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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

PacifiCorp Electric Operations Project No. 2420-001

Utah

ORDER ISSUING NEW LICENSE
(Major Project)
(Issued April 29, 1994)

PacifiCorp Electric Operations (PacifiCorp) filed a license
application under Part I of the Federal Power Act (FPA) for the
continued operation and maintenance of the 30-megawatt (MW)
Cutler Project located on the Bear River, in Cache and Box Elder
Counties, near Logan, Utah. The project would produce about
106 gigawatthours (GWh) of electricity annually.

Notice of the application has been published. No agency or
intervenor objected to issuance of this license. Comments
received from interested agencies and individuals have been fully
considered in determining whether to issue this license.

The staff issued a draft environmental assessment (EA) for
this project on January 27, 1994. The staff analyzed and
considered all the comments filed pursuant to the draft EA. The
staff issued a final EA on April 7, 1994, which is attached to
and made part of this license order. The staff also prepared a
Safety and Design Assessment (S&DA), which is available in the
Commission’s public file for this project.

The American Whitewater Affiliation and American Rivers,
Inc. filed a timely joint motion to intervene seeking to protect
the nondevelopmental values of the Bear River. They believe
there are significant opportunities on the Bear River for
enhancing fish, wildlife, and recreation resources.

The Bear River Canal Company (BRCC} filed a late motion to
intervene which was granted by a notice issued on June 17, 1993.
BRCC is concerned that operational changes at the project could
affect water delivery for irrigation.

Mr. Paul Stewart also filed a late motion to intervene which
was granted by a notice issued on September 7, 1993. Mr. Stewart
is a local farmer and owns land adjacent to the project

The original license was issued on December 23, 1968,
and expired on December 31, 1993. 40 FPC 1494. The
project is currently operating under an annual license
that went into effect when the original license
expired, per Section 15(a) (1) of the FPA.
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reservoir. He 18 concerned about impacts to landowners that may
occur from PacifiCorp’s plans to enhance public access and
wildlife habitat.

The concerns raised in these motions are addressed in
appropriate sections of the EA.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The existing project consists of a 109-foot-high concrete
gravity arch dam with a spillway containing four 14-foot-high
radial gates, a reservolr with a surface area of about 5,459
acres and a storage capacity of about 13,200 acre-feet, an 18-
foot-diameter steel-lined conduilt passing through the dam, a
1,160 foot-long steel penstock, an 81-foot-high steel surge tank,
two 112-foot-long steel penstocks, a powerhouse with a total
installed capacity of 30 MW, and appurtenant facilities.

See a detalled project description in ordering paragraph B(2).

PACIFICORP'S PLANS AND CAPABILITIES
PacifiCorp’s Record as a Licensee

In accordance with Sections 10 and 15 of the FPA, the staff
evaluated PacifiCorp’s record as a licensee for these areas: (1)
conservation efforts; (2) compliance history and ability to
comply with the new license; (3) safe management, operation, and
maintenance of the project; (4) ability to provide efficient and
reliable electric service; (5) need for power; (6) transmission
line improvements; and (7) project modifications. I accept the
staff's findings in each of these areas.

Here are thelr findings:

1 ion 1 2 ; Conserv n Effor

The staff reviewed PacifiCorp’s efforts to conserve
electricity and found that it: (1) uses all the energy generated
by the project in its system; (2) encourages conservation by its
customers; and (3) maintains extensive ongoing programs to reduce
system peak demand.

Its plans and activities to promote and achieve conservation
of electric energy and to reduce the peak demand for generating
capacity include: (1) energy audits; (2) water heater
insulation; (3) implementation of demand-side management
programs; and (4) making loans available for residential
weatherization.

PacifiCorp’s plans meet the statutory requirements of the



Public Service Commission of Utah. Its efforts also conform to
the development plans and programs of the Pacific Northwest
Electric Power and Conservation Planning Council and its Regional
Energy Plan.

Therefore, PacifiCorp is making a good faith effort to
conserve electricity.

n A); lian
and Abjlity to Comply with the New License

The staff reviewed PacifiCorp’s compliance with the terms
and conditions of the existing license and found that
PatifiCorp’'s overall record of making timely filings and
compliance with its license is satisfactory.

Based on past performance, PacifiCorp has the ability to
comply with terms of the new license.

3. Section 151@)(2)(3). Safe Management, Operation, and
Maintenance of the Project

PacifiCorp’s proposal wouldn’t adversely affect the
project’s operation and safety.

Under Part 12 of the Commission’s regulations, PacifiCorp
filed the fourth Part 12 Safety Inspection Report on December 20, .
1985. PacifiCorp also has an emergency action plan (EAP) on file
in the plant office. PacifiCorp-East, regional office for the
licensee, conducts annual unannounced tests of the EAP and all
personnel receive annual scheduled training. The staff found
that the report and plan are adequate.

PacifiCorp shows regard for public safety by: (1)
installing fences and gates at the powerhouse and dam to deter
unauthorized access; (2) placing warning signs at dangerous
areas; and (3) installing safety barriers at the dam to keep
boaters away from the spillway.

Therefore, the project is safe for continued use and
operation.

4 i 1 2 : Abili
Reliable Electric Service

Provide Efficien n

The staff examined PacifiCorp’'s record of lost generation
due to unscheduled outages and found that the outages have been
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minimal and lost generation was not significant compared to the
total annual generation for this project.

Therefore, PacifiCorp is operating in an efficient and
reliable manner.

5. Section 15(a)(2) (D): Need for Power

The project is located in the Northwest Power Pool area of
the Western Systems Coordinating Council. Utah Power and Light
Company (UP&L) is an operating utility system owned by
PacifiCorp. The Cutler Project is part of UP&L’s system
operating in the state of Utah.

PacifiCorp’'s operation of electrical systems, including the
operation of the project, is coordinated using guidelines
prescribed by the region’s Northwest Power Planning Council
(Council). The Council forecasts that the region will need new
resources sometime between 1995 and 2004 in the most likely
medium scenario.

The Bonneville Power Agency places a somewhat higher
probability on the medium forecast than the Council does. Its
forecast shows that additional resources would be needed by 1994.
The Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference Committee’'s 1993
regional firm energy loads and resources projections show
resource deficits occurring sometime in 1993.

The project’s average annual generation of 106 GWh, which is
a small part of UP&L’s total requirement, helps to lower system
deficits, reduces costs to ratepayers, and reduces emission of
noxious byproducts caused by the combustion of fossil fuels.

Therefore, the Cutler Project provides a necessary source of
power for PacifiCorp.

i E); T m| v

PacifiCorp proposes no changes to the existing transmission
system of the project.

The existing transmission system is sufficient, and no
changes to the service affected by the project operation would be
necessary whether the Commission issues a license for the project
or not.

Loy n 2 ; Pr Modi ion;

PacifiCorp is not proposing any major modifications to the
project.

The staff looked at installing more capacity at the site and
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determined that it is not feasible at this time. Therefore, no
other project modifications are necessary.

WATER QUALITY CBRTIFICATION

On August 13, 1991, PacifiCorp applied to the Utah
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for a water quality
certification for the project, as required by section 401 of the
Clean Water Act. On November 20, 1991, the DEQ accepted
PacifiCorp’s application, certified compliance to applicable
state water quality standards, and granted the certificate
(letter from Don A. Oster, Executive Secretary, Utah State Water
Quality Board to Jim Burruss, Senior Environmental Analyst, Utah
Power, Novemher 20, 1991).

RECOMMENDATIONS OF FISH AND WILDLIFE AGENCIES

Section 10(j) (1) of the FPA requires the Commission to
include license conditions based on recommendations of federal
and state fish and wildlife agencies submitted pursuant to the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act for the protection,
mitigation, and enhancement of fish and wildlife. No fish and
wildlife agency recommendations were filed for the project in
response to our notice that the application was ready for
environmental analysis.

COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

Section 10(a) (2) of the FPA requires the Commission to
coneider the extent to which a project is consistent with federal
and state comprehensive plans for improving, developing, or
conserving waterways affected by the project. Federal and state
agencies have filed 5 plans that address various resources in
Utah. Four plans are relevant to this project. No conflicts
were found.

2 (1) Whooping'Crane recovery plan, Fish and Wildlife
Service, 1986, Albuquerque, New Mexico; (2) North
American Wildlife Management Plan, Fish and Wildlife
Service and Canadian Wildlife Service, 1986, Department
of the Interior, Twin Cities, Minnesota: (3) North
American Waterfowl Management Plan, 1986, Fish and
wWildlife Service and Canadian Wildlife Service,
Department of the Interior; (4) Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation plan, 1985,

Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Parks
" and Recreation, Salt Lake City, Utah.

COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT

Sections 4(e) and 10(a) (1) of the FPA, 16 U.S.C. §§ 797 (e)
and 803(a) (1), respectively, require the Commission to give equal
consideration to all uses of the waterway on which the project is
located. When the Commission reviews a hydropower project, the
recreational, fish and wildlife, and other nondevelopmental
values of the involved waterway are considered equally with its
electric energy and other developmental values. In determining
whether, and under what conditions, a hydropower license should
be issued, the Commission must weigh the various economic and
environmental tradeoffs involved in the decision.

To protect, mitigate continuing project impacts to, and
enhance the environmental resources of the project area,
PacifiCorp proposes to:

° Conduct a Bear River Basin study to aid in the development
of new operating procedures for stabilizing reservoir
elevations at the Cutler Project in order to enhance
waterfowl nesting, fish spawning, and recreational use.

° Establish a permanent vegetated buffer strip, up to 200 feet
wide, on project lands adjacent to the reservoir between
State Highway 30 and the State Highway 23 bridge to limit
shoreline erosion, remove sediments and nutrients from
runoff, and enhance wildlife habitat. Under its buffer
proposal, within 3 years of issuance of a new license,
PacifiCorp would: (1) install up to 1.5 miles of gabions or
riprap along the reservoir shoreline in this area; (2)
stabilize an additional 2.0 miles of shoreline by planting
deep-rooted shrubs and willows to reestablish vegetation;
(3) reseed about 50.0 acres of tilled ground to create a
grassland buffer strip; and (4) construct about 6.0 miles of
fence to control cattle,.

e Install four fish cover structures in the reservoir.

° Rgduce impacts to spawning fish and waterfowl nesting by
limiting reservoir water level fluctuations as an interim
measure until completion of the above Bear River Basin
study.

° Modify existing leases and land use practices on about 4,500
acres of currently leased project lands. Leases would be
rewritten on about 300 acres of currently tilled ground to
provide food and cover for migratory waterfowl, and up to an
additional 6 miles of fence to enhance wildlife habitat
would be installed.

° Notify the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

=
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if any historic sites are discovered during any maintenance
or construction activities within the project area, and work
with the SHPO to develop and install interpretive signs to
describe the historical significance of the Cutler
hydroelectric facilities.

d

L] Enhance recreational opportunities by improving an
enlarging the existing Benson marina, establishing seven new
public access areas, constructing a walking trail, providing
additional parking for hunters, and conducting a user
survey.

o Mitigate impacts on wetlands due to the development of new
recreation facilities.

L Incorpofate the above proposals into a single resource
management plan (RMP) for all project lands.

J 1
In addition to PacifiCorp'’'s proposed environmenta
enhancement measures, the staff recommended that PacifiCorp
prepare and implement a cultural resources management plan.

Based on the staff's independent review and evaluagion of
PacifiCorp’'s proposal, PacifiCorp’s proposal with staff’s
additional recommendation, and the no-action alternative, I am
issuing this license for the continued operation of the project
as proposed with staff’s additional recommendation.

ff's
several elements of the the proposed project with sta

. recommended cultural resources management plan would involvi i
tradeoffs between environmental resources or would substant ;f Yy
affect project economics. The fish cover structures, the buffer
zone and related wildlife habitat enhancements, and thi L
enhancements to the recreational facilities would all driwo :ﬁ
significant costs. The staff’s basis for our recommending ese
measures is as follows.

Fish Cover Structures

four structures proposed by pacifiCorp would provide
coverngr game and forage fish in an area where cover is needgg.
The staff believes that the increase in fish habitat thaz wou
result would lead to increased public use of the resergolr i B
fishery such that the $8,000 to $10,000 cost would be li ance Y
at least as much public benefits over the term of the icen:z.
Therefore, PacifiCorp should prepare a plan for install ng o e
proposed fish cover structures in consultation with the U i
Division of Water Resources and the Fish and Wildlife Service.
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Vegetative Buffer Zone, Wildlife Habitat Enhancement, and
Management Plans

PacifiCorp has proposed to develop a RMP to protect and
enhance wildlife habitat, recreation, and for the continuation of
managed agricultural uses at the project. PacifiCorp has
proposed a number of specific measures to enhance riparian areas
and wildlife habitat north of State Highway 30. The RMP would
also contain the same kind of enhancement measures for all
project lands south of State Highway 30.

PacifiCorp’'s proposed measures for lands north and south of
State Highway 30 would enhance wildlife habitat. The buffer
strip and seeded areas would provide food and cover for waterfowl
and other wildlife. Also, the buffer strip would assist in
reducing shoreline erosion and removing sediment and nutrients
from sheet runoff, which would improve water clarity and may
ultimately increase duck production. 1Including similar
management techniques in the RMP, as PacifiCorp proposes, would
enhance wildlife habitat south of State Highway 30. Enhancing
project wildlife habitat would offset, in part, the cumulative
impacts that agriculture, irrigation, hydroelectric projects, and
industry have had on waterfowl in the Bear River Basin.

The staff believes that the public benefits that would
accrue over the term of a new license through increased public
use of the project area as a result of these measures (buffer
zone - $200,000; habitat enhancements - $50,000; RMP - $50,000)
justifies their cost. Therefore, PacifiCorp should prepare a
final RMP that includes the location and final design of the

proposed measures for the buffer zone and wildlife habitat
enhancements.

Recreation Enhancements

There is an obvious need for additional, designated public
access on the project reservoir. The lake is large, and is a
significant recreation resource that is very near to a major
population center. Further, this area of Utah has a growing
population and many other lakes in this region are being used at
near-capacity levels. Because PacifiCorp’s proposed recreation
developments would greatly enhance public access to the Cutler
reservoir, and should lead to significantly greater use of the
project area, the $440,000 cost is justified.

Conclusion

Fish and wildlife resources, water quality, and recreation
would be enhanced under PacifiCorp’'s proposal. This order
generally adopts, as have the resource agencies, PacifiCorp’s
proposal. The only change that is required is that a cultural
resources management plan be prepared and implemented for the
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project. This measure wouldn’t add a significant cost to
PacifiCorp’s proposal.

The combined cost for PacifiCorp’s proposed enhancement
measures for the project is $751,000, plus $55,000 per year for
operation and maintenance. This equates to an average annual net
cost, over the term of a 30-year license, of $221,600.

With these measures, the project would continue to have net
benefits to ratepayers based on the cost of power from
alternative sources over the new license period.

I believe that the benefits explained above justify the cost
to PacifiCorp. With these measures, the project would provide
106 GWh of energy annually helping to meet a part of the
projected power need in the area. The clean energy that would be
produced by the project would continue to displace fossil-fueled
power generation, thereby conserving nonrenewable energy
resources and reducing the emissions of noxious gases that
contribute to atmospheric pollution and global warming.

LICENSE TERM

In 1986, the Electric Consumers Protection Act (ECPA)
modified section 15 of the FPA to specify that any license issued
shall be for a term that the Commission determines to be in the
public interest, but not less than 30 years, nor more than 50
years. The Commission’s policy, which establishes 30-year terms
for those projects that propose little or no redevelopment or new
construction, 40-year terms for those projects that propose
moderate redevelopment or new construction, and 50-year terms for
those projects that propose extensive redevelopment or new
construction, is consistent with the FPA as modified by ECPA.

Since PacifiCorp does not propose any changes in the
existing project works for the Cutler Project, I am issuing the
new license for a term of 30 years.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Background information, analysis of impacts, support for
related license articles, and the basis for a finding of no
significant impact on the environment are contained in the
attached EA. Issuance of the license is not a major federal
action significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment.

The project will be safe if operated, and maintained in
accordance with the requirements of this license. Analysis of
related issues is provided in the S&DA.
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I conclude that the Cutler Project does not conflict with
any planned or authorized development, and is best adapted to the
comprehensive development of the Bear River for beneficial public
use.

The Dire r order

(A) This license is issued to the PacifiCorp Electric
Operations (licensee) for a period of 30 years, effective the
first day of the month in which it is issued, to operate and
maintain the Cutler Project. This license is subject to the
terms and conditions of the FPA, which is incorporated by
reference as part of this license, and to the regulations the
Commission issues under the provisions of the FPA.

(B) The project consists of:

(1) All lands, to the extent of the licensee’s
interests in those lands, as shown on exhibits G-1 through G-5
(FERC Drawing Numbers 18 through 22) of the application.

(2) The project consists of: (1) a 545-foot-long, 109-
foot-high concrete gravity arch dam, with a spillway containing
four 30-foot-wide by 14-foot-high radial gates; (2) a reservoir
with a surface area of about 5,459 acres and storage capacity of
about 13,200 acre-feet at an elevation of 4,407.5 feet mean sea
level; (3) a 7-foot-diameter low-level sluiceway located near the
base of the dam controlled by a slide gate; (4) an intake tower
and cylinder gate with a maximum opening of 10 feet; (5) an 18-
foot-diameter steel-lined conduit passing through the dam; (6) a
1,160 foot-long, 18-foot-diameter steel penstock; (7) an 81-foot-
high, 45-foot-diameter steel surge tank; (8) two 112-foot-long,
14-foot-diameter steel penstocks that bifurcate from the surge
tank; (9) a brick 60-foot by 123-foot powerhouse containing 2
generating units with a total installed capacity of 30 MW; and
(10) appurtenant facilities.

The project works generally described above are more
specifically described in exhibit A of the license application
and shown by exhibit F:

2420- Title

Exhibit F- R

F-1 12 location of principal project
works

F-2 13 plan and profile of flowline

F-3 14 plan, elevations, and sections of
Cutler Dam

F-4 15 plan and sections of flowline
intake
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F-5 16 cross section and elevation of
powerhouse
F-6 17 plan of powerhouse

(3) All of the structures, fixtures, equipment, or
facilities used to operate or maintain the project and located
within the project boundary, all portable property that may be
employed in connection with the project and located within or
outside the project boundary, and all riparian or other rights

that are necessary or appropriate in the operation or maintenance
of the project.

(C) Exhibits A, F and G of the license application are
approved and made part of the license.

(D) This license is subject to the articles set forth in
Form L-10, (October 1975), entitled "TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF
LICENSE FOR CONSTRUCTED MAJOR PROJECT AFFECTING THE INTERESTS

OF INTERSTATE OR FOREIGN COMMERCE"" and the following additional
articles:

Article 201. The licensee shall pay the United States an
annual charge, effective the first day of the month in which this
license is issued, for the purpose of reimbursing the United
States for the cost of administration of Part I of the FPA, as
determined by the Commission. The authorized installed capacity
for that purpose is 40,000 horsepower.

Article 202. (a) 1In accordance with the provisions of this
article, the licensee shall have the authority to grant
permission for certain types of use and occupancy of project
lands and waters and to convey certain interests in project lands
and waters for certain types of use and occupancy, without prior
Commission approval. The licensee may exercise the authority.
only if the proposed use and occupancy is consistent with the
purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreational,
and other environmental values of the project. For those
purposes, the licensee shall also have continuing responsibility
to supervise and control the use and occupancies for which it
grants permission, and to monitor the use of, and ensure
compliance with the covenants of the instrument of conveyance
for, any interests that it has conveyed, under this article. 1If
a permitted use and occupancy violates any condition of this
article or any other condition imposed by the licensee for
protection and enhancement of the project’s scenic, recreational,
or other environmental values, or if a covenant of a conveyance
made under the authority of this article is violated, the
licensee shall take any lawful action necessary to correct the
violation. For a permitted use or occupancy, that action
includes, if necessary, canceling the permission to use and
occupy the project lands and waters and requiring the removal of
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any non-complying structures and facilities.

(b} The type of use and occupancy of project lands and
water for which the licensee may grant permission without prior
Commission approval are: (1) landscape plantings; (2) non-
commercial piers, landings, boat docks, or similar structures and
facilities that can accommodate no more than 10 watercraft at a
time and where saild facility is intended to serve single-family
type dwellings; (3) embankments, bulkheads, retaining walls, or
similar structures for erosion control to protect the existing
shoreline; and (4) food plots and other wildlife enhancement. To
the extent feasible and desirable to protect and enhance the
project’s scenic, recreational, and other environmental values,
the licensee shall require multiple use and occupancy of
facilities for access to project lands or waters. The licensee
shall also ensure, to the satisfaction of the Commission’s
authorized representative, that the use and occupancies for which
it grants permission are maintained in good repair and comply
with applicable state and local health and safety requirements.
Before granting permission for construction of bulkheads or
retaining walls, the licensee shall: (1) inspect the site of the
proposed construction, (2) consider whether the planting of
vegetation or the use of riprap would be adequate to control
erosion at the site, and (3) determine that the proposed
construction is needed and would not change the basic contour of
the reservoir shoreline: To implement this paragraph (b), the
licensee may, among other things, establish a program for issuing
permits for the specified types of use and occupancy of project
lands and waters, which may be subject to the payment of
a reasonable fee to cover the licensee’s costs of administering
the permit program. The Commission reserves the right to require
the licensee to file a description of its standards, guidelines,
and procedures for implementing this paragraph (b) and to require
modification of those standards, guidelines, or procedures.

(c) The licensee may convey easements or rights-of-way
across, or leases of, project lands for: (1) replacement,
expansion, realignment, or maintenance of bridges or roads where
all necessary state and federal approvals have been obtained; (2)
storm drains and water mains; (3) sewers that do not discharge
into project waters; (4) minor access roads; (5) telephone, gas,
and electric utility distribution lines; (6) non-project overhead
electric transmission lines that do not require erection of
support structures within the project boundary; (7) submarine,
overhead, or underground major telephone distribution cables or
major electric distribution lines (69 kV or less); and (8) water
intake or pumping facilities that do not extract more than one
million gallons per day from a project reservoir. No later than
January 31 of each year, the licensee shall file three copies of
a report briefly describing for each conveyance made under this
paragraph (c) during the prior calendar year, the type of
interest conveyed, the location of the lands subject to the



13

conveyance, and the nature of the use for which the interest was
conveyed.

(d) The licensee may convey fee title to, easements or
rights-of-way across, or leases of project lands for: (1)
construction of new bridges or roads for which all necessary
state and federal approvals have been obtained; (2) sewer or
effluent lines that discharge into project waters, for which all
necessary federal and state water quality certification or
permits have been obtained; (3) other pipelines that cross
project lands or waters but do not discharge into project waters;
(4) non-project overhead electric transmission lines that require
erection of support structures within the project boundary, for
which all necessary federal and state approvals have been
obtained; (5)°private or public marinas that can accommodate no
more than 10 watercraft at a time and are located at least one-
half mile (measured over project waters) from any other private
or public marina; (6) recreational development consistent with an
approved Exhibit R or approved report on recreational resources
of an Exhibit E; and (7) other uses, if: (i) the amount of land
conveyed for a particular use is five acres or less; (il) all of
the land conveyed is located at least 75 feet, measured
horizontally, from project waters at normal surface elevation;
and (iii) no more than 50 total acres of project lands for each
project development are conveyed under this clause (d)(7) in any
calendar year. At least 60 days before conveying any interest
in project lands under this paragraph (d), the licensee must
submit a letter to the Director, Office of Hydropower Licensing,
stating .its intent to convey the interest and briefly describing
the type of interest and location of the landse to be conveyed (a
marked exhibit G or K map may be used), the nature of the
proposed use, the identity of any federal or state agency
official consulted, and any federal or state approvals required
for the proposed use. Unless the Director, within 45 days from
the filing date, requires the licensee to file an application for
prior approval, the licensee may convey the intended interest at
the end of that period.

(e) The following additional conditions apply to any
intended conveyance under paragraph (c) or (d) of this article:

(1) Before conveying the interest, the licensee shall
consult with federal and state fish and wildlife or recreation
agencies, as appropriate, and the State Historic Preservation
Officer.

(2) Before conveying the interest, the licensee shall
determine that the proposed use of the lands to be conveyed is
not inconsistent with any approved exhibit R or approved report
on recreational resources of an exhibit E; or, if the project
does not have an approved exhibit R or approved report on
recreational resources, that the lands to be conveyed do not have
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recreational value.

(3) The instrument of conveyance must include the following
covenants running with the land : (i) the use of the lands
conveyed shall not endanger health, create a nuisance, or
otherwise be incompatible with overall project recreational use;
(1i) the grantee shall take all reasonable precautions to insure
that the construction, operation, and maintenance of structures
or facilities on the conveyed lands will occur in a manner that
will protect the scenic, recreational, and environmental values
of the project; and (iii) the grantee shall not unduly restrict
public access to project waters.

(4) The Commission reserves the right to require the
licensee to take reasonable remedial action to correct any
violation of the terms and conditions of this article, for the
protection and enhancement of the project’s scenic, recreational,
and other environmental values.

(f) The conveyance of an interest in project lands under
this article does not in itself change the project boundaries.
The project boundaries may be changed to exclude land conveyed
under this article only upon approval of revised exhibit G or K
drawings (project boundary maps) reflecting exclusion of that
land. Lande conveyed under this article will be excluded from
the project only upon a determination that the lands are not
necessary for project purposes, such as operation and
maintenance, flowage, recreation, public access, protection of

-environmental resources, and shoreline control, including

shoreline aesthetic values. Absent extraordinary circumstances,
proposals to exclude lands conveyed under this article from the
project shall be consolidated for consideration when revised
exhibit G or K drawings would be filed for approval for other
purposes.

(g} The authority granted to the licensee under this
article shall not apply to any part of the public lands and
reservations of the United States included within the project
boundary.

Ar 1 . Pursuant to Section 10(d) of the FPA, a
specified reasonable rate of return upon the net investment in
the project shall be used for determining surplus earnings of the
project for the establishment and maintenance of amortization
reserves. The licensee shall set aside in a project amortization
regserve account at the end of each fiscal year one half of the
project surplus earnings, if any, in excess of the specified rate
of return per annum on the net investment. To the extent that
there is a deficiency of project earnings below the specified
rate of return per annum for any fiscal year, the licensee shall
deduct the amount of that deficiency from the amount of any
surplus earnings subsequently accumulated, until absorbed. The
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licensee shall set aside one-half of the remaining surplus
earnings, if any, cumulatively computed, in the project
amortization reserve account. The licensee shall maintain the
amounts established in the project amortization reserve account
until further order of the Commission.

The specified reasonable rate of return used in computing
amortization reserves shall be calculated annually based on
current capital ratios developed from an average of 13 Tonthly
balances of amounts properly includible in the licensee’s long-
term debt and proprietary capital accounts as listed in the
Commission’s Uniform System of Accounts. The cost rate for such
ratios shall be the weighted average cost of long-term debt and
preferred stock for the year, and the cost of common equity shall
be the interest rate on 10-year government bonds (reported as the
Treasury Department‘’s 10 year constant maturity series) computed
on the monthly average for the year in question plus four
percentage points (400 basis points).

Article 204. The Commission reserves authority, in the
context of a rulemaking proceeding or a proceeding specific to
this license, to require the licensee at any time to conduct
gtudies, make financial provisions, or otherwise make reasonabli
provisions for decommissioning of the project. The terms of this
article shall be effective unless the Commission, in Docket No.
RM93-23, finds that the Commission lacks statutory authority to
require such actions, or otherwise determines that the article
should be rescinded.

Article 40Q1 Within 6 months from the date of issuance of
this license, the licensee shall file with the Commission, for
approval, a plan for conducting a 3-year Bear River Basin igtg{t
as proposed in the license application on pages 7 and 8, E
B.

The study plan shall include, but not be limited to:

1 system that
1 the development of a basin-wide irrigation cal Yy
) includes iSrigation companies and individual irrigators;

ide a

2 the development of an operational model to prov

2) statistical method for improving the operation of the Bear
River system;

tions at

an assessment of reservoir levels at specific loca

) Cutler reservoir to develop a reservoir level relationship
between each location;

trol

the testing of a 1l-year operational plan to con

“ reservoir %luctuations from mid-reservoir (near Benson
Marina) to the south end of the reservoir while maintaining

the current irrigation supply;
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(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;

{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 shall prepare the plan and final report after
consultation with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and area irrigators including the
Bear River Canal Company. The licensee shall include with the
plan and study report documentation of consultation, copies of
comments and recommendations on the completed plan and study
report after it has been prepared and provided to the agencies
and irrigators, and specific descriptions of how the agencies’
and irrigators’ comments are accommodated. The licensee shall
allow a minimum of 30 days for the agencies and irrigators to
comment and to make recommendations before filing the plan and
study report with the Commission. If the licensee does not adopt
a recommendation, the filing shall include the licensee’s
reasons, based on project-specific information.

The Commission reserves the right to require changes to the.
plan. Upon Commission approval, the licensee shall implement the
plan, including any changes required by the Commission.

Article 402. Within 1 year after issuance of this license,
the licensee shall file with the Commission, for approval, a
Resource Management Plan (RMP) for project lands.

The plan shall include maps’, final design drawings, an
implementation schedule, provisions for the plan’s periodic
review and revision, and identify the entity responsible for
operation and maintenance and shall provide for, but not be
limited to, the following measures:

(1) A plan to establish a permanent vegetated buffer strip, up
to 200 feet wide, on project lands adjacent to the reservoir
between State Highway 30 and the State Highway 23 bridge to limit
shoreline erosion, remove sediments and nutrients from runoff,
and enhance wildlife habitat. The buffer plan shall include a
schedule for: (a) installing up to 1.5 miles of gabions or
riprap along the reservoir shoreline; (b) stabilizing an
additional 2.0 miles of shoreline by planting deep-rooted shrubs
and willows to reestablish vegetation; (c) reseeding about 50.0
acres of tilled ground to create a grassland buffer strip; and
(d) constructing about 6.0 miles of fence to control cattle,
within 3 years of issuance of a new license.

(2) The modification of existing leases and land use practices
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on about 4,500 acres of currently leased project lands. Leases
would be rewritten on about 300 acres of currently tilled ground
to provide food and cover for migratory waterfowl, and up to an
additional 6 miles of fence would be installed.

(3) A final recreation plan that includes the public recreation
enhancements detailed on pages 5-28 through 5-36, and page 43 of
the licensee'’s application for new license, Exhibit E, plus
measures to ensure that the public uses only designated access
areas.

(4) The final design of measures to replace the wetlands
affected by recreational facility construction on a 1:1 acreage
ratio; including a plan for monitoring the effectiveness of the
measures to replace wetlands affected by recreational facility
construction, and steps to be taken in the event that the
measures are not effective in replacing the wetlands, including,
but not necessarily limited to, modifying the measures or
establishing or enhancing additional wetlands; a proposal to
provide recommendations to the agencies and the Commission for
alternative wetland mitigation if monitoring indicates that the
implemented wetland establishment or enhancement is not
successful; and schedules for establishing or enhancing wetlands,
for filing the results of the monitoring program, and for filing
recommendat ions for alternative wetland mitigation.

(5) Final plans for installing fish habitat enhancement
structures in the reservoir; including a map of the structures’
location; detailed descriptions and design drawings of the
structures; a plan to manage, monitor, and maintain the
structures; and an implementation schedule.

The licensee shall prepare the plan after consultation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Utah Divisions of
Wildlife, Water Resources, and Parks and Recreation, the National
Park Service, current leaseholders and neighboring landholders,
and the Bear River Canal Company. The licensee shall include
with the plan documentation of consultation, copies of comments
and recommendations on the completed plan after it has been
prepared and provided to the consulted entities, and specific
descriptions of how the plan accommodates the consulted entities’
comments. The licensee shall allow a minimum of 30 days for the
entities to comment and to make recommendations before filing the
plan with the Commission. If the licensee does not adopt a
.recommendation, the filing shall include the licensee’s reasons,
based on project-specific information.

The Commission reserves the right to require changes to the
plan. No land-disturbing activities shall occur until the
licensee is notified that the plan has been approved. Upon
Commission approval, the licensee shall implement the plan,
including- any changes required by the Commission.
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Article 403. The licensee shall consult with the Utah State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and develop and implement a
cultural resources management plan to avoid and mitigate any
impacts to the historical integrity of the Cutler Project dam and
powerhouse from maintenance and repair work conducted during
project operation.

The licensee shall file within 1 year after the date of
issuance of this license: (1) a copy of the cultural resources
management plan for Commission approval; and (2) the written
comments of the SHPO on the plan. The plan shall be based on the
recommendations of the SHPO and adhere to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation.

The Commission may require revisions to the plan based on
the filing. The licensee shall not implement the cultural
resources management plan until informed by the Commission that
the requirements of this article have been fulfilled.

Article 404. If archeological or historic sites are
discovered during project operation, the licensee shall: (1)
consult with the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO);
(2) prepare a cultural resources management plan and a schedule
to evaluate the significance of the sites and to avoid or
mitigate any impacts to any sites found eligible for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places; (3) base the plan on
the recommendations of the SHPO and the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation; (4) file the plan for Commission approval, together
with the written comments of the SHPO on the plan; and (5) take
the necessary steps to protect the discovered sites from further
impact until notified by the Commission that all of these
requirements have been satisfied.

The Commission may require a cultural resources survey and
changes to the cultural resources management plan based on the
filings. The licensee shall not implement a cultural resources
management plan or begin any land-clearing or land-disturbing
activities in the vicinity of any discovered sites until informed
by the Commission that the requirements of this article have been
fulfilled.

Article 501. If the licensee’s project was directly
benefitted_by the construction work of another licensee, a
permittee, or the United States on a storage reservoir or other
headwater improvement during the term of the original license
(including extensions of that term by annual licenses), and if
those headwater benefits were not previously assessed and
reimbursed to the owner of the headwater improvement, the
licensee shall reimburse the owner of the headwater improvement
for those benefits, at such time as they are assessed, in the
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same manner as for benefits received during the term of this new
license.

(E) The licensee shall serve copies of any Commission
filing required by this order on any entity specified in this
order to be consulted on matters related to the Commission
filing. Proof of service on these entities must accompany the
filing with the Commission.

