the potential support of irrigation during dry periods and mitigation of the risk of floods. In the process of
Comment Details Submitter Info changing Logan City lagoons into a water storage reservoir, | do not sueeor’t the installation of a hzdroeower turbine as it could have
TR detrimental effects on the surrounding ecosystem including fish migration and river ecology, although it may offset energy costs. |
suggest utilizing less invasive renewable energy sources, including solar or wind.
| believe alternative three presents a balanced approach to the issue, including a proposal that creates a system while utilizing existing
Anonymous Anonymous infrastructure while incorporating improvements. This approach goes beyond water management by integrating flood control measures

and a pressurizing irrigation system. As well, the removal of barriers to fish passage will benefit the ecosystem significantly.
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| urge the NCRS to not only prioritize solutions that help with the current problems, but also look at the future impacts of adding
infrastructure in the area. The proposed actions, such as the development of a pressurized irrigation system and the conversion of
existing lagoons to secondary water storage, show promise to help work to restore the Logan River Watershed. As well, | encourage the
NRCS to promote community education and engagement throughout this process, ensuring local residents, indigenous tribes, and other

stakeholders have the opportunity to provide input.
IRl e e 1113153 e |




[EXTERNAL] Save the... % = 4+ Create

Find te

From: Chelsia Evans

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Save the Little Logan River
Date: Tuesday, April 16, 2024 8:08:29 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

2]
I want to Save the Little Logan River at the source in River Hollow Park and the entire
Greenbelt to Majestic Park and the confluence with the Logan River

Chelsia Evans
543 N 400 E, Logan



[EXTERNAL] Re_ We oppose covering and taking aw...pdf

From

Chelsia Evans

Janene Hart

kellimusall23

GAELYN HENDERSON
Naomi Andersen

| Vincent micheal Asaro

Kathy Eccles
Justin Barton

Lou Ann Exum Sakaki

| Dana Worley

Anton Franklin
Esther Calvert

I\z‘iollyr Pettigrew

Jan Theobald
Erma Jones
Paige Lewis
Jenni Weidler

Debby Mackey
Georgie Corkery
Cindy Maughan
Sydney Elwood
Oliver Hashimoto

Kyle Bland

Emilyr Plowman
Elizabeth Bennett

J1Bryan Spykerman
B

Pam Riley
Nathan Hult

Heloisa Epstein Rutigliano

Mark Lunt

Makenzie Crossley

Holly Peterson
Patrick Easterling proprietor

Mary DaSilva

Subject
[EXTER...

[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER..
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTERN
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTERN
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...
[EXTER...

an River
n River!
an river
n River!
an River
an river
an River
an River
an River

an River

fariver

r Alone
n River!
AL]

n River!
n -- EIS
River!!!
an River
an River
ver weir
ion one!
n River!
an River
an River
AL]

an River
RIVER
an River
an River
an River
tershed
an River
e Logan

an River

Date

4/16/24
4/15/24
4/15/24
4/15/24
4/15/24
4/14/24
4/13/24
4/13/24
4/13/24
4/13/24

W

...29AM

..9:26 PM
...43PM
...5!"16 AM
....D8 AM
...09PM
..1:07 PM
..2:129PM
...7:00 AM

4/12/24...:20 AM
4/12/24... 711 AM

4/11/24,

a/1/24,...:
a1/24,...:
a/1/24,...:
a1/24,...:

411124,
411124,
411124,
411124,
411124,
411124,
411124,
411124,
411124,
411124,
4/11/24,

4/11/24,...:
4/11/24,...:
4/11/24,...:
4/11/24,...:
4/11/24,...:
4/11/24,...:

..2:41PM
25PM
49PM
58 PM
42 PM
..7"15PM
...37PM
....B9PM
...0:113PM
...37PM
....09 AM
....04 AM
.7 10 AM
..3:156 AM
..3:12AM
...5"156 AM
20AM
37 AM
55 AM
46 AM
29 AM
45 AM

Attachments

Size

148.43 KB
214.49 KB
148.86 KB
155.47 KB
128.23 KB
149.31 KB
143.08 KB
147.97 KB
120.41 KB
150.81 KB
142.19 KB
148.35 KB
179.42 KB
126.29 KB
149.72 KB
145.64 KB
147.45 KB
142.23 KB
193.64 KB
153.02 KB
125.50 KB
154.27 KB
148.22 KB
146.95 KB
108.71 KB
148.99 KB
149.48 KB
124.19 KB
209.91 KB
148.21 KB
127.14 KB
119.14 KB
149.49 KB
147.90 KB



C M °5 regulations.gov/comment/NRCS-2024-0001-0002 W ® T} %%  Relaunch to update :

o" m Elcal [J Docs [ NBLRILLR [ OPA [mps [Jcvuu [Jdm [ Pto [ wth [ gglicld [ Widfir [3J YHSPT [ radtv » [ All Bookmarks

An official website of the United States Government. =

Regulations.gov SUPPORT |
Your Voice in Federal Decision Making

< Back to Document Comments

E PUBLIC SUBMISSION < Share ~

Comment on FR Doc # 2024-05091

Posted by the Natural Resources Conservation Service on Mar 11, 2024

Docket / Document (NRCS-2024-0001-0001) / Comment

0 Comment ID Comment

NRCS-2024-0001-0002
| recommend the only action to be considered is contracting, retreating, rewilding, and using No Growth Tools. We need to keep Utah's

farmers and ranchers in business it is the developers and realtors we need to shut down.
.@. Tracking Number
ltn-q1bs-7fg8

Comment Details Submitter Info

Document Subtype @

Comment(s)

Received Date @
Mar 10, 2024

Give Feedback

Page Count @
’




The Logan River Task Force:
Making the Logan River a showcase of ecologically viable,
socially beneficial river restoration.

Tuesday, April 9, 2024

Derek Hamilton, Water Resources Coordinator
USDA — NRCS

Utah State Office

125 S State Street # 4010

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138

RE: ID NRCS-2024-001

Dear Mr. Hamilton,

| am submitting comments on behalf of the Logan River Task Force (LRTF) pertaining to docket ID NRCS-
2024-0001 Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Logan River
Watershed Project. We appreciate the response of your agency and the Watershed Planning team to
the Task Force’s earlier comments on the Environmental Assessment. We particularly appreciate the
inclusion of a diversion point near the western (downstream) end of the river in the action alternatives
as well as use of the LRTF’s Logan River Conservation Action Plan (CAP) in assessing benefits and impacts
of the project. The Task Force has significant expertise on the Logan River, and we trust that you will
continue to take advantage of the information and resources we can provide in relation to this project.

Our primary recommendation is to leave as much flow in as much of the river as possible. Water flow
in the river impacts nearly all environmental (e.g., fish, wildlife, riparian habitat) and recreational (e.g.,
blue trail, fishing success) aspects of the Logan River as outlined in the CAP and the Logan River Blue
Trail Master Plan. The CAP identifies Good Summer Base (i.e., irrigation season) Flows as 31-60 cfs and
Very Good Base Flows as > 60 cfs. We recommend that Good to Very Good Base Flows be maintained in
all reaches of the river in all but the lowest water years. That said, we do not recommend that 31 cfs be
treated as a target flow under all conditions but rather as a minimum flow in low water years. In
moderate to high water years, we recommend flows in the middle to high range of Good Summer Base
Flows (45-60 cfs) and into the Very Good Summer Base Flow range when possible. We believe these
goals are achievable under either action alternative.

We suggest that as part of the EIS process, flows in each reach of the river be modelled for low,
moderate and high water years under the three alternatives of the Watershed Plan. This will be an
important component of determining which alternative will provide the greatest benefit and least
detriment to the river as highlighted by the Indicators in the Logan River CAP.

The action alternatives would “secure and manage instream flows while recognizing existing water
rights by maintaining an agreed upon amount of flow in the Logan River to the downstream diversion
point”. We recommend that the process of determining the “amount of flow” be clearly spelled out in
the EIS. We also recommend that the Logan River Task Force be one of the stakeholders involved in that
determination.



Once again, we would also be happy to work with you on all aspects of planning and design related to
the Logan River. The Logan River Task Force represents an impressive level of expertise in nearly all
aspects of Logan River ecology, hydrology, and recreation and was formed specifically to provide advice
on balanced river management to agencies and governments.

Thank you for considering these comments and please let me know if you have any questions.

Yours truly,

Frank P, Howe

Frank P. Howe, Ph.D.
Chair Logan River Task Force
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April 10, 2024

Ref: 8EJC-NE

Emily Fife, State Conservationist

Attn: Derek Hamilton, Water Resources Coordinator
Natural Resources Conservation Service

Utah State Office

125 S. State Street #4010

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138

Dear Emily Fife:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Department of Agricultural Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Watershed Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Logan River Watershed project in Cache County, Utah.
In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA).

The Watershed Plan and Draft EIS will explore alternatives to reduce water loss, increase efficiency
in the current agricultural delivers system, provide flood control and protection and enhance
recreational facilities in the cities of Logan, North Logan and Hyde Park in Cache County, Utah. The
existing agricultural system has deficiencies leading to hazardous conditions during high flow events.

This project is intended to provide positive benefits to agricultural efficiency and the proposed
alternative includes the replacement of a hazardous dam with more natural features like steps and
pools but there may be unintended adverse impacts to environmental resources. The EPA
recommends the scope of analysis assess the potential for such impacts and evaluate options to
avoid or reduce those impacts. Our comments are focused on the following topics: purpose and
need; range of alternatives; surface and groundwater resources; direct, indirect and cumulative
effects; the Great Salt Lake; wildlife impacts; air resources; and climate change.


