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Hite cost estimates

Site Development - Utilize solar and fuel cell
technology. LS $500,000.00 1 $500,000.00 Assume it will cost $500,000 to include solar and fuel cell technology

Assume it will cost $250,000 to expand utility needs to the additional

Site Development - Expand energy system LS $250,000.00 1 $250,000.00 structures.
Assume an area 2,242 square feet by 15 feet deep required for
Site Development - Drill and Blast Ls $134,568.00 1 $134,568.00 100,000-gallon underground potable water storage tank,
Site Dy P - Rubble LS $17,568 60 1 $17,568.80 Assume 1 CY per ton
Site Development - Expand water slorage
capacity Ls $205,500.00 1 $205,500.00 Assume a 100,000-gallon g tank will be
Site Development - Utilize solar and fuel cell
technology. LS $500,000.00 1 $500,000.00 Assume it will cost $500,000 to include solar and fuel cell technology

No cost associated with Altemalive A

Site Demolition - Clearing and grubbing
Site Development - Gravel road to primitive
campsites. Ls $243,500.00

. $22,800.00

0 Assume that medium grubbing is required for site preparation.
Assume that it will require 0.5 miles of new road to access the
$243,500.00 primitive campsites along the shoreline.
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Assume it costs $90,000 to build a boat wash-down area with water
LS $90,000.00 1 $90,000.00 hook-ups and other necessary ulilities.
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Site Development - Land-based boat pump-out Assume cost of land-based boat pump-out similar to a sanitary dump
facility LS $62,700.00 1 $62,700.00 station,
FemyService
AfternativeA  Tew %00
No cost associated with Altemative A
AtternativeB. Toml  s00
Same as Alternative A
Alternatvec  Total  s00
Same as Alternative A
RiverRumnerTakeout
AlternativeA  Tew  s00
No cost associated with Allemative A
Alternatives Toml  se0
Same as Alternative A
Alternativec  Tow  s00
Same as Altemative A
GrandTotal
AltermatveA  Tom  s00
Altematves  TJowl  s4g341300
Concept Plan Contingency 25% $1,220,853.25
Contractors, General Conditions, Profit, Bonds,
and Overhead 12% $586,009.56 Allowance for Planning and Design Fees
Subtotal $6,690,275.81
Archit and Engi g Fees All 20% $1,338,055.16
Owners Construction Contingency 5% $334,513.79
Total $8,362,844.76
Altemnatvec ~ TJom  s4em300
Concept Plan Contingency 25% $1,236,528.25
Contractors, General Conditions, Profit, Bonds,
and Overhead 12% $593,533.56 Allowance for Planning and Design Fees
Subtotal $6,776,174.81
Architecture and Engl g Fees All 20% $1,355,234.96
Owners Construction Conlingency 5% $338,808.74
Total $8,470,218.51

o«
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Appendix C: Bald Eagle Sightings

Summary of Bald Eagle Winter Observations at Lake Powell

for Indicated Time Spans of Recent Years (1991-2002)

Location of Bald Eagle Sightings — 11-91

(Area No.)

03-92

12-92
02-93

11-93
03-94

11-94
02-95

11-95
02-96

01-97
02-97

12-97
02-98

12-98
02-99

12-99
01-00

12-01
02-02

Alcove Canyon - 5

Annies Canyon -4

Antelope — 2

Antelope Island — 2

Antelope Point - 2

Blue Notch - 9

Bullfrog — 8

Bullfrog Airport — 8

Bullfrog Bay — 8

Bullfrog Creek — 8

Bullfrog (East) — 8

Bullfrog (South) — 8

Castle Butte — 9

Castle Rock — 2

Castle Rock (West of) — 2

Cataract Canyon — 10

Cataract Canyon (Below) — 10

Cedar Canyon -9

CHA Canyon -5

Clay Hills - 6

Clearwater Canyon — 10

Colorado River — 1

Cookie Jar -3

Copper Canyon -5

Cottonwood Bay — 4

Cow Canyon -7

Crosby Canyon — 2

Dangling Rope -3

Dirty Devil -9

Dirty Devil (Mouth) -9

Dominiques Butte - 3

Face Canyon — 3

Farley Canyon - 9

Finger Rock Canyon -3

Forgotten Canyon -9

Fourmile Canyon -9

Good Hope Bay — 9
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Location of Bald Eagle Sightings —
(Area No.)

11-91
03-92

12-92
02-93

11-93
03-94

11-94
02-95

11-95
02-96

01-97
02-97

12-97
02-98

12-98
02-99

12-99
01-00

12-01
02-02

Good Hope Bay (South) — 9

Great Bend - 6

Gregory Butte - 3

Gregory Point - 3

Gunsight - 3

Gunsight Butte - 3

Gypsum Canyon — 10

Halls Bay — 8

Halls Creek — 8

Halls Creek Bay — 8

Halls Crossing — 8

Halls Crossing Bay — 8

Halls Crossing (West Side) — 8

Hite - 9

Hite Bay — 9

Iceberg Canyon - 4

Jakes Arch -7

Kane Point — 8

Lone Rock — 2

Long Canyon (Entrance) — 4

Marina (South of) - 9

Mikes Canyon — 5

Mile 7 Below Dam — 1

Mille Grag Bend - 10

Monitor Butte — 6

Narrows Canyon — 10

Navajo Canyon - 2

Neskahi Wash - 5

Nokai Canyon — 5

Nokai Canyon (Across from) — 5

No Man’s Mesa — 5

North Warm Creek — 2

Oak Canyon -3

Padre Bay — 3

Page Airport — 2

Piute Farms — 5

Piute Wash - 5

Red Canyon -9

Rincon — 4

Rock Creek — 3

Romana Mesa - 3

San Juan -5

San Juan Arm -5
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Location of Bald Eagle Sightings —
(Area No.)

