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Summary

The National Park Service proposes to use the site of the Sleeping Rainbow Ranch in Capitol Reef National Park, Utah, as an educational center.  The Ranch is located on a mesa top in the Pleasant Creek Valley.  The proposal includes razing existing, non-functional buildings and constructing new buildings and structures to be used as a long-term educational and research facility.  The National Park Service would retain ownership of the facility, which would be developed in conjunction with the Colorado Plateau Field Institute, an extension of Utah Valley State College.  The purpose of this Environmental Assessment is to describe the affected environment and analyze potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives.  Because the proposal to raze the buildings differs from the preferred alternative of rehabilitating the buildings and structures presented in the General Management Plan, this document also serves to amend the General Management Plan.

The Proposed Action would have no impact on the following resources: Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species and Species of Special Concern; Water Resources; Air Quality; Lightscape Management; Socioeconomic Environment; Cultural Landscapes; Indian Trust Resources; Environmental Justice; Ethnographic Resources; Historic Buildings and Structures; Museum Collections, and Land Use.  Impacts to Visitor Use and Experience would be moderate.  Impacts to Archeological Resources would be moderate.  Impacts to Biotic Communities would be minor in the short term and minor in the long term.  Impacts to Park Operations would be moderate in the short term and moderate in the long term.  Impacts to Noise and Congestion would be moderate in the short term and minor in the long term.  Impacts to Soils would be minor in the short term and minor in the long term.  Impacts to Visual and Aesthetic Resources would be minor in the short term and long term.  

Note Regarding Public Comment

If you wish to comment on the EA, you may send comments to the name and address below.  This EA will be on public review for 30 days.  Please note that names and addresses of people who comment become part of the public record.  If you would like your name and/or address withheld, please state this prominently at the beginning of your comment.  All submissions from individuals, organizations, and businesses, will be made available in their entirety for public inspection. 

Albert J. Hendricks
Superintendent
Capitol Reef National Park
HC 70 Box 15
Torrey, Utah  84775
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PURPOSE AND NEED

Purpose

The National Park Service (NPS) proposes to develop an educational and research facility at the site of the Sleeping Rainbow Ranch (Ranch), a guest ranch that is no longer in use, in Capitol Reef National Park (Park), Utah.  The proposal includes razing the existing buildings and structures at the Ranch and constructing new buildings and structures to be used as a long-term educational and research facility.  The facility would remain in federal ownership but would be managed by the Colorado Plateau Field Institute, an extension of Utah Valley State College (UVSC).  

This proposal would provide the NPS with additional means of promoting and upholding its mandate to administer and protect the Park for the enjoyment of natural, cultural, and scientific resources in a manner that leaves these resources unimpaired.  Using the Ranch to facilitate educational and research programs would provide opportunities for environmental education, interpretation, and in-depth research at a permanent facility.  By providing a heightened awareness of desert ecology to researchers and students, the Proposed Action would also have the potential to benefit resource management in the Park.  Specifically, the Facility would complement the Park’s educational outreach initiatives by providing activities, programs, media, and services to encourage student understanding of the geologic, natural, and cultural aspects of the region.

Need 

The Capitol Reef National Park Final General Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (GMP) was approved in 2001 (National Park Service. 2001a).  The GMP included an analysis of various alternatives for future use of the Ranch, outlined in a Development Concept Plan (SWCA 1997a) for the facility.  In the GMP, the preferred alternative for the Ranch was to develop an education facility through the rehabilitation of existing structures.  The GMP found that the Ranch structures (main lodge, hotel, etc.), although in a state of disrepair, were sound and capable of being restored and refurbished, and that restoration work “should allow the structures to meet current safety codes.”  The GMP also stated that none of the structures met requirements to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  Although the Ranch structures were not eligible for listing, the NPS believed that the ranch might have been eligible as an historic district or cultural landscape.  Adaptive use of the structures (as compared to razing them) would preserve the character of the area.

Subsequent to the approval of the GMP, a Cultural Landscape Inventory (CLI; National Park Service 2002) found that the Sleeping Rainbow Ranch was ineligible as an historic district or cultural landscape.  The CLI also noted that the structures within the proposed development area were not eligible for listing because either they did not meet the 50-years-or-older guidelines, or they had been substantially remodeled and did not fall under National Register historical themes.  Further, although the GMP found that the existing structures could be rehabilitated, subsequent examination of the structures by NPS and UVSC staff determined that such rehabilitation would be extremely difficult.   

Significant problems were present in all of the existing structures.  For example, drain and venting pipe size and configuration is not adequate under current plumbing codes.  Similarly, existing electrical systems are incomplete, not grounded, and often encased in concrete or masonry; the current electrical system does not meet current electrical code.  Existing windows and sliding glass doors are single pane with aluminum frames, and are not energy efficient and would need to be replaced.  Roofs, walls, and floors lack insulation; extensive retro fitting would be required to insulate the structures, especially the floors and foundation.  Also, entry stairs, entryways, and corridor widths do not meet the standards of the Americans with disabilities Act.  Bringing the structures up to code, if possible, would be inefficient and would be extremely costly.

Because of the information presented in the CLI, and because the NPS now believes that rehabilitating of the existing structures is not practical, the NPS has re-examined the GMP preferred alternative of rehabilitating the structures.  The NPS has determined that although it still wishes to pursue the development of an educational center, it wishes to do so by razing all existing structures, and instead designing and building new buildings and structures.  Because this Proposed Action differs from the preferred alternative proposed in the GMP, this document will serve to amend the GMP.

Scoping

Scoping is an open process to determine the breadth of environmental issues and alternatives to be addressed in an EA.  Scoping involves obtaining internal and external input on project-related issues from resource specialists and the public, respectively. The Park conducted internal scoping with appropriate NPS staff and external scoping with the public including interested and affected groups or individuals, and non-NPS agency personnel.

An interdisciplinary team comprising Park and UVSC staff members contributed to the internal scoping process.  This process resulted in definition of the purpose and need, identification of potential actions to address the need, determination of what the likely issues and impact topics would be, and identification of the relationship, if any, of the Proposed Action to other planning efforts in the Park.

For external scoping, a public scoping brochure describing the Proposed Action was issued to private parties; state, federal, and local agencies; and American Indian Tribes (Tribes) on September 11, 2002.  In addition to distribution of a public scoping brochure, American Indian tribal consultation occurred between the Park and potentially interested tribes (Table 1).  

	Table 1. American Indian Tribes Notified of the Proposed Action During the Public Scoping Process

	Pueblo of Zuni
	San Juan Pueblo
	Santo Domingo Tribe
	Sandi Pueblo

	Hopi Tribe
	Southern Ute Tribal Council
	Goshute Business Council
	Santa Ana Pueblo

	Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
	Taos Pueblo
	Teuque Pueblo
	Pueblo of Zia

	White Mesa Ute Tribe
	Pueblo of Isleta
	San Ildefonso Pueblo
	Uintah and Ouray Tribal Business Office

	Navajo Nation
	Pueblo of Jemez
	Pueblo of Acoma
	Santa Clara Pueblo

	Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
	Cochiti Pueblo
	Kaibab Paiute Tribal Council
	Pueblo of Pojoaque

	Picuris Pueblo
	
	
	


For the external scoping process, comments were accepted until October 11, 2002.  No concerns or issues were raised and no other alternatives were proposed in response to the public scoping brochure.  The scoping brochure presented the alternative of rehabilitating the structures, and not the present proposal to raze them.  However, since no comments were received, and because all individuals, agencies, and tribes who received the scoping brochure will be afforded the opportunity to review the proposal described in this document, the NPS elected not to issue a new scoping brochure.

The undertakings described in this document are subject to §106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 et seq.; NHPA). Accordingly, consultations with the Utah State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) have been ongoing since project inception, and are described later in this document. 

Relationship Of The Proposed Action To Previous Planning Efforts

The NPS and UVSC recognized potential benefits of a cooperative effort at the Ranch in a Memorandum of Understanding dated October 24, 1996 (National Park Service 1996).  A Feasibility Study (SWCA 1997b) and Development Concept Plan (SWCA 1997a) were prepared to identify potential fatal flaws and outline the purpose of development at the Ranch, respectively.  No fatal flaws were identified.  The Ranch is located within the Rural Development Zone, as identified in the GMP, and the Proposed Action is consistent with objectives outlined for land use in that zone.

The proposed development at the Ranch is consistent with Park mandates, the purpose outlined in the Development Concept Plan (SWCA 1997a), and the GMP.

Impact Topics Analyzed in This Environmental Assessment

During internal scoping, the NPS, SHPO, and other qualified individuals identified issues and concerns affecting the Proposed Action via a collaborative effort.  For the purposes of this EA, impact topics are defined as the resources of concern that could be affected by implementation of the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative.  The following impact topics were identified on the basis of federal laws, regulations, orders, and NPS Management Policies (National Park Service 2001b).  The specific impact topics addressed within this EA were chosen to ensure that alternatives were considered and compared on the basis of the most relevant issues.   A brief rationale for the selection of each impact topic is given below.

Visitor Use and Experience

Because the Ranch is not in use, and as access routes are not identified and because the existence of the Ranch is not obvious from the valley floor, current visitation to the mesa top is negligible.  Should the Proposed Action be implemented, expected use of the new facility would be substantial, with approximately 5,200 people, with 840 vehicle trips to the area each year.  This influx of people and vehicles into an area that otherwise receives minimal visitation may affect those who hike in the Pleasant Creek Valley near the Ranch.  Therefore, Visitor Use and Experience will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Archeological Resources

The NPS defines archeological and historic resources as "the physical evidences of past human activity, including evidences of the effects of that activity on the environment" and further states that what makes archeological resources significant are their identity, age, location, and context in conjunction with their capacity to reveal information through archeological research.  (Director’s Order #28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline).