Susanne Janecke


We offer the attached comments on the scope of analysis that focus on characterizing existing
conditions and analyzing impacts to environmental quality and resources due to the proposed
project and alternatives. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments at this early stage of
the NEPA process. These comments are intended to facilitate the decision-making process and we
thank you for considering our input. If we may provide further explanation of our comments, please
contact Amanda Jensen of the EPA Region 8 NEPA Division staff at (303) 312-6981 or
jensen.amanda@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Julie Ann Smith, Ph.D.

Acting Manager, NEPA Branch

Environmental Justice, Community Health, and
Environmental Review Division

Enclosure
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April 10, 2024

Ref: 8EJC-NE

Emily Fife, State Conservationist

Attn: Derek Hamilton, Water Resources Coordinator
Natural Resources Conservation Service

Utah State Office

125 S. State Street #4010

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138

Dear Emily Fife:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Department of Agricultural Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Watershed Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Logan River Watershed project in Cache County, Utah.
In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA).

The Watershed Plan and Draft EIS will explore alternatives to reduce water loss, increase efficiency
in the current agricultural delivers system, provide flood control and protection and enhance
recreational facilities in the cities of Logan, North Logan and Hyde Park in Cache County, Utah. The
existing agricultural system has deficiencies leading to hazardous conditions during high flow events.

This project is intended to provide positive benefits to agricultural efficiency and the proposed
alternative includes the replacement of a hazardous dam with more natural features like steps and
pools but there may be unintended adverse impacts to environmental resources. The EPA
recommends the scope of analysis assess the potential for such impacts and evaluate options to
avoid or reduce those impacts. Our comments are focused on the following topics: purpose and
need; range of alternatives; surface and groundwater resources; direct, indirect and cumulative
effects; the Great Salt Lake; wildlife impacts; air resources; and climate change.



We offer the attached comments on the scope of analysis that focus on characterizing existing
conditions and analyzing impacts to environmental quality and resources due to the proposed
project and alternatives. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments at this early stage of
the NEPA process. These comments are intended to facilitate the decision-making process and we
thank you for considering our input. If we may provide further explanation of our comments, please
contact Amanda Jensen of the EPA Region 8 NEPA Division staff at (303) 312-6981 or
jensen.amanda@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Julie Ann Smith, Ph.D.

Acting Manager, NEPA Branch

Environmental Justice, Community Health, and
Environmental Review Division

Enclosure



Enclosure — EPA Detailed Scoping Comments on the NRCS Logan River Watershed Plan EIS

(1) Purpose and Need

The purpose and need statement is one of the most important elements of the project proposal
because it determines the range of alternatives to be analyzed. Therefore, it is important to consider
purpose and need in the earliest stages of project development to comply with both the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Water Act (CWA) and provide an efficient planning
process. The NEPA process ensures that federal agencies evaluate environmental impacts prior to
undertaking any major federal action, and projects involving the discharge of dredged or fill material
into waters of the U.S. require a CWA Section 404 permit. The EPA encourages the NRCS to develop a
purpose and need statement that is broad enough to encompass an appropriate range of both
“reasonable” (per NEPA) and “practicable” (per CWA Section 404) alternatives, including the proposed
action and other available water supply (if additional water supply is a component of the proposed
project) and management options.

NEPA Requirements for Purpose and Need

The NEPA documentation for the proposed project should clearly identify the purpose and need that is
the basis for the range of alternatives. The need for the proposed action is typically the underlying
problem to be solved, and the purpose of the proposed action is typically the objective, or set of
objectives, to be met to address the need. We recommend that the purpose and need statement be a
clear, objective statement of the rationale for the proposed project, as it provides the framework for
identifying project alternatives. This section of the NEPA document should specifically describe the
structural vulnerabilities that currently exist within the system and focus on the desired outcomes of
the proposed activities rather than prescribing any predetermined resolution. We further recommend
supporting the need statement with descriptions of infrastructure deterioration and failure and
resulting impacts to water users. Note that the exercise of property rights, including water rights,
should not be included in the purpose and need statement. Rather, the exercise of water rights
represents one or more alternative ways to meet the underlying need.

Need and Purpose Requirements for Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404

As under NEPA, need and purpose frames the alternatives analysis for compliance with the
requirements of Section 404 of the CWA and 40 C.F.R. Part 230. The project’s purpose should be
framed in relation to addressing a need, with the need being the underlying problem or opportunity
that the applicant is proposing to meet with the project. An appropriate purpose and need statement
allows for analysis of a range of water management options with the goal of identifying the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) consistent with the CWA Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230). Therefore, the basic project purpose should not be defined in a manner
that unduly restricts or precludes other alternatives, nor should it be so broad that a reasonable
analysis of alternatives cannot be accomplished (40 C.F.R. § 230.10). We recommend working
collaboratively with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in the development of a purpose and
need statement that will serve its purposes under CWA Section 404. When evaluating a permit
application, the CWA regulations require the Corps to develop its own project purpose statement that
considers the applicant’s as well as the public’s perspective. If the Corps cannot concur with the



statement the applicant (NRCS) has submitted, the Corps is required to modify it.! The use of a project
purpose to determine the scope of studies that does not meet the Corps’ requirements has the
potential to result in the need to prepare additional NEPA documentation to meet the requirements of
CWA Section 404 and 40 C.F.R. Part 230.

(2) Range of Alternatives

We recommend that the NEPA document include a range of alternatives with the goal of avoiding and
minimizing impacts to waters of the U.S. while meeting the purpose and need for the action. We
recommend that the NEPA document summarize the regulatory requirements and processes utilized to
develop the reasonable and practicable alternatives for purposes of NEPA and CWA Section 404.
Pursuant to NEPA and its implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, a reasonable range of
alternatives needs to be considered. “Reasonable” under NEPA is based on consideration of the project
purpose as well as technology, economics, and common sense, rather than what is simply desirable
from the standpoint of the applicant.? For purposes of CWA Section 404, it is important that the NEPA
document include a range of alternatives with the goal of avoiding and minimizing impacts to waters of
the U.S. while meeting the purpose of and need for the action. Under CWA Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines, the Corps can only issue a CWA Section 404 permit for the discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the U.S. if it can be demonstrated that the proposed project is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) with regard to aquatic resource impacts,
provided that the LEDPA does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. For an
alternative to be practicable, it must only be reasonably available or obtainable and may include
options beyond the authority of the Corps and the lead agency. It is also important to note that under
the Guidelines, cost is not primarily considered according to what the applicant can afford (its financial
standing) or based on whether the cost of one alternative is more or less than other alternatives.
Rather, practicability in terms of cost is based on whether the cost of an alternative is within the range
of costs for similar projects or industry norms.? We also recommend documenting the rationale for
retaining or eliminating each alternative. The rationale should be consistent with the requirements of
the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230) including “practicable alternatives” as
defined in 40 C.F.R. § 230.10 (b) and described in additional detail in the preamble to the Guidelines at
45 Fed. Reg. 85336 (Dec. 24, 1980).

The EPA recommends consideration of alternatives that improve or enhance water quality (e.g., steps
and pools, instream flows) while minimizing disturbance of the natural stream channel. Natural
system-based approaches for consideration in alternative development are further supported by the
Executive Orders (EOs) 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process
for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, which was published on January 30, 3015, and
amended EO 11988, Floodplain Management. Section 2(a)(2) of the amended EO states “Where

1 See ACOE “Preparing An Alternatives Analysis Under Section 404 of the CWA”, pg 2-3,
https://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Portals/47/docs/regulatory/Handouts/Preparing_An_Alternatives_%20Analysis.FINAL.pdf
2 See Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (40 Fed. Reg. 18026
[1981]).

3 See section 3.b. of the following EPA/Corp memo on the Appropriate Level of Analysis Required for Evaluating Compliance
with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Alternatives Requirements:
https://www.epa.gov/cwa-404/memorandum-appropriate-level-analysis-required-evaluating-compliance-cwa-section-
404b1
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possible, an agency shall use natural systems, ecosystem processes and nature-based approaches
when developing alternatives for consideration.”

We recommend exploring a suite of structural and non-structural options to meet the underlying
project purpose and need when considering a range of alternatives. A combination of non-structural
(e.g., conservation and irrigation efficiencies) and structural components (e.g., canal lining) could serve
to meet the underlying need for the project, and together may reflect a practicable alternative that is
potentially less damaging than a single larger structural option. If non-structural options may
individually contribute less towards meeting the project purpose than structural options, we
recommend designing screening criteria so that these non-structural components are not eliminated
solely on the basis of their potentially smaller individual contributions to meeting the project purpose
and need.

The dramatic geography of the watershed and project area combined with development in the City of
Logan and downstream communities constrains the range of alternatives to those with adverse
impacts and associate biological resources. To mitigate some of these effects, we recommend
exploring alternatives that would allow for more energy dissipation, exchange between surface water
and groundwater and maintenance of some riparian habitat within and around the Logan River and
within the City of Logan. Such alternatives could include use of multi-stage channel design, riprap,
gabions and pervious concrete.*

In addition to the unique geography of the project area, consecutive dry years and warmer
temperatures in Utah have interacted to reduce runoff efficiency and streamflow more than expected
based on precipitation alone.” Allowing for the spread of stormwater and slowing the flow reduces
erosion and flooding dangers and allows for the stormwater to recharge underground aquifers. The
EPA recommends the alternatives focus on slowing down water flow and increasing green
infrastructure methods of water management, such as detention basins or porous pavements, can be
sustainable and cost effective while creating ecosystems to treat polluted stormwater prior to it
entering aquifers, streams or other waterways.® We recommend the Draft EIS discuss urban water
management and evaluate the practicability of an alternative that would include placing detention
basins in various areas throughout the City of Logan. Impervious surfaces in Logan may be a substantial
source of flow during large storm events and detention areas in the City of Logan would not prevent
the natural flow of sediment through the watershed like a detention basin in the Logan River
headwaters would. Furthermore, the EPA strongly supports the use of steps and pools, as mentioned
in Alternative 2, to replace failing and hazardous diversion dam infrastructure.