11-91
03-92

12-92
02-93

11-93
03-94

11-94
02-95

11-95
02-96

01-97
02-97

12-97
02-98

12-98
02-99

12-99
01-00

12-01
02-02

San Juan Canyon -5

San Juan (Great Bend) - 5

San Juan (Mouth) - 5

San Juan River — 6

Seven Mile Creek — 9

Sheep Canyon - 10

Slick Rock (Slickrock) Canyon — 4

Stanton Creek — 8

Stevens Arch — 7

Tapestry (South) - 9

Tapestry Wall — 9

Tapestry (West) — 9

The Chains — 2

The Horn -9

The Narrows — 10

Ticaboo Canyon -9

Ticaboo (South of) — 8

Trachyte Creek — 9

Two Mile Canyon -9

Wahweap Bay — 2

Wahweap Creek — 2

Warm Creek — 2

Warm Creek Bay — 2

Waterhole Canyon - 1

Waterhole Flats — 10

West Canyon - 3

West Canyon (East) — 3

West Canyon (Mouth) — 3

White Canyon -9

Zahn Bay -5

Total Observations

43

39

42

53

25

33

51

61

39

70

Note: Only 1 month of data (23 bald eagle observations) were recorded during December 2000 (Spence 2002), so that winter season was not

included in the table.

Source: Spence 2002
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Glen Canyon National Recreation Area
Project Scoping meetings with affiliated Tribes

Uplake Development Concept Plan/Environmental Assessment

The White Mesa Ute Band the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe had their meeting in
Blanding, Utah on February 10, 2004, Approximately 10 tribal members attended the
meeting, which included 5 board members.

Comments and Questions:

o The White Mesa Ute Band Board will disperse this information to their people
and if they have any major concerns, the Board Chairperson Mary Jane Yazzie
will contact our office.

e Inquires were made as to the Antelope Point Marina’s low water affects.

Hopi Tribe: The Hopi Tribal Cultural Preservation meeting was on February 18, 2004 in
Kykotsmovi, Arizona. The Cultural Preservation staff has requested that an on site visit
to Farley, White, and Blue Notch Canyons to see if there are any archeological sites or
rock arts.

They asked to be kept informed of the planning document through its completion.

The Kaibab Paiute Tribe: The tribal council had their meeting on February 19, 2004
and approximately 20 people were in attendance including the council members.

Comments:

o We really appreciate your efforts in communicating with our tribe.

e We still have not received word from the Bureau of Reclamations on what is
being planned as far as the pipeline (water from Lake Powell) is concerned.

» Antelope Point — Is the development still in process or have they stopped the
development due to low water?

e What is the current lake elevation?

e Unfortunately, some of our staff is not present that would have some input your
planning document, but we will past this information on to them. They will
contact you if they have any major concerns.

Koosharem Band of the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah: The tribal meeting consisted of
five council members and approximately 15 people in attendance on February 22, 2004.

Comments:
e The council members inquired about the locations of Farley, White and Blue
Notch Canyons on the Glen Canyon NRA map.
They wanted know if access roads are already in place.
The tribe would like to be kept up to date on the low water affects and any new
developments such as the relocation of Hite Marina if that should happen

303



APPENDIX D: CONSULTATION

crossing. We do not believe that’s right. If they do than include Antelope Point
Marina.

We wonder if the Park would allow us to go back to farming in the side canyons
if the water keeps getting low.

The Hite Marina facilities should not be moved to other areas, if water is low,
than visitors should be decreasing too.

It is good to get an update of the marina operations throughout the lake and to get
an understanding of how low water effects these operations.

We appreciate the Park Service coming to tell us about the low water effects and
seeing these pictures on how it really is out there. Sometimes when people tell
about areas, you really don’t understand it until you see. Thank you,

San Juan Southern Paiute: Contact with this tribe has been difficult. Telephone calls
have been made numerous times and responses have been very limited by receiving
tentative meeting dates with no real commitments.

Shivwits Band of Southern Paiute: The tribe has one meeting a month and schedule has
been a conflict with other meetings. Finally, we have an opening to attend the June 3,
2004 tribal meeting. Their input and comments wili be updated after their meeting.

Pauline Wilson
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(Kaibab Band of Paiute ‘Indians

August 31, 2004

Pauline Wilson

American Indian Liaison

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area
PO Box 1507

Page, AZ 86040-1507

Dear Ms. Wilson;

Thank you for your request for tribal involvement in the Glen Canyon
National Recreation Area Uplake Development Concept Plan/
Environmental Assessment. We appreciate your recognition of our
tribe’s sovereign status.

As you probably know, the Kaibab Paiutes consider issues relating to
Glen and Grand canyons to have special significance. The existing
extensive development associated primarily with the NRA does not
lend itself to resource protection; this is troubling to the tribe. Actions
that seek to increase development or visitation are counter to our view
of the desired treatment for this area.

Based on the draft range of alternatives for all of the sites, the Kaibab
Band of Paiute Indians supports Alternative A (the No Action
Alternative) in all cases. We hope that you respect our wishes.

Please be advised that parties wishing to appear before the Kaibab
Paiute Tribal Council (held every third Thursday in a given month)
need to submit their request to appear on the agenda by the second
Wednesday.

Once more, thank you for requesting our involvement in this matter.

