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3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

3.0.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the environment that would be affected by the

construction and operation of the Proposed Action and alternatives analyzed in

th!s EIS (Taple 2.1-1): I.t IS orga.n.lzed by |nd|V|dgaI.enV|ronmentaI resource, Affocted Environment. The
with information on existing conditions, direct and indirect impacts, cumulative affected environment is the
impacts, mitigation, and residual effects. This chapter answers the following physical area that bounds the

questions for each environmental resource section: natural and human resources
that could be affected by the
Proposed Action and other
alternatives.

e What are the current conditions from which an identification of
environmental effects is made from implementing the Proposed Action and
alternatives?

e What are the direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Action and the

alternatives as well as cumulative impacts on the resource? QUICK REFERENCE

ACM - Applicant Committed

e What are the ACMs and the BLM BMPs that would be implemented to Protection Measures
reduce impacts on the resource? BLM - Bureau of Land
. . . . . Management
o |If |mpacts still oceur at a higher _than acceptable Ievel_c_Jf |r_1ten5|ty after BMP — Best Management
applying all avoidance and protection measures, what mitigation measures Practice
are recommended to provide additional resource protection? What is the GBNP — Great Basin National
effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing the Park
identified impacts? EIS — Environmental Impact

Statement
NEPA - National
Environmental Policy Act

.. . .. . . . RFFA — Reasonably
The remaining portion of this introduction provides important background Foreseeable Future Actions

information on the characterization of existing resource conditions, as well as ROW — Right-of-way
assumptions and approaches that were used in analyzing project impacts on each
environmental resource.

e What are the residual effects after applying these resource protection
measures and proposed mitigation measures?

3.0.2 Affected Environment

The affected environment is described at two geographic levels to provide the basis for the impact analysis sections in
this chapter (Figure 3.0-1). The first geographic level involves the area of direct effects from the ROWSs and
groundwater development areas. The second level is the project study area included in the groundwater model to
represent the area potentially affected by groundwater pumping. The BLM defined the natural resources study area,
with assistance from the Natural Resources Technical Work Group, as the region of interest based on their assessment
of the natural resources in the area. The work group included technical specialists with representatives from federal
and state agencies, and SNWA. When defining this area, the BLM and the work group took into account special status
species and other resources of special management concern.
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Right-of-way/Groundwater Development Areas

The first geographic level represents the area of potential direct effects to natural and human resources from
construction-related surface disturbance related to the ROW and ancillary facilities plus the construction and operation
of future facilities related to groundwater withdrawal. A specific direct effects study area is further defined and
discussed for each resource. The extent of the potential direct effects may extend beyond the immediate project
disturbance footprint, depending on the resource being analyzed. This study area also includes the area of influence
surrounding aboveground facilities (i.e., noise, visual resources). As described in Section 2.1, Introduction, specific
groundwater pumping locations have not yet been identified. However, the BLM is able to make certain assumptions
about the number of wells that may be required and the groundwater development area in which the wells would be
located. Thus, this draft EIS provides a more general characterization of existing resource conditions within the
groundwater development areas, and of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on those resources. Subsequent
environmental analyses tiered to this draft EIS will focus on site-specific resource development areas where wells,
associated gathering pipelines, roads, and electrical service lines are proposed.

Project Study Areas

The second geographic level encompasses the areas that could be affected by groundwater drawdown or that contain
species or habitat of special environmental concern. The area of potential effects is based upon results of groundwater
modeling or analysis by the BLM and the Natural Resources Technical Task Group. The project study area varies
depending on the resource. As part of the introduction for each resource discussion, a brief description of the resource-
specific project study area is provided. Potential effects on the Death Valley groundwater flow system were raised
during public scoping. This area is not included in this draft EIS because BLM, after consultation with an interagency
technical review team, concluded that: 1) the five hydrologic basins proposed for groundwater pumping under the
Proposed Action and alternatives are not within the Death Valley groundwater flow system; and 2) based on the
conceptual understanding of the groundwater flow system for the region, pumping from these basins is unlikely to
result in impacts to water availability in the Death Valley groundwater flow system.