(F) This order is issued under authority delegated to the
Director and constitutes final agency action. Request for
rehearing by the Commission may be filed within 30 days of the
date of this order, pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 385.813. The filing
of a request for rehearing does not operate as a stay of the
effective date of this order or of any other date specified in
this order, ekcept as specifically ordered by the Commission.
The licensee’s failure to file a request for rehearing shall

constitute acceptance of this order.
, ;
P A ﬂgwa

red E. Springer
Director, Office of
Hydropower Licensing
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

TED
TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LICENSE FOR CONSTRUC
MAJOR PROJECT AFFECTING THE INTERESTS OF
INTERSTATE OR FOREIGN COMMERCE

Article 1. The entire project, as described in this order
of the Commission, shall be subject to all of the provisions,
terms, and conditions of the license.

ticle 2. No substantial change shall be made in the maps,
plans?rs;ecifications, and statements described and designated ag
exhibits apd approved by the Commission in its order as a part o
the license until such change shall have been approved by the
Commission: Provided, however, That if the Licensee or the 4
Commission deems it necessary or desirable that said apprgve &
exhibits, or any of them, be changed, there shall be subm ite [}
the Commission for approval a revised, or additional exhiblcbor
exhibits covering the proposed changes which, upon approvall y
the Commission, shall become a part of the license an? shah )
supersede, in whole or in part, such exhibit or exhibits there
tofore made a part of the license as may be specified by the
Commission.

ticle 3 11 be in

i . The project area and project works sha
substzitial conformits with the approved exhibits referredit? in
Article 2 herein or as changed in accordance with ;he prov ; ons
of said article. Except when emergency shall require for t ﬁ 75
protection of navigation, life, health, or property, there g ? )
not be made without prior approval of the cOmmigsion any subs 3n
tial alteration or addition not in conformity with the approve
plans to any dam or other project works under the lice?sedor any
substantial use of project lands and waters not authorize 4
herein; and any emergency alteration, addition, or use so ma :
shall thereafter be subject to such modification and chazge ar in
the Commission may direct. Minor changes in project worhs, [}
uses of project lands and waters, or divergence from suc It in
approved exhibits may be made if such changes wili&not resxin -

a decrease in efficiency, in a material increase in cost, )
adverse environmental impact, or in impairment of the ggne:?thout
scheme of development; but any of such minor changes ga e withou
the prior approval of the Commission, which in its ju gmegject e
produced or will produce any of such results, shall be su

such alteration as the Commission may direct.

Article 4. The project, including its operation and

lterations
nce and any work incidental to additions or a
:it:;§?:ed by the gommission, whether or not conducted upon lands

P '
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of the Unite States, shall be subject to che inspection and
supervision the Regional Engineer, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, ..i the region wherein the project is located, or of
such other officer or agent as the Commission may designate, who
shall be the authorized representative of the Commission for such
pburposes. The Licensee ghall cooperate fully with said repre-
sentative and shall furnish him such information as he may
require concerning the operation and maintenance of the project,
and any such alterations thereto, and shall notify him of the
date upon which work with respect to any alteration will begin,
as far in advance thereof as said representative may reasonably
specify, and shall notify him promptly in writing of any suspen-
sion of work for a period of more than one week, and of its
resumption and completion. The Licensee shall submit to said
representative a detailed program of inspection by the Licensee
that will provide for an adequate and qualified inspection force
for construction of any such alterations to the project. Con-
struction of said alterations or any feature thereof shall not be

or employees of the United States, showing proper credentials,
free and unrestricted access to, through, and across the project
lands and project works in the performance of their official
duties. The Licensee shall comply with such rules and regula-
tions of general or special applicability as the Commission may
prescribe from time to time for the protection of life, health,
Oor property.

Article 5. The Licensee, within five years from the date of
issuance of the license, shall acquire title in fee or the right
to use in perpetuity all lands, other than lands of the United
States, necessary or appropriate for the construction main-
tenance, and operation of the project. The Licensee or its
successors and assigns shall, during the period of the license,
retain the possession of all project property covered by the
license as issued or as later amended, including the project
area, the project works, and all franchises, easements, water
rights, and rights or occupancy and use; and none of such
properties shall be voluntarily sold, leased, transferred,
abandoned, or otherwise disposed of without the prior written
approval of the Commission, except that the Licensee may lease or
otherwise dispose of interests in project lands or property
without specific written approval of the Commission pursuant
to the then current regulations of the Commission. The provi-
sions of this article are not intended to prevent the abandonment
or the retirement from service of structures, equipment, or other
project works in connection with replacements thereof when they
become obsolete, inadequate, or inefficient for further service
due to wear and tear; and mortgage or trust deeds or judicial
sales made thereunder, or tax sales, shall not be deemed volun-
tary transfers within the meaning of this article.
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1 . In the event the project is taken over by the

United States upon the termination of the license as provided in
Section 14 of the Federal Power Act, or is transferred to a new
licensee or to a non-power licensee under the provisions of
Section 15 of said Act, the Licensee, its successors and assigns
shall be responsible for, and shall make good any defect of title
to, or of right of occupancy and use in, any of such project
property that is necessary or appropriate or valuable and
serviceable in the maintenance and operation of the project, and
shall pay and discharge, or shall assume responsibility for
payment and discharge of, all liens or encumbrances upon the
project or project property created by the Licensee or created or
incurred after the issuance of the license: Provided, That the
provisions of this article are not intended to require the

. Licensee, for the purpose of transferring the project to the
United States or to a new licensee; to acquire any different
title to, or right of occupancy and use in, any of such project
property thap was necessary to acquire for its own purposes as
the Licensee.

Article 7. The actual legitimate original cost of the
project, and of any addition thereto or betterment thereof, shall
be determined by the Commission in accordance with the Federal
Power Act and the Commission’s Rules and Regulations thereunder.

Article 8. The Licensee shall install and thereafter
maintain gages and stream-gaging stations for the purpose of
determining the stage and flow of the stream or streams on which
the project is located, the amount of water held in and withdrawn
from storage, and the effective head on the turbines; shall
provide for the required reading of such gages and for the
adequate rating of such stations; and shall install and maintain
standard meters adequate for the determination of the amount of
electric energy generated by the project works. The number,
character, and location of gages, meters, or other measuring
devices, and the method of operation thereof, shall at all times
be satisfactory to the Commission or its authorized representa-
tive. The Commission reserves the right, after notice and
opportunity for hearing, to require such alterations in the
number, character, and location of gages, meters, or other
measuring devices, and the method of operation thereof, as are
necessary to secure adequate determinations. The installation of
gages, the rating of said stream or streams, and the determina-
tion of the flow thereof, shall be under the supervision
of, or in cooperation with, the District Engineer of the United
States Geological Survey having charge of stream-gaging opera-
tions in the region of the project, and the Licensee shall
advance to the United States Geological Survey the amount of
funds estimated to be necessary for such supervision, or coopera-
tion for such periods as may mutually agreed upon. The Licensee
shall keep accurate and sufficient records of the foregoing
determinations to the satisfaction of the Commission, and shall
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make return of such records annually at such time and in such
form as the Commission may prescribe.

Article 9. The Licensee shall, after notice and opportunity
for hearing, install additional capacity or make other changes in
the project as directed by the Commission, to the extent that it
is economically sound and in the public interest to do so.

Article 10. The Licensee shall, after notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing, coordinate the operation of the project,
electrically and hydraulically, with such other projects or power
systems and in such manner as the Commission any direct in the
interest of power and other beneficial public uses of water
resources, and on such conditions concerning the equitable
sharing of benefits by the Licensee as the Commission may order.

Article 11. Whenever the Licensee is directly benefited by
the construction work of another licensee, a permittee, or the
United States on a storage reservoir or other headwater improve-
ment, the Licensee shall reimburse the owner of the headwater
improvement for such part of the annual charges for interest,
maintenance, and depreciation thereof as the Commission shall
determine to be equitable, and shall pay to the United States the
cost of making such determination as fixed by the Commission.
For benefits provided by a storage reservoir or other headwater
improvement of the United States, the Licensee shall pay to the
Commission the amounts for which it is billed from time to time
for such headwater benefits and for the cost of making the
determinations pursuant to the then current regulations of the
Commission under the Federal Power Act.

Article 12. The operations of the Licensee, so far as they
affect the use, storage and discharge from storage of waters
affected by the license, shall at all times be controlled by such
reasonable rules and regulations as the Commission may prescribe
for the protection of 1life, health, and property, and in the
interest of the fullest practicable conservation and utilization
of such waters for power purposes and for other beneficial public
uses, including recreational purposes, and the Licensee shall
release water from the project reservoir at such rate in cubic
feet per second, or such volume in acre-feet per specified period
of time, as the Commission may prescribe for the purposes herein-
before mentioned.

Article 13. On the application of any person, association,
corporation, Federal agency, State or municipality, the Licensee
shall permit such reasonable use of its reservoir or other
project properties, including works, lands and water rights, or
parts thereof, as may be ordered by the Commission, after notice
and opportunity for hearing, in the interests of comprehensive
development of the waterway or waterways involved and the
conservation and utilization of the water resources of the region
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for water supply or for the purposes of steam-electric, irriga-
tion, industrial, municipal or similar uses. The Licensee shall
receive reasonable compensation for use of its reservoir or other
project properties or parts thereof for such purposes, to include
at least full reimbursement for any damages or expenses which the
joint use causes the Licensee to incur. Any such compensation
shall be fixed by the Commission either by approval of an
agreement between the Licensee and the party or parties benefit-
ing or after notice and opportunity for hearing. Applications
shall contain information in sufficient detail to afford a full
understanding of the proposed use, including satisfactory
evidence that the applicant possesses necessary water rights
pursuant to applicable State law, or a showing of cause why such
evidence cannoet concurrently be submitted, and a statement as to
the relationehip of the propesed ume te any State or munieipal
plans or erdera whieh may have been adopted with respact to the
uge of such waters.

Article 14. In the construction or maintenance of the
project works, the Licensee shall place and maintain suitable
structures and devices to reduce to a reasonable degree the
liability of contact between its transmission lines and tele-
graph, telephone and other signal wires or power transmission
lines constructed prior to its transmission lines and not owned
by the Licensee, and shall also place and maintain suitable
structures and devices to reduce to a reasonable degree the
liability of any structures or wires falling or obstructing
traffic or endangering life. None of the provisions of this
article are intended to relieve the Licensee from any respon-
sibility or requirement which may be imposed by any other lawful
authority for avoiding or eliminating inductive interference.

Article 15. The Licensee shall, for the conservation and
development of fish and wildlife resources, construct, maintain,
and operate, or arrange for the construction, maintenance, and
operation of such reasonable facilities, and comply with such
reasonable modifications of the project structures and operation,
as may be ordered by the Commission upon its own motion or upon
the recommendation of the Secretary of the Interior or the fish
and wildlife agency or agencies of any State in which the project
or a part thereof is located, after notice and opportunity for
hearing.

Article 16. Whenever the United States shall desire, in
connection with the project, to construct fish and wildlife
facilities or to improve the existing fish and wildlife facil-
ities at its own expense, the Licensee shall permit the United

-States or its designated agency to use, free of cost, such of the
Licensee’s lands and interests in lands, reservoirs, waterways
and project works as may be reasonably required to complete such
facilities or such improvements thereof. In addition, after
notice and opportunity for hearing, the Licensee shall modify the
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project opera. .on as may be reasonably prescribed by the Commis-
sion in order to permit the maintenance and operation of the fish
and wildlife facilities constructed or improved by the United
States under the provisions of this article. This article shall
not be interpreted to place any obligation on the United States
to construct or improve fish and wildlife facilities or to
relieve the Licensee of any obligation under this license.

Article 17. The Licensee shall construct, maintain, and
operate, or shall arrange for the construction, maintenance, and
operation of such reasonable recreational facilities, including
modifications thereto, such as access roads, wharves, launching
ramps, beaches, picnic and camping areas, sanitary facilities,
and utilities, giving consideration to the needs of the physi-
cally handicapped, and ehall coemply with such reasonable modifi-
cations of the project, as may be prescribed hereafter by the
Commission during the term of this license upon its own motion or
upon the recommendation of the Secretary of the Interior or other
interested Federal or State agencies, after notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing.

Article 18. So far as is consistent with proper operation
of the project, the Licensee shall allow the public free access,
to a reasonable extent, to project waters and adjacent project
lands owned by the Licensee for the purpose of full public
utilization of such lands and waters for navigation and for
outdoor recreational purposes, including fishing and hunting:
Provided, That the Licensee may reserve from public access such
portions of the project waters, adjacent lands, and project
facilities as may be necessary for the protection of life,
health, and property.

Article 19. 1In the construction, maintenance, or operation
of the project, the Licensee shall be responsible for, and shall
take reasonable measures to prevent, soil erosion on lands
adjacent to streams or other waters, stream sedimentation, and
any form of water or air pollution. The Commission, upon request
or upon its own motion, may order the Licensee to take such
measures as the Commission finds to be n&cessary for these
purposes, after notice and opportunity for hearing.

Article 20. The Licensee shall clear and keep clear to an
adequate width lands along open conduits and shall dispose of all
temporary structures, unused timber, brush, refuse, or other
material unnecessary for the purposes of the project which
results from the clearing of lands or from the maintenance. or
alteration of the project works. In addition, all trees along
the periphery of project reservoirs which may die during opera-
tions of the project shall be removed. All clearing of the lands
and disposal of the unnecessary material shall be done with due

diligence and to the satisfaction of the authorized representa-
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tive of the Commission and in accordance with appropriate
Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations.

Article 21. If the Licensee shall cause or suffer essential
project property to be removed or destroyed or to become unfit
for use, without adequate replacement, or shall abandon or dis-
continue good faith operation of the project or refuse or neglect
to comply with the terms of the license and the lawful orders of
the Commission mailed to the record address of the Licensee or
its agent, the Commission will deem it to be the intent of the
Licensee to surrender the license. The Commission, after notice
and opportunity for hearing, may require the Licensee to remove
any or all structures, equipment and power lines within the pro-
ject boundary and to take any such other action necessary to
restore the project waters, lands, and facilities remaining
within the project boundary to a condition satisfactory to the
United States agency having jurisdiction over its lands or the
Commission’s authorized representative, as appropriate, or to
provide for the continued operation and maintenance of nonpower
facilities and fulfill such other obligations under the license
as the Commission may prescribe. In addition, the Commission in
its discretion, after notice and opportunity for hearing, may
also agree to the surrender of the license when the Commission,
for the reasons recited herein, deems it to be the intent of the
Licensee to surrender the license.

Article 22. The right of the Licensee and of its successors
and assigns to use or occupy waters over which the United States
has jurisdiction, or lands of the United States under the
license, for the purpose of maintaining the project works or

_otherwise, shall absolutely cease at the end of the license
period, unless the Licensee has obtained a new license pursuant
to the then existing laws and regulations, or an annual license
under the terms and conditions of this license.

Article 23. The terms and conditions expressly set forth in
the license shall not be construed as impairing any terms and
conditions of the Federal Power Act which are not expressly set
forth herein.
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Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420) Relicensing Consultation Log
Name/Entity Date Comment Type Comment Action/Response Attached
Audrey McCulley (SWCA) contacted
Stephanie Graham (wildlife Accepted questionnaire
USFWS 12/6/2018 | Phone/Email biologist) by phone and followed up | and returned response Yes
by e-mailing questionnaire on on 12/6/2018
12/6/2018.
PacifiCorp files press release
PacifiCorp 12/11/2018 | Press Release "Federal License renewal begins for | None. Yes
Cutler Project.”
Discussed survey form for additional | Accepted form and
UDWQ 12/12/2018 | Phone/Email information and emailed form to returned response Yes
Mike Allred on 1/8/2019
Audrey McCulley (SWCA) made
multiple attempts to call Rita Riser No response received
USFWS 12/13/2018 | Phone/Email (botanist) and left voicemail prior to as of 2/25/2019 N/A
12/13/2018. E-mailed questionnaire
on 12/13/2018
Stakeholders and
Eve Davies (PacifiCorp) sent letter to | adjoiners were invited
stakeholders and adjoiners to inform | to contact Eve via
PacifiCorp 1/9/2019 | Email/Letter of upcoming relicensing for Project email to get more Yes
and invite them to kick-off workshop | information about
in Logan, Utah. relicensing or
stakeholder workshop.
E-mailed completed
Discussed survey form for additional | Questionnaire and
UDWR 1/11/2019 | Phone/Email information and emailed form to additional relevant Yes
Cody Edwards. information
on 2/5/2019
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Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420) Relicensing Consultation Log

Date

Comment

Attached

Name/Entity

Comment Type

Frank Shrier (SWCA) communicated

Action/Response

E-mailed completed
Questionnaire and

7 | UDWR 1/11/2019 | Email via e-mail to Cody Edwards on additional relevant Yes
guestionnaire responses. information
on 2/5/2019
Audrey McCulley (SWCA) made
multiple attempts to call Pam Kramer
(biologist) and left voicemail prior to | Questionnaire not
. 01/14/2019. E-mailed questionnaire | completed but relevant
8 | UDWR 1/14/2019 | Phone/Email on 01/14/2019. Pam Kramer information sent on es
defferred to Kent Sorenson and Chris | 01/18/2019.
Penne. Chris Penne responded by
sending relevant documents.
Accepted for but did
Discussed survey form for additional | not
9 | USFWS 1/31/2019 | Phone/Email information and emailed form to respond. Reconnected Yes
George Weekly but was unable to
complete survey.
Eve Davies (PacifiCorp) sent letter to | Stakeholders and
- . stakeholders and adjoiners to confirm | adjoiners were invited
10" | PacifiCorp 21412019 | Email/Letter dates of stakeholder kick-off to workshop with dates, Yes
relicensing workshop in Logan, Utah. | time, and location.
Benjamin Gaddis (Facilitator) sent e- Resul_t s of t_hese phone
. calls/interviews
mail to stakeholders to request outlined below and in
11 | PacifiCorp 2/4/2019 | Email/Letter engagement in discussion on Yes

thoughts and concerns related to
upcoming relicensing.

anonymized situation
assessment results
table.*
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Name/Entity

ubQwW

Date

2/5/2019

Phone

Comment

Ben Gaddis (Gaddis Consulting,
LLC) called Mike Allred and left a
message.

Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420) Relicensing Consultation Log
Comment Type

Action/Response
Ben Gaddis will call
Mike Allred back on a
different telephone
number. Mike is to be
interviewed as part of
the situation
assessment.

Attached

See
below.

13

UDWR

2/5/2019

Phone

Ben Gaddis interviewed Chris Penne
as part of the situation assessment.

Chris Penne responded
to questions verbally
and Ben Gaddis took
notes which will be
compiled into the
situation assessment
report when interviews
are completed.

See
below.

14

UDWR

2/5/2019

Phone

Ben Gaddis called Kent Sorenson.
They spoke momentarily and
scheduled an alternative time for the
complete interview.

Brief conversation
leading to scheduling
an alternative time for
the full situation
assessment interview.

See
below.

15

Trout
Unlimited

2/5/2019

Phone

Ben Gaddis interviewed Jim DeRito
as part of the situation assessment.

Jim DeRito responded
to questions verbally
and Ben Gaddis took
notes which will be
compiled into the
situation assessment
report on an
anonymous basis when
interviews are
completed.

See
below.
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Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420) Relicensing Consultation Log

Name/Entity Date Comment Type Comment Action/Response Attached
Ben Gaddis will call
Kevin Colburn back on
a different telephone
number. Kevin is to be
interviewed as part of
the situation
assessment.

Jaron Andrews
responded to questions
verbally and Ben
Gaddis took notes
which will be compiled See
into the situation below.
assessment report on an
anonymous basis when
interviews are
completed.

George Weekley
responded to questions
verbally and Ben
Gaddis took notes
which will be compiled See
into the situation below.
assessment report on an
anonymous basis when
interviews are
completed.

Ben Gaddis called Kevin Colburn.
American Kevin did not answer. It was not
16 Whitewater 2/5/2019 | Phone possible to leave a message because

his voicemail box was full.

See
below.

Ben Gaddis interviewed Jaron
17 | USFWS 2/5/2019 | Phone Andrews as part of the situation
assessment

Ben Gaddis interviewed George
18 | USFWS 2/6/2019 | Phone Weekley as part of the situation
assessment
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Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420) Relicensing Consultation Log

No. Name/Entity Date Comment Type Comment Action/Response Attached
Kent Sorenson
responded to questions
verbally and Ben
Gaddis took notes
which will be compiled See
into the situation below.
assessment report on an
anonymous basis when
interviews are
completed.

PowerPoint
Presentation(s) on
general relicensing,
project opertions, study

Ben Gaddis interviewed Kent
19 | UDWR 2/6/2019 | Phone Sorenson as part of the situation
assessment

20 | PacifiCorp 2/13/2019 | In-Person Egggﬁnﬂrgghchk-oﬁ Meeting in planning, FERC besigl\?/v
’ ' relicensing process, '
stakeholder
collaboration, and
property is attached.
Todd Ballard
responded to questions
verbally and Ben
Private Ben Gaddis interviewed Todd \?Vﬁ?gr:sv\t/?l?lg Q ggersn piled See
21 Ind_|v_|duaI/ 2/19/2019 | Phone Ballard as part of the situation into the situation below.
Adjoiner assessment

assessment report on an
anonymous basis when
interviews are
completed.
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Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420) Relicensing Consultation Log

No. Name/Entity Date Comment Type Comment Action/Response Attached
Frank Howe, Trevor
Nielson, Jason
Christensen, Zach
Frankel, Charlie
Holmgren, Jim

Ben Gaddis emailed stakeholders Watterson, David
. slated for situation assessment Rosenberg, Jefi/Andra
22 | Stakeholders 3/4/2019 | Email . . Kunzler, Nathan
interviews but for whom he does not .
Daugs, Ann Neville,

currently have telephone numbers. Craig Buttars, Bryan

Dixon, Casey Snider,
Nick Schou, and Mike
Allred have replied
with telephone numbers
(as of a.m. 3/8/2019)

See
below.

*Results of the Stakeholder Situation Assessment Report may be requested by FERC from PacifiCorp. Below are
the questions that were asked of the participants during the assessment interviews.
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SITUATION ASSESSMENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
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Situation Assessment Interview Questions

What is your name, affiliation (if any), and title?

What is your relationship to PacifiCorp and to the Cutler Project?

How would you describe your level of knowledge about PacifiCorp’s Cutler Project?
How would you describe your level of knowledge about the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (FERC’s) relicensing process for hydropower facilities such as the Cutler
Project?

Do you have any specific concerns about the Cutler Project? If so, can you tell me what
they are?

In your mind what opportunities do the Cutler Project and the relicensing process
present?

Are you interested in collaborating with PacifiCorp and other stakeholders related to the
Cutler Project and the relicensing process? If so, how does this process look to you?

Is there anything | should know about the different entities and individuals with an
interest in the Cutler Project and the FERC relicensing process?

Do you have any suggestions for who should be involved in or engaged in the
collaborative process associated with the Cutler Project?
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RESOURCE AGENCY QUESTIONNAIRES



PacifiCorp is the licensee and operator of the Cutler Hydroelectric Project (FERC No. 2420)
(Project), located on the Bear River in Box Elder and Cache County, Utah (see Figure 1).

Under the Federal Power Act, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) administers
the licensing and relicensing of the Cutler Project. The existing FERC license for the Project
expires on March 31, 2024, and PacifiCorp, with assistance from SWCA Environmental
Consultants (SWCA) and Kleinschmidt Associates (Kleinschmidt), is beginning the relicensing
process. Accordingly, PacifiCorp is preparing a Notice of Intent (NOI) to relicense the Project
and Pre-Application Document (PAD) to be filed with the FERC no later than March 31, 2019.
The PAD will provide FERC and stakeholders with existing, relevant, and reasonably available
information pertaining to the Project as well as resources within the Project vicinity.

This Resource Agency Questionnaire is being used to help identify sources of existing, relevant,
and reasonably available information pertinent to the Project that is not currently in PacifiCorp’s
possession. PacifiCorp has identified the following avian resource sources or studies included in
the below list. If you or your agency is knowledgeable of any other existing and relevant
information or data pertaining to the Cutler Project vicinity, it would be greatly appreciated if
you could provide the source reference, source website link, or a copy of the source. This
information will help to identify any data collection needs or potential resource issues early in
the relicensing process. Our intent is to include results of this information request in the PAD.

e Utah Wildlife Action Plan
https://wildlife.utah.gov/learn-more/wap2015.html

e Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge Bird Sightings
https://www.fws.gov/nwrs/threecolumn.aspx?id=2147501120

e Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge Wildlife & Habitat
https://www.fws.gov/refuge/Bear_River_Migratory Bird Refuge/wildlife_and_habitat/index.ht
ml

e Utah Conservation Data Center — lists of state and federal T & E and sensitive species
https://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/
http://utahdnr.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=f2a182a16a4b45698d9d9
6b962852302

e Information request from UDWR UNHP
https://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/ContactUDWR/Information_Requests.htm

e Sensitive species list
https://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/ViewReports/sscounty. pdf

e Listed species in Utah
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecpO/reports/species-listed-by-state-report?state=UT
https://www.fws.gov/utahfieldoffice/species.php

e Audubon Important Bird Areas Cutler Marsh
https://www.audubon.org/important-bird-areas/cutler-reservoir-and-marsh-ut08

e Christmas bird count
https://www.audubon.org/conservation/science/christmas-bird-count

e North American breeding bird survey
https://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/RawData/

e eBird website for birding hotspots species lists along Cutler Reservoir
https://ebird.org/hotspots

e Birding in Cache County
http://www.utahbirds.org/counties/cache/

e UDWR geospatial data for sage-grouse habitat, SGMAs, game bird habitat, and TES species by
quad map.
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e USFWS geospatial data for designated critical habitats.

e 2013-2017 Cutler Monitoring Report
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sources/Hydro/Hydro_Licensi
ng/Cutler/03282018_Cutler RMP-5yr_Monitor.pdf

e Final Bear River Comprehensive Management Plan and Record of Decision 2017
https://ffsl.utah.gov/images/statelands/bearriver/BRCMP_and_ROD_FINAL_October_2017-
Opt.pdf

e Land Protection Plan Bear River Watershed Conservation Area 2013
https://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/planning/lpp/ut/brr/documents/brw_lpp_final_all. pdf

e Resource Management Plan 1995

Based on our conversation on December 4, 2018 we will also review the following sources for
any information pertinent to the Project:

e UDOT State Route 30 EIS
https://www.sr30study.com/documents.php

e Bridgerland Audubon Society and Cutler Marsh
https://bridgerlandaudubon.org/our-projects/cutler-reservoir-marsh-important-bird-area/
https://wildaboututah.org/cutler-marsh-amalga-barrens-important-bird-areas/
https://bridgerlandaudubon.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/AFOPresentation20100814.pdf

We respectfully request that you please complete and return this Resource Agency Questionnaire
to Audrey McCulley via email at amcculley@swca.com within 2 weeks of receipt. This will
allow for any follow-up contact that may be needed.

We greatly appreciate your response and assistance in this effort to identify information
resources.


http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sources/Hydro/Hydro_Licensing/Cutler/03282018_Cutler_RMP-5yr_Monitor.pdf
http://www.pacificorp.com/content/dam/pacificorp/doc/Energy_Sources/Hydro/Hydro_Licensing/Cutler/03282018_Cutler_RMP-5yr_Monitor.pdf
https://ffsl.utah.gov/images/statelands/bearriver/BRCMP_and_ROD_FINAL_October_2017-Opt.pdf
https://ffsl.utah.gov/images/statelands/bearriver/BRCMP_and_ROD_FINAL_October_2017-Opt.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/planning/lpp/ut/brr/documents/brw_lpp_final_all.pdf
https://www.sr30study.com/documents.php
https://bridgerlandaudubon.org/our-projects/cutler-reservoir-marsh-important-bird-area/
https://wildaboututah.org/cutler-marsh-amalga-barrens-important-bird-areas/
https://bridgerlandaudubon.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/AFOPresentation20100814.pdf
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1. Please provide the following information about the person completing this questionnaire.

Name & Title | Stephanie Graham, Wildlife Biologist

Organization U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Address 2369 West Orton Circle Suite 50
West Valley City, Utah 84119

Phone 801-975-3330

Email Address | Stephanie graham@fws.gov

2. Do you or your organization know of any existing, relevant, and reasonably available
information that describes the Cutler Project’s existing or historical environment (i.e.,
Project area, adjacent Project vicinity, or areas upstream or downstream of the Project)?
_X_Yes (if yes, please complete Nos. 2a through 2d) _ No (if no, please go to No. 3)

a. If yes, please circle the specific resource area(s) that the information relates to:

e Geology and soils e Recreation and land use

e Water resources e Aesthetic resources

@, riparian, and Iitto@
o@ed, and endan@

b. Please briefly describe the information referenced above and/or list available
documents (additional information may be provided on page 6 of this questionnaire).

e Cultural resources

e Socioeconomic resources

Tribal resources

Other resource information

The S. R. 30 project reviewed this area and the 4f property associated with it. We recommend
that you speak with UDOT regarding this project and data associated with it.

c. Please provide referenced document, source website link, or description of where
PacifiCorp can obtain this information, if available.

There is also information about the area being an Important Bird Area.
Dixon, B. 2009. The ibis of Cutler Marsh. The Stilt 38:8.



d. Based on the specific resource areas listed in 4a, are you aware of any specific issues
related to the identified resource area(s)?

__Yes (please list specific issues below) __No (if no, please go to No. 3)
Resource Description of Issue
Area
Cutler This is an Important Bird Area.
Marsh State Route 30 crosses wetland habitats, including Cutler Marsh, which is a large, important

wetland complex between the Bear River and Great Salt Lake. Wetlands and open water are rare
in Utah, and comprise less than five percent of the land mass in the state (Sutter et al. 2005).
Cutler Marsh was designated an Important Bird Area by Birdlife International and the National
Audubon Society. The marsh provides habitat for over 7,000 ibises annually, which amounts to
five percent of the world’s population of the species (Dixon 2009). It is also nesting and
migratory habitat for 147 species of migratory birds, including bald eagles, long-billed curlews,
grasshopper sparrows, and ferruginous hawks, which are listed as Utah Sensitive Species and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern,

3. If you have additional comments and/or questions regarding the Cutler Project, or the
relicensing process, please provide them below.

Additional Information: None provided.




PACIFICORP PRESS RELEASE



W, ROCKY MOUNTAIN
POWER

For information, contact:
David Eskelsen: 801-220-2447

Federal license renewal begins for Cutler project
Hydroelectric project is part of utility’s multi-use Bear River system

SALT LAKE CITY, Utah, Dec. 11, 2018 —Rocky Mountain Power, a division of
PacifiCorp, is beginning the six-year process to renew its federal license for the
Cutler hydroelectric project. The current license expires in 2024. Stakeholders,
adjacent land owners and the general public will have an opportunity to
participate in all facets of the license renewal process as conducted by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission.

“We have been reaching out to all the key stakeholders who have an interest in
operations at Cutler,” said Eve Davies, principal environmental scientist with
PacifiCorp. “As we proceed with the license renewal process, we want to
encourage involvement and comment from all interested parties.”

The company anticipates continuing upper levels of Cutler reservoir similar to
those of the current license, and does not envision inundation of any additional
lands. The company is planning to study the potential benefits and impacts of
varying the reservoir elevations more than the current license prescribes.

The federal license process includes the following steps:

e March 2019—a Pre-Application Document (PAD) and Notice of Intent
(NOQI) are issued, followed by public scoping meetings and a site visit.

e 2019 to 2020—Initial meetings to develop, implement, and report on study
plans (minimum 2 years).

e 2021—Complete Project Study Reports; development of Project Mitigation
and Enhancement Measures.

e 2021 —Draft License Application (includes a public comment period).

e March 2022 —Final License Application (includes public comment period).

The Cutler project first began producing power in 1927. Cutler generates about
106,000 megawatt hours of electricity annually. That is enough power to meet the
typical needs of 12,000 residential homes in Utah.

The project is designed for both irrigation and hydropower. The 109 foot-high
Cutler Dam forms a 5,500 acre reservoir on the Bear River in Cache Valley, Utah,
which is also a recreation area. The area surrounding the reservoir is mostly
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agricultural land. The Cutler project license was last renewed by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission in 1994 for a term of 30 years. The current
license and related documents can be viewed here:
http://www.pacificorp.com/es/hydro/hl/cutler. html#

A number of discussions were held with stakeholders beginning in 2017
regarding PacifiCorp’s operations of the utility’s Bear River system. In October
2018, the Idaho Water Resources Board, the Utah Department of Natural
Resources and PacifiCorp agreed on the following statement regarding their
tuture interactions regarding Bear River:

“As demands increase for energy and water supply within the Bear River Basin,
it has been recognized that increased collaboration is necessary to meet the
region’s future challenges. Utah, Idaho, Wyoming and PacifiCorp/Rocky
Mountain Power are discussing the water supply, power operations, and future
needs throughout the Bear River Basin, including Bear Lake. In addition, all of
these parties are reaching out to their associated stakeholders in order to reflect
the important and diverse interests within the basin,” the statement said.

About Rocky Mountain Power

Rocky Mountain Power provides safe and reliable electric service to more than a
million customers in Utah, Wyoming and Idaho. The company works to meet
customers’ growing electricity needs while protecting and enhancing the
environment. Rocky Mountain Power is part of PacifiCorp, one of the lowest-cost
electricity providers in the United States. More information at
https://www.rockymountainpower.net/index.html

##4
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CORRESPONDENCE
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Frank Shrier

From: Calah Worthen

Sent: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 10:08 AM

To: mdallred@utah.gov

Cc: Frank Shrier

Subject: RE: Resource Agency Information Questionnaire attached

Thank you Mike!

From: Michael Allred <mdallred@utah.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 9:05 AM

To: Calah Worthen <calah.worthen@swca.com>

Cc: Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>

Subject: Re: Resource Agency Information Questionnaire attached

Here ya go.
Mike

On Fri, Jan 4, 2019 at 3:38 PM Calah Worthen <calah.worthen@swca.com> wrote:

Hi Mike,

Happy New Year -- | hope you had a nice holiday break. | wanted to follow up with you on the Agency Questionnaire for
the Cutler Dam relicensing Preliminary Application Document | sent a while back. The questionnaire is being used to
help SWCA and partners identify relevant information related to project. Do you mind taking a look at the attached
guestionnaire and the resources we have gathered so far to see if there is anything else that should be included? Please
contact me or Frank Shrier (cc’d) if you have any questions.

Thanks so much,

Calah

From: Calah Worthen

Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 12:40 PM

To: 'mdallred@utah.gov' <mdallred@utah.gov>

Cc: Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>

Subject: Resource Agency Information Questionnaire attached

Hi Mike,
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Nice to talk to today! Hope things are going well over at DWQ. | am following up from our phone call about the Cutler
Dam relicensing Preliminary Application Document (PAD). Attached is an agency questionnaire with a list of water
resource information we have identified related to the Cutler project vicinity. We would greatly appreciate you taking a
look to see if there is anything else that should be included in the PAD. Thank you for mentioning the Bear River
Watershed Information System (bearriverinfo.org). Please feel to contact me or Frank Shrier (cc’d on this email) if you
have any questions about the attached document.