Tribal Affairs
HC 65 Box 2 Phone (928) 643-7245
Pipe Spring, Arizona 86022 Fax (928) 643-7260
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Trip Report
April 11, 2006
Pauline Wilson, American Indian Liaison

AREA VISITED:

The Paiute Indian Tribes of Utah, Kanosh Paiute Band on the Kanosh Paiute Indian Reservation.
of Kanosh, Utah near Cedar City..

PURPOSE:

Provide updated information to the Kanosh Paiute Tribe of Glen Canvon National Recreation
Area (NRA) planning projects.

PRINCIPAL PARTICIPANTS:

The Kanosh Paiute Band Council of Kanosh, Utah: community members approximately 20
people and me.

ISSUES DISCUSSED:
1 presented to the Kanosh Paiute Band Council:

Uplake Development Concept Plan (DCP)

Hazard Tree Removal in developed areas of the park
Lees Ferry Improvement.

Colorado River Restoration Project.

Viking Oil Project that will be forthcoming in the future.

RECOMMENDATIONS/DECISIONS:
Questions that were posed were:

1. The lake elevation is at what level? Answer: About 3380.

2. How is Hite Marina. is it still operating as a marina? Answer: No, the Hite bay now only
has a river.

3. A couple of our Paiute members had traveled to Bullfrog Marina in Utah to give input on
Burr Trail. We always want to be kept informed of the areas around Halls Crossing and
we want thank you for not forgetting us out here, we know it is a long ways out there.

OBSERVATIONS:

The council members gave appreciation for my being at their meeting, considering the long drive
to their reservation. They would like to continue to be informed all new developments in the
Uplake Marinas. Thus far they have a lot of respect for the National Park Service for making the
effort to involve the Kanosh Paiute Band.
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April 24, 2006
Submitted by Pauline Wilson, American Indian Liaison, Glen Canyon NRA

Statement regarding American Indian Tribes/Nations
with various associations or affiliation to the park

In 1995, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (NRA) and Rainbow Bridge National Monument
(NM) contacted 36 American Indian tribes potentially affiliated with Glen Canyon NRA and/or
Rainbow Bridge NM. These contacts were made to determine those tribes who wished to consult with
Glen Canyon NRA and Rainbow Bridge NM on matters relating to the implementation of the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990. At that time, 12 tribes
responded that their communities were closely affiliated with Glen Canyon NRA and/or Rainbow
Bridge NM and that they would like to be consulted. Since the original list of 36 tribes was
constructed to reflect all American Indian tribes having the potential of historic and cultural affiliation,
the resulting shorter list has since been routinely used to consult on a wider range of issues.

The present effort to prepare a draft environmental assessment for the Uplake Development Concept
Plan (DCP) is one of these non-NAGPRA related issues. Since Glen Canyon NRA has routinely used
the list of 12 tribes to consult on other non-NAGPRA related work such as planning, management, and
visitor education activities, it would be consistent to use this shorter list for consultation on the Uplake
DCP.

12 Tribes/Nations:

Hopi Tribal Council, Arizona

Havasupai Tribal Council, Arizona

Hualapai Indian Tribal Council, Arizona

Navajo Nation, Arizona, New Mexico & Utah

Pueblo of Acoma

Pueblo of Nambe

Pueblo of San Juan

Pueblo of Zuni

Kaibab Paiute Tribal Council (This Tribal Band is included/Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah)
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah Council (Kanosh, Koosharem, Shivwits Bands)
San Juan Southern Paiute Council, Arizona

Ute Mountain Ute Tribal Council (White Mesa Ute Band), Colorado & Utah
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Trip Report
May 17, 2006
Pauline Wilson, American Indian Liaison
AREA VISITED:
Pueblo of San Juan in San Juan, New Mexico
PURPOSE:

Provide updated information to the Pueblo of San Juan about the Glen Canyon National
Recreation Area (NRA) planning projects.

PRINCIPAL PARTICIPANTS:

ISSUES DISCUSSED:
I presented to the Pueblo of San Juan the following documents/projects.

Uplake Development Concept Plan (DCP)

Hazard Tree Removal in developed areas of the park.
Lees Ferry Improvement.

Colorado River Restoration Project.

Viking Oil Project that will be forthcoming in the future.

. s s 8

RECOMMENDATIKONS/DECISIONS:
Comments:

It was stated

OBSERVATIONS:

309



APPENDIX D: CONSULTATION

310



Appendix D: Consultation

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE | ©0 00 iy )

UTAH FIELD OFFICE -
2369 WEST ORTON CIRCLE, SUITE 50 —LI—

WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH 84119 g ot E
7 |50 — X< {t
A &'b Iz

In Reply Refer To

FWS/R6 June 14, 2004
ES/UT
04-0813

Kitty L. Roberts
National Park Service =

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area o2
P.0. Box 1507 ==
Page, Arizona 86040 A= L;Z28 Erm "'hf

RE:  Request for Threatened and Endangered Species list for Bullfrog, Halls Crossing, and
Hite Marina Areas Within Glen Canyon NRA

Dear Ms. Roberts:

Thank you for informing us that the information we provided in response to your April 12, 2004
request for a species list, was for an inaccurate location. Included is a species list for Garfield,
Kane and San Juan Counties. We apologise for the inconvenience.

Based on information provided in your letter of April 12, below is a list of endangered (E),
threatened (T), and candidate (C) species that may occur in the area of influence of your
proposed action.