Archaic, Formative (mostly Fremont Complex), Late Prehistoric, and Historic Period occupations have been documented throughout the Park, and archeological and historic sites have been identified near the Project Area and in the surrounding valley.  Potential project-related impacts have been outlined in an Assessment of Effect (National Park Service 2003).  Portions of the Project Area may qualify as a National Register Archeological District, and may be impacted by the Proposed Action.  Therefore, Archeological Resources will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Biotic Communities

NEPA requires an examination of the impacts on all components of affected ecosystems.  NPS policy mandates the maintenance of all the components and processes of naturally evolving ecosystems, including the natural abundance, diversity, and ecological integrity of plants and animals (National Park Service 2001b).  Characteristic wildlife species were then identified for each vegetation community based on their dependence or preference for the plant species therein.  The associations were also based on geographic and elevation ranges for each animal species.  This natural history information is based on Zeveloff and Collett (1988) for mammals, and Behle and Perry (1975), Ehrlich et al. (1988), and Peterson (1990) for birds.

The Project Area has been disturbed from past land uses, including the inadvertent creation of informal trails.  Because the Proposed Action would affect vegetation communities and potentially suitable habitat for animal species, Biotic Communities will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Noise and Congestion

Because access routes are not marked, and because the Ranch is not readily visible from the valley floor, visitation to the mesa top is negligible.  Should the Proposed Action be implemented, expected visitation to the mesa top would be substantial: approximately 5,200 people in 840 vehicle trips per year.  This degree of congestion would likely increase noise levels within the Project Area and surrounding valley.  Therefore, Noise and Congestion will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Soils

The Project Area encompasses approximately 5.5 acres of land.  All portions of the Project Area are on previously disturbed lands: 5.0 acres on the mesa top, and approximately 0.5 acre on the valley floor, including the pump house and waterline installation areas.  Because the Proposed Action would involve ground-disturbing activities and short- and long-term alterations to soils within the Project Area, soils will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Visual And Aesthetic Resources

The buildings situated on the mesa top are in a current state of disrepair, and the surrounding valley is largely free of development.  Because the Proposed Action would result in the construction of several new buildings and structures which would be visible from the valley floor, Visual and Aesthetic Resources will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.  

Park Operations

Operation of the Ranch may result in requests for more frequent road maintenance.  Especially during the early stages of facility operations, park management will frequently work with UVSC staff in initiating operations.  Visitor and Resource Protection staff will likely be called upon occasionally to assist with medical or other emergencies.  Because development and operation of the Ranch would impact park staff, park operations will be addressed as an impact topic in this document.

Impact Topics dismissed from Further Consideration

NPS specialists, with input from other federal, state, and local agencies, identified issues and concerns relating to this project. 

Following the public scoping period, issues and concerns were used to define specific impact topics.  The impact topics were identified on the basis of federal laws, regulations, and orders; NPS Management Policies (National Park Service 2001b); and NPS knowledge of limited or easily impacted resources.  Analysis of impacts per topic is standardized and based on the most relevant information. The rationale for dismissing specific topics from further consideration is given below.

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species and Species of Special Concern
For federally sponsored projects, the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973 (as amended) requires examination of potential impacts to Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species.  Section 7 of the Act requires federal agencies to ensure that any activities they authorize, fund, or implement, do not jeopardize the continued existence of any wildlife species federally listed as threatened or endangered and do not destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat.  NPS policy requires examination of potential impacts on federal candidate species, as well as state-listed threatened, endangered, candidate, rare, declining, and sensitive species with potential to occur within the Project Area.  For simplicity, the state-listed species identified in this EA are collectively described as Species of Special Concern.

Park staff reviewed the Utah Conservation Data Center website and generated a list of Species of Special Concern for the Project Area.  The database identified four state-listed animal species records in the vicinity of the Project Area (Utah Conservation Data Center 2002; Table 2 

The NPS has no record of federally listed species occurring within the Project Area, and recent field examinations of the site by Park staff confirm that none of the species listed below (Table 2) occur within the Project Area.  The listed bird species (Mexican spotted owl, southwestern willow flycatcher, and bald eagle) have the potential to occur as transients within the Project Area, but there are no known nesting or roosting sites for these species in close proximity to the Project Area.  

The Project Area is located within designated critical habitat for the Mexican spotted owl, and a known nesting site (and associated Primary Activity Center) is located approximately 2 miles from the Project Area.  It is not known if this nesting site is presently occupied.  The boundary for the Primary Activity Center for this nesting location is approximately 0.5 miles from the Project Area.  Therefore, construction activities would not adversely affect or modify any potential roosting, nesting, or foraging habitats for the Mexican spotted owl.  Further, neither the Primary Activity Center nor the historic nesting site of the adjacent owl territory is accessible from the Project Area because of cliffs and other non-navigable terrain.  ).  In a letter dated July 5, 2002 (Appendix A), the NPS provided a list of federally listed and candidate species that could potentially occur in the project area to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and sought concurrence that the Proposed Action would not adversely affect listed or candidate species or proposed or designated critical habitat.  In a memo dated October 16, 2002, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred that the Proposed Action was "not likely to adversely affect" any listed species, including Mexican spotted owl individuals, or adversely modify or destroy Mexican spotted owl critical habitat (Appendix A).  Therefore, no adverse impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species would be anticipated with implementation of the Proposed Action, and the topic of Threatened and Endangered Species and Species of Special Concern was dismissed as an impact topic.  

	Table 2. Federally listed Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species and Species of Special Concern which May Occur within the Project Area.

	Common Name
	Scientific Name
	Federal Status
	State Status

	Barneby reed-mustard
	Schoencrambe barnebyi
	Endangered
	NA

	Jones cycladenia
	Cycladenia humilis var. jonesii
	Threatened
	NA

	Last chance townsendia
	Townsendia aprica
	Threatened
	NA

	Maguire's daisy
	Erigeron maguirei
	Threatened
	NA

	Western nodding ladies'-tresses
	Spiranthes diluvialis
	Threatened
	NA

	Winkler cactus
	Pediocactus winkleri
	Threatened
	NA

	San Rafael cactus
	Pediocactus despainii
	Endangered
	NA

	Wright fishhook cactus
	Sclerocactus wrightiae
	Threatened
	NA

	Rabbit valley gilia (Wonderland Alice-flower)
	Gilia caespitosa
	Candidate
	NA

	Mexican Spotted Owl
	Strix occidentalis lucida 
	Threatened
	NA

	Yellow-billed cuckoo
	Coccyzus americanus
	Candidate
	NA

	Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 
	Empidonax traillii extimus
	Endangered
	NA

	Bald Eagle
	Haliaeetus leucocephalus
	Threatened
	NA

	Allen’s Big-eared Bat
	Idionycteris phyllotis
	NA
	Sensitive Species

due to limited distribution

	Brazilian Free-tailed Bat
	Tadarida brasiliensis
	NA
	Sensitive Species due to declining populations and limited distribution

	Southwestern Black-headed snake
	Tantilla horartsmithi
	NA
	Sensitive Species

due to limited distribution

	Townsend’s Big-eared Bat
	Corynorhinus townsendii
	NA
	Sensitive Species due to declining populations and limited distribution

	NA – Not applicable; indicates that a species was not included on a federal/state list during consultation during this project.


Water Resources (Water Quality, Wetlands, and Floodplains)

Water Quality 

NPS policy requires protection of water quality consistent with the Clean Water Act of 1977 (as amended).  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to regulate, via a permitting process, the discharge of dredged or fill material within jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.  

Water rights associated with the Ranch include rights for stock watering and irrigation, as well as for domestic use.  In the past, the source for domestic water at the Ranch had been a shallow well on the alluvial terrace above Pleasant Creek.  To evaluate the feasibility of developing a reliable culinary water source utilizing the domestic water right, UVSC commissioned an evaluation of culinary well locations, and the optimum well location was subsequently chosen.  A well was drilled in this location, and testing showed that it would provide enough water to operate the Facility.  The Park has applied to transfer the point of diversion from the old culinary well source to the new well location.  Water would be pumped from the well with an electric pump and transported to the mesa top via a water pipeline that would be installed beneath an existing access roadbed and a short segment of previously disturbed land.  The NPS existing water right of 0.237 cubic feet per second (cfs) would not be exceeded.  Water use would not increase, and impacts associated with the Proposed Action would not be anticipated.  Therefore, Water Quality was dismissed as an impact topic.

Wetlands

Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to avoid adversely impacting wetlands, where possible.  In addition, Section 404 (of the Clean Water Act) permitting is required for any wetland considered a jurisdictional Water of the U.S.   Proposed actions that have the potential to adversely impact wetlands must be addressed in a Statement of Findings.  

Activities related to the Proposed Action would be confined to the mesa top, access roads, and the portion of the pipeline right-of-way and pump house that is located outside of the existing roadway.  Because no wetlands exist within the Project Area, the Proposed Action would have no impacts to wetlands and a Section 404 permit and Statement of Findings for wetlands would not be required.  Therefore, Wetlands was dismissed as an impact topic.

Floodplains

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires all federal agencies to avoid construction within floodplains unless no other practical alternative exists.  Construction within a floodplain requires coordination with the State Department of Public Safety, Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Security.  Certain construction activities occurring within a 100-year floodplain require preparation of a Statement of Findings.  

Activities related to the Proposed Action would be confined to the mesa top, access roads, and the portion of the pipeline right-of-way and pump house that is located outside of the existing roadway.  There are no 100-year floodplains within the Project Area, and a Statement of Findings would not be required.  Therefore, Floodplains was dismissed as an impact topic.

Air Quality

NPS policy requires protection of air quality consistent with the Clean Air Act, under which the Park is categorized as a Class 1 area.  A Class I area is a federal area in which visibility is a value, and prevention of any future, and remedying of any existing, impairment from manmade air pollution is a goal.  Existing air quality is very good because of the absence of industrial pollution sources.  However, particulate levels can be high and visibility low at times due to windblown dust or pollution from external sources (National Park Service, 2001a).  

Common impacts associated with air quality include changes in visibility and biological resource health.  For example, plants may be affected by airborne pollutants such as ozone, nitrogen oxides, total hydrocarbons, and particulate matter.  Particulate matter and nitrogen oxide emissions are evaluated by the Park for visibility impairment.  Volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides are precursors to the formation of ozone and are evaluated separately in lieu of assessing ozone emissions independently.  The Park is involved in two regional air monitoring programs and operates both a passive ozone station along the Fremont River and an IMPROVE station west of the Visitor Center for airborne particulate matter.