Based on public scoping and internal review by the EIS Interdisciplinary Team, the following resources were included
in this draft EIS. The draft EIS section for each resource is noted.

e  Airand Atmospheric Values — Section 3.1 (including Climate Change — Section 3.1.1.4);
e  Geologic Resources including Paleontology — Section 3.2;

e  Water Resources including Surface Water, Groundwater, and Water Rights — Section 3.3;
e  Soils — Section 3.4;

e  Vegetation including Wetlands — Section 3.5;

e  Terrestrial Wildlife — Section 3.6;

e Agquatic Biological Resources — Section 3.7;

e Land Use — Section 3.8;

e  Recreation — Section 3.9;

e Transportation — Section 3.10;

e  Mineral Resources — Section 3.11;

e Rangelands and Grazing — Section 3.12;

e  Wild Horses and Burro Herd Management Areas — Section 3.13;

e  Special Designations — Section 3.14;

e Visual Resources — Section 3.15;

e  Cultural Resources — Section 3.16;
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e Native American Traditional Values — Section 3.17;
e Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice — Section 3.18; and
e  Public Safety and Health — Section 3.19.

As part of the baseline data collection effort for this draft EIS, a work group process was used to obtain all available
and relevant information for water resources, biological resources, and soils (i.e., natural resources), and
socioeconomics. A series of meetings were held to compile and evaluate baseline data for the draft EIS. Resource
reports were prepared for water and natural resources. Details on these work groups and the reports are provided in
Sections 3.3, Water Resources, and 3.5, Vegetation Resources. The work group process for socioeconomics is
described in Section 3.18, Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.

A key part of the baseline data collection for Native American Traditional Values was the preparation of an
Ethnographic Assessment. The assessment included the identification, documentation, and evaluation of places of
particular importance to Native Americans. The process involved contacts with tribal councils and individuals for
participation in the data collection and evaluation. Details on the ethnographic process are provided in
Section 3.17.1.2, Ethnographic Assessment.

3.0.3 Incomplete and Unavailable Information

As required under Section 1502.22 of the CEQ NEPA regulations, an EIS must disclose any incomplete and
unavailable information. For this draft EIS, information was incomplete or unavailable for the topics listed below.
These areas of incomplete and/or unavailable information are relevant to different degrees for the evaluation of
impacts. However, sufficient information was available to complete this draft Tier 1 NEPA analysis using a variety of
information, professional assumptions, or processes. Subsequent NEPA analysis will focus on obtaining information
for these incomplete and unavailable areas where time, funds, and resources are available.

e Project Descriptions for Groundwater Development and Pumping Locations — Final groundwater
development areas and specific pumping locations have not been defined at this stage of the GWD Project.
Professional assumptions have been used to describe a reasonable representation of the number and location of
pumping wells that might be sited, other than those requested in the SNWA groundwater applications, as part of
this programmatic (Tier 1) level analysis. This information will be provided to the BLM before subsequent NEPA
analyzes of proposed locations for groundwater development facilities and pumping wells and groundwater
pumping effects.

o Affected Environment Resource Information — The affected environment descriptions for resources were based
on all available and known information. As a result of the relatively large regional study area for the pumping
impact analysis (up to 35 hydrological basins), many springs and streams were lacking specific information
regarding water resource characteristics and species occurrence. Additional information on limited or incomplete
data is discussed in specific resource sections. If these waterbodies and associated sensitive resources are
considered to be at moderate or high risk from the GWD Project pumping under this Tier 1 analysis, information
will be collected as time and funds are available for subsequent NEPA analyses.

e Visual Resource Information — As part of describing visual resource conditions for the BLM Ely and /Southern
Nevada District, for consistency, current Visual Resource Inventory (VRI) data that were used as data for these
districts are incomplete at this time. The final VVRI report and supporting GIS data for these districts will be used
when they become available.

e Soils — Portions of Coyote Springs, Las Vegas, Pahranagat, Spring (#184), and Steptoe valleys have no detailed
soils data at this time. New soil mapping is underway in Snake Valley (Soil Survey Area UT617) and will be used
if it is available during the time frame of this EIS.