Common Name Scientific Name Status
GARFIELD
Aquarius Paintbrush Castilleja aquariensis C
Autumn Buttercup Ranunculus aestivalis E
Jones Cycladenia Cycladenia humilis var. jonesii T
Maguire Daisy Evigeron maguivei T
Ute Ladies'-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis T
Bonytail*" Gila elegans E
Colorado Pikeminnow™*" Prychocheilus lucius E
Humpback Chub*" Gila cypha E
Razorback Sucker*"” Xyrauchen texanus E
Bald Eagle' Haliaeetus leucocephalus T
California Condor’ Gymnogyps californianus E
Mexican Spotted Owl'* Strix occidentalis lucida T
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  Empidonax traillii extimus E
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Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Utah Prairie Dog

Jones Cycladenia
Kodachrome Bladderpod
Navajo Sedge

Siler Pincushion Cacrus
Welsh's Milkweed*
Kanab Ambersnail®

Coceyzus americanus occidentalis
Cynomys parvidens

Chycladenia humilis var. jonesii
Lesquevella tumulosa

Carex specuicola

Pediocactus sileri

Asclepias welshii

Oxyloma haydeni kanabensis

Coral Pink Sand Dunes Tiger Beetle Cincindela limbata albissima
Colorado Pikeminnow*'" Prychocheilus lucius
Razorback Sucker*'® Xyrauchen texanus

Bald Eagle’ Haliaeetus leucocephalus
California Condor’ Gymnogyps californianus
Mexican Spotted Owl"* Strix occidentalis lucida
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  Empidonax eraillii extimus
Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coceyzus americanus occidentalis
Utah Prairie Dog Cynomys parvidens

SAN JUAN
Navajo Sedge Carex specuicola
Bonytail*'* Gila elegans
Colorado Pikeminnow™'” Prychocheilus lucius
Humpback Chub*'® Gila eypha
Razorback Sucker*"’ Xyrauchen texanus
Bald Eagle’ Haliaeetus leucocephalus
California Condor” Gymnogyps californianus

Gunnison Sage Grouse Centvocercus minimus

Mexican Spotted Owl'! Strix occidentalis lucida
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher  Empidonax traillii extimus
Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coceyzus americanus occidentalis
Black-footed Ferret” Mustela nigripes

mOomAOoEdmmmE S SoEAEAdmEmomHdHdmd S50

Nests in this county of Utah.

*Migrates through Utah, no resident populations.

*Wintering populations (only five known nesting pairs in Uitah).

*Critical habitat designated in this county.

*Critical habitat proposed in this county,

“Historical range.

" Experimental nonessential population.

" Introduced, refugia population.

?Candidate species have no legal protection under the Endangered Species Act. However, these species are under
active consideration by the Service for addition to the Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Species
and may be proposed or listed during the development of the proposed project.

“Water depletions from any portion of the occupied drainage basin are considered to adversely affect or adversely
modify the eritical habitat of the endangered fish species, and must be evaluated with regard 1o the criteria
described in the pertinent fish recovery programs.

~
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United States Department of the Interior k"
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE %

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area TAKE PRIDE"
P.O. Box 1507 INAMERICA
Page, Arizona 86040
WAR 24 2004

IN REPLY REFER
H4217 GLCA-1445-C

T

Wilson Martin, Director

Utah State Historical Society
300 Rio Grande

Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-1182

Reference:  Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (NRA), Environmental Assessment (EA) to
Evaluate Potential Impacts of Uplake Development Concept Plan (DCP)

Subject: Section 106 Compliance
Dear Mr. Martin:

Glen Canyon NRA has initiated planning on the draft Uplake DCP to study the facilities and visitor
services provided at Hite, Bullfrog, and Halls Crossing marina areas. Draft altematives for future
development will be identified and an EA will be prepared to evaluate potential impacts to the natural and
human environment. Existing DCPs for these areas were approved almost 20 years ago and an update is
needed to address changing lake levels and the age of various lake facilities. When completed, the final
DCP will guide development in the uplake areas for the next 10+ years,

This letter is to inform your office that we will be developing a combined environmental impact
document that addresses both compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as
amended, and the National Environmental Policy (as described in 36 CFR 800.8[a-c]). Upon its
completion, the draft EA will be distributed to your office for review, comment, and concurrence with the
National Park Service’s determination of effects on cultural resources. Additional supporting information
resulting from the analysis process will be included with the draft EA as appropriate.

We look forward to receiving your input on the planning process. We believe that it will ensure that
cultural resources are adequately considered while meeting our planning objectives. As required by 36
CFR 800, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has also been notified as to our intent to include
Section 106 compliance within the environmental assessment document.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Archeologist Chris Kincaid of
my staff at 928-608-6277.

Sincerely,

TTY L. ROBERT

Kitty L. Roberts
Superintendent

bee:

Chief, Resource Mgmt, GLCA
Archeologist, GLCA

Project Mgr, GLCA

C.Kincaid:;jmh;3/22/04:p:Kincaid/Uplake DCP UT SHPO EA 106 Notification ltr.doc
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United States Department of the Interior X i
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE m

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area J TAKE PRIDE®
P.O. Box 1507 INAMERICA
Page, Arizona 86040

IN REPLY REFER TO:

D18 GLCA-1448
UL DCY

JUN 23 2006

Mr. Henry Maddox, Field Supervisor
US Fish and Wildlife Service

Utah Field Office

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

Dear Mr. Maddox:

The National Park Service, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (NRA) is in the process of
completing an Environmental Assessment for the future development of the existing developed
marina areas located in Garfield, Kane, and San Juan Counties in Southern Utah. This document
is titled “Draft Uplake Development Concept Plan (DCP)/Environmental Assessment (EA).”
The marina areas included in this DCP, highlighted on a location map (enclosure 1), include
Hite, Bullfrog, and Halls Crossing. An initial scoping letter and request for a species list for this
project was sent to your office on April 24, 2004.