The Proposed Action would likely result in electrical service being provided to the Facility primarily by solar cells with a propane-powered generator for back-up.  Development of the research center would result in an estimated 840 vehicle trips per year.  Because power generation and vehicle emissions associated with the Proposed Action would produce only a small amount of air pollution that would not impact visibility or biological resources, or constitute an impairment, Air Quality was dismissed as an impact topic.

Lightscape Management

In accordance with NPS Management Policies (National Park Service 2001b), the Park strives to preserve natural ambient lightscapes, which are defined as those that exist in the absence of human-generated light.  The Park also strives to limit the use of artificial outdoor lighting, using only what is necessary for basic safety requirements.  All outdoor lighting within the Park is shielded to the maximum extent possible, to keep light on the intended subject and out of the night sky.  

The Proposed Action would result in minimal outdoor lighting.  Lighting necessary for public safety would be directed downward to reduce unnecessary illumination, and use would be restricted.  Therefore Lightscape Management was dismissed as an impact topic.

Socioeconomic Environment

Implementation of the Proposed Action could provide a small beneficial effect to the economies of nearby communities in Wayne County.  These benefits would be limited to minimal increases in temporary employment opportunities for the construction workforce, revenues for local establishments, and business generated from construction activities.  The Proposed Action would also create a full-time position for caretaker of the Ranch.  

No monies from implementation of the Proposed Action would be routed to NPS.  UVSC would be able to charge for use of the Facility by others.  However, that payment would come from sources outside of the Park area, and would be routed back out of the area to UVSC.   Accordingly, the Facility transactions would have no impact on the socioeconomic conditions of the area and Socioeconomic Environment was dismissed as an impact topic.

Indian Trust Resources

Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian Trust Resources from a proposed project or action by Department of the Interior agencies be explicitly addressed in environmental documents.  The federal Indian Trust responsibility is a legally enforceable obligation on the part of the U.S. to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a duty to carry out the mandates of federal law with respect to American Indian and Alaska Native Tribes. 

No Indian Trust Resources are designated within the Project Area, and no portion of the Project Area is held in trust by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit of any American Indian tribe or group.  Therefore, Indian Trust Resources was dismissed as an impact topic.

Environmental Justice

According to the Environmental Protection Agency, environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, regardless of race, color, national origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies.

Presidential Executive Order 12898, "General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," requires all federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their missions by identifying and addressing the disproportionately high and/or adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities and low-income populations and communities. The Proposed Action would not have disproportionate health or environmental effects on minorities or low-income populations or communities as defined in the Environmental Protection Agency's Draft Environmental Justice Guidance (July 1996).  Therefore, Environmental Justice was dismissed as an impact topic.

Land Use

Historically, the land use for the Project Area was that of a subsistence ranch and tourist facility.  With acquisition of the ranch by the NPS, the land use designation for the Ranch became Rural Developed Zone (National Park Service, 2001a).  The Proposed Action would not redefine this land use designation.

Park legislation contains provisions for continuation of grazing leases and livestock trailing in the Park.  The Proposed Action would not restrict grazing and trailing permits; therefore, the owners and operators of cattle herds with existing rights could continue to trail their herds on traditional routes in the Project Area.  Therefore, Land Use was dismissed as an impact topic.

Prime and Unique Farmlands

In August 1980, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) directed that federal agencies must assess the effects of their actions on farmland soils classified by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) as prime or unique.  Prime farmland is defined as soil that particularly produces general crops such as common foods, forage, fiber, and oil seed; unique farmland produces specialty crops such as fruits, vegetables, and nuts.  None of the soils in the project area meet classification criteria for prime and unique farmlands.  Therefore, the topic of prime and unique farmlands was dismissed as an impact topic in this document.

Museum Collections

The National Park Service’s Management Policies, 2001 (2000) and Director’s Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1997) require the consideration of impacts on museum collections (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and archival and manuscript material).  None of the items in the park’s museum collection, nor those on display in the visitor center, would be affected by the Proposed Action.  Hence museum collections was dismissed as an impact topic in this document.

Ethnographic Resources 

The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 et seq.); the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.); and the National Park Service’s Director’s Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1997), Management Policies, 2001 (2000), and Director’s Order #12, Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (2001) require the consideration of impacts on ethnographic resources and cultural landscapes listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

Ethnographic resources are defined by the National Park Service as any “site, structure, object, landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious, subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it” (Director’s Order # 28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline, 191). American Indian tribes traditionally associated with the lands of Capitol Reef National Park and others with whom park staff regularly consult were initially contacted during the GMP/EIS review process; only the Navajo Tribe responded.  On November 21, 2001 (prior to the development of the Environmental Assessment related to development at Sleeping Rainbow Ranch), Capitol Reef National Park notified the following Indian tribes of the proposed project: Navajo Nation, Window Rock, AZ;The Ute Tribe, Fort Duchesne, UT; Zuni Pueblo, Zuni, AZ; Paiute Tribe of Utah, Cedar City, UT; White Mesa Ute Tribe, Blanding, UT; and The Hopi Tribe, Kykotsmovi, AZ.  On November 28, 2001, Capitol Reef National Park contacted each of the tribal offices listed to verify that the packets had been received and to invite consultation. On December 17, 2001, Capitol Reef National Park received a letter from the Hopi Tribe requesting consultation on the matter and setting a place and date for meeting.  Also on December 17, 2001, Capitol Reef National Park again called the other tribal offices to determine whether any tribe wished to consult on the matter before the EA was further developed.  None accepted the invitation. 

On January 23, 2002, Park and UVSC staff consulted with Hopi cultural preservation staff at Kykotsmovi, AZ.  The primary concern of the Hopi reviewers was that the facility would be utilized as an archeological base camp.  The UVSC representatives noted that their college does not have an archeology component to its programs at this time, and that the facility was intended primarily for education in geology, biology, and other natural sciences.  The Hopi reviewers then withdrew their objections to the project, noting only that they would prefer a data recovery and excavation plan that minimizes disturbance of archeological resources, rather than the more extensive excavations that were being considered at the time.  The NPS and UVSC representatives concurred with that concern.

On September 23, 2002, the NPS contacted the American Indian tribes traditionally associated with the lands of Capitol Reef National Park, and notified or reminded them of the proposed project, sent a Scoping Brochure describing the project, and invited to comment or consult.  Only the Southern Ute Tribe of Ignacio, Colorado, has accepted the invitation to consult.  Subsequent discussions with the Tribe determined that they had no concerns with the project.

American Indian tribes traditionally associated with the lands of Capitol Reef National Park and others with whom park staff regularly consults, are concerned about ground disturbance at the park and the potential discovery of human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony.  Excavating a trench for installation of the underground waterline would occur on land previously disturbed by past construction activities associated with the existing road.  Although inadvertent discoveries are unlikely, in the event that human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony are discovered during construction, provisions outlined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 USC 3001) of 1990 would be followed.  Copies of this environmental assessment will be forwarded to each affiliated tribe or group for review and comment.  If subsequent issues or concerns are identified, appropriate consultations would be undertaken.  Because it is very unlikely that ethnographic resources would be affected, and because appropriate steps would be taken to protect any human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony inadvertently discovered, ethnographic resources was dismissed as an impact topic in this document.

Cultural Landscapes

Cultural landscapes are defined by the NPS as “a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources and is often expressed in the way land is organized and divided, patterns of settlement, land use, systems of circulation, and the types of structures that are built.  The character of a cultural landscape is defined both by physical materials, such as roads, buildings, walls, and vegetation, and by use reflecting cultural values and traditions” (Director’s Order #28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline).  

The area potentially impacted would include the mesa top and portions of the valley floor, primarily within an existing access road.  A Level II Cultural Landscape Inventory (CLI;  National Park Service 2002) produced by the Park recommends that the structures located on the mesa top are ineligible for listing in the National Register due to a lack of historical integrity.  This recommendation is based on the following findings:

· All of the buildings on the mesa top that once composed the original, historical Floral Ranch, with the possible exception of a remodeled fruit cellar, were demolished while under private ownership;

· The route of the main road into the Ranch has been significantly altered;

· Nothing remains of the fruit orchards that gave the old ranch its original name (Floral Ranch); and

· The original pattern of fields, fences, and dwellings along the creek has been significantly altered.

Only a few short stretches of old fenceline and parts of the original irrigation system remain from the historic Ranch layout.  Comparisons of the existing landscape with photographs taken of the area from the late 1800s through the 1940s and with an 1895 General Land Office map, show significant changes to the Ranch landscape.

Further, NPS found that all the structures within the proposed development area are not eligible for listing because either they do not meet the 50-years-or-older guidelines, or they have been substantially remodeled and do not fall under National Register historical themes; therefore, Cultural Landscapes was dismissed as an impact topic.  

Historic Structures/Buildings 

The National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992 (16 USC 470 et seq.); the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.); and the National Park Service’s Director’s Order #28, Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1997), Management Policies, 2001 (2000), and Director’s Order #12, Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (2001) require the consideration of impacts on historic structures and buildings listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Because none of the buildings or structures  that will be affected by the Proposed Action are listed or eligible for listing as in the National Register of Historic Places, historic structures/buildings will be dismissed as an impact topic.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

This section of the EA describes the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in detail.  In addition to these two alternatives, the GMP describes an additional alternative of removing all facilities and naturalizing the site, and rehabilitating the facilities.  Alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further analysis, including the naturalization and rehabilitation alternatives, are also discussed.

The goal of comparing the Proposed Action with the No Action Alternative is specified in the regulations: the NEPA process should “present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public” (40 CFR 1502.14).

Project Background

The Project Area is located within the USGS 7.5 minute Golden Throne, Utah quadrangle in 20 of Township 30 South, Range 7 East.  The Ranch is a former guest ranch near Pleasant Creek in the Waterpocket Fold approximately 12 miles south of Fruita, Utah (See the Park Vicinity and Project Area Figures on Pages 13 and 14, respectively).  