Thank you,

Calah

Calah Worthen

257 East 200 South, Suite 200
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

P 801.322.4307

SWCA

ENVIROMMENTAL COMSULTAMTS

The contents of this email and any associated emails, information, and attachments are CONFIDENTIAL. Use or disclosure without
sender’s authorization is prohibited. If you are not an authorized recipient, please notify the sender and then immediately delete the
email and any attachments.

Michael D. Allred | Bear River & Southeast Colorado River Coordinator | Watershed Protection Section
Phone: 801.536.4331 (office) | Phone: 435-512-0278 (cell)
Address: 195 N 1950 W Salt Lake City, UT 84116

UTAH DEPART
ENVIRONMEN

R WATER

Emails to and from this email address may be considered public records and thus subject to Utah GRAMA requirements.

Website | Blog | Twitter | Facebook | Linkedln

B-23



Eve Davies

Principal Scientist

Renewable Resources, PacifiCorp
1407 West North Temple, Ste. 210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
801-220-2245
eve.davies@pacificorp.com

January 9, 2019
Subject: PacifiCorp’s Cutler Project and Upcoming FERC Relicensing Process
Dear Cutler Relicensing Stakeholder/Adjoiner,

PacifiCorp Renewable Resources (PacifiCorp) is writing to you because you have been identified as an
individual or representative of an organization that may be interested in and/or affected by the upcoming
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC’s) relicensing of PacifiCorp’s Cutler Hydroelectric Project.
The initial project documents (the Pre-Application Document and Notice of Intent) will be available in late
March of 2019 and the public review and scoping phases of the process will begin soon after. In addition to
FERC’s standard relicensing process, PacifiCorp will be hosting a half-day public workshop on February 13,
2019. Please save the date: the specific location and time of the workshop will be communicated at a later date
once those details have been finalized.

The Cutler Project first began producing power in 1927. Cutler generates about 106,000 megawatt hours of
electricity annually. That is enough power to meet the typical needs of 12,000 residential homes in Utah. The
Project is designed for both irrigation and hydropower. The 109-foot-high Cutler Dam forms a 5,500-acre
reservoir on the Bear River in Cache Valley, Utah, which is also a recreation area. The area surrounding the
reservoir is mostly agricultural land. The Cutler Project license was last renewed by FERC in 1994 for a term of
30 years. PacifiCorp anticipates continuing upper levels of Cutler reservoir similar to those of the current
license and does not envision inundation of any additional lands. The company is planning to study the potential
benefits and impacts of varying the reservoir elevations more than the current license prescribes. You can read
more about PacifiCorp and the Cutler Project at the following website:
http://www.pacificorp.com/es/hydro/hl/cutler.html. Additional details concerning the FERC relicensing process
for hydropower facilities can be viewed at the following website:
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/hydropower/gen-info/licensing/ilp.asp?csrt=6062558720320705703.

In the future we plan to communicate with you primarily via email. To be included in future correspondence
please opt in by providing your email address to Project Coordinator Miriam Hugentabler at
cutlerlicense@gmail.com. If you wish to opt in but do not have access to email, please send a letter with that
request to Eve Davies, Cutler Relicensing Project, at the street address above. If you have any questions at this
time, please feel free to reach out to me via email or telephone. My contact information is provided above.

Thank you for your time and attention.
Sincerely,

2 Dousia

Eve Davies
Principal Scientist
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Frank Shrier

From: Frank Shrier

Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 10:37 AM

To: ‘Cody Edwards'

Subject: RE: EXTERNAL:Re: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

Great! Thanks for the information. Looking forward to meeting you at the Cutler meeting.

From: Cody Edwards <cedwards@utah.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 9:59 AM

To: Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>

Subject: Re: EXTERNAL:Re: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

Frank,

Great questions, we have one biologist (Chance Broderius-Native Aquatic Species Biologist) who has been collecting
samples and is working in coordination with Rocky Mountain Research to develop an Assay specifically for bluehead
sucker. We have one more assignment to collect samples to run the previously designed assay on for testing. Once
completed we will start field trials to test for true/false detections. As far as BCT, none have been developed in
coordination with our efforts, there is a salmonid assay but from my current understanding it is not species specific to
one type of trout; cutthroat, brown, rainbow etc, or further a subspecies; Bonneville Cutthroat, Colorado River
Cutthroat. You are correct that there aren't many detections as you move downstream toward Cutler. The water
becomes more of a warm water fishery and includes many non-natives that tend to outcompete the BCT there.

As far as the workshop, | will have another biologist Clint Brunson-Stream Restoration Biologist- attending for the
duration of the meeting and | will be attending for the last hour after finishing another commitment in Logan.

Cody

On Tue, Feb 5, 2019 at 10:24 AM Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com> wrote:

Hey Cody

| was happy to see some eDNA work had been done for mollusk distribution. It made me wonder if any eDNA work has
been completed on bluehead sucker and northern leatherside in the vicinity of Cutler reservoir. Also as far as | can tell
BCT are still not known to be currently present downstream of the Cub River. Any eDNA work been done related to
BCT in the area above or below Cutler reservoir?

From: Cody Edwards <cedwards@utah.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 7:33 AM

To: Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>

Subject: Re: EXTERNAL:Re: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

Frank,
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From: Lindsey Kester

To: Audrey McCulley

Subject: FW: [INTERNET] Re: FW: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 11:00:00 AM

Attachments: image001.jpg

From: Davies, Eve <Eve.Davies@pacificorp.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:59 AM

To: Cody Edwards <cedwards@utah.gov>; Matthew Harper
<Matthew.Harper@kleinschmidtgroup.com>

Cc: Lindsey Kester <lkester@swca.com>; Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>

Subject: RE: [INTERNET] Re: FW: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

Hi Cody-

Thanks for checking in-- it’s fine to send to your biologists, just please ask them to not distribute
outside UDWR, and thanks-

Eve

Eve Davies, Principal Scientist
Renewable Resources, PacifiCorp
1407 West North Temple, Ste. 210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
801-220-2245

801-232-1704 (cell)

From: Cody Edwards [mailto:cedwards@utah.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:11 AM

To: Matthew Harper <Matthew.Harper@kleinschmidtgroup.com>

Cc: Davies, Eve <Eve.Davies@pacificorp.com>; Lindsey Kester <lkester@swca.com>; Frank Shrier
<frank.shrier@swca.com>

Subject: [INTERNET] Re: FW: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

** STOP. THINK. External Email **

Would it be okay to distribute this .shp to my regional biologists in the office? This would
assist in compiling our biological data for the survey?

Cody

On Fri, Jan 18, 2019 at 10:19 AM Matthew Harper
<Matthew.Harper@kleinschmidtgroup.com> wrote:
Hi Cody!

Attached below is the Cutler FERC Project Boundary, as approved and filed with FERC on
October 2, 2009. If you would, please inform Eve Davies if you plan to forward this on to
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other parties.

Thanks and let me know if you have any issues downloading the data.

Matt
Citrix Attachments Expires July 17, 2019
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.cpg 5B
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.dbf 1.8 KB
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.prj 425 B
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.sbn 132 B
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.sbx 116 B
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.shp 37.6 KB
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.shp.xml 67.6 KB
P2420 CutlerProjectBoundary.shx 108 B

Download Attachments

Matthew Harper uses Citrix Files to share documents securely.

Matthew Harper
C: 971.325.5056
0:971.337.3721

From: Cody Edwards <cedwards(@utah.gov>

Date: January 17, 2019 at 8:40:31 AM PST

To: Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>

Subject: Re: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards-
UDWR

Frank,

Do you have a shapefile boundary for the property that we can overlay on our
data?

Cody

On Fri, Jan 11, 2019 at 1:22 PM Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>
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wrote:

Hi Cody

Nice to meet you today!

I’ve attached the questionnaire we discussed. Once you and Chris have had a
chance to review and complete please send the document back to me at this
email address.

As a heads-up I mentioned the Stakeholder Workshop for Cutler which is
scheduled for Feb. 13, 2019 in Logan. You will be receiving a formal
announcement and information packet for that meeting in the near future.

I look forward to working with you and Chris on this project!

Thanks

Cody W. Edwards

Northern Region Assistant Aquatic Program Manager
Aquatics Biologist

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

385-245-0864

cedwards@utah.gov

Cody W. Edwards

Northern Region Assistant Aquatic Program Manager
Aquatics Biologist

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

385-245-0864

cedwards@utah.gov
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide information for the project. | have attached several documents as well as the
survey questionnaire.

Cody

On Mon, Feb 4, 2019 at 3:41 PM Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com> wrote:

That’s great Cody. Thanks!

From: Cody Edwards <cedwards@utah.gov>

Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 2:13 PM

To: Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com>

Subject: EXTERNAL:Re: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

| have collected a few sources and information, though to my knowledge nobody has submitted from our region yet. |
plan to have a submission to you tomorrow if that isn't too late?

Cody

On Thu, Jan 31, 2019 at 12:43 PM Frank Shrier <Frank.Shrier@swca.com> wrote:

Hi Cody,

Sorry but | wasn’t aware that Aubrey in or office had received a response from one of your wildlife Bios. Did you
have anything in addition to that response related to fisheries? If not | appreciate your time.

Also did the GIS shape file work for you and was there anything that came out of that effort that we at
SWCA/Kleinschmidt need to know?

Thanks!
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From: Frank Shrier

Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 11:01 AM

To: 'Cedwards@utah.gov' <Cedwards@utah.gov>

Cc: Lindsey Kester <lkester@swca.com>; 'Nuria Holmes' <Nuria.Holmes@Kleinschmidtgroup.com>
Subject: RE: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

Hi Cody

| hope things are going well!

By chance have you and your colleagues been able to complete the Cutler Survey | sent to you? If so would you
please provide your responses to my email?

Thanks,

Frank

From: Frank Shrier

Sent: Friday, January 11, 2019 12:22 PM

To: 'Cedwards@utah.gov' <Cedwards@utah.gov>

Cc: Lindsey Kester <lkester@swca.com>; 'Nuria Holmes' <Nuria.Holmes@Kleinschmidtgroup.com>
Subject: Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Cody Edwards- UDWR

Hi Cody
Nice to meet you today!

I've attached the questionnaire we discussed. Once you and Chris have had a chance to review and complete please
send the document back to me at this email address.

As a heads-up | mentioned the Stakeholder Workshop for Cutler which is scheduled for Feb. 13, 2019 in Logan. You
will be receiving a formal announcement and information packet for that meeting in the near future.

| look forward to working with you and Chris on this project!

Thanks
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Cody W. Edwards

Northern Region Assistant Aquatic Program Manager

Aquatics Biologist

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
385-245-0864

cedwards@utah.gov

Cody W. Edwards

Northern Region Assistant Aquatic Program Manager

Aquatics Biologist

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
385-245-0864

cedwards@utah.gov

Cody W. Edwards

Northern Region Assistant Aquatic Program Manager
Aquatics Biologist

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

385-245-0864

cedwards@utah.gov




From: Audrey McCulley

To: Lindsey Kester

Subject: FW: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 12:31:05 PM
Attachments: LBear-Logan Hydro Plan_Jun07.pdf

Here is the email from Chris Penne.

From: Chris Penne <chrispenne@utah.gov>

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 9:08 AM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>; Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire

Hi

Audrey,

Here's another document for you. I've attached the DWR Hydrologic Unit Management Plan for the
Little Bear and Logan Rivers, which include Cutler Reservoir. Let me know if you have any questions.

Chris

On Mon, Jan 14, 2019 at 4:09 PM Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Fabulous, thanks!

From: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>

Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 4:08 PM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>; Chris Penne <chrispenne@utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire

Yup!!
Pam

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 14, 2019, at 3:44 PM, Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Is this the list you are referring to?
https://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/ViewReports/sslist.htm

Thanks!

Audrey

From: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>
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Introduction

The Little Bear-Logan Drainage (LBLD) Hydrologic Unit 16010203 drains an area of
approximately 928 sq mi (2,404 sq km) of northern Utah and southeastern Idaho (Figure 1), with
approximately 96% of the total drainage area lying within Utah. The Utah portion of the LBLD
lies within Cache County and is comprised of the Little Bear and Logan rivers and their
tributaries upstream of Cutler Reservoir. The Little Bear River originates in the southern end of
Cache Valley near the town of Avon at the confluence of the East and South forks of the river
and flows north to Cutler Reservoir. The Logan River originates in Franklin County, Idaho, and
flows south into Utah, through Logan Canyon in a southwesterly direction to the city of Logan
and west to Cutler Reservoir. Significant tributaries to the Little Bear River include the East
Fork Little Bear and South Fork Little Bear rivers, and the most significant tributary to the Logan
River is the Blacksmith Fork. Additional tributary streams originate in the mountainous areas
and canyons of the LBLD.

Water in the LBLD is managed for multiple uses, including municipal, industrial, irrigation,
power generation, recreation, and wildlife purposes. A number of management plans have been
implemented to coordinate these uses, including Bear River Basin: Planning for the Future
(Utah Division of Water Resources 2004), Utah’s Water Resources: Planning for the Future
(Utah Division of Water Resources 2001), Hyrum Reservoir Resource Management Plan (USDI
Bureau of Reclamation 2004), Wasatch-Cache National Forest Management Plan (USDA Forest
Service 2003). These plans recognize such values as water quality, the environment, and
recreation needs, in addition to the importance and benefits of resource conservation. Reservoirs
and streams in this unit are managed primarily by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
(UDWR) for recreational angling and preservation of habitats critical to aquatic species. Hyrum
Reservoir is managed by the Utah Division of State Parks and Recreation as a state park,
providing fishing, boating, and camping opportunities to recreationists. The water in the LBLD
is vital not only to aquatic species, humans, and agriculture, but provides indispensable resources
for migrating and resident waterfowl and wildlife.

This plan contains aquatic-related information on physical, limnological/chemical, biological,
and social resource issues in the LBLD. The plan is divided into three major sections describing
resources known to exist in the drainage, resource management issues, and management
objectives and strategies for this unit. Many of the resource issues are interrelated and, therefore,
are addressed accordingly.

Note: The acronym “LBLD” as used in this plan refers only to that portion of the Little Bear-
Logan drainage lying within the State of Utah.
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Figure 1. Map of Little Bear-Logan Hydrologic Unit 16010203 located in northern Utah and
southern Idaho.
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Existing Resources

Physical

Available water in this unit comes from annual precipitation and groundwater. Annual
precipitation averages nearly 30 inches and varies from approximately 17 inches in the lower
elevations to 59 inches high in the Bear River Range. The majority of the water supplied to the
drainage comes in the form of snow, which charges surface and ground waters at runoff. Major
reservoirs in the LBLD include Hyrum and Porcupine, which are used to store water for irrigation
and together have a total storage capacity of 31,600 acre feet (Utah Division of Water Resources
1992). Average annual stream flow into the Bear River from the LBLD through Cutler Reservoir
is estimated at 387,000 acre feet (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004).

Streams in the LBLD are tributary to either the Little Bear River or Logan River, and the UDWR
has classified approximately 280 miles of stream in the drainage, while another 65 miles has not
been classified (Table 1; Table 8). The Logan River is the largest with an average annual flow of
approximately 204,000 acre feet (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004). Streams or stream
sections range in length from 0.5 to 25.5 miles. The watershed ranges in elevation from 4,407 to
9,979 feet above mean sea level, with several perennial streams originating above 8,000 ft.

Total surface area of actively managed reservoirs and lakes in the LBLD amounts to roughly 720
acres. The largest reservoir is Hyrum Reservoir, a 480 surface acre impoundment on the Little
Bear River with a volume capacity of 18,800 acre-feet, located in the southern portion of Cache
Valley. The largest of the remaining flatwaters are Porcupine Reservoir and Tony Grove Lake,
with surface areas of 195 acres and 25 acres, and capacities of 12,800 acre-feet and 178 acre-feet,
respectively. There are a number of other lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD that range in size
from one to 12 surface acres (Table 2). The two major reservoirs are managed primarily for
water storage, while most of the smaller waters are managed as recreational fisheries.

Ground water in the LBLD occurs in Cache Valley, and rights are not yet fully developed.
Although recharge and discharge of ground water in Cache Valley are equivalent, a recent study
indicates that there are several thousand acre-feet available for annual withdrawal (Utah Division
of Water Resources 2004). Ground water discharge occurs through seepage to streams and
reservoirs, springs, evapotranspiration, and withdrawals from wells, while recharge occurs
primarily through infiltration of precipitation and seepage from canals and streams.

Wetlands in the LBLD are found primarily on the margins of Cutler Reservoir and, similar to
wetlands in many areas of Utah, provide natural flood protection, improve water quality, aid in
storm water management, and provide unique opportunities for recreation, education, and
research opportunities, as well as benefit wildlife (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004).





Limnology/Chemical

Limnological and chemical conditions associated with the streams and lakes in the LBLD are
shown in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.

The pH of streams in this drainage, measured by the UDWR, ranged from 6.7 to 9.7. Dissolved
oxygen for streams ranged between 4.5 and 14.6 mg/L. Temperature, which is dependent on the
time of year, ranged between 3° and 22°C. Total hardness ranged from 85 to 325 mg/L and
alkalinity ranged from 85 to 530 mg/L (Table 3).

The pH values for reservoirs in the LBLD ranged between 7.2 and 9.0. Dissolved oxygen in
most of the lakes and reservoirs appears adequate overall. Temperature, which is dependent on
the time of year, ranged between 14° and 23°C. Total hardness ranged from 107 to 398 mg/L
and alkalinity ranged from 106 to 398mg/L (Table 4).

Biological

A list of the fish, amphibian, reptile, crayfish, and mollusk species occurring or potentially
occurring within the LBLD is given in Table 5. Any species with ‘unknown’ status is one that
has not been collected recently, but is known or suspected to have occurred in or very near the
hydrologic unit.

Fish
Both native and non-native fishes are found in the LBLD, and the distribution of fish species in
streams and lakes is shown in Tables 6 and 7, respectively.

Native fish occupy many of the waters in the LBLD, the most common of which are Bonneville
cutthroat trout, sculpin, mountain sucker, and mountain whitefish. Other native species include
Utah sucker, redside shiner, speckled dace, longnose dace, and Utah chub. The Bonneville
cutthroat trout is classified as a sensitive species in Utah (UDWR 2006b) and is currently
managed under a conservation agreement (Lentsch et al 1997; Pettengill and Thompson in draft).
Bonneville cutthroat trout probably occupied most of the streams historically, and are still found
in many of them, including several that were surveyed in 1999 (Thompson et al 2000) and 2004
(Wasatch-Cache National Forest 2006).

The status of two other native fish species in the drainage is uncertain. The leatherside chub was
present historically in the LBLD and among collections from both the Little Bear and Logan
rivers, but the species has not been sampled in the drainage since the early 1970s. The
leatherside chub is designated a “species of concern” in Utah (UDWR 2006b) due to habitat
fragmentation caused by erosion, channelization, and removal of riparian vegetation; threats from
non-native fish; and uncertainty about the taxonomic validity of the species as currently classified
(i.e. there is evidence that two distinct species should be recognized). The bluehead sucker,
although never collected in the LBLD, occurred historically in both the lower and upper portions





of the Bear River Drainage and would likely have been found in the middle portions as well,
including the LBLD. The bluehead sucker is also classified as a sensitive species in Utah
(UDWR 2006b) and is currently managed as part of a multi-species range-wide conservation
agreement and strategy (UDWR 2006a).

Non-native fish are abundant in the waters of the LBLD, and many of the larger streams and most
of the lakes are currently occupied by exotic species. Fisheries surveys in the lower reaches of
the Little Bear and Logan rivers near Cutler Reservoir indicate that the two rivers are occupied by
various combinations of the following introduced fishes: brown trout, rainbow trout, green
sunfish, bluegill, black crappie, channel catfish, black bullhead, largemouth bass, yellow perch,
walleye, and carp. Other non-native fish found in streams in the drainage include rainbow trout
X cutthroat trout hybrids, brook trout, tiger trout, and fathead minnow. Reservoirs or ponds in
the LBLD contain one or more of the following non-native fishes: channel catfish, black
bullhead, green sunfish, bluegill, largemouth bass, yellow perch, brown trout, rainbow trout,
rainbow trout X cutthroat trout hybrids, tiger trout, kokanee, and common carp. Most of the
these waters are stocked regularly with rainbow trout. A few flatwaters also contain native
fishes, including mountain sucker, Utah sucker, Utah chub, speckled dace, and Bonneville
cutthroat trout. However, most recreational fishing in the LBLD is targeted at non-native
species.

Amphibians

Several amphibian species are known to occur in the LBLD, including boreal toad, boreal chorus
frog, northern leopard frog, tiger salamander, and American bullfrog. Other amphibian species
that may occur in the drainage include Woodhouse toad, Great Basin spadefoot, and Great Plains
toad. There are several extant populations of boreal toad in the LBLD, including headwater areas
of the Logan River and Blacksmith Fork. The boreal toad is designated a “species of concern” in
Utah (UDWR 2006b) due to limited distribution and resultant susceptibility to habitat loss,
degradation, and fragmentation associated with human activity. The Woodhouse toad has been
collected a short distance to the east of the drainage boundary within the last decade and may be
currently present in the LBLD. The Great Plains toad was evidently present historically in the
drainage (pre-1983), but has not been collected recently.

Reptiles

Several reptile species have been found in the LBLD: Great Basin rattlesnake, Great Basin
gopher snake, rubber boa, wandering garter snake, smooth green snake, western yellow-bellied
racer, and northern sagebrush lizard. The smooth green snake has not been reported since 1990
and is classified as a sensitive species in Utah (UDWR 2006b) due to specialized habitat
requirements (i.e. meadows and stream margins) and susceptibility to habitat loss, degradation,
and fragmentation associated with human activity. The valley garter snake has been collected at
Cutler Reservoir and is presumably present in the LBLD as well. The following reptiles also
may occur in the drainage: regal ringneck snake, night snake, striped whipsnake, desert horned
lizard, short-horned lizard, Great Basin collared lizard, side-blotched lizard, long-nosed leopard
lizard, and Great Basin skink.





Crayfish

There is one species of crayfish that is native to the drainage, the pilose crayfish, which is
recorded from Cache and other northern Utah counties, and currently classified as stable (Fetzner
2007). The virile crayfish, a widespread non-native species, may also occur in the drainage, but
has not been reported to date.

Mollusks

Records indicate that several mollusk species occurred in the drainage historically (Oliver and
Bosworth 1999), but may now be limited to roughly half of the endemics found previously and a
handful of non-native species. Mollusk records of historical occurrence in the drainage are from
Oliver and Bosworth (1999), while records of recent collections were provided by Vinson
(2004), Vinson and Bushman (2005), and the BugLab (2006) at Utah State University.

Native aquatic mollusk species with known populations include creeping ancylid, lance aplexa,
Rocky Mountain duskysnail, flexed gyro, swamp lymnaea, Green River pebblesnail, marsh rams-
horn, Bear Lake springsnail, Toquerville springsnail, and button sprite. Other native species that
may be found in the LBLD are listed in Table 5. A couple of these, Deseret mountainsnail and
lyrate mountainsnail, both terrestrial snails, are on the Utah Sensitive Species List (UDWR
2006b), and both are designated “species of concern” due to limited distribution and resultant
susceptibility to habitat loss and degradation associated with human activity.

Non-native aquatic mollusk species found in the drainage include Asiatic clam, big-ear radix, and
New Zealand mudsnail. The New Zealand mudsnail was collected at three locations in the
LBLD in 2001 and 2002 (Vinson 2004). An additional non-native mollusk, the red-rim melania,
has not yet been reported in the drainage, but has been documented at a spring approximately 9
miles from the northwest corner of the LBLD, as well as several other warm springs in the
northwestern quarter of the state.

Social

The majority (55%) of the land area within the LBLD is administered by the U.S. Forest Service.
A moderate proportion (37.5%) is under private ownership and much of it is classified as either
agricultural lands, sagebrush/perennial grasslands, or deciduous forests in mid-elevation areas.
The remaining land is owned by the State of Utah (Table 9). Total population in Cache County
during the 2000 census was estimated at 91,391, with approximately 69% of the population
residing within the LBLD boundaries. The largest city in the LBLD portion of Cache County is
Logan, with a population of 42,670 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002b). Other major municipalities
within the drainage include Hyrum, Providence, Wellsville, and Nibley. Although the Cache
Valley is a relatively rural setting, Logan is less than 50 miles from Ogden, about 80 miles from
Salt Lake City, and 20 miles from Interstate-15.





Due to proximity to urban areas, many public waters are heavily utilized for recreational
activities, including fishing, boating, kayaking and other water sports, and waterfowl hunting.
Three sections (05-07) of the Logan River, totaling 23.5 miles, are classified by UDWR as Blue
Ribbon Fisheries, attracting anglers of cutthroat trout, brown trout, and whitefish. A 16 mile
reach of the Blacksmith Fork, including portions of three stream sections, is also classified as
Blue Ribbon. Hyrum Reservoir is a popular destination for rainbow trout anglers in both
summer and winter, and Porcupine Reservoir is also a popular angler destination, mainly for
kokanee. Several streams are under study by the Wasatch-Cache National Forest (WCNF) to
determine suitability for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968: a portion of
the upper Logan River, Beaver Creek, and Left Hand Fork of Blacksmith Fork as Recreational;
and another portion of the upper Logan River, as well as Temple Fork, White Pine, Spawn,
Bunchgrass, and Little Bear creeks as Scenic (USDA Forest Service 2003). Other non-angling,
aquatic-related activities also draw large numbers of participants, including waterfowl hunting at
UDWR-administered Bud Phelps Wildlife Management Area near the marshes of Cutler
Reservoir, boating and swimming at Hyrum (Reservoir) State Park, and canoeing in the Wetlands
Maze in Cutler Marsh.

Current status of aquatic resources in the LBLD, including stream bank and channel conditions,
water quality, flood plains, riparian and aquatic vegetation, and recreation access, are largely the
result of socio-economic and cultural issues closely allied to management practices on the vast
amount of private land.





Major Resource Issues

Physical

The extensive usage of land and water for agricultural purposes has resulted in the current
conditions of physical resources, including aquatic and riparian areas, in the LBLD. Dominant
land cover (i.e. vegetation) , based on the Utah Landcover Classification (Homer 1995), in the
riparian areas of the major perennial river sections and tributaries is deciduous shrublands
dominated by bigtooth maple, comprising 22% of riparian land cover, followed closely by
agriculture (e.g. irrigated pastureland, row crops, hay fields), which comprises roughly 21% of
riparian land cover. Other major riparian vegetation consists of sagebrush/perennial grass (13%),
wetland (11%; i.e. cattail, bulrush, sedge), juniper (8%), lowland riparian (5%; e.g. cottonwood,
salt cedar), mountain riparian (5%; e.g. willow, cottonwood, alder, birch),. The remaining 14%
is characterized as dry meadow (e.g. forbs, grasses), aspen, and urban (i.e. commercial and
residential areas), pinyon-juniper, mountain shrub, grassland, or aspen. Vegetative cover on
many of the minor, perennial tributary streams is classified as mountain riparian.

As a result of management practices associated with agricultural lands along portions of the Little
Bear River, stream banks and channel conditions have been negatively impacted, especially
downstream of Hyrum Reservoir. Biologists noted silt over stream gravels in most of a stream
survey station on the Little Bear River below Hyrum Reservoir in 1967 (UDWR survey files).
Due to the urban setting through which the Logan River flows, the condition of the river in
residential areas largely reflects efforts for flood control, including stream bank modification and
channelization. Degraded physical conditions have in some areas resulted in impaired water
quality (discussed in Limnological/Chemical section below), which in turn limits use by aquatic
species, humans, and other animals. Improvement of physical conditions would alleviate at least
a portion of the water quality issues and would provide higher quality habitat for aquatic species.

The UDWR expended significant effort in the late 1990s to rehabilitate a channelized portion of
the East Fork Little Bear River below Porcupine Reservoir near the town of Avon. This project
consisted of channel (meander) restoration and instream habitat improvements, which restored
previously lost pools and other fish habitat. The primary objective of this project was to improve
fish population densities within the restored reach to levels greater than or equal to those of an
adjacent reference reach. Post-restoration monitoring indicated that this objective was
accomplished four years after project completion, evidenced by significant increases in trout
population densities (Burnett 2005). Enhancements to other degraded streams would likely
improve fish habitat in those areas, as well as water quality, especially in altered reaches of the
Little Bear River proper.

The WCNF has identified several areas in the LBLD, including Right Hand Fork Logan Canyon,
Saddle Creek, Left Hand Blacksmith Fork, Providence/Millville area, and South Fork Little Bear
River, as high priority watersheds needing restoration due to poor riparian or ground cover
conditions from the effects of roads, grazing, gravel quarry, and/or off-highway vehicle use





(USDA Forest Service 2003). Roads are also implicated in the constriction of streams in the
bottoms of most of the main canyons. The WCNF also cites bank trampling and bare soils as
issues in the developed recreation sites along the Logan River, as well as flooding of these areas
during high runoff years.

Limnological/Chemical

In accordance with the Clean Water Act, the Utah Division of Water Quality within the
Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) regularly monitors water quality parameters for
support of beneficial uses (e.g. aquatic life, public recreational use and aesthetics, agricultural
use) at several sites in the LBLD (UDEQ 2006). Water quality issues in the LBLD are attributed
primarily to total phosphorus and sediment inputs resulting from agricultural operations and
industrial and municipal point sources (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004).

Spring Creek, a tributary to the Little Bear River, is the most highly impacted stream in the
LBLD in terms of water quality. Spring Creek is classified as impaired and partially supporting
its coldwater aquatic species beneficial use classification due to total phosphorus levels and
temperature (UDEQ 2006). This creek is also classified as not supporting its secondary contact
recreation (e.g. boating, wading) beneficial use due to pathogens and its agricultural use for total
dissolved solids. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plans have been completed and approved
for coliform bacteria, phosphorus, ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and temperature (UDEQ 2002Db).
A TMDL is needed for total dissolved solids (UDEQ 2006). Pollution in Spring Creek is
attributed to both point sources, including wastewater treatment operations and concentrated
animal feedlots, and nonpoint sources, including irrigated agriculture, urban areas, and other
(unidentified) sources (UDEQ 2002b).

The Little Bear River (sections 01-02) from Cutler Reservoir upstream to Hyrum Reservoir and
the Logan River (sections 01-02) from Cutler Reservoir upstream to the mouth of Logan Canyon
are classified as impaired and partially supporting their coldwater aquatic species beneficial use
classifications due to total phosphorus levels (UDEQ 2006). A TMDL has been completed and
approved for phosphorus for both the Little Bear River (UDEQ 2000) and the Logan River
(UDEQ 2006). Phosphorus loads in the system include point sources such as sewage treatment
lagoons and private aquaculture discharges, as well as nonpoint sources, especially sediment
inputs from erosion of unstable stream banks (UDEQ 2000).

A few flatwaters in the LBLD have had impaired water quality (UDEQ 2006). A TMDL for total
phosphorus and dissolved oxygen has been approved for Hyrum Reservoir (UDEQ 2002a),
which has been identified as partially supportive of its coldwater beneficial use. Porcupine
Reservoir has been on the 303(d) list for partial support of the coldwater beneficial use due to
temperature impairment during four previous assessment cycles (1998-2004, two-year cycles),
but is currently under assessment to determine whether impairment is actually due to natural
causes (UDEQ 2006). Tony Grove Lake has been listed as not supporting its coldwater
beneficial use for dissolved oxygen for four previous cycles (1998-2004) and is on the 2006





303(d) list for partial support of its coldwater beneficial use due to dissolved oxygen, total
phosphorus, and pH; TMDL analyses are currently being conducted for these pollutants (UDEQ
2006).

Some LBLD tributaries have been assessed and found supportive of some beneficial uses (e.g.
coldwater aquatic species, waterfowl, agricultural purposes), but data were insufficient to assess
other uses, primarily secondary contact such as boating and wading (UDEQ 2006).
Determination of whether any stream beneficial uses were met was not possible for other LBLD
tributaries due to insufficient data.

Additional concerns within the LBLD are the impacts of animal feedlot operations on water
quality and the increasing density of septic tanks in portions of the Cache Valley, including (Utah
Division of Water Resources 2004). A concern inherent in populated areas in close proximity to
waterways is the potential for pollution from accidents, spills, and other incidents, including
chemical releases, sediment sluicing, and raw sewage discharge. These events often result in
kills of fish and other aquatic species, and have occurred on the Little Bear River, Logan River,
and Blacksmith Fork (UDWR files).

Another water quality issue, and certainly a concern from both biological and social perspectives
that is associated with the physical and limnological environments and which affects aquatic
organisms and their utilization by humans, is environmental contamination from heavy metals
and other pollutants. The Utah Department of Health (UDOH) recently completed evaluations of
mercury concentrations in fish from several locations throughout the state, including the Logan
River and Cutler Reservoir (UDOH 2006b) and the Blacksmith Fork, Davenport Creek, Logan
River, Porcupine Reservoir, and Hyrum Reservoir (UDOH 2007). Although Cutler is not
actually part of the LBLD, it is included in this discussion because it receives LBLD water. The
only sampled water body in Cache County that had fish with elevated levels of mercury was
Porcupine Reservoir, where three of four brown trout and one rainbow trout had concentrations
greater than the 0.30 mg/kg level of concern (UDOH 2007). Porcupine has been identified as an
area of concern in need of additional sampling. Both assessments determined that mercury
concentrations in trout collected from the Logan River were below screening values and did not
pose a public health hazard (UDOH 2006b; UDOH 2007). Two species of warmwater fish,
walleye and channel catfish, from Cutler Reservoir were analyzed and indicated that
consumption of those fish posed no threat to public health. However, the Cutler samples were
analyzed as composite samples (i.e. all individual samples were combined into a single sample)
of each species, and reported mercury levels were averages of all individuals of the respective
species, suggesting that individual fish may have exceeded allowable limits without detection.
Mercury concentrations in trout from the Blacksmith Fork, Davenport Creek, and Hyrum
Reservoir were below screening values (UDOH 2007). The reporting agency recognized that
sample sizes were in some cases small and limited in numbers of species (UDOH 2006b; UDOH
2007); parenthetically, sampled fish included: three brown trout from the Logan River in 2001
and three brown trout and one cutthroat in 2004; four catfish and three walleye from Cutler in
2003; five brown trout from the Blacksmith Fork in 2005; three brown trout and two cutthroat
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from Davenport Creek in 2005; four brown trout and one rainbow trout from Porcupine
Reservoir in 2006; and eight rainbow trout and two brown trout from Hyrum Reservoir in 2006.

Wetlands areas, including Cutler marshes, are utilized by a variety of animals, including
waterfowl. Sampling of waterfowl from Great Salt Lake (GSL) marshes in 2004-2005 revealed
elevated mercury concentrations in two duck species, and an advisory against consumption was
consequently issued (UDOH 2005b). Following additional sampling in 2005-2006, the advisory
was relaxed to include some, but limited, consumption, and also included a third species of
waterfowl. The UDOH reported that the source of the mercury contamination in waterfowl was
unknown, but that UDOH would continue to work with UDEQ and UDWR to investigate the
source (UDOH 2006a). Mercury concentrations in Cutler waterfowl are undetermined, and are
therefore not a concern at present.