This letter is being forwarded to you in order to fulfill our obligation as required by Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act.

The Environmental Assessment for the DCP includes Alternative A (No Action Alternative),
Alternative B — Moderate Build out (preferred Alternative) and Alternative C — Extreme Build
cut. A list of proposed projects for each location is included as enclosure 2. A map showing the
No Action Alternative for each development area is included as enclosures 3, 4, and 5. A map
showing Alternative B for each developed area is included as enclosures 6, 7, and 8. A map
showing Alternative C for each developed area is included on enclosures 9 and 10. The majority
of the proposed project for Alternatives B and C will expand existing facilities within the
disturbed footprint of each developed area. Projects that will disturb new areas include the
placement of new visitor use boat ramps and State of Utah Ferry ramps at Bullfrog and Halls
Crossing (see enclosure 11 ) should the water level of Lake Powell recede below 3550 feet in
elevation. Additionally, a new shoreline camping area is proposed for the Hite developed area.

As shown in the enclosed species status table (enclosure 12), NPS biologists have determined
that the range of proposed projects will have no affect on the following listed species: Bonytail,
California Condor, Colorado Pikeminnow, Humpback Chub, Jones Cycladenia, Mexican Spotted
Owl, Razorback Sucker, and Yellow-billed Cuckoo. The species status table also provides
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explanation of why the majority of species listed in Garfield, Kane, and San Juan Counties
including those that occur or have habitat within the boundary of Glen Canyon NRA will not be
affected.

We have also determined that our proposed range of projects could create a “may affect, not
likely to adversely affect” situation for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and the Bald Eagle.

In the paragraphs below we provide information used as the basis for determining the DCP
related impacts o the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and Bald Eagle.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus)

Potentially suitable habitat for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher occurs along the eastern side
of the boat ramp at the Hite Marina Area as seen in the enclosed photo log (enclosure 13). This
area may be described as a large, gently sloping plane that extends approximately 2000 feet to
the waters edge. A large area of tamarisk/willow habitat is growing on this plane, with the
largest trees being found along the upland transition zone. This habitat proceeds unbroken from .
3670 feet in elevation to the shoreline of the Colorado River at 3550 feet in elevation. The
habitat can be characterized as dense with a small number of fragmented openings. These
openings generally contain a thick cover of herbaceous vegetation. While composition
information has not been collected for the project area, anecdotally, the site appears to be
predominately tamarisk/willow, with the numbers of tamarisk far exceeding the number of
willows.

This area has been proposed as the site of low water shoreline camping. The proposed project
would include installation of a graded, gravel surfaced road and portable restrooms. Camping
sites would be by individual visitor choice and the camping area would be closed during the
breeding season of the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher.

Both the habitat area and the camping area are subject to periodic inundation as the level of Lake
Powell rises. Much of this shoreline growth is the result of drought conditions during the last 5-8
years, which has resulted in an accumulation of sediment and downstream movement of the
boundary between the lake and river. The accumulation of sediment has caused the main
chanine! to move against the western bank, leaving largs areas of backwater and sediment islands
along the eastern bank. This has provided the ideal substructure for the development of dense
stands of tamarisk/willow habitat. As the water rises and falls, dependent on water releases from
Glen Canyon Dam, the river edge area is periodically inundated, generally during the summer
months when the migratory bird would be nesting and raising young. Much of this habitat area
was underwater as late as 2000 and would again be underwater if the drought ended and the
necessary amount of run-off entered the lake.

Presence and Absence surveys have not been conducted for this species in this area.
Determination of affect was based on the habitat description for the Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher as found in its recovery plan. Our observations reveal clear evidence of dense
riparian thickets of large patch size that are near quiet, slow-moving backwater that is subject to
periodic inundation, scouring floods and sediment deposition.
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Yearly surveys were conducted from 1992 to 2000 for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
below Glen Canyon Dam in Glen Canyon NRA. In May 1993 and 1994, several individuals
were detected but did not remain at the locations they were observed and were probably
migrants. Additionally, these sightings were in early to late May and identification was not
positive and therefore, could have possibly been Northern Willow Flycatchers, which migrate
through the area in late spring, before the Southwestern Willow Flycatchers arrive. The nearest
known breeding site is on the Colorado River about 50 miles below Glen Canyon Dam and over
100 miles southwest of the Hite developed area. Surveys have not been conducted at Hite.

There is no suitable habitat at or adjacent to the Bullfrog and Halls Crossing Developed areas
(see enclosure 14 and 15).

Determination - May . Affect, Not Likely To Adversely Affect.
Mitigation Measures:

In order to lessen the possible minor affects to Southwestern Willow Flycatcher habitat and any
individual birds that may be using this area for roosting, foraging or nesting, the following
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the EA: construction of the access road,
restrooms and any other incidental actions needed to develop this camping area will take place
outside the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher breeding season. Additionally, use of the camping
area will be restricted to the non-breeding season. These restrictions will be lifted should the
water level increase and drown the habitat area. As the water rises and falls, the shoreline
camping area will be adjusted accordingly.

