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This Five-Year Implmnentatlon and Monitoring Report fur Cutler Hydro Project No. 2420 was prepared by 
PacifiCo~ to meet FERC licensing requirements for Cutlet Reservoir in Cache County, Utah. The Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) pcoje~ boundaries cover approximmely 9,550 acres and sm'ro,.md Culler Reservoir, as 
well as the areas of confluence with its major tribu~ries: the Bear, Little Bear, and Logan rivers; Sprin8 Creek; 
and Clay Slough. This report covers the period between 1995 and 2002 and included a me-year extension foe 
completion of difficult ~ negotis~ons that affected implementation of monitoring efforts. 

The report is organized into three main report sections: Section 1) RMP Project Implementation, which 
samnmarizes P.MP requirements and work carried out to implement these requirmnants; Section 2) RMP 
Monitoring Plan, which details prc~xlm'es being used to monitor implemmtatien success; and Section 3) Initial 
Monitoring Results, which outlines the results of monitoring through the period covered by this report. 

ES.1 RMP Project Impk'mentation 

Five gmls were ckgumented in the RMP: 
t) hnpmve water quality 
2) Improve wildlife habitat 
3) Improve sc~ic  resources 
4) Retain and improve tnditinnal agrioJlna'al uses 
5) Improve recrmtimml ~ to the wojec~ arm- 

Five progrmns were deveinped in order to meet the gmls of the RMP: 
• Vegetation Enhancement Progrmn 
• Agricultural Lease Program 
• Recreation Site Development Program 
• wetland Mitigation Arm Program 
• Fish Habitat Structure Prolp'am 

Seva-al other project elanents not assignod to one of the five specific Programs ~ ~ ~ u  ~ ' ~  
RMp Compments' and w~e  referenced as inch in annual reports prepm~ for this ~ 

Implementation of each of these components is now largely complete (Table ES-I). The development ofonc 
pcoposed primitive recreation site has been dehtyed undl at lemt 2005, bY FERC ordcr. Als°, ~ e  ~ 
bamdm7 issues remain unresolved despite • one-year extension fplmted by FERC for resolution of these difficult 
negotiations. LeIptl action is pending between PacifiCorp and these adjacent landowners, with adjudication set 
for November I, 2002. 
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Table ES-I .  S " ~ - - - r  

aMr e r q n u ~  

V q ~ t t m  
~ t  

Sho~ine Buffer 

Weedy Ve~emton 
pockets 

Buffer Shr~ Plots 

Ba~  Stsbilt~tion 

Wildlife 
Buffer/Fen(g 

~. of , - - - t - - * - * - e - ~  mgl Work C,mpk, t ~  fer Cutler E l ~ r o  P 

] n p ~ m t u ~ e  ~ w w k  C.mlmt~d 

Establish 125 acres of shoreline 
buffer. Of thi& a minimum of 50 
acr~ should be convem~ from 
tilled hind to ~ tg~'ass 
buffer. 

E.~dghth 10-15 ix~keo 0.5 - 3.0 
acres in size. 

Enhance or plant m~all gwul~ tn 
buffer as noed~ (no minimum 
number cr size required). 

Approxim~c~y 1098 acr~ of 
buffer covering 38 milcs of 

tn~uding 610 acres oftilkd hrd  
mnve.ed to permanem gma* 
buffer. 

Stabilize 3.5 mites of shorclin~ 

plattod 12 podum *¢ a dmsity of 
5,000 gwub~acge. Of these, 
I lhave re'rived to dm¢. Ge~ ts 
at least 10 sites established. 

Egabll.~ed 15 Ixtff~ guub plots. 

Stabilized 3 .~  miles of 
gteeelinr. 

. ~  ~dltiomd I.I miles s~bllin~l 
,~ RR Trail m ixm ofthc 

ComtngsaJ 15.1 miles of 

D]ect No. 2420. 
Initial 

Cemptet,? 

Ym 

Ym 

Ym 

C.otmnx:t 6 mik= of fimo: to 
cW, Wcmfl ic t~  ~ (In 

~gittoml 6 mll~ w~ roqutz~ 

Ym 

Ym 

Ym 

Cm~l Use Ptact i~ EvwJu~c leme Wm:th~ on 4~0  Comlge~ fix" ~m~n~ ~ Ym 
m ~  imd ~ new m t  wtldlif: fo~i/cov~ I m p .  
condttio~ imo ~'w MmeL P.ed~ed o2~mt lemes to 2274.4 

Inmrpome new mndttiem imo Icm~ sffecting 1,735 m'es. 
ffa~ng lemea. I.cmcs reo0dgur~l to impm~ 

F ~ i ~  i ~ o ~ m e d  ~-w practices imo ym 
lemes affeaing 455 awea. 
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Wildlif~ Fe~I/Cover 

Boundary/A~e~ 
Fence 

Recreation Site 
Development 

Wethmd 
Mlttpt lm Arm 

Imph~m~m a * q ~  w~¢~ c a p e ¢ ~  

1 
I 

Evalu~e ~ tu~d Ctm'er/ly maeagin8 $ fields f°r 
n~/~edtlJ~m into wildli~ foed/cov~. 

~ild]i~ faed/omer 

I 

~ m e ~ t  6 miler o f  additional Col~lru~ed 58 miles of~nm- 

S e d / ~  
B ~ s ~  

6 miles of additional 
fence. 

F ~ l i ~ h :  
8 d~,-use si~s (4 d~:}cped, 4 

2 Ix=tin picnic sit~ 
t p~dc~m loop ~ t  ~d  ~ k ~  
2 canoe trails 

Conduct a visitor me ~"vey 

Comm~ a 6-eae wetlsnd 
mmplex m mac le~d In Sotah 
Mmh m m.ve ~ mitipt~n for 
recreation sitcs dcvclepcd. 

: ~ ] a e u :  
v ,~, .e~ ~ (4 dcvetotxd. 3 
pr~t~vc) 
2 bee-hi #cnk ~ 

3 csrce ~a/ls 
Intcrl0~fivc signqe snd 

tnfonnss~, pa~4dea 
~ use i~icy t tmi tu~  

Cempleled visitor u g  m~ey 

Completed in ~rm8 2001, 
~ v e d  byCO~ md ~ 
or= to Utah Division of Wildlife 
~ for pemanmt 

whore needed tn North Mwsh 
cad Resen*cir Units. 

• t ~_ l  
| I I l l l  I*m It 

Imple~mtattm 

Y~ 

Y u  

Y ~  

Nacc: One 
primitive 
s~  ~ until 
m lemt 2005 m 
per FERC order 

Ym 

FI~Is lhb f la t  lmmdl 4-6 fish I ~ a t  structu~s hmsll~130 m~tun= at 3 ~te~ Ym 
m 2 sitc~ 

I I t 

O ~ m r  I I ~ I P  

Erosion Cxml~ Build entice m n l ~  cagh buh~ ~ 13 ¢:nlian cene~ Yea 
catah basins. 

Scmtti~/Unique 
Wiklli r~ 

Protect scmiOve vdld~ife 
habitats. 

pn~aty 
Coordination 

gcs~vc pmt~rty snd bounda7 

Fenced eolea~ msttng b~rd 
h a b ~  ~p~azmed P~m=~on 
Usc p~icy0 and plsmed rm~ end 
other shrubs ak~i P-R ~ 

~of5 ~m 
Imdowmn who haw lesal 

scheduled for November 1, 2002. 

YM 
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Monitoring 

Wit~ Lcv~! 
Monitoring 

I I ~ I ~ I  ~Ik~ 

condm q ~ " ~ y  I ~ p l ~  
1996-98. Alta 0~,  quartedy 
~ p ~  e v ~  5 ~' ~ .  ~ b 4 ~  
and ~,~l~ in 5-Ymr Report. 

study. ~ :  rcsu~ o~ pmpmat 
opammS plan with FERC 

n ~ n t ~  caxluctcd in 2001 m 

i~,~. .~ in App,md~ G. 

mo~cd opas~S p ~  ~ca~d 
2007. N~v ontcr roquin~ mlm~ 
~mls~on of a ~  elevs~n 
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Cm~e~t 

¥m 
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ES.2 Description of  RMP Monitoring Plan 

The RMP required development of a monitoring plan for each of the implementation activities carried out at 
cutler. FERC stip~atai that monitoring results be reported m five-y~mr intervals over the life of the license, 
Results of monitoring activities will be used to gauge the success and stability of implemmtation, but will also 
help fi'am_c on-8oing O&M needs for the project that will result in continual L m ~ e n L  

Monitoring protocols were eslablished by adopting the initial five implementation wog~ms as the basis for 
monitoring sct/vlties, and KIdin 8 two new ones: 
• VeSemlon F_ah~mnent 
• Agricultural ~ 
• Re . t a lon  Site Dew.lopmem 
• Wetland Mitigatiom Program 
• Fish Habitat F~hsncemmt Pt~rmn 
• W a ~  Qualm/Monitoring 
• W ~  Level Monitoring 

The moottorlng pleas consist of a description orthe protocols, tasks, and schedule required for monitoring each 
of the Wognum. A mmmary emd schedule of propmed monitoring activities for the Cutler project is shown/n 
Table ES-2. Monitoring will take phu:c annually or bi-annualby, wish tit© excel~on ofwmer quality mon / to r~  
which will be conducted quarterly every fifth year. In lu]dlt/on, some smpec~; orfmh ~ sln~ore monitor/rig 
have been deterred untlI alter the next major reservoir drawdown, by sgreemem w/~ Utah Division of  W'ddli~e 

Specific dam shee~ were desilp~ed for sev~-al of the monitoring tasks. The ~ Compliance SUrf will file the 
comp]med data forms noting emy required mainte~mce ~ctiv/ties at l ~ ' s  Salt Lake City Nor~ Temple 
O~ce in binders ccmaining all moni tor~ d~a fw a #yen yem'. Dma win also ~ ~ ~ d  f i | ~  d ~ .  
This information will be used u documenmion for each of the fi~e-)slr monitoring reports required over the 
Im~h of the license. 

.O 

v 

g 
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Table ES-Z Mmdttwlag P in  Cempcm~m for Cutler ~ Pro~t  No. 2420. 
T .  t Start l~te I Emd Date 

VqtCttim Eshatcemmtt Program M o s I ~  
Shm'eline Buffs. 
woody vesetmio. 

Stabilization 
Buffer/Bounda~ Fence 
Erosion Control Sedimentation Basins 
S e n s i ~ i q u e  Wildlife 

~rte~m-~ ~ m e  ~t~mm Mmaoeatg 
Grazm B Leases 
Farmm 8 Leases 
Wildlife Food/Cover Plots (spring) 
Wildlife Food/Cover Plats (fall) 
Cattle MSnal~mem Fence 
Property Coordination 

May1 
Mayl 
J ~ e l  
Mayl 
AI~I I 
Aprit 

July 31 
May31 
Jtme 30 
July 31 
May31 
May31 

Ap.l 1 [ Nov. 30 
Year-round 

i 

, May I May31 
Nov. I Nov. 30 

' Ma~ 1 Ju~/31 
Year-rotmd 

nm~opm~* ~ r m u  Me~aeeq 
Canoe Trail (ice ot~ 
Canoe Trail (j)rier to fi~x~e-over) 
Beet-in D ~  Use Site Cice off ) 
lX.vetoped l~y  the S ~  
Developed Walk'ms Trail (sprins) 
D ~ l o ~  wau~ns Trml ~U) 
Primitive Reureation Site 

wmtua Mmpam X'rovm MmUor~ 
Fish llabitat Structure Pre l im M e ~ o ~  
Water Qmlity M o ~  

Water ~ Mmitm'htg 

Mm.ch 1 
Oct. I 
l~rch 1 
Mm'ch I 
,~.ril  i 
Nov. I 

March 

April 30 
Nov. 30 
AI~130 
~l 3o 
Apn] 30 
Nov. 30 

Annu~ 
l I ~ - n  30 
~ e  whm fea~'ble 
Q~n~r~, evay 5" ~ar 
b~mma m 2OO3 

Compile average daily leve~; 
a~l file with FEI~ mmually 

g 

V 
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ES.3 Initial Monitoring ResuRs 

A smnmery of the monitoring recruits completed to date is pr'-~ted in Table ES-3. Formal monitoring is 
currently unda'way for all implemmtation pregrams with the excecfion of the Wetland Mitigation Program and 
the Visitor Use Survey portion of the Recreation Site Development Program, which are now omsidered 
cemplete. Formal monitoring of cattle management fencea is scheduled to begin in 2003, and fish habitat 
smJetm~ monitoring has bern deferred until aRer the next major reservoir da'awdown. 

As laeviously deem'bed, monitoring results are laesented to meet the requirements of the RMP and FERC 
liceme order, but also to help frame the O&M activities that will remit in continual improvements fla" the 
project. Futtwe five-year retorts will likely cover only the infnrmation samamarized in this section of the report. 
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Tab~ ES-& I " ~ - |  M'mle 'wiq n ~  for Cm~"  I~, ~ ProJ~t  No. 2420. 

Moattor~ Progrm Tbne F~mne tnimd Rma~ 

Vege~_ - m  F " ' " ' ~ '  PrulFam 
Shoreline B u f ~  
(53 percels) 

Woody V~io~ Poek~ 
02 ~ )  

Bank Stabilization 
(nTarms) 

E~Tu-fBotmdmy Fences 
(57 segmmts) 

Erosion Control 
Sedimentation Basins 
(13 ~ )  

SensitivcIJnique Wildlife 
Habitat Areas 

Formal 
monitoring 
bemm in 20o~ 

Formal 
monitoring 
beam as s~es 
were planted 
( mW,-~O 0 

Formal 
monitccing 
beam in 200~ 

Annual 
monitoring in 
summm" 2002 

Annually m 

20~2, again in 
smmna" 2002 

An.u,my, 
some quar~ly 

6S% b u f ~  p~e.ls  nued So~xl to excellmt 
15% buffer i~xcels rated poor to at-risk 

Wor* on m-risk ~ e r s  scbeduled for fal12002 
7 in good oondition 
4 in margm~ condition 
I faJledlal~ndoned 

None cm~.ntly In Phase H "establhhed" 
• ,on.or~. SWpteme,~ p~a.a~g .my be 
need~ on some ~ltex 
81% in good condition 
2% in fak conditlan 
17% in poor amdition 

Methods used appeared to dtct'~e succe~. 
Some ~ m  may r~Mre replacer,~u or 
repair. 
15 problem areas identified; 8 due to o0ntinued 
farming of Imffers taken out of pmd~ion ,  6 
due to inadvertmt flu'ruing damage. 

Repairs will be made dm'ing 2002/03 ammal 
mat~enance. Some damag~ will be reviev~l 
in court proceedin~ with aa~ocent 
I ~ .  
12 fuacfioning propa~, al;hougb I is 
i=pair~ 
I i n ~ h , a - U ~  rum~l  o ~ r  ~md dm~ro~l. 

rm~.g,z~ are c~retd/y berg mo~ort~  
a/ong wUh ~-mU/ve/~que ~ ¢ ' e  kab/tm. 
• Shorebirds and other wildlife appew to be 

i n m m m g  near a m i m  ~ u ~  m~mmt  
basim. 

• ~ blu~ herin rookery umt  
omfinumsiy. 

• White-fKed ibis colony used omfinuomly. 
• Waterfowl. ring-n~:ked pheasant, and 

S~mdhill cranes ~ to be benefiting 
from food/cover plo~. 

• Shrub lind willow phmtings along RR 
Trail have ~qxrimced rapid lad  diverse 
grov~h lind have atwacted s~gbirds, 
wading birds, fish and marne. 

• No use of nesl ~ ' u ~ m ~  fer osp~.~ goose, 
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Momitwhtg Program Time Frame Initbd Rmmlta 

and burro~ng owls noted y~t (insUdled in 
2ool-o2). 

Airic,dm~ ' - - - -  r , ~ m  
Orazing Lewes 

F n i n s  

Wildlife Food/Covu" Plo~ 

Cattle ~ e n t  Fences 

Property Coordin~on 

l~ure~ion At,.-. 

Vlsho~ Use Survey 

Wet~md MUttaam t~grmu 
FWt Habitat Structure Prqgrum 

Formal 
monitoring 
~x~an m 200~ 

Formal 
monitoring 
bepa ~n ZO0~ 

Formal 
monitoring 
besan in 2002 

~n~ually. 
Formal 
monitoring 
b q ~ m  
2003. 

Formal 
m~i~rin8 
t~p~ in 2002 

Complete 
E~,n w~h 
installation 
(1996, 1998, 

74% in good cendit/on 
26% in poor conditio~ 

Pastwes/n poor condO/on w'dl be tm'getedfor 
~,f,~t ~00z. 

Areas of noncompliance have been repotted to 
l'acifiCofp's property agent~ 

Some noncow,7~mce mues reso~.d bu~ r~.d 
continued monitoring. Five bgtividuals 
farming PocCTC.orp land without a lease have 
~oz ,~ta,m t,en~. 
Lm~sem~ gra~ng has sx~planted 
sharecropping on these lands, allowing 
t,eee~mg/nm~ng ~ v, merfow~ pheasan~ m~d 
ctanm, lrdfal obaer~6ons suggest inctmsed 
goose productio~ 
2002 monitomg incurred need for minat 
repairs. 

Of 190 adjacent hmdown~ prop¢~ incident 
monitoring forms are being used to t r ~  and 
document at lema 20 current itmles. Several 
atom being farmed wkhout a lone are 
cunem~ belnB addrmsed in courL 

Ova'all, ~tes t n  ia good ~ndi f im with liUle 
need for m~3or 
• BuoysalongNor~.7~handlAttleBecw 

R l ~ r C a m o e ~ ~ b y ~ e o r  
will be replacedinfal12002. 

• N~/om ~ noted near rec~ma*lom sue 
in ~ Marsh 

• 4 - ~ u ~ n m e d ~ B e ~ ' P . i v e r  

22% of ~ ~ e w  of Cutla ~ 
49~ imew wl~n localion wp.s ~ l~m~d 
73% lutd never visl t~ Cutler 

Recommend addtng c~ o n ~ e  compo.em to 
the ~ e y .  
Returned to hmdowner ¢~JDV~) in 2001. 
Creme fish prmmt nest struetm~ in 1996. Few 
retarded in 1991g. None in 2000. 

9 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the work completed during the implementation phase of the Cutler ~ Project No. 
2420 ~ Managemem Plan (RMP) (Pac~Corp 1995), stipulated by Article 402 of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Cemmisalon (FERC) lice'me order, as well as the monitoring work Prepceed for the remainder of the 
30-ycer license period. Details regarding project implementation and initial monitoring activities are available in 
a series of annual repom that cover all mctivities undertakm for the project by location and year (FacifiCorp 
1993-1997; 1998; 1999; 2000;, 2001). The project is lecated in northern Utah, along the west side of Cache 
Valley, in Cache County (Figure i-l). The RMP project boundaries cover approximately 9,550 acres and 
stuxotmd Cutler Reservoir, as well as the areas of cenfluance with its major m'b"taries: the Bern', Little Bear, snd 
Logan rivers; Swing Creek; and C ~  Slough. 

This report was originally intended to document implementation and mmitorin8 activities in compliance with 
the FERC's license order stipulatin8 a Cutler RMP Five-Year lmpk~mmion and Monitoring ~ due 6 
November 2001. However, FERC granted • me-year extension to 31 December 2002 in recognition of difficult 
property negotiations that were still tmderway, which affec~d the completion of the monitoring portions of the 
report. Managmant actions summarized herein were conduc~l to meet a canbinafion ofrequiremants from the 
FERC license, the FERC-required and -approved RMP, snd the US Army Corps of Ensineors (COE) wetland 
permit for mitigation related to the development ofrecreatlon facilities as pert of the RMP. This report also 
summarizes activities related to the reservoir water level monitoring and the three-yelr Bear River Basin studies 
that were alse requirod as lion~,qe ~dit ions  and ere associated with the RMP. An executive summary of this 
re~rt follows. 

This report is organized into three main seaions: 
Section 1.0 - RMP Project Implementation - A summary of the original R I ~  ~qui~nmts and completed 
project implementation activities. 

Se~ion 2.0 - RMP Monitoring Plan - A des~'iption of the RMP monitoring plan. 

Section 3.0 - Initial Monimrin 8 Results - A summary of initi~ RPM monitoring result& 

Th© scri~ of ramrod reports detailing implanmtstion activities ~flCorp 1993-1997; 1998; 1999; 2000; 2001) 
wls organized on specific RMP Program hcmdings, as origimdly ~t~l in ~e RMP; this organization will be 
followed in Section I of this report. However, as the program has now shifted to a focus on monitorin8~ seine 
cetegories have bash re-grouped in order to fmcilltate necessm'y monitoring actlvitlm. These c l u m ~  ~ n ~  
where they occm- in orda. to minimize cenfusion where Irad~t8 betweem ditTereat ~ of ~ ~ 
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1.0 R M P  P R O J E C T  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  

This section documents the activities conducted in compliance with the FERC's license order requiring the 
development and tmplementatinn of the Cutler RMF, and the resultant report at the end of the original five-year 
implementation schedule. Furore five-year reports will cover only the monitoring tasks, as initial implementation 
~s complete. Initial tmpleraentation activities were conducted from 1993-2001. 

The RMP established five goals set as part of the re-licensing process at Cutler. The new license stipulated 
development and implementation of the RMP (PacifiCorp 1995), which included descriptions of the five programs 
undertaken to achieve the goals for the project, set goals for defined management umts, and provided the 
framework for the senes of annual reports that detailed work completed to meet project requirements. The RMP 
also included a preliminary and relatively conceptoal set of maps that detailed poss~le site locations for achieving 
the required mitigation measures as described in the new license and the RMP. Those maps are reproduced m 
Appendix A along with a set of maps that depict the project 'as built'. Most differences between the conceptual 
plans and those actually implemented are a result of fmdings during actual on-site reconnaissance, as many areas 
were sunply not suitable for the activities proposed in the conceptual plans. Further, as a result of extensive 
property trades undertaken to straighten boundaries and maximize buffer ownership as well as minimize 
ownenhip of lands unnecessary to the project, the boundaries of many land parcels identified in the conceptual 
plans for implementation activities were altered once detailed project planning had begun. 

Five goals were documented in the RMP: 
1) Improve water quality 
2) Improve wildlife habitat 
3) Improve scenic resources 
4) Retain and tmprove uad/tional agricultural uses 
5) Improve recreational access to the project area. 

Five programs were developed in order to meet the goals of the RMP. Although they do not necessarily track one 
to one, through tmplementation of the various programs, each of the five goals would be achieved. The five 
programs detailed in the RMP include: 

l) Vegatalion Enhancement Program 
2) Agricultural Lease Pmgraro 
3) Recreation Site Development Program 
4) Wetland Mitigation Area Program 
5) Fish Habitat Structure Program 

The organization of this section is based on the five specific RMP program headings. Several other project 
elements not assigned to one of the five specific programs were grouped together as 'other RMP Components' 
(e.g., Sediment Control Dikes, Wildlife Enhancement Management Areas, and Water Quality Monitoring) and are 
referenced here and in the annual report series under that heading. An additional sub-coraponent of report 
organL-.ation identifies the management area in which RMP components were implemented, according to the five 
original management umts presented in the RMP (South Marsh, North Marsh, Reservoir, Bear River, and Canyon 
management units; see Figure i-l). Maps show locations of the RMP components completed by management unit. 

An administration section was included in the series of annual reports to document agency communications, 
coordination meetings, and other milestone a d m i n ~ v e  activities. They can be referenced as needed and are 
therefore not included in this summary. Further, any pertinent FERC or agency correspondence, such as those that 
clarified or modified license requirements, are detailed in the appropriate sections. All detail regarding the various 
progran~ implemented, as well as site-specific detail for individual projects, is cuntamed in the series of annoal 
reports covering the project and available upon request from PacifiCo~ Hydro Resources, North Temple Office, 
Salt Lake City, Utah (PacifiColp 1993-1997; 1998; 1999; 2000; 2001). 

13 
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The following sections s u r e  work completed for implementation and any operation and maintenance 
(O&M) set up initlally for each of  the five RMP programs listed above, as well as other RMP components that are 
not program specific. The implementation requirements are described for each component, as defined by the 
license or RMP guideline from which each was derived. Exceptions or proposed modifications to the RMP are 
listed, as well as the management unit in which the activity was performed. The work completed section indicates 
overall compliance w/th the license and RMP requirements, and summar/zes the work carried out to meet the 
requirements. All detail regarding the various vegetation enhancement programs that were implemented, as well 
as site-specific descnpuons (including dates) of individual projects, is available in the series of annual reports 
covering the projecL 

Monilonng activities were in/tiaRd as pan of  individual project component implementation (e.g., woody 
vegetation pocket monitoring), or once overall project implementation was complete in 2002 (e.g., buffer 
monitoring). Monitoring plans are included in Sc'c~on 2.0. In/tial monitoring results are included m Section 3.0. 

W 
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. O  
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1.1 Vegetation Enhancement Program 

The Vegetation Enhancement Prograca emphasxzes reestablishing shoreline vegetation to h'nprove water quality, 
wildlife habitat, recreation opportumties, and scenic quality. The mare components of  this program cons~t of  the 
establishment of  vegetated areas to act as shoreline conservation buffers between the reservoir and adjacent 
farming activities, and to provide for shrub planting and hank stabilization activities within this buffer. 
Historically, much of  the shoreline was farmed down to the water's edge, which contributed significantly to soil 
erosion and associated negative water quality, as well as increasing the ongoing rate of  hank loss m some areas. 
Fencing the RMP project boundary (see Figure i-1) is another tmponant component of the Vegetation 
Enhancement Program. Although the North Marsh and Reservoir management units are emphasized in placement 
of  these components, all management units are represented to some degree. The program description that follows 
details these components: 
• Shoreline buffer establishment 
• Shrub planting (woody vegetation pockets and buffer shrub plots) 
• Bank stabilization 
• Fencing (wildlife/buffer fencing) 

Note that because the RMP and related FERC-Iiceuse orders mandate fencing m two separate categories 
(wildlife/buffer in this program, and boundary/access in the agricultural lease program), the amount of fencing has 
been tracked separately for the two categories throughout the life of  the project. However, for future monitoring, 
the designation of  fence types and categories tracked will be altered in order to facilitate required monitoring (see 
also sections 2.1.4 and 2.2.4 for more detail). 

The RMP and related license articles stipulated establishment of shoreline buffers at least 100 (and up to 200) 
feet wide on company-owned lands around Cutler Reservoir between the Valley View Highway (Hwy 30) on the 
south, and extending north to the Newton Bridge on Highway 23. This encompasses roughly I0 miles 'as the crow 
flies' on each side of  the reservoir, but entails many more miles of meandenng shoreline (Figure 1-I). The RMP 
and associated license articles require that the shoreline buffer must cover the stipulated area, and in addition, 
must contain at least 50 acres of previously fanned land reseeded to a permanent grass buffer. Because early 
estimates indicated at least l 0 miles of shoreline buffer would be established, it was anticipated in earlier annual 
reports that the buffer would cover approxm~ately 125-150 acres (I0 linear miles X I00 feet). However, because 
the 10-mile estimate did not include the meandering shoreline on both sides of  the reservoir, the actual shoreline 
buffer acreage on company-owned lands will exceed the original estimate. In fact, on the east side of  the reservoir 
alone, approximately six miles ofbuffer, ranging from 50-200 feet wide, have already been installed. Although 
prior Cutler annual reports list two separate types of  buffer% the description presented here simplifies the 
accounting by treating the 50-acre reqmrement as a subset of  the overall buffer requirement. Buffers may be 
delineated by wire fence or sometimes stmply with wood posts in areas where marking rather than fencing the 
buffer provides adequate protection and control of  adjacent land uses. 

Two components of  the Vegetation Enhancement Program involve shrub plantings. At least 10 large shrub 
plantings (referred to as woody vegetation pockets), consisting of 0.5- to 3-acre planted blocks with openings in 
the middle (as detailed in the RMP), are being established either within or near the buffers. Buffers may also 
include smaller shrub plantings (referred to hereafter as buffer shrub plots) for additional erosion conU'ol and 
wildlife habitat. Neither the RMP nor the related license articles stipulate either the size of, or the number of, 
these smaller buffer shrub plots. 

Bank stabilization activities were originally envisioned as occon'in8 within the shoreline conservation buffer, 
although that concept was expanded (based on more site-specific reconnaissance of  nced) to include some areas 
outside the required shoreline buffer area (e.g., one area in the South Marsh). Originally, the license articles 
classified bank stabilization into two types: ( l )  bank-gabion/rip-rap, considered a "hard" structural type ( 1.5 miles 
required), and, (2) hank-woody planting, considered a "soft" vegetative type (2.0 miles required). The total length 
ofbank stabilization required is 3.5 miles. It is xmportam to note that the FERC inspector (during the 1998 
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inspection) agreed that site-specific conditions should dictate the WPe of bank stabilization utiILzed, and that either 
Wpc may be used as long as at least 3.5 miles of bank is stabilized at pm]cet completion. Bank stabilization 
generally has involved contouring the bank to a 2:1 slope and planting shrubs or perennial herbaceous vcgetanon 
on the slope. Large hay bales were utilized at one site in order to determine their efficacy at stabilizing banks, 
unfortunately, the hay bales deteriorated before vegetation could become established at those sites. The sites that 
utilized this technique will noed to be re-stabilized in order to meet the license requirements. The best results 
occurred when utilizing a combination of the two types. This technique is referred to in the annual report series as 
the 'breakwater" Pipe of stabihzation and consisted of large rocks placed parallel to the re-contoured slope, but 
several feet out into the water. Willow wattles were then buried horizontally at the toe of the slope, and wetland 
vegetation collected from adjaceot donor sites was placed m the shallow water between the rocks and the 
shoreline. This technique had the advantage of creating a fully functional vegetative community within the 
breakwater zone m less than a year, which should hold the stabilized banks over time. Historically, large numbers 
of cars were utilized to stabilize miles of eroding reservoir banks; therefore, bank stabihzation activities in many 
areas have also required car removal prior to any earthwork. To date, all of the larger accumulations (more than 
two cars together) have been removed, resulting in over 500 junked cars being removed from over four miles of 

shoreline. 

The RMP and related license articles also required two separate categories of fencing in order to address both 
property boundary control issues and wildlife habitat protection issues. For the Vegetation Enhancement 
Progran~ fencing (referred to hereafter in the category wildlife/buffer fence) was used to exclude caltie or other 
inappropriate uses from wildlife areas, buffers, and wetlands. These fences were generally either barbed w~re or 
electric, although some areas required only wood posts to mark farn~ing buffers. The FERC license also required 
a second category of fencing, buondary/access fence, which was used to delineate lease buondaries or to corm'o[ 
property, and is described as pan of the Agnculmral Lease Program (see Section 1.2.5). The license articles 
require cons~uction of at least six wiles of  fencing for each category (I 2 miles total). It has become apparent that 
more miles of fencing than were originally anticipated arc necessary in order to adequately manage the grazing 
program, tnd to delineate and protect the project boundary. In fact, to date, over 73 miles offence and/or 
boundary ~ have been installed (note that this total includes both categories, see Section 1.2.5 for informauon 
specific to buundary/access fence). 

1.1.1 ShorWJmr Buffer 

Implementation Requirement: Establish a vegetative buffer on corapany-owned lands around Cutler Reservoir 
between the Valley View Highway (Hwy 30) on the south, extending north to the Newton Bridge on Highway 23. 
Trade land to sU'mghren ownership lines and acquire shoreline buffer where possible. Buffer smpe will be at least 
100 (and up to 200) feet wide and cover at least 125 acres. Reseed a minimum of 50 acres of  previously tilled land 
to a pemmnent grass beffer. 

Exceptions to the RMP: None. Initial project Implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: Over 38 miles of  shoreline conservation buffer have been established to date to fulfill this 
requiremem (Figure 1-1 ). Although much of  the need for buffer was originally anticipated to be on the west side 
of the reservoir in the North Marsh and Reservoir Management Units, it became apparent that additional efforts 
were necessary on the east side in the two management areas indicated, as well as around the Bear River. 
Approximately 8.3 of  the 38+ miles of  total buffer (covering approximately 170 acres) were delineated in the Bear 
River Management Unit. The total also includes significant miles and acreage of  shoreline buffer (approxtmarely 
7.6 miles of  buffer from 50-200 feet wide, covering approxtrnately 226 acres) that was established on the east side 
of the reservoir as a result of  eddiUonal property boundary control efforts. The current buffer work brings the total 
to approxtmately 1098 acres established to date - 610 acres of  previously tilled farm land reseeded to a permanent 
grass buffer, and another 488 acres of  shoreline vegetation protected by buffer markers but not replanted as the 
existing vegetation was considered suitable (or was not accessible). Installation of the shoreline buffer required 
intensive property negotiations due to long-held beliefs regarding the location (or lack thereof) of  the boundary 
line between PacifiCorp and many of the adjacent land owners in the Bear River Management Unit. Because some 
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of tbese matters escalated into legal proceedings, a few boundaries were not resolved by the project completion 
date (end of fiscal year 2001; equated to 31 March 2002). Completion of these specific activities will be noted m 
future monitoring reports. Some riverbank sections along the Bear River could not be protected with a buffer as 
the adjacent landowners refused to trade for parcels out in the water (see annual reports for additional site-specific 
detail regarding buffer establishment). Although not specifically required to fulfill implementation obligations, 
efforts to establish buffers at several locations in the Bear River Management Area (Cardon, Falslev, Kunzler, 
Lindley) will continue in order to ensure adequate control of  conflicting uses of company land. Delineation of 
these buffers should occur once property ownership issues are resolved. Final adjudicanon is currently scheduled 
for 1 November 2002. 

O&M: 
Because perennial grasses in the buffers can take several years to become established, O&M measures designed to 
augment urigmal plantings will not take place until 3-5 years after initial planing efforts. Monitoring has shown 
all buffers established to date have taken at least three years to show dominance by perennial grasses. Some 
buffers in the Bear River Management Area Olobbs, R. Reete, Tim]me) lacking initial re-planting will be analyzed 
in 2002/3 for potential future implementation of  reclamation activities. See sections 2.1.1 and 3.1.1 for monitoring 
information collected and initial results. 

1.1.2 Woody Vegetation Pockets 

Implementation Requirement: Establish 10-15 pockets of woody vegetation 0.5 to 3.0 acres in size. (Note that the 
conceptual maps m the RMP show numerous (greater than the l0 sites required) potential sites for establishment 
of woody vegetation pockets, which then allowed for selection of the sites most likely to support successful mass 
shn:b and nee plantings.) 

Exceptions to the RMP: None. Initial project implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: A total of  12 woody vegetation pocket sites have been planted to date to address this 
reqmreraent (Figure 1-2). Sites were planted at initial densities of approxu'aately 5,000 shrubs/acre given the 
relatively high rates of  mortality observed over the implementation period (it is noteworthy that I0 of  the 12 
original sites were planted during the period 1998-2002, which also corresponded to a continuous period of  
regional drought). One of  the 1997 planting sites (Larson Triangle) was determined m be unsuccessful and 
abandoned; it was not counted in the total number of  l I sites. Of the I I remamnig sites, three appeared to be 
marginal due to mortality (one was inadvertently destroyed by trespassing cassia, two others had low initial 
success resulting from vole predation and drought) and were augmented with additional plantings in December of  
2001. One other site was rated as marginal after the first year of  monitoring; monitoring conducted in 2003 will 
deterrnme whether that site will also need to be augmented. Often shrubs grow back from the roots the second 
year, so at least two years of  data indicating madeqnate survival will be collected prior to re-planting. Given the 
high rate of  shrub mortality and other unpredictable negative events observed at these sites, we believe the 
additional planting was warranted m order to ensure at least 10 established sites at project completion. Shrub 
numbers and species planted at each site, as well as initial monitoring activities and baseline transect counts, are 
included m the series of  individual annual reports available for the project (PacifiCorp 1993-1997; 1998; 1999; 
2000; 2001). 

O&M: 
Three sites have been re-planted or augmented, given reaults of  initial monitoring. It is anticipated that similar 
O&M activities will take place as necessary until all sites are satisfactorily established. See sections 2.1.2 and 
3.1.2 for the woody vegetation monitoring plan and initial results. 

1.1.3 Buffer Shrub Plots 

Implementation Requirement: Enhance or plant small shrub areas in buffer as needed (no specific number or size 
given; Figure 1-2). See Section l.1.2 for the description of  larger woody vegetatiun pocket sites. 
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Exceptions to the RMP: None. Initial project implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: A total of  15 buffer shrub plots ranging in size from 0.003-0.15 acres have been established to 
date. All sites were established within new or existing buffers, where perennial grasses previously planted may 
help to provide cover and suppress weeds in the xmmediate vicinity. All buffer shrub plots were located in the 
North Marsh or the Reservoir Management Units. Most of  the buffer shrub plots were planted near the shrub 
plantings that line the stabilized bank. 

O&M: 
Annual momtoring transects have been completed at the G. Benson north sites; all other sites have been visually 
inspected. Inilial monitoring data will be incorporated into future efforts; see sections 2.1.2 and 3.1.2 for 
mformalion regarding buffer shrub plot monitoring activities. 

I. 1.4 B u k  Stablliza~n 

Implementation Requirements: Stabilize 3.5 total miles of  shoreline. Note that either "hard" or "soft" (or a 
combination of  the two) bank stabilization techniques may be utilized depending on which method is deemed 
most appropriate (i.e., roost effective for a specific site). 

Exceptions to the RMP: None. Initial project impleroentation is complete. 