Cutler Reservoir was determined to have other environmental quality issues when
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and dioxin/furan contaminants were discovered in fish tissues
collected during 2003 (UDOH 2005a). Channel catfish and walleye samples had elevated PCB
levels, and catfish had elevated dioxin/furan levels. Both types of contaminants are classified by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as probable human carcinogens, and both
exceeded carcinogenic screening values in these fish. However, due to small sample sizes and
data quality limitations, consumption was considered an intermediate health hazard, with
additional sampling recommended before a consumption advisory could be justified (UDOH
2005a). The source of dioxins/furans in the environment is the result of combustion processes,
either natural or man-made, but the source of PCBs in Cutler is unknown.

Biological

Populations of aquatic species appear to be limited primarily by physical conditions and water
quality resulting from land use and management practices, including stream habitat and channel
alterations. Although the fish communities in portions of the major rivers and tributaries,
including the lower Little Bear and Logan rivers and Blacksmith Fork, are dominated by non-
native fishes, native fish are still present and, with upstream progression, even increase in
proportion relative to non-native species (see Table 6). However, introduction of non-native
fishes, coupled with habitat alteration, has resulted in negative impacts to native fish populations.
Introductions of rainbow trout into several stream sections in the drainage, for instance, have
resulted in hybridization with native cutthroat trout populations, resulting in an imperative to
manage individual trout populations with much more consciousness than previously managed.

A biological issue linked to physical issues is detriment to aquatic organisms from habitat
degradation. For example, the WCNF predicted the extirpation of the cutthroat trout population
in Saddle Creek by the year 2018 based on negative impacts from roads, grazing, and lack of
water, as well as interactions with non-native fish (USDA Forest Service 2003). This population
was actually extirpated by 2004 (WCNF 2006).
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Fish communities in the lakes and reservoirs of the LBLD are dominated by non-native species
(see Table 7), with occasional native cyprinids or suckers among gillnet or electrofishing
samples. Each of the flatwaters in the LBLD is managed primarily for sport fishing for non-
native fish species, and therefore native fish issues are presently minimal in these waters.

Native aquatic species, including mollusks (Oliver and Bosworth 1999) and amphibians (e.g.
boreal toad [UDWR 2006b]), are threatened by habitat loss, alteration, and degradation of
aquatic ecosystems, including dewatering and draining of wetlands, and adverse effects of
introduced aquatic species. Information on the magnitude of anthropogenic impacts to aquatic
species and the current status and population trends of those species has been lacking. However,
with increasing interest in conversation of aquatic resources and native species, information on
current distribution and status of mollusk species, for example, is becoming available, including
species occurring in the LBLD (see Table 5). A caveat here is the discovery of an increasing
number of non-native mollusk species occurring in sympatry with native species.

Fish pathogens are a significant issue in many Utah waters, especially whirling disease, which
was detected in the LBLD in 1993 in rainbow and cutthroat trout in the Little Bear River,
including the private trout hatchery as the initial site, as well as the Blacksmith Fork. The
parasite that causes the disease, Myxobolus cerebralis, was subsequently discovered in salmonids
in Porcupine Reservoir, the upper three sections of the Logan River and a few of its tributaries,
and has more recently been found in the upper Blacksmith Fork.

A parasite that has not yet been detected in the LBLD is Centrocestus formosanus, a digenetic
trematode whose first intermediate host is classified as an aquatic nuisance species, the exotic
and invasive warmwater snail, the red rim melania. The parasite utilizes fish as a secondary
intermediate host and can cause considerable damage to gill tissues, causing death by
suffocation. Final hosts in the life cycle of this parasite are herons and other fish-eating birds.
The parasite has been described in fish in southern and southeastern states and is thought to have
been introduced into Utah via aquarium fish. The red rim melania has been found in several
western, southern, and southeastern states (Benson 2007a). The parasite and its snail host have
been confirmed in a number of warmwater springs in west-central and northern Utah, with
infections identified in speckled dace (Wilson 2003a) and mosquitofish (Wilson 2003b).
Although the snail, as stated previously, has not been collected in the LBLD, the potential for
invasion is real, and with it, the trematode.

The New Zealand mudsnail is of particular concern because of potential for detriment to trout
stream ecology, due to its ability to produce large numbers of offspring asexually and its
tolerance of a broad range of environmental conditions. Snail densities in excess of 300,000 per
square meter have been reported in the Madison River, and there is evidence in their native range
that trout may avoid the snails as prey (Benson 2007b). The potential for negative impacts to
trout fisheries was confirmed in a laboratory study of rainbow trout fed snails, which
demonstrated the inability of juvenile trout to assimilate the snails despite readily ingesting them
(Vinson et al 2006). The snail has been found in the Little Bear and Logan rivers, and in springs
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near the town of Paradise, where the snail was reported as abundant (VVinson 2004). Although
there is currently no indication that this species has adversely affected trout populations at any of
the known LBLD sites, there are certainly potential impacts to popular trout fisheries in the
drainage.

An additional exotic mollusk that has yet to be found in the state is the quagga mussel (Dreissena
bugensis), a small freshwater bivalve native to the Ukraine, but discovered in the Great Lakes
region of North America in the late 1980s. In January 2007, populations of the mussel were
discovered in lakes of the lower Colorado River system, including lakes Mead, Havasu, and
Mohave (Benson et al 2007b). Although the quagga mussel has not been found to date in Utah,
the threat of invasion into Utah waters, including the LBLD, is legitimate. A recent survey of
boaters at Lake Mead realizes this threat: of the 213 boaters polled, 5 of the top 20 destinations
were in Utah. Although none of the 5 were in the LBLD, the drainage, and specifically Hyrum
Reservoir, lies in the midst of three of the Utah destinations: Pineview, Willard Bay, and Bear
Lake (100" Meridian Initiative 2007). The quagga is apparently able to tolerate brief periods of
desiccation, enabling it to be transferred between waters by overland transport, facilitating its
invasion into waters across the U.S., including anticipated invasion into Utah waters. Among
other effects, the quagga alters food web dynamics by filtering phytoplankton and suspended
particulate from the water, thereby decreasing prey for zooplankton and affecting water clarity
and resultant effects on water quality. The mussel is also known to clog water intake structures,
reducing pumping capabilities for water treatment and power plant operations (Benson et al
2007b).

Preventing the spread of fish diseases and aquatic nuisance species to and within the drainage
will be accomplished by: stocking only from disease-certified hatcheries and waters; educating
and informing the public; and adherence by UDWR biologists and other field personnel to
equipment sterilization and decontamination guidelines.

An additional biological issue in the LBLD is a lack of current data on native aquatic species in
many areas of the drainage, although as indicated above, information for some groups (e.g.
mollusks) is becoming available. Despite the effort that has been expended on surveys in the
drainage, gaps in information remain, including the following: a complete picture of current fish
distribution and status; effects of competition and/or predation by introduced species; and more
complete distribution and status information for amphibians, reptiles, crayfish, and mollusks.

Social

Increasing human population is also an issue in the LBLD. The U.S. Census Bureau reported a
30.2% population increase between 1990-2000 for Cache County (U.S. Census Bureau 2002a),
including an increase greater than 17% beyond the population projection for 2000 by the Utah
Office of Planning and Budget (Utah Division of Water Resources 1992). The Cache County
population census in 2000 was just below the projection made in 1992 for the year 2010. The
impact that population growth will have on water supplies, and therefore aquatic resources, is

13





already evident. The water system for Logan City is currently operating at its reliable
system/source capacity, and even with implementation of water conservation measures, future
demand will far exceed capacity, unless the system infrastructure is improved or an additional
delivery source is identified (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004). Several other
communities in the LBLD are also facing system deficiencies, some of which may be reduced or
postponed through proper planning and implementation of conservation actions. Increases in
demand on the existing water supply will partially be met as the demand for water for
agricultural purposes decreases, as recent reductions in irrigated cropland in Cache County
correspond with population growth and urban development (Utah Division of Water Resources
2004).

As a result of urban growth, as well as agricultural land management practices, riparian areas in
portions of the LBLD have been negatively impacted, especially along portions of the Logan
River in Logan city. The potential for urban growth to impact the riparian and flood plain
corridors along the Little Bear River near Hyrum city has been recognized (Utah Division of
Water Resources 2004). Awareness of these issues by county and city planners is critical to
preserving and protecting these areas, which represent important wildlife habitat, help improve
water quality, and buffer the population from flooding. Fencing and other cattle management
practices to restrict livestock access to streams and undertaking re-vegetation and other
improvement projects will aid in preserving or enhancing these areas.

Human visitation, including travel to the area via nearby Interstate-15, and use associated with
recreation and tourism, is increasing and will continue to increase in the future. Hyrum
Reservoir, for instance, is a popular angler and boater destination, with many visitors from
Wasatch Front urban areas and other Utah residents and non-residents. Porcupine Reservoir is
also popular for its offering of somewhat unique angling opportunity as a kokanee fishery.
Wildlife management areas are found in the LBLD and are administered by the UDWR,
including Hardware Ranch, Bud Phelps, Millville Face, and East Fork Little Bear, and are
utilized by wildlife watchers, anglers, hunters of waterfowl or upland game, or other
recreationists. Other attractions within the LBLD or nearby include the American West Heritage
Center, Logan Canyon Scenic Byway, Beaver Mountain Ski Resort, and Bear Lake.

In spite of the fact that a majority (51%) of the land in the LBLD is privately owned (Table 8),
public access is relatively good in much of the drainage. Portions of the highest quality fishing
water, however, occur on private lands, and conflicts between landowners and those trying to
access private lands is an issue. Efforts to negotiate conservation easements and other access
agreements should continue in this drainage.
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Possible resource issues and potential solutions are listed below.

Physical
Issue

Sedimentation

Dewatering

Erosion

Limnological/Chemical

Issue
Water Quality

Biological
Issue

Native/Non-native
Interactions

Solution

— Work with private landowners, water companies, and other entities
to reduce sediment inputs by using Best Management Practices

— Bank stabilization (re-vegetation) to limit erosion and establishment
of “sediment ponds” to trap sediment being transported from
upstream

— Evaluate potential riparian habitat enhancement projects, including
installation of livestock exclosures

— Evaluate potential channel rehabilitation projects, including
installation of instream structures and riparian habitat enclosures

— Work with appropriate entities to limit reservoir and stream draw
downs during crucial life phases of fishes and other aquatic species

— Establish minimum flows during non-irrigating months (fall and
winter) to enhance fisheries and water quality

— Work with and educate land owners and managers to improve
erosion control (e.g. livestock exclosures, re-vegetation, bank
stabilization)

Solution

— Identify and reduce point and non-point sources of pollution

— Continue to monitor for changes in water quality

— Work with regulatory agencies to maintain water quality and control
of agricultural pesticides, fertilizers, and their derivatives

— Work with appropriate entities to develop emergency response plans
to avoid discharging potentially harmful effluent into streams,
canals, and ditches

— Improve degraded channel/riparian conditions

Solution

— Develop native fisheries where feasible

— Evaluate LBLD for current status of native aquatic species and take
appropriate steps to preserve existing populations through
conservation agreements and proper management

— Improve I&E on the impacts of illegally stocked fish and aquatic
nuisance species

— Eradication projects to benefit native species

— Construction of migration barriers where necessary and feasible to
protect important native fish populations upstream
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— Evaluate fish stocking programs to reduce effects of non-native
species, including hybridization, competition, and predation
— Maintain viable sport fisheries where they currently exist
Disease — Continue statewide fish health program with Utah Department of
Agriculture
— Continue whirling disease monitoring
— Improve I&E to restrict the spread of whirling disease and aquatic
nuisance species
Lack of Data — Continue to collect data on distribution of native aquatic species
— Continue to collect data regarding aquatic ecosystem health

Social
Issue Solution
Population Growth — Adjust regulations and/or stocking quotas to maintain socially
(demand, impact) acceptable fisheries

— Develop channel and riparian habitat improvement projects

— Direct the public to underutilized recreation opportunities

— Limit development encroachments into riparian zones and flood

plains

Private Land — Work with land owners to establish access by developing new and
Ownership maintaining existing points of access

— Pursue opportunities to obtain new land

— Educate land owners residing near waterways about the impacts of
fertilizers, pesticides, and noxious weed control

— Educate land owners and managers about the importance of riparian
vegetation and protecting stream banks from overuse
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Management Objectives and Strategies

Native Species

A. Bonneville cutthroat trout
Objective 1:  Maintain known and potential conservation populations in the LWRD.

Strateqy:

a. Determine the genetic purity of potential conservation populations.

b. Preserve populations that warrant conservation status based on results of genetic
analyses.

1. Limit future introduction of non-native species to prevent hybridization,
competition, and disease. This can be accomplished by evaluating
stocking localities, using natural or man-made fish migration barriers,
chemical treatments, and adherence to stocking policies.

2. Attempt to create conservation agreements with private landowners and/or
government agencies where appropriate.

C. Work cooperatively with the WCNF and private landowners to maintain or
enhance habitat.

1. Evaluate the feasibility of enhancing habitat with instream structures in
high priority sub-drainages.

2. Evaluate the need for livestock exclosures to protect sensitive habitat or
rehabilitate degraded habitat.

d. Expand the number and range of conservation populations where possible.

1. Identify streams/sections for non-native fish eradication projects and
reestablishment of Bonneville cutthroat trout.

2. Determine the feasibility of chemical treatments in these streams/sections.

3. If deemed feasible, complete NEPA documentation and obtain necessary
clearances for treatments, construct barriers, and transplant Bonneville
cutthroat trout.

e. Monitor select conservation populations on a five to seven year rotation to follow

population trends.

B. Leatherside chub
Objective 2:  Determine current status in the LBLD.

Strateqy:

a.
b.
C.
d.

Complete surveys for leatherside chub to determine distribution.

If a population is discovered, monitor regularly to follow population trends.
Protect important habitats where possible.

Reintroduce into historic habitats, where appropriate, and monitor regularly.

C. Bluehead sucker
Objective 3:  Determine current status in the LBLD.

Strateqy:

17





Complete surveys for bluehead sucker to determine distribution.

If a population is discovered, monitor regularly to follow population trends.
Protect important habitats where possible.

Reintroduce into historic habitats, where appropriate, and monitor regularly.

oo o

D. Boreal toad
Objective 4:  Maintain populations in the LBLD.
Strateqy:
a. Continue surveys and monitoring to determine distribution and status, as funding
permits.
b. Protect important habitats where possible.
C. Reintroduce into historic habitats, where appropriate.

E. Smooth green snake
Objective 5:  Determine current status in the LBLD, as funding permits.
Strategy:
a. Complete surveys for smooth green snake to determine distribution and status, as
funding permits.
b. Protect important habitats where possible.

F. Other native species
Objective 6:  Maintain or enhance populations of native aquatic species (fish,
amphibians, crayfish, mollusks) and reptiles in the LBLD.

Strategy:

a. Complete inventories to determine current status of native aquatic species and
implement monitoring to track population trends in the future, as funding permits.

b. Work cooperatively with private landowners and land management agencies to
maintain or improve aquatic habitat.

C. Reestablish native aquatic species in areas where they have been removed by

unusual occurrences (floods, fires), fish eradication projects, etc.

Sportfish Management

G. Intensive Yield Waters
Eight waters, or portions thereof, in the LBLD are currently managed as Intensive Yield Waters,

including four flatwaters (see Table 2) and small impoundments on four stream sections (see
Table 1).

General Objectives:

7. Maintain an average catch rate of 0.5 fish/hr (£ 0.25 fish/hr).

8. Provide a minimum of 50% return to the creel for all catchable size fish stocked.
9. Maintain an average weight of at least 2.8 fish/pound for stocked catchable trout.
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General Strateqies:
a. Monitor to ensure standards are being met.
b. Maintain standards by stocking and regulations.

H. Basic Yield Waters

Two flatwaters, Hyrum and Porcupine reservoirs, are currently managed under the Basic Yield

concept.

General Obijectives:

10. Maintain an average catch rate of 0.5 fish/hr (x 0.25 fish/hr) or 4 oz/hr (x 2 oz/hr).
11.  Provide a positive net return to the creel when comparing a pound of stocked fish

versus a pound of harvested fish.

12.  Maintain the following average sizes for harvested fish:

Size in Inches

Species Average Range
Brook trout 10 9-12
All trout (cutthroat, rainbow, brown) 11 9-15
Mountain whitefish 9 7-12
Channel catfish 12 9-15
Largemouth bass 10 7-14
Yellow perch 8 6-10

General Strategies:

a. Monitor to ensure standards are being met.

b. Maintain standards by stocking and regulations.

C. Work cooperatively with land management agencies and the public to enhance or

maintain aquatic habitats and aquatic wildlife.

. Wild Fish Waters

The majority of stream sections in the LBLD, as well as two flatwaters, are currently managed as

Wild Fish Waters.

General Obijectives:

13. Maintain catch rates and fish sizes at the same standards set for Basic Yield

Waters.

General Strategies:
a. Maintain fish populations exclusively by regulations.

b. Work cooperatively with land management agencies and the public to enhance or

maintain aquatic habitats and aquatic wildlife.
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Implementation Schedule

A tentative implementation schedule listing personnel, equipment, and budget needs for the
strategies listed above is given in Table 10.
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Table 1.  List of streams and stream sections in the LBLD, including stream order, length in

miles, sportfish class, management class, and elevation range.

Stream (Section) Catalog Number Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt Elevation
Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 01 4 25.5 3 WF 4412-4457
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 02 4 6.0 2 WF 4457-4667
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 03 4 25 2 WF 4662-4792
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 04 4 1.0 6 4792-4921
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 05 4 3.0 2 WF 4921-5096
Logan River IVAQ 040A 01 5 9.5 3 WF 4410-4463
Logan River IVAQ 040A 02 5 7.0 1 WEF 4463-4673
Logan River IVAQ 040A 03 4 3.0 3 1Y? 4973-4961
Logan River IVAQ 040A 04 4 25 2 Y3 4961-5012
Logan River IVAQ 040A 05 3 6.0 1 1Y? 5012-5262
Logan River IVAQ 040A 06 3 6.0 2 WEF 5262-5823
Logan River IVAQ 040A 07 2 11.5 2 WF 5823-7567
Logan River IVAQ 040A 2A 1 3.2 2 WEF 4478-4583
Seven Mile Creek IVAQ 040A 01 01 1 2.0 4 WF 4420-4429
Little Logan River IVAQ 040A 02 01 2.0 4437-4592
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 01 5 1.0 2 WF 4478-4489
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 02 5 5.0 6 WF 4489-4580
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 03 5 35 3 WF 4580-5018
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 04 5 3.2 1 WF 5018-5097
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 05 5 0.8 3 WF 5097-5143
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040 03 06 4 9.5 1 Y3 5143-5677
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040 03 07 4 25 1 WF 5677-8233
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk IVAQ 040A 03A 01 4 7.0 2 WF 5094-5581
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk IVAQ 040A 03A 02 4 8.0 2 WF 5581-6972
Saddle Creek IVAQ 040A 03A1 01 4 6.0 3 WF 6404-8195
Rock Creek IVAQ 040A 03B 01 2 7.0 3 WF 5482-7586
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Stream (Section)

Catalog Number

Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt

Elevation

Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)
Curtis Creek IVAQ 040A 03C 01 2 6.0 3 WF 5556-8221
Mill Creek IVAQ 040A 03D 01 3 15 3 WF 5664-6322
Sheep Creek IVAQ 040A 03E 01 3 9.0 3 WF 5724-8024
Providence Creek IVAQ 040A 04 01 2 25 6 WF 4478-4717
Providence Creek IVAQ 040A 04 02 1 45 3 WF 4717-6758
Spring Hollow IVAQ 040A 05 01 1 0.5 NF 5009-7800
Wind Cave Spring IVAQ 040A 05A 01 1 0.8 5035-5160
Card Creek IVAQ 040A 06 01 2 1.0 NF 5127-5675
Logan River, R Fk IVAQ 040A 07 01 3 5.0 3 WF 5268-6858
Wood Camp Hollow IVAQ 040A 07A 01 1 2.6 3 WF 5318-8198
Cowley Canyon IVAQ 040A 07B 01 1 3.8 NF 5437-7368
Cottonwood Canyon IVAQ 040A 07D 01 1 3.9 3 WF 5488-7825
Ricks Canyon IVAQ 040A 07F 01 1 3.1 NF 5609-7152
Willow Creek IVAQ 040A 07G 01 1 2.2 NF 5753-6571
Chicken Creek IVAQ 040A 07H 01 1 3.3 NF 5529-6836
Blind Hollow IVAQ 040A 071 01 1 4.6 NF 5718-8675
Temple Fork IVAQ 040A 08 01 3 2.0 3 WF 5847-5927
Temple Fork IVAQ 040A 08 02 2 45 3 WF 5927-6671
Spawn Creek IVAQ 040A 08A 01 2 4.0 3 WF 5927-7982
Spawn Creek Tributary IVAQ 040A 08A3 01 1 0.6 NF 6019-6414
Bear Hollow IVAQ 040A 08D 01 1 3.8 3 WF 5965-8302
Twin Creek IVAQ 040A 09 01 1 1.8 3 WF 6068-7088
West Hodges IVAQ 040A 10 01 1 05 NF 6148-6428
Theurer Hollow IVAQ 040A 1101 1 1.0 3 WF 6149-7272
Little Bear Creek IVAQ 040A 12 01 1 0.9 3 WF 6200-6769
Tony Grove Creek IVAQ 040A 1301 2 3.5 3 WF 6255-8044
Bunchgrass Creek IVAQ 040A 14 01 1 2.0 3 WF 6320-8667
White Pine Creek IVAQ 040A 15 01 2 45 3 WF 6432-8410
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Stream (Section)

Catalog Number

Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt

Elevation

Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)
Beaver Creek IVAQ 040A 16 01 3 6.5 3 WF 6583-7566
Brush Canyon IVAQ 040A 16A 01 1 2.7 NF 6564-8239
Stump Hollow IVAQ 040A 16D 01 1 2.0 NF 6940-8229
Long Hollow IVAQ 040A 16H 01 1 2.3 NF 7076-8282
Sink Hollow IVAQ 040A 161 01 1 1.9 NF 7078-7496
Beaver Spring IVAQ 040A 17 01 1 0.5 NF 6921-6912
Steam Mill Canyon IVAQ 040A 18 01 1 4.7 NF 6892-8772
Hells Kitchen Canyon IVAQ 040A 18A 01 1 2.2 NF 6874-8284
Peterson Hollow IVAQ 040A 21 01 1 3.3 NF 7079-8338
Steep Hollow IVAQ 040A 23 01 1 3.0 NF 7276-8877
Crescent Lake Canyon Cr IVAQ 040A 24 01 1 1.9 NF 7383-8716
Beirdneau Creek IVAQ 040AA 05 01 1 2.1 NF 5072-8004
Mill Hollow Creek IVAQ 040AA05 01 1 3.1 NF 5021-8799
Tab Hollow IVAQ 040AA 07 01 1 2.6 NF 5186-8271
Rigby Hollow IVAQ 040AA 1501 1 1.8 NF 6465-8316
Spring Creek IVAQ 040B 01 1 9.0 3 WF 4409-4482
Wellsville Creek IVAQ 040C 01 1 14 4456-4533
Wellsville Creek IVAQ 040C 02 1 1.2 4533-4687
Little Bear River, E Fk IVAQ 040D 01 3 4.0 2 WF 4969-5409
Little Bear River, E Fk IVAQ 040D 02 3 7.0 3 WF 5455-7840
Pole Creek IVAQ 040D 01 01 1 1.2 3 WF 5286-7007
Porcupine Creek IVAQ 040D 02 01 1 15 NF 5414-6038
Scare Canyon IVAQ 040D 03 01 2 3.0 3 WF 5694-5798
Cinnamon Creek IVAQ 040D 04 01 2 15 3 WF 5591-5784
Cinnamon Creek IVAQ 040D 04 02 2 7.1 3 WF 5784-7307
La Plata Canyon IVAQ 040D 04A 01 1 1.8 NF 6192-7890
Red Rock Creek IVAQ 040D 04B 01 2 3.1 3 WF 6651-7552
Little Bear River, S Fk IVAQ 040E 01 2 8.5 3 WF 5092-6955
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Stream (Section) Catalog Number Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt Elevation
Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)

Davenport Creek IVAQ 040E 01 01 3 8.6 3 WEF 5096-7966
Pole Creek IVAQ 040E 01A 01 1 25 3 WF 5294-6565
Bald Head Creek IVAQ 040E 01B 01 1 3.0 3 WF 5379-6423
Smith Creek IVAQ 040E 01C 01 2 3.0 NF 5597-6942
Fish Creek IVAQ 040E 01D 01 1 3.0 3 WF 5761-7674
Wellsville Creek IVAQ 040E O01E 01 1 3.0 3 WF 5914-7887
Swift Slough IVAQ 050 1 35 4 WF 4812-4902

L Sportfish classification based on accessibility, productivity, and esthetics, ranging from 1 to 6. See Appendix A
for descriptions.

2 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish, NF=No Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.

3 The Intensive Yield management classification only applies to small impoundments on these stream sections.

Table 2.  List of lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD, including catalog number, surface acres,
maximum depth, sportfish class, management class, and lake elevation.

Lake/Reservoir Catalog Max Max Depth  Sportfish Mgmt Elevation
Number Surface (ft) Class! Class? (ft)
Acres
Caspers Pond IV 037 3 Y
Hyrum Reservoir 1V 042 480 82 3 BY 4662
Pelican Pond 1V 044 12 4 3 WF 4430
Porcupine Reservoir 1V 045 195 145 2 BY 5381
Spring Creek Reservoir 1V 048 2 7 3 WF 4426
Tony Grove Lake 1V 049 25 36 3 Y 8063
Skylers Pond 1V 049D 3 Y
Wellsville Reservoir 1V 050 6 25 3 Y 4537
White Pine Lake IV 051 11 9 8375

1 Sportfish classification based on accessibility, productivity, and esthetics, ranging from 1 to 6. See Appendix A
for descriptions.
2 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.
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Table 3.

Known water chemistry conditions in streams in the LBLD.

Stream (Section) D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Little Bear River (1) 4 3
Little Bear River (2) 6.3 7.7 17 257 222 3
Little Bear River (3) 9.1 8.2 19 274 274 4
Little Bear River (4) 94 8.5 20 225 225 1
Little Bear River (5) 7.8 21 205 5
Logan River (1) 6.7 17 257 3
Logan River (2) 9.0 15 221 222 5
Logan River (3) 7.0 12 188 188 3
Logan River (4) 112 85 7 188 222 0.115 4
Logan River (5) 9.5 7.6 9 171 171 0.203 5
Logan River (6) 9.2 84 8 205 205 4
Logan River (7) 96 86 9 256 256 4
Logan River (2A) 4
Seven Mile Creek 46 85 22 325 530 1
Blacksmith Fork (1) 4
Blacksmith Fork (2) 7.0 17 239 239 0.18 1
Blacksmith Fork (3) 7.0 15 222 278 0.15 3
Blacksmith Fork (4) 7.3 12 222 222 0.20 5
Blacksmith Fork (5) 7.3 12 239 239 282 0.05 3
Blacksmith Fork (6) 8.7 17 239 5
Blacksmith Fork (7) 108 9.0 13 188 188 278 0.28 5
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 45 84 15 190 4
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 8.2 8.0 3 162 162 3
Saddle Creek 146 9.0 21 257 239 3
Rock Creek 8.4 16 178 210 <0.01 2
Curtis Creek 8.4 6 192 3
Mill Creek 5.2 7.9 13 171 257 2
Sheep Creek 8.0 8 194 194 3
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Stream (Section) D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Providence Creek 2
Providence Creek 8.4 6 155 2
Spring Hollow 98 7.6 7 0.4 3
Logan River, R Fk 70 7.8 10 179 3
Temple Fork 4
Temple Fork 8.5 3 154 200 3
Spawn Creek 8.5 9 188 270 3
Twin Creek 7.2 9.3 17 256 239 2
West Hodges 2
Theurer Hollow 68 9.0 13 239 273 3
Little Bear Creek 9.1 92 14 204 3
Tony Grove Creek 6.4 9.0 14 274 274 3
Bunchgrass Creek 9.0 9.2 15 221 222 3
White Pine Creek 10 8.9 15 171 171 3
Beaver Creek 84 82 12 205 184 3
Beaver Spring 8.4 8.5 6 222 239 2
Steam Mill Canyon 9.2 9.2 12 171 171 2
Spring Creek 98 9.0 7 325 325 3
Wellsville Creek 6.4 9.0 12 238 222 3
Little Bear River, E Fk 4
Little Bear River, E Fk 9.0 8.5 14 274 257 3
Pole Creek 8.4 9.7 11 239 239 3
Porcupine Creek 8.0 10 274 .18 3
Scare Canyon 8.0 8.2 18 205 222 3
Little Bear River, S Fk 10.0 8.6 21 159 200 3
Davenport Creek 9.0 9.0 11 290 239 3
Pole Creek 94 8.5 11 274 274 A2 3
Bald Head Creek 9.0 9.2 20 3
Smith Creek 8.5 11 222 222 23 3
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Stream (Section) D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Fish Creek 7.8 9.1 15 85 85 3
Wellsville Creek 78 87 18 170 170 3
Swift Slough 9.2 9.3 17 274 222 1
Table 4. Known water chemistry conditions in lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD.
Lake/Reservoir D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Hyrum Reservoir 2.9 8.5 19 190 178 367 0.23
Pelican Pond 92 89 23 398 398
Porcupine Reservoir 50 83 17 167 157 253 0.09 2
Spring Creek Reservoir 100 8.0 14 393 3
Tony Grove Lake 19 8.0 16 107 106 188 0.01 3
Wellsville Reservoir 118 7.2 14 393 393 3
White Pine Lake 124 90 15 157 3
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Table 5.  Current status of fish, amphibian, reptile, crayfish, and mollusk species in the LBLD.

UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
FISH
Bass, largemouth Micropterus salmoides BSLM present
Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus SFBL present
Bullhead, black Ameiurus melas BHBK present
Carp, common Cyprinus carpio CPCO present
Catfish, channel Ictalurus punctatus BHCH present
**Chub, leatherside Gila copei CBLS unknown
Chub, Utah Gila atraria CBUT present
Crappie, black Pomoxis nigromaculatus CRBL present
Dace, longnose Rhinichthys cataractae DCLN present
Dace, speckled Rhinichthys osculus DCSP present
Minnow, fathead Pimephales promelas MNFH present
Perch, yellow Perca flavescens PCYL present
Salmon, kokanee Oncorhynchus nerka KS present
Sculpin Cottus species SC present
Shiner, redside Richardsonius balteatus SRRS present
*Sucker, bluehead Catostomus discobolus SKBL unknown
Sucker, mountain Catostomus platyrhynchus SKMT present
Sucker, Utah Catostomus ardens SKUT present
Sunfish, green Lepomis cyanellus SFGR present
*Trout, Bonneville cutthroat Oncorhynchus clarkii utah CTBV present
Trout, brook Salvelinus fontinalis BK present
Trout, brown Salmo trutta BN present
Trout, rainbow Oncorhynchus mykiss RT present
Trout, rainbow X cutthroat hybrid Oncorhynchus mykiss X O. clarkii RTHY present
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UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
Trout, tiger Salmo trutta X Salvelinus fontinalis TG present
Walleye Sander vitreus WE present
Whitefish, mountain Prosopium williamsoni WFMT present
AMPHIBIANS
Bullfrog, American Rana catesbeiana present
Frog, boreal chorus Pseudacris triseriata maculata present
Frog, northern leopard Rana pipiens present
Spadefoot, Great Basin Spea intermontana unknown
Salamander, tiger Ambystoma tigrinum present
**Toad, boreal Bufo boreas boreas present
Toad, Great Plains Bufo cognatus unknown
Toad, Woodhouse Bufo woodhousei unknown
REPTILES
Boa, rubber Charina bhottae utahensis present
Lizard, long-nosed leopard Gambelia wislizenii unknown
Lizard, Great Basin collared Crotaphytus bicinctores unknown
Lizard, northern desert horned Phrynosoma platyrhinos platyrhinos unknown
Lizard, northern sagebrush Sceloporus graciosus graciosus present
Lizard, short-horned Phrynosoma douglassii unknown
Lizard, side-blotched Uta stansburiana unknown
Racer, western yellow-bellied Coluber constrictor mormon present
Rattlesnake, Great Basin Crotalus viridis lutosus present
Skink, Great Basin Eumeces skiltonianus utahensis unknown
Snake, Great Basin gopher Pituophis melanoleucus deserticola present
Snake, night Hypsiglena torquata unknown
Snake, regal ringneck Diadophis punctatus regalis unknown
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UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
**Snhake, smooth green Opheodrys vernalis unknown
Snake, valley garter Thamnophis sirtalis fitchi present
Snake, wandering garter Thamnophis elegans vagrans present
Whipsnake, striped Masticophis taeniatus taeniatus unknown
CRAYFISH
Crayfish, pilose Pacifastacus gambelii present
Crayfish, virile Orconectes virilis unknown
MOLLUSKS @
Ambersnail, rustic @ Succinea rusticana unknown
Ambersnail, Santa Rita @ Succinea grosvenori unknown
Ambersnail, Sierra @ Catinella stretchiana unknown
Ancylid, creeping Ferrissia rivularis present
Aplexa, lance Aplexa elongata present
Clam, Asiatic Corbicula fluminea present
Disc, striate @ Discus shimekii unknown
Duskysnail, Rocky Mountain Colligyrus greggi present
Floater, undetermined Anodonta sp. present
Fossaria, undetermined Fossaria sp. present
Gloss, black @ Zonitoides nitidus unknown
Gyro, flexed Gyraulus deflectus present
Lymnaea, swamp Lymnaea stagnalis present
Marshsnail, mountain Stagnicola montanensis unknown
Melania, red-rim Melanoides tuberculatus unknown
**Mountainsnail, Deseret @ Oreohelix peripherica present
**Mountainsnail, lyrate @) Oreohelix haydeni present
Mudsnail, New Zealand Potamopyrgus antipodarum present
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UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
Pebblesnail, Green River Fluminicola coloradoensis present
Physa, undetermined Physa sp. present
Physa, protean Physella virgata unknown
Pillar, glossy @ Cochlicopa lubrica present
Rams-horn, marsh Planorbella trivolvis present
Radix, big-ear Radix auricularia present
Sphaeriid, undetermined Pisidium, Musculium, or Sphaerium sp. present
Springsnail, Bear Lake Pyrgulopsis pilsbryana present
Springsnail, Toquerville Pyrgulopsis kolobensis present
Sprite, button Menetus opercularis present
Sprite, sharp Promenetus exacuous unknown
Stagnicola, undetermined Stagnicola sp. present
Vertigo, variable @ Vertigo gouldii unknown

*  Conservation Agreement Species (UDWR 2006b)
** Wildlife Species of Concern (UDWR 2006b)

@ Current status of many of the mollusk species is unknown, but each labeled ‘unknown’ was collected historically

in the LBLD. A number of ‘undetermined’ mollusk species have been collected recently, and may or may not

be native to Utah.