e Wildlife Information — The Nevada Wildlife Action Plan is currently under review and updates, if available, will
be included in the final EIS. At this time, USFWS has not requested an Avian Protection Plan. If a decision is
made, it will be reflected in the final EIS.
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e  Special Status Species — The BLM sensitive species list is under review and updates are not available at this time.
The Final EIS will include an updated list if it is available during the time frame of preparing the final EIS.

e Great Basin National Park — An ongoing Snake Valley hydrogeological investigation, entitled A Study of the
Connection Among Basin-fill Aquifers, Carbonate-Rock Aquifers, and Surface-Water Resources in Southern
Snake Valley, Nevada, is being conducted by the USGS and the University of Nevada, Reno. The four principal
research elements include: 1) a characterization of geologic and hydraulic properties of basin-fill sediments; 2) a
guantitative assessment of groundwater — surface water interactions along Lehman, Baker, and Snake creeks;
3) delineation of the sources of water to Rowland Spring and Big Springs; and 4) a refinement of estimates of
inter-basin groundwater flow from southern Spring Valley to Snake Valley. The final report from this
investigation will help to address current uncertainties regarding the interaction of groundwater and surface water
in the Lehman, Baker, and Snake Creek watersheds within and adjacent to GBNP; and the source and
hydrogeologic dynamics of Rowland Spring and Big Springs. Aside from this ongoing study, other ongoing
studies in the area include preparation of a regional potentiometric-surface map of Snake Valley and adjacent
basins; a USGS study of the water quality of caves, springs, and streams in the Baker Creek drainage; an
independent dye-tracing study in the Baker Creek drainage; and development by the USGS of two or three
hydrogeologic cross-sectional diagrams in the vicinity of Lehman, Baker, and Snake Creek drainages. All of this
information could be used to further the understanding of the conceptualization of the flow system in these areas,
especially with regard to the lateral connectivity of flow systems, and the connectivity among surface waters,
basin-fill aquifers, and the karstic carbonate-rock aquifer. More detail is provided in Appendix B2. As this
information becomes available it will be utilized in the appropriate NEPA process.

e Caves — The source of water in caves generally is unknown. Ongoing studies will help to determine the origin of
the water. See Great Basin National Park, above.

e Groundwater Flow Modeling/Water Resource Information — A detailed discussion of model limitations and
unavailable water resource information is provided in Section 3.3.2.8, Water Resources. Two major limitations
resulting from incomplete or unavailable information were identified as part of the water analysis: 1) lack of
reliable information regarding hydraulic properties of faults; and 2) representation of future climate conditions.
Other uncertainties with the model resulting from incomplete or unavailable information included historic
pumping estimates, ET discharge estimates, hydrogeologic conditions in the region, hydraulic interconnection
across the region, groundwater recharge rates, and presence and functioning of faults as possible hydrologic
barriers. The best available information was used to make assumptions regarding these input parameters for the
model. Future update and revisions to water resource information is expected and will be used as appropriate in
future NEPA documents (see Section 3.3, Water Resources).

e Climate Change - Secretarial Order 3226 (Amendment 1) requires that the DOI bureaus and agencies consider
and analyze potential climate change impacts when undertaking long-range planning exercises, setting priorities
for scientific research and investigations, and/or when making major decisions affecting their environmental
resources (Secretary of the Interior 2009). For this Draft EIS, climate change is addressed for all environmental
resources in Section 3.1, Air and Atmospheric Values; Section 3.1.1.4, Climate Change. The initial air resource
discussion provides historic and predicted future trends for climate parameters such as temperature and
precipitation. This information establishes the basis for the historic and future trends for water resources, which is
linked to other water-dependent resources. Following the air resource discussion, climate change is discussed for
the other environmental resources. Since the current state of climate change science prevents the association of
specific actions with specific climate-related effects, the BLM can neither: (a) analyze the climate-related effects
of BLM actions nor (b) ascribe any significance to these potential effects (Zahniser et al. 2009). For these reasons,
climate change impacts could not be evaluated for the Proposed Action and Alternatives in this draft EIS. Future
NEPA documents will follow DOI and BLM policies related to climate change.