Work Completed: Approxnnately 20,900 linear feet (3.96 miles) of  hank stabihzation have been completed to date 
(Figure 1-3). The bank stabilization sites completed are located primarily within the Reservoir Management Unit, 
although one site is located in the South Marsh Management Unit. Refer to the annual report serxes for additional 
detail regarding specific project sites and stabihzalion types utilized (PacifiCorp 1993-1997; 1998, 1999; 2000; 
2001). Note that the project referred to as Railroad (RR) Trail was completed as part of  the requirement for a 
walking trait, as specified in the Recreation Site Development Program, and is therefore not counted in the above 
total o f  miles/feet of  stabilized bank, despite the fact that it el/minated eroding shoreline cnnt~buting to poor water 
quality and sedimentation along an additional 1. I miles (5,930 feet) of  shoreline. 

O&M: 
The farmer lcesrog the farm ground adjacent to the Ballard buffer is concerned that the original bank stabilization 
work done there was not successful and would like to consider re-stabilizing the bank with fill he would supply. 
Concern was expressed in late 2000; PacifiCot~ replied that this determination would be made during the year 
2002. See sections 2.1.3 and 3.1.3 for bank stabilization monitoring activities and results. 

1.1.5 WIldlife./Buffer Fence 

Implementation Reqmreroent: Construct 6 miles offence for control of  cattle and/or other conflicting use (i.e., 
setback to reduce unpacts to wetland and other sensitive resources). An additional 6 miles of  fence were required 
in a separate category of  the FERC license, desc~bed below in Section 1.2.5. 

Excepnous to the RMP: None. Initial project Implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: Approxxmately 15.1 miles of  wildlife/buffer fence have been const~cted to date to fulfill this 
requirement ~ (Figure 1-4). Although no additional fence is needed to complete the required length, some fencing 
may yet be necessary to ensure adequate control of  conflicting uses of  company land. The license articles require 

Note that the GIS database indicates there are 18.1 miles offence in this category. This total includes about 3.0 
miles of  water boundaries that were not technically' constructed' and are therefore not included in the above 
totals. This discrepancy will continue m the GIS database. 
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conslrucuon of  at least 12 total miles of  fencing; however, it became apparent that more miles of  fencing than 
were originally anticipated were necessary to adequately delineate and protect the project boundary and to meet 
RMP goals. In fact, although not specifically required to fulfill implementation obligations, consUxtction of  fences 
or buffer markers at several locations (Cardon, Falslev, Kunzler, Lindley) in the Bear River Management Area 
will continue m order to ensure adequate con;aol of  conflicting uses of  company land. Construction of  these fences 
should occur once the legal work is concluded. Final adjudicat/on is currently scheduled for 1 November 2002. 
Addiuonal miles of  wire fence and wood posts, install e.d to demarcate and protect the Cutler property boundary, 
&re documented in Section 1.2.5, below, Because many of the fences included in the distance measurement for 
each of the two categories function both to mark the property boundary and to protect sensitive wildlife habitats or 
other buffers, future monitoring activities will not differentiate between the two types of  fence. They will be 
monitored based on whether they delineate grazing pastures, and all other boundary or buffer fences (see Section 
2.1.4 for additional details regarding this change in categorization of  fences types). 

O & M :  

• Put up/take down elecuical fences and repair as n e e d e d .  

• Monitor barbed wire fences/posts annually and repair as needed (see sections 2.1.4 and 3.1.4 for fence 
monitoring activities and results). 
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1.2 Agricultural Lease Program 

As part of the FERC application filed in 1991, PacifiCorp proposed to modify its agricultural leasing program. 
which consisted of modifying lease practices on 4500 acres to accomplish land use changes and managing the new 
leases under three mmn program components (Figure I-5): 
• Grazing leases 
• Farming leases 
• Wildlife food/cover leases 

qt4# 
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This program also addresses a second required category of fence construction, boundary/access fences (see 
Section 1.1.5 for the other category of fence required by the license), to delineate leases and property boundaries, 
or to control access and gra~ng. Improvements in land use resulting from implementation of this program will be 
widespread across all five management areas, although some of the largest tracts that will be positively affected by 
these changes are located m the South Marsh (primarily grazang leases), North Marsh (both farming and grazing 
leases), and Reservoir (mostly farming ]eases) Management Units. 

1.2.1 La~d Use Practices 

Implementation Required: Evaluate and modify agricultural lease practices on 4500 acres and incorporate new 
terms and conditions into all new leases to accomplish land use practice changes. 

Excepuons to the RMP: None. Initial project implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: All initially required lease modifications have been completed. Some of the current leases 
require ongoing annual lessee meetings, monitoring, and adminisuation. Previous work included cancellation of 
initial leases, and m 1994, issuance of all new leases with new terms and conditions. Since 1994, the lease 
program has continued to evolve, including overall changes in lessees, parcels leased, and the acreages of 
individual parcels (e.g., where previously farmed lease areas have been reduced by the acreage of shoreline 
buffers). Agricultural land lease practices are now administered annually under three main lease categories 
(sections 1.2.2 through 1.2.4). Current grazing and farming leases are listed in Table l-1. 

*lq# Table 1-1. Current ~ for Graz/ng and Farming at Cutler Reservoir. 
Lessee (Pasture #) Type of Lease Number Expiration Date Management Acres 

Lease and Term Unit Leased ~ 
BreU Selman Grazing UTCA-0091A Apr. 30, 2003 North Marsh 300.0 
(NP1, NP2, NP3, NG1, NG2, (1 yr.) 
NG3, NG4, NG5, NG6, NG7) 
Harry Willmore Grazing UTCA-0151A Apr. 30, 2005 South Marsh 121.4 
(SGIA, SGIB, SGIC) (5 yrs.) 
Utah State University Grazing UTCA-0161A Apr. 30, 2003 South Marsh 361.7 
(SG2A, SG2B, SG2C, SG2D, (1 yr.) 
SG3A, SG3B SG3C, SG4A, SG4B, 
SG4C, SG4D, SPIA, SPIB, and 
SPIC) 
Kelly Walker Grazing UTCA-0171A Apr. 30, 2006 South Marsh 255.0 
(SP2A, SP2B, SP2C, SGSA, (5 yr.) 
SGSB, SGSC, SGSD, SG6A, 
SG7A, SG7B & Spring Creek 1, 2, 
3) 
Kelly Walker Grazing Common Area Apr. 30, 2006 South Marsh 22.0 
(SG6B) (5 yr.) 
Heber ttardman Grazing UTCA-0020A May 31, 2003 South Marsh 80.0 

q=# 

, f f  
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(SGMI and SGM2) 

Errol Hoolms 
(No Pasture No.; 300-ac parcel SW 
of Bcnson Marina) 
Odell Rinderknecht 
(Logan River pastm~ 1, 2, and 3) 

Rallin Anderson 
(Curler Canyon) 

Round,/Farms 

Ballard Hog Farms 

, Roundy Farms 

Darren Cox 

Robert Munk 

Gr~mg 
for habimt 

mgmt 
Grazing 

for habitat 
mgmt 

Grazing 
for habitat 

mgmt 

Finning 

Farnung 

CRP LCOse 

HoneyBee 

Buffer 

(i ~.) 
Lease Subtotal 

UTCA-0125A 

UTCA-014IB 

UTBX-0033A 

Nov. 13, 2002 
(I too.) 

Dec. 24, 2002 
(l too.) 

June 10, 2002 
(l too.) 

North Marsh 

South Marsh 

Canyon 

Wildlife Habitat Management Lease Sub-total 
Total Grazing Lease Acreage 

UTCA-00g0A 

UTCA-0141A 

Dec. 3 I, 2004 North Marsh 
(5 yrs.) and Reservoir 

Dec. 31, 2005 Reservoir 
(5 yrs.) 

Farming Lease Acreage Total 
UTCA-0391A 

UTCA-0273A 

LrI'CA-0240A 

Sept. 30,2010 
(10 yrs.) 

Nov. I, 2002 
(5'/2 moo 

Mar. 31,2024 
(27 yrs.) 

North Marsh 

Reservoir 

Reservoir 

I140.I 
250 

85.0 

260.0 

595.0 
1735.1 
428.0 

30.0 

458.0 
40.0 

1.0 

15.7 

Paul Stewart Buffer UTCA--0077A Mar. 31, 2024 Reservoir 15.7 
(30 yrs.) 

Heber Hardman to PacifiCorp Mtsc. UTCA-0020A May 31, 2024 South Marsh 4.9 
Property (30 y*s.) 

PacifiCorp to Heber Hardman UTCA--0020A South Marsh 4.0 Misc. 
propcr~ 

May 3 I, 2024 
(30 yrs.) 

Miscellaneous Lease Acreage ToUt[ 81.3 
xSoeree - Property Delmrtrnem (available on request from PacifiCo~'s North Temple Office m Salt Lake City) 

l q w  

W 

¢ t t  

¢ t t  

1.2.2 Gra~cg Leases 

Implementation Requirement: As part of the change in land-use practices on 4500 acres, evaluate grazing 
practices and apply new terms and cond/fions to all remaining graz~g leases. Initial revisions are complete; 
continue to administer annual leasing. 

Exceptions to the RMP: None. Initial project implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: All grazing leases have been reconfigured to improve land use practices. Approxtmately 1735 
acres are currently leased for grazing (Figure 1-5, Table I-I). Of the total grazing lease acreage, approxuuately 
595 acres were leased solely to utilize grazing as a tool for effective wildlife habitat management, in accordance 
w/th the numagement goals set for those areas. Because these parcels are not administered under standard grazing 
pracuces (parcels managed to enhance habitat and also provide fee revenue), they are leased only on an annual 
basis, and only after a determination has been made as to the need for grazing for that season. 

O&M: 
• Conlinue to u~prove O&M practices with RMP conditions. 
• Maintain fences dunng the grazing l~rind (see Section 1.2.5). 
• Maintain water troughs. 
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• Inspect irrigation control sU-uctores; irrigate South Marsh pastures (May - October); maintain and wintenze 
irrigation control system (November). 

• Clean irrigation ditch syuem; maintain ditch banks. 
• Fertilize grazing pastures (as needed). 
• Harrow grazing pastures (as needed). 
• Conduct grazing meetings in spring to coordinate with the lessees prior to the start of  the grazing season (1 

June 2001 ). 
• Coordinate lease administration with Property Management (see Table I- 1 for detail regarding gra2mg 

teases). 
• Utilize past leases and other pasture data to construct new grazing rotation schedules for each lease, and 

ensure compliance (or deal with non-compliance) with rotation schedules; adjust grazing rotations as 
necessary for specific pasture conditions. 

• Identify additional areas in need of  reseeding. 
• Inspect and conduct spraying/mowing of noxious weeds. 
• Monitor pastures for grazing use and target forage levels (see sections 2.2.1 and 3.2.1 for gra~ng lease 

monitoring activities and results). 

1.2.$ FarmlMg Leases 

Implementation Requirement: Changes to farming leases were described as part of the change in land-use 
practices on 4500 acres, including modifications to new leases incorporating RMP conditions (reduce or eliminate 
grazing and tillage along shoreline, resmct or eliminate use of pesucides and herbicides, regulate burning and 
spraying). Also, crop share leases on 300 acres of  tilled ground were intended to provide additional waterfowl 
food/cover. This issue was further addressed in the RMP by compensaUng farmers for waterfowFcrane crop 

damage. 

Exceptions to the RMP: None. Initial project implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: Initial changes in farming lease conditions have been completed. Ongoing improvements to 
farrmng lease ground continue. A total of  458 acres are currently leased for farming (Figure 1-5, Table 1-1). An 
additional 168 acres are classified as production pastures that are counted as pan of  the standard gra~ng leases, 
and are suitable for grazing after grass hay is cut. Several areas have been farmed (or grazed) without a lease. 
These unresolved and on-going property issues have been identified and will be addressed with the cooperation of 
Property Management. An additional lease category (nnscellaneons property leases) has been added to track the 
various Conservatioo Reserve Program (CRP) and exclusive or trespass leases issued on project lands. The CRP 
lease does include some revenue shared with the lessee. 

O&M: 
• Continue O&M practices with RMP condiUons. 
• Coordinate with lessees regarding conversion of additional farmed shoreline to conservation buffer (see 

Section 1.1.1). 
• Coordinate lease administration through Property Management (see Table I- 1 for summary of  farming 

leases). 
• Coordinate current farmable acreage with Property Management in support of  farming leases. 
• Update GIS database with new installed buffers. 
• Coordinate with lessees to plant grass in newly converted buffers. 
• Coordinate with lessees and NRCS for CRP enrollment. 
• Coordinate with lessees and Property Management regarding alteration/improvements to lessees' diesel 

irrigation pumps containment system required by the FERC license (currently a fuel spill hazard exists wilh 
resulting liability to the company for any uncontatned diesel tanks located on land owned by PacifiCorp). 

• Farming leases (Ballard and Roondy) allow for crop utilization by waterfowl and cranes by providing 
compensation to the farmers out of  PacifiCorp's revenues (see also Section 1.2.4, below). 
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• Monitor all farming lease areas to ensure compliance with RMP and lease conditions (see sections 2.2.2 and 
3 2.2 for information on monitoring activities for farming leases). 

1.2.4 Wildlife FomPCover Leases 

Implementation Requirement: Imtial agncobural lease/land use revisions have been completed. Requirements 
included management of  parts of  the South Marsh for waterfowl and other wildlife food resources (e.g.. decoy 
cereal grain crops, pheasant winter food plots, and production pastures for goose grazing) or for wildlife cover or 
hiding habitat. Four potential areas for these activities were indicated on the South Marsh map in the RMP 
(Appendix A). Additional related actions included farming leases with provisions for crop sharing and 
compensation for goose damage (see also Section 1.2 3). 

Exceplions to the RMP: Some areas marked on the RMP conceptual maps could not be developed as indicated on 
the maps. However, with the two ftelds developed in 199g, a total of seven fields, as well as the pastures in Cutler 
Canyon, are now available to be managed as forage/cover for waterfowl, pheasant, or other wildlife. Initial 

project implementation is complete. 

Work Completed; Currently, up to seven fields and the pastures in Cutler Canyon can be managed as food/cover 
resources for waterfowl and other wildlife. This number exceeds the original conceptual plan found in the RMP. 
Management practices are continually refined in these fields to meet the overall wildlife food/cover lease 

objectives. 

O&M: 
• Continue to refine O&M practices 
• Monitor weeds in newly established wildlife foud/cover fields (these fields were only established in 1998 and 

early monitoring indicated a need to augment the initial seeding, as well as increase weed conu'ol efforts). 
The 2001 re-seeding efforts will continue to be monitored, due to the extreme drought conditions that have 
persisted through re-establishment efforts. 

• Fall standing crops in all other fields (Spring Creek #1, Logan River #1-3, and Roundy 300-ac parcel) are left 
for waterfowl and other wildlife food/cover until after the pheasant season (mid-November), but are grazed 
until late December when there is generally a snow cover that protects the plant bases but allows for sufficient 
grazing to achieve the desired conditions for spring waterfowl use. These areas are monitored in spring to 
ensure that the late fall/early winter grazing season continues to be beneficial for wildlife habitat and forage 
values in the specific pastures (see sections 2.2.3 and 3.2.3 for information on monitoring activities for 

wildlife food/cover plot leases). 

1.2. 5 Bouadm,y/Acce~ F e ~ e  

lmvlementation ~ u i r e m e n t :  Construct 6 miles of  additional fence (both new wn-e fences and wood post 
boundary markers that serve the same function have been utilized) as required by the license articles to protect and 
cou~'ol project lands or to delineate lease and/or property bo~mdsries (see Section 1.1.5 for additional 

wildlife/buffer fence requirements). 

Exceptions to the RMP: The anmunt offence completed to date exceeds the 6-mile requirement; however, as 
detailed previously, more fence may be constructed in order to adequately con~ol and protect PacifiCurp property. 
Initial project implementation t, complete. 

Work Completed: Approxnnately 58.0 miles of  boundary/access fence and posts have been conslzucted to meet 
the license requirements for this category offence; also see Section 1.1.5, above. Note that much of this represents 
elecnic fence installed to manage the grazing program (Figure 1-4). At several points m the Coder Canyon area 
and in the Clay Slough/Church Farm area, the property line extends out into the reservoir. In order to accurately 
delineate the property boundary with posts in those areas, a blue and white reflector was afi'Lxed tO those points 
where the boundary extends out into the water. The reflectors are visible at a distance (and from a boat), and will 
allow PacifiCorp to accurately determine the location of  the boundary line in the future, by fixing the points that it 
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extends out into the water and the points at which the line comes back onto the shore. Because many of the fences 
included in the distance measurement given for each of the two categories function both to mark the property 
boundary and protect sensitive wildlife habitats or other buffers, future monitoring activities will no longer 
differemiate between the two types of  fence; they will he monitored based on whether they delineate grazing 
pastures, and all other boundary or buffer fences (see Section 2.2.4 for additional details regarding this change in 
categorization of  fences types). Although not specifically required to fulfill unplementation obligations, 
construction of  fences or buffer post markers at several locations (Curdon, Falslev, Kunzler, Lindley) in the Bear 
River Management Area will continue in order to ensure adequate control of  conflicting uses o f  company land. 
Delineation of  these buffers shotdd occur once the legal work is concluded. Final adjudication is currently 

scheduled for I November 2002. 

O&M: 
• Inspect and mmntath fences as needed (March through Oct). 
• Conduct solar electric fence maintemmce (May through Oct); replaced much of  the old fence with Ganagher 

electric fence m spring 2001. 

See sections 2.2.4 and 3.2.4 for information on monitoring activities for cattle management fences. 
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1.3 Recrea t ion  Site D e v e l o p m e n t  P r o g r a m  

The RMP stipulates that the Recreation Site Development Program anprove public access and develop recreation 
facilities at a number of facilities around the reservoir (Figure 1-6). These include a wide range of  developed 
uses, from major (with boat ramps and permanent restroom facilities) to more primitive sites (allowing canoe or 
other smell boat launch only and portable resU'oom facilities). Additional recreation developments included 
conslJ'uctioo and/or installation of  boat-in sites, canoe trails and pedestrian trails. Interpretive signing and 
recreational use guidelines ate also described as part of  this program. 

Implementation Requirement: Conslruct eight day-use recreation sites (4 major and 4 primitive sites, with at least 
one site in each management umt), two boat-in only picnic sites (Cutler Canyon Management Unit), an established 
pedesuian/biking loop trail (south of  the existing Benson Marina site in the North Marsh Management Unit), and 
two canoe trails (North and South Marsh Management Units). Conduct a visitor use survey of  the consm~cted 
recreation sites. 

Exceptions to the RMP: Construction of the Logan River recreation site, proposed as a priminve canoe access 
area off of  the Valley View Highway (Hwy 30), has been postponed until Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) widens Hwy 30, as planned. PaciflCorp had proposed to provide a tumont from the highway to access 
the new site; however, UDOT indicated that a deceleration/acceleration lane would be required for public safety. 
Because of  the narrowness of  the highway, UDOT would not consider a variance. Therefore, it was infeasible and 
cost-prohibitive to move fo~vard with this site. Once the road is widened, the requirement for an extra lane will be 
eliminated. FERC has been informed of, and has agreed to, the postponement of the cons~uctioo of  the Logan 
River day-use recreation site. Initial project Implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: All four major sites and three of the four primitive sites have been completed (Figure 1-6). 
Construction of the final proposed primitive site has been postponed (see above exception), bringing the total to 
seven completed day-use sites. Additional components of  the Recreation Program that were completed include the 
installation of  three marked canoe tails (North Marsh, Logan River, and Spring Creek trails), placement of 
interpretive materials and maps at several of the day-use recreation sites, construction of  a pedestrian/fishing 
bridge and the associated trail (RR Trail and Bridge), and the development and implementation of  a recreational 
use policy for Cutler. The policy addresses several key areas of resource enhancement or protection, including 
improving human safety, water quality, and protecting sensitive wildlife habitat. Final elements of the Recreation 
Program that have been implemented included consl~uction of the two boat-in picnic sites (Cutler Canyon 
Islands), development and placement of  additional interpretive informanon, plaoomg and coordination of a 
recreation user survey (see also sections 2.3 and 3.3 and Appendix B), completion oftha RR Trail surfacing, and 
identification o fa  pedeatrian U'ail (Bear River Riparian Trail; included blocking access to off-highway vehicles 
[OHVs]) in the Bear River Management Unit. Note that completion of the RR Trail and Bridge included an 
additional 1.1 miles of  bank stabilization along both the north and south sides of  an abandoned railroad grade. 
Because the requirement for this walking ~ and associated preservation of  the old grade was specified in the 
Recreation Enhancement Program, it was not coooted in the total length of  hank stabilization as it was required for 
this project component (see also Section 1.1.4). 

Other miscellaneous work completed: 
• Coordinated the development of  new, comprehensive interpretive information for the Curler Hydroelectric 

Project with U~h  State University. 
• Pamcipated in discussions with UDWR, State Parks, and adjacent landowners and hooters regarding potential 

additional resn'ictinns on motorized boat travel m the area of  the main reservoir near the confluence of the 
Bear River with Cutler. 

• Maintained the Cutler Wetlands Maze website (http://www.bridgerlandaudubon.org/wetlandsmaze/), which 
explains the recreation policy and has maps of all the recreation sites and the entire project area. The website 
also contains interpretive information on wetlands and wildlife, as well as some historical information 
regarding the project area. This site is linked with both the PaciflCorp inter- and intranet websites. 
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• Coordinated with various local environmental education and conservation organizations for additional 
interpretive signage at several existing or planned recreation facilities. 

• Implemented a recreation visitor use survey with assistance from a graduate student class from Utah State 

University. 

O&M: 
The following are conducted by Cutler Plant personnel: 
• Conduct visual inspections 2-3 times per week. 
• Clean res~ooms and conduct maintenance as needed. 
• Mow recreation areas as needed. 
• Additional tasks that may be required in the future include Txash removal and resU'oom maintenance on the 

east side of  the Railroad Trail bridge. 

Vehicle counts were conducted 2-3 times per week by Cutler Plant personnel. Data forms were filed monthly with 
Hydro Resources in Salt Lake City. New u'ees planted in fall o f  2000 were monitored by PacifiCorp HCS 
personnel and watered for one year as part of  an Eagle Scout project. On-going watering is currently being 
coordinated by a local conservation association. See sections 2.3 and 3.3 for information on monitoring activities 

for recreation sites. 
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1.4 Wet land  Mit iga t ion  A r e a  Program 

Implementation of  the Recreation Site Development Program resulted in some unavoidable impacts to wetlands 
and other special aquatic sites located at the edge of  the reservoir where recreation sites were constructed. 
Although the original constnJction plans would have affected approximately 2 acres of  wetlands, addinonal 
avoidance measures were incorporated by altering the site designs that decreased total wetland impacts to less than 
0.25 acres. In order to mitigate these impacts, PacifiCurp proposed construction of  a 6.0-acre wetland complex on 
land adjacent to the project owned by the Utah Division of  Wildlife Resources (UDWR). 

Implementation Requirement: Consla'oct a 6.0-acre pond in the South Marsh on land owned by the state of  Utah 
and establish appropriate hydric vegetation as mitigation for wetland onpacts incurred during development of  the 
various recreation sites (Figure 1-7). Monitor for five years (per COE permit), then return site to management by 
UDWR. Under the same pen-rut, an additional wetland mitigation project was the removal of  an old road adjacent 
to the Upper Bear River Recreation Site (located m the Bear River Management Unit). 

Exceptions to the RMP: None. Initial project Implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: Implementation of  this program is complete, and was finalized following the spring 2001 site 
visit with the UDWR to ensure an appropriate transition following completion of  PacifiCorp's project. In 1995, 
construction was completed on a 6.5-acre shallow pond with two upland islands (see Figure 1-7). The created 
wetland is located just outside PacifiCorp ownership in the South Marsh Management Unit on lands owned by 
UDWR. Wetland vegetation continues to establish and was monitored for progress on an annual basis through 
2000. The year 2000 was the end of the final required monitoring season for wetland establishment; management 
of  this wetland was returned to the land owner, UDWR. The final monitoring report was submitted to, and 
accepted by, the COE in the fall of  2000. In the spring of  2001, a site visit was held with UDWR that was 
designed to ensure an appropriate u'ansition following completion of  PacifiCorp's project. The f'mal wetland 
monitoring is included with this report, as supulated by the FERC license (Appendix C). 

O&M: 
• Pond levels were inspected and regulated as needed in order to fluctuate the water level initially in the spring. 

These duties were returned to the UDWR as planned following the June 2001 site visit (also see Cutler 
Wetland Planting and Monitoring Plan, PacifiCorp, 18 September 1997). 

• On-going O&M measures (particolarly water supply and level) are the responsibility of  UDWR personnel. 
• See sections 2.4 and 3 .4  for information on momtonng actlwues for the wetland rmtlgatton si te .  
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1.5 Fish Habitat  Structure Program 

Implementation of  this program was proposed to help increase the number of  game fish in the reservoir and 
provide unproved recreational angler opportunities at Cutler Reservoir. Fish habitat structure was noted to be 
lacking, so artificial habitats were designed, conslructad' and installed in cooperation with UDWR. 

Implementation Requirement: Install f o ~  to six unde~,ater fish habitat structures at two sites (Reservoir 
Management Umt; see Figure 1-7). 

Exceptions to RMP: More fxsh habitat structures than originally proposed were installed (see below under Work 
Completed). The monitoring plan and schedule were changed per agreement with UDWR (letter from Sorenson 
dated November 15, 1996, Appendix D). PaeifiCo~ proposed to suspend angler surveys until angler use 
increases to a point where adequate data can be collected (PacifiCorp 1998). Initial project Implementation is 
complete. 

Work Completed: Implementation of  this program is complete. During project unplementatlort, 30 underwater fish 
habitat structures of  two different types were installed at three sites, all in the Reservoir Management Unit. 

O&M: 
• Visual inspection of  the structures has been deferred until the next major drawdown (none are currently 

scheduled). UDWR concurs that reservoir turbidity precludes adequate visual ins~ction of  the structures 
underwater. 

• Monitoring occurred as scheduled per agreeroent with UDWR in 1995, 1996, 1998, and 2000 (as summarized 
in sections 2.5 and 3.5 of  this report). 
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1.6 Othe r  R M P  C o m p o n e n t s  

This section describes implementation of  other RMP components throughout the project area (in all five 
management units) that axe not specifically described under one of the previous specific prngxam headings, but 
were Lmplememed to help achieve the five goals of the RMP. These components include: 
• Construction of  erosion control sediment basins 
• Protection of  sensitive wildlife habitats 
• Various property issues 
• Water level and quality monitoring (Figure 1-7) 

Note that for f~ture monitoring efforts, monitoring activities for erosion cont:ol check darns and sensiuve wildlife 
habitats will be included m the Vegetation Enhancement Program, as most of  the~ mitigation features are located 
within buffer zones. The re-alignment of  these categories will su-eamline future monitoring efforts. Water level 
and water quality monitoring acUvities will continue under their own program headings (see also sections 2.0 and 
3.0 for descriptions of  monitoring programs and results). 

1.6.1 Eroslo .  Control Sediment Basins 

Implementation Requirement: Build sediment catch basins where needed in the North Marsh & Reservoir Units. 
The RMP does not stipulate particular numbers or locations for these structures. These sU'uctures were planned to 
mininnze sheet flow erosion from agricultural lands and reduce sediment loading into the reservoir. 

ExcepUons to the RMP: None. Initial project Implementation it complete. 

Work Completed: A total of 14 functioning erosion conU'ol sediment basins were initially constructed in the North 
Marsh and Reservoir Management Units to satisfy this requirement (Figure 1-7). Of the 14, one was destroyed 
after being farmed over, and a second was inadvertently farmed over and no longer functions at its original level, 
but does still control erosion and sediment flow on the dramage where it is located. This prngxam has been 
completed with the consU'uction of  a total of 13 functioning erosion conTxol sediment basins. 

O&M: 
• Repair check dams as needed (per momturing) on the 13 fonctionmg erosion conlxol srmetuses. 
• Assess the foncUon of the sediment catch basins to determine which, if any, structures require O&M work 

(see sections 2.1.5 and 3.1.5 for descriptions of  erosion conU'ol sedimem basin monitoring activities and 
results). 

1.6.2 Se.aslfft, e WUdlOre Habitats 

Implementation Requirement: Protect sensitive and/or unique wildlife habitat areas (e.g., great blue heron 
rookery, white-faced ibis and Franklin gull colonies, Sandhill crane nesting and roosting sites, etc.). Protect these 
areas where possible from disturbance due m public reereation, grazing, or other negative unpacts. Provide 
fencing to control use and install interpretive signs by recreation sites and on edges of  sensitive wildlife areas. 
One specific area of  the Bear River Management Unit, an abandoned oxbow of the Bear River, was des,gnated in 
the RMP to be planted with wild roses to enhance wildlife habitat fur upland game birds. 

Exceptions to the RMF: Because company ownership in the Bear River abandoned oxbow area is linuted to the 
zone inhabited by cattails, the exea was determined to be unsuitable for roses (as the soil is clearly too saturated to 
support rose growth). That component was moved to a more suitable site of similar size and shape, along the 
Benson Railroad Trail. This newly consmacted trail was built on the remains of an old railroad dike extending 0.75 
miles across the reservoir. The slopes of  both sides of  the stabilized earthen dike were planted with native shrubs 
appropriate to the habitat conditions (including roses) in order to meet the intent of  the license order regarding 
planting the old oxbow for wildlife habitat enhancement. Initial project implementation is complete. 
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Work completed: Fences have been installed to protect the heron rookery, and the white-faced ibis and Franklin's 
gull colonies from grazing. Other sensitive waterfowl habitats have been protected/enhanced through the 
development of grazing management practices and the food/cover plots (see Figure I-7). Additional fencing was 
completed to protect Sandhi]l crane nest sites, as well as sensitive riparian zones in the project area. A slide gate 
was installed on the Spring Creek wildlife pond to help conu'ol water levels and carp invasion, and provide 
improved water quality for the waterfowl and other wildlife that utilize the pond. Refinements of  grazing 
management practices will continue, as will monitoring of recreation use of  the above-listed habitats and other 
sensitive wildlife habitats at Cutler. The 'Cutler Recreation Use Policy' was developed and implemented to help 
address the need for better management and conuol of  some sensitive wildlife habitats, particularly in regards to 
motorized watercraft in the South Marsh system and the associated protection of  those habitats, as well as water 
quality values. Additional interpretive materials will he added as necessary. Roses and other shrubs were planted 
along both sides of  the 0.75-rode-long reconsm~cted dike that was substituted for the oxbow planting project. 
PacifiCorp sponsored and coordinated the construction of  two osprey nest platforms and four artificial burrowing 
owl nest boxes by two Eagle Scouts, respectively (see Figure 1-7 for locations). These efforts are auned at re- 
establishing breeding individuah of  these two species at Cutler, where both were historically present. 

O&M: 
• Put up electric buffer fences prior to the grazing season (see also Section 1.1.5). Inspect and maintain, as 

needed, all wire wildlife/buffer fences. 
• Close Spring Creek waterfowl pond slide gate in July. Re-open and close as necessary in fall. 
• Vtsually respect fences during the grazing season as part of  fence maintenance. 
• Inspect new nest platforms and burrowing owl nest boxes for utilization. 
• Inspect sensitive wildlife zones seasonally as part of monitonng activities (see sections 2.1.6 and 3.1.6 for the 

sensitive wildlife habitat monitoring plan and results). 
• Coordinate additional wildlife monitoring activities (Uan.sects and point.count dam) with local chapter of 

Bridgerland Audubon Society. 

1.6.3 Pro.~,ny Coordlatutoa 

Implementation Required: Resolve property and boundary issues (including encroachments and trespass) for 
implementation of  the RMP. Ensure detailed tracking of  property trades, acquisitions, and sales in order to 
facilitate an updated Exhthit G map (map showing the project boundaries). Property boundary changes are listed 
in Appendix E. 

Exceptions to the RMP: Because several property issues involving on-going ~-espass by adjacent landowners had 
to be resolved through legal avenues, there are currently stiff some unresolved boundaries. Although none of  
these boundaries are specifically required to fulfill implementat/on obligations, delmearion will continue in order 
to ensure adequate cunUul of  conflicting uses of company land. Final adjudication is currently scheduled for I 
November 2002. Initial prejeet implementation is complete. 

Work completed: PacifiCorp Property Management conducted surveying, staking or lease changes at multiple 
locations. Although many property lssuas have been completed, and despite an extended deadline granted for 
resolution of  difficuh properly boundary minters, several remain unresolved (particularly those with impending 
legal and/or court involvement). Most of the remaining property issues are located in the Bear River Management 
Unit. Major property boundary issues remain with adjacent owners Faislev, Cordon, Lindley, and Kunzler. 
Delineation of  these boundaries should occur once the legal work is concluded. Final adjudication is scheduled for 
1 November 2002. Appendix F details the remaining property work requested and potential timelines for 
completion. Initial momtormg efforts in 2000 identified a number of areas throughout the Cutler project area as 
being farmed or grazed without a lease (trespass msues that have never been resolved). On-going resolution of  
these matters involves internal coordination with Property Management to assert conU'ol of  trespass issues through 
a lease, or disallowing the farming or grazing activities. One major property boundm7 section* on the south side of 
Cutler Canyon, still needs to be surveyed so that comers can be marked and property lines posted; this work is 
scheduled for fall of  2002. 
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1.6.4 Water Quality Monitorbl x 

The goal of this project component was to monitor the effect on water quality of the operational changes that were 
designed to ensure water quality in Cutler was not further degraded. For that to occur, baseline data on water 
quality had to be established in order to determine if water quality onprovements are occurring and if the 
u'ibutaries to the project get cleaned up. 

lmplementatic!n Requirement: Conduct quarterly sampling m 1996, 1997, and 1998; after that, quarterly sampling 
every 5* year (i.e., 2003, 2008, etc.). Analysis and results to be included in this Five-Year Implementation and 
Momtoring Report. 

Exceptions to the RMP: All sampling completed except 1" quarter sampling in 1997 and 1998, and l 'z, 2 "d and 4 ~' 
quarters in 1996. Initial project Implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: Although no water quality monitoring was scheduled to occur m 2001, data gaps from previous 
year's monitoring efforts were identified and additional sampling was completed to fill these gaps. Recent and 
previously collected water quality data have been analyzed and the results described for monitoring purposes for 
mclnsion into this report as required by the FERC license. The water quality report is included as Appendix G of 
this report. 

O&M 
The next scheduled date for PacifiCo~ water quality sampling is 2003. Monitonng will continue quarterly every 
5 ~' year through the end of the current license (see sections 2.6 and 3.6 for water quality monitoring plans and 
results). Analysis and results will be submitted with each future Cutler Five-Year Monitoring Report. 

1.6.5 Water Ltn, d Monitoring (Three-Fear Bear Rim" B a ~  Study) 

This study was designed to evaluate the ab/Iity of the projec~ to operate within the proposed mid-reservoir 
elevation ranges dascn'bed m the RMP. The report submitted to FERC in 1999 revised the proposed operating 
elevation range targets. 

Implementation Requirement: File the results of the rese~oir elevation study with FERC by August 31,1997 
(deadline extended to October 1999). 

Exceptions to the RMP: In 1997, an extension to the filing date was granted by FERC. The final report was 
submitted by October 1, 1999; FERC indicated their acceptance of the report submitted m early 2002 with a final 
modified license article. Results of the water level monitoring were incorporated into the Three-Year Bear River 
Basin Study and Operational Plan for the Cutler Project. Initial project Implementation is complete. 

Work Completed: PacifiCorp completed the study and filed the results with FERC in 1999. On-going efforts are 
occurring to utilize the new information and to onprove operation of the Cutler Hydro Project. FERC responded 
to the study results submitted in 2002 and were satisfied with the information contained. Their final order 
indicated their acceptance of our revised operations plan and water level targets, as well as specifying the dates by 
which annual mointor/ng data should be submitted. Average daily reservoir level monitoring data need to be 
submitted to FERC annually. Operatin 8 level data for 2002 will be submitted to FERC by December of 2002. The 
2002 FERC order modifying the original license article is attached to this report as Appendix H. The Three-Year 
Bear River Basin Study and Operatinual Plan contains the following major points (see 28 September 1999 study 
for additional detail): 
• Surface elevations at Cutler Dam and at Ben.son Marina were momtored from October 1996 through 

September 1998. Analysis of this data indicated that the water level was affected by var/ous unmeasured 
inflows and in'/gation withdrawals, the physical configuration of the ~ o i r ,  wind, and time delays. 
Monitoring indicated that the gauges at Benson and Cutler Dam could not be correlated well enough to make 
the Benson gauge useful for controlling reservoir elevations. 
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A l-year operations plan was tested to determine whether control of reservoir fluctuations from mid-reservoir 
(near Benson Marina) to the south end of the reservoir (South Marsh area) while maintaining the current 
irrigation supply was feasible. Except during the spring runoffpenod, the project was able to maintain 
elevations at Curler Dam within the operating range but had much less control over the mid-reservoir 
elevations measured at Benson. The elevation at Ben.con was generally 0.5 feet higher than at the dam and 
consequently, it exceeded the proposed operating ranges throughout most of the study period. 

O&M: 
• PacifiCmp will monitor the operation of the project and report annually on compliance with the target ranges 

at Cutler Dan~ 
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The requirements of  both the RMP and FERC's Cutler license orders relevant to this project stipulate the 
development of  a monitoring plan for the unplementauon activities conducted (as sununanzed in Section 1.0 of  
this report). The license also stipulates that momtonng results be reported at five-year intervals over the life of  the 
license; this report is the first in that series. Note that furore reports will cover only results of on-gning monitoring, 
as imtial tmplemontation is complete. The monitoring plan has been developed and is described in this section. 
Results of  monitoring activities gauge the success and stability of  Implementation, but also help frame on-going 
O&M needs for the project that will result in conUnual improvement. In order to facilitate actual monitoring 
efforts, all data sheets developed as a pan of  this monitoring plan are included in Section 2.8, murtediately 
following the deseriptmns of  monitoring activities. 