@ Terrestrial or semi-aquatic mollusk species.
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Table 6.  List of fish distribution and stocking information for streams in the LBLD.

Stream (section) %Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Little Bear River (1) 0/100 1D BHBK, BN, BSLM, WF
CBUT, CPCO, CRBL,
DCLN, PCYL, RT,
SC, SFGR, SKUT,
SRRS, WE
Little Bear River (2) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, DCSP, WF
PCYL, RT, SC, SFBL,
SFGR, SKMT, SKUT,
SRRS
Little Bear River (3) 0/100 1D BN, CBLS, CTBV, WF
DCSP, RT, SC,
SKMT, SKUT, SRRS,
WEMT
Little Bear River (4) 0/100 Fish Hatchery
Little Bear River (5) 0/100 1D BN, DCSP, RT, SC, WF
SKMT, WEMT
Logan River (1) 0/100 1D BHCH, BN, CBUT, WF
CPCO, RT, SC,
SFGR, SKMT, SKUT,
SKWH, WFMT
Logan River (2) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC, WF
SKMT, SKUT
Logan River (3) 75/25 1D BN,RT,SC, WFMT Y RT 5 9,555
Logan River (4) 90/10 1D BN, CTBV,RT,SC, Y RT 5 4,680
WFMT
Logan River (5) 95/5 1D BN, CTBV,RT,SC, Y RT 5 9,360
WFMT
Logan River (6) 100/0 1D BN, CTBV, RT, SC, WF
SKMT, WFMT
Logan River (7) 81/19 1D BK, BN, CTBV, SC, WF
WFMT
Logan River (2A) 0/100 ID BN, SC, WFMT WF
Seven Mile Creek 0/100 IE CPCO, SFGR WF
Little Logan River 0/100
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Blacksmith Fork (1) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, RT, WF
RTHY, SC, SRRS,
WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (2) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC, WF
WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (3) 17/83 1D BN, CTBV, RT, WF
RTHY, SC, SKMT,
WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (4) 35/65 1D BN, CTBV, RT, SC, WF
SKMT, WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (5) 100/0 1l D BN, CTBV, RT, SC, WF
WFEMT
Blacksmith Fork (6) 84/16 1D BN, CTBV, RT, Y RT 5 780
RTHY, SC, SKMT,
WFEMT
Blacksmith Fork (7) 60/40 ID BN, SC WF
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 86/14 1D BN, CTBV, SC, WF
(1) SKMT, WFMT
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 100/0 1D BK, BN, CTBV, SC WF
(2)
Saddle Creek 92/8 1D BK, CTBV WF
Rock Creek 70/30 1D BN, CTBV, SC WF
Curtis Creek 100/0 1D BN, CTBV, DCSP, WF
RT, RTHY, SC
Mill Creek 0/100 1D BK, CTBV, SC WF
Sheep Creek 8/92 1D BK, BN, CTBV, SC WF
Providence Creek (1) 0/100 IE BN WF
Providence Creek (2) 0/100 IE BN, RT WF
Spring Hollow 100/0 None NF
Wind Cave Spring 100/0
Card Creek 0/100 None NF
Logan River, R Fk 95/5 IE BN, RTHY WF
Wood Camp Hollow 100/0 IC CTBV WF
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Cowley Canyon 86/14 None NF
Cottonwood Canyon 93/7 IC CTBV WF
Ricks Canyon 99/1 None NF
Willow Creek 100/0 None NF
Chicken Creek 100/0 None NF
Blind Hollow 100/0 None NF
Temple Fork (1) 100/0 ID BN, CTBV WF
Temple Fork (2) 100/0 ID BN, CTBV WF
Spawn Creek 100/0 ID BK, BN, CTBV WF
Spawn Creek Tributary 100/0 NF
Bear Hollow 100/0 IC CTBV WF
Twin Creek 100/0 IC CTBV WF
West Hodges 100/0 None WF
Theurer Hollow 100/0 IC CTBV WF
Little Bear Creek 100/0 IC CTBV WF
Tony Grove Creek 100/0 IC CTBV, SKMT WF
Bunchgrass Creek 100/0 IC CTBV WF
White Pine Creek 100/0 ID BK, CTBV WF
Beaver Creek 100/0 ID BK, CTBV, SC WF
Brush Canyon 90/10 None NF
Stump Hollow 65/35 None NF
Long Hollow 100/0 None NF
Sink Hollow 100/0 None NF
Beaver Spring 100/0 None NF
Steam Mill Canyon 92/8 None NF
Hells Kitchen Canyon 100/0 None NF
Peterson Hollow 100/0 None NF
Steep Hollow 58/42 None NF
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Crescent L Canyon Cr 65/35 None NF
Beirdneau Creek 100/0 None NF
Mill Hollow Creek 100/0 None NF
Tab Hollow 100/0 None NF
Rigby Hollow 66/34 None NF
Spring Creek 0/100 ID BN, CBUT, CPCO, WF
RT, SFGR, SKUT,

WFMT
Wellsville Creek (1) 0/100
Wellsville Creek (2) 0/100
Little Bear River, E Fk 0/100 1D BN, CBUT, CPCO, WF
1) CTBV, RT, RTHY,

SC, SKMT
Little Bear River, E Fk 14/86 1D BN, CTBV, KS, RT, WF
2) SC, SKMT
Pole Creek 0/100 ID CTBV, RT WF
Porcupine Creek 0/100 None NF
Scare Canyon 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, MNFH, WF
RT, RTHY, SC,

SKMT

Cinnamon Creek (1) 0/100 ID BN, CTBV, RT, WF
RTHY, SC, SKMT
Cinnamon Creek (2) 75/25 IC CTBV WF
La Plata Canyon 0/100 None NF
Red Rock Creek 60/40 IC CTBV WF
. . BN, CTBV, SC,

Little Bear River, S Fk 20/80 ID SKMT, WEMT WF
Davenport Creek 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC WF
Pole Creek 0/100 IC CTBV WF
Bald Head Creek 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC WF
Smith Creek 0/100 None NF
Fish Creek 0/100 ID BN, CTBV, SC, WF

SKMT
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Wellsville Creek 0/100 ID BN, CTBV, SC WF
Swift Slough 0/100 IE CPCO WF
1 Fish Health Security Classification of Utah Hatcheries and Receiving waters.
2 See Table 5 for species codes.
3 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish, NF=No Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.
Table 7. List of fish distribution and stocking for lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD.
Lake/Reservoir Surface  Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size  Stocking
Acres Class! Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Caspers Pond RT Y RT 5 780
Hyrum Reservoir 480 IVE BN, BSLM, PCYL, BY RT 5 11,000
RT, SFBL, SKUT, TG TG 2 25,000
Pelican Pond 12 BHBK, BSLM, WF
CPCO, SFGR
Porcupine Reservoir 195 oD BN, CTBV, DCSP, BY KS 2 10,000
KS, RT, RTHY, RT 2 20,000
SKMT
Spring Creek Reservoir 2 CBUT, SKUT WF
Tony Grove Lake 25 IF RT Y RT 5 6,080
Skylers Pond BHCH, BSLM, RT, Y BHCH 5 1,500
SFBL, SFGR RT 5 2,500
Wellsville Reservoir 6 IF RT Y RT 2 2,300
5 4,050
White Pine Lake 11

Fish Health Security Classification of Utah Hatcheries and Receiving waters.
2 See Table 5 for species codes.

8 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.
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Table 8.

for both sportfish and management classes in the LBLD.

Total number of waters, length of streams, and surface acres of lakes and reservoirs

SPORTEISH CLASS Miles of Stream Number of Lake/Reservoir Number of
Streams Surface Acres Waters
1 28.2 5 0 0
2 54.7 11 195 1
3 182.8 38 525 7
4 55 2 0 0
5 0 0 0 0
6 8.5 3 0 0
Not Rated 65.4 30 11 1
Total 345.1 89 731 9
MANAGEMENT CLASS Miles of Stream Number of Lake/Reservoir Number of
Streams Surface Acres Waters
Basic Yield 0 0 675 2
Intensive Yield 21.0 4 31 4
Wild Fishery 257.7 54 14 2
Warm Water Fishery 0 0 0 0
Trophy Fishery 0 0 0 0
Waters without fish 60.0 26 0 0
Unclassified waters 6.4 5 11 1
Total 345.1 89 731 9
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Table 9.

Land ownership or management in the LBLD.

Land Ownership or Administrator

Percent of Total Acres

Private 37.5%
State Lands (except UDWR) 4.0%
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 3.5%
Wasatch-Cache National Forest 55.0%

Table 10. Implementation Schedule and Budget for Little Bear-Logan Hydrologic Unit

16010203.

Strategy Timetable Personnel* Equipment* Budget*
Native Species
Bonneville cutthroat trout
- genetics (if CTBV found) ongoing
- determine limiting physical factors ongoing

- if present, reduce ongoing
- expand distribution ongoing
- population monitoring ongoing
Leatherside chub
- complete surveys ongoing
- monitoring as needed
Bluehead sucker
- complete surveys ongoing
- monitoring as needed
Boreal toad
- complete surveys ongoing
Other native species
- survey/monitoring ongoing
Sportfish Management
Intensive Yield Waters
- survey/monitoring ongoing
Wild and Basic Yield Waters
- survey/monitoring ongoing

*

Items with nothing listed could be completed under current work programs and budgets.
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Appendix A

General Definitions of Sport Fish Classes for Utah Waters

Many waters in Utah have been classified according to a system that rates their value as sport
fisheries. According to this system, a water receives subjective numerical ratings for three
criteria: esthetics, availability, and productivity. A final numerical rating and class are then
determined from a weighted sum of the three with productivity being the most important factor.
A detailed description of the sportfish classification system is available in the UDWR Stream
Survey Manual. This classification system and basic water inventory system is being revised to
incorporate other resource values and factors. The definitions below from the UDWR Stream
Survey Manual provide a general description of the classes.

Stream Classes
Class 1

Class 1 streams are the top quality fishing waters of the state. They should be preserved and
improved for fishery and similar recreational uses. These streams are generally outstanding in
natural beauty and of a unique type. They are accessible by modern car at suitable points, and
larger waters are floatable with suitable launching facilities. Productivity is such that they
support high fish populations in good condition of one or more species of the more desirable
game fish. Natural reproduction or the stocking of small fish maintains an excellent sport
fishery.

Class 2

Class 2 waters are of great importance to the state fishery. These are productive streams with
high esthetic value and should be preserved. Fishing and other recreational uses should be the
primary consideration. They are moderate to large in size and may have some human
development, such as farms or commercial establishments along them. Many Class 2 streams are
comparable to Class 1 except for size.

Class 3

Class 3 streams comprise approximately half of the total stream fishery habitat in Utah. These
waters are important because they support the bulk of stream fishing pressure in Utah. Water
developments involving Class 3 waters should be planned to include fisheries as a primary use,
and fishery losses should be minimized and enhanced when possible.

Class 4

Class 4 streams are typically poor in quality with limited fishery value. Fishing should be
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considered a secondary use. A few Class 4 waters provide an important catchable fishery in
areas where no other fishery exists. Water development plans should include proposals to
enhance fisheries values where feasible.

Class 5

Class 5 streams are now practically valueless to the fishery resource. Other water uses should
take preference over fisheries in planning water developments; however, many waters in this
class could provide valuable fisheries if additional water could be provided.

Class 6

Class 6 streams are those stream channels that are dewatered for significant time periods during
the year. Many of the stream sections now in the class could support good to excellent fish
populations if appropriate minimum flows could be provided. Planning of water developments
should include consideration for restoration of these dewatered sections of stream.

Lake Classes
Class 1

Class 1 lakes are large bodies of water that satisfy heavy fishing pressure. Productivity is such
that they support a high fish population in good condition of one or more species of game fish.
Natural reproduction and/or stocking of small fish maintain an excellent sport fishery. Itis
essential to maintain the fishery value of these waters to provide fishing for Utah residents and as
tourist attractions.

Class 2

Class 2 lakes are also important to the Utah economy because of their recreational value.
Productivity is such that they support a high fish population in good condition of one or more
species of game fish. Coldwater lakes in this class require stocking of small fish to maintain
good fishing. Some Class 2 lakes are comparable to Class 1 except for size; others have low
esthetic ratings or biological deficiencies. It is essential to maintain the fishery value of these
waters to provide fishing for Utah residents and as tourist attractions.

Class 3
Class 3 are, in some instances, attractions for out-of-state anglers but normally provide angling
for those who reside 50 miles or less from each lake or reservoir. Because of the geographical

location of some Class 3 waters in areas where there is little fishing, they may be very important
locally. These key lakes and reservoirs should be enhanced for fishery production if possible.
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Class 4,5,6

Class 4, 5, and 6, lakes and reservoirs contribute little to the fishery resource in Utah. Some of
these lakes and reservoirs do provide fishing where little fishery exists when stocked with
catchable trout.
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Appendix B
Definitions of sportfishing management concepts according to a strategic plan for the
comprehensive management of Utah’s wildlife resources (UDWR 1992) and Fish Stocking and
Transfer Procedures, UDWR Policy # W2ADM-1 (UDWR 1997).

Basic Yield Waters:

Management focus is on family-oriented recreation. This management concept utilizes available
habitat and biological productivity to grow fish to an acceptable size. These waters may be
stocked with fingerling-sized fish or be sustained through natural reproduction. Generally
catchable fish are stocked only to supplement the fishery, but they do not provide a majority of
the harvest. In a few situations where avian or fish predators prohibit fingerling plants, catchable
fish may be stocked. Catchables still provide a put-grow-and-take type fishery and are not
stocked for immediate return as they are in “Intensive Yield Waters.” Although some large fish
may be produced in basic yield waters, trophy-sized fish are not the goal of this management
strategy. A variety of cold and warmwater fish species are managed under this concept.

Intensive Yield Waters:

These waters provide fishing opportunity where angling pressure is heavy or where marginal
habitat conditions restrict fish growth and survival. These waters are generally smaller than
"basic yield waters" and are usually located in close proximity to urban centers. Sometimes
heavily used recreation sites are managed as intensive yield waters. Management involves the
stocking of catchable fish. These fish are stocked to provide immediate fishing opportunities.
The fish are not intended to stay in the water and grow to a larger size. Family and especially
“youth” recreation is the primary focus of this management strategy. Species management is
mainly limited to rainbow trout. In some heavily used waters, albino rainbow trout are stocked so
anglers can see that stocked fish are present. This stocking strategy is usually not applied in
waters managed with native or wild trout.

Trophy Waters:

Under this concept, waters are oriented toward producing quality fishing opportunities, not
necessarily quantity. Management efforts are directed toward producing “larger than average"
size fish. Habitat quality and water size are usually determinant factors. Trophy waters can be
managed through either stocking or natural reproduction. Other angling use created under this
concept is secondary to trophy fish production.

Wild Fish Waters:

This concept allows the fish species and its habitat to dictate what can naturally be produced and
sustained. Fisheries are maintained solely through natural reproduction. Whether or not this
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group can produce substantial fishing opportunities is not a primary management issue. The Wild
Fish concept differs from the Basic Yield concept in that management efforts are directed toward
sustaining fisheries that never require stocking, other than the initial transplant. Aquatic habitats
under this concept are usually more pristine than those in other concepts, since it would be
impossible to sustain a wild fishery in a degraded environment. Habitat preservation and
enhancement receive emphasis under this concept, as do special regulations.
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Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:43 PM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>; Chris Penne <chrispenne@utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire

Great!! Do you have the 2017 Utah Sensitive Species list?

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 14, 2019, at 3:41 PM, Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Thank you Pam. We have the Utah Wildlife Action Plan, | accidentally
neglected adding it to the list, so no need to send it. Chris and Kent, if
you have any questions please feel free to contact me.

Thanks,
Audrey

From: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>

Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:17 PM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>; Chris Penne
<chrispenne@utah.gov>

Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire
Audrey:

Chris Penne or Kent Sorenson from my office are the 2 primary
contacts for this project. | will forward on your questionnaire to them. |
would suggest reviewing the Utah Wildlife Action Plan which | will email
to you. There are Species of Greatest Conservation Concern which we
would like addressed in the plan along with any state sensitive species. |
will send you that list as well.

Pam

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 14, 2019, at 2:04 PM, Audrey McCulley
<AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Hi Pam,
SWCA is assisting PacifiCorp with the FERC Preliminary

Application Document for their FERC license renewal for
the Cutler Reservoir. We are conducting a
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desktop/literature review to help characterize the
resources for the project and we want to make sure we
don’t miss any data sources or studies pertaining to
wildlife, including special status species in this area. | was
wondering if you could take a few minutes and fill out the
attached questionnaire. In it | have listed the data sources
we are reviewing and there is a place for you to jot down
other data sources or studies that we may have missed. If
you could email the questionnaire back to me | would
greatly appreciate it.

Many thanks,

Audrey

Audrey McCulley

SWCA Environmental Consultants
257 East 200 South, Suite 200
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Office 801.322.4307

Cell  801.520.2504

amcculley@swca.com

<Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Pam Kramer
UDWR.docx>

Save our in-boxes! http://emailcharter.org

Chris Penne

Northern Region Aquatics Manager

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Division of Wildlife Resources

515 East 5300 South
Ogden, Utah 84405
Phone: 801-476-2771

chrispenne@utah.gov
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From: Audrey McCulley

To: Lindsey Kester

Subject: FW: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 12:31:05 PM
Attachments: LBear-Logan Hydro Plan_Jun07.pdf

Here is the email from Chris Penne.

From: Chris Penne <chrispenne@utah.gov>

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 9:08 AM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>; Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire

Hi

Audrey,

Here's another document for you. I've attached the DWR Hydrologic Unit Management Plan for the
Little Bear and Logan Rivers, which include Cutler Reservoir. Let me know if you have any questions.

Chris

On Mon, Jan 14, 2019 at 4:09 PM Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Fabulous, thanks!

From: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>

Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 4:08 PM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>; Chris Penne <chrispenne@utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire

Yup!!
Pam

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 14, 2019, at 3:44 PM, Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Is this the list you are referring to?
https://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/ViewReports/sslist.htm

Thanks!

Audrey

From: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>
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Introduction

The Little Bear-Logan Drainage (LBLD) Hydrologic Unit 16010203 drains an area of
approximately 928 sq mi (2,404 sq km) of northern Utah and southeastern Idaho (Figure 1), with
approximately 96% of the total drainage area lying within Utah. The Utah portion of the LBLD
lies within Cache County and is comprised of the Little Bear and Logan rivers and their
tributaries upstream of Cutler Reservoir. The Little Bear River originates in the southern end of
Cache Valley near the town of Avon at the confluence of the East and South forks of the river
and flows north to Cutler Reservoir. The Logan River originates in Franklin County, Idaho, and
flows south into Utah, through Logan Canyon in a southwesterly direction to the city of Logan
and west to Cutler Reservoir. Significant tributaries to the Little Bear River include the East
Fork Little Bear and South Fork Little Bear rivers, and the most significant tributary to the Logan
River is the Blacksmith Fork. Additional tributary streams originate in the mountainous areas
and canyons of the LBLD.

Water in the LBLD is managed for multiple uses, including municipal, industrial, irrigation,
power generation, recreation, and wildlife purposes. A number of management plans have been
implemented to coordinate these uses, including Bear River Basin: Planning for the Future
(Utah Division of Water Resources 2004), Utah’s Water Resources: Planning for the Future
(Utah Division of Water Resources 2001), Hyrum Reservoir Resource Management Plan (USDI
Bureau of Reclamation 2004), Wasatch-Cache National Forest Management Plan (USDA Forest
Service 2003). These plans recognize such values as water quality, the environment, and
recreation needs, in addition to the importance and benefits of resource conservation. Reservoirs
and streams in this unit are managed primarily by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
(UDWR) for recreational angling and preservation of habitats critical to aquatic species. Hyrum
Reservoir is managed by the Utah Division of State Parks and Recreation as a state park,
providing fishing, boating, and camping opportunities to recreationists. The water in the LBLD
is vital not only to aquatic species, humans, and agriculture, but provides indispensable resources
for migrating and resident waterfowl and wildlife.

This plan contains aquatic-related information on physical, limnological/chemical, biological,
and social resource issues in the LBLD. The plan is divided into three major sections describing
resources known to exist in the drainage, resource management issues, and management
objectives and strategies for this unit. Many of the resource issues are interrelated and, therefore,
are addressed accordingly.

Note: The acronym “LBLD” as used in this plan refers only to that portion of the Little Bear-
Logan drainage lying within the State of Utah.
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Figure 1. Map of Little Bear-Logan Hydrologic Unit 16010203 located in northern Utah and
southern Idaho.
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Existing Resources

Physical

Available water in this unit comes from annual precipitation and groundwater. Annual
precipitation averages nearly 30 inches and varies from approximately 17 inches in the lower
elevations to 59 inches high in the Bear River Range. The majority of the water supplied to the
drainage comes in the form of snow, which charges surface and ground waters at runoff. Major
reservoirs in the LBLD include Hyrum and Porcupine, which are used to store water for irrigation
and together have a total storage capacity of 31,600 acre feet (Utah Division of Water Resources
1992). Average annual stream flow into the Bear River from the LBLD through Cutler Reservoir
is estimated at 387,000 acre feet (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004).

Streams in the LBLD are tributary to either the Little Bear River or Logan River, and the UDWR
has classified approximately 280 miles of stream in the drainage, while another 65 miles has not
been classified (Table 1; Table 8). The Logan River is the largest with an average annual flow of
approximately 204,000 acre feet (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004). Streams or stream
sections range in length from 0.5 to 25.5 miles. The watershed ranges in elevation from 4,407 to
9,979 feet above mean sea level, with several perennial streams originating above 8,000 ft.

Total surface area of actively managed reservoirs and lakes in the LBLD amounts to roughly 720
acres. The largest reservoir is Hyrum Reservoir, a 480 surface acre impoundment on the Little
Bear River with a volume capacity of 18,800 acre-feet, located in the southern portion of Cache
Valley. The largest of the remaining flatwaters are Porcupine Reservoir and Tony Grove Lake,
with surface areas of 195 acres and 25 acres, and capacities of 12,800 acre-feet and 178 acre-feet,
respectively. There are a number of other lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD that range in size
from one to 12 surface acres (Table 2). The two major reservoirs are managed primarily for
water storage, while most of the smaller waters are managed as recreational fisheries.

Ground water in the LBLD occurs in Cache Valley, and rights are not yet fully developed.
Although recharge and discharge of ground water in Cache Valley are equivalent, a recent study
indicates that there are several thousand acre-feet available for annual withdrawal (Utah Division
of Water Resources 2004). Ground water discharge occurs through seepage to streams and
reservoirs, springs, evapotranspiration, and withdrawals from wells, while recharge occurs
primarily through infiltration of precipitation and seepage from canals and streams.

Wetlands in the LBLD are found primarily on the margins of Cutler Reservoir and, similar to
wetlands in many areas of Utah, provide natural flood protection, improve water quality, aid in
storm water management, and provide unique opportunities for recreation, education, and
research opportunities, as well as benefit wildlife (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004).





Limnology/Chemical

Limnological and chemical conditions associated with the streams and lakes in the LBLD are
shown in Tables 3 and 4, respectively.

The pH of streams in this drainage, measured by the UDWR, ranged from 6.7 to 9.7. Dissolved
oxygen for streams ranged between 4.5 and 14.6 mg/L. Temperature, which is dependent on the
time of year, ranged between 3° and 22°C. Total hardness ranged from 85 to 325 mg/L and
alkalinity ranged from 85 to 530 mg/L (Table 3).

The pH values for reservoirs in the LBLD ranged between 7.2 and 9.0. Dissolved oxygen in
most of the lakes and reservoirs appears adequate overall. Temperature, which is dependent on
the time of year, ranged between 14° and 23°C. Total hardness ranged from 107 to 398 mg/L
and alkalinity ranged from 106 to 398mg/L (Table 4).

Biological

A list of the fish, amphibian, reptile, crayfish, and mollusk species occurring or potentially
occurring within the LBLD is given in Table 5. Any species with ‘unknown’ status is one that
has not been collected recently, but is known or suspected to have occurred in or very near the
hydrologic unit.

Fish
Both native and non-native fishes are found in the LBLD, and the distribution of fish species in
streams and lakes is shown in Tables 6 and 7, respectively.

Native fish occupy many of the waters in the LBLD, the most common of which are Bonneville
cutthroat trout, sculpin, mountain sucker, and mountain whitefish. Other native species include
Utah sucker, redside shiner, speckled dace, longnose dace, and Utah chub. The Bonneville
cutthroat trout is classified as a sensitive species in Utah (UDWR 2006b) and is currently
managed under a conservation agreement (Lentsch et al 1997; Pettengill and Thompson in draft).
Bonneville cutthroat trout probably occupied most of the streams historically, and are still found
in many of them, including several that were surveyed in 1999 (Thompson et al 2000) and 2004
(Wasatch-Cache National Forest 2006).

The status of two other native fish species in the drainage is uncertain. The leatherside chub was
present historically in the LBLD and among collections from both the Little Bear and Logan
rivers, but the species has not been sampled in the drainage since the early 1970s. The
leatherside chub is designated a “species of concern” in Utah (UDWR 2006b) due to habitat
fragmentation caused by erosion, channelization, and removal of riparian vegetation; threats from
non-native fish; and uncertainty about the taxonomic validity of the species as currently classified
(i.e. there is evidence that two distinct species should be recognized). The bluehead sucker,
although never collected in the LBLD, occurred historically in both the lower and upper portions





of the Bear River Drainage and would likely have been found in the middle portions as well,
including the LBLD. The bluehead sucker is also classified as a sensitive species in Utah
(UDWR 2006b) and is currently managed as part of a multi-species range-wide conservation
agreement and strategy (UDWR 2006a).

Non-native fish are abundant in the waters of the LBLD, and many of the larger streams and most
of the lakes are currently occupied by exotic species. Fisheries surveys in the lower reaches of
the Little Bear and Logan rivers near Cutler Reservoir indicate that the two rivers are occupied by
various combinations of the following introduced fishes: brown trout, rainbow trout, green
sunfish, bluegill, black crappie, channel catfish, black bullhead, largemouth bass, yellow perch,
walleye, and carp. Other non-native fish found in streams in the drainage include rainbow trout
X cutthroat trout hybrids, brook trout, tiger trout, and fathead minnow. Reservoirs or ponds in
the LBLD contain one or more of the following non-native fishes: channel catfish, black
bullhead, green sunfish, bluegill, largemouth bass, yellow perch, brown trout, rainbow trout,
rainbow trout X cutthroat trout hybrids, tiger trout, kokanee, and common carp. Most of the
these waters are stocked regularly with rainbow trout. A few flatwaters also contain native
fishes, including mountain sucker, Utah sucker, Utah chub, speckled dace, and Bonneville
cutthroat trout. However, most recreational fishing in the LBLD is targeted at non-native
species.

Amphibians

Several amphibian species are known to occur in the LBLD, including boreal toad, boreal chorus
frog, northern leopard frog, tiger salamander, and American bullfrog. Other amphibian species
that may occur in the drainage include Woodhouse toad, Great Basin spadefoot, and Great Plains
toad. There are several extant populations of boreal toad in the LBLD, including headwater areas
of the Logan River and Blacksmith Fork. The boreal toad is designated a “species of concern” in
Utah (UDWR 2006b) due to limited distribution and resultant susceptibility to habitat loss,
degradation, and fragmentation associated with human activity. The Woodhouse toad has been
collected a short distance to the east of the drainage boundary within the last decade and may be
currently present in the LBLD. The Great Plains toad was evidently present historically in the
drainage (pre-1983), but has not been collected recently.

Reptiles

Several reptile species have been found in the LBLD: Great Basin rattlesnake, Great Basin
gopher snake, rubber boa, wandering garter snake, smooth green snake, western yellow-bellied
racer, and northern sagebrush lizard. The smooth green snake has not been reported since 1990
and is classified as a sensitive species in Utah (UDWR 2006b) due to specialized habitat
requirements (i.e. meadows and stream margins) and susceptibility to habitat loss, degradation,
and fragmentation associated with human activity. The valley garter snake has been collected at
Cutler Reservoir and is presumably present in the LBLD as well. The following reptiles also
may occur in the drainage: regal ringneck snake, night snake, striped whipsnake, desert horned
lizard, short-horned lizard, Great Basin collared lizard, side-blotched lizard, long-nosed leopard
lizard, and Great Basin skink.





Crayfish

There is one species of crayfish that is native to the drainage, the pilose crayfish, which is
recorded from Cache and other northern Utah counties, and currently classified as stable (Fetzner
2007). The virile crayfish, a widespread non-native species, may also occur in the drainage, but
has not been reported to date.

Mollusks

Records indicate that several mollusk species occurred in the drainage historically (Oliver and
Bosworth 1999), but may now be limited to roughly half of the endemics found previously and a
handful of non-native species. Mollusk records of historical occurrence in the drainage are from
Oliver and Bosworth (1999), while records of recent collections were provided by Vinson
(2004), Vinson and Bushman (2005), and the BugLab (2006) at Utah State University.

Native aquatic mollusk species with known populations include creeping ancylid, lance aplexa,
Rocky Mountain duskysnail, flexed gyro, swamp lymnaea, Green River pebblesnail, marsh rams-
horn, Bear Lake springsnail, Toquerville springsnail, and button sprite. Other native species that
may be found in the LBLD are listed in Table 5. A couple of these, Deseret mountainsnail and
lyrate mountainsnail, both terrestrial snails, are on the Utah Sensitive Species List (UDWR
2006b), and both are designated “species of concern” due to limited distribution and resultant
susceptibility to habitat loss and degradation associated with human activity.

Non-native aquatic mollusk species found in the drainage include Asiatic clam, big-ear radix, and
New Zealand mudsnail. The New Zealand mudsnail was collected at three locations in the
LBLD in 2001 and 2002 (Vinson 2004). An additional non-native mollusk, the red-rim melania,
has not yet been reported in the drainage, but has been documented at a spring approximately 9
miles from the northwest corner of the LBLD, as well as several other warm springs in the
northwestern quarter of the state.

Social

The majority (55%) of the land area within the LBLD is administered by the U.S. Forest Service.
A moderate proportion (37.5%) is under private ownership and much of it is classified as either
agricultural lands, sagebrush/perennial grasslands, or deciduous forests in mid-elevation areas.
The remaining land is owned by the State of Utah (Table 9). Total population in Cache County
during the 2000 census was estimated at 91,391, with approximately 69% of the population
residing within the LBLD boundaries. The largest city in the LBLD portion of Cache County is
Logan, with a population of 42,670 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002b). Other major municipalities
within the drainage include Hyrum, Providence, Wellsville, and Nibley. Although the Cache
Valley is a relatively rural setting, Logan is less than 50 miles from Ogden, about 80 miles from
Salt Lake City, and 20 miles from Interstate-15.





Due to proximity to urban areas, many public waters are heavily utilized for recreational
activities, including fishing, boating, kayaking and other water sports, and waterfowl hunting.
Three sections (05-07) of the Logan River, totaling 23.5 miles, are classified by UDWR as Blue
Ribbon Fisheries, attracting anglers of cutthroat trout, brown trout, and whitefish. A 16 mile
reach of the Blacksmith Fork, including portions of three stream sections, is also classified as
Blue Ribbon. Hyrum Reservoir is a popular destination for rainbow trout anglers in both
summer and winter, and Porcupine Reservoir is also a popular angler destination, mainly for
kokanee. Several streams are under study by the Wasatch-Cache National Forest (WCNF) to
determine suitability for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968: a portion of
the upper Logan River, Beaver Creek, and Left Hand Fork of Blacksmith Fork as Recreational;
and another portion of the upper Logan River, as well as Temple Fork, White Pine, Spawn,
Bunchgrass, and Little Bear creeks as Scenic (USDA Forest Service 2003). Other non-angling,
aquatic-related activities also draw large numbers of participants, including waterfowl hunting at
UDWR-administered Bud Phelps Wildlife Management Area near the marshes of Cutler
Reservoir, boating and swimming at Hyrum (Reservoir) State Park, and canoeing in the Wetlands
Maze in Cutler Marsh.

Current status of aquatic resources in the LBLD, including stream bank and channel conditions,
water quality, flood plains, riparian and aquatic vegetation, and recreation access, are largely the
result of socio-economic and cultural issues closely allied to management practices on the vast
amount of private land.





Major Resource Issues

Physical

The extensive usage of land and water for agricultural purposes has resulted in the current
conditions of physical resources, including aquatic and riparian areas, in the LBLD. Dominant
land cover (i.e. vegetation) , based on the Utah Landcover Classification (Homer 1995), in the
riparian areas of the major perennial river sections and tributaries is deciduous shrublands
dominated by bigtooth maple, comprising 22% of riparian land cover, followed closely by
agriculture (e.g. irrigated pastureland, row crops, hay fields), which comprises roughly 21% of
riparian land cover. Other major riparian vegetation consists of sagebrush/perennial grass (13%),
wetland (11%; i.e. cattail, bulrush, sedge), juniper (8%), lowland riparian (5%; e.g. cottonwood,
salt cedar), mountain riparian (5%; e.g. willow, cottonwood, alder, birch),. The remaining 14%
is characterized as dry meadow (e.g. forbs, grasses), aspen, and urban (i.e. commercial and
residential areas), pinyon-juniper, mountain shrub, grassland, or aspen. Vegetative cover on
many of the minor, perennial tributary streams is classified as mountain riparian.

As a result of management practices associated with agricultural lands along portions of the Little
Bear River, stream banks and channel conditions have been negatively impacted, especially
downstream of Hyrum Reservoir. Biologists noted silt over stream gravels in most of a stream
survey station on the Little Bear River below Hyrum Reservoir in 1967 (UDWR survey files).
Due to the urban setting through which the Logan River flows, the condition of the river in
residential areas largely reflects efforts for flood control, including stream bank modification and
channelization. Degraded physical conditions have in some areas resulted in impaired water
quality (discussed in Limnological/Chemical section below), which in turn limits use by aquatic
species, humans, and other animals. Improvement of physical conditions would alleviate at least
a portion of the water quality issues and would provide higher quality habitat for aquatic species.