(3) Surface and Groundwater Resources

Aging canals may have significant seepage, and over time, may support wetland features and/or
riparian vegetation. Modifications such as canal reshaping, stabilization or lining may affect the
amount and quality of ground or alluvial water available to support such features, impacting the
surrounding landscape along the length of the canal. To fully characterize the potential impacts to
water resources that may result from this project, the EPA recommends that the NRCS describe

4 Federal Highway Administration Techbrief, Pervious Concrete:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/concrete/pubs/hif13006/hif13006.pdf

5 GSL Policy Assessment, page 8, https://d36oiwf74rlrap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-Assessment-Feb2023.pdf
5 https://www.epa.gov/green-infrastructure/green-infrastructure-semi-arid-west
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existing surface water and groundwater resources within and surrounding the project area in the Draft
EIS. This information will inform the impacts analysis and should be used to design any necessary
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation efforts needed to avoid adverse impacts to water resources.
This information should include:

o Surface water resource mapping and a description of their uses both in and downstream
of the project area. Surface water resources include any streams, wetlands, springs,
source water protection areas, and surface water intakes;

o Groundwater resources mapping and a description of their uses in the project area,
including:

=  Water supply wells and source water protection areas;

= Major aquifers in the project area;

= The location and extent of the groundwater recharge areas; and

= The location and extent of shallow and sensitive aquifers that may be susceptible
to contamination from surface activities;

o Data on the condition and quality of relevant surface and ground water resources and,
where appropriate, possible reasons why these resources have been previously
impacted; and

o Water quality impairments per State CWA Section 303(d) lists, and draft or established
TMDLs along the project corridor.

Some of the proposed improvements, such as canal lining, can lead to decreased seepage (influencing
recharge rates and alluvial water to wetlands) and increased conveyance and velocity of water.
Increases in volume and velocity can lead to an increase in downstream flooding and also be associated
with scour and erosion, increased turbidity, and sediment deposition, causing adverse effects to bed
and bank stability and aquatic communities in the channel and receiving waters. Concrete-lined
channels may also change water chemistry by limiting interactions between surface water and
groundwater and through weathering of concrete. The EPA recommends analyzing the potential for
these types of impacts in receiving waters and discussing alternatives and mitigation measures (i.e.,
multi-stage channel design, meanders or infiltration areas) to minimize them.

Surface disturbance during construction of canal modifications and improvements can also be a source
of sediment and other pollutants such as salts and metals to surface waters and shallow aquifers,
especially for a project like the current one where construction will take place within the existing
channel. We recommended analyzing the potential impacts to water quality associated with surface
disturbance in the Logan River and discussing mitigation measures for reducing these effects,
especially in the event of storms during construction.

Wetlands

A review of NEPAssist indicates the presence of wetlands within and downstream of the project area.’
The protection of wetlands and riparian areas is a high priority because these resources increase
landscape and species diversity, support many species of wildlife, and are critical to the protection of
water quality and designated beneficial water uses. When characterizing existing or baseline
conditions, the inclusion of functional or conditional assessments of wetlands and wetland delineations

7 EPA NEPAssist https://nepassisttool.epa.gov/nepassist/nepamap.aspx
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can assist in more reliably evaluating potential impacts to these resources from the proposed action.
These assessments will help identify wetland types such as fens, which are considered difficult to
replace resources, and better identify potential areas for mitigation.

The Draft EIS should also describe how the NRCS intends to “minimize the destruction, loss or
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands”
as described in Executive Order (EQ) 11990, including how impacts to wetlands will be avoided and
minimized to the extent practicable, and how unavoidable impacts to wetlands would be mitigated. In
addition to applying to wetlands that are non-jurisdictional under the CWA, EO 11990 also covers a
broader range of actions than those activities regulated under the Section 404 program. For example,
while the Section 404 program regulates only the discharge of dredged or fill material, EO 11990
covers other actions that can have adverse impacts on wetlands (e.g., draining, diking, etc.).8 The use
of functional replacement-based mitigation is often preferred to an acre-to-acre replacement approach
since it ensures that the specific wetland functions are replaced in an ecosystem. The EPA notes that
wetland functions are tied to wetland type and conversion from one type of wetland to another will
likely result in the loss or degradation of certain wetland functions. Assumptions regarding wetland
quality and function should be field verified using the Utah Rapid Assessment Procedure (URAP) and
the results included in the Draft EIS.° Further, we recommend the Draft EIS describe what post-project
monitoring will be conducted to ensure that the project achieves no net loss of wetlands or their
functions within the project area.

(4) Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

To determine whether a project may have significant effects on the environment, it is important to
examine the direct, indirect (secondary), and cumulative impacts to the aquatic and other resource
characteristics within and downstream of the project area. This may include impacts to water quality
and water quantity; stream channel morphology; riparian function; fish and invertebrate assemblages;
threatened, endangered and/or sensitive species and their habitat; and other resources within the
geographic scope of analysis. Additionally, we recommend that the impact analysis consider the
potential for non-linear responses, where incremental impacts of the proposed project may result in
larger than expected changes in environmental conditions.

The EPA is currently aware of numerous NRCS projects supporting flood control and water efficiency in
Utah. For example, the Logan River is a tributary to the Bear River, which has an ongoing Watershed
Plan and NEPA process for many of the same issues that the Logan River NOI cites. In analyzing
cumulative impacts associated with each alternative, we recommend identifying and site-specifically
characterizing impacts associated with ongoing diversions and/or other water management projects,
including impacts from historical operations affecting aquatic ecosystems such as streams and
associate wetlands and aquatic habitat. If impacts from reasonably foreseeable future water diversion
and water management projects could exacerbate impacts to the same resources or ecosystems
associated with this project, we recommend the NEPA document identify additional stressors from
those relationships and disclose any cumulative impacts to the affected environment.

8 EO 11990, Section 7(b)
% Utah Rapid Assessment Procedure: https://ugspub.nr.utah.gov/publications/open_file_reports/ofr-738/ofr-738-a.pdf
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(5) Great Salt Lake

The Logan River is a tributary to the Bear River, which is one of the three major river systems that feed
the Great Salt Lake (GSL). The GSL is a terminal basin, with evaporation existing as the only natural
outlet for water loss and allowing salts and minerals to concentrate in the lake. Lake elevation is
controlled by the ratio of inflow of water via tributaries to the outflow (evaporation). Water levels in
the GSL reached a historic low of 11 feet below average in 2022,° largely due to water diversion for
agricultural, domestic and industry.! In addition to adverse impacts to industry and recreation,
declining water levels in the GSL have led to impacts to the ecosystem (increased salinity
concentrations) and regional air quality (exposed lakebed dust sources). Increased concentration of
salts associated with diminished water in the GSL has begun to exceed the salinity tolerance of the
brine shrimp and brine flies which form the base of the regional ecosystem. Local policy experts
anticipate near-term collapse of the unique GSL ecosystem without increased water conveyance to the
lake. Additionally, the exposed lakebed of the GSL has been determined to be a source of dust with the
potential to impact air quality and visibility.*? The dust otherwise known as Particulate Matter (PM)
includes PM1o and PM s, which are criteria air pollutants associated with health impacts. The EPA
recommends the cumulative effects analysis evaluate the proposed project within the Logan River
system may affect the quantity of water downstream available in the GSL.

Conservation and Increased Efficiencies

The EPA recommends assessing conservation measures and presenting the results of the assessment in
the Draft EIS. Using conservation as a tool to reduce demand ensures that conservation is incorporated
into all action alternatives so that the eventual selected alternative is the least damaging. Whether as a
demand reducer or component of the alternatives, we recommend the Draft EIS include a meaningful
analysis to quantify the role of conservation in reducing demand/supply needs. Provide documentation
where a project proponent decides that certain conservation measures are not practicable under the
CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. More advanced or aggressive levels of conservation should also be
considered within the alternatives analysis as a component for all action alternatives, even when less
aggressive conservation measures have been used to reduce demand at the project purpose stage.
Furthermore, the EPA recommends that the Draft EIS make a distinction between water efficiency and
water conservation, as water efficiency projects that result in higher production but less return flow
and will put additional strain on the GSL system.

(6) Wildlife Impacts

Multiple species of trout have been observed throughout the Logan River watershed. The EPA
recommends that the alternatives consider operational and design features (e.g., fish ladder, bypass
structures) for the proposed diversion dam improvements to minimize impacts to aquatic species that
occur within the project area.

The project area appears to include Bud Phelps Wildlife Management Area (WMA). The WMA, which
provides habitat for numerous species of nesting and migratory birds, including the white-faced ibis

10 GSL at Saltair Boat Harbor, UT, https://waterdata.usgs.gov/monitoring-
location/10010000/#parameterCode=62614&period=P365D&showMedian=true

11 See Great Salt Lake Policy Assessment https://d360iwf74r1rap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-Assessment-
Feb2023.pdf

12 See Great Salt Lake Policy Assessment, page 29 https://d360oiwf74r1rap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-
Assessment-Feb2023.pdf
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(Plegadis chihi) a designated Species of Greatest Conservation Need within the State of Utah.'14 Risks
to the white-faced ibis include to anthropogenic disturbance and loss of habitat, such as wetlands. The
EPA recommends that the NRCS engage Utah wildlife officials as early as possible in the process to
address these issues and ensure compliance with state guidelines. The EPA recommends that the Draft
EIS analyze the potential for impacts to this and other vital wetland habitat within and downstream of
the project area that support species of cultural or ecological importance.