This section focuses on how the implementation activities will be monitored in order to ensure that the various 
program components remain as intended over the term oftbe license, in designing monitoring protocols for the 
Cutler project, several points were considered: 
1) Results obtained from analysis of  monitoring data should determine whether the five original project goals are 

being met (improve water quality; mlpmve wildlife habitat; maprove scenic resources; retain and improve 
u'aditional agricultural uses; improve recreational access to the project area). 

2) The project boundaries encompass a very large area (almost 10,000 acres, with over 40 miles of  buffer and 
over 70 miles offences), so for monitoring to be effective over the whole project, efficient techniques need to 
be utilized. 

3) Due to the number of  adjacant landowners who continue to farm or graze or dump debris in tzespnss, it was 
deemed necessary to respect all areas within the project boundary at least annually. 

Monitoring protocols were established t im generally follow the format of the RMP by adopting the initial five 
onplementation programs as the basis for monitoring acUvities, and adding two new ones: 
• Vegetation Enhancement Program 
• Agricultural Lease Program 
• Recreation Site Development Program 
• Wetland Mitigation Program 
* Fish Habitat Enhancement Program 
• Water Quality Monitoring 
• Water Level Monitoring 
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Although monitoring for most programs follows the categories descrfl:~l in Section 1.0 of this report, several 
notable excep~ons occur. These changes are described here m order to facilitate tracking between the various 
sections of  this report, as well as to assist in understanding changes made from previous annual reports regarding 
implementation activities (PacifiCorp 1993-1997; 1998, 1999, 2000; 2001). In particular, the *Other RMP 
Components' section was eliminated and unplemenmtion activities formerly covered by that section were re- 
grouped with similar other project components in order 1o fanilimte necessary monitoring tasks. For instance, 
monitoring protocols for both erosion conn'ol check dams and sensitive/unique wildlife habitats were shifted into 
Vegetation Enhancement Program monimrin~ as related tasks were already being conducted as part of that 
program. Similarly, all monitoring tasks related to property management (formerly categorized as *Other') were 
considered most appropriately combined with other Agncoltm'al Lease Program monitoring activities. Two 
additional monitoring plan categories were added for the components of  water quality and water level, as the 
schedule and intent of  their monitoring protocols is very different from any of  the other existing programs. 
Finally, although both the RMP and license indicate two separate categories offence m the tmplementarion 
requirements, because many of the fences in the two categories function to both mark the property boundary and 
protect sensitive wildlife habitats or other buffers, monitoring will no longer differentiate between these two 
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previous categories. Instead, they will be categorized for monitonng based on whether they delineate grazing 
pastures (cattle managemenl fences), or function as boundary or buffer fences or posts (boundary/buffer fences). 

The monitonng plan consisls of a description of the protocols, tesks, and schedule required for monitoring each of 
the programs+ Specific date sheets were designed for several of the monitoring tasks and are included in Section 
2+8+ The Hydro Compliance Steff(HCS) will file the completed data forms noting any required maintenance 
activities at PacifiColp°s Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all monitoring data for a given 
year. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. This information will be used as documentation for each of the 
five-yem monitoring reports required over the length of the license. Monitoring for several pmgnuus or elements 
within programs has already been completed. Where this is the case, the monitoring completed is described and 
either summarized or anacbed in an appendix. 
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2.1 Vegetation Enhancement Program 

PacifiCorp Hydro Compliance staff (HCS) will conduct specific vegetation monitoring tasks as outlined below at 
locations where the Vegetation Enhancement Program has been implemented. Monitoring will be conducted to 
ensure compliance with the Cutler RMP, Article 402 of  the FERC license order, and to ensure project components 
remain 'established'. Any geographical (spatml) or marmgement changes, or updates made fTom year to year with 
the monitoring plan, will be documental (GPSed if necessary) so that updates cart be made in the GIS database. A 
vegetation enhancement mnnhormg key indicating monitoring location and type, establishment date and 
methodology, and momtormg activities to be conducted at each site is being developed to aid in the monitoring 
process. This monitoring data will be used as documentation for each of  the five-year monitoring reports required 
over the length of  the license. 

The Vegetation Enhancement Program monitoring plan will include monitoring tasks for the following 
implementation categories: 
• Shoreline buffers 
• Woody vegetation pockets/Buffer shrub plots 
• Bank stabilization 
• Boundary/Buffer fences 
• Erosion control sediment basins 
• Sensitive/Unique wildlife habitats 

2.1.1 Shoreline Buffer 
There are 53 shoreline buffer monitoring areas comprising some 1098 acres located throughout the Cutler FERC 
project boundary (Figure 2-1). These buffer areas include both the FERC-reqnired 50-acres of  previously tilled 
and reseeded ground, as well as shoreline buffer areas (see Section 1.1.1 for additional detail). Each segment of  
the buffer has been labeled and delineated in the GIS dambese, and a monitoring photopoint has been established, 
marked on the ground (generally with a red-palmed T-post), and GPSed. The permanent photo d o c ~ t a t i o n  
stations provide an additional visual record of  baseline habitat conditions contained within the buffer. Photopoints 
were selected in representative cover types or key areas based on results of  initial site reconnaissance, 
Coordinates for photo points were obtained with the GPS and plotted on GIS maps. Photopoint descriptions and 
photo azimuths were recorded. Annual on-site photo documentation will be conducted uamg the specifications 
established for the permanent photo stations. Photos will be compared with baseline photos to ensure that buffets 
are maintained, desirable plant species increase, and that any encruachments are documented. 

Buffer dam sheets (see Section 2.8) have been used to record initial baseline conditions, and will also be used to 
U'ack future changes in buffer conditions. All buffers will be monitored at a minimum annually (May-July) by 
HCS to check plant vigor (including estimates of  dominant vegetation types), document any farming or other 
encroachn~nL record reformation regarding noxious weeds, note wildlife uses, and to ensure that the original 
intent of die RMP is being met. Additional monitoring may be utilized when warranted to resolve boundary or 
other encrnachment issues. Supplernental information collected at each site will be acquired using photo points 
and by walk-through ocular assessments, which will provide further information on the surwval and disu'ibution 
throughout the buffer areas. Observers will meander through planted areas conducting ocular estimates of species 
composition, presence of noxious weeds, condition and presence of shrubs planted on small buffer plots, and 
noting the overall condition oftbe area. Observations will be recorded on the buffer data form (Section 2.8) and 
any needed maintenance activities will be noted and sketcbed on the beck of the dam sheet. In order to facilitate 
monitoring data collection, buffer data forms also note whether any other required monitoring needs to be 
conducted on a given parcel (i.e., presence of  ernsinn control sediment basins, shrub plots, boundary/buffer fence 

{post], bank stabilization, etc). 
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Each buffer parcel is rated for overall condition as *Excellent', *Good', 'Poor', or 'At-Risk' based on the current 
site conditions. Although qualitative and categorical ratings scales such as these are by definition somewhat 
subjective, the following criteria are used to guide the rating system in order to reduce the level of 
subjectivity that will likely be encountered both over tune and between different observers. Generally, the 
following site conditions would be expected for each category as noted: 
• Excellent buffers---These areas are characterized by showing no active erosion, having established perennial 

vegetation, few or no noxious or other weedy species, and no signs of  encroachment. 
• Good buffers--These areas are characterized by having no or very limited signs of  active erosion, or areas of 

mnprovm 8 (decreasing) active erosion; increasing and/or unproving perennial vegetation; limited and 
scattered weedy/noxious plants; and no or previously managed evidence of encroachment. 

• Poor buffers~Tbese areas are characterized by showing active and/or incrensmg erosion, the presence of 
limited or decreasing perennial vegetation, widely established or increasing weedy/noxious species, and 
varying degrees of encroachment. Sites rated as 'Poor' may be referred for immediate or future remedial 
actions. 

• At-Risk buffers--These areas often have charactenstics similar to 'Poor' buffers, but are judged to be at 
immediate risk without remedial actions being taken. Most often, these sites have only annual or weedy 
vegetative covering that offers little protection form erosion, and/or the site conditions are being aggravated 
by continued or new and unresolved encroachment. Sites otherwise rated as 'Good' or better may also receive 
this rating if wan-anted by the threat or actual risk of  encroachment. Sites rated as 'At-Risk' are automatically 
referred for remedial actions, either for re-planting or other reclamation, or through appropriate actions 
coordinated with PacifiCmp's property agents. 

In order to condense the reams of  data that will be collected annually for buffer monitoring, the following 
simplification of  the buffer monitoring protocol will be carried out where possible. Once buffers have been rated 
as 'Excellent' for at least two years consecutively, if future annual monitoring visits do not reveal encroachments 
or other sign of  degradatiun (e.g., invasion by weeds), the unchanged condition will sunply be noted for that 
buffer site and no fi~rther monitoring data will be collected for that year. Annual visits will continue to occur, and 
data collection will resume if the overall site conditions degrade below the 'Excellent' rating. 

The location of  each shoreline buffer and the methods used to establish it have been captured with a GPS umt and 
stored in PacifiCurp's GIS database. This dataha~e will be used to document the location of any needed 
maintenance and to track monitoring data over the length of the license. The completed data will be reviewed 
annually to assess any necessary matintenance activities. The HCS will file the completed data forms noting any 
required mamteuance activities at PacifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all 
monitoring data for a given year. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. Section 3.0 of  this report 
summarizes the initial buffer monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will be conducted during the annual monitoring visit: 
• Take picture(s) at established pbotopoint(s) 
• Make ocular estimates of  plant community percentages 
• Make ocular assessment of  plant community change and health 
• Inspect gullies in buffer to determine impacts of water runoff 
• Assess noxious weed presence 
• Document wildlife presence 
• Document encroachment, if any 
• Assess bank erosion and estimate extent, if any 
• AsSeSS overall woody vegetation pocket and/or buffer ~ u b  plot condition, if any 
• DeteTmme overall buffer health and recommend remedial actions, if necessary 

2.1.2 Woody Vegetation Poclum~uffer Shrub Plots 
There are 11 different woody vegetation pockets varying m size from 0.5-2.2 acres and 15 buffer shrub plots 
(ranging from 0.01-0.23 acres) located throughout the Cutler FERC project boundary (Figure I-2; see also Section 
1.1 for detail regarding the difference between these two license requLrements). Monitoring of  the woody 
vegetation pockets will be carried out in two different phases, as descn'bed below. Monitoring of  seven of the 
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buffer shrub plots is observational only, and indicates continued presence/absence of  shrub plots within their 
associated buffer polygon. For the remaining eight buffer shrub plots, monitoring tasks include collecting count 
data and pernmnent photopoint documentation similar to that described below for Phase I monitoring of woody 

vegetation pockets. 

Phase I: Monitoring activities will continue with present methods through at least 2004 (all plots will be at least 
five years post-planting by then) or until woody vegetauon pockets are deemed 'established' by HCS. Present 
methods include annual monitoring (conducted in May) by HCS to assess plant vigor, degree of  overall plot 
'establishment' or loss, and to ensure the original intent of the RMP is being met. Count data from a series of 
marked, estabhsbed transects will be collected (Section 2.8 includes a sample data form), and a series of  
established, permanent photo points for each plot will be documented during each annual visit. Supplemental 
information will be acquired using ocular surveys. 

Transect starting points and orientations were based on the size and shape of the planting area. Transects were 
distributed throughout the planting area to provide adequate representation of  variation in the planting site. The 
entire planting areas were mapped showing species distribution across the plot and representative tnmsect 
locations. Baseline data collected for transects at establishment included planting site name, transect name, 
transect dimensions, species planted, and number of  individuals of  each species (for the entire plot and by 
transect). Counted mdividuala on each u'ansect were further marked with a pinfleg to facilitate future counts. 
Count data will be collected annually during Phase I monitoring. Plot maps and baseline data are included in a 
binder with the vegetation enhancement monitoring key referenced in Section 2.1, above, in order to facilitate 
monitonng tasks. Permanent photo docurnentatlon stations (most plots have more than one) have been established 
for each woody vegetation pocket; photo monitoring will be conducted to provide a record of growth and vigor of 
shrubs in the woody pockets. The azimuth was specified for each transect and photopoint. Representative plot 
photopoints will be included in internal annual reports and future five-year monitoring reports. Photos will be 
available for inspection if requested by agencies. Walk-through ocular assessments of  the overall woody 
vegetation planting areas will aLso be conducted during monitoring. Observers will meander through planting 
areas to identify pockets of  dead shrubs or other survival risks that may not be detected on monitoring lxansects. 
Observations will be recorded as field notes and, if necnssary, sketched on maps of  the planting sites. 

Count data that indicate marginal surwval will be replicated the following year as previous monitonng results 
indicate that often shrubs grow back from the roots the next year, so at least two years of data indicating 
inadequate survival should be collected prior to augmenting plantings foUowmg marginal assessments. The 
woody pocket sites will be considered 'established" when ocular estimates of  shrub canopy cover exceed five 
percent over the plot (metric based on ecological data from similar and ecosystem shrublands), and when average 
species count data continue to exceed 20 percent ofbasoline counts (metric based on density of  original plantings 
and potential shrub size at maturity as an indication of canopy cover once plot is considered 'established'). Once 
the woody pockets have been deemed 'established', the momtoring protocol will be simplified for Phase II. 

Initial Phase II  baseline monitoring tasks will include designation and demarcation of one representative transect 
per plot. Shrub count data will be collected for that uansect. This new baseline count data will represent the 
number of shrubs on the plot when it is considered 'established' at the conclusion of Phase I momtoring. The 
simplified Phase II monitoring tasks will include annual visual inspection and documentation regarding overall 
woody vegetation plot condition (including significant mortality), any evidence of  encroachment or wildlife 
damage, or invasion oftbe site by undesirable species. In addition, every third year, Phase II monitoring tasks 
will include the preceding, as well as photopoint monitoring as undertaken previously during Phase 1 of  the 
monitoring, and collecting uansect count data to compare to the 'established' baseline. Wildlife use of  the woody 
vegetation pockets will be also documented. Photopoint monitoring is only deemed necessary every three years 
due to the extremely slow rate of  growth observed over prior years of  monitoring planted shrubs on the Cutler 
project lands. A melzic of  S0 percent loss of  shrub numbers as compared to the 'established' transect count data, 
or a reduction of  shrub canopy to less than 5 percent canopy cover per site will be used to determine any remedial 
action necessary for a particular plot during Phase II of the woody vegetation monitoring program. 
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The location of  each woody vegetation pocket and buffer shrub plot, as well as the planting dates and 
supplemental site planting data (if any) have been captured with a GPS unit and stored in PacifiCorp's GIS 
database. This database will be used to document the location of  any needed supplemental planting and to track 
monitonng data over the length of the license. The completed data will be reviewed annually to assess any 
necessary mamteramce activities. The HCS will file the completed data forms nonng any required maintenance 
activities at PacifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all monitoring data for a given 
year. Data will also be tracked and fded digitally. Section 3.0 of this report summarizes the initial woody 
vegetation pocket monitoring data collected to date. 

Phase I annual monitoring tasks include the following: 
• Take pictures at established photopomts 
• Collect count data for all transects and circle plots at each woody vegetaUon planting site 
• Inspect overal] site for encrnachments or other factors that either could or have had a negative effect on the 

plot; document if necessary 
• Assess overall plot s'tLn~ival; confirm marginal results with a second year of  count data prior to initiating 

augmentation plantings 
• Using Phase I mettles (greater than 5 percent canopy cover and an average of  at least 20 percent survival 

across species, as compared to baseline transect data), determine when plots are 'established' and Phase II 
monitoring can begin 

Once plots have been determined to be 'established', Phase I1 annual monitoring tasks will include the following: 
• Inspect overall site for encroachments or other factors that either could or have had a negative effect on the 

plot; document if necessary 
• Assess overall plot sm'wval and condition (ocular su~ey only) 
• Document incidental data regarding wildlife use of woody vegetation plot 

In addition, every third year aider beginning szmplified Phase II monitoring cycle, tasks will include the following: 
• Take pictures at established photopomts 
• Inspect overall site for encroachments or other factors that either could or have had a negative effect on the 

plot; document if necessary 
• Collect count data for the one new transect at each 'established' woody vegetation planting site 
• Assess overall plot survival; compare count data to new baseline count data from 1~msect judged 'established' 
• Using Phase lI metrics (greater than 5 percent canopy cover and an average of  at least 50 percent survival 

across species, as compared to new baseline mmsect dam from 'established' plot), ensure numbers and 
densities continue to meet RMP objectives. 

2.1.3 Bans  Stablllr~tlon 
There are 17 different bank stabilizaliun areas comprising some 20,900 feet located throughout the Curler FERC 
project boundary (Figure I-3). Most are located within designated shoreline buffer polygons. Each individual 
bank stabilization project has been identified with a site name, and data collected regarding initial construction 
dates, techniques utilized, and lengths stabilized (often multiple techniques were used on different sections of 
individual projects). A pennanem monitoring photopoint has been established for each stabilized bank section 
and marked on the ground (generally with a red-painted T-post). All site data have been collected with a GPS and 
stored digitally in the project GIS database. These bank stabilgatinn areas will be monitored annually (June) by 
HCS to ensure that bank stabilization components are still functioning, plantings remain established, to note any 
new bank erosion on site, as well as to note any encroachment or invasion by noxious weeds, and generally to 
ensure that the original intent of  the RMP is being met. 

Bank stabilization data sheets (see Section 2.8) have been used to record initial baseline conditions, and will also 
be used to track future changes in bank conditions. The permanent photo documentation stations provide an 
additional visual record of haseline habitat conditions contained within the stabilized bank section. Photopoints 
were selected in key areas based on results of  initial site reconnaissance. Coordinates for photo points were 
obtained with the GPS and plotted on GIS maps. Photopoint descriptions and photo azimuths were recorded. 
Annual on-site photo documentation will be conducted nsmg the specifications established for the permanem 
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photo stations. Photos will he compared with haselme photos to ensure that banks are maintained, desirable plant 
species increase, end that new bank erosion on stabilized sites is documente~L Supplemental information collected 
at each site will he acquired using ocular surveys, which provide further information on the survival of  the planted 
areas and condition ofthe bank. Initial monitoring tasks (conducted from 1996-2002) also included obtaining 
count data for shrub survival on transects located along planted, stabilized banks. Because this data was used 
simply to assess which species and techniques helped improve shrub establishment and survival on bank 
stabilization projects, this count data will likely he discontinued in future monitoring efforts. Observations will be 
recorded on the bank stabilization data form and any needed maintenance activities will he noted and sketched on 

the back. 

This data will also be input into the digital database, which will be used to document the location of  any needed 
maintenance and to ~ack monitoring data over the length of the license. The completed data will he reviewed 
annually to assess any necessary maintenance activities. The HCS will file the completed data forms noting any 
required maintenance activities at PacifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all 
monitoring data for a given year. Data will also he uncked and filed digitally. Section 3.0 of  this report 
summarizes the initial bank stabilization monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will he performed during the annual monitoring visit: 
• Take pictm'e at permanent photo documentation point 
• Inspect overall site for condition of  bank and bank stabilization components 
• Assess condition of  vegetation and note whether desirable vegetation is increasing 
• Assess whether bank stabilization site is still successful or is at risk and needs remedial work 
• Note presence of  any new or enlarged bank failures on stabilized site 
• Note incidental wildlife use 
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2.1.4 Buffer/Bou~ary Fences 
As noted above in sections 1.1.5 and 1.2.5, because the Cutler project has now shi/~ed to a focus on monitoring, 
some implementation categories have been re-gronped in order to facilitate necessary monitoring activities. 
Although the RMP and related license articles originally required two separate categories of  fencm8 in order to 
address both property boundary control issues and wildlife habitat protection issues, because many of the fences 
built function in both capacities, monitonng activities will no longer differentiate between these two types of 
fence. Instead, for monitoring purposes, regardless of  RMP category under which the fence or posts were erected, 
monitonng will occur in one of  two sections~ in ~ section for buundary/buffer fences end in the Agncullural 
Lease Monitoring Program, Section 2.2.4, for fences that delineate gramng pastures (hereafter, cattle management 
fences). Boundary/buffer fence~ can be either barbed wn'e or wood posts, depending on adjacent land 
management practices (posts were used where simply marking the boundary was sufficient to con~ol uses). 
Although the license articles requu~ that at least 12 total miles of fencing be constructed, it became apparent that 
more miles of  fencing than originally anticipated were necessary in order to adequately delineate and protect the 
project boundary. Although not spncifical~ required to fulfill implemenUttion obligations, establishment of buffer 
fences at several locations (Carton, Falslev, Kunzler, Lmdley) in the Bear River Management Area will continue 
in order to ensore adequate control of conflicting uses of company lend. Delineation of these buffers should occur 

once the legal work is concluded. 

Boundary/buffer fences and posts are located throughout the Cutler FERC project boundary and delineate 
appmxunately 42 miles of  habitat or shoreline buffer (Figure 2-2). Monitoring activities will be conducted 
annually (May-July) in conjunction with buffer monitoring (to sxmplify tasks as most buffers are delineated by 
either fence or posts) by HCS. All segments offence and posts will be inspected at least annually, and potenUally 
more frequently in areas where conflicts or encrnachmenVremoval have previously occurred. Monitoring will 
ensure posts (carsonite and wood) are still erect and in their proper p~ibon (utilizing the GIS database indicating 
original placement location), that wire fences are stiU intact, and will note any encroachment or other disturbance 
that would preclude the original intent of  the RMP being met. Observations and overall conditions of the post and 
or fence will be recorded on a bonndary/buffer fence data sheet (Section 2.8) and any needed maintenance 
activities will be noted and sketched on the back of  the data sheet. 
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The location of each segment of fence and individual wood/carsonite posts have been captured with a GPS unit 
and stored in PacifiCorp's GIS database. This database will be used to document the location of any needed 
maintenance and to track monitoring data over the length of the license. The completed data will be reviewed 
annually to assess any necessary maintenance activities. The HCS will file the completed data forms noting any 
required maintenance activities at PaciflCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders cuntammg all 
monitoring data for a given year. Data will also he tracked and filed digitally. Section 3.0 of this report 
surnmanzes the initial boundary/buffer fence monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will be conducted during the annual monitoring visit: 
• Inspect fences and individual posts for correct location and overall condition 
• Asseas and document fence/post function and any necessary maintenance 
• Document any removal/encroachment 

2.1.5 Erosion Co~o l  Sediotent Basins 

Tthrteen functioning erosion control sediment basins are located on the west side of  the Cutler FERC project 
boundary, in the North Marsh and Reservoir Management Units (Figure 1-7). Monitoring activities will be 
conducted by HCS at least annually (April-May) in conjunction with monitoring of some of the sensitive/unique 
wildlife habitats (to simplify tasks as most check dam structures are in the near vicinity or have created these 
habitats). Monitoring will ensure that T-posts marking the edges of the check dams are still erect and in their 
proper position, that the sedm~ent basins are functional and have not been blown out by spring runoff flows or 
filled with sediments, note wildlife use of the created habitats (depending on water supply; includes small ponds. 
seasonal wetlands, and mud flats), and note any encroachment or other disturbance that would preclude the 
original totem of the RMP being met. Observations and overall conditions of the erosion control basins will be 
recorded on an erosion control check dam data sheet (Section 2.8) and any needed maintenance activities will be 
noted and sketched (if necessary) on the back of  the data sheet. 

The location of  each erosion control check dam structure hes been captured with a GPS unit and stored in 
PacifiCorp's GIS database. This database will be used to document the location of any needed maintenance and to 
track monitoring data over the length of the license. The completed data will be reviewed to assess any necessary 
maintenance activities. The HCS will file the completed data forms noting any required maintenance activities at 
PaciflCurp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all monitoring data for a ~ven year. Data 
will also be tracked and filed digitally. Section 3.0 of this report suramarizes the initial erosion control sediment 
basra monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will be conducted during the annual monitoring visit: 
• Cbeck for presence of  T-pos~ utilized to rmuk the structures 
• Assess and document condition of  check dam structures; note whether water is perennial or ephemeral 
• Determine whether sediment catch basra is full and needs to be re-dredged to continue to fcnction. 
,, Assess and document wildlife use of  created habitats 
• Determine ff any maintenance work on structures is needed 

2.1.6 S e n ~ n i q u e  WUdlife Hahltats 

Sensitive/umque wildlife habitats are located throughout the Curler FERC project boundary, but particularly in the 
North and South Marsh, Bear River, and Canyon Management Units (Figure 1-7). Monitoring activities will be 
conducted by HCS at least annually (April-May) in conjunction with monitoring the erosion control sediment 
basins (to sunplify tasks as most check dam structures are m the near vicinity or have created sensitive/umque 
habitats). PacifiCosp HCS monitoring tasks will ensure that the fences constructed to protect the great blue 
heronry, ibis, gull, and egret colonies, and Sandh/ll crane nest areas are functional, that slide gates used to improve 
water quality and levels in wildlife ponds are functional, that created shrub habitat along the RR dike continues to 
flourish, ensure the condition of the osprey nest platforms and artificial burrowing owl nest boxes, as well as note 
wildlife use of created habitats (including ponds, seasonal wetlands, and mud flats), and note any encroachment or 
other disturbance that would preclude the original intent of  the RMP being met. Observations and overall 
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conditions of these habitats will be recorded on a sensitivc/onique wildlife habitat data form (Section 2.8) and any 
needed maintenance activities will be noted and sketched (if necessary) on the hack of the data form. Addmonal 
monitoring of related programs (i.e., grazing management, wildlife food/cover plots, and the recreation use policy) 
will help coordinate results to continue to improve management of sensitive/unique wildlife resources. 

Although not required to meet monitoring goals, additional monitoring is being conducted through a cooperative 
agreement with the Bndgerland Audubon Society, which monitors monthly transects and documents avian and 
other wildlife use at several locations within the project boundary. Their monitoring data is supplied to PacifiCorp 
in the form of annual reports detailing findings, including species lists and abundance measurements. 

The location of  areas delineated as containing sensitive or unique wildlife habitats has been captured with a GPS 
unit and stored in PacifiCoq)'s GIS database. This database will be used to document the location of  any needed 
maintenance and to track monitoring data over the length of the license. The completed data will be reviewed 
annually to assess any necessary maintenanee activities. The HCS will fde the completed data forms noting any 
required maintenance activities at PacifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all 
monitoring data for a given year. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. Section 3.0 of  this report 
summarizes the initial sensitive/unique wildlife habitat monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will be conducted during annual monitoring: 
• Ensure buffer fences are up and maintained prior to the grazing season; inspect fences during the grazing 

season as part of fence maintenance 
• Assess wildlife utilization and any encroachment in sensitive wildlife zones (heronry, ibis, gull and egret 

colonies, canyon wildlife pond) seasonally; document results 
• Inspect Spring Creek waterfowl pond slide gate annually 
• Inspect shrub plantings along RR dike 
• inspect osprey nes; p[afforms and burrowing owl nest boxes for condition and utilization. 
• Coordinate additional wildlife momtoring activities (uhTming standardized mmsecls and potht-coont data 

methods) with local chapter of Bndgerland Audubon Society 
• Conrdmate results with monitoring from related programs (grazing management, wildlife food/cover plots, 

and recreation use policy). Continue to improve management of sensitive wildlife resources 
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Pa¢ifiCot V Hydro Compliance staff(HCS) and/or property agents will conduct specific agricultural monitoring 
tasks as outlined below at locations where the Agricultural Lease Program has been tmplernented. Monitoring 
will be conducted to ensure compliance with the Cutler RMP, Amcle 402 ofthe FERC license order, and to 
ensure project goals remain 'established'. Any geographical (spatial) or management changes or updates made 
from year to year with the monitoring plan will be documented (GPSed if necessary) so that updates can be made 
in the GIS database. Monitoring data will be used as documentation for each of the five-year monitoring reports 
required over the length oftbe license. 

The Agricultural Lease Program monitoring plan will include monitoring tasks for the followm 8 implementation 
categories: 
• Grazing pastures and leases 
• Farming leases 
• Wildlife food/cover leases 
• Cattle management fence 
• Other property/trespuss conrdmation 

2.2.1 G r a ~ g  Pasture mul Leases 

Thirty-eighl separate grazing pastures comprising some 1140 acres are managed as pan of the standard grazing 
leases (parcels managed to enhance habitat and also provide fee revenue). They are located in the North and South 
Marsh Management Units of the Cuticr FERC project boundary (Figure I-5; Table l.l). An additional 595 acres 
can be leased for grazing solely for the ability to utilize grazing as a tool for effective wildlife habitat 
management, in accordance with the management goals set for those areas (located in the North and South Marsh 
and Cutler Canyon Managcrnent Units). Because there parcels are not part of the 1140 acres managed as part of 
the standard 8razlng leases, they are leased only on an annual basis, and only after a determination has been made 
as to the need for grazing for that season. All grazing pa.qures are managed in accordance with an intensive 
rotational grazing system. Monitoring is an essential activity that allows for successful grazing of these pastures, 
while still providing specific wildlife (primarily shorebird and waterfowl) habitats according to the goals set by 
the Cutler RMP. The data collected by HCS during monitoring is used for complumce assessment, monitoring 
habitat changes, making management decisions, and evaluating pasture improvement treatments. Depending on 
the goals originally set in the RMP and related standard practices for which specific species enhimcen~nts are 
being managed, different pastures have different forage utilization targets (information available on request from 
PacifiCorp's Hydro Resources, Salt Lake City North Temple Office). Monitoring occurs at the beginning and end 
of each grazing year (May, Septembes-November, generally), as well as during the time pennd that each pasture is 
actually being grazed. These pastures are monitored annually by HCS to ensure that habitat enhancement goals are 
being met, that pnstme conditions meet goals for forage utilization, to check the number of anmmls foraging, to 
note any encroachment or invasion by noxious weeds, and generally to ensure that the original intent of the RMP 
is being met. All pasture data, including locations offences, gates, springs, and weed invasions and other 
management challenges, were originally collected with a GPS and have been stored digitally in the project GIS 
database. 

Grazing monitoring data sheets (see Section 2.8) will be used to record initial haseline conditions, observations, 
and overan conditions in oach set of pnstores, and will also be u.~d to track future changes in pasture and 
associated habitat conditions. Oarently, monitoring data u "t~izing Robel pole ~ t s  of forage availability 
(Schmidl 1996) and supplemental ocular surveys are dccm~ appropriate to meet management goals. 
Supplemental information coUected in each pasturt from ocular surveys provides observations on the condition of 
forage species, wildlife utilization, condition of river and ditch banks, presence of weeds and other undesirable 
plant species, as well as irrigation system condition, fence and gate rL-'pmr, and other potential maintenance issues. 
Any necessary maintenance activities are noted, GPSed and sketched (if necessary) on the back of the data form. 

51 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20030115-0241 Received by FERC OSEC 12/26/2002 in Docket#: P-2420-000 

¢ 

Io  

.O 

a o  

mP 

q o  

q @  

q G  

. a t  

9 f f  

9 g  

I B  

These data records will be used to document the location of any needed maintenance and to track monitoring data 
over the length of the license. The completed data will be reviewed annually to assess any necessary maintenance 
activmes. Data will also be Uacked and filed digitally, and in this case, included with new lease conditions, if 
necessary. Monitoring data are also used to adjust grazing rotations as necessary for specific pasture conditions; 
also see Section 2.2.5, below, for additional detail regarding lease compliance and monitoring information 
tracking in coordination with Property Management. Future monitoring will need 1o address grazing on company 
lands that is currently proposed to be leased to the Wattersons: once that property transaction is complete, a 
grazing management plan wall be finalized and managed by HCS and administered by property agents. The HCS 
will file the completed data forms noting any required maintenance activities at PaciflCotp's Salt Lake City North 
Temple Office in binders containing all monitoring data for a given year. Data will also be tracked and filed 
digitally. Section 3.0 of this report summarizes the initial grazing pasture monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will be conducted during the annual monitoring visit: 
• Monitor and document the number of cows present by pasture 
• Collect and record vxsual and Robel pole estmmtes of forage utilization and remaining available forage (take 

pictures of select Robel pole ~ m e n t s )  
• Identify additional areas in need of reseeding or weed control. 
• Assess target forage levels by pasture goals. 
• Determine presence of noxious, and or annual weeds, if any; GPS patches discovered 
• Monitor degree of compaction, tillage, and erosion caused by "hoof action" in varied locations throughout 

pasture 
• Assess condition and impact of pnsture ueaUnents (weed spraying, harrowing, fertilizing etc.) 
• Assess effects of grazing on wildlife and/or wildlife habitat 
• Assess changes in pasture vegetation community composition, if any (in con'om't~n to baseline percentage 

type data) 

2.2.2 Farming Leases 

Approximately 458 acres are managed by HCS under the Farming Lease Program and administered by property 
agents. They are located in the Reservoir Management Unit of the Cutler FERC project boundary (Figure I-5; 
Table 1-1). Several areas have been identified as being farmed without a lease. These unresolved and un-going 
property issues will have to be addseased and monitored with the cooperation of the property agents. Farming 
leases will continue to be improved through application of guidelines and conditions outlined m the RMP. 
Monitoring by the property agents will ensure compliance with the RMP and lease conditions. Instances of non- 
comphance will be documented through the incident tracking protocol mstitoted by the property agents; also see 
SecUon 2.2.5, below, for additional detail regardm 8 leue eomphance and monitoring inforn~tion tracking in 
coordination with Property Management. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. The HCS will file the 
completed data forms noting any required maintenance activities at PacifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple 
Office in binders containing all monitoring data for a given year. 

The following tasks will be conducted annually or as needed: 
• Coordinate lease administration through Property Management 
• Monitor all farming lease areas to ensure complumce with RMP and lease conditions. Report non-compliance 

to property agents for ducumentatinn according to incident u'ackmg protocol 
• Coordinate resolution of incidents with property agents and legal staff, if necessary 

2.2.3 Wildlife Food/Cover Plot Leases 

As noted above in sections 1.2.4 and 1.2.2, up to seven fields (located m the North and South Marsh Management 
Units) and the pastures in Cutler Canyon are managed to provide additional wildl/fe foraging and cover habitats 
(Figure 1-7). Because grazing is the predominant management tool used to achieve des/ted habitat goals, much of 
the monitoring is done m conjunction with the grazing lease monitoring, including utilizing the grazing 
monitoring data form (Section 2.8). Grazing in these parcels is not considered part of the Grazing Lease Program 
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as these areas are grazed strictly to meet management goals for enhanced wildlife habitat. The assessments 
regarding whether to graze these parcels are made on an annual basis, and only after both spring and fall (May, 
November) monitoring tasks have been conducted. 

Grazing monitoring data sheets (Section 2.8) will be used to record initial baseline conditions, observations, and 
overall conditions in each set of pastures, and will also be used to track future changes in pasture and associated 
habitat conditions. If additional information is determined to be necessary m the i~ture, permanent photo 
documcotauon stations and/or l~mL~ects may also be added to provide wider-ranging records of habitat conditions 
within the pastures. If utilized, photopoints will be selected in key areas based on results of initial site 
reconnaissance. C'tmently, momtonng data utilizing Robel pole measurements of forage availability (based on 
Sehmidl, 1996) and supplemental ocular su~eys are deemed appropriate to meet management goals. 
Supplemental information collected in each pastme from ocular surveys will provide observations on the 
condition of forage species, wildlife utilization, condition of river- and de, eli banks, presence of weeds and other 
undesirable plant species, as well as fence and gate repair, and other potential maintenance issues. Any necessary 
maintenance activities will be noted, GPSed and skctched (if necessary) on the back of the data form. 

These data records will be used to document the location of any needed maintenance and to track monitoring data 
over the length of the license. The completed data will be reviewed annually to assess any necessary maintenance 
activities. Data will also be tracked and fded digitally, and in this case, included with new lease conditions, if 
necessary. Monitoring data will also be used to adjust grazing rotations as necessary for specific pasture 
conditions; also ~ Section 2.2.5, below, for additional detail regarding lease compliance and monitoring 
information aackm8 in coordination with Property Management. The HCS will file the completed data forms 
noting any required maintenance activities at PaeifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office m binders 
containing all monitoring data for a given year. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. Section 3.0 of this 
report summarizes the initial wildlife fond/cover plot monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will be conducted during the slmng and fall monitoring visits: 
• Document utilization by wildlife for both target (waterfowl, sborebirds, cranes) and other species (nenU'opical 

nugrant songbirds, rapton, etc.) 
• Monitor and document the number of cows present by lmStme 
• Collect and record visual and Robel pole estmmtes of forage utilization and remaining available forage 
• Identify additional areas in need of reseeding or weed control. 
• Assess target forage levels by pasture goals. 
• Determine presence of noxinus and/or annual weeds, if any; GPS patches discovered 
• Monitor degree of compaction, tillage, and erosion caused by "hoof action" in varied locations throughout 

pasture 
• Assess condition and impact o f ~  treanrbents (weed spraying, ha~owing, fertilizing etc.) 
• Assess effecta o f grazing on wildlife and/or wildlife habitat 

2.2.4 Cattle Management France 
As noted above in sections I. 1.5, 1.2.5, and 2.1.4, because the Cutler project has now shifted to a focus on 
monitoring, some implementation categories have been re-grouped in order to facilitate necessary monitonng 
activities. Although the RMP and related license articles originally required two separate categories of fencing in 
order to address both property boundary conl~ol issues and wildlife habitat protection ~sues, because many of the 
fences built fimction in both capacities, monitoring activities will no longer differentiate between these two types 
of fence. Instead, for monitoring purposes, regardless of RMP category under which the fence or posts were 
erected, monitoring will occur in one of two sections: in this section for cattle management fences and in Section 
2.1.4, for all fences (boundary or buffer) that do not delineate the grazing pastures located in the North and South 
Marsh Management Units. 