Ephraim K. Hanks, who developed the 160-acre Floral Ranch, so named for its fruit orchards, first homesteaded the area in 1882.  Other Mormon pioneers developed homesteads, agricultural fields, and other orchards nearby.  Vestiges of the original pioneer settlement are still evident as historic archeological sites in the Pleasant Creek Valley.  The valley is also rich in prehistoric archeological remains, particularly from the Archaic-age and Fremont Complex.  

Lurton and Alice Knee purchased the Floral Ranch in 1939, renaming it Sleeping Rainbow Ranch.  In subsequent years, they purchased adjacent properties and expanded the Ranch boundaries to include 375 acres.  The Knees centered the Ranch headquarters on a mesa overlooking the valley and razed most of the original structures that had been built by Hanks.  The Knees offered vehicle tours from the ranch and eventually built a power line, motel, lodge, and guesthouse to serve overnight patrons.  In addition to assisting with their tourist enterprise, Alice Knee bred and raised Arabian horses.  Her horse corrals, tack sheds, and related structures still stand in the valley below the mesa.  

The Knees were the owners of the Ranch when the Park was established in 1971.  The Knees were advocates of the Park, and they sold the Ranch to the NPS subject to a life estate provision, which allowed them to continue to live at the Ranch for the duration of their lives.  In the 1970s, the Knees suspended the commercial lodge operation at the Ranch and, in the ensuing years, their ability to maintain and operate the Ranch greatly decreased.  Lurton Knee died in May, 1995.  Later the next year, Alice Knee relinquished all remaining property rights for the Ranch to the NPS.  

When Alice Knee indicated her intent to transfer her remaining interests in the Ranch to federal ownership, the Superintendent and staff of the Park began evaluating conservation and management options for the Facility.  Important considerations for the Park included costs associated with various alternatives, sources for funding, and determining appropriate uses for the Ranch

During this time, UVSC, a four-year state college located in Orem, Utah, had identified the need for a permanent field facility.  The Colorado Plateau Field Institute was developed as an extension of UVSC and was designed to take advantage of the excellent physical and biological teaching and research opportunities to be found throughout the Colorado Plateau.  Conversations between UVSC and the Park Superintendent indicated that the Ranch had potential to be used as a permanent, residential educational and research facility for the Colorado Plateau Field Institute.

The NPS and UVSC recognized potential benefits of a cooperative effort at the Ranch.  In a Memorandum of Understanding (National Park Service 1996), both parties agreed to proceed with a feasibility study to evaluate potential uses for the Ranch.  The study included analyzing the condition of the structures, utilities, and roads associated with the Ranch; adequacy for potential uses; and costs of rehabilitating the Ranch.  The Ranch Feasibility Study (SWCA, 1997b) revealed no fatal flaws involved with adaptive reuse of the Ranch as an instructional and research facility.  Minimum utilities (power, water, and wastewater disposal) were available, and the existing access road appeared adequate for the proposed use.  It was believed that restoration work would allow most of the existing structures to meet current safety, fire, and electrical codes. 

At this time, the Park was developing a new GMP to guide future management of the Park.  An analysis of various uses for the Ranch was incorporated into the GMP and a Development Concept Plan (SWCA 1997a) was prepared based on the information resulting from the feasibility study.  The GMP presented these alternatives somewhat generally and deferred the discussion of details until a Cultural Landscape Inventory and an Environmental Assessment could be prepared.  A CLI (National Park Service 2002) for the Ranch was completed in 2002 and concluded that the facilities, together with land use patterns, were not eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as an historic landscape or cultural landscape.  In a letter dated November 19, 2002, the NPS sought concurrence of these findings from the Utah State Historic Society, and the Historic Society concurred on December 10, 2003 (Appendix B).

As a precaution against accidents involving Park staff and the public, general cleanup of the site began shortly after the Park acquired the Ranch.  A Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation was conducted at the Ranch in 1996 to determine if hazardous material was present at the site.  Subsequently potentially hazardous materials were removed, including a underground fuel tank and two aboveground fuel tanks.  Many of the buildings on the site were rapidly deteriorating or occupied by rodents, and presented a potential health hazard due to falling debris [image: image1.jpg]NATIONAL
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or transmission of hanta virus.  In 1999, the Ranch buildings were completely cleaned, and all contaminated or deteriorating materials were removed.  

The No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would involve no adaptive reuse development of the Ranch by the NPS for educational and research purposes.  Under this alternative, the Ranch would not be actively used and would continue to degrade.

The Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (i.e., the Proposed Undertaking for §106 compliance) defines the action in terms of resource protection and management, visitor and operational use, costs, and other applicable factors.  Because some of the actions described in the Proposed Action deviate from those identified in the approved GMP this document will amend the GMP.

The Proposed Action would include demolishing and replacing existing buildings and utilities on the mesa top and constructing additional facilities for use as a year-round educational property.  The Ranch would facilitate activities that support Park purposes including education and research.  The NPS and UVSC would use the Facility consistent with NPS mandates, the Park GMP and the purposes established in the DCP for the Ranch. The Ranch would not serve as a visitor center for the Park and would not provide public services such as interpretative presentations, general Park information, or public restrooms.  The Ranch would be open only to those individuals and groups identified as appropriate users by UVSC and the NPS.

A General Agreement between the NPS and UVSC was signed on March 20, 2000, and outlines the operational expectations for the Ranch under the Proposed Action (National Park Service 2000).  Operational goals for the Facility would be to provide year-round opportunities for groups of up to 25 persons (including students, faculty or research scientists, and caretakers), to participate in multi-day activities with on-site, overnight accommodations including sleeping quarters, food service, and a lecture/meeting room.  Activities would include field courses, conferences, workshops, and retreats.  Day-use groups of up to 40 persons would be accommodated, though not simultaneously with overnight groups.

Because the area’s archeological and natural resources have the potential to be adversely impacted by facility operation and the resulting influx of a relatively large number of people (compared to the small number of people presently visiting the area), several mitigation methods have been identified to minimize or eliminate the risk of impacts.  The mitigation measures have been built into the Proposed Action and are discussed in the Mitigation section, below.  

In managing the Facility, UVSC would oversee maintenance, scheduling, and research and education opportunities.  The Colorado Plateau Field Institute, an extension of UVSC, would schedule visitation to the Facility, and the Park would have access to the schedule.  A year-round, on-site caretaker would fulfill maintenance responsibilities and would help to provide security for the Facility and nearby archeological and natural resources.  The on-site caretaker provided by UVSC would be responsible for overseeing use of the Facility including security, operation of utilities, checking groups in and out, assuring proper clean-up of the Facility by the users, performing minor repairs, and providing initial emergency response.  UVSC personnel responsible for use of the Facility would be trained by Park staff to ensure awareness and sensitivity to resource management issues. They would be required to sign agreements preventing them from leading groups to archeological sites, including rock art, or other Park-identified sensitive resources, except as allowed by Park policy or by the Superintendent’s permission.  In the course of their educational activities, UVSC faculty and staff would also be trained by NPS to function as site monitors, making them responsible for notifying Park managers of observed resource impacts.  Archeological resources would be closely monitored, and any indication of increasing impacts would trigger protective actions to be determined by NPS in consultation with tribes, UVSC, and SHPO.

A CLI (National Park Service 2002) for the area determined, in part, that the structures on the mesa top are ineligible for inclusion on the National Register.  Additionally, examination of the buildings subsequent to the 1998 Development Concept Plan found that rehabilitating the existing structures to a level that would allow them to function properly and safely would be extremely difficult.  Hence, it was determined that rehabilitating the existing structures was not necessary from a regulatory perspective, nor desirable in terms of designing a functional, economically-viable facility.  

Thus the Proposed Action would involve removal of most of the existing structures, and replacing them with newly-designed buildings having a total footprint roughly double that of the existing structures.  In general, the new buildings would be energy efficient, incorporating the use of solar power, and would be characterized by designs that are unobtrusive and that would blend in with the surroundings, both advantages over the existing buildings.  Building heights would not deviate significantly from those of the original facility.  Buildings, structures, septic systems, and parking areas would be positioned so that removal of trees would be minimized.  All lighting would be directed downward, and would be shielded to minimize light detectable from the valley floor.  Windows visible from the valley floor would be non-reflective and would have drapes or blinds to reduce the visibility of interior lights from the surrounding valley.  Additionally, existing areas of disturbance would be reclaimed to restore the ecological integrity and aesthetic value of the Ranch property.  

Several buildings and structures would be constructed.  These buildings would double the current development footprint from approximately 8,712 ft² to approximately 17,424 ft².  An educational center, including classrooms, meeting rooms, library, and laboratory space, would be constructed.  A multi-room dormitory, designed to accommodate up to 25 people, would also be constructed.  A utility building containing propane tanks, water storage facilities, propane-powered generators and associated power generation equipment, waste storage, and other equipment and materials generally required for the operation and maintenance of the Facility would also be built.  Other buildings would include a caretaker residence designed to accommodate a site caretaker and his/her family, and a building to accommodate researchers, complete with laboratory space.  Classrooms, restrooms, bathing facilities, safety exits, and some living quarters and parking stalls would be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Solar panels and a 10-15 kW propane-powered generator would generate electrical power.  The solar panels and propane-powered generator would also be used for heating water and the buildings.  The power system would be designed to readily incorporate future power sources (e.g., hydrogen-powered fuel cells or wind generation) that would undergo environmental and cultural review prior to construction.  Solar panels would be installed on building roofs and the ground.  Where visible from the valley floor or where reflection from the arrays would be intrusive, the solar panels would be non-reflective.  Hot water storage tanks would not be visible from the valley floor.  Noise-generating facilities (e.g., propane generators, building cooling systems) would be placed away from the mesa top edges and would be enclosed in sound-insulated structures to minimize noise impacts.  The existing, non-functional septic systems would be removed and replaced with a new septic system adequate for the described level of use.