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) can be found in Glen Canyon NRA around the Lake
Powell shoreline during the wintertime. During this time, they have generally been found
roosting on sandstone outcrops and cottonwood snags. Bald eagles have not been found
elsewhere in the park. Aerial surveys for this species are completed during the annual Audubon
Christmas Bird Count and in the last 4 years, 95 percent have been sighted on cliffs and rounded
sandstone hilltops. These birds do not breed in Glen Canyon NRA and our bird specialist, Dr.
John Spence believes that these birds are from nearby Arizona and Colorado breeding
populations. The earliest seasonal record of a bald eagle in Glen Canyon NRA is September 7™
and the latest record is March 19", Between 1990 and 2002, 699 bald eagles were recorded
during 60 aerial surveys with high year-to-year variability. Glen Canyon NRA staff continues to
monitor bald eagles annually

Both adult and immature bald eagles have been seen foraging in Bullfrog Bay and have also been
seen roosting on sandstone hilltops north and south of the Bullfrog developed area and north and
south of the Hite developed area. The area south of the Bullfrog developed area and north and
south of the Halls Crossing developed area have been proposed as expansion areas for visitor use
boat ramps and the State of Utah Ferry ramp, should the level of Lake Powell drop below 3550
feet in elevation. At this elevation, the current ramps will become unusable; and due to
topography, extension of these ramps will not be possible and new ramps will have to be built.
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Determination: May affect, not likely to adversely affect.
Mitigation Measures: None

While bald eagles are seen in the park during winter months, adverse impacts under either of the
alternatives would be negligible for this species. Most roost sites found during yearly surveys
were located well outside the developed areas along remote sections of the shoreline.
Additionally, the bald eagles in the NRA are able to move freely from one roost site to another
and always vacate an area being occupied (even temporarily) by humans.

These recommendations will be included in the Draft Uplake DCP/EA to be released for public
review in mid-JTuly. The NPS requests vour concurrence with our determination.

Please contact Ms. Barbara Wilson, Environmental Compliance Specialist, at 928-608-6333 or
by email at Barbara_Wilson @nps.gov.

Sincerely,

3 Concur No Effect
Kitty L. Roberts
Superintendent P(Conm Not Likely to Adversely Affect

Enclosures - 16 O %;ﬂ,

™ TGS, - Utah Field Supervisor

[P —
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INTRODUCTION

Glen Canyon National Recreation Area (Glen Canyon NRA) is located in northern Arizona and southern Utah
along the Colorado River. The centerpiece of Glen Canyon NRA is Lake Powell, a 186-mile long reservair created
when the Colorado River was dammed near Page, Arizona. The Glen Canyon Dam creates hydroelectric power
and stores water as part of the Colorado River Compact, an agreement on the division of the water in the
Colorado River among the states of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming.
The dam itself is @ major attraction of Glen Canyon NRA. Lake Powell has more than 1,800 miles of shoreline
because of the many side canyons off the main canyon. A variety of recreational opportunities exist on and
around the Lake. For example, kayaking, riding a tour boat, power boating, sailing, using personal watercraft,
water skiing, and fishing are among the many water sports visitors enjoy. Opportunities also exist for hiking in the
surrounding canyon areas. Visitors can enjoy a range of camping opportunities from remote and undeveloped
campsites to fully developed campgrounds. Finally, visitors to the area can see archeologically and culturally
significant sites such as Rainbow Bridge, a site of spiritual importance for American Indians, and the tallest
natural bridge in the United States.

Between 1999 and 2004 water levels at Glen Canyon NRA dropped 100 vertical feet. The drop was caused
primarily by the occurrence of drought in the desert southwest. This drop in water level changes the surface area
of Lake Powell. One consequence of this change is that the physical carrying capacity of Lake Powell for
recreational boating decreases. Moreover, the social carrying capacity and quality of the visitor experience may
also change as a result of the drop in water level.

The National Park Service is the managing authority for Glen Canyon NRA and is charged with providing high
quality recreation experience opportunities for Glen Canyon NRA visitors. The current recreation management
plan for recreational boating was written and implemented before the drought occurred. The physical and social
carrying capacities outlined in the current management plan are based on conditions that existed prior to the
drought. Glen Canyon NRA staff asked NPS staff and University of Minnesota researchers associated with the
Cooperative Park Studies Program (CPSP) and the Great Lakes Northern Forest Coaperative Ecosystem Studies
Unit (GLNF CESU) to conduct a study of visitor use at Glen Canyon NRA. The CPSP was asked to conduct the
study because it had conducted the visitor study that was used to establish social carrying capacity for Lake
Powell prior to the drought. The research team at the University of Minnesota collaborated with ’M, a consulting
firm in Denver, Colorado with a long history of developing physical carrying capacity models for the NPS, and with
Glen Canyon NRA park staff to develop and administer the visitor survey instrument. Glen Canyon NRA staff will
use the study results to determine physical and social carrying capacities for recreational use, especially boating
use, at Glen Canyon NRA.

Glen Canyon NRA 2005 Visitor Study 1
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Lower water levels change the surface area of Lake Powell with subsequent changes in amount of shoreline,
number of access points to enter and exit Lake Powell, number of quality shoreline camping opportunities, and
number of overnight anchoring sites for recreational boaters. However, visitor demand for access and quality
boating and camping experiences may not change as a result of lower water levels. Changes in facilities and
condition of facilities impacts visitor expectations and experiences. Specifically, the net effect of lower water
levels may be an increase in visitor competition for recreational space and resources resulting in increased visitor
crowding and conflicts.