There are appro~cunately 31 miles of cattle management fence segments located in the North and South Marsh 
Management Units of the Cutler FERC project boundary that delineate the pastures leased for grazing under 
standard grazing practices (Ftgure 2-2). Monitoring activities will be conducted pnor to the commencemem of the 
summer grazing season (April-May, generally 1 June) by either HCS or the fence contractors. All segments of 
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fence will be respected at least annually, and potentially more frequently in areas where con/]ic~s w*th adjacem 
graz|og programs have occurred. Monitoring will ensure that wire fences are still intact, and note any 
encroachment or other disturbance that would preclude the original intent of the RMP being met. Observations 
and overall conditions of  the fence will be recorded on a cattle management fence data sheet (same as 
buffer/boundary fence data form; Section 2.8) and any needed maintenance activities will be noted and sketched 
on the back oftbe data sheet, and reported to the fencing contractors if necessary. Lessees are also responsible for 
monitoring the condition of  the fences around their cows, and either notifying HCS of problems or making repatrs 
themselves, as appropriate. 

The location of each segment of fence has been captured with a GPS umt and stored in PacifiCorp's GIS database. 
datahase will be used to document the location of any needed maintenance and to track monitoring data over 

the length of  the license. The completed data will be reviewed annually to assess any necessary maintenance 
activities and schedule them for resolution that year. The HCS will file the completed data forms noting any 
required maintenance activities at PacifiCoxp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all 
monitoring data for a given year. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. Section 3.0 of  this report 
sumruanzes the initial cattle management fence monitoring data collected to date. 

The following tasks will be conducted during the annual monitoring visit: 
• Inspect fences for overall condition 
• Assess and document fence function and any necessary maintenance 
• Document any removal/encroachment 

,ww 

*,4u 

~ v  

¢ 4 V  

"WO 

~we  

*wlP 

2.2.5 Prop~ty Coordination 

As stated in Section 2.2.2, several areas have been identified as being farmed without a lease. These unresolved 
and on-going property issues will have to be addressed and monitored with the cooperation of  property agents. 
Monitoring by the property agents will ensure compliance with the RMP and lease conditions. Instances of  non- 
compliance will be documented through the following incident tracking protocol instituted by Property 
Management: 
1. An incident report will be completed by property agents to document what problems exist and what solution 

is being proposed (see Section 2.8). 
2. Concurrentiy with step 1, an initial letter will be sent to the corresponding landowner notifying them of the 

trespass or damage and the expected remedy. If  appropriate, an on-site visit to the subject property will be 
requested to clarify both the problem and the solution. 

3. I f the problem happens a second time, visit with the landownar and discuas why tbe problem persists and if 
there is any needed clarification; notify them that legal action will be taken if problem persists. 

4. If the problem happens a thud time, a letter from an attorney will be sent with detailed expectations and 
specific remedies,/'rues or legal action. 

The documents in steps 1 and 2 will become part of  a tracking system uuplemented to log all interactions and 
U-ansactions with other landowners so that anyone who needs the history on a property, specific uansaction, or 
landowner will have accurate information and be able to deal with situations more efficiently. Copies of  
communications will also go to landowners, in order to eliminate problems resulting from forgotten conversations 
and/or personnel changes. 

The above documentation will be filed according to adjacent landowne~ or lessee name and consist of all dates and 
details regarding any transactions, sales, purchase% ~ legal actions, writwn end/or verbal 
communications, etc, Each landowner/'de will be stored as both hard copy and elec~onic copy to be accessible 
by name or date to any necessary PacifiCo~p sud1". The HCS will file the completed data forms noting any 
required maintenance activities at PacifiColp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office in binders containing all 
monitoring data for a given year. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. 
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2.3 Recreation Site Development  Program 

PacifiCorp HCS will conduct recreation site monitoring tasks as outlined below at the locations where the 
Recreation Site Development Program has been implemented. Monitoring will be conducted to ensure 
compliance with the Cutler RMP, Article 402 of the FERC license order, and to ensure investments are maintained 
appropriately for public use. Any geographical (spatial) or management changes or updates made from year to 
year with the monitoring plan will be documented (GPSed if necessary) so that updates can be made m the GIS 
database. Monitoring data will be used as documentation for each nftbe five-year monitoring reports required 
over the length of the license. 

The Recreation Site Development Monitorm 8 Plan includes monitoring tasks for the following tmplementation 
categories: 
• Recreation areas, including four 'developed' and three 'primitive' sites, two walking flails (including fishing 

bridge); three marked canoe txails; and two boat-in picnic sites 
• Recreation Use Visitor Survey 

Z3.1 Recre.a~. Areas 
The four 'developed' recreation sites are located at Cutler Canyon, Benson Manna, Upper Bear River Access, and 
Cutler Marsh Marina (Figure 1-6). These 'developed' recreation sites are categorized as having boat ramps 
suitable for motorized boat access and pemument restroom facilities, and also include: informative and 
interpretive signs, parking areas, picnic areas, fire pits and/or gnlls, and uash containers. Visual inspections will 
be conducted on an annual basis (April) by HCS to assess property condition, safety concerns, vegetation vigor, 
waste disposal, clean-up needs, and note any other necessary remedial actions as described on the 'Recreation Site 
Monitoring' data sheet (Section 2.8). The completed data sheet will be reviewed with plant s;affto schedule 
major maintenance needs. Curler plant staff will also conduct additional inspections and vehicle counts in 
conjunction with weekly maintenance (mowing, ~ m  cleaning, etc.) during heavy use penoda (May- 
December), and then coordinate any damage or other notable findings with HCS. The following monitoring tasks 
will be conducted during annual HCS visits of the four developed recreation sites: 
• Assess overall site cond i t ion  
• Count vehicles at site dormg monitoring inspection 
• Inspect boat launch, floating dock, and hand rails 
• Inspect information and interpretive stgns 
• Inspect parking areas 
• Inspect picnic tables and shelters 
• Inspect Uees, shrubs, and other vegetation 
• Ins'pect fire pits/grill areas 
• Inspect reslroom facilities (inside and out) 
• Inspect parking area cables, posts, fence, gates and bamcades 
• Inspect refuse containers 

The three "primitive' recreation areas are located at the Bear River Overlook, Clay Slough, and the Little Bear 
River (Figure 1-6). These sites are characterized as having no launch or small car-top boat launch only capabilities 
(no launch ramps), seasonal portable toilets, small parking areas, and informative and interpretive signs. Note that 
monitorin 8 at a fourth primitive site--the Logan River site---will be added once it is completed. Visual 
inspections will be conducted on an annual basis by HCS to assess property condition, safety concerns, vegetation 
vigor, waste disposal, clean-up needs, and note any other necessary remedial actions as described in the 
'Recreation Site Monitoring' data sheet (Section 2.8). The completed data sheet will be reviewed with Cutler plant 
staff to schedule major maintenance needs. Cutler plant staff will also conduct additional inspections and vehicle 
counts m conjunction with weekly maintenance (restronm cleaning, etc.) during heavy use periods (May- 
December), and then coordinate any damage or other notable t-mdings with HCS. The following monitoring tasks 
will be conducted dunng annual HCS visits of the four primitive recreation sites: 

55 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20030115-0241 Received by FERC OSEC 12/26/2002 in Docket#: P-2420-000 

f ,  

o 

.4 .  

s ~  

~ f  

* i v  

q P  

q I '  

4 1 f  

q p  

• Assess overall site condition 
• Coum vehicles at site during monitoring ~ t i o n  
• Inspect floating dock and hand rails 
• Inspect information and mtelpretive signs 
• Inspect parking areas 
• Inspect picnic tables 
• Inspect trees, shrubs, and other vegetation 
• Inspect restroom facilities (inside and out) 
• Inspect parking area cables, posts, fence, gates and bamcades 
• Inspect refuse containers 

The developed walking trails are located south of  Bcnson Marina and south of the Upper Bear River Access 
recreation areas (Figure 1-6). HCS will inspect these trails bi-annually (via walking, April/November). Visual 
inspections will assess: overall property condition (such as uespass OHV use), safety concerns, vegetation vigor, 
waste disposal, clean-up needs, and note any other necessary remedial actions as described in the 'Recreation Site 
Monitoring' data sheet (Section 2.8). The following monitoring tasks will be conducted during annual HCS visits 
of the two developed wtlking trails: 
• Assess overall condition of trail and surrounding lands; document Uespass OHV or other use, if necessary 
• Document wildlife use of the area 
• Inspect barricades 
• Inspect trails for debris and obslxuctions 
• Inspect information and mtetvretive signs 
• Inspect bridge crossings and hand rails; also fire pit (RR walking trail only) 

The three developed and marked canoe trails are the North Marsh, Logan River and Little Bear River canoe wads, 
located in the North and South Marsh Management Units (Figure 1.6). These trails will be monitored (via 
canoeing) hi-annually, once at ice off(March/April) and then again in October/November before freeze-over. 
Vtsual inspections will assess the overall condition of the river sections the canoe uails traverse, as well as the 
condition oftbe aquatic trail markers, and note any wildlife observations; data forms (Section 2.8) will be 
completed during monitonng visits. The following n~onitoring tasks will be conducted du:mg annual HCS visits 
ofthe three canoe trails: 
• Assess overall condition of each river segment traversed 
• Inspect individual trail marker buoys and anchors (utilize original GPS location data to ensure presence at 

each location) 
• Inspect interpretive signs at launch points 
• Document wildlife 
• Inspect for debris and obstructions in the channel 

Two boat-in day use sites located in Cutler Canyon (Figure 1-6) will be monitored by HCS (via boat) annually 
(March/April). Visual inspections will assess the overall condition of  the boat-m sites, as well as the condition of 
the signs, docks, staws, and safety marke~; data fora~ (Section 2.8) will be completed during monitorin~ visits. 
The foUowmg monitoring tasks will be conducted during annual HCS visits of the two boat-m picnic sites: 
• Assess overall condition of  buar-in site, mctuding docks, handrails, stairs, and site vegetation 
• Inspect inLerpretive and reformative signs at picnic sites 
• Document any unintended use ofpicoic sites 
• Inspect for debris, obstructions in the channel, or o~er  safety hazards 
• Inspect picnic tables 
• Document incidental wildlife observations 

The location of  each recreation site, information or inte~retive sign, dock, tree or shrub, resU'onm facility, gate, 
fence, fu'e pit, picnic table, canoe u'ail marker buoy, and trail location have all been captured with a GPS unit and 
stored in PacifiCorp's GIS database. This database will be used to document the location of  any needed 
mamtensnce, reinstate the location of any trussing items, and to track monitoring data over the length of the 
license. Monitoring data sheets (Section 2.8) will be completed at each scheduled visit by HCS. The HCS will file 
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the completed data forms noting any required maintenance activities at PaeifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple 
Office in bmder~ containing all monitonng data for a given year. Data will also be tracked and filed digitally. 
Recommendations regarding any necessary repair and maintenance will be made during coordination meetings 
with the Hydro Resource Project Manager. The completed data will be reviewed annually to assess any necessary 
maintenance activities. Section 3.3 of this report s u ~  the initial recreation site monitonng data collected to 
date. 

2.3.2 Recreation Vl~or Use Survey 
A visitor use survey ofrecreatiunists was an additional requirement of the FERC license. In order to fulfill that 
momtoring requirement, a survey was commissioned fi'om a graduate-level recreation class at Utah State 
Unive~ity. The smwey que~inns and protocol followed axe reproduced in Appendix B Section 3.3 of this report 
summarizes the recreation visitor use smwey data collected in 2002. Supplemental information in the form of 
weekly car co~xnt data has been collected by Cutler Plant staff for several years. The count data was reported 
monthly to PacifiCorp's Salt Lake City North Temple Office and is available upon request. This monitoring 
component is now complete and will not be addressed in future five-year monitoring reports. 
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2.4 Wetland Mitigation Program 

Monitoring was conducted to ensure compliance with the Cutler RMP, Article 402 of the FERC license order, and 
to ensote that the created wetlands were developed and will be maintained appropriately under the tenm of the 
Section 404, Clean Water Act permit granted as part of the recreation site developmem program. The location of 
the created wetlands is shown on Figure 1- 7. The location has also been GPSed and is part of the PacifiCo:p 
Cutler project GIS database. 

The year 2000 was the end of the f'mal required monitoring season for wetland establishment. The f'mal 
monitoring report was submitted to, and accepted by, the COE in the fall of 2000. As noted in Section 1.4, 
management of this wetland was returned to the landowner, UDWR, following a site visit in spring of 2001. The 
final wetland monitoring is included with this report, as stipulated by the FERC license (Appendix C). Monitoring 
for this program is now complete, and was finalized following the spring 2001 site visit with the UDWR to ensure 
an appropriate transition following completion of PacifiCmp's project. It is noteworthy that on-going O&M 
measures (particularly water supply and level) needed to ensure the continued function of this created wetland 
were apparently not conducted by UDWR staff in 2001 or 2002. The PacifiCorp mlplernentation and monitoring 
program is now complete; however, future monitoring and maintenance may be conducted by UDWR or local 

interest groups. 
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2.5 Fish Habitat Structure Program 

Monitoring was conducted to ensure compliance with the Cutler RMP, Article 402 of  the FERC license order, and 
to ensure project goals were met. The location of  all 26 fish habitat structures was collected with a GPS unit and 
added to the PacifiCorp GIS database {Figure 1-7). 

The original Fish Habitat Surucmre Program monitoring plan bad three main components: 
• Electro-fishing in cooperation with UDWR in the vicinity of  the new fish habitat structures immediately aRer 

their placement in 1995, and then repeated agmn in 1996, 1998, and 2000 
• Regular visual ma.mtenance inspections of  the smictures 
• Completion of  a creel census smwey of anglers, originally proposed for 1998 

The fish habitat structure monitoring plan and schedule was changed per agreement with UDWR (letters from 
Sorenson, Scott, and Ba~r; included in Appendix D). PacifiCorp proposed to suspend angler surveys (no anglers 
could be located during the initial sampling pc.nod for this monitoring element) until angler use increases to a 
point where adequate and meaningful creel census data can be collected. Further inspection o f  the structures was 
also deferred until the next major reservoir dr~wdown (none are currently scheduled). UDWR concurred with both 
recommendations, as current angling levels would not support relevant survey data, and it is apparent that 
reservoir turbidity precludes adequate underwater visual inspection of  the fish habitat structures. Monitoring 
consisted of  elect-co-fishing in the vicinity o f  the structures as a cooperative activity invoicing both PacifiConp and 
UDWR biolugtsts. Monitoring activities occurred as scheduled in 1995, 1996, 1998, and 2000. Section 3.0 of  this 
report summarizes the fish habitat monitoring data collected. 

Although all proposed electro-fishing monitoring activities have been completed, additional UDWR-cooperative 
monitoring could be conducted in the future if wammted by perceived changes in site conditions and/or angler 
success, or the need for additional information regarding aquatic game species. Currently, however, it appears 
that water quality limitations, as well as ex~emely high carp population numbers may limit both angler pressure 
and success in Cutler Reservoir proper. Visual monitonng of structure conditions will occur when feasible, and an 
angler survey can be conducted whenever angler numbers increase to the point that meaningful census data can be 
collected, per notification by UDWR. 
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2.6 Wate r  Qual i ty  Moni to r ing  

Monitoring has been and will be conducted to ensure compliance with the Cutler RMP, Article 402 of the FERC 
license order, and to ensure project goals are met Any geographical (spatial) or management changes or updates 
made from year to year with the monitonn 8 plan will be documented (GPSed if necessary) so that updates can be 
made in the GIS database. 

The Water Quality Monitoring Plan includes the fonowmg monitoring tasks: 
• Condoct quarterly sampling in 1996, 1997, and 1998. Include analysis and results of initial water quality 

sampling in this Five-Year Implementation and Monitoring Report 
• Starting in 2003, conduct quarterly sampling every 5 ~ year (i.e., 2003, 2008, 2013, 2018, 2023) through the 

end of the license. Include analysis and results in future five-year monitoring reports 
• Cooperation and coordination with various state, federal, and local agencies regarding water quality issues in 

the Cutler project area 

A separate water quality monitoring report was generated for this monitoring element because improvements in 
water quality and associated issues in the Bear River Basin are currently the focus of a variety of state, local, and 
federal agencies and non-governmental agencies (NGOs). As a result, PacifiCorp believes that the detailed 
discussion of water quality sampling methodology, analysis, and results produced is warranted for this project 
component. The complete water quality monitonng report is therefore included as Appendix G of UTls report and 
summarized below. 

As stated previously m Section 1.6.4, although no water quality monitoring was scheduled to occur in 2001, data 
gaps from previous years monitoring efforts were identified and additional sampling was completed to fill these 
gaps (no first quarter sampling m 1997 or 1998; third quarter only in 1996). Water quality sampling data was 
collected at six locations around Cutler Reservoir (LiMe Bear River at Mendon Road, Cutler Reservoir at Beuson 
Manna bridge, Logan River at bridge on Mendon Road and 2000 West, Spring Creek at double culvert on 
Mendon Road and --4000 West, Bear River at bridge located at 2400 West on Utah 218, and the Bear River 
immediately below Cutler plant; see Figure 1, Volume 2, Appendix G). Parameten measured include: 
orthophusphorus, tout[ phosphorus, n/U'ate, niu'ite, ammoma, total s u ~  solids, and turbidity. This data 
(1996-2001) was analyzed and the results de~cn~.'d for monitoring purposes for inclusion with this report. Note 
that PacifiCuq3's water quality monitoring efforts were designed to show that RMP implementation and resultant 
land use management changes did not i n ~ l r  existing water quality, and may result in benefits to water quality 
that will be otnerved in furore monitoring efforts. 

Future Cutler five-year monitoring reports will include quarterly water quality sampling data collected from the 
same six sites at five-year intervals from 2003-2023. Although that data collection and repomng satisfies 
PaciflCorp's water quality momtonng r e q u ~ t '  additional momtoring efforts by other interested pames may 
continue. For example, given the current focus on a variety of water quality issues in the Bear River Basin, it is 
likely that water quality monitoring activities currently being conducted both within and nearby the project 
boundaries will likely continue and increase, allowing for additional cooperative water quality monitonng 
opportunities for other interested parties. Also, total maximum daily loadS are currently being finalized for most 
of the impaired reaches of the Bear, Little Bear, and Spring Creek deamages, which will provide additional 
information for water quality improvement projects and resultant momtori~ efforts across the entire Bear River 
basin. Further, Pac/fiCurp slaffknowledge of specific locations within the project boundar/es where water quality 
challenges exi t  may facilitate more accurate improvement efforts, or provide targets for enforcement of exiting 
laws and regulations. Because a variety of other agencies, NGO% private companies, and other stakeholders 
(primarily agncultoral and an/mat processing interests) are now focusmg on water quality in the surrounding 
watershed, greater efforts through collaboration and cooperation may result in increased, measurable benefits to 
water quality. 
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2.7 Water Level  Monitoring 

Monitoring will he conducted to ensure compltance with the Cutler RMP, Article 401 of the FERC license order, 
and to ensure project goals are met. Average daily reservoir elevation data are logged for annual analysis of 
reservoir target elevation range goal achievement. 

The Water Level Monitoring Plan includes the following monitoring tasks: 
• Conduct Three-Year Bear River Basra Study. This study has been completed, and included testing an 

operations model regarding PacifiCorp's ability to maintam mid-reservoir elevations within the range 
proposed in the RMP 

• Collect mid-reservoir water elevation data at a permanent site at Benson Bridge with a continuous recording 
device; compare to water level data from Curler Dam for the monitoring period (three years) 

• Report resuhs of Three-Yeas Stody to FERC. This report ha~ been completed and filed with FERC. 
• Incorporate results of the reservoir elevation monitoring into the Three-Year Bear River Basin Study and 

Operational Plan for the Cutler Project 
• Continue to monitor and document water level data for atmnal submission to the FERC. PacifiCotp will 

monitor the operation of the project and report annually on compliance within the target ranges at Cutler 
Dam. 

• Average daily elevations for the Cutler Dam gauge will he compiled and submitted to FERC annually per 
final order of Article 401 

As stated previously in Section 1.6.5, the results ofthe Three-Year Bear River Basin reservoir elevation study 
were filed with FERC by October 1999. The study results and proposed operating plan indicated a revision of the 
proposed operating elevation range targets was necessary (see above referenced section for additional detail). The 
revisions were determined to be necessary as initial monitoring indicated that the gauges at Benson and Curler 
Dam could not be correlated well enough to make the Bensun gauge useful for corm'oiling reservoir elevations. 
Results of the water level monitoring and modified reservoir elevation target ranges were incorporated into the 
Three-Year Bear River Bum Study and Operational Plan for the Culler Project. 

In 2002, FERC responded to the 1999-submitted study results. Their final order rod/cared their acceptance of  
PacifiCo~'s modified operations plan and reservoir elevation targets, as well as specifying the dates by which 
annual monitoring data should he submitted. 

Average daily reservoir level monitoring data need to he submitted to FERC annually. Oporatmg level data for 
2002 will be submitted to FERC by December of 2002. The 2002 FERC order modifying the original license 
article is attached to this report as Appendix H. A summary ofthe results of the Three-Year Bear River Basin 
Study and Operational Plan for the Cutler Project, including the modified operations plan and reservoir elevation 
targets, are included in Section 3.0 of this report 
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2.8 Monitoring Data Forms 

The foUowmg momtormg data forms are mcludad m this section: 

2.8-1 Curler Shoreline Buffer monitoring data form 

2.8-2 Cutler Woody Vegetation Pocket/Buffer Shrub Plot sample monitonng data form (data forms are not 
generic; one exists for each of the plots sampled and entire 15-page set is printed for use dunng 
monitoring) 

2.8-3 Cutler Bank Stabilization monitoring data form 

2.8-4 Cutler Buffer/Boundary and Cattle Management Fence monitoring data form 

2.8-5 Cutler Erosion ContIol Sediment Bnsm monitoring data form 

2.8-6 Cutler Sensitive/Uniqne Wildlife Habitat monitoring data form 

2.8-7 Cutler Grazing Pasture monitoring data form (also utilized for monitoring Wildlife Food/Cover Plots) 

2.8-8 Cutler Property Coordination/Incident monitoring data form 

2.8-9 Cutler Recreation Site monitoring data form 
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Remedial Action: Data Sheets Related to This Site 
Erosion Control Checkdams 
Bank StablilLzation 
Shrub Plantings 
Buffer Fence 
Management Fence 

Buffer Name: 
MenaQement Unit: 
I server(s): 
PhotopOint: }Yes 
Category: [Tilled Groun¢l Buffer 
Veget=tlon 

Buffer Health Monitoring Worksheet 

ID#: GPS°ed: 

1) Plant Community %: 

I Date: J 

t No I Frame Number: 
Shoreline Buffer I 

Wet Meadow ]Salt Grass JUplend 
Emergent Wetland ) Shrubland 

It cover Minima] plant cover ] affectlngthe chlmoesamhavtngntno¢ I I~Nlnde~ral~elo~ant NoCtnange 
:an T. afl~t.t on ~ff~.. cov~-.m ptant 

Adverse I~ant cover 
c h a ~  are affectlr 
buff= s~can~ 

Drainages am statue w~h 
no s~ns of eroe~on. 

Ac~ve erosion is 1dight: 
Vegeta~on is stal~ltzing tt~ 
bed and slopee. 

Yes INo F e Name: 

0oca~ l  s~ (scst a~J INo e~EmGe o( ~Sl~ ~ .  I 
trek=) 

2) Plant Community 
Composition and 
Distribution: 

I Description of Type and Vigor: 

3) Robel Pole Measurement: 
4,11) Gullies in Buffer: I .~0mmon w~ ac~e 

1 
Iovmcut~ng; Vegetat~o~ is 
nf~l~Je~t on slopes = 
)ed 

4b) Erosion Control =eck Dams on Site: ~'es JNo 
Refer to Erosion Control Checkdam Data Sheet 

5) Noxious Weeds: I Domlnate the s~te. 

I 
Noxious Weeds GPSed: 

J Dominate Spec=,: 

Ff~ClUent ~ (scat and 6) Wildlife Use: tm~) 

Species observed on sight: 
NeatinQroreed nQ behavior: 

7) Adverse Use or Encroachment: IMechenicel 
Estimation in size: 
GPSed: IYes INo I 

I Descdptlon: 

]Animal ]Other 
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material. Vegetatx~ t= Vegeca~n is s~W~ilizing ~ve~et~ is hOKllng t~a~k 8==) Bank Erosion: in~f~cient to pcousa bank. bank. I=tabks. 

[ 
Estimate of Extem: Estimate of Bank Height: 

J Descnption: 

8b) Potential Adpcent ~ Loss: [Immediate]Moderate [Not a threat 

I De~zctiptJon: 

I~) Bank Stabilization Site Pre~nt in Buffe~ [Yes INo [ 
Refer to Bank Stabil~zalJoe Data Sheet 

9) Presence of Wood Vegetation Planting: ]Woo~VegPocket JBufferShrubPIot ] 
Site Name: 

j s , ~ t  Woody Veg Change: I s~b ~= S~b~,~n~l INoS~l t°" 

Need Monitoring / Remedial Action? Y~ 

10) OveralI Health of Buffer:. [F.xc~lent [Good IPoor 
Rationale: 
Desaibe Necessary Actk)ns: 

IAt Risk INeed Remedia~ Actn 

Baseline Photo Point Description1: 
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S i t e :  C h e c k  D a m  7 

Plot lyl~: Belt 

Year ]2__002 I 

Plot Dlmenldorm DMm Azmuth Photo RD WR W PW CY FC BB 8G St) GC HW HC RB SL 

O~ 

CD7-IC 10x125 fl 5/30/02 0 0 0 0 0 
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CD7-1N 10xl25 fl 5/304)2 186 4 3 4 

CD~-IS .... 10xl2sli - uJ~i . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  s . . . . . . . . . . . .  

S.mma~ ~ '~'- &'30~J (3 deea..Jco~ls) 
Strut: O 6 0 0 0 3 9 0 

Avg: 0 3 0 0 0 3 4.5 0 
f ~ s , u , , , , :  . 7 .  __.s . . . .  I_ . . . .  5 . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~o . . . .  15 . . . . .  2 _  _ o 
Su~tval: O 7~; 0 0 O 30 60 0 

CD7-2C " -10xiS-5~ -5/3{~i  ......... 0 . . . . . .  0 - 0 .... -0 ............... 0 0- 
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0 
0 
%¢ 
0 
F.J 
F.J 
b~ 
I 
0 

F.J 

fO 
0 
fO 

fO 

CD7-2N IOx155 ~ 5/30/02 3 

CD7-2S 10xl55 fl 5/30/02 

S u m m a ~  f ~  ' l )a to  TM 5 r J 0 ~ 2  t3  d e ~ l  r e c o r ~  ) 

Sum: 0 3 
A ~ :  0 3 
81t41~rm: 
Survival: 

9 12 0 0 

3 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

0 0 0 9 15 0 0 
0 0 0 9 75  0 0 

• _#_ _~_ ....... _~ .... 7 __± .............. L4.._j8 __ 8 ..... ? ..... 
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fRemedial Action: 

( 
Data Sheet= Related to This Site "l 

_ _  Erosion Control Checkdams 
Bank Shrub Plots 

_ _  Shrub Plantings 
_ _  Buffer Fence/Posts 
_ _  Buffer Vegetation 
_ _  Cattle Management Fence 

Bank Stabilization Monitoring Worksheet 
Bank Name: 
Management Unit: ID#: 
lObserver(s): pate: 
Photopoint: (Yes (No (Frame Number: 
Vegetation 
1) Bank Originally Revegetated: ~Yy~ ~o o 
2a) Emergent Zone OrlginaUy Planted: es 
2b) Emergent Zone Original Vegetation: attail 
2c) Current Emerl~t Vegetatio¢l Present: 

"lption of Vegetation: 

GPSed: 

Shoots I 

2d) Condition of Emergent Vegetation: 
2e) Emergent Zone Vegetation: 
3) Slope Vegetation Type: ~Shrubs 
3) Cond. Of Slope Vegetation: ]LJense 
44=) Blink Stabilization Stl~ctum: 
4b) Structure Type: ~Rock Rip/Rap | 
4(;) Condition of Structure: ~ood 

~ escribe: 

Dense 
Increasin, 
Herb. 
Fair 
Yes 

Fair ~Sparse)N/A 
Decmasin 9 | ~No Change 

S rse l 

Gabion 
Poor 

Rock Breakwater ~Straw ~iiiow 
Risk (Need Remedial Actn ! 

oew 

e l f  

e l l  

'4P 

q l f  

5) New Erosion: (yes fOes 
Estimation in size: 
GPSed: No 
Description: 

Func~tlon of Blink 61=bllizitlon: JGood (Fair 
~ationale: 
3escribe Necessary Actions: 

~Poor (Need Remedial Actn 

qlP 

I I O  

e /P  

7) Baseline Description of Photo Point: 
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~emedlal Actmn: 

Fence Name: 
MenaQement Unit: 
~Observer(s): 

Data Sheets Related to This Site 
_ _  Erosion Controt Checkdems 

Bank Stabilization 
_ _  Shrub Plantings 
_ _  Buffer 
_ _  Management Fence 

Buffer/Boundary/Catt le Management  
Fence Moni tor ing Worksheet  

ID#: 
pate: I 

Photo: ~Yes 
Category: ~Wire Fence 
Marker Condition 
1) Are Markers Missing: 
2) Damaged Markers: 

Marker Description: 

o ) 
~ood/Carsonite Posts 

Frame Number: 
~Cersonite 1 

Fence Condition 
3) All Posts Upright and Firm: 
4) Braces: r~lht 
5) Wire: Tight .oosa 
6) Gable: Tl~lht ~agging 

GPSed: (os 
7e) .'ondition: ~-ood 
7b) Ty~ 

Yes 
.oose 
Jnstapled 
Damaged 
No 
Corroded 

~f Locks: ~ena~lemant Lock 
Fence Desc~ption- 

No 
DamaQed 
U ipped 

M~sir~ 

Number:. [ ] 

Switc~ Lock .essee or Ne~bor  Lock 

Damage 
8) Maintenance Need: [Immedlate~eerb/Scheduled ~aintenance Performed( 
9) Evidence of Damap: Hmura, Fessee - Normal Use I pssae  - Encroachment 

[Vandalism [Nei~hbor-No~mal Use !Ne~hbor - Enmoachment 
10) Reprimand Necessary: ~Yes ~No [ 

Damage Description: 

-eW 

, I p  
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Remedial Action: DIta Sheet= Related to This Site 
_ _  Sensitive/Unique Wildlife Habitat 

_ _  Bank Stabilization 
_ _  Shrub Pientings 
_ _  Buffer/Boundary Fence/Posts 
_ _  Buffer VagetaUo~ 

_ _  Cattle Management Fence 

Erosion Control  Sediment  Basin Data Form 
EC Sediment Basin Name: 
Management Unit: ID#: 
~Observer(s): 
Photopoint: IYes ]No ~Frame Number: GPSed: 

T-Post Markets Present: 
Description: 

) Condition of Structure: 
Describe: 

) Presence of Water. 
Description: 

~ood )Eroded 

~No JlPe~'ennial 

Evidence of Wildlife Use" ~Yes ]No ( 

 'es ]No l 

)Encroachment ~Full of Sediment 

)Eph e , 

Description: 

RemediBI Action Needed: 
)escdption: 

JYes ~No I 

6) Baseline Description: 
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I 
emedial Action: Data Sheets Related to This Site 

EC Sediment Basin 
_ _  Bank Stabilization 
_ _  Shrub Plantings 
_ _  Buffer/Boundary Fence/Posts 
_ _  Buffer Vegetation 
_ _  Grazing Pasture 
_ _  Cattle Management Fence 

Sensitive/Unique Wildlife Habitat Data Form 
Wildlife Habitat Site Name: 
Mana~lement Unit: ID#: 
~Observer~s): pate: 
Photopoint: IYes [No lFrame Numbe~. GPSed: 

I)  Description of Site or Structure (Q.Q.. c~w.  Wdlh~ S ~ .  O~ rmt box, Osprey p4aUo~, GBH Roo~. 
et=): 

l 
2) Conditio~ of Structure (if applicable): 

' r ibe: 

3, Presence of ~No ~Perennia, ~Ephemeral Water: 
3escription: 

4 Evidence of WiTdlife Use: ~Yes )No 1 
Description and Incidental Species List: 

5) Protective fe~ce/1~ate intact: [Yee 
Description: 

)No WA 

i) Remedial Action Needed: Yes No 
:)escnption: 

Baseline Site Description: 
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Remedial Action: 

I 

Pasture Name: 
Lessee Unit: 

Oata Sheets Related to This Site 
Sensitive/Unlque Wildlife Habitat 
Cattle Management Fence 

Grazing Pasture Data Sheet 
Wildlife Food/Cover Plot? 

dw  

win* 

, , IW 

q l  + 

q~  

q l r  

~Obse~er(s): pate: 
Photopoint: ~fes ~No IFrame Number: GPSed: 

1 ) Number of Cows PreSent: 
2) Robel Pole Measurement: 
3) Estimate Percent of Utilization: 
4 ~ : .  o~ Soil by Livesto~: 

5) Noxious Wee(Is: ~ | r e  
me ,~te. 

Noxious Weeds GPSed: 

~ l t ~  mros~'m~ the ]Rar~gy l~mm~t on ~+ ] 

~ ~No !File Name: 

~ ominant Species: 

6) impact to W'ddlife/Habitat: 
Dew.be: 

7) Chan1~e in Vet~tatiort Communities: 
Describe: 

8) CondJtJo,'VImpact of Pasture Treatment: 
~'ype of Treatment: 

~mpact of Treatment 
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Cutler Property Issue/Incldent Documentation 

Date: 

Situation Area/Adjacent owncE. 

Sourcc of Information: 

New Issue? 

Refer to prior Incident description number 

Description of Issue: 

Incident Desctaption Number (e.g., 2002-I): 

If not, which repeat (i.e., second, third, etc). 

q#.  

Who contacted (internal and external): 

Responsible party: 

Follow-up plans: 

q/P  

W 

q P  

"ell' 

~P 

msf 

4 '  

4 

Need to add to Cutler/Property Priority List? 

When is Resolution Expected?: 

Additional notes/comments/information: 
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CUTLER RECREATION SITE MONITORING DATA FORM 

Name: 

Picture taken Y/N roll# 
Other maintenance needed 
(and general site condition)f 

Number of Vehicles preaent at site 

Locat ion:  Inspect ion  Date:  I I 

picture# 
Recreation Site Type: 

Boat m day-use site 
Recreation site 'developed' 
Recreation site 'primitive' 
Walking Trail 
Canoe Trail 

Please circle item monitored and condition. Be thorough in inspection, if repair it needed indicate on fine 
below: 

Boat Launch Good Remedial Action Date completed: 
-Hand fads 
-Planka 
-Anchors 

• ¢ Restrcom faclliti~ Good Remedmi Action Date completed: / / 
-All doors 
-Todets 

-., Information sirra 
- Watchable wddlife 
-Hydro resource 

Good RemedmlAc~on Date completed: 

Docks Good Remedial Action Date completed: 

--" -5tair~ ~az-in sited 
~v =.4 ttachnwnt anchors 

G ateJpo$fffenee 
~tl -Cable/wire 

~ ,  -Lockls) 

Good Remedial Action Date completed: 

--, Picnic Attachments Good RemedialAc~on Date completed: 
.Seat~'A ttachnw.nt 

~aW 

-Components 
Shelters 
-RooflFloor 
-Poles 

Good Remedial Action Date completed: 

~, Trail conditions Good RcmedmlAcUon Date completed: 
-Debris 

~w -Substrate 
.9 -Prunmg/v.~eds 

Canoe buoys 
"~¢ -Cable/Anchor 

-Location 

Good Remedial Action Date completed: / 

Fire/grill areas Good RenxedmlAcUon Date compleu~: 
~ e  -Structure 
. s  -Ashesl l~br~ 

Trees/shrubs Good 
• . w  - Watered 

-Pru,ed 

Remedial Action Date completed: J 

Parldnz Areas 

"~ -Barrwad~ 

-Potholes 
.stl 

Good Remedial Action Date completed / / 

41¢ 
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3.0 I N I T I A L  M O N I T O R I N G  R E S U L T S  

This section of the report summarizes the monitoring results completed to date, and specifically notes the two 
monitoring programs that are now considered complete and will not be included in future monitoring. As 
previously described, monitoring results axe presented to meet the requirements of the RMP and FERC license 
order, but also to help frame the O&M activities that will result in continual unprovements for the project. Future 
five-year reports will likely cover only the information summarized in this section of the report. 

As noted above in Section 2.0, complete sets of monitoring results data forms and photos to date are available 
upon request in binders located in the Hy&o Resources Salt Lake City North Temple Office. The monitoring data 
results are analyzed and summarized only in the following sectmns due to the volume of complete data forms and 
photos involved (i.e., over 100 pages for Section 3.1.1, alone). Where appropriate, results from other documents 
(i.e., Recreation Visitor Use Survey) are either referred to or appended. 