(7) Air Resources

Based on the information provided, the project is in Cache County, Utah. Cache County (in part) is
included in the Logan UT-ID PM; s National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) maintenance area.
We recommend evaluating and disclosing current air quality conditions (background concentrations
and existing air quality related values (AQRV)), identify equipment and activities that generate air
emissions, estimate emissions, and disclose potential air quality impacts resulting from the proposed
construction and, if necessary, detail mitigation steps that will be taken to minimize associated adverse
impacts. Since this project is within a maintenance area, the requirements of General Conformity (40
CFR Part 93, Subpart B) must be met. Pollutants that must be considered in the Applicability Analysis
for PM2s include directly emitted PM2.5, and precursors including NOj, sulfur dioxide (S0Oz), and VOC,
and ammonia. We are available to provide assistance to NRCS in meeting the requirements of General
Conformity.

(8) Climate Change

The EPA recommends including a summary discussion of ongoing and projected regional climate
change relevant to the Project area in the “affected environment” section of the NEPA document,
based on U.S. Global Change Research Program assessments.!> This would enable the NEPA document
to identify potential impacts that may be exacerbated by climate changes and ways to mitigate these
impacts. Consistent with EO 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad, the EPA
recommends the NEPA document include a discussion of ways the Project may be impacted by climate
change, including projected increases in the fraction of precipitation falling as rain rather than snow,
changes in the timing of streamflow, and increased frequency of extreme weather events resulting in
heavy precipitation and floods. This can then inform opportunities to improve the project’s resilience
to climate change related issues, protect public health, and conserve our lands, waters, and
biodiversity.

The proposed project indicates the construction of a new roller-compacted concrete (RCC) dam to
replace the aging buttress dam. Concrete production is a significant contributor to global GHGs.
Therefore, and in line with direction in EO 14008 to use federal contracting and procurement to reduce
climate pollution in every sector of the economy to and ensure that Federal infrastructure investment
reduces climate pollution, we recommend considering if there may be local sources of construction
materials that could reduce the environmental impact of concrete while spurring local economic
opportunities and private sector investment into sustainable construction materials.® Since cement
production is a major driver of the climate impacts of concrete, an established way to reduce the

13 See https://ebird.org/hotspot/L621440?yr=all&m=

14 See https://wildlife.utah.gov/pdf/WAP/2022-05-sgcn-list.pdf

15 Fifth National Climate Assessment: https://nca2023.globalchange.gov/

16 Concrete Solutions That Lower Both Emissions and Air Pollution: https://www.ucdavis.edu/climate/news/concrete-
solutions-that-lower-both-emissions-and-air-pollution
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carbon footprint of concrete is replacing cement with different types of binders, including reusable
waste materials such as fly ash from coal-fired power plants, granulated slag from steel production,
and post-consumer glass. Other currently available ways to reduce the environmental impact of
cement are to use alternative fuels for kiln heating, clinker replacement, and concrete production using
capture carbon.’ Mixture optimization can be facilitated through performance-based (vs prescriptive)
specifications. We also recommend requesting environmental product declarations in product
specifications to help understand the life cycle-based environmental impacts of different alternatives.

7 June 2021 CEQ Report to Congress (Section 3.4): https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/CEQ-CCUS-
Permitting-Report.pdf
10



From: Anton Franklin

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Capping off a river
Date: Friday, April 12, 2024 11:14:20 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

H
==
Just saw the article, please don't cap off the river, what gives you the right?

Sincerely,

Lifelong logan resident


mailto:brewdigs@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/QmndCVOVXZsxzK3jIGVTwt?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Paige Lewis

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River

Cc: derek.hamilton@usda.gov

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Logan River Watershed Plan -- EIS
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 6:00:58 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

H

Greetings,

I'm writing to ask that as you decide your path forward on the Logan River Water Project you
make every effort to sustain the Little Logan River as an open, flowing water feature and seek
opportunities to take a nature-based solutions approach to the flood control / water
management aspects of your project. As|'m sure you're aware, water managers are
increasingly looking to use green infrastructure solutions where natural features or processes
are adapted to provide desired functions such as water storage and retention instead of
relying solely on gray infrastructure solutions. Nature-based solutions are often lower cost
and offer multiple benefits when compared to traditional hard infrastructure options.

| grew up in Logan and enjoyed so many positive experiences with the Logan River, whether it
be the more wild version of the River in Logan Canyon or the more tame version that weaves
through various parts of the City. Having access to these kinds of natural features in
increasingly urbanizing environments is so important to quality of life and climate adaptation
capacity for people living in cities and the residents of Logan are no exception. Having a more
natural setting and streamflow through the city will also contribute to habitat and connectivity
for wildlife that are also trying to thrive in the midst of urbanization and climate change.

| understand you are working to balance of number of priorities here, but | hope you will
strongly consider the long-term benefits for the resilience of people and nature that could be
achieved by retaining as many open, natural elements of the Little Logan River as possible in
this project.

Thank you for your consideration,
Paige Lewis


mailto:paigethree@hotmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
mailto:derek.hamilton@usda.gov
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/f0DvCo2gGJUr63MxUzEyHt?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/dYkoCn59EJC7rNzMI9rcKM?domain=fema.gov

From: Jenni Weidler

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Do NOT close off the little Logan River!!!
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 5:54:42 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

7]
I'am a native Loganite and I strongly oppose closing off the little Logan River.

I grew up here and started a family of my own here in Logan. I'm constantly taking my
children to all of the parks that are considering being closed off.

I love living in Logan city because of the parks that we have and the green spaces. We want to
have these things as we encourage more families to stay and live in Logan city rather than all
of the other communities. We need these advantages to keep Logan vital and not just another
concrete jungle.

Please reconsider,
Jenni Weidler


mailto:jenni.weidler@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/tIC0ClY9B6h26Ny2iG7o0X?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Molly Pettigrew

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Please SAVE the little Logan River!
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 9:42:41 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Molly Pettigrew <mollyjean.pettigrew(@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, April 10, 2024

Subject: Please SAVE the little Logan River!

To: loganriver@utwatershed.org

I am emailing you to voice my disapproval of this project that will vastly alter the green
spaces of Logan city! I know there is a way to both conserve water AND the green spaces that
make Logan so special. Find a different way! Form a different plan! Please save the Little
Logan River!!

Molly Pettigrew


mailto:mollyjean.pettigrew@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/8jfRCM8VLBSqv48DUwZk1P?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com
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From: Esther Calvert

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Leave Little Logan River Alone
Date: Friday, April 12, 2024 12:07:11 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

7]
To Whom it May Concern,

You seriously need to stop pushing the citizens of Logan. Leave the river alone. This is our
natural resource that all the citizens of Logan can share and enjoy. You need to quit thinking
and acting as if you own our water. Last time I checked the government is run for the people,
by the people and of the people not government issuing dictates. You are public servants, not
rulers, not monarchs, public servants whose salaries come out of our taxes. Leave our water
alone and stop pushing Logan residents.

Esther Calvert


mailto:erc79@nau.edu
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/yQZsCQW8PLCkJjV0ixzQ_T?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Kathy Eccles

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Saturday, April 13, 2024 8:43:09 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.
Please leave the Little Logan River as is and do not divert the water and kill the existing ecosystem.

Kathy Eccles
Logan, UT


mailto:keccles56@yahoo.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/8QqyCOY0N9hpE839TECTgA?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Lou Ann Exum Sakaki

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Saturday, April 13, 2024 5:42:29 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Please save the Little Logan River. It provides an extra channel for
snowmelt, adds character to the town, and it's such a delight to see
ducks using it!

Lou Ann Sakaki, the Island, Logan


mailto:louann@sti.net
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com

From: Dana Worley

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Saturday, April 13, 2024 8:47:00 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

7]

Dear Team,

I am writing to implore you to implement actions, or take no action, to preserve the Little
Logan River. This is an important waterway for preservation of our natural ecosystem which
support wildlife and plants, and adds tremendous value to this valley in which we live.

As a community we must be mindful of preserving our precious natural resources as we
implement plans for growth and agriculture. Damming/diverting our natural waterways is not
a solution.

Kind regards, Dana Worley
Dana Worley, Artist

Fused Glass Designs
(dba Jester's Baubles)

Web site: https://www.utahglassartist.com/
Blog: http://jestersbaubles.blogspot.com/


mailto:wordana@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
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From: Debby Mackey

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 3:47:15 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

| strongly oppose the enclosure of the river - it is a travesty! It is such a historical part of Logan
- | have waded in those portions of the river for over 60 years. What happened to the ":we
want to preserve Green space in Cache county? That river is vital to that preservation.

Please do not pipe that river. The idea is abhorrent!


mailto:debbyjacobsen1972@hotmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/fPx9Co2gGJUr63LYU1dXKB?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Kyle Bland
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 10:58:09 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Good day,

I am emailing regarding Little Logan River. [ am a Cache Valley Native and have lived in
Logan for many years. I recently heard news that Little Logan River may be ending. I was
quite devastated by that possibility. Little Logan River is a centerpiece to our beautiful city. It
is part of many parks and beautifies our city where it travels. Please do not take our little river

away.