3.0.4 Environmental Consequences

The environmental consequences section for each resource is divided into three impact analysis sub-sections, based on
the proposed facilities, the geographic study areas previously described for the Affected Environment, and the
decisions that the BLM will make as lead agency for this draft EIS. Table 3.0-1 summarizes the three impact analysis
categories.
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Table 3.0-1 Impact Analysis Categories

Project Components or Effects Evaluated

BLM Decisions to be Made

ROWs and Ancillary Facilities. Project components include
mainline pipeline, pump stations, water treatment and storage
facility, and electrical power lines. The construction, operation,
and maintenance of these facilities have been evaluated for site-
specific locations.

The ROWSs required for these facilities may be approved,
modified or denied in the BLM ROD and ROW grant at the
conclusion of this draft EIS process (tier 1).

Groundwater Development Areas. Project components
include groundwater wells, access roads, gathering water
pipelines, and power lines distributed within broadly defined
groundwater development areas within each hydrologic basin.
With the exception of Alternative B, no site-specific locations
have yet been defined for these facilities.

The effects of constructing and maintaining these project
components will be considered by the BLM in the ROD for the
current ROW applications. The applicable BMPs, ACMs, and
mitigation measures may be applied or updated during the
NEPA process (subsequent tiers) for future groundwater
development proposals submitted to BLM by the SNWA.

Pumping Effects. Pumping effects (groundwater drawdown
elevations, groundwater drawdown areas) on underlying aquifers
have been estimated from the completion of a regional
groundwater model. Groundwater modeling was completed for
the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, the Pumping
Alternatives (A through E), and a cumulative pumping scenario.

The effects of groundwater pumping on groundwater quantity
and quality, as well as water-dependent natural resources and
human uses, will be considered by the BLM in its ROW
approval decisions. The multi-agency stipulations, ACMs, and
additional mitigation measures will be required by the BLM, as
appropriate, following assessment of any future groundwater
development proposals by the SNWA. Updates and revisions to
the Stipulated Agreements could occur to address requirements
on future groundwater project proposals.

Rights-of-way and Ancillary Facilities

e ROW Surface Disturbance Assumptions. Based on the ROWSs requested by the SNWA and the dimensions of
these ROWS, the BLM estimated: 1) the total project construction surface disturbance area associated with each
pumping alternative; 2) the disturbed area that would be revegetated after construction; and 3) the surface area
committed to life of project industrial uses (e.g., access roads, aboveground facilities). Table 3.0-2 summarizes
these estimates. These numbers are based on GIS estimates of surface disturbance and areas to be reclaimed.

Table 3.0-2 Right-of-way and Ancillary Facility Disturbance Assumptions®
Alternatives
Proposed
Assumptions Action A B C D E
Total Construction 12,303 12,303 12,303 12,303 8,843 10,696
Disturbance Area
(temporary and
permanent) (acres)
Temporary Disturbed 11,289 11,289 11,289 11,289 8,020 9,736
Avrea to be Revegetated
(acres)
Permanent Disturbance 1,014 1,014 1,014 1,014 823 960
(acres)

! Disturbance information for the Alignment Options (1 through 4) is provided in Chapter 2, Section 2.7, Alignment Options 1 through 4.

e Impact Time Frames (Duration). Short-term impacts are considered to be those that occur within 2 years after the
inception of project construction; most of the physical and human activity impacts of construction to resources at
any particular location along the ROWs would occur within this time period. An example of a short-term impact is
the potential displacement of wildlife from the mainline pipeline ROW as a result of human activity and
construction equipment noise. Long-term impacts are considered those that occur over a period longer than
2 years. An example of a long-term impact is reestablishment of vegetation in a previously-cleared ROW to a

composition and structure similar to adjacent undisturbed areas.
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e Impact Assumptions and Methods. The impact assumptions and methods are documented under each resource. In
addition to duration, the impact analysis for each resource also discusses effects in terms of intensity and context.
In general, the intensity (extent) or degree of resource change resulting from project construction surface
disturbance and human activity were estimated for short- and long-term time frames. Context describes the
geographic, social, and environmental conditions within which the project may have effects on a resource. As
discussed in the BLM NEPA Handbook (BLM 2008), direct and indirect effects often are difficult to differentiate;
both direct and indirect effects have been evaluated in this draft EIS, but a specific differentiation in the EIS text
between these effects has not been made. It has been assumed that surface disturbance effects to all natural
resources are detrimental or adverse. This assumption is based on the multi-year native vegetation composition
and structure recovery times in the ecosystems encompassed by the GWD Project, and the consequent long-term
recovery of support functions that vegetation provides to other natural resources and human uses (e.g., soils,
wildlife, aquatic biological resources, livestock, and visual resource quality). Construction-related socioeconomic
effects may be both detrimental and beneficial.