The UDWR expended significant effort in the late 1990s to rehabilitate a channelized portion of
the East Fork Little Bear River below Porcupine Reservoir near the town of Avon. This project
consisted of channel (meander) restoration and instream habitat improvements, which restored
previously lost pools and other fish habitat. The primary objective of this project was to improve
fish population densities within the restored reach to levels greater than or equal to those of an
adjacent reference reach. Post-restoration monitoring indicated that this objective was
accomplished four years after project completion, evidenced by significant increases in trout
population densities (Burnett 2005). Enhancements to other degraded streams would likely
improve fish habitat in those areas, as well as water quality, especially in altered reaches of the
Little Bear River proper.

The WCNF has identified several areas in the LBLD, including Right Hand Fork Logan Canyon,
Saddle Creek, Left Hand Blacksmith Fork, Providence/Millville area, and South Fork Little Bear
River, as high priority watersheds needing restoration due to poor riparian or ground cover
conditions from the effects of roads, grazing, gravel quarry, and/or off-highway vehicle use





(USDA Forest Service 2003). Roads are also implicated in the constriction of streams in the
bottoms of most of the main canyons. The WCNF also cites bank trampling and bare soils as
issues in the developed recreation sites along the Logan River, as well as flooding of these areas
during high runoff years.

Limnological/Chemical

In accordance with the Clean Water Act, the Utah Division of Water Quality within the
Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) regularly monitors water quality parameters for
support of beneficial uses (e.g. aquatic life, public recreational use and aesthetics, agricultural
use) at several sites in the LBLD (UDEQ 2006). Water quality issues in the LBLD are attributed
primarily to total phosphorus and sediment inputs resulting from agricultural operations and
industrial and municipal point sources (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004).

Spring Creek, a tributary to the Little Bear River, is the most highly impacted stream in the
LBLD in terms of water quality. Spring Creek is classified as impaired and partially supporting
its coldwater aquatic species beneficial use classification due to total phosphorus levels and
temperature (UDEQ 2006). This creek is also classified as not supporting its secondary contact
recreation (e.g. boating, wading) beneficial use due to pathogens and its agricultural use for total
dissolved solids. Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plans have been completed and approved
for coliform bacteria, phosphorus, ammonia, dissolved oxygen, and temperature (UDEQ 2002Db).
A TMDL is needed for total dissolved solids (UDEQ 2006). Pollution in Spring Creek is
attributed to both point sources, including wastewater treatment operations and concentrated
animal feedlots, and nonpoint sources, including irrigated agriculture, urban areas, and other
(unidentified) sources (UDEQ 2002b).

The Little Bear River (sections 01-02) from Cutler Reservoir upstream to Hyrum Reservoir and
the Logan River (sections 01-02) from Cutler Reservoir upstream to the mouth of Logan Canyon
are classified as impaired and partially supporting their coldwater aquatic species beneficial use
classifications due to total phosphorus levels (UDEQ 2006). A TMDL has been completed and
approved for phosphorus for both the Little Bear River (UDEQ 2000) and the Logan River
(UDEQ 2006). Phosphorus loads in the system include point sources such as sewage treatment
lagoons and private aquaculture discharges, as well as nonpoint sources, especially sediment
inputs from erosion of unstable stream banks (UDEQ 2000).

A few flatwaters in the LBLD have had impaired water quality (UDEQ 2006). A TMDL for total
phosphorus and dissolved oxygen has been approved for Hyrum Reservoir (UDEQ 2002a),
which has been identified as partially supportive of its coldwater beneficial use. Porcupine
Reservoir has been on the 303(d) list for partial support of the coldwater beneficial use due to
temperature impairment during four previous assessment cycles (1998-2004, two-year cycles),
but is currently under assessment to determine whether impairment is actually due to natural
causes (UDEQ 2006). Tony Grove Lake has been listed as not supporting its coldwater
beneficial use for dissolved oxygen for four previous cycles (1998-2004) and is on the 2006





303(d) list for partial support of its coldwater beneficial use due to dissolved oxygen, total
phosphorus, and pH; TMDL analyses are currently being conducted for these pollutants (UDEQ
2006).

Some LBLD tributaries have been assessed and found supportive of some beneficial uses (e.g.
coldwater aquatic species, waterfowl, agricultural purposes), but data were insufficient to assess
other uses, primarily secondary contact such as boating and wading (UDEQ 2006).
Determination of whether any stream beneficial uses were met was not possible for other LBLD
tributaries due to insufficient data.

Additional concerns within the LBLD are the impacts of animal feedlot operations on water
quality and the increasing density of septic tanks in portions of the Cache Valley, including (Utah
Division of Water Resources 2004). A concern inherent in populated areas in close proximity to
waterways is the potential for pollution from accidents, spills, and other incidents, including
chemical releases, sediment sluicing, and raw sewage discharge. These events often result in
kills of fish and other aquatic species, and have occurred on the Little Bear River, Logan River,
and Blacksmith Fork (UDWR files).

Another water quality issue, and certainly a concern from both biological and social perspectives
that is associated with the physical and limnological environments and which affects aquatic
organisms and their utilization by humans, is environmental contamination from heavy metals
and other pollutants. The Utah Department of Health (UDOH) recently completed evaluations of
mercury concentrations in fish from several locations throughout the state, including the Logan
River and Cutler Reservoir (UDOH 2006b) and the Blacksmith Fork, Davenport Creek, Logan
River, Porcupine Reservoir, and Hyrum Reservoir (UDOH 2007). Although Cutler is not
actually part of the LBLD, it is included in this discussion because it receives LBLD water. The
only sampled water body in Cache County that had fish with elevated levels of mercury was
Porcupine Reservoir, where three of four brown trout and one rainbow trout had concentrations
greater than the 0.30 mg/kg level of concern (UDOH 2007). Porcupine has been identified as an
area of concern in need of additional sampling. Both assessments determined that mercury
concentrations in trout collected from the Logan River were below screening values and did not
pose a public health hazard (UDOH 2006b; UDOH 2007). Two species of warmwater fish,
walleye and channel catfish, from Cutler Reservoir were analyzed and indicated that
consumption of those fish posed no threat to public health. However, the Cutler samples were
analyzed as composite samples (i.e. all individual samples were combined into a single sample)
of each species, and reported mercury levels were averages of all individuals of the respective
species, suggesting that individual fish may have exceeded allowable limits without detection.
Mercury concentrations in trout from the Blacksmith Fork, Davenport Creek, and Hyrum
Reservoir were below screening values (UDOH 2007). The reporting agency recognized that
sample sizes were in some cases small and limited in numbers of species (UDOH 2006b; UDOH
2007); parenthetically, sampled fish included: three brown trout from the Logan River in 2001
and three brown trout and one cutthroat in 2004; four catfish and three walleye from Cutler in
2003; five brown trout from the Blacksmith Fork in 2005; three brown trout and two cutthroat
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from Davenport Creek in 2005; four brown trout and one rainbow trout from Porcupine
Reservoir in 2006; and eight rainbow trout and two brown trout from Hyrum Reservoir in 2006.

Wetlands areas, including Cutler marshes, are utilized by a variety of animals, including
waterfowl. Sampling of waterfowl from Great Salt Lake (GSL) marshes in 2004-2005 revealed
elevated mercury concentrations in two duck species, and an advisory against consumption was
consequently issued (UDOH 2005b). Following additional sampling in 2005-2006, the advisory
was relaxed to include some, but limited, consumption, and also included a third species of
waterfowl. The UDOH reported that the source of the mercury contamination in waterfowl was
unknown, but that UDOH would continue to work with UDEQ and UDWR to investigate the
source (UDOH 2006a). Mercury concentrations in Cutler waterfowl are undetermined, and are
therefore not a concern at present.

Cutler Reservoir was determined to have other environmental quality issues when
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and dioxin/furan contaminants were discovered in fish tissues
collected during 2003 (UDOH 2005a). Channel catfish and walleye samples had elevated PCB
levels, and catfish had elevated dioxin/furan levels. Both types of contaminants are classified by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as probable human carcinogens, and both
exceeded carcinogenic screening values in these fish. However, due to small sample sizes and
data quality limitations, consumption was considered an intermediate health hazard, with
additional sampling recommended before a consumption advisory could be justified (UDOH
2005a). The source of dioxins/furans in the environment is the result of combustion processes,
either natural or man-made, but the source of PCBs in Cutler is unknown.

Biological

Populations of aquatic species appear to be limited primarily by physical conditions and water
quality resulting from land use and management practices, including stream habitat and channel
alterations. Although the fish communities in portions of the major rivers and tributaries,
including the lower Little Bear and Logan rivers and Blacksmith Fork, are dominated by non-
native fishes, native fish are still present and, with upstream progression, even increase in
proportion relative to non-native species (see Table 6). However, introduction of non-native
fishes, coupled with habitat alteration, has resulted in negative impacts to native fish populations.
Introductions of rainbow trout into several stream sections in the drainage, for instance, have
resulted in hybridization with native cutthroat trout populations, resulting in an imperative to
manage individual trout populations with much more consciousness than previously managed.

A biological issue linked to physical issues is detriment to aquatic organisms from habitat
degradation. For example, the WCNF predicted the extirpation of the cutthroat trout population
in Saddle Creek by the year 2018 based on negative impacts from roads, grazing, and lack of
water, as well as interactions with non-native fish (USDA Forest Service 2003). This population
was actually extirpated by 2004 (WCNF 2006).
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Fish communities in the lakes and reservoirs of the LBLD are dominated by non-native species
(see Table 7), with occasional native cyprinids or suckers among gillnet or electrofishing
samples. Each of the flatwaters in the LBLD is managed primarily for sport fishing for non-
native fish species, and therefore native fish issues are presently minimal in these waters.

Native aquatic species, including mollusks (Oliver and Bosworth 1999) and amphibians (e.g.
boreal toad [UDWR 2006b]), are threatened by habitat loss, alteration, and degradation of
aquatic ecosystems, including dewatering and draining of wetlands, and adverse effects of
introduced aquatic species. Information on the magnitude of anthropogenic impacts to aquatic
species and the current status and population trends of those species has been lacking. However,
with increasing interest in conversation of aquatic resources and native species, information on
current distribution and status of mollusk species, for example, is becoming available, including
species occurring in the LBLD (see Table 5). A caveat here is the discovery of an increasing
number of non-native mollusk species occurring in sympatry with native species.

Fish pathogens are a significant issue in many Utah waters, especially whirling disease, which
was detected in the LBLD in 1993 in rainbow and cutthroat trout in the Little Bear River,
including the private trout hatchery as the initial site, as well as the Blacksmith Fork. The
parasite that causes the disease, Myxobolus cerebralis, was subsequently discovered in salmonids
in Porcupine Reservoir, the upper three sections of the Logan River and a few of its tributaries,
and has more recently been found in the upper Blacksmith Fork.

A parasite that has not yet been detected in the LBLD is Centrocestus formosanus, a digenetic
trematode whose first intermediate host is classified as an aquatic nuisance species, the exotic
and invasive warmwater snail, the red rim melania. The parasite utilizes fish as a secondary
intermediate host and can cause considerable damage to gill tissues, causing death by
suffocation. Final hosts in the life cycle of this parasite are herons and other fish-eating birds.
The parasite has been described in fish in southern and southeastern states and is thought to have
been introduced into Utah via aquarium fish. The red rim melania has been found in several
western, southern, and southeastern states (Benson 2007a). The parasite and its snail host have
been confirmed in a number of warmwater springs in west-central and northern Utah, with
infections identified in speckled dace (Wilson 2003a) and mosquitofish (Wilson 2003b).
Although the snail, as stated previously, has not been collected in the LBLD, the potential for
invasion is real, and with it, the trematode.

The New Zealand mudsnail is of particular concern because of potential for detriment to trout
stream ecology, due to its ability to produce large numbers of offspring asexually and its
tolerance of a broad range of environmental conditions. Snail densities in excess of 300,000 per
square meter have been reported in the Madison River, and there is evidence in their native range
that trout may avoid the snails as prey (Benson 2007b). The potential for negative impacts to
trout fisheries was confirmed in a laboratory study of rainbow trout fed snails, which
demonstrated the inability of juvenile trout to assimilate the snails despite readily ingesting them
(Vinson et al 2006). The snail has been found in the Little Bear and Logan rivers, and in springs
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near the town of Paradise, where the snail was reported as abundant (VVinson 2004). Although
there is currently no indication that this species has adversely affected trout populations at any of
the known LBLD sites, there are certainly potential impacts to popular trout fisheries in the
drainage.

An additional exotic mollusk that has yet to be found in the state is the quagga mussel (Dreissena
bugensis), a small freshwater bivalve native to the Ukraine, but discovered in the Great Lakes
region of North America in the late 1980s. In January 2007, populations of the mussel were
discovered in lakes of the lower Colorado River system, including lakes Mead, Havasu, and
Mohave (Benson et al 2007b). Although the quagga mussel has not been found to date in Utah,
the threat of invasion into Utah waters, including the LBLD, is legitimate. A recent survey of
boaters at Lake Mead realizes this threat: of the 213 boaters polled, 5 of the top 20 destinations
were in Utah. Although none of the 5 were in the LBLD, the drainage, and specifically Hyrum
Reservoir, lies in the midst of three of the Utah destinations: Pineview, Willard Bay, and Bear
Lake (100" Meridian Initiative 2007). The quagga is apparently able to tolerate brief periods of
desiccation, enabling it to be transferred between waters by overland transport, facilitating its
invasion into waters across the U.S., including anticipated invasion into Utah waters. Among
other effects, the quagga alters food web dynamics by filtering phytoplankton and suspended
particulate from the water, thereby decreasing prey for zooplankton and affecting water clarity
and resultant effects on water quality. The mussel is also known to clog water intake structures,
reducing pumping capabilities for water treatment and power plant operations (Benson et al
2007b).

Preventing the spread of fish diseases and aquatic nuisance species to and within the drainage
will be accomplished by: stocking only from disease-certified hatcheries and waters; educating
and informing the public; and adherence by UDWR biologists and other field personnel to
equipment sterilization and decontamination guidelines.

An additional biological issue in the LBLD is a lack of current data on native aquatic species in
many areas of the drainage, although as indicated above, information for some groups (e.g.
mollusks) is becoming available. Despite the effort that has been expended on surveys in the
drainage, gaps in information remain, including the following: a complete picture of current fish
distribution and status; effects of competition and/or predation by introduced species; and more
complete distribution and status information for amphibians, reptiles, crayfish, and mollusks.

Social

Increasing human population is also an issue in the LBLD. The U.S. Census Bureau reported a
30.2% population increase between 1990-2000 for Cache County (U.S. Census Bureau 2002a),
including an increase greater than 17% beyond the population projection for 2000 by the Utah
Office of Planning and Budget (Utah Division of Water Resources 1992). The Cache County
population census in 2000 was just below the projection made in 1992 for the year 2010. The
impact that population growth will have on water supplies, and therefore aquatic resources, is
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already evident. The water system for Logan City is currently operating at its reliable
system/source capacity, and even with implementation of water conservation measures, future
demand will far exceed capacity, unless the system infrastructure is improved or an additional
delivery source is identified (Utah Division of Water Resources 2004). Several other
communities in the LBLD are also facing system deficiencies, some of which may be reduced or
postponed through proper planning and implementation of conservation actions. Increases in
demand on the existing water supply will partially be met as the demand for water for
agricultural purposes decreases, as recent reductions in irrigated cropland in Cache County
correspond with population growth and urban development (Utah Division of Water Resources
2004).

As a result of urban growth, as well as agricultural land management practices, riparian areas in
portions of the LBLD have been negatively impacted, especially along portions of the Logan
River in Logan city. The potential for urban growth to impact the riparian and flood plain
corridors along the Little Bear River near Hyrum city has been recognized (Utah Division of
Water Resources 2004). Awareness of these issues by county and city planners is critical to
preserving and protecting these areas, which represent important wildlife habitat, help improve
water quality, and buffer the population from flooding. Fencing and other cattle management
practices to restrict livestock access to streams and undertaking re-vegetation and other
improvement projects will aid in preserving or enhancing these areas.

Human visitation, including travel to the area via nearby Interstate-15, and use associated with
recreation and tourism, is increasing and will continue to increase in the future. Hyrum
Reservoir, for instance, is a popular angler and boater destination, with many visitors from
Wasatch Front urban areas and other Utah residents and non-residents. Porcupine Reservoir is
also popular for its offering of somewhat unique angling opportunity as a kokanee fishery.
Wildlife management areas are found in the LBLD and are administered by the UDWR,
including Hardware Ranch, Bud Phelps, Millville Face, and East Fork Little Bear, and are
utilized by wildlife watchers, anglers, hunters of waterfowl or upland game, or other
recreationists. Other attractions within the LBLD or nearby include the American West Heritage
Center, Logan Canyon Scenic Byway, Beaver Mountain Ski Resort, and Bear Lake.

In spite of the fact that a majority (51%) of the land in the LBLD is privately owned (Table 8),
public access is relatively good in much of the drainage. Portions of the highest quality fishing
water, however, occur on private lands, and conflicts between landowners and those trying to
access private lands is an issue. Efforts to negotiate conservation easements and other access
agreements should continue in this drainage.
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Possible resource issues and potential solutions are listed below.

Physical
Issue

Sedimentation

Dewatering

Erosion

Limnological/Chemical

Issue
Water Quality

Biological
Issue

Native/Non-native
Interactions

Solution

— Work with private landowners, water companies, and other entities
to reduce sediment inputs by using Best Management Practices

— Bank stabilization (re-vegetation) to limit erosion and establishment
of “sediment ponds” to trap sediment being transported from
upstream

— Evaluate potential riparian habitat enhancement projects, including
installation of livestock exclosures

— Evaluate potential channel rehabilitation projects, including
installation of instream structures and riparian habitat enclosures

— Work with appropriate entities to limit reservoir and stream draw
downs during crucial life phases of fishes and other aquatic species

— Establish minimum flows during non-irrigating months (fall and
winter) to enhance fisheries and water quality

— Work with and educate land owners and managers to improve
erosion control (e.g. livestock exclosures, re-vegetation, bank
stabilization)

Solution

— Identify and reduce point and non-point sources of pollution

— Continue to monitor for changes in water quality

— Work with regulatory agencies to maintain water quality and control
of agricultural pesticides, fertilizers, and their derivatives

— Work with appropriate entities to develop emergency response plans
to avoid discharging potentially harmful effluent into streams,
canals, and ditches

— Improve degraded channel/riparian conditions

Solution

— Develop native fisheries where feasible

— Evaluate LBLD for current status of native aquatic species and take
appropriate steps to preserve existing populations through
conservation agreements and proper management

— Improve I&E on the impacts of illegally stocked fish and aquatic
nuisance species

— Eradication projects to benefit native species

— Construction of migration barriers where necessary and feasible to
protect important native fish populations upstream
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— Evaluate fish stocking programs to reduce effects of non-native
species, including hybridization, competition, and predation
— Maintain viable sport fisheries where they currently exist
Disease — Continue statewide fish health program with Utah Department of
Agriculture
— Continue whirling disease monitoring
— Improve I&E to restrict the spread of whirling disease and aquatic
nuisance species
Lack of Data — Continue to collect data on distribution of native aquatic species
— Continue to collect data regarding aquatic ecosystem health

Social
Issue Solution
Population Growth — Adjust regulations and/or stocking quotas to maintain socially
(demand, impact) acceptable fisheries

— Develop channel and riparian habitat improvement projects

— Direct the public to underutilized recreation opportunities

— Limit development encroachments into riparian zones and flood

plains

Private Land — Work with land owners to establish access by developing new and
Ownership maintaining existing points of access

— Pursue opportunities to obtain new land

— Educate land owners residing near waterways about the impacts of
fertilizers, pesticides, and noxious weed control

— Educate land owners and managers about the importance of riparian
vegetation and protecting stream banks from overuse
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Management Objectives and Strategies

Native Species

A. Bonneville cutthroat trout
Objective 1:  Maintain known and potential conservation populations in the LWRD.

Strateqy:

a. Determine the genetic purity of potential conservation populations.

b. Preserve populations that warrant conservation status based on results of genetic
analyses.

1. Limit future introduction of non-native species to prevent hybridization,
competition, and disease. This can be accomplished by evaluating
stocking localities, using natural or man-made fish migration barriers,
chemical treatments, and adherence to stocking policies.

2. Attempt to create conservation agreements with private landowners and/or
government agencies where appropriate.

C. Work cooperatively with the WCNF and private landowners to maintain or
enhance habitat.

1. Evaluate the feasibility of enhancing habitat with instream structures in
high priority sub-drainages.

2. Evaluate the need for livestock exclosures to protect sensitive habitat or
rehabilitate degraded habitat.

d. Expand the number and range of conservation populations where possible.

1. Identify streams/sections for non-native fish eradication projects and
reestablishment of Bonneville cutthroat trout.

2. Determine the feasibility of chemical treatments in these streams/sections.

3. If deemed feasible, complete NEPA documentation and obtain necessary
clearances for treatments, construct barriers, and transplant Bonneville
cutthroat trout.

e. Monitor select conservation populations on a five to seven year rotation to follow

population trends.

B. Leatherside chub
Objective 2:  Determine current status in the LBLD.

Strateqy:

a.
b.
C.
d.

Complete surveys for leatherside chub to determine distribution.

If a population is discovered, monitor regularly to follow population trends.
Protect important habitats where possible.

Reintroduce into historic habitats, where appropriate, and monitor regularly.

C. Bluehead sucker
Objective 3:  Determine current status in the LBLD.

Strateqy:
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Complete surveys for bluehead sucker to determine distribution.

If a population is discovered, monitor regularly to follow population trends.
Protect important habitats where possible.

Reintroduce into historic habitats, where appropriate, and monitor regularly.

oo o

D. Boreal toad
Objective 4:  Maintain populations in the LBLD.
Strateqy:
a. Continue surveys and monitoring to determine distribution and status, as funding
permits.
b. Protect important habitats where possible.
C. Reintroduce into historic habitats, where appropriate.

E. Smooth green snake
Objective 5:  Determine current status in the LBLD, as funding permits.
Strategy:
a. Complete surveys for smooth green snake to determine distribution and status, as
funding permits.
b. Protect important habitats where possible.

F. Other native species
Objective 6:  Maintain or enhance populations of native aquatic species (fish,
amphibians, crayfish, mollusks) and reptiles in the LBLD.

Strategy:

a. Complete inventories to determine current status of native aquatic species and
implement monitoring to track population trends in the future, as funding permits.

b. Work cooperatively with private landowners and land management agencies to
maintain or improve aquatic habitat.

C. Reestablish native aquatic species in areas where they have been removed by

unusual occurrences (floods, fires), fish eradication projects, etc.

Sportfish Management

G. Intensive Yield Waters
Eight waters, or portions thereof, in the LBLD are currently managed as Intensive Yield Waters,

including four flatwaters (see Table 2) and small impoundments on four stream sections (see
Table 1).

General Objectives:

7. Maintain an average catch rate of 0.5 fish/hr (£ 0.25 fish/hr).

8. Provide a minimum of 50% return to the creel for all catchable size fish stocked.
9. Maintain an average weight of at least 2.8 fish/pound for stocked catchable trout.
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General Strateqies:
a. Monitor to ensure standards are being met.
b. Maintain standards by stocking and regulations.

H. Basic Yield Waters

Two flatwaters, Hyrum and Porcupine reservoirs, are currently managed under the Basic Yield

concept.

General Obijectives:

10. Maintain an average catch rate of 0.5 fish/hr (x 0.25 fish/hr) or 4 oz/hr (x 2 oz/hr).
11.  Provide a positive net return to the creel when comparing a pound of stocked fish

versus a pound of harvested fish.

12.  Maintain the following average sizes for harvested fish:

Size in Inches

Species Average Range
Brook trout 10 9-12
All trout (cutthroat, rainbow, brown) 11 9-15
Mountain whitefish 9 7-12
Channel catfish 12 9-15
Largemouth bass 10 7-14
Yellow perch 8 6-10

General Strategies:

a. Monitor to ensure standards are being met.

b. Maintain standards by stocking and regulations.

C. Work cooperatively with land management agencies and the public to enhance or

maintain aquatic habitats and aquatic wildlife.

. Wild Fish Waters

The majority of stream sections in the LBLD, as well as two flatwaters, are currently managed as

Wild Fish Waters.

General Obijectives:

13. Maintain catch rates and fish sizes at the same standards set for Basic Yield

Waters.

General Strategies:
a. Maintain fish populations exclusively by regulations.

b. Work cooperatively with land management agencies and the public to enhance or

maintain aquatic habitats and aquatic wildlife.
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Implementation Schedule

A tentative implementation schedule listing personnel, equipment, and budget needs for the
strategies listed above is given in Table 10.
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Table 1.  List of streams and stream sections in the LBLD, including stream order, length in

miles, sportfish class, management class, and elevation range.

Stream (Section) Catalog Number Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt Elevation
Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 01 4 25.5 3 WF 4412-4457
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 02 4 6.0 2 WF 4457-4667
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 03 4 25 2 WF 4662-4792
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 04 4 1.0 6 4792-4921
Little Bear River IVAQ 040 05 4 3.0 2 WF 4921-5096
Logan River IVAQ 040A 01 5 9.5 3 WF 4410-4463
Logan River IVAQ 040A 02 5 7.0 1 WEF 4463-4673
Logan River IVAQ 040A 03 4 3.0 3 1Y? 4973-4961
Logan River IVAQ 040A 04 4 25 2 Y3 4961-5012
Logan River IVAQ 040A 05 3 6.0 1 1Y? 5012-5262
Logan River IVAQ 040A 06 3 6.0 2 WEF 5262-5823
Logan River IVAQ 040A 07 2 11.5 2 WF 5823-7567
Logan River IVAQ 040A 2A 1 3.2 2 WEF 4478-4583
Seven Mile Creek IVAQ 040A 01 01 1 2.0 4 WF 4420-4429
Little Logan River IVAQ 040A 02 01 2.0 4437-4592
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 01 5 1.0 2 WF 4478-4489
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 02 5 5.0 6 WF 4489-4580
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 03 5 35 3 WF 4580-5018
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 04 5 3.2 1 WF 5018-5097
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040A 03 05 5 0.8 3 WF 5097-5143
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040 03 06 4 9.5 1 Y3 5143-5677
Blacksmith Fork IVAQ 040 03 07 4 25 1 WF 5677-8233
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk IVAQ 040A 03A 01 4 7.0 2 WF 5094-5581
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk IVAQ 040A 03A 02 4 8.0 2 WF 5581-6972
Saddle Creek IVAQ 040A 03A1 01 4 6.0 3 WF 6404-8195
Rock Creek IVAQ 040A 03B 01 2 7.0 3 WF 5482-7586
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Stream (Section)

Catalog Number

Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt

Elevation

Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)
Curtis Creek IVAQ 040A 03C 01 2 6.0 3 WF 5556-8221
Mill Creek IVAQ 040A 03D 01 3 15 3 WF 5664-6322
Sheep Creek IVAQ 040A 03E 01 3 9.0 3 WF 5724-8024
Providence Creek IVAQ 040A 04 01 2 25 6 WF 4478-4717
Providence Creek IVAQ 040A 04 02 1 45 3 WF 4717-6758
Spring Hollow IVAQ 040A 05 01 1 0.5 NF 5009-7800
Wind Cave Spring IVAQ 040A 05A 01 1 0.8 5035-5160
Card Creek IVAQ 040A 06 01 2 1.0 NF 5127-5675
Logan River, R Fk IVAQ 040A 07 01 3 5.0 3 WF 5268-6858
Wood Camp Hollow IVAQ 040A 07A 01 1 2.6 3 WF 5318-8198
Cowley Canyon IVAQ 040A 07B 01 1 3.8 NF 5437-7368
Cottonwood Canyon IVAQ 040A 07D 01 1 3.9 3 WF 5488-7825
Ricks Canyon IVAQ 040A 07F 01 1 3.1 NF 5609-7152
Willow Creek IVAQ 040A 07G 01 1 2.2 NF 5753-6571
Chicken Creek IVAQ 040A 07H 01 1 3.3 NF 5529-6836
Blind Hollow IVAQ 040A 071 01 1 4.6 NF 5718-8675
Temple Fork IVAQ 040A 08 01 3 2.0 3 WF 5847-5927
Temple Fork IVAQ 040A 08 02 2 45 3 WF 5927-6671
Spawn Creek IVAQ 040A 08A 01 2 4.0 3 WF 5927-7982
Spawn Creek Tributary IVAQ 040A 08A3 01 1 0.6 NF 6019-6414
Bear Hollow IVAQ 040A 08D 01 1 3.8 3 WF 5965-8302
Twin Creek IVAQ 040A 09 01 1 1.8 3 WF 6068-7088
West Hodges IVAQ 040A 10 01 1 05 NF 6148-6428
Theurer Hollow IVAQ 040A 1101 1 1.0 3 WF 6149-7272
Little Bear Creek IVAQ 040A 12 01 1 0.9 3 WF 6200-6769
Tony Grove Creek IVAQ 040A 1301 2 3.5 3 WF 6255-8044
Bunchgrass Creek IVAQ 040A 14 01 1 2.0 3 WF 6320-8667
White Pine Creek IVAQ 040A 15 01 2 45 3 WF 6432-8410
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Stream (Section)

Catalog Number

Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt

Elevation

Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)
Beaver Creek IVAQ 040A 16 01 3 6.5 3 WF 6583-7566
Brush Canyon IVAQ 040A 16A 01 1 2.7 NF 6564-8239
Stump Hollow IVAQ 040A 16D 01 1 2.0 NF 6940-8229
Long Hollow IVAQ 040A 16H 01 1 2.3 NF 7076-8282
Sink Hollow IVAQ 040A 161 01 1 1.9 NF 7078-7496
Beaver Spring IVAQ 040A 17 01 1 0.5 NF 6921-6912
Steam Mill Canyon IVAQ 040A 18 01 1 4.7 NF 6892-8772
Hells Kitchen Canyon IVAQ 040A 18A 01 1 2.2 NF 6874-8284
Peterson Hollow IVAQ 040A 21 01 1 3.3 NF 7079-8338
Steep Hollow IVAQ 040A 23 01 1 3.0 NF 7276-8877
Crescent Lake Canyon Cr IVAQ 040A 24 01 1 1.9 NF 7383-8716
Beirdneau Creek IVAQ 040AA 05 01 1 2.1 NF 5072-8004
Mill Hollow Creek IVAQ 040AA05 01 1 3.1 NF 5021-8799
Tab Hollow IVAQ 040AA 07 01 1 2.6 NF 5186-8271
Rigby Hollow IVAQ 040AA 1501 1 1.8 NF 6465-8316
Spring Creek IVAQ 040B 01 1 9.0 3 WF 4409-4482
Wellsville Creek IVAQ 040C 01 1 14 4456-4533
Wellsville Creek IVAQ 040C 02 1 1.2 4533-4687
Little Bear River, E Fk IVAQ 040D 01 3 4.0 2 WF 4969-5409
Little Bear River, E Fk IVAQ 040D 02 3 7.0 3 WF 5455-7840
Pole Creek IVAQ 040D 01 01 1 1.2 3 WF 5286-7007
Porcupine Creek IVAQ 040D 02 01 1 15 NF 5414-6038
Scare Canyon IVAQ 040D 03 01 2 3.0 3 WF 5694-5798
Cinnamon Creek IVAQ 040D 04 01 2 15 3 WF 5591-5784
Cinnamon Creek IVAQ 040D 04 02 2 7.1 3 WF 5784-7307
La Plata Canyon IVAQ 040D 04A 01 1 1.8 NF 6192-7890
Red Rock Creek IVAQ 040D 04B 01 2 3.1 3 WF 6651-7552
Little Bear River, S Fk IVAQ 040E 01 2 8.5 3 WF 5092-6955
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Stream (Section) Catalog Number Stream Length Sportfish Mgmt Elevation
Order (miles) Classt Class?>  Range (feet)

Davenport Creek IVAQ 040E 01 01 3 8.6 3 WEF 5096-7966
Pole Creek IVAQ 040E 01A 01 1 25 3 WF 5294-6565
Bald Head Creek IVAQ 040E 01B 01 1 3.0 3 WF 5379-6423
Smith Creek IVAQ 040E 01C 01 2 3.0 NF 5597-6942
Fish Creek IVAQ 040E 01D 01 1 3.0 3 WF 5761-7674
Wellsville Creek IVAQ 040E O01E 01 1 3.0 3 WF 5914-7887
Swift Slough IVAQ 050 1 35 4 WF 4812-4902

L Sportfish classification based on accessibility, productivity, and esthetics, ranging from 1 to 6. See Appendix A
for descriptions.

2 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish, NF=No Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.

3 The Intensive Yield management classification only applies to small impoundments on these stream sections.

Table 2.  List of lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD, including catalog number, surface acres,
maximum depth, sportfish class, management class, and lake elevation.

Lake/Reservoir Catalog Max Max Depth  Sportfish Mgmt Elevation
Number Surface (ft) Class! Class? (ft)
Acres
Caspers Pond IV 037 3 Y
Hyrum Reservoir 1V 042 480 82 3 BY 4662
Pelican Pond 1V 044 12 4 3 WF 4430
Porcupine Reservoir 1V 045 195 145 2 BY 5381
Spring Creek Reservoir 1V 048 2 7 3 WF 4426
Tony Grove Lake 1V 049 25 36 3 Y 8063
Skylers Pond 1V 049D 3 Y
Wellsville Reservoir 1V 050 6 25 3 Y 4537
White Pine Lake IV 051 11 9 8375

1 Sportfish classification based on accessibility, productivity, and esthetics, ranging from 1 to 6. See Appendix A
for descriptions.
2 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.
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Table 3.

Known water chemistry conditions in streams in the LBLD.