Because the entire Facility would be powered by a hybrid system using photovoltaic cells and conventional power generation, an opportunity exists for engineering, technology, and scientific research projects relating to alternative energy sources. The Proposed Action would provide space for alternative energy research projects.  Envisioned projects include monitoring of photovoltaic degradation, battery health, inverter and power controls, and environmental factors, all of which could be directly integrated into the main power system.  In addition, projects using novel solar concentrators, sun‑tracking units, wind generators, and solar hot water heaters would likely be tested.  Other solar‑related research projects would likely include testing of water or oil‑based concentrator systems, and solar devices such as solar cookers.  

Narrow access paths would be routed along the ground-installed solar panel arrays in order to maintain monitoring equipment.  Space would be available in the vicinity of the ground-installed solar panel arrays for additional, experimental units.  Approximately 500 ft² would be designated for ground-installed solar research space, which would be situated to avoid visual impacts from the valley floor.  The opportunity to station a solar energy research station in an isolated area with little cloud cover for long-term monitoring would be of great educational benefit in undergraduate research.


A contemporary and naked-eye observatory would be constructed under the Proposed Action.  The contemporary observatory would consist of a permanently installed telescope using a commercially available rotating dome, mounted on a low foundation.  The entire structure, with accompanying storage space, would occupy no more than 600 ft² and would not be greater than 10 ft high. The dome color would blend with the surrounding environment.  A naked-eye observatory would be established on the mesa top, and would consist of a round, compacted soil pad with a 10-ft radius.  The naked-eye observatory would allow observations of the stars and celestial processes.

A ramada would be erected to accommodate outdoor classroom activities.  The ramada would consist of a simple roof structure covering 400 ft² of compacted soil.  The soil beneath the structure would become compacted by use; no concrete or asphalt would be used to construct the pad for this classroom.  The roof would be 10 ft high and supported by a simple column, beam, and joist system.  The columns would be embedded in concrete, and the system would be engineered to withstand wind and snow loads expected on the mesa top. 

An existing well, located about 600 ft southwest of the mesa top, would be used as the primary water source for the Facility.  The existing water right of 0.237 cfs would not be exceeded.  Water would be pumped from the well with an electric pump and transported to the mesa top via a water pipeline that would be installed primarily beneath existing access roads.  An insulated pump house would be constructed to protect the wellhead, propane-powered generator, and electric pump.  In addition, the pump house would be equipped with a heater sufficient to prevent freezing during the winter months.  The pump house would be approximately 8 ft tall and have a footprint of approximately 48 ft², with a total disturbance area (primarily temporary) of not more than 269 ft².  Exterior walls would be wood with a board and batten appearance.  A remote weather data collection system would also be erected at this location. The propane tank serving the pump house would be buried nearby and sized to minimize supply truck deliveries.  A turn-around area would become compacted by use.  Water storage tanks would be placed inside the utility building on the mesa top.  Water from the well would be transported to the mesa top structure via a 4144-foot-long water pipeline routed beneath an existing roadbed for all except 50 ft of its length.  Trenching would span a width of approximately 5 ft for a total disturbance area of approximately 20,720 ft² associated with pipeline installation.   

Communication (TV and Internet satellite dish, two-way radio antenna, etc.) and environmental instrumentation (wind and temperature gauges, etc.) would be erected as part of the Proposed Action.  These instruments would be placed to minimize visual intrusion to the valley floor, and would not exceed the height of existing equipment, approximately thirty ft high. 

On the mesa top, parking would be restricted and the number of vehicles would be limited.  No more than ten parking stalls would be constructed, and these would be delineated with compacted soil and gravel; no asphalt or concrete would be used.  Parking areas would be situated to minimize visual impacts from the valley floor.  As vegetation is already sparse on the mesa top, parking stalls would be placed such that no trees would need to be removed.  Some parking spaces would be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  To compensate for the limited parking, shuttling and car-pooling would be employed, as necessary, and additional parking would be available at the end of Scenic Drive Road, at the Capitol Gorge entrance parking lot near the turnoff to Pleasant Creek.

The Facility would be accessed via existing roadways including Scenic Drive (chip-sealed), Pleasant Creek Road (natural, dirt surface), and a short, natural surface road leading from the Pleasant Creek Road to the mesa top (road to the Facility).  Periodic maintenance of the road to the Facility would occur, but the Proposed Action would not accommodate nor lead to road upgrades or new construction.  Maintenance would include grading and plowing of snow.  Any road repairs that would require placement of materials (e.g., repairs necessary because of road washouts due to heavy rains) would be undertaken using in-kind materials similar to the existing roadway materials; placement of gravel, chip-sealing, or paving would not occur.  Similarly, the Proposed Action would not accommodate nor lead to upgrades or new construction on Scenic Drive or Pleasant Creek Road.  Like the road to the Facility, these roads may become impassable due to flash floods, snowy or muddy road conditions, etc., and Park staff may not be able to reach the Facility or affect maintenance or repairs in a timely manner.  Accordingly, on occasion, it may not be possible to transport people to and from the Facility as scheduled or desired, except in instances where human life would otherwise be endangered.

The Facility would also be accessible via South Draw Road; however, this natural-surface road is a very rough, four-wheel drive road that is often impassable and closed for much of the year.  South Draw Road is generally not suitable for transporting people to or from the Facility.

Estimated annual vehicle use of the Facility would include the following:

· 480 van trips per year (3 trips per day X 160 days)

· 160 van trips per year (2 trips per day X 80 days)

· 200 service trips per year (e.g., service deliveries, guest speakers, visitors, maintenance)

Accordingly, the total number of estimated vehicle trips per year would equal 840.  

Estimated annual visitor use (defined as the total headcount on-site per day) of the Facility would approximately equal the following:

· 4,000 residential visitors per year (25 individuals X 160 days)

· 1,200 day-use visitors per year (15 individuals X 80 days)

Accordingly, the total number of estimated visitors per day would equal approximately 5,200.

Following construction activities, previously disturbed areas and areas disturbed by construction would be reclaimed using native vegetation to restore a viable ecosystem.

To prevent social trailing, a single trail leading from the Facility on the mesa top to the valley floor would be developed and maintained.  In general, the trail would be simply delineated with minimal construction.  The trail would not exceed 3 ft in width and would be constructed with materials common to the site.  Pathways on the mesa top would consist of 3-foot-wide strips of compacted soil beneath a minimal amount of gravel.  These trails would be located between buildings, and signs would direct Facility users to specified locations.  The trail system would provide approximately 3,444 ft² of delineated trails.  Paths that had been previously established via social trailing, along with general areas of disturbance within the Project Area that would not be designated for driving, parking, or walking, would be reclaimed.

A previously erected powerline runs across NPS land to the Ranch and is visible from the mesa top.  Six of the poles cross a documented archeological site that has been extensively disturbed by grazing, plowing, and vehicle access.  As the line is not in service and is in disrepair, the seven power poles nearest to the Ranch would be removed.  Poles would be cut off flush with the ground, then cut into lengths and removed from the site.   No excavation would occur, and the least possible number of separate trips onto the archeological site would used.  A qualified archaeologist would monitor each trip across the site, and would determine the means of removal (e.g., hand carrying vs. using a vehicle) that would cause the least impact to the site  Removal would occur only on dry or frozen earth, and any surface disturbance would be raked out and naturalized. 

Mitigation

The following mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Proposed Action in an effort to avoid or minimize potential project-related impacts.  Specific mitigation measures previously described are not discussed in this section of the EA.   

UVSC and its contractors would work closely with Park resource managers and personnel throughout all phases of project implementation.  Archeological data recovery would be undertaken as described in the attached Archeological Research Design and Data Recovery Plan (Talbot 2002).  Qualified cultural resource professionals would monitor all excavation and earth-moving activities associated with the Proposed Action.  Should construction unearth previously undiscovered archeological resources, work would be stopped in that area.  The Park Superintendent would be notified, and the Park would notify the SHPO Officer, the Utah State Archeologist, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as necessary, according to 36 CFR 800.13, Post Review Discoveries.  In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during construction, provisions outlined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990) would be followed.

Because the area’s archeological and natural resources have the potential to be adversely impacted by Facility operation and the resulting influx of a relatively large number of people (compared to the small number of people presently visiting the area), several mitigation methods have been identified to minimize or eliminate the risk of impacts, including the following:

· A caretaker would be present during times when the Facility is in operation.  

· The NPS and UVSC would jointly develop an orientation program to educate Facility users about their responsibilities during their stay at the Facility.  UVSC staff would orient and instruct all visitors, informing them of NPS laws and regulations.  Facility users would review and sign an agreement indicating that they have read and understand their responsibilities with regard to protecting cultural and natural resources.  

· The NPS and UVSC would develop an annually renewable agreement identifying the roles and responsibilities of UVSC staff to assist the Park in monitoring the impact of the Facility and its operation on Pleasant Creek area resources.   

· UVSC would ensure that any other educational institutions using the Facility would provide the same level of orientation to Facility users, and that UVSC would be ultimately responsible for the actions of those institutions and individuals. 

The NPS would ensure that all contractors and subcontractors are informed of the penalties for illegally collecting artifacts or intentionally damaging archeological sites or historic properties. Contractors and subcontractors would also be instructed on procedures to follow in case previously unknown archeological resources were uncovered during construction.  Equipment traffic would be minimized in the area of the site.  Equipment and materials staging areas would also avoid known archeological resources.

Where construction would occur outside of the roadbed, construction areas would be identified by and fenced with construction tape, snow fencing, or some similar material prior to any construction activity.  The fencing would define the construction zone and confine activity to the minimum area required for construction. All protection measures would be clearly stated in the construction specifications, and workers would be instructed to avoid conducting activities beyond the construction zone, as delineated by the construction zone fencing.  All materials would be stored in areas already disturbed by project construction.

Temporary impacts associated with pipeline installation and building construction would likely occur.  These impacts would include soil and vegetation disturbance and possibly soil erosion.  In an effort to avoid introduction of non-native plant species, no hay bales would be used for erosion control dams.  Hay often contains seed of undesirable, non-native plant species.  Therefore, as determined on a case‑by‑case basis, other materials would be used.  These materials could include rice straw, straws determined by NPS to be weed‑free (e.g., Coors barley straw or Arizona winter wheat straw), cereal grain straw that has been fumigated to kill weed seed, and/or wood excelsior bales.  Standard erosion control measures, such as silt fences and/or sandbags, would also be used where necessary to minimize the potential for soil erosion.    