Specific topics addressed in this survey included:

e Characteristics of respondents’ visits (.., activities engaged in and type of boat used at Glen Canyon
NRA),

e Respondents’ socioeconomic background (e.g., age, gender, education, income, ethnicity and race,
residence, past experience at Glen Canyon NRA),

+ Respondents’ desired experiences and benefits they attain as a result of visiting Glen Canyon NRA,

* Respondents’ preferences for seeing and hearing other visitors at Glen Canyon NRA,

¢ Respondents’ perceptions of prablems such as crowding and use conflicts at specific locations on Lake
Powell,

e Respondents’ preferences for management actions to solve visitor problems resulting from lower water
levels, and

* Respondents’ satisfaction with the quality of service at Glen Canyon NRA.

These data will allow Glen Canyon NRA planners and managers to determine if changes in physical and social
carrying capacities are needed, where changes might be appropriate, and how the recreating public will respond
to changes made as a result of lower water levels.

Glen Canyon NRA 20035 Visitor Study 2
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STUDY METHODS

A mailback survey was used to gather study data. Glen Canyon NRA staff and €M consultants worked with
GLNF CESU researchers to develop the survey instrument. Once the survey instrument was designed and
approved by all parties, University of Minnesota researchers prepared and submitted the survey and survey
documentation to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for their approval. NPS staff at Glen Canyon
NRA gathered names and mailing addresses of past visitors to Glen Canyon NRA. The names and addresses
came from various mailing lists maintained by the park. Specifically, the mailing lists represented the following
groups. a) boaters who rent slips, dry boat storage space or buoys at Glen Canyon NRA, b) individuals on NPS
and concessioner marina mailing lists, ¢) independent business partners with the park, and d) public information
lists used for mailing information notices on past park planning efforts. These lists represented a total of 2,922
names and addresses. The names and addresses were sent to e*M where their consultants checked the lists for
duplicate names and incomplete addresses. Once duplicates or incomplete addresses were removed, &M drew
a random sample of 500 names for the study. Dillman’s Tailored Design Method (2000) was followed so that
each person in the sample received a prenotice postcard, mailed questionnaire with caver letter explaining the
purpose of the study, and follow-up reminder postcards and re-mailings of questionnaires as needed. The survey
is included in Appendix B and copies of each piece of survey correspondence is included in Appendix C of this
report. The survey packet included a self-addressed, stamped envelope for respondents to mail their completed
questionnaire back to University of Minnesota researchers who were responsible for raw data retrieval, data
entry, data analysis, and report writing. The survey mailings took place during May and June 2005. Four
questionnaires were undeliverable resulting in a total sample size of 496. A total of 332 usable questionnaires
were returned resulting in a response rate of 66 percent [(332)/(500-4)].

Study Limitations

A purpose of this study is to look at how visitor characteristics, use patterns, expectations, and perceptions have
changed since the 1999-2000 visitor use studies were conducted. This study is being conducted because of the
significant change in water levels at Lake Powell since 2000. The study population for the 2005 study represents
a convenience sample from which names were randomly selected. It does not represent a random selection of
visitors using Lake Powell during any particular season. It also is not representative of visitor use by access
point. Caution should be exercised when comparing this study's results to results of the 1999-2000 visitor use
studies. Those studies represented a random sample of visitors by access point to Lake Powell and the degree
of confidence in generalizing the study sample responses to the entire Lake Powell recreational visitor population
is high compared to the ability to generalize this study’s findings to the larger population.

Compared to the 1993-2000 study respondents, the 2005 study respondents are:
* More likely to be male (83 percentin 2005 vs. 60 percent in 1999-2000),
More likely older (average age of 54 vs. 42),
More likely to have a college education (55 percents vs. 49 percent),
More likely to have a significantly higher income (75 percent > $75,000 vs. 75 percent > $40,000),
More likely to have visited the area more times (96 percent > 10 visits vs. 58 percent > 5 visits),
More likely to spend fewer nights in the area (5 nights vs. 5.7 nights), and
More likely to use a houseboat on the lake (58 percent vs. 20 percent).

Glen Canyon NRA 2005 Visitor Study 3
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DISCUSSION

This study was conducted because water levels in Lake Powell have dropped dramatically due to drought
conditions. The change in water level creates changes in lake characteristics such as amount of surface area
available for recreational use, the location of shoreline camping options and the number of shoreline campsites
available, travel distances by water to specific points on Lake Powell, and the number of usable access points to
the lake. When lake characteristics change, recreational behaviors, experiences and on-site benefits related to
experiences and perceptions of resource conditions may also change. In particular, crowding and conflicts
among recreational user groups may increase causing lower levels of visitor attainment of on-site beneficial
experiences. Visitor impacts to the resource area especially beaches and shoreline camping areas may
increase. Visitor perceptions of the kinds and seriousness of problems present in the resource area may become
greater. Finally, visitor preferences for management actions to resolve problems may change.

The type of changes noted above relate to the physical carrying capacity and social carrying capacity of Lake
Powell. The physical carrying capacity is the ability of the resource to accommodate a specified humber of
watercraft on the lake surface without causing unacceptable resource impact to water quality and lake shoreline.
The social carrying capacity is the ability of the resource to sustain a given level of use over a specified time
period without causing unacceptable damage to the resource area and the quality of the visitor experience. The
most recent visitor use studies conducted at Glen Canyon NRA occurred in 1999 and 2000 (James, et al, 2001a,
2001b, and 2001¢). Data from these studies was used in setting physical and social carrying capacities for Lake
Powell. With the dramatic drop in water levels at Glen Canyon NRA over the past few years, appropriate levels of
use based on capacity figures for non-drought conditicns may need to be adjusted.