Kyle B. Bland, Logan Resident


mailto:kylebbland@gmail.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/LLWrCkR0AMUOoD4kt2vp7M?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Emily Plowman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 10:58:04 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

(7]

To whom it concerns regarding the preservation of Little Logan River

Little Logan river runs right through my backyard. Everyday I go out to listen to it as it runs
by, the peace of hearing and seeing this has seen me through a lot. Through days full of joy
and through great loss. The point I'm making is that this river for myself and others is
something that makes life better, something to love, something to bring us peace, and
something to hold on to and give us hope. This river interacts with the community it serves
and its absence would truly be a loss. We could deduce the purpose of this river down to a
number of things- but the purpose of providing joy and connection in life and community is
worth more than anything else and I do hope you will consider this. Thank you for your time
and consideration.

Emily Plowman


mailto:emplow99@gmail.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/wtFNCBBYwEH7zxABfzaINT?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Nathan Hult

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 9:25:15 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

To Whom It May Concern:

We lived on the Island for the years that our kids were growing up. The river was a wonderful addition to their
lives as well as ours. It was in our immediate backyard and provided many hours of activity in the water. The same
can be said for Merlin Olsen Park. We still go to that park with friends, many of them with children. That river is
always a centerpiece of activity and joy for them. Please spare the river.

Nathan Hult


mailto:nathanhult@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
Susanne Janecke
Highlight


From: Mark Lunt

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 7:55:37 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

H
==
I am adding my voice to the other concerned citizens asking for you to find ways to save the

little Logan River.
I believe prioritizing water flow in the logan river above Crocket Ave needs to be a top

priority.

Mark Lunt
435-770-5156


mailto:lunt.mark@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/dVQOCZ692Xt5X1ZZsz9eMc?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Holly Peterson

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 6:56:46 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Save this historic river!!! Preserve this gem.
Sent from my iPhone


mailto:hbpete76@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com

From: Mary DaSilva

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 12:17:45 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Dear Sirs, as a longtime resident of Logan, I am dismayed at the proposed plan to bottle up the
Little Logan River. The river gives much pleasure to the residents of the city that cannot be
measured in economics. The wildlife, birds and riparian terrain add to the quality of life and
decision to live in Logan. If we wanted to live in a concrete encased street without nature, we
could live in any large city. I implore you to preserve the river. Let the osprey, mallards, fish

and deer flourish as they have for generations. Find another way. Please.

Mary DaSilva
358 Lauralin Dr


mailto:dasilvabox@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/L49OC9rEkXSkrJxwCoEJvw?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com
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From: Naomi Andersen

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan River
Date: Monday, April 15, 2024 11:45:16 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Hello,

Please do not disrupt the Little Logan River, it is vital for our community. I personally along with my children, walk
by or play near or in the Little Logan River several times a week. It is not only beautiful but also provides cooling
through the city, and provides a lot of habitat for trees and birds. It runs through sooo many parks that we visit often,
not to mention the beloved fair grounds. We can’t have our fair grounds and our Willow park without our Little

Logan River.

Best,

Naomi Andersen


mailto:koyleomi4017@hotmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com

From: Vincent micheal Asaro

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan river
Date: Sunday, April 14, 2024 4:44:58 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

2]

I have been here for fourteen years now. from las vegas.born and raised. I am sixty plus now.
So I know the advantages of having a lushes green natural waterway with a natural flowing
river. When I first came up here to Logan. My wife at the time showed me the river. And it
really is a beautiful place to relax. And walk or float down together. It's a terrific family spot
and it feeds so many wildlife animals. If we take away these beautiful little places that really
define our little town. What we will eventually have is just another concrete and blacktop city.
Dried up and no vegetation to surround us with. It's humbling and very nice to be able to take
back a day off and catch your breath at a place so close and inhouse to be able to do. Without
having to drive up the Logan canyon.. I think we should actually up grade the little Logan
river. So that it's even more beautiful for us and our children to enjoy for decades..thank you

for allowing be heard on this precious subject.


mailto:cenz11vin@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/v7QRC2kwYJup0YOYUnvTPF?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com
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From: kellimusall23

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little logan river
Date: Monday, April 15, 2024 6:09:26 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

H

==

Please consider an environmental impact study. As well as limiting recreation for humans, I
feel this is an important repairan and birding site and wildlife will be impacted.

Thank you.

Sent from my Galaxy


mailto:kellimusall23@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/gRnvCqxkK8C8JA38fZXHB0?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Patrick Easterling proprietor

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Little Logan
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 5:40:29 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

I 'am 73 years old and it makes me sick to think that my grandchildren and great grandchildren
will be denied the wonderful beautiful Little Logan River. I am horrified at the piping plan.

Please DO NOT do this!

Patrick Easterling
1703 East 1030 North
Logan, Utah 84341


mailto:easterling.properties@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/zX86CrklL7u84y5lS7rC2I?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Makenzie Crossley

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Logan River Watershed
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 7:26:55 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Please leave the Little Logan River alone. It is such an amazing feature and runs right alongside our home/ yard. We
walk every day and thoroughly enjoy it running as we play in it with our kids. It runs through parks and is a treasure
for our neighborhood.

Thank you,

Makenzie


mailto:mak-enzie@hotmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com

From: Cindy Maughan

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Logan River weir
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 3:12:59 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Please mark my public input as a fat and emphatic NO!!! Amputation of the little from its
source headwaters is not acceptable in any fashion. Please abort these ill conceived plans and
restart keeping our watersheds IN TACT.

With grave concern,

Cindy Maughan

PO Box 84

Wellsville Utah 84339

435-512-1809


mailto:cindymmaughan@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/juWPCW69YBt5No3Gf6_0Q-?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Sydney Elwood

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] PLEASE choose option one!
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 1:40:13 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Hello, I have been out of service this week but want to submit the request to PLEASE choose alternative 1: do
nothing in regards to the Little Logan River. Please don’t take away from the charm and natural wonder that makes
the island neighborhood what it was named for. There are plenty of other ways to conserve water. This is such an
important part of our community that no one in our community wants to lose! I plead with you to do everything in
your power to protect our community’s natural beauty by leaving the Little Logan River alone.

Thank you so much for your efforts,

Sydney Elwood


mailto:a00367471@usu.edu
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com

From: Justin Barton

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please don"t enclose the Little Logan River
Date: Saturday, April 13, 2024 7:41:07 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.
Greetings,

Please don't enclose the Little Logan River. The benefit of the open waterway is far more
beneficial to wildlife and the mental health of humans than any amount of irrigation efficiency

can justify.
Thank you,

Justin Barton


mailto:justin.b.barton@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
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From: Erma Jones

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Please save Little Logan River!
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 6:45:49 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

We are property owners living next to Little Logan River. We are in favor of alternative 1,
allowing Little Logan River to continue to be a vital resource for the community of Logan.
Little Logan River adds to the beauty of several of our parks and nourishes trees along its
banks, providing shade and habitat for wildlife. Many communities create water features in
their public spaces and along trails, spending large amounts of money to establish and
maintain water systems, and we are fortunate to have it naturally. Please consider the long
term effects of piping the water, and the loss of one of the gems of Cache Valley!

Michael and Erma Jones


mailto:e.joneser@gmail.com
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From: Janene Hart
To: GAELYN HENDERSON

Cc: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: We oppose covering and taking away Little Logan River!
Date: Monday, April 15, 2024 6:31:08 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Great!

On Mon, Apr 15, 2024 at 5:43 PM GAELYN HENDERSON
<gaelynhenderson@comcast.net> wrote:
As homeowners who grew up at 600 East.100 North, Logan, the canal (as we
called it then) was a big part of our lives. It surrounds our property and gives us
great joy.
We are distressed to learn that public comment was closed on this issue before we
found out about it and before we had time to express our great love for the Little
Logan River.
Our grandchildren and children value the River as a playground and our dogs love it
too. Dragonflies protect us from mosquitos. We need the water vapor.
We understand the water at its destination will eventually be needed for farmland,
but before it arrives at that farmland, who owns the water vapor? What about the
ecosystem of Logan City, Central Park, and the many people and animals that walk
along its banks?
We agree with the views expressed in the article that we quote below our message.
What can we do to let the "powers that be" know how we feel? Any help is
appreciated!
Sincerely,
Owners of 600 East 100 North, Logan
Gae Lyn Henderson
LeeAnn Lindsey
Bobbie Allen
Janene Hart
Marjorie Emch
Mary Jo Elmer
Teri Sue Abramson

From article https://www.cachevalleydaily.com/news/local-groups-organizing-

sentiment-to-oppose-proposal-to-enclose-little-logan-river/article 83894fd6-f825-
11ee-97fc-cb5621f2a264.html

"It originates in the Island neighborhood, where it diverges from the Logan River at
River Hollow Park. From there, it passes through Jens Johansen Park, Merlin Olsen
Central Park, Pioneer Park, Garff Gardens, the Cache County Fairgrounds and
Willow Park West before rejoining the Logan River at the western edge of town.
The river sustains a greenbelt of vegetation and trees, where wildlife from deer to
owls and Great Blue Herons can be found. On summer days, various neighborhood
families seek the comforting coolness of the Little Logan River.

As currently proposed, LRWP would enclose the riverbed of the Little Logan River
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at River Hollow Park, according to Hilary Shughart, the president of the Bridgerland
Audubon Society.

“The main stem of the Little Logan River will be dried out all along the south bank of
River Hollow Park, forever cutting off the Little Logan River from the Logan River,”
Shughart says.

“The Little Logan River’'s greenbelt of parks will be dependent upon the release of
piped and pressurized secondary water west of Crockett Avenue,” she adds. “There
will be no water east of Crockett Avenue; no water for River Hollow Park; no more
wading and tubing at River Hollow Park.”