e BMPs and ACMs. The predicted intensity and duration of effects from project construction and maintenance on a
particular resource issue were evaluated to determine how these effects could be avoided or reduced through the
application of impact control measures. The first level of review was to examine the management actions and
BMPs contained in the applicable BLM RMPs. The ACMs that the SNWA has provided in its POD were then
evaluated for their ability to reduce expected effects. The need for additional mitigation measures was then
determined for each impact, based on the expectation that potential effects could be further reduced or avoided.

e Proposed Mitigation and Mitigation Effectiveness. Proposed mitigation measures were developed that could be
required or recommended by the BLM as part of its ROW grant. The effectiveness of each proposed measure (the
degree to which a predicted effect could be avoided or further reduced) was then estimated, and the rationale
provided. The potential for application of the proposed mitigation measure to create new environmental effects
also was considered and documented.

e Residual Effects. Residual effects are “those effects remaining after mitigation has been applied to the proposed
action or alternative” (BLM 2008).

e  Comparison of Alternatives. The environmental effects of the Proposed Action are discussed in a separate text
section. The relative surface disturbance and human activity effects of the other pumping alternatives
(A through E) are systematically compared in summary tables so that the relative differences among the
alternatives can be discerned. Impacts associated with the alignment options are discussed following the Proposed
Action ROW section for each resource.

Groundwater Development Areas

e ROW Surface Disturbance Assumptions. Based on future facility assumptions provided by the SNWA and
assumptions about land requirements, the BLM estimated: 1) the total project construction surface disturbance
area associated with each pumping alternative; 2) the disturbed area that would be revegetated after construction;
and 3) the surface area committed to life of project industrial uses (i.e., access roads, aboveground facilities). For
purpose of this analysis, it was assumed that the maximum number of wells estimated by the SNWA would be
installed and operated for each alternative (Table 3.0-3).

Table3.0-3  Acres of Groundwater Development Area Surface Disturbance Assumptions

Proposed
Assumptions Action AandC B D E

Total Construction Disturbance Area 3,530-8,265 2,035-4,732 4,585 2,470-3,936 | 1,725-3,987
(temporary and permanent)

Temporary Disturbed Area to be 1,165-2,727 672-1,562 1,513 815-1,299 569-1,316
revegetated

Permanent Disturbance 2,365-5,538 1,363-3,170 3,072 1,655-2,637 | 1,156-2,671
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e Impact Time Frames. Because the activities required to construct and maintain the groundwater development
facilities and ROWs are the same as those described for the primary pipeline and ancillary facilities, the same time
frames were used for analysis.

e Impact Assumptions and Methods. The overall impact assessment process follows the same steps described for
the ROWSs and ancillary facilities. The impact assessment in this section primarily addresses the direct and indirect
effects on surface resources (surface disturbance, human activities); the effects of groundwater drawdown from
pumping are discussed separately (see below).

e BMPs and ACMs. The same BLM BMPs and ACMs for the ROWs and ancillary facilities would be applied to
the groundwater development area construction and maintenance activities because the types of surface impacts
are the same. Additional ACMs related to future facilities also are identified in Section 2.5.3.1, Applicant-
committed Environmental Protection Measures, Part B.

e Mitigation and Mitigation Effectiveness. The same proposed mitigation measures discussed for ROWs and
ancillary facilities would be applicable to groundwater development areas. The BLM also has developed
additional measures that are recommended for consideration in future NEPA analysis and associated ROW grants.
Since there are no specific locations for the groundwater development surface facilities, the emphasis was placed
on identifying sensitive resources and uses that should be avoided (or mitigated) when specific proposals for
future well sites and associated facilities are developed. Proposed mitigation measure effectiveness was estimated
for measures specifically developed for the groundwater development areas in general terms. Subsequent NEPA
analyses will discuss effectiveness for specific locations (where appropriate).

e  Comparison of Alternatives. The format for presenting the effects of the Proposed Action and the other pumping
alternatives (A through E) is the same as for ROWs and Ancillary Facilities.