3.1 Vegetation Enhancement  Monitoring Program 

The Vegetetion Enhancement Monitoring Program initial results are analyzed and presented for the following 
elements: 
• Shoreline Buffer Monitoring 
• Woody Vegetation Pocket Monitoring 
• Bank Stabilization Monitoring 
• Buffer/Boundary Fence Monitoring 
• Erosion Control Sediment Basin Monitoring 
• Sensitive/Unique Wildlife Habitat Area Monitoring 

3.1.1 Skorelme Buffer 

The initial shoreline buffer monitonng was completed m 2002. All 53 buffer parcels were traversed during July 
and August to observe and categorize site conditions regarding plant commumty health, erosion, noxious weed 
presence, encroachments, and to take a photograph at each established, permanently marked monitoring point. 
Table 3-1 summarizes the overall shoreline buffer monitoring results. Photos and the corresponding data forms 
from the pemument photomonitoring points iUuslrate the evaluation of excellent, good, poor, and at-risk buffers, 
and are available upon request (PacifiCmp NTO, Hydro ~ s ) .  

Table 3-1. Summary of Shoreline Buffer Monltor/z 
Condition of 

Buffer 

ExceUent 

Good 

Poor 

i At-Risk 

Totals 

No. Of 
Parcels 

27 

17 

6 

53 

No. Of 
Acres 

24 

701 

335 

38 

1098 

Percen! 
of Total 
AcreaQe 

2.3% 

62.4% 

31.7% 

3.6% 

100% 

Results 
Characteristics 

Established perennial vegetation with rare presence 
of noxious or annual plants and no erosion 
Increasing perennial vegetation with limited 
scattered noxin~s plants 
Limited perenmal vegetation with incrensmg 
noxious or annual plants. In many cases condiUon 
is being aggravated by continued or recent farrmng 
encroachment 
Annual vegetative cover offering little protection 

, from surface erosion 
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During this first year of  shoreline buffer monitoring, vegetation community type percentages were recorded as 
baseline information. Most vegetation showed effects of  3+ years of  drought in that plant growth often showed 
signs of  early maturation, die-back, and/or limited growth. Most ofthe gullies observed in shoreline buffers have 
been positively affected through reduced erosion as a result of  the construction of  erosion control sediment basins 
and the establishment of perenmal vegetation. Noxious peronmal and annual weeds are of  concern in all parcels, 
with the exception of  those that scored 'excellent' for buffer condition. This monitoring result suggests that 
coordination with both the county and adjacent land owners regarding current weed manegemem efforts may 
assist in reducing weed infestations over the very large area required. Frequent wildlife observations were made 
on buffers that ranged from poor to excellent. Very little evidence of  wildlife utihzation was found on buffers that 
were considered at-risk. In buffers where emergent wetlands comprised a portion of  the buffer plant community, 
bank erosion was conu'oned. The presence of emergent wetland along shoreline was a greater indicator ofbank 
stability than the presence of  establishad perennial grass. In those buffers where bank erosion was active, 
monitoring results indicated there was not an immediate risk to adjacent landowners. 

Shoreline buffers exl~'bitod a variety of  boffer health conditions. Not surprisingly, those rated similarly shared 
some common attributes. The three beffers that were rated in excellent condition had established perennial 
vegetation and very few if any noxious weeds. Twenty-seven buffers were rated in good condition. In these 
buffers perennial plants were increasing, and showing evidence of  future ability to reproduce and continue their 
improvement in dis'u'ibotion. The 17 buffers that were rated as being in poor condition also had several common 
characteristics. Many of these buffers had no or very limited perenmal vegetation that showed signs of  sU'ess. 
Most oftbe vegetation that did exist in these buffers was dominated by noxious and/ur annual weedy species. 
Many of these buffers also experienced farming encroael'unents that exaggerated any marginal vegetation 
conditions. Six of  the buffers were rated as being in an at-risk condition. Most of  the at-risk buffers had no 
perenmal component and were dominated by annual, weedy vegetative cover. These buffers would suffer from 
surface erosion during heavy precipitation or runoff events. The major exception to this characterization of at-risk 
buffers is the T. Ballard buffer parcel, suffering severe and extensive bank erosion when the bank stabilization 
project implemented failed (project used straw bales; see Section 3.1.3, below). The current buffer on both the T. 
Ballard and adjacent T. Ballard South parcels is w.sufficient in size to provide adequate protection from adjacent 
farming. These buffer parcels are scheduled to be increased in size, the bank re-stabilized, and a perennial grass 
mix planted in 2003. The poor vegetative conditions on some of the at-risk buffers were due at least m part to the 
lack of  efforts by adjacent landowners who had requested involvement in implementing buffer establishment. 
These buffers are scheduled to be replanted with a perennial grass mix. Depending on late season weather 
conditions, all work on at-risk buffers is currently planned for mlplementation during fall of  2002. 

3.1.2 Woody Vegetation Pockets 

The 12 woody vegetation pocket sites have been monitored continuously since the year of  their original ptammg, 
except for the one site considered failed and abandoned m 1998. Baseline data was collected when sites were 
planted, and data regarding survival of  marked shrubs on transects has been compiled as described above m 
Section 2.1.2 since then. One site each was planted in 1996 and 1997, four sites m 1998, four sites in 1999, one in 
spring of  2001, and one in fall of  2001 (all other sites were also planted in fall). Although most of  the sites rated 
good or better in 2000, four continuous years of  drought have markedly reduced shrub survival rates over the last 
two years. Although sites may be considered 'established' after five years of annual Phase I monitoring, due to 
the effects of  predation and drought, no sites are proposed to be moved to Phase LI monitoring during 2002. Table 
3-2 summarizes the results of  monitoring to date on woody vegetation pockets. 

As detailed above in Section 2.1, sites rated as marginal for at least two years will be considered for augmentation, 
depending on individual site conditions. Continuation of  the cu~ent drought conditions may delay sites" growth 
and resultant designation as 'established', which would also affect the commencement of  Phase It monitoring. 
Future five-year monitoring reports will describe which, if any sites have been moved into Phase It monitoring 
plans. Photos and the corresponding shrub count data forms from the permanent uauseets and photomonitoring 
points illustrate the evaluation of  established, good, marginal, and failed/abandoned woody vegetation pockets, 
and are available upon request (PacifiCo:p NTO, Hydro Resources). 
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Table 3-2. S,mm~ry of Woody Vegetation Pocket Menitorin 
Condition of # Of Year Average % 
Woody Veg Sites 

Pocket 
Established 0 

Good 7 
Check Dam 7; Cowley 
Slough; Curler Marsh 
Rec; Risby; pctc"tlon, 
Swift Slough; Valley 
Vl fW 

Marginal 4 
2600 N Lane; Big 
Bend; RR Tntil; G.B. 
South 

Failed/Abandoned 1 

Larson 

TotaL* 12 

R ~ t a  
% of 

Planted Survival Across 
Transects 

n/a n/a 

1998-3 Range 
1999-3 22-56% 
2001-1 

1998-1 Range 
1999-1 4-18% 
2001-2 

1996 0 

n/a n/a 

Total 
Sites 

0 

58.3 

33.3 

8.3 

100 

Characteristics 

Established shrub plot with at least 
200 shrub survival averaged 
across transects and stable trend 
data. 
Shrub survival at least 20% 
averaged across transects, not 
considered established due to 
decreasing or unstable survival 
trend data 
Shrub survival less than 20% 
averaged across U'ansects, 
considered for augmentation with 
this rating for at least two 
consecutive years 
Original site considered failed and 
not re-planted 

3.1.3 Bank Stabiliza~on 

The 17 bank stabilization project areas were monitored using the protocol described above in Section 2.1.3. The 
initial monitoring was completed during June and July of 2002. Some bank shrub transect monitoring was 
tmplemented initially at project completion, but the overall bank monitoring success was not rated until 2002. Of 
the 17 bank stabilization projects, 12 were determined to be in good condition. These had utilized rock in their 
construction, and demonstrated longev/ty in protecting bank soil and vegetaUon. The method of nsing large rocks 
to form a quiet breakwater zone promoted the greatest vegetative growth in terms of emergent wetland flora and 
bank shrubs. This vegetative condition was consistent among the five bank stabilization areas that utilized the 
breakwater method. The gabion baskets were also effective in preventing erosion, but rated poorly for aesthetics, 
cost, and vegetation establishment. The bank stabihzation areas that did not utilize rock in their consm~ction rated 
fair to poor and evinced erosion conditions that necessitate replacement or repair. Table 3-3 illustrates the 
different techniques employed and their effectiveness. 

Table 3-3. Snmm*ry of Bank Stabilization Monltorh~ Results. 
Condition Feet/M.ties % Of Methods 

Good 21,747 feet/ 
4.1mJ 

Fair 552fi / 
0.10 mi 

Poor 4,521fi / 
0.86 mi 

Totals 26,820fi/5.1mi 

Total 
81% Rip-Rap 

Breakwater, w/or 
w/o willow bundles 
Gabion basket 

2% 

17% 

Characteristics 

100% 

Good protection, but little vegetation 

Good protection and vegetation establishment 

Good pmtecnon, little woody vegetation 
establishment 

Erosion control Erosion protection for limited time 
mat 
Straw bales Limited longevity and no vegetation 

establishment- all sites deemed failed 
Willow bundles Little vegetation growth to provide erosion 
w/o rock protection 
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Photos and the COXTespondmg data forms from the permanent photomonitoring points and bank shrub count 
transects illustrate the evaluation of good, fair, and poor/failed bank stabilization sites and are available upon 
request (N'I'O, Hydro Resources). 

3.1.4 Buffer/Boundary Fence 

The annual mspectinn of boundary/buffer fence and posts was conducted concurrently with the shoreline buffer 
monilormg in July and August of 2002. Post and fence damage was documented to provide the basis for resolving 
problems that relate primarily to adjacent landowner encroachment. Most of the damage occurred by farm 
equipment as the adjacent landowners continued to farm buffers that were previously taken out of production. 
This accounted for 8 oftbe 15 pmbler~ that were recorded from the 57 segments of honodary/buffer fences or 
posts, and generally consisted of one or more posts being removed. Six of the remaining buffer segments had 
only one or two posts that were damaged by the normal (and inadvertent) use of adjacent farm ground. Because 
minal contacts with adjacent landowners (prior to buffer establishment) did not include clear communicauon of 
PacillCorp expectations and consequences of failure to meet these expectations, most of the current damages will 
be addressed through meetings with adjacent landowners to clarify expectaUons (see also Section 2.2.5 for new 
property incident protocols). The damage incurred to these posts will be considered incidental for the cmTem 
year, and, it is expected, future problems prevented through the instigation of the rnnmtoring plans described in 
Section 2.2.5. However, some of the more egregious incidents involving removal of buffer or boundary fences 
will be resolved through the concurrent actions of the legal staffin order to prevent additional damages in areas 
where property incidents have already been noted and landowners previously contacted. For example, one section 
of buffer fence damage was likely caused by a neighboring landowner, who appeared to have removed a portxon 
of fence to allow cattle to gaze a buffer parcel. This damage was temporarily repatred and the issue will be 
resolved simnim_neously with other property issues pertaining to the adjacent landowner through a court action. 
As a result of buffer/boundary fence momtoring in 2002, a list of replacement/repair actions was developed to be 
completed during the annual 2002/2003 fence maintenance. The completed buundary/buffer fence data forms 
illustrate the evaluation of good and poor condition fences, as well as detail the problems documented by fence 
segment and are available upon request (NTO, Hydro Resources). Photos of the most egregious removal incidents 
were also taken to document these occurrences and are similarly available. 

3.1.5 Eroslo. Control Sedlmeatadon Basi~ 

The erosion control sediment basins and corresponding check dams were monitored utilizing the corresponding 
data forms during July of 2002, and informally each spring from 1998-2002. Monitoring results indicate that 12 
of the 13 sediment basins and check dams are in proper functioning cnnditinn~ One, however, was impaired (the 
sedtment basin was partially farmed over and filled in) by adjacent farming activities. Because this damage 
occurred prior to 2000, and the check dam is still funcXionmg to allow water to flow through, the sediment basin 
will be monitored for future repair needs. To ensure that additional strncmres will not be damaged by future 
famung activities, missing T-posts (utilized to demarcate the extent of the check dams) were re-in.stalled during 
2002 monitoring acxivities. 

Recent drought conditions have limited the amount of water and sediment trapped by the st~ctores. Two basins 
were constructed on small but perennial water sources, and several others carry irrigation drain water, which 
ensures a relatively constant seasonal supply. Further, it was noted that dm'ing spring precipitation and nmoff, all 
of the remaining sediment basins in the North Marsh Management Area contain water and provide habitat for a 
variety ofbreedin 8 shorebirds, waterfowl, and grebes. Other wildlife observed utilizing these new aquatic habitats 
include chores frogs, tiger salamanders, lung-billed curlews, short-uared owls, hats, deer, small mammals, and a 
variety of songbirds. In 2001, wildlife observers reported seeing burrowing owls in one of the check dams 
structures in the North Marsh Management Area as well. Even those sUuctores that surround ephemeral or spring 
nmoff-only drainages create important mud flat and playa habitats for shorebirds. Also note the related discussion 
m Section 3.1.6, below, as the habitats created by the sediment basins are aLso monitored as part of the 
Sensitive/Unique Wildlife Habitat Program. The completed erosion con13"ul sediment basin data forms illustrate 
the evabmtion of good and poor condition check dams, as well as detail the wildlife species utilizing these created 
habitats, and are available upon request (NTO, Hydro Resources). 
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3.1.6 Sensttltw./U, lque Wildlife Habitat Areas 

Areas within the Curler project boundaries designated as containing sensitive or unique wildlife habitats are 
surveyed at least once annually, and many of them quarterly (Figure 1-7). A summary oftha results generated 
through the cooperative monitoring efforts of  the Bridgerland Audubon Society on the three transects established 
to date are included in Appendix I, and describe both species observed and a quantitative measure of  their 
abundance on the transects. Currently, these transects cover the areas jnst east of  the ibis/gull/egret colonies, the 
west side oftbe reservoir around the erosion control sediment basins and artificial owl nest boxes, and around the 
spring in Cutler Canyon (North Marsh, Benson, and Cutler Canyon transects, respectively). As each of  these areas 
has been designated as sensitive/unique wildlife habitat, future results from this monitoring will help track the 
effectiveness of  the mitigation measures designed to improve and/or protect utihzation of these sites. One of  the 
most interestm8 findings was a marked increase in long-billed curlew, American avocet, and black-necked stilt 
breeding pairs in the 300-acre parcel surrounding many of the erosion conn'ol sediment basins since the parcel was 
removed from agricultural production and converted to a perennial grassland. Because 2002 was the first season 
the artificial nest burrows were available for occupation by burrowing owls, it is not surprising that they were not 
occupied during their initial season. However, we expect that burrowing owls will discover these sites relatively 
s o o n .  

The great blue heron rookery has been used continuously over the years monitored (Figure 1-7), primarily by 
great blue herons, but also by double-crested cormorants, and occasionally by Canada geese. Although the fences 
now protect die area from cattle grazing, it is difficult to assess whether recruimxent of  new cottonwoods is 
occurring yet, as previous cattle grazing and shade-seeking was preventing successful sprouting of  future suitable 
replacement t~ces. Futme monitoring will continue to assess this factor. The white-faced ibis colony has changed 
in magnitude several ~ over the current monitoring period, possibly in conjunction with conditions in the Bear 
River Refuge, located on the west side of  the WefisviUe Mountains; i.e., during pertods of  favorable nesting 
conditions at the refuge, nesting this at Curler may decrease. Regardless, the ibis colony continues to support 
habitat conditions important for a number of waterfowl, shorebirds, and gnlh, and has been occupied continuously 
over the current monitoring pertod. 

Monitoring results indicate that waterfowl (especially Canada geese) and ring-necked pheasants and Sandhill 
cranes are the target species that benefit most from the management of the wildlife food/cover plots (Figure 1-7 }. 
although the proximity of  high-quality riparian habitats along the Logan River has also resulted in habitat 
n'aprovements for neo-~opical migrant songbirds. Late-season grazing has mostly supplanted grain sharecropping 
as management for the six fields around the Logan River, as well as for the 300-acre parcel on the west side of  the 
reservoir, and in Curler Canyon. 

The goose nesting platforms in the Wattenon 100-acre parcel were consU"ucted during 2002. It is anticipated that 
they will be utilized as early as the 2003 nesting season. The osprey platforms were constructed and installed in 
late 2001. Althoogh they were not utilized during 2002, it is anticipated that as soon as water quality 
improvements are sufficient to support osprey, a breeding pmr will re-inhabit the area. Future monitoring reports 
will indicate the nesting success observed for all artificial structures (two each for goose and osprey, four for 
Ix~rrowing owls). 

The shrub and willow planting that occurred along the edges ofthe RR Trail and replaced the requirement for 
planting roses in the old Bear River Oxbow is monitored bi-annuaUy to assess plant commmuty vigor and wildlife 
utilization. Results of  the first ~ason of  monitorm 8 indicate that the vegetation community e ~ a b l i ~ t  has been 
both extremely rapid and quite diverse. All three shrub species planted flowered their first year, and some of the 
willows are over 7 feet high after one year. A wide variety of  neo-uopical migrant songbirds (especially 
goldfinches and flycatchers), wading birds (great blue and black-crowned night herons), fish, and moose were 
observed utilizing the willow habitat; none were observed prior to the planUng project. This site also has a 
permanent photo-monitoring point associated with it; baseline data and subsequent photos are available upon 
request at N'TO, Hydro Resources. Future five-year monitoring reports will continue to track and document 
habitat changes and subsequent wildlife utilization of  these areas through full mtplementatinn of  the monitoring 
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plan presented in Section 2. 1.6, and 2.2.3. The completed sensitive/unique wildlife habitat data forms detail the 
condition of  special slructures, habitats, and food and cover plots, as well as detail current wildlife utilization in 
those habitats. Completed data forms are available upon request (NTO, Hydro Resources). 
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3.2 Agricultural Lease Monitoring Program 

The Agricultural Lease Monitoring Program initial results are analyzed and presented for the fonowmg elements: 
• Grazing Leases 
• Fasmmg Leases 
• Wildlife Fond/Cover Plots 
• Cattle Management Fences 
• Property Coordination 

3.2.1 Grazing Leases 

While grazing leases (Figures 3-1 and 3-2) have been monitored by PacifiCorp for a number of yeass, a formal 
monitoring protocol for grazing leases was re-established and implemented in 2002. The results of this monitoring 
demonstrate the grazing program's effectiveness in managing vegetation for wildlife habitat. These benefits, 
however, have been tmpected over the past 3+ years by on-going drought conditions and changes in lessees. 

Monitoring conducted during 2002 provided the opportunity to analyze areas where grazing management and " 
wildlife habitat objectives were being met, and, as importantly, where they were not. The majority of pastures 
monitored, 74 percent, were considered in good condition. Several pastures are providing good quality lure crops 
for geese, waterfowl, and cranes (the pnnm~ target species) and others are maintaining the vegetation community 
mix optimal for waterfowl nesting and breeding habitat. 

The monitoring also indicated that 26 percent of the pastures were considered to be in poor condition, where 
efficiency and m3pact of maintenance activities could be improved. Current challenges to and limiting factors for 
the grazing management program include inappropriate grazing system changes under drought conditions, 
increases in less desirable or undesirable vegetation, and increases in weeds. These will be addressed by such 
measures as reseeding, fencing, improving irrigation, and by managmg the number and timing of cattle on these 
pastures. 

Future five-yeac monitoring ~'~ports will continue to track and document vegetation community changes, grazing 
utilization, and subsequent wildlife utilLza6on of these pestores. Photos and the corresponding clam forms, 
including Robel pole forage ufil~.ation measureraenta from permanent photomonitoring points illusuate the 
evaluation of good, poor, and at-risk grazang pastures, and are available upon request (N'rO, Hydro Resources). A 
summary of pastm'c conditions for each lease *nut was compiled and is also available upon request. 
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3.2.2 Farming Leases 

Farmmg leases have continued to u'aprove through application of guidelines and conditions outlined in the RMP. 
Monitonng by PacifiCorp's property agents has helped to identify non-compliance and improve compliance with 
lease conditions. Instances of non-compliance have been documented through the incident tracking protocol 
instituted by the property agents. Also see Section 3.2.5, below, for additional detail regarding lease compliance 
and monitoring information tracking in coordination with Property Management. 

To reduce discrepancies in rent owed at the end of the year, in 1999 property agents implemented a "flat fee" 
approach rather than the crop-share farming lease used m the past. This change has been successful in more 
clearly stating expectations and making the year-end lease accounti.ng process less subjective. 

All farming lease areas were formally monitored for compliance with RMP and lease conditions in 2002 (informal 
monitoring occurred sporadically m previous years). All non-compliance was reported to property agents for 
documentation according to incident tracking protocol. Some non-complmnce tssues have been resolved but will 
continue to need monitoring. Currently, five individuals farming or occupying PacfliCorp lands without leases 
within the Cutler project boundaries have actions pending legal outcome. Documentation of farming lease 
monitoring is available upon request from PacifiCorp's Property Management, North Temple Office. 

3.2.3 Wildlife Food/Cover Plots 

As noted above in secOons 3.1.6 and 2.2.3, late season grazing has supplanted share-cropping for most of the 
wildlife food/cover plots. The results of monitonng in the pastures managed as part of this program indicate that 
late-season grazing allows for breeding/nesting utilization of these pastures by waterfowl, pheasants, and cranes 
(the target species for this enhancement), that later grazing can successfully convert tall grass pastures to the 
desired shorter habitats for spring wildlife uUlization, and that grazing is superior to share-cropping by requiring 
less invasive and intensive land manipulation and eliminating bare ground that is subject to sheet flow and other 
erosion. Currently, observations suggest there was increased goose production in these pastures. However, 
because formal monitonng of these plots did not conunence until 2002. there is no past baseline data to compare 
to, so these observations merely qualify as initinl observations. Future monitoring will help to determine which if 
any other species are being affected by the change in management of these areas. Further, these pastures are being 
targeted for future monitoring Iransoct locations to quantify abundance of all species noted by Bridgerland 
Audubon Society observers. The completed wildlife food/cover plot data (as a result of their overall similarities, 
grazing pasture data forms are utilized for this assessment) illustrate the evaluation of good and poor condition 
food and cover habitats, as well as detail current wildlife utilization in those pastures. Completed data forms are 
available upon request (NTO, Hy&o Resources). 

3.2.4 Cattle Management Fences 

All canle management fences are inspected annually by the fence contrsctor, and incidentally throughout the 
season by both HCS and lessees during grazing pasture momtonng. The documentation of the primary annual 
monitoring consists of cattle management fence data forms. Because procedures recently shLAed for the 
monitoring phase of the project (as detailed above in Section 2.1.4 and 2.2.4), and annual fence maintenance for 
2002 had already been completed prior to adoption oftbe new monitoring data forms, this dncmnentation will be 
completed for the fwst time m 2003. Future reports will include monitoring data for cattle management fences 
organized by lessee. In 2002, monitoring indicated minor repatrs were necessary in the Selman North Marsh 
grazing lease, as well as annual electric fence maintenance on the University South Marsh ~ lease. 
Improvements to the fence/pasture arrangenmnt for the area bordered by the Wfllmore and University South 
Marsh grazing leases were also discussed and will be implemented for the 2003 grazing season. Starting in 2003, 
the completed cattle management fence data forms will illnstxate the evaluation of good and poor condition 
fences, as well as detail the problems documented by fence segment and lessee. These forms will be available 
upon request starting m 2003 (NTO, Hydro Resources). 
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3.2.5 Property Coordination 

As stated m Section 3.2.2, several areas have been identified as being farmed without a lease. These unresolved 
and on-going property msues are currently being addressed in court, with an outcome to be determined in 
November 2002. Other incidents continued to be addressed and monitored with the cooperation of property 
agents, HCS, and the adjacent landowners. As stated in Section 2.2.5, a process is being followed to document 
and resolve non-compliance. Of the appmxmmtely 190 adjacent landowners and operators within the Cutler 
project boundaries, property incident monitoring forms are being used to track and document 20 cturen! issues 
regarding property management or coordination (approxmmtely 10.5 percent). Documentation of property 
coordination momtoring (either hard copy or elecl~onicaUy) is available upon request from Property Management, 
NTO. 
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3.3 Recreation Site Development Monitoring Program 

The initial results are analyzed for the following Recreation Site Development Monitoring Program elements: 
• Recreation Areas 
• Visitor User Survey 

3.3.1 Recreation Areas 

Recreation site monitoring was conducted in July of  2002. A recreation site inspection data form was completed, 
a pernumant photomointormg point was established, and a picture was taken from each site. Although July 2002 
marked the initial formal recreation site monitonng, Cutler plant staffhave provided car count data as an 
indication of  visitation on an opportunistic basis (averages weekly) during the seasons the recreation sites are open 
(generally ApnI-December). This data as well as the recreation site inspection forms are available upon request 
from NTO, Hydro Resources. In July of  2002, an average of  0.85 vehicles were recorded at the eight sites with 
parking facilities. 

Overall, the sites appeared to be in good condition, and need little overall major maintenance. Weekly 
maintenance activities are performed by Cutler plant staff, who also monitor and report bigger maintenance tasks 
as they occur. The one exception to this generalization was the canoe trail system, pas~cularly the North Marsh 
and Little Bear Canoe Trail buoys. Informal monitoring in fall o f  2001 indicated that hunters and winter ice had 
removed most of  the buoys from these two river channel systems in particular. These buoys are currently 
scheduled for replacement during fall o f  2002. Other noted concerns include the presence of  purple lnosestrife, a 
noxious weed, near the recreation sites located in the South Marsh, and continued 4-wheeler use at the Bear River 
P, ipanan Walking Trail. Infornutl surveys with local user groups indicated that some recreational users consider 
the boat ramp at the Cutler Canyon recreation site too steep, making it difficult to launch larger motorized boats. 
The local Ducks Unlimited chapter has indicated that they would be interested in participating in a joint effort to 
rebuild this ramp. Feasibility of  this potential project will be assessed in 2003. 

3.3.2 Vlsllor User Surt~'y 

The complete results and the protocols developed for the visitor use survey conducted by a graduate-level 
recreation resources class from Utah State University are included in Appendix B. The survey obtained responses 
from randomly-generated phone calls made to over 266 households (of  over 44,000 poss~le)  in the three counties 
surrounding the Curler proJeCt boundaries, as well as interview/ng a number of  interested stakeholders. Overall, 
the visitor use suntey showed that most people were not familiar with Cutler Reservoir, at least by name (less than 
22 percent had heard of  it, although 49 percem knew what it was once the location was explained), and that of  
those that did know what it was, 73 percent had never been there. Because the stu~ey was completed in early 
spring, and did not have an on-site component that was considered highly relevant, an additional on-site survey 
was designed and recommended for future completion. 
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3.4 Wetland Mitigation Monitoring Program 

As noted previously, this monitoring program was completed with the submission of the final monitonng report 
and site visit in 2001, however, the license order stipulated the attachment of the final wetland monitoring report 
to this Five Year Implementation and Momtoring Report. Therefore, Appendix C contains the required final 
wetland mitigalion monitoring report, submitted to and accepted by the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) in 2000. 
Future Five-Year Monitoring Repom will not contain this monitoring program element, is once the final 
monitoring report was accepted by the COE and the site was officially mmsferred back to the UDWR, all future 
O&M, and any further monitoring are the responsibility of the UDWR as the land owners. 
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3.5 F i s h  H a b i t a t  E n h a n c e m e n t  M o n i t o r i n g  P r o g r a m  

Monitoring the fish habitat s;rucmres began shortly after their installment in 1995. The electrofishing monitoring 
activities recorded a few game fish in 1996. The species found in close proximity to structures included black 
bullhead, largemouth bass, black crappie, green sunfish, and bluegill. However, in 1998 similar monitoring 
activities resulted in few game fish and most recently in 2000 none were recorded (Table 3-4). 

Table 3-4. Summary  of F~li  Habi ta t  Monitoring ResultL 
Number and length class information for game fish collected m vicinity of fish habitat structures in Cutler Rese~oir 
in 1995, 1996, 1998, and 2000. 

Species Length Class (nun) 2000 
Black Bullhead 201 - 250 

51 - 100 
101 - 150 
151 - 200  

Largemouth Bass 201 - 250 
251 - 300 
301 - 350 
351 - 400 
51 - 100 

Black Crappie 101 - 150 
151 - 2 0 0  
5 1 - 1 0 0  

Green Sunfish 
101 - 150 

Bluegill 151 - 200  
n 0 

Sample Year 
1998 1996 

l 
21 

1 

2 
1 

1 
1 

I 
1 1 

1 
1 2 

4 31 

1995 

2 

Note that the four eleclrofishing monitoring efforts produced very few fish per effort undertaken. Conclusions 
from the aquatic biologists involved were that game fish habitat, species diversity, and population numbers will 
continue to be limited by continued poor water quality and low numbers of forage fLsh. 

As noted in Section 2.5, the other two original Fish Habitat Smactm'e Monitoring Plan elements (angler creel 
surveys and visual mspectimm oftbe structures) have been changed per agreement with UDWR, and will be 
deferred until meaningful results can be collected. It has been suggested that the habitat structures could now be 
impan'ed due to sediment. Inspection will occur during the next major drawdown as visibility is extremely poor m 
the reservoir. Future cooperative monitoring efforts with UDWR are possible, if warranted by perceived changes 
in site conditions and/or angler success, or the need for additional reformation regarding aquatic game species, per 
request by UDWR. 
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3 .6  Water  Qual i ty  E n h a n c e m e n t  M o n i t o r i n g  P r o g r a m  

Water quality monitoring was conducted from 1996 through 2001. The results of  this monitoring indicate that the 
tn'butaries of  the Cutler Marsh complex greatly influence the water quality. The average concenUation of  total 
suspended solids (TSS) decreased in Cutler Reservoir concurrently with a dramatic decrease in TSS concentration 
in the Bear River. It was also determined that increases in nument levels such as nitrogen and phosphorus were 
atuibutable to increases in nuuient levels in the Spring Creek m'butary. Cutler Marsh's impatrment relative to 
potential beneficial uses as considered by the State of  Utah was not influenced by changes m TSS and nun'ient 
levels. Further, basmwide efforts to address land uses dutt may degrade water quality will likely need to be 
unplemented in order to result in water quality improvements to Curler Reservoir. 

Monitoring results also determined flint due to the sigmficant influence of  tributary water quality parameters, the 
performance of  potential water quality tmprovements such as implementation of  erosion conu'ol features and 
tmprovements m land use practices was masked. Due to its relevance to the overall Cutler RMP project, the enttre 
report regarding water quality monitoring activities and corresponding data is included in Appendix G. 

Because a variety of  other agencies, NGOs, private companies, and other stakeholders (primarily agricultural and 
aroma] processing interests) are now focusing on water quality in the surrounding watershed, greater efforts 
through collaboration and cooperation may result in increased, measurable benefits to water quality. Future five- 
year momtormg reports will continue to track and document water quality parameters, and resultant 
improvements. Starting in 2003, quarterly sampling will be conducted every 5" year (i.e., 2003, 2008, 2013, 
2018, 2023) through the end of  the license; analysis and results will be included m future monitoring reports. 
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3.7 Water Level Monitoring Program 

Because this monitoring element is covered under a separate and recently modified order with a different reporting 
tlmelmc (see Appendix H and Section 2.7), it was determined that the annual summary of results of water level 
monitoring will be submitted to FERC independently of this report structure. Table 3-5 presents the modified 
operating range proposed by PacifiCorp and accepted by FERC for Cutler Reservoir elevations (as measured at 
Cutler Dam). Average daily reservoir elevations will be compiled, analyzed, and reported to FERC by 31 
December of each year. 

Table 3-$. Licensee's Condensed Reservoir Elevat/ou (~ 

Operating Range 

~eratlng Range. 

December 2 through 
February 28 

Tolerance 
Tlme Period Oglevatlon in feet) (feet) 

March 1 through 4407.5 to +.25. 95% 
December I 4406.5 -.25 

9O'/0 +.25, 
-.50 

4407.5 to 
4406.0 

Target Percentage 
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__, 2000. Cutler Hydro Project No. 2420 Resource Management Plan Annual Implernentation and Monitonng 
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L I S T  O F  A P P E N D I C E S  

Appendix A Origmal RMP Conceptual Maps (B series) and Current 'As-Bnilt' Implementation Maps (A series) 
Map A-IA: Cutler Canyon Management Unit, As Built 
Map A-IB: Cutler Canyon Management Uni4 Conceptual Map 
Map A-2A: Reservoir Management Unit, As Built 
Map A-2B: Reservoir Management Unit, Conceptual Map 
Map A-3A: Bear River Management Unit, As Built 
Map A-3B: Bear River Management Unit, Conceptual Map 
Map A-4A: North Marsh Management Unit, As Built 
Map A-4B: North Marsh Management Unit, Concaptaal Map 
Map A-5A: South Marsh Management Unit, As Built 
Map A-SB: South Marsh Management Unit, Conceptual Map 

Appendix B Recreation Visitor User Survey 
B-I: Survey Instruction Sheet & Phone Survey 
B-2: Smwey Results 
B-3: Visitor Comments 
B-4: Recommended On-Site Survey 

Appendix C Final Wetland Mitigation Site Monitoring Report 

Appendix D Fish Habitat Enlumcement Program Monitoring Plan Changes 
Agency/PacifiCorp Correspondence 

Appendix E Documentation of Cutler Project Property Boundary Changes 

Appendix F Cutler Project Pending Property Coordination Work 

Appendix G Cutler Reservoir Water Quality Report 1996-2001 

Appendix H 2002 FERC Order Modifying Bear River Basin Study and Operating Plan 

Appendix I 2002 Wildlife Transect Data Results 
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Recreation Survey for Cutler Marsh 

Cache County  Box Elder County  

N~ = 27543; n, = 166 N2 = 13144; n2 = 79 N3 = 3467; n3 = 21 

Interval (k) = 850 or 63-7/16" Interval (k) = 495 or 36-3/16" Interval (k) = 176 or 13-3/16" 

Random Random 
Name Stw.~g # Name Name Stm.ting # 

Neal 82 Kevin Chris B. 4 

Nolan 50 Dusty 

Stein 98 Natalie 

SilLs 62 

Kyle 16 

Random 
Start/rig # 

6 

83 

43 

Franklin County 

Ni = Population of  each county 
ni = Sample size for each county 
Total sample size (n) = 266 
Total Population (N) -- 44154 
Estimated response rate = 6(F,~ 
Target sample size = 190 

Source: Population and sample sizes were calculated for each county from the number of hot~eholds in the 
2000 census. US Census Bureau - www.quickfacts.census.gov Intervals (k) were determined from the 
Bndgerland and Box Elder phone books. 

Survey Instruct ions (read all instructions before beginning) 

]) Practice conducting the survey with someone before beginning. Get feedback on how friendly 
your tone of  voice was and how personable you were during the practice. 

2) Make your initial calls on weekdays between 6:00 and 9:00 pm or on Saturday afternoons or 
Sunday afternoon and evenings until 9:00 pm (callbacks can be made anytime during 
reasonable hours). 

3) Using the reverse index in the phone book, use your assigned random number to select your 
first contact. Make sure you are only counting numbers in your county (check the area 
code and prefix at the head o f  the columns). 

4) If you land on a business number or the number is disconnected, mark that number in the book 
(so you know where to start counting again for your next selection) and then go to the next 
number in the list until you select a residential number. 

5) To select the other contacts, count or measure down the list from the previous mark using 
the intervals in the table above for each county. 

6) If  there is no adult at home, if no one answers, or if you get an answering machine, try the 
same number again later. If you ere unable 1o contact anyone after 6 atlempts, record the 
call as a no response and move on to the next contact. 

7) Read instruction sheet for the Little Sahara survey (pink sheet). 

B-I 
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U s e r  Survey  for  the Cut le r  Marsh  Area  - March  2002 

Name:  Gender :  (M)  (F) 
Phone :  City: 
County:  State: 

Telephone Call Record 

l 2 3 4 

tDate&Tim~ [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

[P.esult { [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 

Result Codes: 

({){~azs'y ('Z)~ (3) Answering Machtne (4)Wring# (5)C.omp{eaxl 
(6) Can back; Tune : (7) No 

5 6 

] [ ] [ ] 

] [ ] [ ] 

Hello, may I speak to ? 
This is . I represent a team of  Utah State University students conducting a 
survey on recreation use at Cutler Marsh in Cache Valley. The survey will last about 3 minutes 
and all your answers will be held confidential. Can I start the survey now?. 

1. Have you ever heard of  Cutler Marsh? (If"Yes" continue. If"No" then explain that it 's the 
marsh located in the middle of  Cache Valley and mark either "YES, After Explanation" or "No" 
and thank the person for their time and end the call) 

YES NO YES, ARer Explanation DON'T KNOW 

2. Have you ever visited Cutler Marsh? ( I f 'No"  say you have three quick questions to ask and 
then read questions in box. If"Yes" go to question 6 on next page) 

YES NO DON'T KNOW 

9 

3. Do any other members of  your household visit Cutler Marsh? 
YES NO DON'T KNOW 

How many?.__ 

4. I 'm going to READ a list o f  activities at Cutler Marsh and you tell me which ones you 
would most likely participate in. (Mark Yes, No, or Don't Know and probe for more activities 
using "Anything else I haven't mentioned?") 

Mountain Biking _ _  Boating (motorized) _ _  
Hikins/walking/numing_ Boating (n~n-motorized) _ _  
Snowmobt~nS _ _  m m ~  _ _  
Bird Watching _ _  Wildlife Photography 
Other 

Picnicking _ _  
Je~skiing~ 
Honeback Riding__ 
F m h i n g ~  

5. Are you aware that there is no overnight camping allowed at Cutler Marsh? 
YES NO DON'T KNOW 

Thank you for your time! Your information will prove valuable for recreation at Cutler 
Mm'sht Have a nice day/night! 