When locking at study results relevant to carrying capacity, the data suggest that respondents are aware that lake
levels have dropped and may have adjusted their expectations about crowding or the acceptability of the number
of watercraft and people they see on Lake Powell. In the 1999-2000 study the overall mean scores for the
number of watercraft and people on the lake surface, on the lake shore, at shoreline campsites, at fueling docks
and at landings were all rated as slightly unacceptable. In the 2005 study the overall mean scores for these same
locations were rated in the acceptable range.

Data displaying respondent ratings of potential problems and the seriousness of them, though, shows an increase
in mean scores over the 1999-2000 data. In the earlier studies, the only potential problem to be rated as slightly
serious was finding a beach campsite. The 2005 data show 11 potential problems were given scores that show
them to be slight to moderate problems. The kinds of problems rated in this way are associated with problems
that are likely to be related to low water levels, which suggests that even though respondents may have adjusted
their expectations about crowding, crowding is playing a role in their ability to get away from other boats on the
lake surface and to find beach and shoreline campsites. The decrease in the surface area of the lake may also
be responsible for the higher ratings they gave to problems such as the amount of litter they see on beaches and
the shoreline, the number of inconsiderate people they encounter, and the number of people they see operating
their boats unsafely.

Potential problems may also be related to the lake area shrinking and the impact that has on respondents’ ability
to travel to other parts of Lake Powell. If demand for recreational use on Lake Powell has not changed from
1999-2000, then less surface area means people and their watercraft will be in closer proximity to one another.
In the 1999-2000 studies the heaviest used zones were Zones 1, 8, 9, 11, and 12. Zones 1, 11, and 12 continue
to experience high use but Zones 1 and 11 are the major access points for Lake Powell so their continued high
number of users is 1o be expected. Zones 6 and 9, though, experienced significantly less use in 2005 than in the
earlier studies. Low water levels are probably the cause of fewer respondents traveling to these zones. As a
result, the distribution of use and travel patterns on Lake Powell has changed and might be impacting visitors’
experiences and perceptions of problems. Both Zones 6 and 9 are considered uplake zones. Uplake
respondents rated problems such as the amount of time waiting to launch a boat, seeing evidence of pets and
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their droppings, having to travel farther to find fuel, and having adequate tailet facilities on the lake and at
landings as more serious problems than downlake respondents. They may have perceived some of these
problems as more serious because of the constraints low water levels place on their ability to move around the
lake.

Respondent preferences for ways to address problems do not vary significantly from the earlier studies to the
2005 study. In both studies, respondents prefer indirect management tactics such as visitor education and
information as a way to persuade visitors to change their behavior or use of the area. Persuasive tactics, though,
can be problematic in that managers can develop the materials but it is the visitor choice whether to take
advantage of and use the education and/or information materials (McCool and Braithwaite, 1992; Cole et al,
1997a). Time may also be a factor in persuading people to behave differently. It is also common for visitors to
prefer more facilities and services to address perceived problems. If wait times are longer than visitors like at
launch points or if toilet facilities are inadequate on the lake and at other points along the lake shore, the
assumption is that more of these things will solve the problem. But research in a variety of disciplines has shown
that this approach is not always successful. Increasing launch areas may increase traffic to the lake creating
greater congestion and crowding at access points, on the water, and at shoreline camping spots.

Limits and regulations are generally more effective at setting physical and social carrying capacities. They are
viewed as fair from a distributive justice point of view because they apply equally to everyone (Frost and McCool
1988). However, recent research suggests that from a visitor's point of view fairness is more related to how the
limit or regulation was developed and less to whom it might apply (Davenport, and Anderson, 2005). If visitors
view the process of establishing limits or regulations as fair they are far more likely to agree with them. If park
staff believes that new physical and social carrying capacities are necessary at this time and that they must use
limits or new regulations to maintain quality resource conditions and visitor experiences during low water
conditions, they should seek to make sure the process they use to set limits or regulations is transparent to the
public and if possible has public involvement as a part of the process. Public involvement in the process leading
up to implementing of use limits can be a positive factor in whether use limits become an accepted part of the
management plan for a given area. In general, acceptance of use limits increases when stakeholders and the
public understand that maintaining acceptable biophysical or social condtions depends upon implementing use
limits (McCool and Christensen 1993; Cole et al. 1997b). Moreover, most visitors support use limits o reduce
crowding and protect resources (Anderson and Manfredo 1986; Shelby et al. 1992). It might also be possible for
park staff to set a time limit on how long the limits or regulations are in effect. In other words, establish limits or
regulations that only apply to low water levels and when water levels come back to some acceptable level either
remove the limits or regulations or review whether their continued use is necessary.

Finally, park staff should carefully look at the respondent management preferences for solving potential problems
related to recreational use. For many of the problems there are a variety of solutions proposed. But not all of the
solutions are supported by respondents. Some solutions are opposed by all respondents and some are only
opposed by respondents who do not see a particular problem. Other solutions to address a particular problem
are supported by all respondents regardiess of whether they think a particular problem exists or not. Also, since
many of the solutions can be used to address more than one problem, park staff should look at the most efficient
suite of actions to address any of the problems listed. A useful source to help park staff decide which actions to
pursue can be found at: hitp:/Amw.cnr.umn.edu/CPSP/publications/revtactics_handbook . pdf (Anderson et al.
1998). This handbook was developed with National Park Service managers and outlines a strategy and process
for selecting management actions that are most likely to be successful in resolving visitor caused problems to the
resource and / or visitor experiences (Wang et al. 2000).

Glen Canyon NRA 2005 Visitor Study 58
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has the responsibility for most
of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land
and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and
cultural values of our national parks and historic places; and providing for the enjoyment of life through
outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that
their development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen
participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation
communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. Administration.
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