Pumping Effects

e ROW Surface Disturbance Assumptions. No additional project construction surface disturbance is anticipated
from groundwater pumping. However, groundwater drawdown could cause ground-surface subsidence with
consequent changes in drainage patterns.

e Impact Time Frames. Three representative points in time were used to evaluate the potential groundwater related
drawdown effects in the future:

1. Full build out is defined as the completion of groundwater wells in all the hydrologic basins planned for
pumping under each alternative. Because the project would be built progressively from south to north,
pumping would be initiated in the southern basins (Delamar, Dry Lake, and Cave) before pumping would
start in the northern basins (Spring and Snake). The time frames for complete build out of the Proposed
Action plus Alternatives A through C would be the year 2050. The time frames for complete build out of
Alternatives D and E would be the year 2043 (no facilities would be constructed in Snake Valley, resulting in
an earlier project completion date).

2. Full build out plus 75 years for each alternative.

3. Full build out plus 200 years for each alternative.
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For purposes of comparison among alternatives, the pumping effects of the No Action Alternative were compared to
the Proposed Action and other action alternatives A through E at the same benchmark time intervals. In this case, the
reference to “full build out” or “full build out time frame” refers to a benchmark time point, and not a specific
groundwater development program.

e Impact Assumptions and Methods. The analysis of pumping effects on environmental resources followed a series
of steps that linked the results of the groundwater flow modeling to those resources with dependence on surface
water and/or groundwater as a source of water or habitat (Figure 3.0-2). The groundwater flow model was used to
predict the reductions in groundwater elevation (i.e., drawdown) that would occur over time resulting from
pumping from the Proposed Action or other action alternatives. The model predictions were then used to define a
drawdown area to evaluate potential drawdown effects on surface water and associated habitat (springs, ponds,
wetlands, meadows, perennial streams, playas, and swamp cedar woodlands), and phreatophytic shrubland
vegetation. Surface water resources within the drawdown area were further evaluated to identify the potential risk
to springs and streams and associated vegetation/habitats located within the defined drawdown area. In addition to
the groundwater drawdown contour analysis, the groundwater flow model predicted potential flow changes in
selected springs, streams, and rivers. The flow change was expressed as the percent reduction of the project-
affected flow compared to base flow conditions. The methodology used for the groundwater flow modeling and
the water resources impact evaluation is discussed in Section 3.3, Water Resources. The following steps were used
in the analysis of pumping effects on environmental resources.

— Predict Affected Areas — The calibrated groundwater flow model was used to predict the potential changes in
groundwater elevation at representative times for each alternative. The defined drawdown area was used to
identify the areas that were in an area of risk of pumping effects.

— ldentify Potentially Affected Surface Water — As part of the water resource impact analysis, perennial streams
and springs were further evaluated to identify areas where impacts to perennial waters would likely occur. For
example, if flow from a specific water resource was determined to be controlled by discharge from the
regional groundwater flow system and the water resource is within the drawdown area, impacts to flow would
likely occur. This step identified aquatic habitats that could be affected by pumping in terms of flow or water
level reductions. The overall study area for water resources was defined as the water resource model area, as
shown in Figure 3.0-3.

— ldentify Effects on Water Sources and Vegetation/Habitat — The identified perennial streams and springs used
to identify potential effects on surface water sources and vegetation/habitat consisting of springs, ponds,
wetlands, meadows, perennial streams, playas, and swamp cedar woodlands. The overall study area for
vegetation and other natural resources is shown in Figure 3.0-3.

— ldentify Phreatophytic Shrublands with Connection to Groundwater — The defined drawdown area was used
to identify and evaluate effects on phreatophytic vegetation.

— ldentify Resource Connections to Surface Water and Vegetation/Habitat — Resource connections to surface
water, hydric soils, vegetation, or habitat were used as the focus of the impact analysis. The potential
reduction in water levels or flows were discussed relative to each resource’s connection to surface water or
associated vegetation and habitat types.