"" B.2 ¸ 
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..0 

6. When was the last time you visited Cutler Marsh? 

7. How many times do you recreate at Cutler Marsh in a typical year? 

8. What time of  year do you visit Cutler Marsh? (Circle all that apply) 
WINTER SUMMER SPRING FALL DON'T KNOW 

9. What time of  the week do you usually visit? (Circle all that apply) 
WEEKDAYS WEEKENDS DON'T KNOW 

10. In general, what time of  the day would you say you visit? (Circle all that apply) 
MORNINGS AFTERNOONS EVENINGS DON'T KNOW 

11. Which ofthe following places have you visited? (Read the following and explain location if 
needed. See question #1) 

Benson Marina Y N 
Cutler Marsh Marina Y N 
Little Bear River Put In Y N 
Upper Bear River Access Y N 
Cutler Canyon Y N 
Clay Slough Y N 
Lower Bear River Overlook Y N 
Other 

Do not know __ Y, After Explanation...__ 
Do not k n o w _ _  7, After Explanation 
Do not know __ Y, After Explanation...__ 
DO not k n o w _ _  Y, After Explanation 
DO not know _ _  Y, After Explanation___ 
DO not know _ _  Y, After Explanation..__ 
Do not know _ _  Y, ARer Explanation..__ 

12. I 'm going to read a list of  activities at Curler Marsh and you tell me which ones you have 
participated in? (Mark Yes, No, or Don't Know and probe for more activities) 

Bikin 8 _ _  Boalmg (motorized) _ _  Pimic _ _  

m~ngwan~gm..~ __ Boating (nm-mmmized) __ j a s k i i n g ~  
Snowmobiling _ _  Britain8 __ Honet~k Riding _ _  

Bird Watching __ Wildlife ~ Fishing__ (Whet 

13. Are you aware that there is no overnight camping allowed at Cutler Marsh? 
YES NO 

14. Are there any recreational activities that you would like to see offered at Cutler Marsh? (Mark 
Yes, No, or Don't Know and probe for more aotivities) 

Biking _ _  Boating (motoriaxO _ _  Picnic _ _  

~ d n s ~ d ~ _ _  Boam~ (noa-motorO.~D J ~  

Snowmobiling _ _  Hm~n8 _ _  Horseback Riding _ _  
Bml Wa~Jng __ Cam[Wag _ _  Fu~hins....._ 

15. Are there any recreational activities that you would like to see reduced at Cutler Marsh7 
(Mark Yes, No, or Don't Know and probe for more activities) 

Mmmtain B ~  _ _  ~ (motorized) _ _  Ptm~ _ _  
Hitoax/wenaas/ammg__ ~atms (nm-motmi=d)__ J~iin8____ 
Snowmoeit*ng _ _  Hunting _ _  H o ~  Riding _ _  
Bird W m c h i ~ _ _  Fishing___ Other 

B-3 
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d 

41v 

W 

,mF  

q w  

w 

16. Do you usually 8o with? (Read list and circle all that apply) 
FRIENDS FAMILY ALONE OTHER DON'T KNOW 

17. What is the typical group size when you go out? 

18. Do any other members of your household visit Cutler Marsh? 
YES NO DON'T KNOW 
How many? _ _  

19. Please rate the following problems at Cutler Marsh on a scale from 1-4, 1 meaning not a 
problem, 2 meaning a small problem, 3 meaning a moderate problem, and 4 meaning a big 
problem. (Read list. If answer is 3 or 4 ask why it is a problem and write verbatim their response 
and probe for more using, "What else7" or "Anything else?") 

Lit1~r/Gar~ __ Dumping __ 
Crowding __ Conflicts with other users __ 

Not enough signs __ Water Quality __ 
Vandalmn _ _  Not enough wildlife __ 

Not enough facilities __ Not enough law enforcement _ _  

Problems: 

w 

V 

For questions 20 and 21 write verbatim and probe a response using '~¢hat else?" or "Anything 
else?" until respondent has nothing else. 

20. Are there any other issues or concerns t l ~  you have about Curler Marsh? (If'~No" leave 
blank) 

q ~  

q J  

21. Are there any changes you would like to see? (If"No" leave blank) 

ql t  

Thank you for your time! Your information will prove valuable for future recreation at Cutler 
Marsh! Have a nice daylnightt 

1~4 
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-,S 

Entire Sample 
Day of mon~ 

Month of Interview 
April Valid 1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

March 

FrequenCy 
23 
29 
22 
13 
10 
10 

5 
12 

9 
5 

Total 
Valid 25 

26 

27 
28 
29 
30 
Total 

138 

2 
5 
5 

13 
10 
11 
46 

Sex 

Percent 
16.7 
21.0 
15.9 
9.4 
7.2 
7.2 
3.6 
8.7 
6.5 
3.6 

100.0 
4.3 

10.9 
10.9 
28.3 
21.7 
23.9 

100.0 

Valid Male 
Female 
Don1 
Know 
Total 

Frequency Percent 
94 51.1 
83 45.1 

7 3.8 

184 100.0 

Ruidence'l county 

Valid Percent 
51.1 
45.1 

3.8 

100.0 

Valid Cache 
Box Elder 
Franklin 
Total 

Frequency 
122 
54 

8 
184 

Percent 
66.3 
29.3 

4.3 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
66.3 
29.3 

4.3 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

16.7 16.7 
210 37.7 
15.9 53.6 
9.4 63.0 
7.2 70.3 
7.2 77.5 
3.6 81.2 
8.7 89.9 
6.5 96.4 
3.6 100.0 

100.0 
4.3 4.3 

10.9 15.2 
10.9 26.1 
26.3 54.3 
21.7 76.1 
23.9 100.0 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

51.1 
96.2 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

66.3 
95.7 

100.0 

~ w  

! B-5 
QIF 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20030115-0241 Received by FERC OSEC 12/26/2002 in Docket#: P-2420-000 

w 

q l f  

l i p  

qlP 

qlP 

, i P  

, I P  

9 P  

Reilderlce'll i tat l l  

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

Valid Utah 176 95.7 95.7 95.7 
Idaho 8 4.3 4.3 100.0 
Total 184 100.0 100.0 

Heard of Cutler Mimh? 

Valid No 
Yes 
Yes after ex~aln 
Total 

FrequenCy Percent 
55 29.9 
39 21.2 
90 48.9 

184 100.0 

V~ltedCullerMamh? 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Not applicel~e 
Total 

Non-Visitors 

Frequency 
94 
35 

129 
55 

184 

Sex 

Valid Male 
Female 
Don't 
Know 
Total 

Frecluenc ~ 
44 
46 

Percent 
51.1 
19.0 
70.1 
29.9 

100.0 

Valid Cache 
Box Eider 
Franklin 
Total 

Percent 
46.8 
47.9 

5 5.3 

94 100.0 

Rwldeece'a county 

Percent 
75.5 
20.2 

4.3 
100.0 

CumulatNe 
Vall¢l Percent Percent 

29.9 29.9 
21.2 51.1 
48.9 100.0 

100.0 

Frecluenc Y 
71 
19 
4 

94 

Valid Percent 
72.9 
27.1 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

72.9 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

46.8 46.8 
47.9 94.7 

5.3 100.0 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

75.5 75.5 
20.2 95.7 

4.3 100.0 
100.0 
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w 

.rap 

q ~  

-mr 

9IP 

qB, 

=mr 

qlP 

qlP 

Resldence's state 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid Utah gO 95.7 95.7 

Idaho 4 4.3 4.3 
Total 94 100.0 1000 

Cumulative 
Percent 

95.7 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mtuing Don't know 
Mis~ng 
Total 

Total 

Other flintily members visit? 

Frequency 
77 
11 
88 

4 
2 
6 

94 

Percent 
81.9 
11.7 
93.6 

4.3 
2.1 
6.4 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
87.5 
12.5 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

87.5 
100.0 

StatJ=tJea 

How many other family members? 
N Valid i 10 

Missing I 84 
Mean 1.40 

How many other family members? 

Valid 1 
2 
4 
Total 

Missing Not App4iceble 
Donl know 
Missing 
Total 

Total 

Frequency 
8 
1 
1 

10 
81 

1 
2 

84 
94 

Percent 
8.5 
1.1 
1.1 

10.6 
86.2 

1.1 
2.1 

89.4 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
80.0 
10.0 
10.0 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

80.0 
90.0 

100.0 

B-7 
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w 

w 

w 

w 

8 l u  

9 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mis,=lng Missing 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Miuing Miming 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Missing 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 

Total 
Ml~ng Missing 
Total 

Valid No 
Yell 
Total 

Missing Mi=Ung 
Total 

Non-visitors mountain biking 

Frequency 
66 
27 
93 

1 
94 

Peme~ 
70.2 
28.7 
~.9 

1.1 
1~.0 

Valid Percent 
71.0 
29.0 

100.0 

Non-visitor= hlklng/walking running 

Frequency 
31 
62 

Percent 
33.0 
66.0 

93 98.9 
1 1.1 

94 100.0 

Valid Percent 
33.3 
66.7 

100.0 

Non-vlsl~ors Snowmobiling 

Frequency 
79 
14 
93 

1 
94 

Percent 
84.0 
14.9 
98.9 

1.1 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
84.9 
15.1 

100.0 

Non-vtaltom Bird Watching 

Frequency 
61 
32 
93 

1 
94 

Percent 
64.9 
34.0 

98.9 
1.1 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
65.6 
34.4 

100.0 

Non-vtaltom Boating (motorized) 

Frequency 
68 
25 
93 

1 
94 

Percent Valid Percent 
72.3 73.1 
26.6 26.9 
98.9 100.0 

1.1 
100.0 

B-8 

Cumulative 
Percent 

710 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

33.3 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

84.9 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

65.6 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

73.1 
100.0 
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4 

4 

9 

q R  

, ea r  

q p  

q l f  

w 

w 

W 

q B  

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Misldng Mb~ng 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mis~ng Mts~dng 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Missing 
Total 

Valid No 

Yes 
Total 

Missing Mis~ng 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mis=ng Mts~ng 
Total 

Non-visitom Boating (Non-Motorized) 

Frequency 
59 
34 
93 

1 
94 

Percent 
62.8 
36.2 
98.9 

1.1 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
63.4 
36.6 

100.0 

Non..vlmltomHun~ng 

Frequency 
67 
26 
93 

1 
94 

Percent Valid Percent 
71.3 72.0 
27.7 28.0 
98.9 100.0 

1.1 
100.0 

Non-vi=ltorl Wildlife Photograph 

Frequency 
67 
26 
93 

1 
94 

Percent 
71.3 
27.7 
98.9 

1.1 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
72.0 
28.0 

100.0 

Non..vbltom Pk:nk:klng 

Frequency 
4O 
53 
93 

1 
94 

Percent 
42.6 
56.4 
98.9 

1.1 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
43.0 
57.0 

100.0 

Non-vlalto~ Jotlldlng 

Frequency 
73 
2O 
93 

1 
94 

Percent Valid Percent 
77.7 78.5 
21.3 21.5 
98.9 100.0 

1.1 
100.0 

B-9 

Cumulative 
Percent 

63.4 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

72.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

72.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

43.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

78.5 
100.0 
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4 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mimng Mimng 
Total 

Non-visltoei Horseback Riding 

Frequency 
7O 
23 
93 

1 
94 

Percent 
74.5 
24.5 
98.9 

1.1 
100,0 

Non-visitors Fishing 

Valid Percent 
75.3 
24.7 

100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Missing 
Total 

Frequency 
41 
52 
93 

Percent 
43.6 
55.3 
98.9 

1 1.1 
94 100.0 

Non-vl~ltom O t ~  

Valid Percent 
44.1 

55.9 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Meming 
Total 

Total 

Frequency 
6 
5 

11 
82 

1 
83 
94 

Percent 
6.4 
5.3 

11.7 
87.2 

1.1 
88.3 

100.0 

Are you swats there is no camping? 

Valid Percent 
54.5 
45.5 

100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Mtesmg 
Total 

Visitors 

Frequency 
89 

4 

93 
1 

94 

Percent 
94.7 
4.3 

98.9 
1.1 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
95.7 

4.3 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

75.3 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

44.1 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

54.5 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

95.7 
100.0 

B-IO 
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d 

I p -  

w 

qo*  

W 

W 

qlm 

q e  

W 

Q 

g 

g 

q lP  

, q r  

mW 

Visitors 
Sex 

Frequency Percent 
Valid Male 25 71.4 

Female 9 25.7 
8 1 2.9 
Total 35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
71.4 
25.7 

2.9 
100.0 

Residecce's county 

Valid 

Valid Utah 

Frequency 
Cache 28 
Box Elder 7 
Total 35 

Percent Valid Percent 
80.0 80.0 
20.0 20.0 

100.0 100.0 

Cumulatwe 
Percent 

71.4 
97.1 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

80.0 
100.0 

Valid 

Mimiing 
Total 

January 
Ap l 
June 
August 
September 
October 
Total 
Don't Know 

Resldence's stata 

I n35 ~ Valid Cumula0ve Freque Percent Percent Percent 
100.0 100.0 100.0 

Month of last visit 

Valid Percent 
15.8 
5.3 

21.1 
5.3 
5.3 

47.4 
100.0 

Frequenc~ 
3 
1 
4 
1 
1 
9 

19 
16 
35 

Percent 
8.6 
2.9 

11.4 
2.9 
2.9 

25.7 
54.3 
45.7 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

15.8 
21.1 
42.1 
47.4 
52.6 

100.0 

B-ll 
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, i t  

q l w  

I F  

w 

iBw  

w 

v 

V 

,am 

a P  

w 

~ r  

l i t  

Year of l u t  vl=it 

Valid 2000 
2001 
2OO2 
1972 
1985 
1990 
1992 
1997 
1998 
1999 
Total 

Mi=dng Don't know 
Total 

Frec]uenc~ 
2 

14 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
5 
1 
1 

31 
4 

35 

Percent 
5.7 

40.0 
5.7 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 
8.6 

14.3 
2.9 
2.9 

88.6 
11.4 

100.0 

Stat~U¢~ 

How many visit= per year 
N Valid I 34 

Miu~ng I 1 
Mean 4.74 

Valid 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
6 
9 
12 
Total 

Missing Mining 
Total 

msn, 

Frequenc~ 
5 
5 
4 
4 
3 
3 
1 
6 
2 
1 

34 
1 

35 

r vl=lt= per year 

Percent 
14.3 
14.3 
11.4 
11.4 

8.6 
8.6 

Z9 
17.1 

5.7 
2.9 

97.1 
2.9 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
6.5 

45.2 
6.5 
3.2 
3.2 
3.2 
9.7 

16.1 
3.2 
3.2 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
14.7 
14.7 
11.8 
11.8 
8.8 
8.8 
2.9 

17.6 
5.9 
2.9 

100.0 

B-12 

Cumulative 
Percent 

6.5 
51.6 
58.1 
61.3 
64.5 
67.7 
77.4 
93.5 
96.8 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

14.7 
29.4 
41.2 
52.9 
61.8 
70.6 
73.5 
91.2 
97.1 

100.0 
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V 

Winter season visit 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Val¢l No 33 94.3 94.3 

Yes 2 5.7 5.7 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 

Summer season of the visit 

Frec~uency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid No 15 42.9 42.9 

Yes 20 57.1 57.1 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 

Spring season of the vblt 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Val¢l No 24 68.6 68.6 

Yes 11 31.4 31.4 
Total 35 100.0 100.0 

Fall season of the visit 

Frequency 
Valid No 17 

Yes 18 
Total 35 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Don1 know 
Total 

Percent Valid Percent 
48.6 48.6 
51.4 51.4 

100.0 100.0 

Visited on weekday 

Frequen~ 
17 
14 
31 

4 
35 

Percent 
48.6 
40.0 
88.6 
11.4 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
54.8 

45.2 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

94.3 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

42.9 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

68.6 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

48.6 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

54.8 

100.0 

B-13 
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Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Miesing Don1 know 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Miming Don't know 
Total 

Vl=itod on woekefld 

Frecluenc 7 
6 

25 
31 
4 

35 

Percent 
17.1 
71.4 
88.6 
11.4 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
19.4 
80.6 

100.0 

Vlsltad on mornings 

Frecluen ~ 
16 
17 
33 
2 

35 

Percent Valid Percent 
45.7 48.5 
48.6 51.5 
94.3 100.0 

5.7 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

19.4 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

48.5 
100.0 

v 

Vlsltod on aftmnoon= 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mki~ng Don't know 
Total 

Frecluency 
15 
18 
33 

2 
35 

Percent 
42.9 
51.4 
94.3 

5.7 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
45.5 
54.5 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

45.5 
100.0 

w 

alp 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Don1 know 

Total 

Visltmd on evenings 

Frequency 
17 
16 
33 

2 
35 

Percent 
48.6 
45.7 
94.3 

5.7 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
51.5 
48.5 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

51.5 
100.0 

1 i t  

Valid No 
Yes 
Yes, after explanation 
Total 

Mleslng Don1 know 
Total 

VIsltad Benson marina 

Frequency Percent 
7 20.0 

21 60.0 
2 5.7 

30 85.7 
5 14.3 

35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
23.3 
70.0 
6.7 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

23.3 
93.3 

100.0 

q w  
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W 

W 

911' 

VlsltKI Cutler Marsh marina 

Valid No 
Yes 
Yes, after exp4anation 
Total 

Missing Don't know 
Total 

Fre(:]uenc~ 
17 
10 
3 

3O 
5 

35 

Percent Valid Percent 
48.6 56.7 
28.6 33.3 

8.6 10.0 
85.7 100.0 
14.3 

100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mi=dng Don't know 
Total 

Visitad Liffie Bear Rivm. put In 

Frequency 
16 
11 
27 

5 
35 

Percent 
45.7 
31.4 
77.1 
22.9 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
59.3 
40.7 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

59.3 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mining Don1 know 
Total 

Visited Upper Bear RIvQr Acess 

Frequency 
2O 

5 
25 
10 
35 

Percent Valid Percent 
57.1 80.0 
14.3 20.0 
71.4 100.0 
28.6 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

80.0 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mi=ling Don't know 
Total 

VlsltKI 

Fr~luenc Y 
13 

14 
27 

6 
35 

Cutler Canyon 

Percent Valid Percent 
37.1 48.1 
40.0 51.9 
77.1 100.0 
22.9 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

48.1 

100.0 

B-J5 

Cumulative 
Percent 

56.7 
90.0 

100.0 
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v 

f 

Valid No 
Yes 
Yes, after ex~anation 
Total 

M i i ng  Don't know 
Total 

Vlllte¢l Clay Slough 

Frequency Percent 
24 68.6 

1 2.9 
1 2.9 

26 74,3 
9 25.7 

35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
92.3 

3.8 
3.8 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

92.3 
96.2 

100.0 

Vlallmd Lower Bear River Overlook 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mts~ng Not Applicable 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

Frequency 
11 
6 

17 
10 
8 

18 
35 

Percent 
31.4 
17.1 
48.6 
28.6 
22.9 
51.4 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
64.7 
35.3 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

64.7 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mkudng Mi~ng 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

M ~ n ~ n B l i d ~  

Frequency Percent 
3O 
2 

32 
2 
1 
3 

35 

I Valid Percent 
85.7 93.8 

5.7 6.3 
91.4 100.0 

5,7 
2.9 
8.6 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

93.8 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mkl~ng Mis~ng 
Donl know 
Total 

Total 

HIId ng~Nalid ng/Ru nnlng 

Frequency 
22 
10 
32 
2 
1 
3 

35 

Percent Valid Percent 
62,9 68.8 
28.6 31.3 
91.4 100,0 

5.7 
2.9 
8.6 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

68.8 
100.0 

B-16 
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v 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

MitNdng Mi~ng 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

Snowmobiling 

Frequency Percent 
31 88.6 

1 2.9 
32 91.4 
2 5.7 
1 2.g 
3 8.6 

35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
96.9 

3.1 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

96.9 
100.0 

q l r  

,Mw 

Valid 

Missing 

Total 

No 
Yes 
Total 
Mi~ng 
Don't know 
Total 

Blrdwatc, hlng 

Frequency Percent 
17 48.6 
15 42.9 
32 91.4 
2 5.7 
1 2.9 
3 8.6 

35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
53.1 
46.9 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

53.1 
100.0 

w 

qlP 

I @  

Valid 

Mi~dng 
Total 

Valid 

Mis~ng 
Total 

No 
Yes 
Total 
Miulng 

No 
Yes 
Total 
Mining 

Being (motodz~) 

Frequency 
21 
12 
33 
2 

35 

Percent 
60.0 
34.3 
94.3 

5.7 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
63.6 
36.4 

100.0 

BoaUng ( n o n ~ )  

Frequen~ 
11 
22 
33 
2 

35 

Percent 
31.4 
62.9 
94.3 
5.7 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
33.3 
66.7 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

63.6 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

33.3 
100.0 

qI' 
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v 

,row 
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w 
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w 
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Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Missing 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Misldng Missing 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Mimltng 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Missing 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mi~ng Mis~ng 
Total 

HunUng 

Frerluenc, / Percent 
19 54.3 
14 40.0 
33 94.3 

2 5.7 
35 100.0 

Wlldllfa Photography 

Frequency Percent 
26 74.3 

7 20.0 
33 94.3 
2 5.7 

35 100.0 

Plcnlcldng 

Frecluenc ~ Percent 
22 62.9 
11 31.4 
33 94.3 

2 5.7 
35 100.0 

Jetildlng 

Frequency Percent 
30 85.7 

3 8.6 
33 94.3 

2 5.7 
35 100.0 

Horseback Riding 

Frequency Percent 
32 91.4 

1 Z9 
33 94.3 
2 5.7 

35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
57.6 
42.4 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
78.8 
21.2 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
66.7 
33.3 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
90.9 

9.1 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
97.0 

3.0 
100.0 

B.-18 

Cumulative 
Percent 

57.6 
100.0 

CumulatNe 
Percent 

78.8 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

66.7 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

90.9 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

97.0 
100.0 
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Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mis~ng Mtmdng 
Total 

Fishing 

Fre<luenc 7 Percent 
16 45.7 
17 48.6 
33 94.3 
2 5.7 

35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
48.5 
51.5 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

48.5 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Aware of no camping 

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent 

18 51.4 
17 48.6 
35 100.0 

Valid Percent Percent 
51.4 51.4 
48.6 100.0 

100.0 

Any additional mcmatlonal activities you would like to m ?  

Cumulative 
Frequency 

Valid No 30 
Yes 5 
Total 35 

Percent Valid Percent Percent 
85.7 85.7 85.7 
14.3 14.3 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Total 

Mountain Biking 

Frequency Percent 
3 8.6 
2 5.7 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

MtsNng Not Applicable 
Total 

Hnd ng/Walldng/Runnlng 

Frequency 
2 
3 
5 

3O 
35 

Percent Valid Percent 
5.7 40.0 
8.6 60.0 

14.3 100.0 
85.7 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

400 
100.0 

B-t9 
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Snowmobiling 

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

Valid No 3 8.6 60.0 60.0 
Yes 2 5.7 40.0 100.0 
Total 5 14.3 100.0 

Mis~ng Not Applicable 30 85.7 
Total 35 100.0 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Total 

Birdwatching 

Frequency Percent 
2 5.7 
3 8.6 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

eoaUng (motor~=d) 

Valid Percent 
40.0 
60.0 

100.0 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid No 3 8.6 60.0 

Yes 2 5.7 40.0 
Total 5 14.3 100.0 

Mining Not Applicable 30 85.7 
Total 35 100.0 

eodng (non.motodz~} 

I Frequency Percent 
3 8.6 
2 5.7 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Hunffng 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mkl~ng Not App4icable 

Total 

Valid Percent 
60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid No 3 8.6 60.0 

Yes 2 5.7 40.0 
Total 5 14.3 100.0 

MIs~ng Not Apl~icable 30 85.7 
Total 35 100.0 

B-20 

Cumulative 
Percent 

40.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 

CumulaOve 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 
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Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

: Missing Not Applicable 
I Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

MiUng Not Applicable 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Not AR~licable 
Total 

Vallcl No 
Yes 
Total 

Mtesing Not Applicable 
Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mi~ng Not Apolicable 
Total 

Wildlife Photography 

Frequenc~ 
1 
4 
5 

30 
35 

Percent Valid Percent 
2.9 20.0 

11.4 80.0 
14.3 100.0 
85.7 

100.0 

P~n~klng 

Frequency Percent 
3 8.6 
2 5.7 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

Jetskilng 

FrequenCy Percent 
3 8.6 
2 5.7 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

I-Iorlmback Riding 

Frequency Percent 
3 8.6 
2 5.7 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

F~hlng 

Frequency Percent 
3 8.6 
2 5.7 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

B-21 

Cumulative 
Percent 

20.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

60.0 
100.0 
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Frequency Table 
Any recreational ictlvltkm you would like to see reduced? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent 

Valid No 30 85.7 
Yes 5 14.3 
Total 35 100.0 

Valid Percent Percent 
85.7 85.7 
14.3 100.0 

100.0 

Mountain Biking 

Frequency Percent 
Valid No 5 14.3 
Missing NOt Applicable 30 85.7 
Total 35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

100.0 

Hiking/Walking/Running 

Frequency Percent 
Valid No 5 14.3 
Mi~dng NOt Applicable 30 85.7 

I Total 35 100.0 
I 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.0 100.0 

Snowlno4~llng 

Frequency 
Valid No 5 
Missing Not Applicable 30 
Total 35 

Percent 
14.3 
85.7 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.0 100.0 

BITdWMchlng 

Frequency Percent 
! Valid No 5 14.3 
Miudng Not Applicable 30 85.7 
Total 35 100.0 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.o 100.0 

Berating (motorized) 

Frequency 
Valid No 2 

Yes 3 
Total 5 

Missing Not Ap~icable 30 
Total 35 

Percent Valid Percent 
5.7 40.0 
8.6 60.0 

14.3 100.0 
85.7 

100.0 

CumulotNe 
Percent 

40.0 
100.0 

B-22 
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v 

,row 

.qB 

*qp 

~ w  

,4F 

,qB 
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Boating (non-mot~ized) 

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

Valid No 5 14.3 100.0 100.0 
Missing Not Apl:dicable 30 85.7 
Total 35 100.0 

Hunting 

Frequency Percent 
Valid No 5 14.3 
Missing Not Applicable 30 85.7 
Total 35 100.0 

Valid No 
Mining Not Applicable 
Total 

Fishing 

Frequency Percent 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Plcnlddng 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.0 100.0 

Frequency 
Valid No 5 
Missing Not Applicable 30 
Total 35 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Mkmng Not Applicable 
Total 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.0 100.0 

Valid No 
Missing Not Appilcable 
Total 

Percent Valid Percent 
14.3 100.0 
85.7 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

100.0 

Jetsidln o 

Frequency Percent 
2 5.7 
3 8.6 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Valid Percent 
40.0 
60.0 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

40.0 
100.0 

Riding 

Frequency Percent 
5 14.3 

30 85.7 
35 100.0 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.0 100.0 

B-23 
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Usuelt 

Frequency 
Valid No 16 

Yes 19 
Total 35 

, go with friends 

Cumulative 
Percent Valid Percent Percent 

45.7 45.7 45.7 
54.3 54.3 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

Usually go with family 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid No 8 22.9 23.5 

Yes 26 74.3 76.5 
Total 34 97.1 100.0 

Missing Don't know 1 2.9 
Total 35 100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

23.5 
100.0 

- I P  

f 

w 

w 

qlP 

e 

Valid 

Usuall' 

Frequency 
No 31 
Yes 4 
Total 35 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Not Aprdicebta 
Total 

, go with alone 

Cumulative 
Percent Valid Percent Percent 

88.6 88.6 88.6 
11.4 11.4 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

Statistics 

Usually go with "other" 

Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent 

31 88.6 93.9 93.9 
2 5.7 6.1 100.0 

33 94.3 100.0 
2 5.7 

35 100.0 

Typlcel group size? 

I N Valid 31 I 
Missing 4 

Mean 3.94 

B-24 
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q r  

w 

, i t  

q lV  

mlF 

q P  

Valid 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
10 
11 
Total 

Missing Don't know 
77 
88 
Total 

Total 

Valid No 
Yes 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Total 

Statistics 

How man}t? 
I N Valid 14 
I Ml~dng 21 
I Mean 3.14 

Typical group size? 

Frequency 
1 
8 
8 
6 
4 
1 
2 
1 

31 
2 
1 
1 
4 

35 

Percent Valid Percent 
2.9 3.2 

22.9 25.8 
22.9 25.8 
17.1 19.4 
11.4 12.9 
2.9 3.2 
5.7 6.5 
2.9 3.2 

88.6 100.0 
5.7 
2.9 
2.9 

11.4 
100.0 

Do other houa~told member= vlait? 

Frequency 
17 
17 
34 

1 
35 

Percent 
48.6 
48.6 
97.1 

2.9 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
50.0 
50.0 

100.0 

B-25 

Cumulative 
Percent 

3.2 
29.0 
54.8 
74.2 
87.1 
90.3 
96.8 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

50.0 
100.0 
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W 

W 

l i t  

Valid 1 
2 
4 
6 
15 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Don't know 
Missing 
Total 

Total 

St~stlcs 

Frequency 
5 
5 
2 
1 
1 

14 
16 
2 
1 

21 
35 

Rate the problem of litter/garbage 

r v"l "1 Missing 3 
Mean 2.50 

How many? 

Percent Valid Percent 
14.3 35.7 
14.3 35.7 
5.7 14.3 
2.9 7.1 
2.9 7.1 

40.0 100.0 
51.4 

5.7 
2.9 

60.0 
100.0 

Rate the prc4dem of liter/garbage 

Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
big problem 
Total 

Mis~ng Not Applicable 
Don~ know 
Total 

Total 

StltilUC= 

Rate the problem of crowdlnl~ 

Mean 1.47 

Frequency 
4 

13 
10 
5 

32 
1 
2 
3 

35 

Percent Valid Percent 
11.4 12.5 
37.1 40.6 
28.6 31.3 
14.3 15.6 
91.4 100.0 

2.9 
5.7 
8.6 

100.0 

B-26 

Cumulative 
Percent 

35.7 
71.4 
85.7 
92.9 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

12.5 
53.1 
84.4 

100.0 
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Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
big problem 
Total 

Mis~ng Not Applicable 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

Rata the problem of crowding 

Frequenc~ 
20 
10 
I 
I 

32 
I 
2 
3 

35 

Percent Valid Percent 
57.1 62.5 
28.6 31.3 

2.9 3.1 
2.9 3.1 

91.4 1000 
2.9 
5.7 
8.6 

100.0 

StetllUca 

Rate the problem of not enough signs 

I Nvalid 
Misaing 3 

Mean 1.78 

Rata the problem of not enough slgnll 

Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
big problem 
Total 

M i i ng  Not Applicable 
Don1 know 
Total 

Total 

Frequency 
17 

6 
8 
1 

32 
1 
2 
3 

35 

Percent 
48.6 
17.1 
22.9 

2.9 
91.4 
2.9 
5.7 
8.6 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
53.1 
18.8 
25.0 

3.1 
100.0 

Star.tic= 

Rate the problem of vandalism 

I 
N Valid 31 

Missing 4 
Mean 1.74 

B-27 

Cumulative 
Percent 

62.5 
93.8 
96.9 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

53.1 
71.9 
96.9 

100.0 
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Rate the problem of vandalism 

Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
big problem 
Total 

Mi~ng Not Applicable 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

Frequency 
17 

6 
7 
1 

31 
1 
3 
4 

35 

Pement 
~ . 6  
17.1 
~.0 

2.9 
88.6 

2.9 
8.6 

11.4 
1~,0 

! Valid Percent 
54.8 
19.4 
22.6 

3.2 
100.0 

Stetlstlce 

Rate the problem of not enough tecilitte '¢ 

N Valid I 31 I 
Missing 4 

Mean 1.77 

Rate the 

Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
big problem 
Total 

MIs~ng Not Applicable 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

)roblem of not enough facilities 

Frequency 
17 
7 
4 
3 

31 
1 
3 
4 

35 

Percent Valid Percent 
48.6 54.8 
20.0 22.6 
11.4 12.9 

8.6 9.7 
88.6 100.0 

2.9 
6.6 

11.4 
100.0 

St~etics 

Rate the problem of dumping 
N Valid 32 I 

I Missing 3 
Mean 2.09 

B-28 

Cumulative 
Percent 

54.8 
74.2 
96.8 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

54.8 
77.4 
90.3 

100.0 
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the problem of dumping 

Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
I~g problem 
Total 

Mtlming Not Applicable 
Don1 know 
Total 

Total 

Frecluenc ~" 
12 
7 

11 
2 

32 
1 
2 
3 

35 

Percent 
34.3 
20.0 
31.4 

5.7 
91.4 
2.9 
5.7 
8.6 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
37.5 
21.9 
34.4 
6.3 

100.0 

StaUatlcs 

Rate the problem of conflicts with other users 

I Mi~ng 
Mean 1.38 J 

Rats the woblem of conflicts with o t~ r  u1~r= 

Valid not a problem 
r o l l  problem 
moderate problem 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Don1 know 
Total 

Total 

StatlaUc= 

Rate the problem of water quality I v' l- 
Mean 2.61 

Frequency 
23 

6 
3 

32 
1 
2 
3 

35 

Percent 
65.7 
17.1 
8.6 

91.4 
2.9 
5.7 
8.6 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
71.9 
18.8 
9.4 

100.0 

B-29 

Cumulative 
Percent 

37.5 
59.4 
93.8 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

71.9 
90.6 

100.0 
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Rite the problem of watz~ quality 

Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
big problem 
Total 

Missing Not AppJJca ble 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

Frequency 
7 
7 
8 
9 

31 
1 
3 
4 

35 

Percent 
20.0 
20.0 
22.9 
25.7 
88.6 

2.9 
8.6 

11.4 
100.0 

Valid Percent 
22.6 
22.6 
25.8 
29.0 

100.0 

Statlati¢= 

Rate the problem of not enou~lh wildlife 

I N v a l i d  32 I 
M~ng 3 

Mean 1.34 

Rxte file problmn of not enough wildllfe 

Valid not a problem 
small problem 
moderate problem 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Donl know 
Total 

Total 

Frecluenc ~ 
22 

9 
1 

32 
1 
2 
3 

35 

Stattatlc8 

Rate the problem of not enough law enforcement 

I Mis~ng 3 
Mean 1.53 

Percent 
62.9 
25.7 

2.9 
91.4 

2.9 
5.7 
8.6 

100.0 

Valid Percent 
68.8 
28.1 

3.1 
100.0 

B-30 

Cumulative 
Percent 

22.6 
45.2 
71.0 

100.0 

CumulatNe 
Percent 

68.8 
96.9 

100.0 
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Rata the problem of not enough law enforcement 

Valid not a problem 
small probtem 
moderate problem 
big problem 
Total 

Missing Not Applicable 
Don't know 
Total 

Total 

Frequenc 7 
21 

7 
2 
2 

32 
1 
2 
3 

35 

Percent 
60.0 
20.0 

5.7 
5.7 

91.4 
2.9 
5.7 
8.6 

100,0 

Valid Percent 
65.6 
21.9 

6.3 
6.3 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

65.6 
87.5 
93.8 

100.0 

9 r  

q F  
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Cutler Marsh Survey Notes - 

Survey # 0 # 
27 19 

33 
49 

20 

21 

21 
19 

21 
63 19 

67 19 
68 

75 

76 

81 

87 

19 

19 

19 

21 

19 

20 
12 
14 
15 
19 

3omments 
Water Quality has slowly improved over the last 30 years. 
Big term development, building of  factories and industries around 
the area. Need a forbidden area that nothing can be built within 2 
blocks from riverbank. Area near Benson Stake Center is the 
closest it should be. Farmers need to stay back from ben 20-30 ft. 
People who own property need to think of  area as a precious 
property such as beachfront or etc, Once it becomes realized that 
it is precious then we can begin to preserve the area more 
efficiently. 
Area needs to be dredged. 
Facilities - There was not much there 15 years ago. 
Vandalism - Neglect on the part of  the users. 
Water Qual i ty-  It 's a marshy area. 
Not enough signs - Not enough information 
Keep it the way it i% no new developments. 
Litter/Garbage - More 8arbage than should have been there. Too 
many people don't pick up after themselves. 
Vandalism - Rest area blown up by dynamite. 
Litter/Garbage - People not trained to pick up garbage. 
Vandalism - Grafl'Ri 
Water Quality - Cloudy water, stagnant. 
Dumping - This time of  year a lot o f  litter 
Water Quality - Pretty dizty, muddy. 
Litter/Garbage - anytime litter in wildlife a problem, farmers and 
cattle smelly. 
Signs - Canoein8 wander maze. 
Dumping - Dumping near water (farmers) 
Water Quality - Farmers 
Like to see farmers not dumping in river. Fence off river to 
improve water quality. Motorized boaters restricted (scares off 
wildlife). Limit use to thinBs more natural. 
Litter - Problem eve13~vhere there is recreation. 
Vandalism - We busted up everything at Benson. Problem for a 
long time. 
Water  Quality - Just obvious. 
Not too much development. 
Train doBs 
Couple places for overnight camping. 
Conflicts between users, respect other users. 
Dumping - Landowners problem. Old hay, dead animals, liquid 
manure in riparian area. 
Conflicts - people don't care. Should have motorized and non- 
motorized. 
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19 

20 
21 

90 19 

98 

162 

19 

21 
19 

Water Quality - Raw sewage dumping imo Cutler area. Spring 
Creek a problem. Upper Spring Creek used to be Trout now only 
carp. 
Adequate setbacks, no more buildinss. 
Irrigation system to prevent silt and salt. Federal funding to do 
this (for farmers). 
Sign - More signs, more people become aware and take 
advantage of  it. 
Facilities - Didn't see any bathrooms 
Wildlife - Not enough, didn't see any. 
There was a lot of  trash when we were there. Seemed like there 
was a lot of  eardboard and cans. Yes, there were bigger items in 
the deeper spots, parts of  cars.., can't remember. That's it. 
Cleaned up. 