From: Pam Riley

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] SAVE LITTLE LOGAN RIVER
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 10:43:12 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

We were shocked to learn of the proposal to allow Little Logan River to be destroyed. We
beg of you not to let this happen! Please protect this important part of our environment. The
Lttle Logan River It is not only important for historical reasons but also for its significance to
present day Logan. We should not give up the beautiful contribution it makes to our parks and
beloved valley.

Pamela J. Riley
470 West Center St.
Logan


mailto:riley.pamela@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/6vZvCM8VLBSqvXRLFwNVSC?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Bryan Spykerman

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Save Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 10:53:15 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

I was dismayed to learn of the proposal to destroy Little Logan River. This should not happen!
Please protect this important part of our environment. The Lttle Logan River is not only
important for historical reasons, but also for its significance to present day Logan. We should
not give up the beautiful contribution it makes to our parks and beloved valley.

Bryan Spykerman

Logan, Utah


mailto:bryan.spykerman@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/iLNqC4xy1KCBRgE3cOLV4D?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Oliver Hashimoto

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Save River Hollow Park and Little Logan River!
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 12:19:37 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

2]

Hello,

I realize I am late for submitting a comment but [ hope you will still add this to the record. (I
have been working out of state temporarily and just learned about the plans.) I am firmly
against burying the Little Logan River through River Hollow Park! This is an unkind act to the
people of our neighborhood, as well as to the wildlife and the plants that live on and nearby
the banks. This is not okay to do! It diminishes our quality of life and is completely
unnecessary. Please don’t take away something that makes Logan special! It would be a real
shame.

Thanks,

Oliver Hashimoto
1165 Fox Farm Rd.
Logan, UT 84321


mailto:zippydipper@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/cleYCR6VQBtvyEzWt9AZVv?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Georgie Corkery

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Save the Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 3:16:37 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Dear Logan River Watershed Plan,

As a Logan resident, I urge you to find a way to Save the Little Logan River, to find a way to
maintain the connection of the Little Logan River to the Logan River at River Hollow Park. It
would be a shame if the historic Little Logan River never again receives the very snowmelt
which inspired the first white settlers to establish the City of Logan, and to farm the fertile
Island between the Logan River and the Little Logan River.

Sincerely,
Georgie Corkery


mailto:georgie.corkery@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/9CCRCn59EJC7rBwEs9DgTf?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Heloisa Epstein Rutigliano

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Save the Little Logan River
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 8:33:20 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

To whom it may concern,

This is a pledge from a Logan resident to maintain the connection of the Little Logan River to the
Logan River. Please find a way to save the Little Logan River. It provides several recreational
opportunities to the citizens of Logan and beyond.

Sincerely,

Heloisa Rutigliano

ok ok ok kR R kR Rk R R Rk R Rk Rk R R Rk R Rk Rk R Rk ok Rk R Rk ok kR ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

Heloisa M. Rutigliano, D.V.M., M.S., Ph.D.
She/her/hers (say my name)

Associate Dean for Academic Programs
Associate Professor

College of Veterinary Medicine

Utah State University

4815 Old Main Hill

Logan, UT 84322-4815

Preferred Pronouns: She/her/hers


mailto:hrutigliano@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/hSgSCzpwWlSMOQEOIXI9Hi?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/nyQWCyPvVkSrAqKAUZfaBP?domain=namedrop.io

From: Chelsia Evans

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Save the Little Logan River
Date: Tuesday, April 16, 2024 8:08:29 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

H

==

I want to Save the Little Logan River at the source in River Hollow Park and the entire
Greenbelt to Majestic Park and the confluence with the Logan River

Chelsia Evans
543 N 400 E, Logan


mailto:dawnerpark@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/e3SeC5yz20cZwBmRUzG0xE?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: GAELYN HENDERSON

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL] We oppose covering and taking away Little Logan River!
Date: Monday, April 15, 2024 5:44:43 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

As homeowners who grew up at 600 East.100 North, Logan, the canal (as we called it
then) was a big part of our lives. It surrounds our property and gives us great joy.
We are distressed to learn that public comment was closed on this issue before we
found out about it and before we had time to express our great love for the Little
Logan River.

Our grandchildren and children value the River as a playground and our dogs love it
too. Dragonflies protect us from mosquitos. We need the water vapor.

We understand the water at its destination will eventually be needed for farmland, but
before it arrives at that farmland, who owns the water vapor? What about the
ecosystem of Logan City, Central Park, and the many people and animals that walk
along its banks?

We agree with the views expressed in the article that we quote below our message.
What can we do to let the "powers that be" know how we feel? Any help is
appreciated!

Sincerely,

Owners of 600 East 100 North, Logan

Gae Lyn Henderson

LeeAnn Lindsey

Bobbie Allen

Janene Hart

Marjorie Emch

Mary Jo Elmer

Teri Sue Abramson

From article https://www.cachevalleydaily. com/news/local—groups organizing-

11ee- 97fc cb5621f2a264.html

"It originates in the Island neighborhood, where it diverges from the Logan River at
River Hollow Park. From there, it passes through Jens Johansen Park, Merlin Olsen
Central Park, Pioneer Park, Garff Gardens, the Cache County Fairgrounds and
Willow Park West before rejoining the Logan River at the western edge of town.
The river sustains a greenbelt of vegetation and trees, where wildlife from deer to
owls and Great Blue Herons can be found. On summer days, various neighborhood
families seek the comforting coolness of the Little Logan River.

As currently proposed, LRWP would enclose the riverbed of the Little Logan River at
River Hollow Park, according to Hilary Shughart, the president of the Bridgerland
Audubon Society.

“The main stem of the Little Logan River will be dried out all along the south bank of
River Hollow Park, forever cutting off the Little Logan River from the Logan River,”
Shughart says.

“The Little Logan River’'s greenbelt of parks will be dependent upon the release of


mailto:gaelynhenderson@comcast.net
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
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REGION 8
DENVER, CO 80202

April 10, 2024

Ref: 8EJC-NE

Emily Fife, State Conservationist

Attn: Derek Hamilton, Water Resources Coordinator
Natural Resources Conservation Service

Utah State Office

125 S. State Street #4010

Salt Lake City, Utah 84138

Dear Emily Fife:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Department of Agricultural Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a Watershed Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Logan River Watershed project in Cache County, Utah.
In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA).

The Watershed Plan and Draft EIS will explore alternatives to reduce water loss, increase efficiency
in the current agricultural delivers system, provide flood control and protection and enhance
recreational facilities in the cities of Logan, North Logan and Hyde Park in Cache County, Utah. The
existing agricultural system has deficiencies leading to hazardous conditions during high flow events.

This project is intended to provide positive benefits to agricultural efficiency and the proposed
alternative includes the replacement of a hazardous dam with more natural features like steps and
pools but there may be unintended adverse impacts to environmental resources. The EPA
recommends the scope of analysis assess the potential for such impacts and evaluate options to
avoid or reduce those impacts. Our comments are focused on the following topics: purpose and
need; range of alternatives; surface and groundwater resources; direct, indirect and cumulative
effects; the Great Salt Lake; wildlife impacts; air resources; and climate change.



We offer the attached comments on the scope of analysis that focus on characterizing existing
conditions and analyzing impacts to environmental quality and resources due to the proposed
project and alternatives. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments at this early stage of
the NEPA process. These comments are intended to facilitate the decision-making process and we
thank you for considering our input. If we may provide further explanation of our comments, please
contact Amanda Jensen of the EPA Region 8 NEPA Division staff at (303) 312-6981 or
jensen.amanda@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Julie Ann Smith, Ph.D.

Acting Manager, NEPA Branch

Environmental Justice, Community Health, and
Environmental Review Division

Enclosure



Enclosure — EPA Detailed Scoping Comments on the NRCS Logan River Watershed Plan EIS

(1) Purpose and Need

The purpose and need statement is one of the most important elements of the project proposal
because it determines the range of alternatives to be analyzed. Therefore, it is important to consider
purpose and need in the earliest stages of project development to comply with both the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Water Act (CWA) and provide an efficient planning
process. The NEPA process ensures that federal agencies evaluate environmental impacts prior to
undertaking any major federal action, and projects involving the discharge of dredged or fill material
into waters of the U.S. require a CWA Section 404 permit. The EPA encourages the NRCS to develop a
purpose and need statement that is broad enough to encompass an appropriate range of both
“reasonable” (per NEPA) and “practicable” (per CWA Section 404) alternatives, including the proposed
action and other available water supply (if additional water supply is a component of the proposed
project) and management options.

NEPA Requirements for Purpose and Need

The NEPA documentation for the proposed project should clearly identify the purpose and need that is
the basis for the range of alternatives. The need for the proposed action is typically the underlying
problem to be solved, and the purpose of the proposed action is typically the objective, or set of
objectives, to be met to address the need. We recommend that the purpose and need statement be a
clear, objective statement of the rationale for the proposed project, as it provides the framework for
identifying project alternatives. This section of the NEPA document should specifically describe the
structural vulnerabilities that currently exist within the system and focus on the desired outcomes of
the proposed activities rather than prescribing any predetermined resolution. We further recommend
supporting the need statement with descriptions of infrastructure deterioration and failure and
resulting impacts to water users. Note that the exercise of property rights, including water rights,
should not be included in the purpose and need statement. Rather, the exercise of water rights
represents one or more alternative ways to meet the underlying need.