— ldentify Other Resource Connections to Groundwater Drawdown — Other examples of resources where
drawdown effects were evaluated: Air and Climate — dust generation risk from soil surface drying; Geology —
effects on caves and ground surface subsidence; Soils — potential structural and functional changes in hydric
soils; Wild Horses and Burros — changes in water availability and forage quality and quantity resulting in a
decrease of the AML of horses; Rangeland and Livestock Grazing — changes in water sources and forage
resulting in changes to the carrying capacity of a grazing allotment; Special Designations — potential changes
in the natural and cultural values for which areas were designated; Native American Concerns — changes in
water quantity and quality that could affect resources and places of traditional value.
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Basin i Basin Name 5 ‘

171 COAL VALLEY \
172 GARDEN VALLEY 1. et
174 JAKES VALLEY ‘1 Elko EP.J-,.(Y"“—’
l?s LONG VALLEY 1’ Wmte"Pme Coumy
1788 BUTTE VALLEY (SOUTHERN PART) i ,_,: {
179 STEPTOE VALLEY b Ay 5
180 CAVE VALLEY 1 7 i
181 DRY LAKE VALLEY _': J {
182 DELAMAR VALLEY 1 7 3
183 LAKE VALLEY 1 v s oy
184 SPRING VALLEY (SLD) 2
185 TIPPETT VALLEY

I 194 PLEASANT VALLEY
195 SMNAKE VALLEY
196 HAMLIN VALLEY
198 DRY VALLEY
199 ROSE VALLEY
200 EAGLE VALLEY
201 SPRING VALLEY (MVW)
202 PATTERSON VALLEY
203 PANACA VALLEY

| 204 CLOVER VALLEY
205 LOWER MEADOW VALLEY WASH Y
206 KANE SPRINGS VALLEY RCAvE
207 WHITERIVERVALLEY [ = 7 & [eesa-—e-
208 PAHROC VALLEY
209 PAHRANAGAT VALLEY
210 COYOTE SPRING VALLEY

! 212 LAS VEGAS VALLEY
215 BLACK MOLINTAINS ARFA
216 GARNET VALLEY f
217 HIDDEN VALLEY (NORTH) L8
218 CALIFORNIA WASH a
219 MUDDY RIVER SPRINGS AREA Nyelcounty iz
220 LOWER MOAPA VALLEY [ tincoin County
253 DEEP CREEK VALLEY g o A
255 PINE VALLEY i
256 WAH WAH VALLEY
257 TULE VALLEY
2538 FISH SPRINGS FLAT

Beatty

i
DELAMAR
)VALLEV

Lincoln County.

VALLEY.

Callao To;m

Juab County,

Juab County.

Beaver County.

T

Utah

22 ——— ¥
o) Beaver County.

Iron County.

Millar‘d County.

: Millard County, | o __

R

256,

Arizona

Clark County

Indian
Springs

quite

Project Components
=

Buried Storage Reservoir and
Water Treatment Facility

Construction Support Area
Pressure Reducing Station
Primary Electrical Substation
Secondary Electrical Substation

Pumping Station and Primary
Electrical Substation

Pressure Reducing Station and
Secondary Electrical Substation

L]

=

@

@

@

[+] Pumping Station

® Regulating Tank Site

e——e Proposed Power Line Centerline
Proposed Pipeline Centerline
Groundwater Development Area

Alternate Electrical
VoN Substation Site

Alignment Option

7
- Proposed Clark, Lincoln, and
OR D gatu_ral R’fesst()l:jrces : State Boundary White Pine Counties Groundwater
N | ur g eglon of Study ) i County Boundary Development Project
|| Water Resources Region of Study Project Groundwater Figure 303
= Interstate Highway Development Basins ’
h —— US Highway | —_, Hydrographic Basins Water Resources and Natural
P ;‘ —— Major Road "l Great Basin National Park Resources Region of Study
1 r__'_‘ o 10 20 40 80
e ilometers
\] = 0 15 30 EOKI :
\i AZ 1inch equals 40 miles

No Warranty is made by the Bureau of Land Management as to the accuracy, reliability, or completeness of these data for individual use or aggregate use with other data.
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BMPs and ACMs. The following is a summary of plans and commitments that have been developed to date to address
the effects of groundwater pumping on water dependent resources.