Any and all revegetation efforts would use native species from genetic stocks originating in the Park, or from plants previously removed from the construction area.  Revegetation efforts would be designed to reconstruct the natural spacing, abundance, and diversity of native plant species.  All disturbed areas would be restored as nearly as possible to pre-construction conditions following completion of the construction phase of the project.  The principal goal would be to avoid interfering with natural processes.  Subsequent to project completion, Park staff would monitor and require removal of any invasive species observed.  In many areas, soils and vegetation are already impacted to a degree by various human and natural activities.  Construction would take advantage of these previously disturbed areas wherever possible.  Soils within the project construction limits would be compacted and trampled by the presence of construction equipment and workers.  The use of conserved topsoil (i.e., topsoil that is removed from the construction site, set aside in a protected area, and later re-applied to areas of temporary disturbance) would help preserve microorganisms and seeds of native plants.  The topsoil would be re-spread in as near an original location as possible, and supplemented, where practical, with scarification, mulching, seeding, and/or planting with species native to the immediate area.  This would reduce construction scars and erosion.

Some petrochemicals from construction equipment could seep into the soil.  To minimize this possibility, equipment would be checked frequently to identify and repair any leaks.

Any blasting would conform to the specifications of the 1999 Director's Order 65: Explosives Use and Blasting Safety.  All blasting would use the minimum amount necessary to accomplish the task.  All blasting would be used to shatter, not distribute any material.

Construction workers and supervisors would be informed about the special sensitivity of Park values, regulations, and appropriate housekeeping, and all structures would ultimately comply with state safety and construction codes.  

Additional mitigation measures would be implemented as identified during discussions between Park and Ranch staff.

All construction would conform to applicable Park, state, and federal standards, including the presence of facilities that would be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act.  All construction activities, building materials, etc. would be contained within the predetermined area of temporary disturbance, and unused materials would be transported to appropriate disposal sites following the construction phase of the project.  

Alternatives to Fulfill the Purpose and Need of the Project

The Proposed Action was identified as the only alternative that fulfills the purpose and need of the project.  The only other alternative considered for detailed analysis in this EA is the No Action Alternative.  

Alternatives Considered but Dismissed

Several renovation and construction alternatives were analyzed during development of the Proposed Action.  The following is a discussion of these alternatives and the rationale for dismissing them.

In addition to the feature alternatives, a naturalization alternative was introduced in the GMP.  This alternative involved razing all existing structures and naturalizing the site.  Because this alternative did not meet the purpose and need for the project, it was dismissed from future consideration prior to development of the following alternatives.

Buildings

Renovation of the existing buildings was considered, and was the preferred alternative selected in the GMP.  At the time that the GMP was approved, the NPS believed that area encompassing the Ranch might have been eligible for listing as an historic district or cultural landscape.  Hence the NPS did not wish to take an action that may have altered the character of the area (as razing or externally modifying the structures would have done).  Further the NPS believed that rehabilitating the structures such that they could be safely occupied and functional was a reasonable option.  The subsequently developed CLI found that the Sleeping Rainbow Ranch in fact was ineligible as an historic district or cultural landscape.  The CLI also found that the structures within the proposed development area were not eligible for listing because either they did not meet the 50-years-or-older guidelines, or they had been substantially remodeled and did not fall under National Register historic themes.  Further, although the GMP found that the existing structures could be rehabilitated, subsequent examination of the structures by NPS and UVSC staff determined that such rehabilitation would be extremely difficult.  Renovating the buildings would require removal and replacement of existing septic, wiring, and cooling systems.  In addition, use and maintenance of renovated buildings would have entailed a large, investment and relatively high, on-going maintenance expenses.  These factors prevented renovation from being a cost-effective approach.  In razing the existing buildings and constructing new ones, the Facility could have fewer impacts (e.g., on Visual and Aesthetic Resources), and would better fulfill the project purpose and need for a low-impact, energy-efficient, research and education Facility.

Because of the information presented in the CLI, because the NPS now believes that rehabilitating of the existing structures is not practical, and because the NPS believes that constructing new buildings will create a more efficient and appropriate facility, renovation of the existing buildings will was dismissed from further consideration.

Well Pump Power Source

Alternatives considered but dismissed for powering the well pump included using only local solar array, powering the pump from a mesa top electrical source, or using a local combination power system.  These three alternatives were dismissed because the system would not be able to reliably support Facility visitors if it depended on sunny weather or outside electrical sources to be fully functioning in order to have power.  

Facility Power Source

The use of solar panel arrays as a contribution to the Facility power source was considered separate from the official power source.  Alternatives considered but dismissed included use of only ground-installed solar panel arrays in a hybrid system with a propane generator, use of roof-mounted solar panels in a hybrid system with a propane generator, use of photovoltaic roof shingles with a propane generator, use of photovoltaic arrays and wind turbine with a propane generator, or use of a propane generator exclusively.  These alternatives were eliminated because they limited the possibilities for alternative energy research, both in terms of actual alternative power sources used and tested, as well as mesa top space available for the sources to be used and maintained. 

Observatory

An alternative for observatory facilities that were considered but dismissed included construction of a contemporary observatory dome near the mesa top edge, construction of a hard-pad and storage shed for a mobile telescope near either the mesa top edge or the mesa top center, and renovation of the existing utility shed for use as a contemporary observatory.  The first three alternatives were dismissed because they would either produce undesirable visual impacts or require expensive [mobile] telescope maintenance and repair due to exposure to wind blown sand, or both.  The fourth alternative was dismissed because it would not be possible to renovate the existing utility shed in a manner that would accommodate a telescope due to the poor condition of the existing structure.

Communications

An alternative that was considered but dismissed for communication included maintaining only radio contact with Park Headquarters.  By limiting the ability of students and faculty to conduct standard research and education activities using computers for data entry and report preparation, this alternative would less effectively fulfill the purpose and need of constructing the research and education Facility.  Accordingly, this alternative was eliminated.

Instrumentation

Alternatives for environmental instrumentation that were considered but eliminated included installing instrumentation on the roof of a Facility building or raising a new mast for instrumentation in the interior of the site.  These were eliminated because they were unnecessary expenditures (because there is an existing mast that can readily accommodate environmental instrumentation), would contribute unnecessarily to visual impacts, and could lack reliable reception (the existing mast was sited to shield the radio antenna from structural and operational interference).

Environmentally Preferred Alternative

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative is determined by evaluating the Proposed Action in terms of CEQ regulations.  The CEQ provides that “the environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101:

· Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations;

· Assure for all generations safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;

· Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences;

· Preserve important historic, cultural and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintain, wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice;

· Achieve a balance between population and resource use that will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and

· Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.”

As evaluated against the CEQ regulations, the Proposed Action is the Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  The no action alternative represents the current management direction for the Sleeping Rainbow Ranch.  It is based on existing and historic conditions.  Although this alternative would not result in any construction and the associated ground disturbance or impacts to archeological resources, it would not provide the NPS with additional means (i.e., using the Ranch to facilitate educational and research programs) of promoting and upholding its mandate to administer and protect the Park for the enjoyment of natural, cultural, and scientific resources in a manner that leaves these resources unimpaired.  Using the Ranch to provide opportunities for environmental education, interpretation, and in-depth research at a permanent facility would provide a heightened awareness of desert ecology to researchers and students; the Proposed Action would thus have the potential to benefit resource management in the Park.  Specifically, the Facility would complement the Park’s educational outreach initiatives by providing activities, programs, media, and services to encourage student understanding of the geologic, natural, and cultural aspects of the region.

The environmentally preferable alternative is the proposed alternative because it surpasses the no action alternative in realizing the full range of national environmental policy goals as stated in §101 of the National Environmental Policy Act. Although the no action alternatives achieves a greater level of protection for archeological resources (by avoiding construction impacts to these resources), through mitigation the proposed alternative does provide a high level of protection of natural and cultural resources while concurrently attaining the widest range of neutral and beneficial uses of the environment without degradation.  The proposed alternative also maintains an environment that preserves important archeological and natural aspects of the area’s heritage, and integrates resource protection with an appropriate range of visitor uses.

The public comment period on this EA has the potential to identify additional issues and, thus, to initiate development of additional alternatives.  Should another alternative prove less impacting to the environment, it would become the Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  The Environmentally Preferred Alternative may or may not be the same alternative as the Proposed Action.   

The following three tables provide a comparative summary of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternatives and related impacts.

	Table 3. Methods Each Alternative Uses to Ensure Each Objective is Met

	Objective
	No Action Alternative
	Proposed Action

	1.  Protection and enjoyment of natural, cultural, and scientific resources.
	Protection and use directives provided by existing Park policy and regulations.
	Protection and use directives provided by existing Park policy and regulations, enjoyment enhanced through development of educational and research opportunities, and resource management benefited through heightened public awareness.

	2.  Provide opportunities for environmental, interpretive, and in-depth research.
	Use directives provided by existing Park policy and regulations, but practical opportunities lacking within Project Area.
	Use directives provided by existing Park policy and regulations, and practical opportunities created through development of an environmental education and research facility.


	Table 4. Comparison of Alternatives

	No Action Alternative
	Proposed Action

	Existing conditions would be maintained:  structures at the Ranch would remain in a state of disrepair; the existing power line would remain.  Informal trails would remain and would not be reclaimed; the well would not be used as a water source; and educational and research opportunities would not be developed at the Ranch.
	Existing structures would be razed and new structures would be constructed.  The powerline would be removed; formal trails would be delineated and informal trails would be reclaimed; a pump house and water pipeline would be installed beneath an existing roadway in order to supply the facility with water; and educational and research opportunities would be developed at the Ranch. 


	Table 5. Summary Comparison of Impacts

	Impact Topic
	No Action Alternative
	Proposed Action

	Visitor Use and Enjoyment
	As the Ranch would not be used, visitors hiking in the Pleasant Creek Valley would not be impacted by noise and increased visitation in the area. mesa top (negligible) and in the valley (increasing).  Overall, the No Action Alternative would result in minor, adverse impacts to Visitor Use and Experience.
	Visitor use and enjoyment on the mesa top would increase by virtue of Facility development and the associated influx of students and faculty.  Impacts to visitor use and enjoyment in the valley (not associated with the Facility) would likely be minor and adverse.   