163 12 
19 Dead cow in river. 
20 Really nice 
21 

164 19 

21 
173 19 

186 

226 

227 

19 
21 
19 
20 

21 
19 
21 
19 
20 

21 
12 
14 
21 

229 

231 

Some ga.,bage. Really crowded during hunt. More signs for 
direction and to show where you are. 
Nice to see wildlife and take pictures 

No, keep it like that. Road steep down to the dam_ Don't want it 
to 8o away. 
They are pigs who use it - fisherman, entrails. Signs knocked 
over and writing on stuff. Too muddy, stirred up by boaters and 
carp. 
Leave it like it is. 
Environmental concerns - worried about restrictions, does not 
want to see restrictions. Keep everybody under control. 
Sometimes parkin 8 on opening day of  hunting. 
Garbage picked up. Access roads improved. 
Too much Litter lying around. 
Littering, motorbikes and mountain bikes going offtrail and 
damaging vegetatio~ 
Would fike to see areas for larger group meetings. 
Too much Garbage 
Markings on main channels for boat mutes. 
Crowdin a and conflicts with et-skis and powerboats. 
.Tebskis, ski boats, when the water is low it is poss~le to hit fence 
posts that are partially covered. 
Limit use of  jet-skis to cemun area. 
Swinunin B 
Boat ramps not so steep. 
Developed a little more. More walking trails or something. Boat 
ramps not so steep. 
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Top three concerns found throughout the survey - 
• Number I problem found at cutler is water quality. 
• Number 2 is dumping and garbage/fitter. 
• Number 3 is the concern that Cutler Marsh should be kept the way that it is. No 

new development. 

. 4 p  

V 

f 

W 

q B  

q F  

' m l  

q P  
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Appendix B-4 

Reeommeuded On-Site Survey 
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D a t e :  

T i m e :  

" L o c a t i o n :  

C u t l e r  M a r s h  O n - S i t e  S u r v e y  

"* I. Current Place of Residence (City. State). 

2. What antivitim m~ you participating m toclay? 

3. About how nm~y limes do you ~ at Cml~ Marsh each sumnm'? 

4. How many m~ in youz party today? _ _ _  

5. What is your typical group size wh~m you come to Cufle~ Marsh? 

6. What oth~- activities do you pmlicipate in m Cutl~r Marsh dm'ing ~ ~ ~ ~ of ~ foH~g ~fi~ ~ ~ 
participat~l m during tl~ summe~ only. 

H i k ~ / w ~  _ M o t o r  B o a t i n g  

S n o w m o b i l i n g  o n  w a t e r  _ N o n - m o t o r i z e d  B o a t i n g  

( ; ~ ' e s e r v o i r  d r a g g i n g @ ) _  ( c a n o e i n g ,  k a y a k i n g ,  e t c . )  _ 

B i r d  W a t c h i n g  _ H u n t i n g  

Picn ick ing  _ W i l d l i f e  P h o t o g r a p h y  _ 

H o r s e b a c k  R i d i n g  _ J e t s k i i n g  

Fish ing  O t h e r  

mW 

-"  7 . D o  y o u  r e c r e a t e  a t  C u t l e r  M a r s h  d u r i n g  o t h e r  ~ . a s o n s ?  Y e s  _ N o _  

following you participate m? 
Spr~g Fall W i n t e r  S p r i n g  F a l l  W i n t e r  

q ~  

H i k i n g / w a l k i n g / r u n n i n g  _ _ _ H u n t i n g  _ _ 

S n o w m o b i l i n g  _ _ _ M o t o r  B o a t i n g  _ _ _ 

S n o w m o b i l i n g  o n  w a t e r  N o n - m o t o r i z e d  B o a t i n g  

( ~ r e s e r v o i r  d r a g g i n g @ )  _ _ _ ( e a n o e i n g ,  k a y a l f i n g ,  e t c . )  _ _ 
¢ff 

M o u n t a i n  B i k i n g  _ _ _ W i l d l i f e  P h o t o g r a p h y  _ - -  _ 

B i r d  W a t c h i n g  _ _ _ J e t a k i i n g  _ _ _ 

P i c n i c k i n g  _ _ _ F i s h i n g  _ _ _ 

H o r s e b a c k  R i d i n g  _ _ _ O t h e r  _ _ _ 

8 H'youmm~a~ANo@on~on7,skiptoqu~tion9. Ifyou~Aye~@on7,rmu-kthcac6vitiesmxls~mo~(s)forcachofthc 

"~ 9. Did y o u  k n o w  C u t l e r  M a r s h  is o w n e d  by  U t a h  P o w e r  (a Pac i f iCorp  c o m p a n y ) :  

" Yes  _ No _ 

~" B-35 
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10. Were you aware ov=n/ght cempms is not allowed at Cutl= Marsh? Y a  N o  

1 I. Mark how often you have visited the following sites. 

than Once • 2-5 times 6-10 times >I0 tlmel D e n t  
Never once • year year • year • year • year Know 

Benson Marina 
Cutler Marsh Marina . . . . . . .  
Little Bear River Put In . . . . . . .  
Upper Bear River Access . . . . . . .  
Cutler Canyon 
Cutler Dam . . . . . . .  
Clay Slough . . . . . . .  
Lower Bear River Overlook . . . . . . .  
Other 

. ,  12. Please rate the following issues at Cutler Marsh and give an explanation for any issues you consider 
to 

be moderate or big problems (if  you need more space use the back of  the sheet, but remember to 
write the question number and issue you are talking about). 

Inue 

" Litter/Garbage 
" Too many people 
- ,  Vandalism 
. ,  Not enough informational signs 

Not enough bathrooms or 
--  facilities Not enough wildlife 
~" N o t  e n o u g h  l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t  

--  Water quality 
, Conflicts with other users 

Other 

mlF 

Not • Small Meclerate Big Don~t 
problem problem pmbkm problua Knew 

For each yoe mark~ as • mederate or big 
problem, explain why ycm fet4 fts • problem 

q l t  

q F  

W 

14. Are there any other issues or concerns you have with Curler Marsh, or any changes you would like to 
see?  

qW 

. .  B-36 
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Thank you for your time: Your information will prove valuable for future recreation at Cutler Marsh! 

q j *  

q ~  

qmp 
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Appendix C 

Final Wetland Mitigation Site Monitoring Report 
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1407 W .Voeth Temple. Sutte 2":0 
Salt Lak,¢ Cir. L~ah 841J0 
Felephon¢ (801) 220-4902 

qlV 

- I F  

O UTAH POWER 
A Di~'t.~,on t,t Pacd)Corp 

Mr. Anthony Vigil 
U.S. Army COE 
1403 S. 600 W. 
Bountiful, UT 84010 

September I 1 2000 

Please find the aRached the Cutler Wetland Mitigation Pond 2000 Monitoring report. 
This report is intended to filLfill the requirement of COE permit #199550325 which 
requir~ PacitiCorp to conduct monitoring for five years and file annual monitoring reports 
by OIRober 1 of  each year. This is the final year of  PacitiCorp's monitoring efforts and the 
final report of  this monitoring effort. 

IfyoQ have any questions please feel free to ~ Eve Davies or m ~ l f a  call at 801-220- 
22~'7. 

Since!y ,  

Todd A. Black 
Hydro Resources Complianc,¢ 

Armchmems 

co: Scott Johnson - NTO 270 
Jerry Ropp¢ - LCT 1500 
Eve Davies - NTO 270/file 
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Cutler Wetland Mitigation Pond 
2000 Monitoring Report 

PacifiCorp 
Salt Lake City,UT 

September 09, 2000 
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1.0 Introduction 
PacifiCorp's Cutler wetland mitigation pond is located along the Spring Creek irrigation 
canal in the Bud Phelps W'ddlife Management Area in Cache County, Utah. The pond was 
constructed in the fall of  1995 under the US Army Corps of  Engineers (COE) permit 
# 199550325. The permit requires PacifiCorp to submit an annual monitoring report the 
COE by October I. The pond was constructed to provide 6.5 acres ofwetland mitigation 
associated with the consm~ion of  recreation sites required by FERC as part of  the Cutler 
Resource Management Plan (RMP). 

This zeport summarizes monitoring and wetland management activities in 2000. 
Monitoring comisted of seasonal inspections (Section 2.0 Cutler RMP) and annual 
vegetation monitoring (Section 3.0 Cutler RMP) as previously specified in the Wetland 
Mitigation Planting and Monitoring Plan (PacifiCorp 1997). Results and management 
re~tmnendmions are provided. This is the 5 ~ and final year ofreporting. 

2.0 Impeettom 
Several walk-through inspections were conducted in 2000. The dike and water control 
structures were in excellent condition and no maintemnc~ was needed. Spring Creek Ditch, 
the source ofwater for the pond, was cleaned out in June of  1999. These areas have 
recovered and vegetation is growing and established in areas d is tmt~ by the ditch cleaning. 
W'ddlife observed in the ima~diate area during the July 30 inspection inchaied: ring-necked 
pheasant, mallard Canada geese, gndwall, song sparrow, yellow warbler and black-billed 
magpies. Other evidence would indicate that meadow voles, red fox, pocket gophers, and 
raccoon inhabit the area; heavy use by Canada geese is evident along the east embenkment. 
Other observations included no.hem leopard flog and chorus flog in the pond. 

3.0 Anualvegetat ien  moniter~g 
An official monitoring visit was conducted on July 30, 2000 (Attachngnt I) to descn%e 
vegetation development and to conduct photo documentation. 

Vegetatien types 
Both upland and emergent wetland vegetation types were present. The upland vegetation 
types were well establisl~ on the dikes and islands (Figure 3-4). Species composition in 
the upland vegetation type consisted of  tall wheat grass (Thinopyrum ponticum), foxtail 
barley (Hordexonjubatum), poison hemlock (Contain macu/atum), thistle (C~-s/um spp.), 
and garrison ( A lopecurus aruna~naceus). 

Engrgent wetland vegetation was within a 2- to 4-fl band on the perimeter of  the 
pond and islands (Figure 1). The predon-~nem emergent vegetation consists of  cattail 
( Typha iatifolla), with some reed camry grass ( Phalarls arundinacea) and sweet clover 
(Melilotus a/ha) with bulrush (Sc/rpus amer/cana) at the edge of  the e m ~ e n t  zone. The 
water level was at full pool during the monitoring visit and very little floating aquatic 
vegetation were observed. 

Emergent vegetation/open water ratio 
Open water covered most (approxhmtely 85%) of  the pond (i.e., overall ratio of  emergent 
vegetation to open water was app~ximately 15:85). 
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Figure 2. Drawing of Cutler wetland mitigation pond showing location of photo points. 
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Atladm~ent 1. Dam ~ t  of Cutler Wethmd Mitigation monitoring 2000. 

Cut ler  W e t l a n d  M o n i t o r i n g  F o r m  

Water level ( e . g . . ~ _ . f / o r  3 ft below f~l pool - look at bell riser near PI for reference): 

q ~  

q ~  

Photo documentation 
1. Take oanoramic ~hotos 

Lens focal leasth (50 nun): 
Fdm (use Kodak Gold 100 or 
similar ISO 1{30 print film): 

2. Take l~oto of bell risex near Pl (see example). ,0o Otf-- .~ t~ Z.DO0 -- ~-I%¢.c ~ ~,x.~" ~3'v-t 

3. Wildlife observ~om: / / / ~ / 
& . ~ / n , , / / ~ . ~ - -  ' z .~' , ~ ' , ~  - / 2 -  . ~ ' d ' , ' , ~ / t t . ~ /  / - J  y~z.,J,~/# ~,e,~- 

~, -~ '~- - ,0  t v~ -~ 'o~ ' -  g'~...cc~., l'~',~d~ " 

3. Othe~ (e.g., floa~n$ aquatic 
bed - specify) 

2" ~ /  • r~,,,4 ~ 7 , ~ ¢ ~  
3. 
4. 

. 

Ratio emergent vegetation to open water (not including upla~l or island): ~ ' ~  I 

Comm,o~ ~ ~ ' ~  ~ee~ ~ ~ ~ - ~  f z ~ / . ~  . L / ~  

,~L~ ~ , ,  t ,~ ~ ~ . , ~ .  ( 
,'1 v ' 
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November 15, 1996 

cc: Brad Sc~mitz 

? 

"q /:-i 

some angle~s to this resource with a bit of additional I&E effort. Thanks again. 

S ~ l y ,  

Regional Sport Fish Biologist 

D-! 

Andrew M. Scott 
PacifiCorp 
1407 West North Temple 
,emit Lake City, UT 84140 

Dear ~ ,  

This letter is confirmation of our acceptance of your monitoring plan for the mructm'e placement 
in Cutle~ Rese~oir. I think that moving the sampling dates back a year is probably a good idea, 

"" giving the fish populations time to more fully utilize them; especially in light of the fact that 
most of the fish captured were juvenile specimens. Perhaps we could intensify the effort a bit 
with additional gear types (i.e. gill nets) to more adequately sample the catfish population. Do 
you still plan to conduct angler interviews if the pressure substantially increases? I think Cutler 
Reservoir has great potential as a warmwater fishery and will receive more Regional attention in 
the next few yearn. I, would be interested in any though~ you might bare on the ~ 
manasement of the fishery. I would also request that you send me a map of the structure 
placement for my files. The original has evidently been misplaced. We may be able to 

']"II State of Utah 
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.~  1407 West North Tempt 
S~t ~ City. Utah ~.MO 
(801) 220-2000 

I t  PAEIFICORP 

September 3, 1996 

Mr. Brad 8¢hmltz 
Regional Fisheries Manager  

. ~  Northern Reglea 
515 East 5300 South 
Ogden, Utah 84405 

--~ Dear B ra~  

--~ This is let ter  is • fo l low up to our  recent  electrof ishing efforts done on Cutler 
Reservoir. Ar t ic le 402 o f  our  FERC Iicemm for  the Cutler Hydro Project 
required us to develop a Resource Management Plan in consul tat ion wi th  
UDWR end other  agencieS. One r e q u i r e m n t  of  the plan cal led for  instal l ing 
four  f ish habi tat  s t ructures near the old r o i l e d  t rest le south o f  Benson Medea 
(see enclosed copy of  the plan end Implementat ion schedule). We Instal led 
approximately 24 st ructures north end south o f  the t rest le and 6 Just north and 
wes t  of  the Benson highway bridge In May 1995. Eight of  the 30 structures 
were bottom cat f ish bungalows and 22 were vert ical  crappie structures.  The 
schedule cal led fo r  us to survey the s t ructures immediately a f te r  placement. 
This we did wi th your  s ta f f  on 05/24/95 and found 3 9emoflel~ Table 1 l ists the 
species found and the i r  numbers. On our  recent shocking tr ip on 07/24/96 

i approx imate ly  43 f ish were  col lected th is year. Table 2 l ist the species found 
and thei r  numbers. The ini t ia l  plan cal led for  us to evaluate f ish usage o f  the 
Mructunm in l g g s j  1996, 1997 and 1999. Our modif ied plan is to  resurvey end 
Inspect the s t ructures again in 1998 and 2000. The plan also cal led for  angler 
Interviews to determine i f  the s t ructures have resulted in increased f ishing 
success. We have foregone these in terv iews due to di f f icul t ies in locat ing 
f ishermen. 

We ore requesting a le t te r  o f  acceptance from your agency on this current  
monitoring plan fo r  the f ish st ructures.  

~ep 

] 

t 
~" D-2 
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t 
"! 

l 

We wou ld  l ike  to bring c losure to th is port ion o f  the CutJer Resources 
Management  Plan. I f  you need more in format ion or  have questions= please 

con tac t  me a t  801-220-2245. Sincerely,  

Andrew M. Scot t  
. ~ r e n m q m m ~ l  Serv ices 

cc: J.  Bur rus~  NTO 270 
medmout:flsh mm,et 

D-3 

8 

0 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20030115-0241 Received by FERC OSEC 12/26/2002 in Docket#: P-2420-000 

Appendix E 

Documentation of Cutler Project Property Boundary Changes 
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Appendix F- Pending Property Coerdinatlon Work 

The following areas require assistance from Property Management Dept. for continuing RMP 
implementation in 2002: 

Site Property work Date Needed RMP implementation 
plans 

Curler Canyon * Need to survey and stake ownership fxom Fence for boundary/access 
(south side of  west of  Newton Bridge to Curler plant if Nov 2002 conuol, wildlife, and grazing 
river) fences or wood posts are needed. Have program. 

Scott or Eve on site at time o f  marker 
placement 

• Continuous monitoring required due to 
ongoing concerns w/fencing and grazing Ongoing 
- ResU.aming order in place 

• Property trade and lease. 
• COC~ property line description. Dec 31 2002 
• Survey and stake ownership. 
AGREEMENT MADE, FINALIZING 
• Assess long-term lease, trade, or purchase 

land. 
• Determu~ site of  exisUng fence. 
• May need to su~ey and stake ownership. 
AGREEMENT MADE, WAITING FOR 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
CAN'T GET AGREEMENT FROM COUNTY 
& or J.D. Scott May require legal acfon. 

tin) 

,rap 

qta) 

C h u r c h  F a r m  
(Paul Car(ton) 

Watterann 

Lundberg 

J.D. Scott 
boundary/Long 

Divide Rd. 
General  Pump 
Permits 

Zona Bails 

• Approximataly 35 pump permits need to be 
completed 

• Property line dispute - 
Court action pending 

Sept 30, 2002 

Mar312003 

M ~ 3 1 2 0 0 3  

Pending Nov 
2002 court 
resolution 

Enmt~ mt,.grity of  buffer 

Bank stabilization, fencing 
and grazing rrmnagement 

Fence eastern part of  area for 
b u f f e r - s h o r e l i n e  & 
boundary/access fence or 
change management (exclude 
from RMP). 

Property msue resolution/ 
boundary fence protection. 

Ensure license and RMP 
compliance for water quality 
and lease conditions prevent 
CWA violations and 
associated fines. 
Ensure license and RMP 
compliance for water quality, 
scenic, recreation, and 
wildlife habitat goals. 

~mP 

w 

Larry Falslev • ProperW line concern- stn~cmres 
encroaching on PacifiCorp property? 

• Trespau- cattle grazm 8 on PacifiCorp 
property- in river bottoms- designated as 
"protecterl area" no sr'zzms tUowed 

• Trespass-farming on PacifiColp property 
without lease Court Action Pending 

• Pumps- pro'rim Pending 
• Dumping farm debris being pushed of f  

bank-Forwarded to dept of  water quality 

N o v 3 0 2 0 0 2  

Con~'ol property, ensure, 
improve wate~ quahty, 
protect criUcal habitat areas 

9 P  
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Darrel Kunsler • Trespass-Dumping dairy waste, trash m to Water quality 

Dr. Griffin 

water- Division of  water quality involved 
• ~ l m e  ~ t e - O ~ t  ~ t ~ p e ~  
• Purchase land near bank 
Agreement has been made. Site visit needed 
to finalize agreement. 

Pier in water on PacifiCorp property - 

Redo bank stabilization? Budgeted for 
future year 

• Hog farm- feed lot-Dumplng dairy waste 
in Bear River on Pacificorp property 
Division of  wat-'r quality investigating 

trespass issues outstanding - Court action 
pending 

paid for to do this; reduce labor costs in 
raising/lowering main headgates. -This  
has not been a problem this year thanks to 
Scott Pratt- Temp.- coordinating w/other 

• Develop water users agreement.- 

Nov 30 2002 

Nov 30 2002 

Delroy Hobb 
May need dock permit Mar 31 2003 

Todd Ballard • Future year 

March 2003 

Steve Lmdley • Damage to PacifiCorp property and Nov 30 2003 

Spring Creek • Ensure we can adequately imgate our Jan 31 2003 
water fights south marsh pastures with the water we 

General Bear 
River Section 
property issues 

General 

• Feed lot dump/ng in to river illegally 
Division of  water quality mvest~afin 8 

• Pumps- identify and permit, or secure 
easements. Diesel pumps need 
containment. Pending 

• Development of  Policy & Procedures for 
uses on company hmda around rera:~rvoir- 

• Develop Application for special event/day 
use 

• Create, update maps on ongoing basis 
• Logan Cow Pasture- renew lease with 

DWR 

• Work w/Logan Airpo~ on mitisation hmda 
at Cutler 

F-2 

Mapp~ 
Water righw 
investigation 

Wetland 
Mitigation 

Mar 31 2003 

Ape 30 2003 

Apt 30 2003 

Ongoms 

Jan 31 2003 

ongoing 

Control property, ensure, 
improve water quality 
Control property, ensure, 
improve water quality 

Clay Slough- water quality, 
buffers 

Ensure unplementation of 
Grazing Management Plan. 

Ensure license and RMP 
compliance for water quality, 
scenic, recreation, and 
wildlife habitat goals. 

Ensure license and RMP 
compliance in all areas. 

Protect water rights, put to 
use on PacifiCorp lands, 
conlxo| use, meet needs of 
RMP 
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Water Quality Conditions 

in Cutler Reservoir 

1996-2001 

Prepared by: 

Dr. Vincent Lamarra 
Ecosystems Research Institute 

Logan, Utah 

April 5, 2002 
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INTRODUCTION 
The Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420) was issued a new license on April 29, 

1994. As a condition to that license, PacifiCorp was required to submit a Resource Management Plan 
(Article 402) to the FERC within one year of  the issuance of the license. The Resource Management 
Plan was filed on August 1, 1995 and supplemented on September 15, 1995. On November 6, 1995, 
the FERC Director ordered PacifiCorp to file with the Commission the results of  the monitoring 
conducted by the company over the first five years. Because part of  the Resource Management Plan 
was the implementation of Cutler Reservoir shoreline erosion control measures, water quality 
monitoring was undertaken during this five year period. 

To that end, the following objectives were addressed during this monitoring program. 

1. Design and implement a monitoring program which will evaluate the 
impacts of  shoreline restoration activities on suspended sedhnents 
and, 

2. Monitor the concentrations of  nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorous) 
to determine the effectiveness of livestock and land management 
practices implemented as part of the Resource Management Plan. 

METHODS 

Between November 1996 and May 2001, the Cutler Reservoir complex was sampled eleven 
times. The specific sample locations are described in Table 1 and are shown in Figure 1. According 
to the Resource Management Plan, sampling was to be conducted on a quarterly basis for the first 
three years following FERC approval of the RMP, thereafter, quarterly sampling was to be conducted 
every fifth year. Sampling can be discontinued when data trends are established or when 
management objectives have been met. Quarterly sampling occurred in 1996, 1997 and 1998. The 
next scheduled quarterly sampling is to occur in 2003 (the fifth year). However, there were data gaps 
in the monitoring conducted during 1996,1997 and 1998. During 1996, sampling was conducted only 
during the third quarter. In 1997 and 1998 there was no sampling in the first quarter. Although no 
water quality monitoring was scheduled to occur in 2000, addi~onal sampling was completed to fill 
the data gaps from previous years. 

Sampling protocols required that the entire system be sampled in a 3-hour period so that 
comparisons between inflowing and outflowing water quality could be made. At each site, a grab 
sample was collected and placed on ice to be transported back to the laboratory within the specified 
holding times. Samples returned to the laboratory were logged into the Ecosystems Research 
Institute (ERI) sample tracking system and analyzed for the specific parameters listed in Table 2 
below. In addition, the field parameters of  temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, and conductivity were 
measured at each site. All sample locations were documented with photographs and are provided in 
Appendix I. The complete data sets for all grab samples are provided in Appendix H. 

Cu~r mam-v~ mvut tp~m F.o~mem gamrelt lmmme 
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Table 1. A de~ription of Curler Reservoir water quality monitoring sites. 

SAMPLE ID DESCRIPTION 

CO2 NW of Logan on 2400W approximately 3 miles to bridge over Bear River. 
Samplin8 point is on NW side of river 

CRO1 NW of Logan on 3000 N (Benson Road) Right under bridge at recreation 
site on north side of mad. 

CO1 Below Curler Dam on the nm'th side of river, immediate~ below plato. 

LBROI West of Logan on Mendm rind-Little Bear River. Smnple taken at the 
bridge on south side of road on east bank. 

SCl West of Logan on Mendon Road-Spring Creelc Sample taken at bridge on 
north side of mad, ~ bank 

LOI Were of Logan on Mendon road-Logan River. Sample taken at bridge on 
so t~  side of road, west bank. 

Table 2. A table of the methods used and reporting limits for each parameter to be analyzed for 
the Cutler Reservoir water quality m o n i t o r ~  program. 

PARAMETER 

Orthopho~i~ms 

P ,zp  

Ni~mtc 

A n m ~ a  

Total Suspended Solids 

T ~ ' ~  

Cutler Remrvolr Inve~aflom 

Page 3 

METHOD# MDL UNITS 

EPA Method 3653. 0.001 rag/liter 

EPA Method 365.2 0.005 rag/liter 

EPA Method 353.3 0.005 mg/limr 

EPA Method 354.1 0.0002 mg/limr 

EPA Method 350.3 0.02 mg/limr 

EPA Method 351.4 1 rag/liter 

EPA Method 180.1 1 NTU 

G-4 
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R E S U L T S  

The of the C e* is the 
soun~c ~ : o u ~  for ov~ 50 p c ~ t  of the feud flow into t ~  ~crvoir with O~c mmb',d~ of flo~w 
coming from the Logan Rive*, the Little Bear River and numcnms small= tritmmrics. In 1994, a 
detailed mv~gafion was undertaken by the Tri-smte Bear River Water Quality Taskforce and 
inchxkd Cutlet Reservoir and the Bear River. The current monitoring data sets were added to the 
1994-1996 investigation in orde* to dis#ay historical t~nds relative to tl~ curr~ ~ 

The cxmVefison of Bern Rive* flows above and below Cutler Rese*voir can be seen in Figu~ 
2 for the entire period of record where detailed water quality data were available. As can be seen in 
Figu~ 2, year to year flows vary grtatiy. In order to ut~mtand the annual hydrologic cycle in Cutler 
Reservoir and how it impacts water quality, daily averages from Jmmmy 1994 m stammmed in 
F ae 3. 

Inspection of Figure 2 indicates that 1997, 1998 and 1999 were above average water years 
while 1995 and 1996 we~  considered average warn- years. The graph also shows that 1994 and 2000 
wcze ¢¢mskkmM dry hydrologic ymrs. Figu~ 3 denmnstmt~ the acreage daily ¢onditiom of the B¢ar 
River above and below Cutler Reservoir. From January to the end of May, flows into and out of 
Cutler Rese*voir steadily incazase. Bear River inflows start at about 900 cfs and peak at 1600 cfs. Bear 
River outflows f ~ n  Cutle* Rcsa~ir  follow the same patmm, although differing in magnitude 
(reflecting tim tn'btaary inflows). Peak discharges ¢xcccd, on ave*age, 3500 cfs. June is a transition 
mmt~ with the flows into and om of Cutler Reservoir drastically reduced. After June and ~ 
for ove* 60 days, flows arc gtmmr mtt~mg Cutkr Resm~oir than leaving. This is a result of the extxxt 
of water from the reservoir's surface via two canals located atthe sm'qace of Cutler Dam. This wat~ 
is used for imgation in Box Elde* County bythe Bear Rive, Cmml Company. There am periods of 
thne when the Bear River below Ctaler is dry e~cept for leakage from the dam. After inigation 
seas~,  the flow patterns return to the pattern seen in the six months prior to June. Hows for both 
the Bcm River ir~ Cutle* rand out of Cutler stmdily inaxase trothing 500 taxi I000 cfs (mspccti~) 

prior to the md o f ~ .  

As stated prvviomly, water quality data w~ collected m six locatiom mtxmd md within the 
Cutlm Rmczvoir complex. Tim sites were samplod eleven thncs. The data for total suspended solids 
(TSS), ortho and total phosphorous, total inorganic nitmgm, as well as total colifomas, are shown 
in Figures 4 through 8. In each f igu~ data a~  companat for the Bear Riv~ sites, the tn'haary ~ 
aad the s i n #  marsh sire loma~ at Bemm Marina (F~gure D. 

In Figure 4, the total smpended solids data for the two pe*iods of time sampled indicates that 
the two yearn were somewhat diff~nt in ~ of TSS with the pedod 1996 to 1998 having 
higher concentmiom that the 2000-2001 data. As noted previously, this may be the n~mlt of the 
higher than normal flows o~mtm~ng dining the 1996 to 1998 period (Figure 2). The TSS 
mmentratiom in the three tn~ta~y site* did not have the mine ~ panem as the maimte*n 
Bear Rive, stations. In the 1996-1998 period, the TSS con~mtrafions we,e not elevated when 
compattxl to tim 2000-2001 data. In comparing the thr~ streams, tlm Logan Riv~ had tim ovcrall 
lowest cot~ntrations of TSS, with Spring Cr~k ~ l  the Little Bear River being similm" in 
conceamafiom. The Cutler Rmm, oir site., located at tkmon Marina, had both concentrations aml 

Cutler Rmervoir IMv,mi[attom 

Page 4 
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temporal patlcms that wcrc similar to the above and below Bear River stZiom. 

~ v  nutrients phosphorous and ni~ogcm can be s~a  in Figm~s 5 through 7. The data 
represent the conccz~mfiom for the nminst¢~ t r ibut~ and marsh sites for the eleven sample dams. 
The gcscral mmut in the data indica~ a gain in oonccnU~ons in ogho and total phosphorous, as 
well as tcSal inorganic nim~ w i ~ h ~  oftl~ Bc~- Riv~ ~xmgh CtSkr Rmctvoit. 
How~, inspection of ~ ~b~a~ data, ~ the conc~trations observed in Spnng 
(t~-fold ~ concmt~om than the inflowing Bear River) and the conc~ratiom at Bcnsc, 
Marina (intcnncdiam in location bctwvcn Slm'ing O'cck and the Bear River outflow) would indicate 
that Siring Crock' influence is i m p a c ~  Cutle~ Reser~ir and the outilowing Bear River ~ 
concen~'afiom. 

The final da~a set collected was total oolifonn bac te~  The data indicates that only ~ ~ 
point at B e n ~  Marina had higher total coliforms (9% of the observafiom) when compared to the 

of in.wing 8). 

q~ 

q~ 

w 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

~ P.~:r, ~ ¢  ~ l~v~, and Spring Czeek entc~g the Cu~I~ ~ complex a~ 
conside~ impahed ~.hfive to its pocmgal beneficial uses (State of Utah, 1998). High total 
suspended solids and cxc~s;ivc nuuicnm such as ~ and phosphorus arc h~licafions of 
impamcm. Historical investigations have im:licatcd that ~ m'bumrics a~ a majo~ cause of ~c 
degradcd wat~ quality conditicm observed in Cut~  R~crvoir. In fl~c case of total suspcm~ solids, 
the influence of the ~ Bear River on w a ~  query condifiom within the nmervoir (Benson 
M n a  site) is apparent (Fig~e 9). Although the average co.cen~tions of total ~ x n d e d  mlids 
dccr~s~l a~ the Bcns(m Marina si~ ov~ tlm study period, thc ~ ~ of TSS also 
dca~a~ dmm~icany in tlz inflowing B~r Ri~ wa~ (Smfic~ CO1 in Fig~ 9). Xt is intoning 
to note that wh.c the Bcmon Mm'im TSS conccnn'a~ons w~c dml~nS, thc two U'Ebumics O-~Ulc 
B~r Riv~ and Slm~g ~) w~ m in TSS co,~nu'~icm th'o~h thc study l~iod. "I~ 
opposite mind was m~d for the mmicm omze~-a~m (Figu~ I0). In this case., tl~ average Bear 
Riv~ ~onccnm~kxm w~m low~ ~m the Beraon Marina sire whi~ w~ low~ than th~ Little ~ 
m-,d Spdng O v ~  inflowing warn- concmmgkms. This is cxmnplifivd by thv Tom1 Phospimmus dam 

One objcc~ve of this ~ v~s to ~waluam ~'~ l~ "Rmmnce of m~ scdim¢~ cc~x°l 

fcalmcs md improved land use pra~iccs i m p ~  by PacifiCo~'s ~ Mamgemmt Plan. 
Because ofthc overall infl~ of the Bear River's total SUSlxmdcd solids and itm ¢gccmivv loadings 
of nim~m and phosphom~ from Spring Crock, any bestirs gained by the implcmm~on of the 
RMP is mask~ by ~e ovcr~4~ming impact of th~ sc~c~. 

Curler Reservoir l a ~  
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Figure 2. The daily flows for the Bear River above and below Cutler R~ervoir. 
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Figure 3. The average dally flows (1994-2000) for the Bear River above and below Cutler 
Reservoir). 
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Figure 4. Total suspended solids concentrations in rag/liter at the six study sites during the 
monitoring period. 
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Appendix G-I 

Photographs of the Sampling Sites 
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Site COl: Below Cutler Dam on the north side of river, immediately below 
plant. 

Site C02: NW of Logan on 2400W approx/mately 3 miles to bridge over Bear 
River. Sampling point is on NW side of river. 
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Site CR01: NW of Logan on 3000 N (Beuumn Road) right under bridge at 
recreation site on north side of road. 

Site LBR01: West of  Logan on Mendon Road-Little Bear River. Sample taken 
at the bridge on south side of road on east bank. 
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Site SCI: West of Logan on Mendon Road-Spr/ng Creek. Sample taken at 
bridge on north side of nmd, west b u k .  