Groundwater, surface water, and water dependent resource monitoring requirements were established in existing
agreements (Spring Valley Stipulation; Delamar, Dry Lake, and Cave Valley Stipulation; and their associate
Hydrologic and Biologic Monitoring and Mitigation Plans).

A conceptual adaptive management plan has been developed by the SNWA (Appendix C of the SNWA ACMs,
included in Appendix E). The SNWA conceptual Adaptive Management Plan references the DOI NEPA regulations
that define adaptive management as “a system of management practices based on clearly identified outcomes and
monitoring to determine whether management actions are meeting desired outcomes; and if not, facilitating
management changes that will best ensure that outcomes are met or re-evaluated 43 CFR Section 46.30.” The plan
includes goals to address adverse impacts; outlines baseline data collection and monitoring programs; identifies a
process for selecting environmental indicators and establishing adaptive management thresholds; and outlines an
interactive decision process for determining if adverse impacts are occurring, and an assessment of appropriate
management responses. The conceptual plan includes a section on Adaptive Management Measures that the SNWA
would implement in response to triggering of “early warning” environmental change thresholds. The measures include
changes in operational practices, specific biological measures for managing terrestrial and aquatic habitats, changes in
agricultural and rangeland management to benefit natural resources, and opportunities for groundwater recharge and
precipitation enhancement.

e Mitigation and Mitigation Effectiveness. The same analysis approach described for ROWSs and Ancillary Facilities
was used for Pumping Effects. Potential mitigation measures were focused on protecting sensitive water
dependent resources. Monitoring and mitigation recommendations are made for streams and springs that could be
adversely affected by pumping and are not identified in the Spring Valley and the Dry Lake, Delamar, and Cave
(DDC) valleys stipulations. In addition, a comprehensive monitoring and mitigation plan will be fully developed
for Snake Valley in Utah and Nevada by the BLM, other Department of Interior agencies, and with input from the
States of Utah and Nevada. A description of the 3M Plan is provided in Appendix B.

e  Comparison of Alternatives. The format for presenting the effects of the Proposed Action and the other pumping
alternatives (A through E) is the same as for ROWs and Ancillary Facilities.

Cumulative Impacts

The Proposed Action and other action alternatives may result in cumulative effects when considered with other past
and present actions and RFFAs in the project study area. Cumulative effects are the impacts associated with this
project, combined with the effects of all past and present actions and RFFAs (cumulative actions) in the project study
area. Cumulative actions considered in this analysis are listed in Chapter 2, Description of the Proposed Action and
Alternatives. A cumulative effects study area was defined in the overview section for each resource. The effects
associated with the proposed project were evaluated together with the cumulative actions. For each alternative and
cumulative effect issue, effects were described for the existing conditions (combination of natural conditions and past
actions), present actions, and RFFAs. Cumulative impacts were analyzed for each alternative by identifying the impact
contributions from No Action cumulative actions, the individual alternative, and cumulative with the specific
alternative. Tables and/or bar charts were used a way of identifying the relative contribution of impacts for these three
cumulative action scenarios. This type of analysis was done for those resources where impact parameter information
was available. The short- and long-term impact duration definitions for surface disturbance impacts are the same as
those for ROWSs and Ancillary Facilities. The same three benchmark time frames described for Pumping Effects above
were used as the basis for the cumulative effects analysis.

Impacts on Productivity and Commitment of Resources

Project effects on the productivity and commitment of resources were evaluated. The short-term use of the
environment relative to the long-term productivity is discussed for each resource. The GWD Project is unique because
of the very long time frames for both project development and operation (which would be at least 75 years and likely
much longer). Short-term use of the environment is defined as the period of construction and operation up to the point
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that the entire system would be operational (full build out). Long-term impacts are defined as effects that would
continue past the project operation period (after full build out). The irreversible or irretrievable commitment of

resources also is described for each resource. These effects are summarized for each resource in Cumulative Impact
sections of Chapter 3.
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