	Archeological Resources
	Under the No Action Alternative, the water pipeline would not impact Site 42WN1885.  However, the site would continue to be impacted by vehicle traffic on the access road.  Visitor traffic to historic and prehistorical sites associated with the Project Area is expected continue independent of the Proposed Action or No Action Alternative.  Overall, there would be no change to current conditions.
	The moderate, adverse impacts of the Proposed Action to Archeological, would include disturbance resulting from installation of a water pipeline beneath an existing road, trampling by livestock, and increasing visitation.



	Biotic Communities
	Under the No Action Alternative, there would not be beneficial effects to vegetation communities; these areas would be subject to minor, adverse impacts due to continuous erosion and the potential establishment of non-native weeds.  Animal use in the area would not change as a result of this alternative.  There would be no change in existing conditions.
	The Proposed Action would result in minor, adverse, short-term impacts, and minor, adverse, long-term impacts to wildlife in and around the Project Area.  Reclamation of vegetation communities would constitute a beneficial effect.

	Noise and Congestion
	Noise and Congestion would remain the same in the project area.  Overall, the No Action Alternative would not result in changes to current conditions.
	Noise and congestion on and surrounding the mesa top would increase and adverse impacts would be moderate in the short term due to construction, and minor in the long term due to increased use and travel to the area.  

	Soils
	Soils would not be reclaimed.  Overall there would be no change in existing conditions.
	Soils would be lost due to construction, but soil would also be re-contoured and revegetated, and trails would be reclaimed.  Impacts to soils would be minor and beneficial.

	Park Operations
	Park operations would not change.  Occasional maintenance would take place on Ranch area roads.
	Maintenance to roads would occur more frequently.  Other park staff would dedicate more time to assisting UVSC staff with Ranch operations.  Impacts would be moderate and adverse, but partially offset by the advantages of having an educational facility in the Park.

	Visual and Aesthetic Resources
	Under this alternative, existing structures on the mesa would remain in place and continue to contribute to the existing minor, adverse impacts on Visual and Aesthetic Resources within the Project Area. 


	The proposed structures would be visible yet blend with the surrounding environment, thereby creating a minor, adverse impact to Visual and Aesthetic Resources.  Reclamation of existing trail and disturbed areas, and removal of the inoperable powerline, would increase the aesthetic value of the area, thereby creating a beneficial effect.


Summaries/Costs

UVSC has contributed approximately $220,000 to initial environmental site clean up, impact studies, engineering design, and caretaker salary.  As of January 2001, UVSC had raised approximately $600,000 for the proposed project, of which $250,000 would be endowed to help with the on-going operations and maintenance of the Ranch, and to sponsor some of the education and research activities that would be centered there. The renovation, restoration, and refurbishing costs would total approximately $1.5 million.  Toward this effort, UVSC has raised $345,000 and continues to work to raise additional private donations and support for the proposed project.  The U.S. Congress appropriated $497,000 in Fiscal Year 2003 and $494,000 in Fiscal Year 2004 through the NPS for development of the Facility.  

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Potential project-related impacts are described in terms of type (beneficial or adverse), context (site-specific, local, or regional), duration (short-term: lasting less than one year; or long-term: lasting more than one year), timing (e.g., seasonal), and intensity (negligible, minor, moderate, or major). Because definitions of intensity vary by impact topic, intensity definitions are provided separately for each impact topic analyzed in this EA.

In addition, the NPS Management Policies (National Park Service 2001b) require analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not actions would impair Park resources.  Impairment is defined as an impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values. An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment, but an impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it has a major or severe adverse effect upon a resource or value whose conservation is:

· necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park;

· key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to the opportunities for enjoyment of the park; or

· identified as a goal in the park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning document.

The fundamental purpose of the national park system, established by the Organic Act of 1916 and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act of 1970, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources and values. NPS managers must avoid, or minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park resources and values. NPS managers are given the authority to decide if or when impacts to park resources are necessary and appropriate; however, the impact may not constitute an impairment unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. 

Under the Proposed Action, impairment of Park resources could result from NPS management or visitor activities or activities undertaken by Facility users, contractors, or others operating in the Park.  Determinations on impairment are made in the Environmental Impacts sections for Visitor Use and Experience; Archeological, Historic, and Ethnographic Resources; Biotic Communities; Noise and Congestion; Soils; and Visual and Aesthetic Resources.

This section describes aspects of the human environment potentially affected by the Proposed Action, including the natural, cultural, and socioeconomic resources associated with the existing Ranch.  

The Project Area is primarily located on a mesa top, which rises approximately 150 ft from the surrounding terrain to an elevation of 6000 ft and covers an area of approximately 5 acres.  The remaining portion of the Project Area is located in the valley and along the road from the mesa top to the valley floor, covering approximately 0.5 acres.  Therefore, the Project Area covers a total of approximately 5.5 acres in Pleasant Creek Valley.   

Cumulative Impact scenario

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which implement the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.), require assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision‑making process for federal projects. Cumulative impacts are defined as "the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions" (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts are considered for both the no-action and preferred alternatives. 

Cumulative impacts were determined by combining the impacts of the preferred alternative (developing an educational facility) with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the Pleasant Creek drainage and along the Scenic Drive over the next five years. Therefore, it was necessary to identify other ongoing or reasonably foreseeable future projects at Capitol Reef National Park and, if applicable, the area defined above.  No reasonably foreseeable future development is anticipated in the project area, but the Park does anticipate that the Scenic Drive (the road that provides access to the Ranch) will be resurfaced within the next three years and cattle trailing will continue in the area
General Methodology for Establishing Impact Thresholds and Measuring Effects

National parks are directed to assess the extent of impacts to park resources in terms of context, duration, intensity, and timing of the effect.  The first step in this process was to further define issues and concerns (as presented in the Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action) and to assess the various Ranch rehabilitation alternatives given the context, duration, and intensity of effects on Park resources.  For each impact topic, thresholds were established to help understand the severity and magnitude of changes in resource conditions, both adverse and beneficial, from the various alternatives.

When baseline inventory data became available for each resource, the effect of a given action upon each resource was measured as the degree of change from the baseline.  This change from the baseline was used as an indicator.  In the absence of quantitative information, best professional judgment was applied.  Existing literature, federal and state standards, and consultation with resource specialists and appropriate agencies corroborated the impact thresholds.

In addition to helping establish impact thresholds, the Park’s resource management objectives and goals were integrated into the impact analysis.  To further define resource protection goals relative to management of the Ranch, the Park’s GMP was used to ascertain the “desired future condition” of resources over the long term.  The impact analysis then considered whether each alternative contributed to the Park’s achievement of its resource goals, or would be an impediment to achieving these resource goals.  

For both the Proposed Action and the No Action alternatives have been evaluated for their effects on the resources and values identified during the scoping process, and impact topics were developed.  For each impact topic, impacts are defined in terms of context, intensity, duration, and timing. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects are discussed in each impact topic.  Definitions of intensity levels varied by impact topic, but, for all impact topics, the following definitions were applied. 
Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource or a change that moves the resource toward a desired condition. 
Adverse: A change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from its appearance or condition. 
Direct: An effect that is caused by an action and occurs in the same time and place. 
Indirect: An effect that is caused by an action but is later in time or farther removed in distance, but is still reasonably foreseeable. 
Short-term: An effect that within a short period of would no longer be detectable as the resource is returned to its predisturbance condition or appearance, generally less than 5 years. 

Long-term: A change in a resource or its condition that does not return the resource to predisturbance condition or appearance, and for all practical purposes is considered permanent. 

Cumulative: The impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7).  

Potential Impacts to Resources Resulting from the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative

Visitor Use and Experience

Affected Environment

The project area is located within the rural developed zone.  This zone is moderately developed and it sustains the highest level of visitor use in the park.  It includes the Fruita Rural Historic. Also located in this zone are the park visitor center, maintenance facilities, and employee housing. Vehicular access to and throughout this zone is by paved and unpaved roads suitable for most vehicles.

Methodology

Visitor surveys and observations of visitation patterns, combined with assessment of what is available to visitors under current management, were used to estimate the effects of the two Alternatives. Examination of resources listed in the Park's significance statement assisted in analysis of potential impacts on the ability of visitors to experience the full range of Park resources currently intended for visitors.  The following definitions have been used to define intensity levels:

Negligible:
Visitors would not be affected or changes in visitor use and/or experience would be below or at the level of visitor detection. Any effects would be short-term. 

Minor:
Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be detectable, although the changes would be slight and likely short-term. 

Moderate:
Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent. Visitors would likely form and possibly express an opinion about the changes.  Changes would likely be long-term. 

Major:
Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent and have important long-term consequences. The visitor would likely express a strong opinion about the changes.

Impacts of Proposed Action

Impacts to Visitor Use and Experience throughout the surrounding landscape would be adverse but minor in the short term and in the long term.  Noisy, congested conditions on the mesa top and existing roadways would be readily detectable during project construction.  Visitation to the Pleasant Creek Valley would be higher following the construction phase of the project, as Ranch users would hike in the valley near the Ranch and visitors to the surrounding area would experience more contact with these users.  Noise associated with the use of the facility would impact the quiet experienced by visitors hiking in the valley near the ranch. 

Cumulative effects: Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive, and continued cattle trailing could cause cumulative effects on Visitor Use and Experience.  Road closures during work on the Scenic Drive could cause road closures, limiting a visitor’s ability to access the area, but these periods would be short in length ( a few months) and the road width and type would not be altered significantly, and so would not impact patterns of visitation once completed.  Cattle trailing occurs during just a few days each spring and fall, and in as much as the presence of cattle may bother some hikers, this combined with an increase in numbers of hikers in the area may adversely affect the experience of some hikers.  Conversely, some visitors may view the presence of cattle as an interesting component of park history. Cattle trailing would continue irrespective of whether the Proposed Action is implemented.