Need and Purpose Requirements for Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404

As under NEPA, need and purpose frames the alternatives analysis for compliance with the
requirements of Section 404 of the CWA and 40 C.F.R. Part 230. The project’s purpose should be
framed in relation to addressing a need, with the need being the underlying problem or opportunity
that the applicant is proposing to meet with the project. An appropriate purpose and need statement
allows for analysis of a range of water management options with the goal of identifying the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) consistent with the CWA Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230). Therefore, the basic project purpose should not be defined in a manner
that unduly restricts or precludes other alternatives, nor should it be so broad that a reasonable
analysis of alternatives cannot be accomplished (40 C.F.R. § 230.10). We recommend working
collaboratively with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in the development of a purpose and
need statement that will serve its purposes under CWA Section 404. When evaluating a permit
application, the CWA regulations require the Corps to develop its own project purpose statement that
considers the applicant’s as well as the public’s perspective. If the Corps cannot concur with the



statement the applicant (NRCS) has submitted, the Corps is required to modify it.! The use of a project
purpose to determine the scope of studies that does not meet the Corps’ requirements has the
potential to result in the need to prepare additional NEPA documentation to meet the requirements of
CWA Section 404 and 40 C.F.R. Part 230.

(2) Range of Alternatives

We recommend that the NEPA document include a range of alternatives with the goal of avoiding and
minimizing impacts to waters of the U.S. while meeting the purpose and need for the action. We
recommend that the NEPA document summarize the regulatory requirements and processes utilized to
develop the reasonable and practicable alternatives for purposes of NEPA and CWA Section 404.
Pursuant to NEPA and its implementing regulations at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, a reasonable range of
alternatives needs to be considered. “Reasonable” under NEPA is based on consideration of the project
purpose as well as technology, economics, and common sense, rather than what is simply desirable
from the standpoint of the applicant.? For purposes of CWA Section 404, it is important that the NEPA
document include a range of alternatives with the goal of avoiding and minimizing impacts to waters of
the U.S. while meeting the purpose of and need for the action. Under CWA Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines, the Corps can only issue a CWA Section 404 permit for the discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the U.S. if it can be demonstrated that the proposed project is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) with regard to aquatic resource impacts,
provided that the LEDPA does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. For an
alternative to be practicable, it must only be reasonably available or obtainable and may include
options beyond the authority of the Corps and the lead agency. It is also important to note that under
the Guidelines, cost is not primarily considered according to what the applicant can afford (its financial
standing) or based on whether the cost of one alternative is more or less than other alternatives.
Rather, practicability in terms of cost is based on whether the cost of an alternative is within the range
of costs for similar projects or industry norms.? We also recommend documenting the rationale for
retaining or eliminating each alternative. The rationale should be consistent with the requirements of
the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230) including “practicable alternatives” as
defined in 40 C.F.R. § 230.10 (b) and described in additional detail in the preamble to the Guidelines at
45 Fed. Reg. 85336 (Dec. 24, 1980).

The EPA recommends consideration of alternatives that improve or enhance water quality (e.g., steps
and pools, instream flows) while minimizing disturbance of the natural stream channel. Natural
system-based approaches for consideration in alternative development are further supported by the
Executive Orders (EOs) 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process
for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, which was published on January 30, 3015, and
amended EO 11988, Floodplain Management. Section 2(a)(2) of the amended EO states “Where

1 See ACOE “Preparing An Alternatives Analysis Under Section 404 of the CWA”, pg 2-3,
https://www.swf.usace.army.mil/Portals/47/docs/regulatory/Handouts/Preparing_An_Alternatives_%20Analysis.FINAL.pdf
2 See Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations (40 Fed. Reg. 18026
[1981]).

3 See section 3.b. of the following EPA/Corp memo on the Appropriate Level of Analysis Required for Evaluating Compliance
with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines Alternatives Requirements:
https://www.epa.gov/cwa-404/memorandum-appropriate-level-analysis-required-evaluating-compliance-cwa-section-
404b1
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possible, an agency shall use natural systems, ecosystem processes and nature-based approaches
when developing alternatives for consideration.”

We recommend exploring a suite of structural and non-structural options to meet the underlying
project purpose and need when considering a range of alternatives. A combination of non-structural
(e.g., conservation and irrigation efficiencies) and structural components (e.g., canal lining) could serve
to meet the underlying need for the project, and together may reflect a practicable alternative that is
potentially less damaging than a single larger structural option. If non-structural options may
individually contribute less towards meeting the project purpose than structural options, we
recommend designing screening criteria so that these non-structural components are not eliminated
solely on the basis of their potentially smaller individual contributions to meeting the project purpose
and need.

The dramatic geography of the watershed and project area combined with development in the City of
Logan and downstream communities constrains the range of alternatives to those with adverse
impacts and associate biological resources. To mitigate some of these effects, we recommend
exploring alternatives that would allow for more energy dissipation, exchange between surface water
and groundwater and maintenance of some riparian habitat within and around the Logan River and
within the City of Logan. Such alternatives could include use of multi-stage channel design, riprap,
gabions and pervious concrete.*

In addition to the unique geography of the project area, consecutive dry years and warmer
temperatures in Utah have interacted to reduce runoff efficiency and streamflow more than expected
based on precipitation alone.” Allowing for the spread of stormwater and slowing the flow reduces
erosion and flooding dangers and allows for the stormwater to recharge underground aquifers. The
EPA recommends the alternatives focus on slowing down water flow and increasing green
infrastructure methods of water management, such as detention basins or porous pavements, can be
sustainable and cost effective while creating ecosystems to treat polluted stormwater prior to it
entering aquifers, streams or other waterways.® We recommend the Draft EIS discuss urban water
management and evaluate the practicability of an alternative that would include placing detention
basins in various areas throughout the City of Logan. Impervious surfaces in Logan may be a substantial
source of flow during large storm events and detention areas in the City of Logan would not prevent
the natural flow of sediment through the watershed like a detention basin in the Logan River
headwaters would. Furthermore, the EPA strongly supports the use of steps and pools, as mentioned
in Alternative 2, to replace failing and hazardous diversion dam infrastructure.

(3) Surface and Groundwater Resources

Aging canals may have significant seepage, and over time, may support wetland features and/or
riparian vegetation. Modifications such as canal reshaping, stabilization or lining may affect the
amount and quality of ground or alluvial water available to support such features, impacting the
surrounding landscape along the length of the canal. To fully characterize the potential impacts to
water resources that may result from this project, the EPA recommends that the NRCS describe

4 Federal Highway Administration Techbrief, Pervious Concrete:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/concrete/pubs/hif13006/hif13006.pdf

5 GSL Policy Assessment, page 8, https://d36oiwf74rlrap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-Assessment-Feb2023.pdf
5 https://www.epa.gov/green-infrastructure/green-infrastructure-semi-arid-west
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existing surface water and groundwater resources within and surrounding the project area in the Draft
EIS. This information will inform the impacts analysis and should be used to design any necessary
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation efforts needed to avoid adverse impacts to water resources.
This information should include:

o Surface water resource mapping and a description of their uses both in and downstream
of the project area. Surface water resources include any streams, wetlands, springs,
source water protection areas, and surface water intakes;

o Groundwater resources mapping and a description of their uses in the project area,
including:

=  Water supply wells and source water protection areas;

= Major aquifers in the project area;

= The location and extent of the groundwater recharge areas; and

= The location and extent of shallow and sensitive aquifers that may be susceptible
to contamination from surface activities;

o Data on the condition and quality of relevant surface and ground water resources and,
where appropriate, possible reasons why these resources have been previously
impacted; and

o Water quality impairments per State CWA Section 303(d) lists, and draft or established
TMDLs along the project corridor.

Some of the proposed improvements, such as canal lining, can lead to decreased seepage (influencing
recharge rates and alluvial water to wetlands) and increased conveyance and velocity of water.
Increases in volume and velocity can lead to an increase in downstream flooding and also be associated
with scour and erosion, increased turbidity, and sediment deposition, causing adverse effects to bed
and bank stability and aquatic communities in the channel and receiving waters. Concrete-lined
channels may also change water chemistry by limiting interactions between surface water and
groundwater and through weathering of concrete. The EPA recommends analyzing the potential for
these types of impacts in receiving waters and discussing alternatives and mitigation measures (i.e.,
multi-stage channel design, meanders or infiltration areas) to minimize them.

Surface disturbance during construction of canal modifications and improvements can also be a source
of sediment and other pollutants such as salts and metals to surface waters and shallow aquifers,
especially for a project like the current one where construction will take place within the existing
channel. We recommended analyzing the potential impacts to water quality associated with surface
disturbance in the Logan River and discussing mitigation measures for reducing these effects,
especially in the event of storms during construction.

Wetlands

A review of NEPAssist indicates the presence of wetlands within and downstream of the project area.’
The protection of wetlands and riparian areas is a high priority because these resources increase
landscape and species diversity, support many species of wildlife, and are critical to the protection of
water quality and designated beneficial water uses. When characterizing existing or baseline
conditions, the inclusion of functional or conditional assessments of wetlands and wetland delineations

7 EPA NEPAssist https://nepassisttool.epa.gov/nepassist/nepamap.aspx
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can assist in more reliably evaluating potential impacts to these resources from the proposed action.
These assessments will help identify wetland types such as fens, which are considered difficult to
replace resources, and better identify potential areas for mitigation.