Site LOI: West of Logan on Mendon Road-Logan River. Sample taken at 
bridge on south side of road, west bank. 
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C01: Below Cutler Dam 

DA'IIE: 

TIME: 

ERI LOG m: 

11/25/96 03~6/97 0~15~7 12/15/97 04/09/98 08~5~J8 10/21/96 09/14/00 12/13~0 02/15/01 05/23/01 

10:.00 9:00 12.'00 1:30 12:25 12:36 12:.05 11:10 12:10 11:25 11:30 

3723 314 071754 9 ~  980377 980906 981358 1383 1789 10118 10488 

Temperature ('C) 5.16 3.48 18.7 5.9 8.09 24.21 9.14 19.29 1.55 1.21 20.79 

Dlss. Oxygen (mg/l.) 8.68 10.81 6.7 10.1 8.65 8.23 9.06 7.86 13.01 9.98 7.03 

Conductlvlty ~m/cm) 785 832 6~1 681 753 972 912 1740 975 889 1770 

I)1t 8 8.22 8.3 8.3 7.86 7.97 8.28 8.14 8.33 7.76 8.12 

Tml:ldlty (NTU) 11.9 26.6 151 17 NO 50 26 NO ND ND NO 

DO (%Sat) 79.7 111.1 8t 94.9 73 NO NO 101.3 113.7 NO 94.6 

T8$ (mg/L) NO 11 74 33 75 103 54 30 4 2 36 

NH3 (mg/L) 0.167 0.137 0.033 <0.030 0.110 <0.020 0.050 0.060 0.183 0.571 0.068 

NO3 (rag/L) 0.699 1.380 0.423 0.450 0.846 1.230 NO 0.054 1.086 1.124 0.126 

NO2 (mg/L) 0.021 0.050 0.013 0.007 0.017 0.009 0.007 0.002 0.017 0.024 0.007 

TIN (rag/L) 0.887 1.567 0.469 0.487 0.973 1.25~ 0.057 0.116 1.286 1.719 0.202 

TP (rag/L) 0.146 0.125 0.167 0.095 0.223 0.217 0.121 0.067 0.132 0.176 0.062 

OP (mg/L) 0.046 0.059 0.026 0.011 0.060 0.006 0.121 0.019 0.142 0.153 0.022 

TC (Wl00 ml) 700 30 600 80 30 100 120 280 20 60 550 

FC (IN100 ml) 90 0 40 0 20 g0 20 ND NO NO ND 
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C02: B u r  River at 2400 W u t  

DALE: 11/25496 03/06/97 09/15/97 12/15/97 

TIME: 10:00 9.'00 1:15 2:30 

ERI LOG ID: 3724 315 971755 972094 

Temperature ('C) 4.46 3.28 10.5 5.9 

Oil)8. Oxygen (rag/L) 10.24 9.13 7.1 10.6 

ConducUvlty (lan/cm) 950 851 742 711 

Id'l 7.64 8.2 8.2 8.4 

Turbidity (NTU) 7.6 40 235 11 

DO (%Sal) 92.9 92.7 85.8 100.1 

T8S (roB/L) ND 72 67 22 

NH3 (rag/L) 0.130 0.137 <0.030 <0.030 

NO3 (mgn.) 0.949 1.6"r0 0.506 0.432 

NO2 (mg/l.) 0.016 0.020 0.008 0.005 

TIN (rag/L) 1.095 1.827 0.544 0.467 

• P (mgn.) 0.097 0.141 0.133 0.056 

OP (mg/l.) 0.029 0.046 0.029 0.004 

TC (/I/100 mr) 700 300 2000 20 

FC (lfll00 mr) 500 90 150 10 

04/09/98 08/05498 10/21/g~ 09/14/00 12/13/00 

1:59 1:19 12:44 10:20 12:55 

980379 980906 981360 1381 1791 

02/15/01 05/23/01 

10:40 10:45 

10116 10486 

7.61 23.33 8.54 18.62 1.25 0 17.78 

8.5 6.67 9.08 7.04 12.24 9.73 7.5 

742 819 831 1038 958 963 832 

7.85 7.98 0.23 8.32 8.33 7.70 8.2 

39 38 15 ND ND ND hiD 

71.6 ND ND 86.5 101.8 hiD 92 

72 74 34 33 11 4 75 

0.105 <0.020 <0.020 <0.030 0.091 0.253 0.024 

0.980 0.387 0.508 0.154 1.032 1.390 0.183 

0.015 0.012 0.005 0.005 0.016 0.019 0.007 

1.100 0.419 0.533 0.189 1.138 1.662 0.215 

0.206 0.194 0.077 0.044 0.040 0.053 0.087 

0.061 0.017 0.048 0.011 0.011 0.029 0.016 

140 130 200 364 180 90 100 

40 130 10 ND ND NO ND 
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CR01: Cutler at B~mson Maflna 

DATE: 11/25/96 03/06/97 (~J/15/97 12/15i97 

TIME: 10:00 9:00 12:30 2:00 

ERJ LOG IO: 3725 316 971756 972095 

Temperature ('C) 521 4.7 15.4 7.22 

DIm~. Oxygen (rag/L) 7.97 10.27 7.4 10.2 

Conductivity ( ~ )  579 550 610 457 

pH 8.01 8.35 8.3 8.4 

Turbidity (NTU) 7.6 50.2 170 14 

DO (%Sat) 74.1 108.6 92 100.1 

TSS (mg/L) ND 2t 80 23 

NH3 (rag/L) 0.224 0.300 0.053 0.031 

NO3 (rag/L) 1.190 1.030 0.546 0.557 

NO2 (rag/L) 0.043 0.067 0.023 0.010 

TIN (mg/L) 1.457 1.3~7 0.622 0.598 

TP (rag/L) 0.265 0.234 0.284 0.153 

OP (rag/L) 0.179 0.156 0.089 0.086 

TC (#/100 ml) 8000 210 400 20 

FC (1t/100 ml) 100 0 190 0 

04/09/98 08/05/98 10/21/98 09/14/00 t2/13/00 02/15/01 05/23/01 

2:11 1:03 12"~9 10:40 12:35 10:55 11:05 

960378 980907 981359 1382 1790 10117 10487 

9.74 27.49 9.06 20.27 2.7 0.29 21.53 

9.25 9.96 10.57 8.57 10.51 8.9 8.33 

570 543 513 587 522 542 460 

8.04 8.37 8.44 8.24 8.17 7.7 8.33 

26 11 16 NO ND ND ND 

80.9 ND ND 110.2 88.2 ND 100.1 

42 17 27 38 2 8 45 

0.248 <0.020 0.148 0.111 1.106 2.218 0.247 

0.388 <0.005 0.401 0.046 0.908 0.556 0.292 

0.014 0.005 0.013 0.021 0.027 0.018 0.022 

0.650 0.030 0.562 0.176 2.042 2.792 0.560 

0.296 0.194 0.174 0.176 0.38~ 1.491 0 ~ 0  

0.188 0.065 0.148 0.095 0.355 0.464 0.123 

1500 0 80 90 190 80 110 

300 0 0 ND NO NO ND 
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L01: Logan Rlver 

DAlIE: 

TIME: 

ERI LOG ID: 
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11/25~96 03/00/97 09/15497 12/15/97 04/09498 ~ 10/21/98 09/14/00 12/13/00 02/15/01 05/23/01 

10:00 9:00 11:00 10:15 2:48 11:45 11"20 11:55 11:25 12:05 12:17 

3727 317 971757 9 ~  960382 980903 961355 1386 1786 10121 10491 

Temperature ('C) 5.97 3.33 10.7 4.95 7.12 13.32 7.09 14.54 3.14 2.21 10.8 

Dtlm. Oxygen (mg/L) 10.33 9.2 8.8 10.48 9.98 9.24 9.31 8.05 11.44 11.89 8.89 

Conductivity (ImP, m) 447 427 415 404 437 463 478 524 423 420 341 

I)i4 8.28 7.45 8.1 7.8 8.04 7.86 0.32 7.96 8.12 0.09 8.09 

Tumidity (NTU) 0.9 4.0 40 1.9 5.2 2 2 NO ND NO ND 

DO (%S1~) 97.1 93 92.5 95.4 82.2 ND NO 93.1 96.8 NO 96.1 

I"SS (rag/L) ND 5 6 6 15 6 5 13 <1 2 10 

NH3 (rag/L) 0.052 0.058 <0.030 <0.030 0.022 0.021 <0.020 0.030 0.034 0.052 0.024 

NO3 (rag/L) 0.314 0.432 0.358 0.299 0.386 0.380 0.304 0.339 0.230 0.228 0.211 

NO2 (mg/L) 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.007 0.002 0.003 0.004 

TIN (mg/L) 0.369 0.493 0.392 0.331 0.411 0.405 0.327 0.377 0.267 0.283 0.239 

TP (rag/L) 0.017 0.012 0.023 0.021 0.037 0.030 0.047 0.027 0.005 0.009 0.023 

OP (mg/L) 0.005 0.007 0.006 0.003 0.010 0.009 0.047 0.012 <0.001 0.006 0.009 

TC (#/100 ml) 180 120 800 110 200 190 370 1364 90 30 785 

FC (IV100 ml} 10 60 110 20 30 50 40 ND ND ND ND 
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LBR01: Little Bear Rlver 

DA'IIE: 11/25496 03~6497 0~15~97 12/15497 04/09498 08/05498 10/21~98 09/14/00 12/13188 02/15~)1 05/23~)I 

TIME: 10:00 9:00 11:30 10:.45 2:27 12:06 11:40 11:35 11:45 11:50 12:00 

ERI LOG IO: 3726 318 971758 972097 980380 ~ 881357 1384 1788 1 0 1 1 9  10489 

Temperature ('C) 5.85 3.01 13.7 7.1 7.72 17.15 9.75 15.45 2.33 1.71 15.92 

Dhm., Oxygen (mg/L) 9.7 8.66 7.9 9.33 9.97 6.25 8.3 5.97 10.4 11.3 7.74 

Conducb'vity (imt/cm) 752 535 595 490 481 691 571 690 546 553 651 

I:~ 8.05 7.93 8 8.2 7.97 7.68 8.18 7.91 8.13 7.96 8.0t 

Tmtbldlty (NTU) 3.2 16.4 I n') 3.4 16 16 6.5 NO NO ND ND 

DO (%Sat) 91 87.5 90.3 90.8 83.2 ND NO 70.1 87.6 NO 93.9 

TSS (rag/L) ND 14 21 9 32 32 17 41 13 5 31 

NH3 (m~t.) 0.083 0.058 0.038 <0.030 0.041 0.045 0.022 0.048 0.071 0.085 0.096 

NO3 (rag/L) 1.340 1.460 1.460 0.906 0.941 1.710 1.000 0.781 0.653 0.793 0.646 

NO2 (rag/L) 0.018 0.012 0.013 0.007 0.008 0.(~2 0.007 0.013 0.0(~ 0.008 0.014 

TIN (rag/L) 1.441 1.530 1.511 0.945 0.990 1.777 1.029 0.841 0.734 0.886 0.757 

TP (rag/L) 0.125 0.057 0.887 0.03T 0.092 0.144 0.051 0.094 0.064 0.044 0.108 

OP (mg~l.) 0.077 0.615 0.039 0.009 0.020 0.064 0.032 0.051 0.144 0.026 0.063 

TC (#/100 ml) 170 290 2000 80 80 3000 400 1273 110 10 460 

FC (#/100 ml) 100 40 1000 10 40 700 80 ND NO ND ND 
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C) 

SCl: Spring Creek 

OAlrls: 11/25/96 03/06497 09/15/97 12/15/97 

TIME: 10:00 9:00 11:15 10:30 

ERI LOG ID: 3729 319 971759 

04/09498 08/05/98 10/21/98 09/14/00 12/13/00 

2:36 11:55 11:30 11:45 11:35 

980381 980904 961356 1385 1787 

Temperature ('C) 6.76 4.2 13.3 6.1 9.39 

Dlss. Oxygen (m~l.) 9.26 7.82 7.5 10.46 9.71 

Conductlvlty ~m/cm) 908 983. 562 627 g57 

pH 7.95 7.64 7.9 8 7.81 

Turbidity (NTU) 5.9 30.4 81 3.5 10 

DO (%Sat) 89.1 80.8 84 97.6 84.5 

TS8 (mg/L) NO 31 20 7 16 

NH3 (m1~-) 0.189 2.210 0.062 <0.030 0.476 

NO3 (mg~l.) 6.930 4.440 2.470 4.350 6.600 

NO2 (mg~.) 0.093 0.503 0.019 0.022 0.071 

TIN (mg/t.) 7.212 7.153 2.551 4.402 7.147 

TP (rag/L) 0.881 0.924 0.450 0.401 0.683 

OP (mg/L) 0.707 0.615 0.231 0.368 0.578 

TC (#/100 ml) 4100 2500 5000 2300 660 

FC (11/100 ml) 950 180 470 490 80 

02/15/01 05~23~ 1 

11:55 12:10 

10120 10490 

18.07 8.49 15.03 3.71 3.25 15.66 

5.78 8.45 6.58 9.44 10.13 7.37 

665 511 762 832 868 697 

7.6 8.1 7.64 7.94 7.82 7.82 

14 10 ND ND ND ND 

hiD ND 75.4 07.2 NO 85.9 

26 18 32 11 24 71 

0.0~6 0.046 0.766 4.100 3.532 0.293 

2.000 5.150 5.495 6.551 6.880 2.692 

0.042 0.028 0.044 0.142 0.166 0.127 

2.075 5.224 6.305 10 .793  10.578 3.111 

0.336 0.580 0.992 1.30~ 1.709 0.675 

0.249 0.567 0.966 2.470 1.291 0.566 

1900 1300 370 380 1000 1180 

1000 110 ND ND ND ND 
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Appendix H 

2002 FERC Order Modifying 
Bear River Basin Study and Operating Plan 
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G 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 99 FERC ¶ 62,085 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Pacifieorp Project No. 2420-018 

ORDER MODIFYING AND APPROVING PROJECT OPERATION PLAN 
PER ARTICLE 401 

9 r  

qlP 

qlp 

.row 

qlp 

(Issued April 30, 2002) 

On October 4, 1999 and supplemented on April 11,2002, Pacificorp (licensee) filed a "Three 
Year Bear River Basin Study" and an "Operational Plan" for the Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC 
No. 2420) per license article 401. The Cutler Project is located on the Bear River in Cache and Box 
Elder Counties, Utah. This order discusses the licensee's study and plan and approves the operation 
plan with minor modifications. 

LICENSE REQUIREMENT 

Article 401 requires the licensee to submit for Commission approval, a plan for conducting 
a three-year Bear River Basin Study as proposed in the license application. The study plan is 
required to include: (1) the development of a basin-wide irrigation caU system that includes imgation 
companies and individual irrigators; (2) the development of  an operational model to provide a 
statistical method for improving the operation of  the Bear River system; (3) an assessment of 
reservoir levels at specific locations to develop a reservoir level relationship between each location; 
(4) the testing of  a one-year operational plan to control Cutler Reservoir fluctuations from mid- 
reservoir (near Benson Marina) to the south end of the reservoir while maintaining the current 
irrigation supply; (5) the development of a final Cutler Reservoir operating plan that best meets the 
needs of wildlife, recreation, power generation, and irrigation based on meteorology, runoff and 
seasonal power requirements; and (6) a schedule for implementing the study, consulting with the 
appropriate agencies and interested parties, and filing the results in a final report. 

The licensee developed and filed with the Commission, a Bear River study plan per article 
401. The licensee's study was approved March 30, 1995 by Order Modifying And Approving Three- 
Year Bear River Basin Study Plan. ! The licensee's filings of  the results of  the Bear River Study 
indicates that it has adequately fulfilled the requirements of  article 401. The licensee used the 
information learned in the Bear River study to develop its Operation Plan, which is the focus of this 
order. 

1 70 FERC ¶ 62)209 (1995). 

H-1 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20030115-0241 Received by FERC OSEC 12/26/2002 in Docket#: P-2420-000 

q l ,  

qIP  

I V  

41w 

BACKGROUND 

The Cutler reservoir is located at the confluence ofthe Bear, Logan, and Little Bear Rivers 
in northern Utah. There are six hydroelectric projects on the mainstem Bear River. Of the six 
projects, the Cutler Project is the farthest development downstream. From mid-June to mid- 
October, nearly all the natural flow in the Bear River is diverted for irrigation. Supplemental flows 
come from water releases from Bear Lake, a large storage reservoir. 

The Cutler reservoir has a surface area of approximately 5,500 acres. At the time of 
relicensing in the early 1990's, comments from the resource agencies suggested that minimizing 
reservoir fluctuations in the area south of  Benson Marina would benefit fish and wildlife resources, 
reduce soil and shoreline erosion and improve recreational opportunities. Irrigation needs, releases 
from Bear Lake, and runoff from large tributaries complicate management of the lake levels. As a 
result of the agencies' comments, the licensee proposed in its license application as adopted in article 
401, a three-year study to determine the feasibility of new operating procedures that would help 
stabilize the reservoir elevations. The licensee completed its three-year study and developed a final 
operating plan for the project. 

THE LICENSEE'S PROPOSED OPERATION PLAN 

The licensee stated that the project is operated in a semi-automatic mode whereby the 
generators are started and synckronized to the system manually by the local hydro operator. The 
licensee added that once on-line, the units are controlled remotely by the System Dispatcher, located 
in Salt Lake City, who controls the load on the generators to meet system requirements and to stay 
within the reservoir elevation guidelines. 

The licensee identified a number of sources of inflow to the reservoir such as flows from the 
upstream projects on the Bear River, the Cub, Logan, Black Smith and Little Bear Rivers, plus 
precipitation and irrigation returns. Outflow sources from the Cutler reservoir include generation, 
evaporation, irrigation and pumping. Of theso, the licensee stated that it controls only the outflow 
at the dam, and only reservoir inflow from the upstream project which has a lag time of  36 hours. 
In order to minimize Cutler reservoir elevation fluctuations, the licensee developed an operation plan 
that proposes to maintain the reservoir elevation within target ranges as measured at the Cutler dam. 

The licensee stated that the reservoir elevation monitoring equipment located at the dam does 
not necessarily depict the water surface elevation throughout the reservoir. The licensee stated that 
there are a number of physical restrictions in the reservoir that impede the flow ofwater through the 
reservoir such as highway and railroad bridges across the reservoir, sandbars in the lower reach of 
the reservoir, marshy areas, a narrow canyon just above the dam, and the submerged Wheelon Dam 
located approximately ½ mile upstream of the Cutler Dam. The Wheelon Dam was constructed for 
power generation and to divert water for irrigation, but was never breached when the Cutler Dam 
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was built. It is completely inundated by the Cutler impoundment; however it does effect water 
surface elevations between the upper end of the reservoir and the dam. 

The licensee explained that drawing down the reservoir four feet at the dam for a sustained 
period results in approximately a four foot drawdown in most areas of the reservoir. However, if the 
reservoir is drawdown more than four feet at the dam (ie. for maintenance purposes), the impact on 
the upper reaches of the reservoir is less because of the submerged Wheelon Dam. 

The licensee stated that the principle area of environmental concern with respect to water 
level fluctuation is the upper reach of the reservoir, from the Benson Marina (mid-reservoir) to the 
marshy areas in the south end ofthe reservoir. The licensee added that the water elevation in this 
area is difficult to control due to inflow from the tributaries or sudden increases in irrigation 
demands from the tributaries and Bear River. The licensee stated that these factors are beyond their 
control and difficult to predict. The licensee, therefore, proposed the following operating ranges, 
as measured and recorded at the Cutler Dam. 

Table 1. Proposed Reservoir elevation operating range as measured at the Cutler Dam 

Time Period Operating Range Tolerance Target Percentage 
(Elevation in feet) (feet) 

March 1 through 4407.5 to +.25, 95% 
June 15 4406.5 -.25 

June 15 through 4407.5 to +.25, 95% 
September 30 4406.5 -.25 

October 1 through 4407.5 to +.25, 95% 
December 1 4406.5 -.25 

90% December 2 through 
February 28 

4407.5 to 
4406.0 

+.25, 
-.50 

The licensee proposed to monitor the operation of  the project and annually file a report, with 
the Commission, concerning compliance with the dai .ly average elevation requirements. The 
licensee indicated that exceptions to the target ranges may be necessary during times of project 
maintenance or when flood conditions exist. 
CONSULTATION 

Article 401 required the licensee to prepare the operating plan after consultation with the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and area irrigators, 
including the Bear River Canal Company. By letter dated July 12, 1999, the licensee provided the 
"Three-Year Bear River Basin Study" and the "Operation Plan" to the resource agencies and local 
irrigators for their review and comments. The licensee received comments from the FWS by letter 
dated August 2, 1999. 
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The FWS commended the licensee for their work. The FWS highlighted the studies and 
stated that through monitoring and annual reporting, the project will benefit fish and wildlife 
resources, reduce soil and shoreline erosion, and improve recreational opportunities. No other 
comments were received. 

DISCUSSION 

As part ofthe three-year Bear River study, the licensee developed a basin wide irrigation call 
system to help schedule and coordinate water deliveries, a hydrologic operational model to improve 
the predictive capabilities of available water, an assessment of reservoir levels to determine reservoir 
responses to seasonal changes at various locations around Cutler reservoir, and a test operating plan 
that encompassed four time periods associated with varying demands by water users. 

The results of the study and the test operating plan indicate that the licensee has limited 
control of both inflow to the project and outflow from the reservoir. Because of the hydraulic 
limitations, the licensee indicated that the only way to minimize reservoir fluctuations is to limit the 
reservoir elevation range at the Cutler dam. The licensee's tests show that there is no predictable 
relationship between the dam and Benson Marina elevations making it unfeasible to operate the dam 
based on real time data from the Benson Marina. Based on the results of the Bear River Study and 
the test operating plan, the licensee modified the reservoir elevation ranges. 

Since filing of the proposed operation plan, the licensee has operated the project using the 
proposed reservoir ranges. Supplemental data from 1999 to 2001 indicate that the licensee has been 
capable of complying with the operating plan. In fact, during water year 2000-2001, the data 
indicate that the licensee kept fluctuations of the reservoir elevation to less than one foot. 

Although Table 1 depicts four time periods (which are repeated from the test operating plan), 
the proposed reservoir elevation operating plan essentially has two time periods: March 1 through 
December 1; and December 2 through February 28. The operational range for March 1 through 
December 1 is one foot (4406.5 feet to 4407.5 feet) and the operating range for December 2 through 
February 28 is one foot, six inches (4406. feet to 4407.5 feet). 

The licensee explained that the "tolerance range" is an area above and below the operating 
range where the licensee would still be considered to be in compliance with the requirement as the 
licensee continue to work to bring the reservoir level back within the operating range. Thus, for the 
March I through December I period, the total operating range would be one foot, six inches, and for 
December 2 through February 28, the operating range would be two feet, three inches. Table 2 
illusu~tes the licensee's proposed operating range. 
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Table 2. Licensee's condensed reservoir elevation operating range table 

Time Period Operating Range Tolerance 
(Elevation in feet) (feet) 

March 1 through 4407.5 to +.25, 95% 
December I 4406.5 -.25 

90% December 2 through 
February 28 

4407.5 to 
4406.0 

+.25, 
-.50 

Target Percentage 

The heading, "Target Percentage" repr~en~ the percentage of  time the licensee anal'pates maintaining the 
reservoir level within the operating range including the tolerance band. The licensee explained that varwusfactors, 
within and not within its control (such as maintenance and irrigation returns), may occoMonally contribute to 
e.xceedances of  the requirement. 

If  the Cutler reservoir elevation, as measured by the Cutler dam gage, exceeds the total, 
upper  or lower operating range (operating range plus tolerance range) as approved in this 
order  under article 401, the licensee should file a report  with the Commlasion within 30 days 
of the incident. The report should, to the extent possible, identi~ the cause, severity, and duration 
of  the incident, and any observed or reported adverse environmental impacts resulting from the 
incident. The report  should also include: 1) operational data necessary to determine 
compliance with the operating range requirement; 2) a description of any corrective measures 
implemented at the time of the occurrence and the measures implemented or  proposed to 
ensure that  similar incidents do not recur;, and 3) comments or correspondence, if any, 
received from the resource agencies or other interested parties regarding the incident. Based 
on the report and the Commission's evaluation of  the incident, the Commission should reserve the 
right to require modifications to project facilities and operations to ensure future compliance. 

If  the licensee draws down the reservoir for project maimenance, license compliance work 
or when flood conditions exists, the licensee is still responsible to file a report with the Commission. 
Any intentional reservoir drawdown should be in accordance with all Commission rules and 
regulations gov~'ning such actions. 

The licensee ind/cated fi'mt it would file daffy average elevations from the Cutler dam gage 
with the Commission annually. The l i ~ ,  however, did not identify a date by which it would file 
its reports. Since the licensee collects the data on a water year basis (October I through September 
30), the licensee should file its report  by December 31 (three months after completing the 
collection of  the data). The data may be in chart form, and the report should minimally include 
explanations of  any previously unreported deviations, a summary of  compliance with the operating 
range, and any problems or proposed changes regarding the operating plan. The licensee should also 
make the data and report available to the resource agencies upon request. 
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The licensee's plan should also be modified to specify the operating range during leap years. 
Since the change in the operating range occurs at the end of February each year, the "time period" 
of December 2 through February 28 should be modified to include February 29 during the years 
when there are 29 days in February. 

CONCLUSION 

In order to meet the needs of wildlife, recreation, power generation and irrigation through 
operation of the project, the licensee had numerous infow and outflow factors to consider when 
developing an operating plan. ARer completing a three year Bear River basin study, the licensee 
developed an operating plan that should minimize fluctuations of the Cutler reservoir. The plan 
attempts to balance the various demands of the different user groups. 

Generally, from December through February, there are no operating constraints such as 
irrigation, spawning, nesting, or hunting that restrict the licensee's use of the reservoir for generation. 
Therefore, the licensee proposed a wider operating range to increase generating options while 
keeping fluctuations to a minimum for management ofice conditions. The licensee's Operating Plan 
meets the needs of wildlife, recreation, power generation, and irrigation based on meterology, runoff 
and seasonal power requirements, as stipulated in article 401, and should, as modified, be approved. 

The Director Orders: 

(A) Pacificorp's Operational Plan for the Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420), 
filed October 4, 1999 and supplemented on April 11, 2002, as modified in paragraphs 03) through 
(D), is approved. 

(B) The licensee shall file an annual report oftbe dally average reservoir elevations 
for the Cutler Project, with the Commission, by December 31 (three months after completing the 
collection ofwateryear data). The licensee shall make the report available to the resource agencies 
upon request. 

(C) The operating range during the time period of December 2 through February 28 
shall be modified to include February 29 during leap years. 

(19) ~f the ~tLt~e~ reserv~ir e~evati~b as m ~ m r ~ l  ~W t ~  ~ e r  dam gage-~ ~`ce~ls ~ither the ~ up~r 
or lower opemtiRg rouge (operothtg roulge plus tolercmct range) as approved la tkis order umler article 401, the 
lienmgee skall flle m report witk tl~ CommlsMoR ~dldn JO da~ of  tke la¢~¢~ The report shallo to the extent possible, 
identify tke cause, severity, and duro~n of  the incident, a.d a.y observed or reported adverse env~ronmentol impacts 
resultmgfromthetncident. Thereportshallal.Toinclude: ])operotionaldalanecessarytodeteeminecompliancewith 
the operating range requirement; 2) a description of  any corrective measures unplemented at the time of the occurrence 
and the measures implemented or proposed to ensure that similar gncidents do not recur; and 3) comments or 
correspondence, ~any. received from the resource agencies or other interested parties regarding the incident. Based 
on the report and the Commission's evaluation of the incRlent, the Commission reserves the right to require 
modifwations to project facilities and operations to ensure future compliance. 
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(E) This order constitutes final agency action. Requests for rehearing by the Commission 
may be filed within 30 days of  the date of issuance of this order, pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 385.713. 

George H. Taylor 
Chief, Biological Resources Branch 
Division of Hydropower Administration 

and Compliance 
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2002 Wildlife Transect Data Re#ults 
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Table 1. Bird Species SlghbKI, Number of Individuals, and Abundance at the Cutler Res4m/oir, West Side Transect, 2001. 

Common Name 
American Avocet 

latin Name 
Recurv~mstra amer/cana 

American Coot Fu#ce a rne~na  
American Crow Comus brachyrhynchos 
American Goldfinch Carduells 
Amedcan Keskel Falco sparvertus 
Amerk~n R ~  
Amedcan White Pelican 

Bank Swalk~v 

An±bus nJbescens 
Pelecanus eq~h~rhynchos 

Apr-01 
Abundance" 

3 .3 ,2 .1  
25.3±16.3 

0.3±0.6 

1.0+1.7 

Jun-01 
Abundance 

0.3+0.6 

4.0+1.0 

8.7+2.3 

Aug-01 
Abund~ce 

1.7+2.9 

3.0+5.2 

12.7±4.9 
12.7+2.1 

Oct-01 
Abundance 

1.7±2.9 

BamOwl Tyto a ~  24.3+21.1 
~mSwallow H~ndomstk~a 0.3±0.6 7.7+2.5 1,0±1.7 
~lackbl~ 0.7±0.6 
~ack-crownad N~ght Hecon Nycticorax nyc~comx 

Nov-01 
,Abundance 

0 . 7 + 1 2  

0.3 + 0.6 1.7 i 0.6 
E~ack-neckad SUIt Himantopus rnexicanus 1.0 i 0.0 
E]cown-headed Cowbird Mo/othrus star 0.7 * 0.6 
Canada Goose Branta canadensLs 21.7 * 8.5 0.7 + 1.2 
Cinnamon Teal Arias cyanop~a 3.0 + 3.0 0.7 * 1.2 
Clark's Grebe Aechmophorus c~ark# 11.7 + 2.3 4.3 ± 1.5 1.7 * 1.2 

i 

Swallow Peboche//don pym~ot~ 8.7 ± 3.8 1.3 ± 1.5 
Common Yetlowthroat ~ tfchas 2,3 + 1.2 0.7 ± 1.2 
Dou ble-cmstad Cormorant Pha/actocomx eurffiJs 1.3±1.2 8.3+1,2 0.7+1.2 
Ducks 3.3+3.0 2.3±1.2 0.7+1.2 
Eastern Kt~bk'd Tyrannus tyrarmus 5.3 ± 3.0 2.0 ± 2.8 
Forsteds Tern Sterna forste~ 1.7 * 1.5 
Gadwall Anas s#epera 1.3 ± 2.3 0.7 ± 1.2 
Great B~ue Heron Atdea herod, s 0.3 *0.6 6.0 * 1.0 5.3 * 4.5 1.0 ± 1.7 
Gceen-wingad Teal Anas crecca 4.3 ± 0.8 
Gulls 5.3 + 3.5 2.0 ± 3.5 0.7 ± 1.2 5.7 * 2.9 
Homed Lark Emmoph//~ a/peMt/s 4.7 ± 8.1 
Killdeer C,~raddus voc~rus 2.0 + 1.0 4.3 ± 3.5 
Lesser Snaup Aythya afflnis 0.7 + 1.2 

Numenius ametCanus 4.7 ± 3.0 10 ± 1.7 Long-billad Curlew 
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Mallard AJ~as p/atyrhync/ms 4.0 ± 1.0 29.0 ± 8.7 0.3 ± 0.6 
Viarsh Wren Clstothotus palustris 4.3 + 0.6 0.3 ~ 0.6 0.3:1:0.6 20.7 ± 20.0 
~loumlng Dove Zena/da macroura 3.7 ± 2.9 
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus 0.3 ± 0.6 
Northern Harder C#cus cyaneus 1.0 ± 1.0 0.7 ± 0.6 1.3 ± 2.3 1.7 ± 2.9 
Northern Shove~er Anas dypeata 0.3 ± 0.6 
Redhead Ayfhya americana 1.3 ± 1.2 
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis 0.3 ± 0.6 
Red-~nged Blackbird Agelatsphoeniceus 5.7 + 8.1 1.3 ± 1.5 0.3 + 0.6 
Ring-necked Pheasant Phasianus colchicus 2.7 ± 2.9 12.7 ± 4.9 0.7 ± 0.6 
Rough-legged Hawk Buteo lagopus 0.7 ± 0.6 
Sandhig Crane Gtus canadensLs 3.7 ± 1.5 6.0 ± 8.7 0.7 ± 0.6 
Sandpiper 4.0:1:2.0 
Song Sparrow Melosplzamelodia 1.7:1:0.6 6.3±9.3 3.3+1.2 16.7±14.6 
Sparrow 0.3 ± 0.6 
Spotled Sandpiper Act,  s macularia 1.7 ± 1.5 1.7 ± 1.2 
Swa~ow 4.0+6.9 
Tundra Swan Cygnus columblanus 0.3 • 0.6 
Vesper Spanow Pooecetes gmm/neus 0.7 ± 1.2 
Western Grebe Aechmophon~ ccck/enta~ 

.7±1.2 9.3 ± 5.5 1.0 ± 0.0 
Western Meadowlark S/ume#a neg~ecta 0.3 ± 0.6 1.7 ± 2.1 
White-faced Ibls P/egad/s ch/h/ 11.3 ± 19.6 1.3 ± 1.5 
WlHet Catopt~phonJs semtpalmatus 

1.0 ± 1.0 3.0 ± 5.2 
Yellow-headed Blackbird Xanthocephalus 

xanthoceophelus 1.0 + 1.7 4.0 ¢ 1.7 
abundance = # per kilometer 

source: Bridgedand Audubon 
Sodety 
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Table 2. Bird Species Sighted and Abundance at the Cutler Reservoir Dam Transect, May 2002. 

Common Name 
American Goldfinch 

IJtln Name 
C, am'ue#s trL~s 

Warl~ing vireo 

May-02 
Abundance" 

5.5±2.1 
Bank Swallow R~cetfa r/paHe 0.5 + 0.7 
Barn Swallow H/rundo rusb~a 0.5 + 0.7 
Blac~-bliled Magpie P/ce ~ 2.0 i 0.0 
Black-cepped Chickadee Poec~ atricep~us 1.5 + 0.7 
Black.throated Grey Warbler Dendmtce ntgmscans 3.0 i 0.0 
Blue-grey gnatcatcher P o # o ~  caeru/ea 3.5 + 0.7 
Bmwer's Span'ow Sp~ze#a brewed 0.5 + 0.7 
Brown-headed CowlYJ'd Molothtus ater 8.0 + 0.0 
Bullock's Oriole fcte~us bu#ock# 0.5 i 0.7 
Chipping Sparrow Spize#apesserine 7.5 i 2.1 
Chukar (heard) Alectoris chuker 
Dusky Flycatcher E m ~ x  oberh~sed 1.0 + 0.0 
Grasshopper Spanow /tmmocframus savannamm 1.0 + 0,0 
Green-tailed Towhee ~ c/fforutus 0.5 + 0.7 
Gull spp. Latus spp. 32.5 ± 2.1 
Hermit Thrush Cafftmus guffatus 1.0 ± 0.0 
House Finch Catpodacus mexicenus 2.0 i 1.4 
Lark Spanow Chotx/estes grammacus 3.0 + 1.4 
Lazuli Bunting Pessed~e emoena 5.0 + O.0 
MacGillivray's Warbler Oppommis tolmlel 0.5 + 0.7 
Mouming Dove Zenatda mao'oura 3.0 ± 0.0 
Rock Wren Sa/pk~ctes obsoletus 1.0 ± 0.0 
Spotted Towhee P/p#o macu/atus 0.5 i 0.7 
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gram/neus 1.0 + 1.4 
VIolet-gres~ Swallow Tachyc~neta tha/assma 0.5 i 0.7 

1.0 + 0.0 
Westem Meadowlark Stume~ ne~c~a 

P/range ludo v/c/ana 
Oendm/ce petech/a 

Western Tanager 
Yellow Warbler 

3.5+0.7 
1.5+2.1 
0.5+0.7 

Abundance = # par kilometer 
source: Bridgedand Audubon Society 
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Tebla 3. Bird Spa±kin S~ghtld and Abundance at the Cutk~ Reservoir, East Side Transect, May 2001-Me ~ 2002 
May-01 July-01 Sap-01 Nov-01 Jan-02 Mar-02 May-02 

CommonNeme L l U n N m  Abundant*  ~ u ~ e n ~  A b u ~ a n ~  A b u n d ~ A b u n d ~ A b u n d a n c e  A b u n d ~  
AmerlcenAvocet Recun~n~,raemerica~ ~ . 7 ± 5 . 1  43 .7±21 .2  0 . 3 ± 0 . 6  13±1 
AmedcanCoot Fultceemertce~ 26.7±5.1  14 .0±7 .8  57.7±4.7 
AmedcanCrow Corvusbrachyrhynchos 0 . 3 ± 0 . 6  0.3±0.6 
A m e d c a n M ~ e  P / c e h ~  1 .0±1 .7  1 ,0±1 .7  0 . 7 ± 1 ~  0.3±0.6 
AmedcenWh~Pelicen Petecenusetythrorhynchos 

16 .0±3 .5  7 . 3 ± 7 . 8  1 .0±1 .0  ~ . 3 ± 2 . 5  
AmedcanWIg~n Arias am ere aria 0.3±0.6 2.3±4.0 
~ s S a n d p i p e r  ~ s ~ / m ' / ~  8 . 7 ± 1 2 . 4  
~ E a g ~  Hali~eetusleucocephalus 0 .3±0 .6  0.7±0.6 1.3±2.3 
~mSwagow H#undomstlce 1 .0±1 .7  4 . 0 ± 4 . 6  
Barrow's Goldeneye B ~  Is/and/ca 0.3 ± 0.6 
Black-oowned Night Heron ~ x  nyc~corax 0.7 ± 1.2 2.3 ± 1.2 0.3 ± 0.6 
Black-neckedSBt Himardopusmextcanus 12 .0+2 .6  1 8 . 0 ± 1 1 . 8  15.3±11.9 

Anas~scc~s 3 .7±2 .1  1 4 . 0 ± 6 2  0 . 7 ± 1 . 2  7.3±8.5 
Mo/oC~usa~ 3 . 7 ± 5 . 5  0 . 7 ± 1 . 2  6 . 0 ± 7 . 9  11.0±16.5 
Bucephe/a aroeola 2.0 + 1.7 

1 .0±1 .0  0 . 3 ± 0 . 6  

Lerusceliforn~ 10 .0±17 .3  9 .0±13 .9  16 .3±12 .9  1 5 . 3 ± ~ . 8  ~ . 7 ± 7 9 . 6  5.0±2.6 
Bm~cenaden~s 14.7±8.1  ~ . 3 ± ~ . 1  9 3 . 0 ± 2 9 . 8  8 .0±13 .8  0.3±0.6 337.7±31.6 1 6 7 ± 1 ~ . 7  
Ayth~ ~lls/neda 0.7 ± 1 2 0.3 ± 0.6 
Bub~cus i ~  2.0 ± 3.5 0.3 * 0.6 
Anascyanoptem 7 . 7 ± 2 . 5  11 .0±1 .0  12±2.6 
Aechmopho~us~# 2 . 0 ± 1 . 0  0 . 3 ± 0 . 6  2.3±2.5 
P e b o c h e / / d o n p ~  1 .0±1 .0  0 . 7 ± 1 2  

1 .7±2.1  1 .0±1 .0  G a # ~ o  ~ a U ~ o  

Blue-w~nged Tea~ 
Brown-headed Coward 
Buffiehead 
Callfomla Gull 
Canada Goose 
Canvasback 
Cattle Egret 
Clnnanx:m Teal 
Clark's Grebe 
C,,liff SwaJlow 
Common Snipe 
Common Yetlowthroat 
Double-crested Commrant 
Duck 
Eared Grebe 
Foretefs Tern 
Franklin's Gull 
Gadwall 
Great Blue Heron 

0 . 3 ± 0 . 6  Geo~p~s  t~has 
Phe/acrocorax aurttus 1.0 + 1.0 0.3 ± 0.6 2.0 + 0.0 0.3 ± 0.6 

154.7 + 39.9 297.0 +161.C 2.0 ± 1.7 2.0 ± 17.2 
Podlceps nlgrk:ollis 0.3 ± 0.6 
S/errm foes±an 0.3 ± 0.6 2.3 ± 1.5 
Larus p/p~xcen 14.7 ± 7.6 14.0 ± 7.8 271.0 ± 49.7 
Anasstrepere 4 .3±5 .1  1.7+2.1 10.3 ± 8.0 
Ardea herod/as 1.7 ± 1.2 2.0 ± 0.0 3.0 + 1.7 0.7 ± 0.6 1.7 ± 2.9 
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@iolet-green Swallow 
ViRlinia Rail 
~Nestem Kingbird 
Westem Meadowta~k 
Western Sandpiper 
WhRe-faced Ibis 
Wiget 

Yellow-headed Backl~rd 

"abundance = # per kilometer 

source: Bddgedand Audubon 
Sadety 

Tachyoneta thalassina 
Rallus Iimkcola 

0 . 3 * 0 . 6  0 . 7 . 1 . 2  
2 . 0 . 1 . 0  

Tyrannus vetgcalts 0.3 * 0.6 
Stumega neglects 0.3 + 0.6 0.3 z 0.6 0.3 + 0.6 
Ca//dr/s maurl 

1 . 3 . 1 . 5  

9 . 7 * 5 . 5  

4 . 0 * 3 . 5  

0 . 3 * 0 . 6  

6 . 0 ± 2 . 6  

Catopt~ohon~ ~ u s  

Xanthocephelus 
x a ~ l u s  

35.0 ~: 5g.8 

1 .0±1 .7  

1.3±2.3 

0.7±0.6 
4.0±5.3 

125.7±14.6 

3.0±2.6 

9.0±4.0 
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