Stream (Section) D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Little Bear River (1) 4 3
Little Bear River (2) 6.3 7.7 17 257 222 3
Little Bear River (3) 9.1 8.2 19 274 274 4
Little Bear River (4) 94 8.5 20 225 225 1
Little Bear River (5) 7.8 21 205 5
Logan River (1) 6.7 17 257 3
Logan River (2) 9.0 15 221 222 5
Logan River (3) 7.0 12 188 188 3
Logan River (4) 112 85 7 188 222 0.115 4
Logan River (5) 9.5 7.6 9 171 171 0.203 5
Logan River (6) 9.2 84 8 205 205 4
Logan River (7) 96 86 9 256 256 4
Logan River (2A) 4
Seven Mile Creek 46 85 22 325 530 1
Blacksmith Fork (1) 4
Blacksmith Fork (2) 7.0 17 239 239 0.18 1
Blacksmith Fork (3) 7.0 15 222 278 0.15 3
Blacksmith Fork (4) 7.3 12 222 222 0.20 5
Blacksmith Fork (5) 7.3 12 239 239 282 0.05 3
Blacksmith Fork (6) 8.7 17 239 5
Blacksmith Fork (7) 108 9.0 13 188 188 278 0.28 5
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 45 84 15 190 4
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 8.2 8.0 3 162 162 3
Saddle Creek 146 9.0 21 257 239 3
Rock Creek 8.4 16 178 210 <0.01 2
Curtis Creek 8.4 6 192 3
Mill Creek 5.2 7.9 13 171 257 2
Sheep Creek 8.0 8 194 194 3
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Stream (Section) D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Providence Creek 2
Providence Creek 8.4 6 155 2
Spring Hollow 98 7.6 7 0.4 3
Logan River, R Fk 70 7.8 10 179 3
Temple Fork 4
Temple Fork 8.5 3 154 200 3
Spawn Creek 8.5 9 188 270 3
Twin Creek 7.2 9.3 17 256 239 2
West Hodges 2
Theurer Hollow 68 9.0 13 239 273 3
Little Bear Creek 9.1 92 14 204 3
Tony Grove Creek 6.4 9.0 14 274 274 3
Bunchgrass Creek 9.0 9.2 15 221 222 3
White Pine Creek 10 8.9 15 171 171 3
Beaver Creek 84 82 12 205 184 3
Beaver Spring 8.4 8.5 6 222 239 2
Steam Mill Canyon 9.2 9.2 12 171 171 2
Spring Creek 98 9.0 7 325 325 3
Wellsville Creek 6.4 9.0 12 238 222 3
Little Bear River, E Fk 4
Little Bear River, E Fk 9.0 8.5 14 274 257 3
Pole Creek 8.4 9.7 11 239 239 3
Porcupine Creek 8.0 10 274 .18 3
Scare Canyon 8.0 8.2 18 205 222 3
Little Bear River, S Fk 10.0 8.6 21 159 200 3
Davenport Creek 9.0 9.0 11 290 239 3
Pole Creek 94 8.5 11 274 274 A2 3
Bald Head Creek 9.0 9.2 20 3
Smith Creek 8.5 11 222 222 23 3
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Stream (Section) D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Fish Creek 7.8 9.1 15 85 85 3
Wellsville Creek 78 87 18 170 170 3
Swift Slough 9.2 9.3 17 274 222 1
Table 4. Known water chemistry conditions in lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD.
Lake/Reservoir D.O. pH Temp Hardness M-Alk Conductivity Nitrate/ Productivity
(°C) Nitrite Rating
Hyrum Reservoir 2.9 8.5 19 190 178 367 0.23
Pelican Pond 92 89 23 398 398
Porcupine Reservoir 50 83 17 167 157 253 0.09 2
Spring Creek Reservoir 100 8.0 14 393 3
Tony Grove Lake 19 8.0 16 107 106 188 0.01 3
Wellsville Reservoir 118 7.2 14 393 393 3
White Pine Lake 124 90 15 157 3
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Table 5.  Current status of fish, amphibian, reptile, crayfish, and mollusk species in the LBLD.

UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
FISH
Bass, largemouth Micropterus salmoides BSLM present
Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus SFBL present
Bullhead, black Ameiurus melas BHBK present
Carp, common Cyprinus carpio CPCO present
Catfish, channel Ictalurus punctatus BHCH present
**Chub, leatherside Gila copei CBLS unknown
Chub, Utah Gila atraria CBUT present
Crappie, black Pomoxis nigromaculatus CRBL present
Dace, longnose Rhinichthys cataractae DCLN present
Dace, speckled Rhinichthys osculus DCSP present
Minnow, fathead Pimephales promelas MNFH present
Perch, yellow Perca flavescens PCYL present
Salmon, kokanee Oncorhynchus nerka KS present
Sculpin Cottus species SC present
Shiner, redside Richardsonius balteatus SRRS present
*Sucker, bluehead Catostomus discobolus SKBL unknown
Sucker, mountain Catostomus platyrhynchus SKMT present
Sucker, Utah Catostomus ardens SKUT present
Sunfish, green Lepomis cyanellus SFGR present
*Trout, Bonneville cutthroat Oncorhynchus clarkii utah CTBV present
Trout, brook Salvelinus fontinalis BK present
Trout, brown Salmo trutta BN present
Trout, rainbow Oncorhynchus mykiss RT present
Trout, rainbow X cutthroat hybrid Oncorhynchus mykiss X O. clarkii RTHY present
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UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
Trout, tiger Salmo trutta X Salvelinus fontinalis TG present
Walleye Sander vitreus WE present
Whitefish, mountain Prosopium williamsoni WFMT present
AMPHIBIANS
Bullfrog, American Rana catesbeiana present
Frog, boreal chorus Pseudacris triseriata maculata present
Frog, northern leopard Rana pipiens present
Spadefoot, Great Basin Spea intermontana unknown
Salamander, tiger Ambystoma tigrinum present
**Toad, boreal Bufo boreas boreas present
Toad, Great Plains Bufo cognatus unknown
Toad, Woodhouse Bufo woodhousei unknown
REPTILES
Boa, rubber Charina bhottae utahensis present
Lizard, long-nosed leopard Gambelia wislizenii unknown
Lizard, Great Basin collared Crotaphytus bicinctores unknown
Lizard, northern desert horned Phrynosoma platyrhinos platyrhinos unknown
Lizard, northern sagebrush Sceloporus graciosus graciosus present
Lizard, short-horned Phrynosoma douglassii unknown
Lizard, side-blotched Uta stansburiana unknown
Racer, western yellow-bellied Coluber constrictor mormon present
Rattlesnake, Great Basin Crotalus viridis lutosus present
Skink, Great Basin Eumeces skiltonianus utahensis unknown
Snake, Great Basin gopher Pituophis melanoleucus deserticola present
Snake, night Hypsiglena torquata unknown
Snake, regal ringneck Diadophis punctatus regalis unknown
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UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
**Snhake, smooth green Opheodrys vernalis unknown
Snake, valley garter Thamnophis sirtalis fitchi present
Snake, wandering garter Thamnophis elegans vagrans present
Whipsnake, striped Masticophis taeniatus taeniatus unknown
CRAYFISH
Crayfish, pilose Pacifastacus gambelii present
Crayfish, virile Orconectes virilis unknown
MOLLUSKS @
Ambersnail, rustic @ Succinea rusticana unknown
Ambersnail, Santa Rita @ Succinea grosvenori unknown
Ambersnail, Sierra @ Catinella stretchiana unknown
Ancylid, creeping Ferrissia rivularis present
Aplexa, lance Aplexa elongata present
Clam, Asiatic Corbicula fluminea present
Disc, striate @ Discus shimekii unknown
Duskysnail, Rocky Mountain Colligyrus greggi present
Floater, undetermined Anodonta sp. present
Fossaria, undetermined Fossaria sp. present
Gloss, black @ Zonitoides nitidus unknown
Gyro, flexed Gyraulus deflectus present
Lymnaea, swamp Lymnaea stagnalis present
Marshsnail, mountain Stagnicola montanensis unknown
Melania, red-rim Melanoides tuberculatus unknown
**Mountainsnail, Deseret @ Oreohelix peripherica present
**Mountainsnail, lyrate @) Oreohelix haydeni present
Mudsnail, New Zealand Potamopyrgus antipodarum present
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UDWR

Species
Common Name Scientific Name Code Native Non-native
Pebblesnail, Green River Fluminicola coloradoensis present
Physa, undetermined Physa sp. present
Physa, protean Physella virgata unknown
Pillar, glossy @ Cochlicopa lubrica present
Rams-horn, marsh Planorbella trivolvis present
Radix, big-ear Radix auricularia present
Sphaeriid, undetermined Pisidium, Musculium, or Sphaerium sp. present
Springsnail, Bear Lake Pyrgulopsis pilsbryana present
Springsnail, Toquerville Pyrgulopsis kolobensis present
Sprite, button Menetus opercularis present
Sprite, sharp Promenetus exacuous unknown
Stagnicola, undetermined Stagnicola sp. present
Vertigo, variable @ Vertigo gouldii unknown

*  Conservation Agreement Species (UDWR 2006b)
** Wildlife Species of Concern (UDWR 2006b)

@ Current status of many of the mollusk species is unknown, but each labeled ‘unknown’ was collected historically

in the LBLD. A number of ‘undetermined’ mollusk species have been collected recently, and may or may not

be native to Utah.

@ Terrestrial or semi-aquatic mollusk species.
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Table 6.  List of fish distribution and stocking information for streams in the LBLD.

Stream (section) %Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Little Bear River (1) 0/100 1D BHBK, BN, BSLM, WF
CBUT, CPCO, CRBL,
DCLN, PCYL, RT,
SC, SFGR, SKUT,
SRRS, WE
Little Bear River (2) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, DCSP, WF
PCYL, RT, SC, SFBL,
SFGR, SKMT, SKUT,
SRRS
Little Bear River (3) 0/100 1D BN, CBLS, CTBV, WF
DCSP, RT, SC,
SKMT, SKUT, SRRS,
WEMT
Little Bear River (4) 0/100 Fish Hatchery
Little Bear River (5) 0/100 1D BN, DCSP, RT, SC, WF
SKMT, WEMT
Logan River (1) 0/100 1D BHCH, BN, CBUT, WF
CPCO, RT, SC,
SFGR, SKMT, SKUT,
SKWH, WFMT
Logan River (2) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC, WF
SKMT, SKUT
Logan River (3) 75/25 1D BN,RT,SC, WFMT Y RT 5 9,555
Logan River (4) 90/10 1D BN, CTBV,RT,SC, Y RT 5 4,680
WFMT
Logan River (5) 95/5 1D BN, CTBV,RT,SC, Y RT 5 9,360
WFMT
Logan River (6) 100/0 1D BN, CTBV, RT, SC, WF
SKMT, WFMT
Logan River (7) 81/19 1D BK, BN, CTBV, SC, WF
WFMT
Logan River (2A) 0/100 ID BN, SC, WFMT WF
Seven Mile Creek 0/100 IE CPCO, SFGR WF
Little Logan River 0/100
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Blacksmith Fork (1) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, RT, WF
RTHY, SC, SRRS,
WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (2) 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC, WF
WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (3) 17/83 1D BN, CTBV, RT, WF
RTHY, SC, SKMT,
WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (4) 35/65 1D BN, CTBV, RT, SC, WF
SKMT, WEMT
Blacksmith Fork (5) 100/0 1l D BN, CTBV, RT, SC, WF
WFEMT
Blacksmith Fork (6) 84/16 1D BN, CTBV, RT, Y RT 5 780
RTHY, SC, SKMT,
WFEMT
Blacksmith Fork (7) 60/40 ID BN, SC WF
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 86/14 1D BN, CTBV, SC, WF
(1) SKMT, WFMT
Blacksmith Fork, L H Fk 100/0 1D BK, BN, CTBV, SC WF
(2)
Saddle Creek 92/8 1D BK, CTBV WF
Rock Creek 70/30 1D BN, CTBV, SC WF
Curtis Creek 100/0 1D BN, CTBV, DCSP, WF
RT, RTHY, SC
Mill Creek 0/100 1D BK, CTBV, SC WF
Sheep Creek 8/92 1D BK, BN, CTBV, SC WF
Providence Creek (1) 0/100 IE BN WF
Providence Creek (2) 0/100 IE BN, RT WF
Spring Hollow 100/0 None NF
Wind Cave Spring 100/0
Card Creek 0/100 None NF
Logan River, R Fk 95/5 IE BN, RTHY WF
Wood Camp Hollow 100/0 IC CTBV WF
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Cowley Canyon 86/14 None NF
Cottonwood Canyon 93/7 IC CTBV WF
Ricks Canyon 99/1 None NF
Willow Creek 100/0 None NF
Chicken Creek 100/0 None NF
Blind Hollow 100/0 None NF
Temple Fork (1) 100/0 ID BN, CTBV WF
Temple Fork (2) 100/0 ID BN, CTBV WF
Spawn Creek 100/0 ID BK, BN, CTBV WF
Spawn Creek Tributary 100/0 NF
Bear Hollow 100/0 IC CTBV WF
Twin Creek 100/0 IC CTBV WF
West Hodges 100/0 None WF
Theurer Hollow 100/0 IC CTBV WF
Little Bear Creek 100/0 IC CTBV WF
Tony Grove Creek 100/0 IC CTBV, SKMT WF
Bunchgrass Creek 100/0 IC CTBV WF
White Pine Creek 100/0 ID BK, CTBV WF
Beaver Creek 100/0 ID BK, CTBV, SC WF
Brush Canyon 90/10 None NF
Stump Hollow 65/35 None NF
Long Hollow 100/0 None NF
Sink Hollow 100/0 None NF
Beaver Spring 100/0 None NF
Steam Mill Canyon 92/8 None NF
Hells Kitchen Canyon 100/0 None NF
Peterson Hollow 100/0 None NF
Steep Hollow 58/42 None NF
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Crescent L Canyon Cr 65/35 None NF
Beirdneau Creek 100/0 None NF
Mill Hollow Creek 100/0 None NF
Tab Hollow 100/0 None NF
Rigby Hollow 66/34 None NF
Spring Creek 0/100 ID BN, CBUT, CPCO, WF
RT, SFGR, SKUT,

WFMT
Wellsville Creek (1) 0/100
Wellsville Creek (2) 0/100
Little Bear River, E Fk 0/100 1D BN, CBUT, CPCO, WF
1) CTBV, RT, RTHY,

SC, SKMT
Little Bear River, E Fk 14/86 1D BN, CTBV, KS, RT, WF
2) SC, SKMT
Pole Creek 0/100 ID CTBV, RT WF
Porcupine Creek 0/100 None NF
Scare Canyon 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, MNFH, WF
RT, RTHY, SC,

SKMT

Cinnamon Creek (1) 0/100 ID BN, CTBV, RT, WF
RTHY, SC, SKMT
Cinnamon Creek (2) 75/25 IC CTBV WF
La Plata Canyon 0/100 None NF
Red Rock Creek 60/40 IC CTBV WF
. . BN, CTBV, SC,

Little Bear River, S Fk 20/80 ID SKMT, WEMT WF
Davenport Creek 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC WF
Pole Creek 0/100 IC CTBV WF
Bald Head Creek 0/100 1D BN, CTBV, SC WF
Smith Creek 0/100 None NF
Fish Creek 0/100 ID BN, CTBV, SC, WF

SKMT
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Stream (section) %~Public/ Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size Stocking
Private  Class® Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Wellsville Creek 0/100 ID BN, CTBV, SC WF
Swift Slough 0/100 IE CPCO WF
1 Fish Health Security Classification of Utah Hatcheries and Receiving waters.
2 See Table 5 for species codes.
3 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish, NF=No Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.
Table 7. List of fish distribution and stocking for lakes and reservoirs in the LBLD.
Lake/Reservoir Surface  Health Fish Species? Mgmt  Species Size  Stocking
Acres Class! Class® Stocked Stocked Quota
Caspers Pond RT Y RT 5 780
Hyrum Reservoir 480 IVE BN, BSLM, PCYL, BY RT 5 11,000
RT, SFBL, SKUT, TG TG 2 25,000
Pelican Pond 12 BHBK, BSLM, WF
CPCO, SFGR
Porcupine Reservoir 195 oD BN, CTBV, DCSP, BY KS 2 10,000
KS, RT, RTHY, RT 2 20,000
SKMT
Spring Creek Reservoir 2 CBUT, SKUT WF
Tony Grove Lake 25 IF RT Y RT 5 6,080
Skylers Pond BHCH, BSLM, RT, Y BHCH 5 1,500
SFBL, SFGR RT 5 2,500
Wellsville Reservoir 6 IF RT Y RT 2 2,300
5 4,050
White Pine Lake 11

Fish Health Security Classification of Utah Hatcheries and Receiving waters.
2 See Table 5 for species codes.

8 BY=Basic Yield, I'Y=Intensive Yield, WF=Wild Fish. See Appendix B for descriptions.
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Table 8.

for both sportfish and management classes in the LBLD.

Total number of waters, length of streams, and surface acres of lakes and reservoirs

SPORTEISH CLASS Miles of Stream Number of Lake/Reservoir Number of
Streams Surface Acres Waters
1 28.2 5 0 0
2 54.7 11 195 1
3 182.8 38 525 7
4 55 2 0 0
5 0 0 0 0
6 8.5 3 0 0
Not Rated 65.4 30 11 1
Total 345.1 89 731 9
MANAGEMENT CLASS Miles of Stream Number of Lake/Reservoir Number of
Streams Surface Acres Waters
Basic Yield 0 0 675 2
Intensive Yield 21.0 4 31 4
Wild Fishery 257.7 54 14 2
Warm Water Fishery 0 0 0 0
Trophy Fishery 0 0 0 0
Waters without fish 60.0 26 0 0
Unclassified waters 6.4 5 11 1
Total 345.1 89 731 9
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Table 9.

Land ownership or management in the LBLD.

Land Ownership or Administrator

Percent of Total Acres

Private 37.5%
State Lands (except UDWR) 4.0%
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 3.5%
Wasatch-Cache National Forest 55.0%

Table 10. Implementation Schedule and Budget for Little Bear-Logan Hydrologic Unit

16010203.

Strategy Timetable Personnel* Equipment* Budget*
Native Species
Bonneville cutthroat trout
- genetics (if CTBV found) ongoing
- determine limiting physical factors ongoing

- if present, reduce ongoing
- expand distribution ongoing
- population monitoring ongoing
Leatherside chub
- complete surveys ongoing
- monitoring as needed
Bluehead sucker
- complete surveys ongoing
- monitoring as needed
Boreal toad
- complete surveys ongoing
Other native species
- survey/monitoring ongoing
Sportfish Management
Intensive Yield Waters
- survey/monitoring ongoing
Wild and Basic Yield Waters
- survey/monitoring ongoing

*

Items with nothing listed could be completed under current work programs and budgets.
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Appendix A

General Definitions of Sport Fish Classes for Utah Waters

Many waters in Utah have been classified according to a system that rates their value as sport
fisheries. According to this system, a water receives subjective numerical ratings for three
criteria: esthetics, availability, and productivity. A final numerical rating and class are then
determined from a weighted sum of the three with productivity being the most important factor.
A detailed description of the sportfish classification system is available in the UDWR Stream
Survey Manual. This classification system and basic water inventory system is being revised to
incorporate other resource values and factors. The definitions below from the UDWR Stream
Survey Manual provide a general description of the classes.

Stream Classes
Class 1

Class 1 streams are the top quality fishing waters of the state. They should be preserved and
improved for fishery and similar recreational uses. These streams are generally outstanding in
natural beauty and of a unique type. They are accessible by modern car at suitable points, and
larger waters are floatable with suitable launching facilities. Productivity is such that they
support high fish populations in good condition of one or more species of the more desirable
game fish. Natural reproduction or the stocking of small fish maintains an excellent sport
fishery.

Class 2

Class 2 waters are of great importance to the state fishery. These are productive streams with
high esthetic value and should be preserved. Fishing and other recreational uses should be the
primary consideration. They are moderate to large in size and may have some human
development, such as farms or commercial establishments along them. Many Class 2 streams are
comparable to Class 1 except for size.

Class 3

Class 3 streams comprise approximately half of the total stream fishery habitat in Utah. These
waters are important because they support the bulk of stream fishing pressure in Utah. Water
developments involving Class 3 waters should be planned to include fisheries as a primary use,
and fishery losses should be minimized and enhanced when possible.

Class 4

Class 4 streams are typically poor in quality with limited fishery value. Fishing should be
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considered a secondary use. A few Class 4 waters provide an important catchable fishery in
areas where no other fishery exists. Water development plans should include proposals to
enhance fisheries values where feasible.

Class 5

Class 5 streams are now practically valueless to the fishery resource. Other water uses should
take preference over fisheries in planning water developments; however, many waters in this
class could provide valuable fisheries if additional water could be provided.

Class 6

Class 6 streams are those stream channels that are dewatered for significant time periods during
the year. Many of the stream sections now in the class could support good to excellent fish
populations if appropriate minimum flows could be provided. Planning of water developments
should include consideration for restoration of these dewatered sections of stream.

Lake Classes
Class 1

Class 1 lakes are large bodies of water that satisfy heavy fishing pressure. Productivity is such
that they support a high fish population in good condition of one or more species of game fish.
Natural reproduction and/or stocking of small fish maintain an excellent sport fishery. Itis
essential to maintain the fishery value of these waters to provide fishing for Utah residents and as
tourist attractions.

Class 2

Class 2 lakes are also important to the Utah economy because of their recreational value.
Productivity is such that they support a high fish population in good condition of one or more
species of game fish. Coldwater lakes in this class require stocking of small fish to maintain
good fishing. Some Class 2 lakes are comparable to Class 1 except for size; others have low
esthetic ratings or biological deficiencies. It is essential to maintain the fishery value of these
waters to provide fishing for Utah residents and as tourist attractions.

Class 3
Class 3 are, in some instances, attractions for out-of-state anglers but normally provide angling
for those who reside 50 miles or less from each lake or reservoir. Because of the geographical

location of some Class 3 waters in areas where there is little fishing, they may be very important
locally. These key lakes and reservoirs should be enhanced for fishery production if possible.
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Class 4,5,6

Class 4, 5, and 6, lakes and reservoirs contribute little to the fishery resource in Utah. Some of
these lakes and reservoirs do provide fishing where little fishery exists when stocked with
catchable trout.
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Appendix B
Definitions of sportfishing management concepts according to a strategic plan for the
comprehensive management of Utah’s wildlife resources (UDWR 1992) and Fish Stocking and
Transfer Procedures, UDWR Policy # W2ADM-1 (UDWR 1997).

Basic Yield Waters:

Management focus is on family-oriented recreation. This management concept utilizes available
habitat and biological productivity to grow fish to an acceptable size. These waters may be
stocked with fingerling-sized fish or be sustained through natural reproduction. Generally
catchable fish are stocked only to supplement the fishery, but they do not provide a majority of
the harvest. In a few situations where avian or fish predators prohibit fingerling plants, catchable
fish may be stocked. Catchables still provide a put-grow-and-take type fishery and are not
stocked for immediate return as they are in “Intensive Yield Waters.” Although some large fish
may be produced in basic yield waters, trophy-sized fish are not the goal of this management
strategy. A variety of cold and warmwater fish species are managed under this concept.

Intensive Yield Waters:

These waters provide fishing opportunity where angling pressure is heavy or where marginal
habitat conditions restrict fish growth and survival. These waters are generally smaller than
"basic yield waters" and are usually located in close proximity to urban centers. Sometimes
heavily used recreation sites are managed as intensive yield waters. Management involves the
stocking of catchable fish. These fish are stocked to provide immediate fishing opportunities.
The fish are not intended to stay in the water and grow to a larger size. Family and especially
“youth” recreation is the primary focus of this management strategy. Species management is
mainly limited to rainbow trout. In some heavily used waters, albino rainbow trout are stocked so
anglers can see that stocked fish are present. This stocking strategy is usually not applied in
waters managed with native or wild trout.

Trophy Waters:

Under this concept, waters are oriented toward producing quality fishing opportunities, not
necessarily quantity. Management efforts are directed toward producing “larger than average"
size fish. Habitat quality and water size are usually determinant factors. Trophy waters can be
managed through either stocking or natural reproduction. Other angling use created under this
concept is secondary to trophy fish production.

Wild Fish Waters:

This concept allows the fish species and its habitat to dictate what can naturally be produced and
sustained. Fisheries are maintained solely through natural reproduction. Whether or not this
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group can produce substantial fishing opportunities is not a primary management issue. The Wild
Fish concept differs from the Basic Yield concept in that management efforts are directed toward
sustaining fisheries that never require stocking, other than the initial transplant. Aquatic habitats
under this concept are usually more pristine than those in other concepts, since it would be
impossible to sustain a wild fishery in a degraded environment. Habitat preservation and
enhancement receive emphasis under this concept, as do special regulations.
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Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:43 PM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>; Chris Penne <chrispenne@utah.gov>
Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire

Great!! Do you have the 2017 Utah Sensitive Species list?

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 14, 2019, at 3:41 PM, Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Thank you Pam. We have the Utah Wildlife Action Plan, | accidentally
neglected adding it to the list, so no need to send it. Chris and Kent, if
you have any questions please feel free to contact me.

Thanks,
Audrey

From: Pam Kramer <pamkramer@utah.gov>

Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 3:17 PM

To: Audrey McCulley <AMcCulley@swca.com>

Cc: Kent Sorenson <kentsorenson@utah.gov>; Chris Penne
<chrispenne@utah.gov>

Subject: Re: Cutler Reservoir relicensing questionnaire
Audrey:

Chris Penne or Kent Sorenson from my office are the 2 primary
contacts for this project. | will forward on your questionnaire to them. |
would suggest reviewing the Utah Wildlife Action Plan which | will email
to you. There are Species of Greatest Conservation Concern which we
would like addressed in the plan along with any state sensitive species. |
will send you that list as well.

Pam

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 14, 2019, at 2:04 PM, Audrey McCulley
<AMcCulley@swca.com> wrote:

Hi Pam,
SWCA is assisting PacifiCorp with the FERC Preliminary

Application Document for their FERC license renewal for
the Cutler Reservoir. We are conducting a
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desktop/literature review to help characterize the
resources for the project and we want to make sure we
don’t miss any data sources or studies pertaining to
wildlife, including special status species in this area. | was
wondering if you could take a few minutes and fill out the
attached questionnaire. In it | have listed the data sources
we are reviewing and there is a place for you to jot down
other data sources or studies that we may have missed. If
you could email the questionnaire back to me | would
greatly appreciate it.

Many thanks,

Audrey

Audrey McCulley

SWCA Environmental Consultants
257 East 200 South, Suite 200
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

Office 801.322.4307

Cell  801.520.2504

amcculley@swca.com

<Cutler Resource Agency Questionnaire_Pam Kramer
UDWR.docx>

Save our in-boxes! http://emailcharter.org

Chris Penne

Northern Region Aquatics Manager

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Division of Wildlife Resources

515 East 5300 South
Ogden, Utah 84405
Phone: 801-476-2771

chrispenne@utah.gov
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Eve Davies

Principal Scientist

Renewable Resources, PacifiCorp
1407 West North Temple, Ste. 210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
801-220-2245
cutlerlicense@gmail.com

February 4, 2019
Subject: PacifiCorp’s Cutler Hydroelectric Project - Upcoming Interviews
Dear Cutler Relicensing Stakeholder,

As noted in previous correspondence, Rocky Mountain Power (a division of PacifiCorp), is writing to you because
you have been identified as an individual or representative of an organization that may be interested in and/or
affected by the upcoming Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC’s) relicensing process for the Cutler
Hydroelectric Project.

PacifiCorp is interested in hearing from stakeholders about your thoughts and concerns related to the Cutler
Project and the relicensing process. We have engaged a third party, Ben Gaddis (Gaddis Consulting, LLC), to
assist us in this process. This correspondence is to let you know that Ben will be contacting you via email and
telephone in the near future to initiate this collaborative process. He’ll be asking a few questions, the answers to
which will be reported to PacifiCorp on an anonymous basis. Your answers will assist PacifiCorp in better
understanding your thoughts and concerns at this early stage in the relicensing process. Your answers will also
help to inform the most productive ways we can collaborate in moving forward. PacifiCorp will also be hosting
a half-day public workshop on February 13, 2019, 1:00 - 5:15 p.m. at Riverwoods Conference Center, 615
Riverwoods Parkway, Logan, Utah.

In addition, PacifiCorp and/or our third-party resource specialists may contact you separately to request any
existing information you can share that will help inform our assessment of resources in the Project vicinity.

Please contact Ben via email (bgaddis@gaddisconsultingllc.com) or telephone (801-259-3257) with any
questions. In your correspondence please use “Cutler Project” in the subject line.

Thank you for your time and attention.
Sincerely,

Eve Davies
Principal Scientist
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Benjamin Gaddis

From: Benjamin Gaddis <bgaddis@gaddisconsultingllc.com>

Sent: Monday, March 04, 2019 5:01 PM

To: Benjamin Gaddis

Cc: cutlerlicense@gmail.com

Subject: FW: PacifiCorp's Cutler Hydroelectric Project Relicensing Interviews
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Cutler Relicensing Stakeholder,

I am reaching out to you per the email correspondence below. At this time | do not have a suitable telephone number to
call you to engage in a short discussion about your thoughts and concerns related to the Cutler Project and the
relicensing process. If you'd like to engage in this discussion with me please respond to this email with your name and a
telephone number | can use to contact you. Please feel free to note any questions or concerns.

Thank you for your time and attention. It is much appreciated.

Best regards,
Ben

Benjamin Gaddis
Gaddis Consulting, LLC

From: Miriam Hugentobler [mailto:cutlerlicense@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 3:17 PM

To: Undisclosed Recipients <cutlerlicense@gmail.com>

Cc: Benjamin Gaddis <bgaddis@gaddisconsultingllc.com>

Subject: PacifiCorp's Cutler Hydroelectric Project Relicensing Interviews

Dear Cutler Relicensing Stakeholder,

As noted in previous correspondence, Rocky Mountain Power (a division of PacifiCorp), is writing to you because you
have been identified as an individual or representative of an organization that may be interested in and/or affected by
the upcoming Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC’s) relicensing process for the Cutler Hydroelectric Project.

PacifiCorp is interested in hearing from stakeholders about your thoughts and concerns related to the Cutler Project and
the relicensing process. We have engaged a third party, Ben Gaddis (Gaddis Consulting, LLC), to assist us in this process.
This correspondence is to let you know that Ben will be contacting you via email and telephone in the near future to
initiate this collaborative process. He'll be asking a few questions, the answers to which will be reported to PacifiCorp on
an anonymous basis. Your answers will assist PacifiCorp in better understanding your thoughts and concerns at this early
stage in the relicensing process. Your answers will also help to inform the most productive ways we can collaborate in
moving forward. PacifiCorp will also host a half-day public workshop on February 13, 2019, 1:00 - 5:15 p.m. at
Riverwoods Conference Center, 615 Riverwoods Parkway, Logan, Utah.

In addition, PacifiCorp and/or our third-party resource specialists may contact you separately to request any existing
information you can share that will help inform our assessment of resources in the Project vicinity.
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Please contact Ben via email (bgaddis@gaddisconsultingllc.com) or telephone (801-259-3257) with any questions. In
your correspondence please use “Cutler Project” in the subject line.

Thank you for your time and attention.
Sincerely,

Eve Davies

Principal Scientist

Renewable Resources, PacifiCorp
1407 West North Temple, Ste. 210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
801-220-2245

cutlerlicense @ gmail.com
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STAKEHOLDER KICK-OFF WORKSHOP MATERIALS
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Date:
Time:

Location:

W, ROCKY MOUNTAIN
POWER

A DIVISION OF PACIFICORP

CUTLER PROJECT STAKEHOLDER KICKOFF WORKSHOP

February 13, 2019
1:00-5:15 p.m.

Riverwoods Conference Center
615 Riverwoods Parkway
Logan, Utah

Workshop Purposes

e Provide stakeholders with information about the Cutler Project and the FERC relicensing

process.

e Get initial input from stakeholders about interests with respect to the Cutler Project.

Agenda
Time Agenda Item
1:15-1:30 Workshop introduction and stage setting
e Review workshop purposes, agenda, and tools
e Introduce Cutler Project team
1:30 - 2:00 Cutler Project overview
2:00-2:30 FERC relicensing process overview
2:45-5:00 Breakout sessions
1. FERC relicensing process overview and discussion
2. Studies overview and discussion
3. Project operation overview and discussion
4. Collaboration overview and discussion
5. Property maps and specific property questions
5:00-5:15 Workshop closing
e Workshop wrap up
e Next steps
5:15 Adjourn

B-42



Cutler Hydroelectric Project
Relicensing Workshop

February 13, 2019 — Riverwoods Conference Center — Logan, UT

1:15 - 1:30pm
1:30 - 2:00pm
2:00 — 2:30pm
2:30 — 2:45pm
2:45 — 5:00pm
5:00 — 5:15pm
5:15pm

Workshop introduction
Cutler Project overview
FERC licensing process overview

break
Breakout sessions

Workshop closing, wrap-up, and next steps

adjourn
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Welcome and Introductions

* Welcome and Safety Moment
* Introductions
» Workshop Purpose

» Provide stakeholders with information about the Cutler Project and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing process

 Get initial input from stakeholders about interests with respect to the Cutler Project
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Cutler Overview
Project Area

* Approximately 5,000
acres each of water
and PacifiCorp lands
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Cutler Overview
Historic Wheelon Dam

Courtesy of USU Special Collections, Merrill-Cazier Library
and the Library of Congress, HAER UTAH, 2-FIELD, 2-1.
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Cutler Overview
Bear River Development
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Cutler Overview
Cutler Historic Photos

Courtesy of J. Willard Marriott Library Special Collections
Division, University of Utah and PacifiCorp.
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Cutler Overwew

Project Dam and Spillway Gates

» Concrete gravity arch dam 545 feet
by 109 feet, completed in 1927

« A gated-overflow spillway with four =8
30-foot-wide by 14-foot-high radial |
gates

 Spillway crest elevation at 4,394.5
feet above mean sea level*®

 Top of gates at 4,408.5 feet
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Cutler Overwew
Powerhouse and
Flowline/Penstocks

* 1,160-foot-long by 18-foot-diameter steel
flowline

 81-foot-high by 45-foot-diameter surge tank

* Two 118-foot-long by 14-foot-diameter steel
penstocks

* Powerhouse: 3-story steel frame and brick
curtain wall, 130 feet long by 74 feet wide

* Maximum discharge flow of approximately | | ; ._i._ :
3,600 cfs -
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Cutler Overview

Project Powerhouse

In operation since 1927
Nameplate rating of 30 megawatts (MW)

Two 15MW, 150 revolutions per minute (rpm)
vertical Francis turbines: Unit 1 with 23,602
horsepower (hp) and Unit 2 with 21,180 hp

Two General Electric generating units with a total
installed capacity of 30 MW

Average annual power generated by the Cutler
Project is 71,424 megawatt-hours (MWh)
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Cutler Overwew
Project Operation

» System operated to meet largest in-priority water rights on the river, diverted at Cutler Dam (900 cfs)

* Governed by Bear River Compact, water rights, and supplemental water contracts
* PacifiCorp holds multiple water rights including storage in Bear Lake

* Required to operate the Bear River to meet needs of 1) flood control, 2) irrigation, 3) hydropower
generation

* Typically run-of-river, by schedule that meets current license requirements — allows 1 foot total of
elevation variation (4407.5-4406.5) March-Dec and 1.5 feet (4407.5-4406.0) in winter

* Reservoir surface area of ~5,460 acres at maximum normal elevation (4407.5 feet), with storage of
approximately 13,200 acre-feet (reservoir averages less than 4 feet deep; less than 2 feet deep in the
southern half)

B-55

 Typically no generation during later irrigation season, after natural flows decline (July-Sept)
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Cutler Overview Current License

* Current license issued 1994; expires 2024

» Current license requirements (in part):
0 Reservoir operating elevation limits (typically 4406.5-4407.5)

Period Reservoir Elevation (Ft) Tolerance (Ft) % of Time Goal Met
March 1 —Dec 1 4,407.5 - 4,406.5 +0.25 95%
Dec 2 — Feb 28 4,407.5-4,406.0 +0.25t0 0.5 90%

0 Water Quality Monitoring Program (quarterly at 5-year intervals)

o Fish Habitat Enhancement Program (placed structures, discontinued monitoring
per agreement with UDWR)

0 Cutler Resource Management Plan
B-56



Cutler Hydroelectrlc = e
Prolect R

..r.-:. e B ok v

Pt e , b o e i e T tﬁ._-lﬂ
i B ﬂn‘“rn‘n. i Mﬂ"ﬁ"‘ﬁ ﬂ‘ﬁiﬁ‘iﬁ?ﬁé‘m&“r

Cutler Overview

Current License (cont.)