The Draft EIS should also describe how the NRCS intends to “minimize the destruction, loss or
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands”
as described in Executive Order (EQ) 11990, including how impacts to wetlands will be avoided and
minimized to the extent practicable, and how unavoidable impacts to wetlands would be mitigated. In
addition to applying to wetlands that are non-jurisdictional under the CWA, EO 11990 also covers a
broader range of actions than those activities regulated under the Section 404 program. For example,
while the Section 404 program regulates only the discharge of dredged or fill material, EO 11990
covers other actions that can have adverse impacts on wetlands (e.g., draining, diking, etc.).8 The use
of functional replacement-based mitigation is often preferred to an acre-to-acre replacement approach
since it ensures that the specific wetland functions are replaced in an ecosystem. The EPA notes that
wetland functions are tied to wetland type and conversion from one type of wetland to another will
likely result in the loss or degradation of certain wetland functions. Assumptions regarding wetland
quality and function should be field verified using the Utah Rapid Assessment Procedure (URAP) and
the results included in the Draft EIS.° Further, we recommend the Draft EIS describe what post-project
monitoring will be conducted to ensure that the project achieves no net loss of wetlands or their
functions within the project area.

(4) Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects

To determine whether a project may have significant effects on the environment, it is important to
examine the direct, indirect (secondary), and cumulative impacts to the aquatic and other resource
characteristics within and downstream of the project area. This may include impacts to water quality
and water quantity; stream channel morphology; riparian function; fish and invertebrate assemblages;
threatened, endangered and/or sensitive species and their habitat; and other resources within the
geographic scope of analysis. Additionally, we recommend that the impact analysis consider the
potential for non-linear responses, where incremental impacts of the proposed project may result in
larger than expected changes in environmental conditions.

The EPA is currently aware of numerous NRCS projects supporting flood control and water efficiency in
Utah. For example, the Logan River is a tributary to the Bear River, which has an ongoing Watershed
Plan and NEPA process for many of the same issues that the Logan River NOI cites. In analyzing
cumulative impacts associated with each alternative, we recommend identifying and site-specifically
characterizing impacts associated with ongoing diversions and/or other water management projects,
including impacts from historical operations affecting aquatic ecosystems such as streams and
associate wetlands and aquatic habitat. If impacts from reasonably foreseeable future water diversion
and water management projects could exacerbate impacts to the same resources or ecosystems
associated with this project, we recommend the NEPA document identify additional stressors from
those relationships and disclose any cumulative impacts to the affected environment.

8 EO 11990, Section 7(b)
% Utah Rapid Assessment Procedure: https://ugspub.nr.utah.gov/publications/open_file_reports/ofr-738/ofr-738-a.pdf
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(5) Great Salt Lake

The Logan River is a tributary to the Bear River, which is one of the three major river systems that feed
the Great Salt Lake (GSL). The GSL is a terminal basin, with evaporation existing as the only natural
outlet for water loss and allowing salts and minerals to concentrate in the lake. Lake elevation is
controlled by the ratio of inflow of water via tributaries to the outflow (evaporation). Water levels in
the GSL reached a historic low of 11 feet below average in 2022,° largely due to water diversion for
agricultural, domestic and industry.! In addition to adverse impacts to industry and recreation,
declining water levels in the GSL have led to impacts to the ecosystem (increased salinity
concentrations) and regional air quality (exposed lakebed dust sources). Increased concentration of
salts associated with diminished water in the GSL has begun to exceed the salinity tolerance of the
brine shrimp and brine flies which form the base of the regional ecosystem. Local policy experts
anticipate near-term collapse of the unique GSL ecosystem without increased water conveyance to the
lake. Additionally, the exposed lakebed of the GSL has been determined to be a source of dust with the
potential to impact air quality and visibility.*? The dust otherwise known as Particulate Matter (PM)
includes PM1o and PM s, which are criteria air pollutants associated with health impacts. The EPA
recommends the cumulative effects analysis evaluate the proposed project within the Logan River
system may affect the quantity of water downstream available in the GSL.

Conservation and Increased Efficiencies

The EPA recommends assessing conservation measures and presenting the results of the assessment in
the Draft EIS. Using conservation as a tool to reduce demand ensures that conservation is incorporated
into all action alternatives so that the eventual selected alternative is the least damaging. Whether as a
demand reducer or component of the alternatives, we recommend the Draft EIS include a meaningful
analysis to quantify the role of conservation in reducing demand/supply needs. Provide documentation
where a project proponent decides that certain conservation measures are not practicable under the
CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. More advanced or aggressive levels of conservation should also be
considered within the alternatives analysis as a component for all action alternatives, even when less
aggressive conservation measures have been used to reduce demand at the project purpose stage.
Furthermore, the EPA recommends that the Draft EIS make a distinction between water efficiency and
water conservation, as water efficiency projects that result in higher production but less return flow
and will put additional strain on the GSL system.

(6) Wildlife Impacts

Multiple species of trout have been observed throughout the Logan River watershed. The EPA
recommends that the alternatives consider operational and design features (e.g., fish ladder, bypass
structures) for the proposed diversion dam improvements to minimize impacts to aquatic species that
occur within the project area.

The project area appears to include Bud Phelps Wildlife Management Area (WMA). The WMA, which
provides habitat for numerous species of nesting and migratory birds, including the white-faced ibis

10 GSL at Saltair Boat Harbor, UT, https://waterdata.usgs.gov/monitoring-
location/10010000/#parameterCode=62614&period=P365D&showMedian=true

11 See Great Salt Lake Policy Assessment https://d360iwf74r1rap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-Assessment-
Feb2023.pdf

12 See Great Salt Lake Policy Assessment, page 29 https://d360oiwf74r1rap.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/GSL-
Assessment-Feb2023.pdf
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(Plegadis chihi) a designated Species of Greatest Conservation Need within the State of Utah.'14 Risks
to the white-faced ibis include to anthropogenic disturbance and loss of habitat, such as wetlands. The
EPA recommends that the NRCS engage Utah wildlife officials as early as possible in the process to
address these issues and ensure compliance with state guidelines. The EPA recommends that the Draft
EIS analyze the potential for impacts to this and other vital wetland habitat within and downstream of
the project area that support species of cultural or ecological importance.

(7) Air Resources

Based on the information provided, the project is in Cache County, Utah. Cache County (in part) is
included in the Logan UT-ID PM; s National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) maintenance area.
We recommend evaluating and disclosing current air quality conditions (background concentrations
and existing air quality related values (AQRV)), identify equipment and activities that generate air
emissions, estimate emissions, and disclose potential air quality impacts resulting from the proposed
construction and, if necessary, detail mitigation steps that will be taken to minimize associated adverse
impacts. Since this project is within a maintenance area, the requirements of General Conformity (40
CFR Part 93, Subpart B) must be met. Pollutants that must be considered in the Applicability Analysis
for PM2s include directly emitted PM2.5, and precursors including NOj, sulfur dioxide (S0Oz), and VOC,
and ammonia. We are available to provide assistance to NRCS in meeting the requirements of General
Conformity.

(8) Climate Change

The EPA recommends including a summary discussion of ongoing and projected regional climate
change relevant to the Project area in the “affected environment” section of the NEPA document,
based on U.S. Global Change Research Program assessments.!> This would enable the NEPA document
to identify potential impacts that may be exacerbated by climate changes and ways to mitigate these
impacts. Consistent with EO 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad, the EPA
recommends the NEPA document include a discussion of ways the Project may be impacted by climate
change, including projected increases in the fraction of precipitation falling as rain rather than snow,
changes in the timing of streamflow, and increased frequency of extreme weather events resulting in
heavy precipitation and floods. This can then inform opportunities to improve the project’s resilience
to climate change related issues, protect public health, and conserve our lands, waters, and
biodiversity.

The proposed project indicates the construction of a new roller-compacted concrete (RCC) dam to
replace the aging buttress dam. Concrete production is a significant contributor to global GHGs.
Therefore, and in line with direction in EO 14008 to use federal contracting and procurement to reduce
climate pollution in every sector of the economy to and ensure that Federal infrastructure investment
reduces climate pollution, we recommend considering if there may be local sources of construction
materials that could reduce the environmental impact of concrete while spurring local economic
opportunities and private sector investment into sustainable construction materials.® Since cement
production is a major driver of the climate impacts of concrete, an established way to reduce the

13 See https://ebird.org/hotspot/L621440?yr=all&m=

14 See https://wildlife.utah.gov/pdf/WAP/2022-05-sgcn-list.pdf

15 Fifth National Climate Assessment: https://nca2023.globalchange.gov/

16 Concrete Solutions That Lower Both Emissions and Air Pollution: https://www.ucdavis.edu/climate/news/concrete-
solutions-that-lower-both-emissions-and-air-pollution
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carbon footprint of concrete is replacing cement with different types of binders, including reusable
waste materials such as fly ash from coal-fired power plants, granulated slag from steel production,
and post-consumer glass. Other currently available ways to reduce the environmental impact of
cement are to use alternative fuels for kiln heating, clinker replacement, and concrete production using
capture carbon.’ Mixture optimization can be facilitated through performance-based (vs prescriptive)
specifications. We also recommend requesting environmental product declarations in product
specifications to help understand the life cycle-based environmental impacts of different alternatives.

7 June 2021 CEQ Report to Congress (Section 3.4): https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/CEQ-CCUS-
Permitting-Report.pdf
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piped and pressurized secondary water west of Crockett Avenue,” she adds. “There
will be no water east of Crockett Avenue; no water for River Hollow Park; no more
wading and tubing at River Hollow Park.”



From: Elizabeth Bennett

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL]
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 10:57:10 AM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.



mailto:elizabethbennett5289@gmail.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/ZcKDC82DjYU6B5DpunOza6?domain=us.report.cybergraph.mimecast.com

From: Jan Theobald

To: Utah Watershed - Logan River
Subject: [EXTERNAL]
Date: Thursday, April 11, 2024 8:53:25 PM

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Please do not cover the water on these little rivers that make Logan so unique and pleasant and beautiful in the

summer.
Jan Theobald
Sent from my iPhone


mailto:jtheobald47@yahoo.com
mailto:loganriver@utwatershed.com
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