Resource Management Plan covers:

Vegetation Enhancement Program (buffers, woody vegetation
planting, bank stabilization, fencing, erosion control basins, and
wildlife habitat protection and improvements)

» Agricultural and Grazing Lease Program (continue agricultural
uses but modity leases to protect/enhance other resources, and
property coordination)

* Recreation Program (create 8 day-use sites and two boat-in
sites, canoe and walking trails, allow recreation use including
hunting and fishing access on Project lands, create boater use
zones in reservoir, trapping permit program) and related
Wetland Mitigation Program
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Future License Proposal

To meet new generation scenarios that include more variable
sources of energy, such as wind and solar generation, need
additional operational flexibility beyond the current 1-1.5 foot
elevation change limits.

NOT proposing a change to the upper reservoir limits (perhaps ... ..
additional flexibility in tolerance range limits)

Will study a full range of reservoir lower elevation limits, down |
to the spill gate lower sill elevation (mechanical limit of lower e
elevations possible), equal to approximately 11 feet

No new inundation; consider removal of Wheelon Dam

Relicensing is not the on-going conversation about Bear River
water use B-58
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Cutler Overview
Future License Proposal

* PacifiCorp is the operator of the Bear River system

 Talking to Utah, Idaho, and Wyoming to continue needed water
discussions, but that is a separate issue from generation related
to the Cutler license...

” As demands increase for energy and water supply within the
Bear River Basin, it has been recognized that increased
collaboration is necessary to meet the region’s future challenges.
Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, and PacifiCorp/ﬁocky Mountain Power
are discussin%lt e water su]ﬁply, power operations, and future
needs throughout the Bear River Basin, including Bear Lake. In
addition, all of these parties are reaching out to their associated
stakeholders in order to reflect the important and diverse
interests within the basin.”
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Cutler Overview
Future License Proposal

* Because we are proposing a change from relatively
‘tlat’ operation, over the next two years, will need to
look at potential effects to and information needs for a
variety of resources
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Cutler Overview Relicensing Issues

» Water Quality/Hydrology/Water Rights
e Sedimentation/Dredging

* Fishery — No native sport fishery; few natives in the lower Bear

 Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat/Threatened and Endangered
Species (e.g., Ute ladies’-tresses orchid)

* Native freshwater mollusk community
 Invasive species (Phragmites, Quagga mussels, other) E 7
 Cultural and Tribal resources— prehistoric and historic
* Recreation opportunities

 Agricultural opportunities

e Others?

* Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement (PME) measares —
future discussion
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Cutler Overview Proposed Relicensing Studies

* Hydrologic modeling / Sedimentation: Light detection and ranging (LiDAR) study (Fall 2019)
* Aquatic Resources: Fish and freshwater mussel populations assessment
e Cultural Resources: Conduct a cultural resource inventory (archaeological, architectural, ethnographic resources)

» Wildlife & Botanical: Map and characterize the distribution of shoreline aquatic habitat within the Cutler Project
Boundary to identify the area that would be exposed under the proposed wider operating range

» Wetlands, Riparian, and Shoreline Habitat: Same study will quantity the amount of available littoral habitat,
characterize existing emergent and aquatic vegetation, and map invasive species

* Rare, Threatened, Endangered species: Conduct a Ute ladies’-tresses orchid survey

* Recreation and Land Use: Analyze LiDAR data to determine reservoir pool level thresholds for access at respective
recreation sites

 Others? B-62



Bt e

R R e x . 3 ke sy o P v

ar o mrﬁ-ﬂnummﬁ.a—&. we iy e 1 "-
%’*ﬁwqmwﬂw L

Cutler Overview FERC Relicensing Process and PacifiCorp Cutler
Stakeholder Process

Integrated Licensing Process Timeline for Relicensing
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Basics of FERC

 What is FERC? - FERC is a federal, independent agency (formerly the
Federal Power Commission)

* What does FERC do? - FERC regulates electrical transmission,
hydropower licensing and safety, and natural gas and oil pipelines

* How does FERC impact me? - FERC manages the public, non-
governmental organization, agency and tribal participation during the
relicensing process

* When does relicensing start? - The relicensing process starts 5 to 5.5 years
before the expiration of a project’s license

B-65
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

What is a license? B

PacifiCorp Electric Operations Project No. 2420-001

* A FERC “license” is a regulatory cxomn 1800 wew icEsE
(Major Project)

document that permits dam owners i Feeen
to use public waters for energy oL 1Eackon SRBeE Pev S, OF Che Pedeies Pover Ret FN) for cha:

continued operation and maintenance of the 30-megawatt (MW)
Cutler Project located on the Bear River, in Cache and Box Elder

1 Counties, near Logan, Utah. ! The projeét would produce about
production.

106 gigawatthours (GWh) of electricity annually.

Notice of the application has been published. No agency or

o [t spec1f1es the conditions for et g i it g gl e B ot Wy I

considered in determining whether to issue this license.

Constructlon, Operatlon, and The staff issued a draft environmental assessment (EA) for

this project on January 27, 1994. The staff analyzed and
N . considered all the comments filed pursuant to the draft EA. The
malntenanCe Of the o eCt staff issued a final EA on April 7, 1994, which is attached to
];) ] . and made part of this license order. The staff also prepared a
Safety and Design Assessment (S&DA), which is available in the
Commission’s public file for this project.

[ Essentially a llpermit tO Operate,, The American Whitewater Affiliation and American Rivers,

Inc. filed a timely joint motion to intervene seeking to protect
the nondevelopmental values of the Bear River. They believe
there are significant opportunities on the Bear River for

° Cutler,S License WaS last issued in enhancing fish, wildlife, and recreation resources.

The Bear River Canal Company (BRCC) filed a late motion to
intervene which was granted by a notice issued on June 17, 1993,
1994 BRCC is concerned that operational changes at the project could
B-66 affect water delivery for irrigation.
Mr. Paul Stewart also filed a late motion to intervene which
was granted by a notice issued on September 7, 1993, Mr. Stewart



Cutler Hydroelectrlc
Prolect

e B
ek, i i tﬁt"ﬂﬂﬁd‘ﬂ.ﬁ‘ ﬂ‘ Wjﬁ?\iﬁ

FERC Relicensing

* Relicensing is the process by which dam owners seek to
renew their licenses so they can continue operating for 30-

50 more years

* Brings licenses in compliance with regulations and standards that have
changed since last license was issued

Complex, multi-year process

Involves multiple participants with many public involvement opportunities
Develops a regulatory record

Provides FERC with decision-making information

Determines the final license terms and re¢uirements
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Basic Steps of Relicensing

 Describe project and identify key questions

 PacifiCorp describes existing }laro]ect otential future operations, and identifies potential
issues in the Preliminary Application Document (PAD)

 Stakeholders ask questions and requests studies

* Answer questions and develop license application

* Studies
 Identity Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement (PME) measures for new license
 Submit license application

 FERC conducts a NEPA review and issues license with conditions
 Solicits comments from stakeholders
» Receives terms and conditions from resources agencies (state, federal, tribal)
e Adjudicates conflicts (if any)
 Issue license

On-going Compliance for many yéaf's after license issuance
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

and FERC Relicensing

* FERC is the “lead agency” for NEPA and
therefore responsible for
completing NEPA analysis

« FERC will scope the range of questions that it needs to have
answered

e Public, Indian Tribes, and agencies have input into this
process

* PacifiCorp is then tasked with collecting information
necessary to answer those questions B-69
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Potential Studies
Study proposals...

* Must have “nexus” to project

Must relate to public interest or specific resource agency goals

Relate to an appropriate study area/area of potential effects

Avoid academic questions

Use commonly accepted study methods

Reference existing data or studies, if available

Results of studies will support conversations about necessary PME measures that
should be included in the new license.
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FERC’s Public Involvement

|| Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Enter Search Term(s): Search

ABOUT MEDIA DOCUMENTS & FILINGS INDUSTRIES LEGAL RESOURCES MARKET OVERSIGHT ENFORCEMENT CAREERS CONTACT US

* This process includes:
 State agencies

RESOURCES

Industries >

QUICK LINKS
. Hydropower B Hydropower TEXT SIZE | |5 ||M] L o FAST-41
* Federal agencies
Recent Highlights
Dam Safety and o Hydropower Landmark
. . . Inspections January 2, 2019 Orders
o Accounting Matters
® Il Id l I N t ‘) I b i o FERC Staff | Final Env tal | t Stats t for the Yuba River Devel it Project (P-2246-065 N
]_a a 1 e rl es Environment FERe r\l10§8 ssues Final Envirenmental Impact Statement for the Yuba River Development Projec ) o Forms
Industry Activities o Guide to Electronic
December 20, 2018 Information at FERC
[ ] 1 1 d d 1 d t Seneral information Item: H-1 - FERC Issues Final Rule on Elimination of Form 80 and Revision of Regulations on Recreational
I I I ‘A; o tH1- vi -
O Ca a O ners an re S]' en S Opportunities and Development at Licensed Hydropower Projects Order No. 852 EE3 ?j;gr:eﬁa@pgézﬁ Contact

* Non-government organizations

* FERC maintains a public database
where all submittals are tracked:
www.ferc.gov
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October 30, 2018

o The Commission is seeking additional resource experts for its Hydropower Licensing Study Dispute
Resolution Panel Member List. Consider becoming a member if you have technical expertise in
Aquatic Resources; Terrestrial Resources; Cultural Resources; Recreational Resources; Land Use and
Aesthetics; Geelogy and Soils; Socio-ecenomics; or Engineering. Notice B | Read More

The Commission's responsibilities include: Issuance of licenses for the construction of a
new project; Issuance of licenses for the continuance of an existing project (relicensing);
and QOversight of all ongoing project operations, including dam safety inspections and
envirenmental monitoring.
Licensing Compliance Dam Safety & Inspections
Engineering Guidelines
o Chapter 13 new
o About Drilling at

o Integrated
Traditional, and
Alternative Licensing

¢ How To Submit
and/or Update
Contact Information

o Hydropower Filing Guide E@

PHOTO GALLERY

Trout fishing below the E-fam
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Milestones for FERC Public Involvement

» Key milestones for public involvement:
» Attend FERC scoping meetings
 Comments on the PAD
 Comments on Study Plan
* Comments on Draft License Application

* How to be involved:
 E-subscription (must have FERC Docket No. 2420)
 E-library

* Newspaper notices for public meetings
B-72
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Integration with FERC Licensing Process
* Integration with other regulatory processes and agencies:
* Clean Water Act (CWA)/ State 401 Water Quality certification

* National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
* National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
* Endangered Species Act (ESA)

B-73



2/27-5/7

Dispute Resolution 11/2
Preliminary Licensing
6/26 Proposal (PLP)
Scoping Meeting 1/31

Site Visit Comments on PLP
1/8

\ Revised Study Plan \
(PSP)

9/10 2/7-1/7 2/7-1/8
4/28 SD2, Proposed 1/23 First Field Season Second Field Season
Tribal Consultation Study Plans (PSP)
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an 2020 Jan 2021 Jan 2022
29 Mar, 2019 31 Maf, 2022
10/16
5/28 Study Plan Meeting 2/20
Study Plan Determination
Scoping Document
(SD) 1 2/7 3/8
12/9 Second Season Updated Study
7/26 Comments on PSP 3/8 Study Report Report Meeting Summary
File PAD Comments 2/5 Study Report
Study Requests First Season Study Report Meeting Summary

Red dots denote opportunity /

° ° 2#22 Mar 2022
for an()lvement 1mn process° Updated Study Report Meeting Final License Application

First Season Study Report Meeting
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FERC Rellcensmg Process and PacifiCorp Cutler
Stakeholder Process

* Breakout sessions include more
detail on Relicensing, Studies,
Project Operations, Collaboration,
and Project-specific Property
Issues

» Take advantage of handouts and
sign-up sheets, but that does not
replace FERC docket

e Breakouts — Tell us more!




STAKEHOLDER KICK-OFF WORKSHOP MEETING SUMMARY
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MEETING SUMMARY
CUTLER RELICENSING PUBLIC WORKSHOP
FEBRUARY 13, 2019

RIVERWOODS CONFERENCE CENTER
LOGAN, UTAH
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Meeting Summary
Cutler Relicensing Public Workshop
February 13, 2019

Riverwoods Conference Center
Logan, Utah

The public workshop was staffed by PacifiCorp representatives and consultants (see Table —
Team Members) and was attended by approximately 50 interested individuals and
representatives of state and local agencies, non-governmental organizations, and business and
community leaders (see Table — Workshop Attendees).

The opening session (see Agenda) provided an overview of the Cutler Project and the FERC
relicensing process, and was followed by a series of breakout sessions focused on the following
topics:

FERC relicensing process overview and discussion
Studies overview and discussion

Project operation overview and discussion
Collaboration overview and discussion

Property maps and specific property questions

A e

Each breakout session was held five times in succession, with participants rotating through every
20 minutes. The breakout sessions provided supplemental information on each of the above
topics and provided an opportunity for participants to ask questions and/or provide input. Refer
to the attached Powerpoint slides for details on information presented during the workshop
sessions. Questions, concerns, and information received from attendees is included in the
following sections.
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Main Session:
Cutler Project Overview
FERC Licensing Process Overview

Eve Davies, Relicensing Project Manager, PacifiCorp
Ben Gaddis, Facilitator, Gaddis Consulting

The following questions were raised by workshop attendees following the main session.
PacifiCorp’s responses were as noted.

: What are the proposed additional fluctuations?

. This is not currently known. PacifiCorp will be conducting studies to determine this.

Q
A
Q: Will the project affect the Bear River Canal?
A: We don't believe so.

Q: Will the studies be published to PacifiCorp’s Cutler Project website?
A: Yes, in late 2020 and late 2021.

Q: Why did PacifiCorp decide to not raise the upper limit at Cutler?

A: A decision on operations had to be made in order to proceed with relicensing. The company
is preparing for changes in water use versus changes in power generation.

Q: What deliverable is due at the end of 2019?
A: Study Plans
Q: Do verbal comments count/hold the same weight as written comments?

A: That is our intention. Please note that FERC comments on documents with public review
periods are different and must follow that the agency’s protocols.

Q: Where may we direct additional comments to PacifiCorp by email after today?

A: cutlerlicense(@gmail.com

In addition, one attendee provided written comments on a form provided during the main session
for this purpose.
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CUTLER PROJECT STAKEHOLDER KICKOFF WORKSHOP

Please provide any additional comments and questions below. Use the back for additional
space or attach additional pages.

FERC RELICENSING COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
Where & Whew will the jore applicat on oty me.z-
and slhe ¥ FERL daumasis b paé/:ét/ !
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STUDIES COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Where will Fhe resalls of these studies by pog)‘p;/?

PROJECT OPERATION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
What s the Adiference between ¢ /Mppdr veservoir it

and UM/A&'HDM/ :E/ex}}o;’ljr in fb/emnzc r/m?a"? ‘
Now is ot diffecot Bthly what +hey ore ;é;,,&,. oW

COLLABORATION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

PROPERTY COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

»n




Breakout Session 1:
FERC Licensing Process

Finlay Anderson, Kleinschmidt Associates
Nuria Holmes, Kleinschmidt Associates

No comments were received on the FERC licensing process during this breakout session. Some
participants had questions on how to become an intervenor and were provided supplemental
information.



Breakout Session 2:
Studies

Eve Davies, PacifiCorp
The following study topics were raised and discussed during the studies breakout session:

Aquatic Resources
e Fish and freshwater mussels population assessment

e Effect of carp on habitat diversity, water quality, species variation, aquatic vegetation
(i.e., Utah Lake)
e Effects and management plans for tamarisk, Russian olive, Phragmites, and other species

Recreation and Land Use
e Analysis of pool elevation changes effect to recreation site access
e SR30 widening will alter Project Boundary. No other large-scale changes proposed
e Study current levels of invasive controls — step those up
e Reservoir mapping to promote fishery recreation

Hydrologic Modeling/Sedimentation
e Fall 2019 LiDAR Survey
o 3-to 4-week process of drawing down reservoir
o Down 4 ft at Benson Marina
Characterize existing core sediment in reservoir
Concern with phosphorus exposure during drawdowns
Coordinate with DEQ on monitoring sites
Changes in inflow/flooding during next 30 to 50 year license period (sticky note: in
regard to climate change)
Volume/location of silt and how it affects navigation and storage capacity
Removal of Wheelon/other dredging — what happens to silt/phosphorus?
Would dredging improve the system?
Core sampling for reservoir bottom composition
Effects of reservoir fluctuations on roads and bridges, spec. effects of repeated wet/dry of
toe/earth embankment
Sediment inputs from Preston down, can they be prevented from reaching Cutler?
Hydraulic isolation modelling
Shift from snow driven hydrology to rain driven hydrology
Evaporation

Wetland, Riparian, Shoreline
e Quantify littoral habitat, characterize emergent and aquatic vegetation, map invasive
species. (sticky note: no temporal bug or bird studies? Fluctuations during nesting could
be catastrophic)
e Effect of fluctuating levels on existing erosion sites or cause of additional erosion.



e Effects of rate of fluctuation on shoreline stability, vegetation, and existing erosion and
stabilization measures.

Rare, Threatened, Endangered
e Ute ladies’-tresses orchid survey
o Soil types of Mendon population compared to Cutler
o Roshe Springs soil complex

Cultural Resources
e Cultural Resources Inventory

Wildlife and Botanical
e Analyze wider operating ranges’ effect on shoreline aquatic habitat
e Increased level of predators at Project

Water Quality
e Logan landfill effect on water quality in reservoir
o Effects of reservoir level changes on water quality both upstream and downstream of
dam, specifically TSS and rate of fluctuation
e Validation of 2013 results for N.D. of phosphorus
e Effects of hydraulic isolation and stagnation on phosphorus release/W(Q management



Breakout Session #3
Project Operations

Connely Baldwin, Jack Kolkman
& David Eskelsen, PacifiCorp

During this breakout session, PacifiCorp staff answered attendees’ questions about PacifiCorp’s
operation of the Cutler Project. General questions included:

e How does the Bear River system operate?

e When does high water normally occur?

e What is the normal reservoir elevation and how much lower is being proposed?

e How much would reservoir levels fluctuate and how fast? Would this result in increased
sedimentation?

e [s spinning reserve part of proposed operations?

e [s PacifiCorp planning to store more water in order to generate more power?

e Can you tell us more about the removal of Wheelon Dam? What is the reason for
removing it?

e [s Cutler Dam safe/stable?

e Will there be a study of decommissioning?

PacifiCorp staff noted there would be few reservoir elevation level changes during summer
because irrigation deliveries largely prohibit generation during irrigation season.

Several attendees expressed concern about sediment in the reservoir. One asked whether LiDar
data would be made public. In general, workshop attendees said they did not want to see the
elevation of the reservoir raised and they were pleased to learn this was not part of proposed
operations.



Breakout Session #4
Collaboration

Ben Gaddis, Gaddis Consulting LL.C
Todd Olson, PacifiCorp

Participants in this breakout session discussed the collaborative process and were asked what
they would like to collaborate on during Cutler Relicensing. Participants primarily expressed
interest in collaborating on the study plans. In addition, Bear River Canal Company noted a need
for coordination regarding mutual concerns. Issues noted for collaboration included sediment.
Interest also was expressed in follow-up workshops and the need to provide multiple ways to
collaborate, as missing work for daytime meetings is expensive.



Breakout Session #5
Project Maps and Property

David Holt & Buffi Morris, PacifiCorp
Scott Pratt & Bryan Westerberg, PM Vegetation

Most questions during this breakout session centered around sedimentation and Wheelon Dam.
One landowner noted a bank stabilization structure falling into disrepair and a landowner with a
commercial hunting operation noted gabbions that present a hazard for hunting operations,
erosion around irrigation structures, and the need for fence maintenance. Logan city wastewater
engineers said they were concerned about preserving their ability to drain wastewater through
certain channels. The main general concerns raised during this breakout session were sediment,
water flow, and invasive species. A list of specific concerns was compiled and is presented
below.

SPECIFIC CONCERNS RAISED DURING BREAKOUT SESSION 5 - PROPERTY

LOCATION PUBLIC CONCERNS RAISED DURING | COMMENTS
BREAKOUT SESSION
Clay Slough e Culvert under Sam Fellow Rd- e Meet with county in 2019 to
drainage issues measure elevations of pivot

crossings below culvert
e Possible ditching below

culvert
Wendy Larson e Jersey barrier bank stabilization- | ¢ Inspect fall of 2019 during
structures falling. Cutler drawdown

e Phragmites taking over
¢ Bank erosion

Reservoir and e How does water level

Cutler fluctuation affect erosion and
Canyon Units sediment movement?
Wheelon Dam e How possible removal of

Wheelon Dam will affect
sediment movement

Cutler Project e Phragmites and other invasive
species
e Bank erosion
Swift Slough e Will water level fluctuations
affect characteristics of Logan
City discharge?
e Increase in Phragmites effects
on Logan City discharge
Cutler Project e Will water level fluctuations

spread populations of invasive
species like Phragmites?




LOCATION PUBLIC CONCERNS RAISED DURING | COMMENTS
BREAKOUT SESSION

South Marsh, e Culvert road structure drainage

Mendon Rd

South Marsh e Hardman lease agreement 30-

Hardman Lease

year exchange of lease again?

Bear River
Overlook,
Bear River
Bottoms,
Cutler Project

e Russian olive, tamarisk

Swift Slough
Holmgren Property

e Increasing water from Logan
City causing impacts

Below Cutler Dam

e No river access, need canoe-
style, walk-in boat ramp to
access the Bear River

Watterson Farm

e Future of farm and grazing
leases

e Irrigation structure damage

e Option to change terms of
current grazing leases

Watterson Bank e (Gabion baskets tipping over,

Stabilization safety hazards, rock breaking

Projects down and erosion

Jeff Watterson e Purchase property next to Olsen
and Larson property from
PacifiCorp (1-2 acres)

PacifiCorp Lands ¢ DNR wants additional river

outside of Project,
Bear River Bottoms

access outside of project
boundaries to help with
management of invasive species

Spring Creek

e Irrigation schedule needed by
neighbors

In addition, one attendee provided comments on a map handed out during the session for this

purpose.
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Handout - Front
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Comments:

o~ ST IVRENSE LI 1T hind

Handout - Back
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|Example handout given to workshop attendees to track questions in each session outlined below. |
CUTLER PROJECT STAKEHOLDER KICKOFF WORKSHOP

Please provide any additional comments and questions below. Use the back for additional
space or attach additional pages.

FERC RELICENSING COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

STUDIES COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

PROJECT OPERATION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

COLLABORATION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

PROPERTY COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
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Nuria Holmes
Text Box
Example handout given to workshop attendees to track questions in each session outlined below.


Cutler Relicensing Public Workshop
February 13, 2019

Name: Title/Affiliation:
(if applicable)

Email: Phone:

Address:

v

Please add me
tfo the mailing
list

All
Communications

O

Relicensing
Milestone
Communications
Only
O

Name: Title/Affiliation:
(if applicable)

Email: Phone:

Address:

All
Communications

O

Relicensing
Milestone
Communications
Only

O

Name: Title/Affiliation:
(if applicable)

Email: Phone:

Address:

All
Communications

O

Relicensing
Milestone
Communications
Only
O

Name: Title/Affiliation:
(if applicable)

Email: Phone:

Address:

All
Communications

O

Relicensing
Milestone
Communications
Only

O

Name: Title/Affiliation:
(if applicable)

Email: Phone:

Address:

All
Communications

O

Relicensing
Milestone
Communications
Only
O

Template of sign-in sheets provided to attendees upon arrival.
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Nuria Holmes
Text Box
Template of sign-in sheets provided to attendees upon arrival.


CUTLER RELICENSING WORKSHOP ATTENDEES

ENTITY NAME TITLE

State

Utah Department of Murray, Gabriel Bear River Watershed
Agriculture and Food Coordinator

Utah Department of Allred, Mike Environmental Scientist

Environmental Quality,
Division of Water Quality

Utah Department of Natural
Resources, Division of
Wildlife Resources

Brunson, Clint Biologist
Edwards, Cody Aquatic Biologist
Walden, Xaela Wildlife Biologist

Utah Department of Natural
Resources, Division of
Forestry, Fire and State Lands

Coombs, Matt

Sovereign Lands Coordinator

Local/Municipal

Cache County Bingham, Jonathan County Engineer
Erickson, Dave Councilmember

Logan City Al-Imari, Jed Manager, Streets

Dickinson, Tom

Asst. City Engineer

Hamud, Issa Environmental Director
Odd, Sam Staff Engineer
Young, Bill City Engineer
Non-Governmental Organizations
Bridgerland Audubon Society | Greene, Jack Board Member
Shughart, Hilary President
National Audubon Society Malmquist, Max Saline Lakes Outreach
Associate
The Nature Conservancy Neville, Ann Utah Northern Mountains
Regional Director
Yellowstone to Uintas Christensen, Jason Director
Connection Christensen, Kandis Administration
Land/Water Conservancy
Bear River Land Conservancy | Rayfield, Dave Board Member
Cache Water District Daugs, Nathan Manager
Hardman, Jon Board Member
Irrigation/Canal Companies
Bear River Canal Company Holmgren, Charles President

Nielson, Trevor

General Manager

Media Representatives

Cache Daily

Boam, Rod

Reporter

The Herald Journal

Mortensen, Matilyn

Reporter
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CUTLER RELICENSING WORKSHOP ATTENDEES, CONTINUED

NAME

AFFILIATION

Interested Parties

Barker, Justin

RedFish Environmental

Bean, Richard

Conder, Claudia

de la Hoz, Ernesto

RedFish Environmental

Duffin, Eric

Cirrus Ecological Solutions

Falslev, Scott

Finlayson, Kurt

Flygare, Amy

Flygare, Eric

Fuller, Katie

Fuller, Matt

Gardner, Gaylord

Holland, John

Houser, Lance

Franson Civil Engineering

Johnson, Paul

Larsen, Wendy

Lohza, Santiago HW Lochner
Pierce, Max CRS Engineers
Reese, Rick

Rood, Ben CRS Engineers
Skeen, Trace Rotary Club

Skellhum, Matt

Utah State University

Watterson, Barbara

Watterson, Jason

Don’t Raise Cutler Coalition

Watterson, Jeff

Watterson, Jim
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CUTLER RELICENSING TEAM MEMBERS PRESENT

ENTITY NAME TITLE
Rocky Mountain Davies, Eve Relicensing Project Manager
Power/PacifiCorp Olson, Todd Director of Compliance
Kolkman, Jack Plant Manager
Baldwin, Connely Water Resources Engineer
Edwards, Stewart Engineer
Eskelsen, Dave Public Relations
Holt, David Property
Pharis, Devin Production Manager
Morris, Buffi Property/Water Rights
Anderson, Bryan Regional Business Manager
Bruderer, Craig Regional Business Manager
Gaddis Consulting Gaddis, Ben Facilitator

Kleinschmidt Associates

Anderson, Finlay

Strategic Advisor

Holmes, Nuria

Licensing Manager

Harper, Matt GIS Lead
SWCA Kester, Lindsey Archaeologist and Project
Manager
Shrier, Frank Technical Lead
Epstein, Dave
Hugentobler, Miriam | Project Coordinator
PM Vegetation Pratt, Scott License Implementation

Westerberg, Bryan

License Implementation
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APPENDIX C
EXISTING EXHIBIT G PROJECT BOUNDARY
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APPENDIX D
NRCS SoiL CLASSIFICATION DEFINITIONS
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Abbreviations Soil Classification

ABE ABELA GRAVELLY LOAM, 10 TO 20 PERCENT SLOPES

AhA AIRPORT SILT LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES

Ak AIRPORT SILTY CLAY LOAM

ArA AVON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES

ArB AVON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 3TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

ArC AVON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

ArD AVON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 10 TO 20 PERCENT SLOPES

AsE AVON-COLLINSTON COMPLEX, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES

BAF BARFUSS-LEATHAM ASSOCIATION

BmC BLACKROCK GRAVELLY LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

BSG BROAD COBBLY LOAM, 30 TO 60 PERCENT SLOPES

Ca CACHE SILTY CLAY

Cd CARDON SILTY CLAY

Ck COLLETT SILTY CLAY LOAM

CmC COLLINSTON LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

CmD COLLINSTON LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

CmE2 COLLINSTON LOAM, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES, ERODED

CoA CROOKSTON LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES

CoB CROOKSTON LOAM, 3 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

CoC CROOKSTON LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

CwD COLLINSTON-WHEELON SILT LOAMS, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

GsA GREENSON LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES

GsC GREENSON LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

GuA GREENSON LOAM, DEEP OVER CLAY, 0 TO 1 PERCENT SLOPES

HaD HANSEL SILT LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

HpB HUPP GRAVELLY SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

Jo JORDAN SILTY CLAY LOAM

Jr JORDAN-LASIL SILTY CLAY LOAMS

KdA KIDMAN FINE SANDY LOAM, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPES

KdD KIDMAN FINE SANDY LOAM, 8 TO 15 PERCENT SLOPES

KeC KEARNS SILT LOAM, 3 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

KeD KEARNS SILT LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

KeE KEARNS SILT LOAM, 10 TO 20 PERCENT SLOPES

KfA KIDMAN FINE SANDY LOAM, DEEP WATER TABLE,0TO 2
PERCENT SLOPES

KfB KIDMAN FINE SANDY LOAM, DEEP WATER TABLE, 2 TO 4
PERCENT SLOPES

KfC KIDMAN FINE SANDY LOAM, DEEP WATER TABLE, 4TO 8
PERCENT SLOPES

Ln LEWISTON FINE SANDY LOAM

Lo LEWISTON FINE SANDY LOAM, STRONGLY ALKALI

Lr LOGAN SILTY CLAY LOAM

M-W MISCELLANEOUS WATER
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Abbreviations Soil Classification

MeA MENDON SILT LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES

MeB MENDON SILT LOAM, 3 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

MeC MENDON SILT LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

MfB MENDON-COLLINSTON COMPLEX, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

MfE2 MENDON-COLLINSTON COMPLEX, 6 TO 30 PERCENT
SLOPES,ERODED

MhD MENDON SILT LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

MIE MIDDLE COBBLY SILT LOAM, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES

MIG MIDDLE COBBLY SILT LOAM,30 TO 70 PERCENT SLOPES

Mm MIXED ALLUVIAL LAND

MoG2 MUNK-BLACKROCK GRAVELLY LOAMS, 30 TO 70 PERCENT
SLOPES, ERODED

NcA NIBLEY SILTY CLAY LOAM, 0 TO 3 PERCENT SLOPES

PeB PARLEYS SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

PeD PARLEYS SILT LOAM, 6 TO 10 PERCENT SLOPES

Pn PAYSON SILT LOAM

Pu PROVO LOAM

PWE POMAT SILT LOAM, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES

Qu QUINNEY SILT LOAM

Rs ROSHE SPRINGS SILT LOAM

RS ROCK LAND

Rt ROUGH BROKEN LAND

Rv ROUGH BROKEN LAND

Sd SALT LAKE SILTY CLAY LOAM

Se SALT LAKE SILTY CLAY

SEE SANDALL COBBLY SILT LOAM, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES

Sg SALT LAKE-ROSHE SPRINGS COMPLEX

Sh SALT LAKE-TRENTON COMPLEX

SJG SANDALL-ROZLEE ASSOCIATION, STEEP

SID SANPETE GRAVELLY SILT LOAM, HIGH RAINFALL, 6 TO 10
PERCENT SLOPES

SIE SANPETE GRAVELLY SILT LOAM, HIGH RAINFALL,10 TO 30
PERCENT SLOPES

Sm SHAY SILTY CLAY LOAM

SsD STERLING GRAVELLY LOAM, 6 TO 20 PERCENT SLOPES

TnA TIMPANOGOS SILT LOAM, DEEP WATER TABLE, 0 TO 3 PERCENT
SLOPES

ToB TIMPANOGOS SILT LOAM, 1 TO 6 PERCENT SLOPES

TrA TRENTON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPES

TrB TRENTON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 2 TO 4 PERCENT SLOPES

TrC TRENTON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 4 TO 8 PERCENT SLOPES

TrD2 TRENTON SILTY CLAY LOAM, 8 TO 20 PERCENT SLOPES, ERODED

TtA TRENTON SILTY CLAY LOAM, MODERATELY DEEP WATER TABLE,
0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPES
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Abbreviations Soil Classification

W WATER

WhE WHEELON SILT LOAM, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES

WhF2 WHEELON SILT LOAM, 30 TO 50 PERCENT SLOPES, ERODED

WIE2 WHEELON-COLLINSTON COMPLEX, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES,
ERODED

WIG WHEELON GRAVELLY SILT LOAM, SHALLOW VARIANT, 20 TO 60
PERCENT

WmE WHEELON-COLLINSTON SILT LOAMS, 10 TO 30 PERCENT SLOPES

Wn WINN SILT LOAM
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UTAH DNR GEOLOGICAL UNIT DESCRIPTIONS
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Map Unit Age Unit Description

Light gray to white dolomite and orange dolomitic

Dw Devonian sandstone, locally contains fish-bone gragments.

Os Ordovician White to purple quartzite.

Quaternary (Holocene and | Fine-grained alluvial deposits of flood plains,

Qa Pleistocene) channels, and ox-bow lakes.
Lacustrine gravel, sand, silt, and clay deposited
from Lake Bonneville and during the Bonneville

Ql Quaternary (Pleistocene) Flood.
Landslide deposits derived from QI or from

Qm Quaternary (Pleistocene) Tertiary gravel or lacustrine deposits.

Qp Quaternary (Pleistocene) Provo Formation.

Quaternary (Holocene and

Qt Pleistocene) Terrace gravel.

SO Silurian/Ordovician Dark to medium-gray dolomite.
Light to medium-gray, coarsely crystalline
dolomite, and dark-gray medium-grained dolomite,

Sl Silurian contains colonial corals.
Angular to subrounded locally derived alluvium;
Locally derived clasts of Paleozoic rocks and

Tg Tertiary (Miocene) exocit clasts of silicic volcanic rocks.

Tl Tertiary (Miocene) Marl, oolitic limestone, and volcanic ash.
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