Conclusion:  Impacts to visitor use and enjoyment in the area surrounding the ranch, including the Pleasant Creek Valley, would likely be minor and adverse and long term in nature.   

Impacts of the No Action Alternative

Because there would be no construction and because use of the area surrounding the Ranch would not increase due to an influx of ranch users, Visitor Use and Experience would not change from current conditions. 

Cumulative Effects: Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive, and continued cattle trailing could cause cumulative effects on Visitor Use and Experience.  Road closures during work on the Scenic Drive could  limit a visitor’s ability to access the area, but these periods would be short in length ( a few months) and the road width and type would not be altered significantly, and so would not impact patterns of visitation once completed.  Cattle trailing occurs during just a few days each spring and fall, and is not likely to have a cumulative impact on visitor experience. 

Conclusion: Cumulatively, impacts to visitor use and experience from past development in conjunction with impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future actions have the potential to be adverse, and would range in intensity from minor to moderate. However, because there is no construction associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.
Archeological Resources 

Affected Environment

No archeological resources are located on the mesa top, but archeological resources are found within the portion of the Project Area located in the valley.  The site was originally documented by Archaeological-Environmental Research Corporation in 1991 (Hauck 1991), Kreutzer in 1996 (Kreutzer 1996), and Brigham Young University in 1998 (Fergusson and Baxter 1999).  Detailed documentation of the historic features by BYU and by the Park’s archaeologist revealed that they partially overlie a prehistorical component consisting of a surface scatter of flaked stone, Fremont ceramics, and ground stone.   Archeological resources at Capitol Reef National Park are subject to damage from vandalism, livestock impacts, visitor access, and natural processes.

Regulations and Policy
The NHPA; NEPA; and the NPS Director’s Order #28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline (1997), Management Policies (National Park Service 2001b), and Director’s Order #12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision Making (2001), require the consideration of impacts on Archeological, Historic, and Ethnographic Resources listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register.  Current laws and policies require that the following conditions be achieved in the Park:

	Table 6. Cultural Conditions Required by Current Laws and Policies.

	Desired Condition
	Source

	Historic properties are inventoried and their significance and integrity are evaluated under National Register criteria.

The qualities that contribute to the eligibility for listing or the listing of historic properties on the NRHP are protected in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (unless it is determined through a formal process that disturbance or natural deterioration is unavoidable).
	NHPA; Executive Order 11593: Archeological and Historic Preservation Act; the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation (1983; 48 FR 44716); Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement Among the NPS, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the National Council of State Historic Preservation Officers (National Park Service 1995); and NPS Management Policies (National Park Service 2001).


Definitions Of Intensity Levels

Certain important research questions about human history can only be answered by the actual physical material of cultural resources. Archeological resources have the potential to answer, in whole or in part, such research questions. An archeological site(s) can be eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places if the site(s) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. An archeological site(s) can be nominated to the National Register in one of three historic contexts: local, state, or national (see National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). For purposes of analyzing impacts to archeological resources, thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are based upon the potential of the site(s) to yield information important in prehistory or history, as well as the probable historic context of the affected site(s):
Negligible:
Impact is at the lowest levels of detection with neither adverse nor beneficial consequences. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.

Minor:
disturbance of a site(s) results in little, if any, loss of integrity. The determination of effect for §106 would be no adverse effect.

Moderate:
disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of integrity.  The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  A memorandum of agreement is executed among the National Park Service and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer and, if necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).  Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts reduce the intensity of impact under NEPA from major to moderate.

Major:
disturbance of a site(s) results in loss of integrity.  The determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  Measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts cannot be agreed upon and the National Park Service and applicable state or tribal historic preservation officer and/or Advisory Council are unable to negotiate and execute a memorandum of agreement in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).

Impairment:
A major, adverse impact to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation of Capitol Reef National Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant National Park Service planning documents.

Impacts of the Proposed Action

Impacts from the Proposed Action to archeological resources would be considered moderate and adverse.  An intensive level cultural resource inventory has identified no archeological resources on the mesa top, but has identified archeological resources within the portion of the Project Area located in the valley.  Installation of the water pipeline beneath existing access roads from the valley to the mesa top and the 50-foot-long section outside existing access roads would bisect an extensive prehistorical campsite and historic era EuroAmercian homesite (Site 42WN1885).  The site was originally documented by Archaeological-Environmental Research Corporation in 1991 (Hauck 1991), Kreutzer in 1996 (Kreutzer 1996), and Brigham Young University in 1998 (Fergusson and Baxter 1999).  Detailed documentation of the historic features by BYU and by the Park’s archaeologist revealed that they partially overlie a prehistorical component consisting of a surface scatter of flaked stone, Fremont ceramics, and ground stone.  

The Proposed Action would disturb this eligible site by excavating the pipeline trench and, therefore, would constitute an adverse impact.  However, excavation along an alternate route would cause further disturbance to areas of the site that are currently relatively stable.  

To appropriately address potential discoveries, ground-disturbing activities would be monitored by a qualified archaeologist until either a depth of 3 ft is reached or bedrock is hit, whichever would occur first.  An Archeological Research Design and Data Recovery Plan prepared by BYU was delivered to SHPO, the NPS, and Tribal representatives for review.  Documentation distributed to the general public does not include this plan because of the sensitive nature of these archeological sites.  This plan proposes to excavate several known and identified prehistorical features that are on the route of the proposed waterline; to closely monitor backhoe excavation of the waterline trench; and to conduct controlled archeological excavation of two historic features (a possible cellar wall exposed within the road, and a depression at the former site of the house built by E. K. Hanks).  

After construction and during facility operations, nearby archeological resource sites would likely receive increased incidental visitation as Ranch users become aware of the site locations.  In turn, an increase in vandalism could occur.  However, monitoring and use of voluntary sign-in sheets indicate that public knowledge of these sites is currently increasing, and the Park is developing a proposal (unrelated to this project) to harden the most highly visible and visited site to help protect it from further impacts.  To further minimize impacts, orientation would be required by all individuals using the facility. 

Because the determination of effect for §106 would be adverse effect.  A memorandum of agreement (MOA) will be executed among the National Park Service and the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(b).  Measures identified in the MOA to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts reduce the intensity of impact under NEPA from major to moderate.  In a letter dated January 14, 2003 (Appendix B), the NPS requested consultation on the development of the MOA and provided a draft MOA to the Historic Preservation Officer for comment.  In a letter dated January 23, 2003 (Appendix B), the Preservation Officer recommended that the NPS proceed to a final MOA.  Should the Proposed Action be selected, a final MOA will be completed.

Cumulative Effects: Archeological resources at Capitol Reef National Park are subject to damage from vandalism, livestock impacts, visitor access, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has resulted in the disturbance and loss of some archeological resources during excavation and construction activities.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing could also disturb archeological resources.  If significant archeological resources could not be avoided, the data they possess regarding prehistoric and/or historic lifeways would be documented and recovered, in consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office. The impacts to such archeological resources would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  

The data the significant archeological resources in the project area possess regarding prehistoric and/or historic lifeways would be documented and recovered, in consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office, during implementation of the preferred alternative.  Further, actions including educating users, employing an onsite caretaker, and site hardening would mitigate for these affects. Therefore, the preferred alternative would not be anticipated to contribute to the cumulative impacts of other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions on archeological resources.

Conclusion: The moderate, adverse impacts of the Proposed Action to archeological resources would include disturbance resulting from installation of a water pipeline beneath an existing road, trampling by livestock, and increasing visitation.  These impacts would be moderate in intensity and long term.  The potential adverse impacts caused by increased visitation would be mitigated by the education of ranch users.  A data recovery program would mitigate impacts caused by the waterline installation.

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s resources or values with respect to Archeological Resources.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative

There would be no change to existing conditions.  Archeological resources would continue to be impacted by existing levels of visitor use and cattle trailing.

Cumulative Impacts: Archeological resources at Capitol Reef National Park are subject to damage from vandalism, visitor access, and natural processes. Past development in the park has resulted in the disturbance and loss of some archeological resources during excavation and construction activities. Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also disturb archeological resources.  If significant archeological resources could not be avoided, the data they possess regarding prehistoric and/or historic lifeways would be documented and recovered, in consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office. The impacts to such archeological resources would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources. Because there is no ground disturbance associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not contribute to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on archeological resources.

Conclusion: There would be no impacts to archeological resources, and no change to existing conditions.  Cumulatively, impacts to archeological resources resulting from past development in conjunction with impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future actions have the potential to be adverse, and would range in intensity from minor to moderate. However, because there is no construction associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation of Capitol Reef National Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park; or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant National Park Service planning documents, there would be no impairment of the park’s resources or values.

Biotic Communities

Affected Environment

Four vegetation communities exist within the Project Area: Hopsage badlands, mixed grasslands, low shrub, and pinyon-juniper/low shrub.  These communities are found on heavy clays, sandy soils, and shallow soils over bedrock.  Common species found in each of the communitie include the following shrubs: shadscale, (Atriplex confertifolia), Bigelow sagebrush (Artemesia bigelovii), Corymb buckwheat (Eriogonum corymbosum), Viscid rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus), Torrey ephedra (Ephedra torreyana); and the following grasses: galleta (Hilaria jamesii), Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides), and Sporobolus spp.  The pinyon-juniper/low scrub community is dominated by two tree species: Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma) and pinyon pine (Pinus edulis).  All four communities normally have less than 50% cover, and are common and widespread throughout the Park.   

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Mammal species commonly associated with these communities include the Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), coyote (Canis latrans), rock squirrel (Citellus variegatus), cliff chipmunk (Eutamias dorsalis), least chipmunk (Eutamias minimus), white-tailed antelope squirrel (Ammospermophilus leucurus), little pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris), banner-tailed kangaroo rat (Dipodomys spectabilis), desert kangaroo rat (Dipodomys deserti), brush mouse (Peromyscus boylei), piñon mouse (Peromyscus truei), deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus auduboni), mountain cottontail (Sylvilagus nuttalli), pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis).  

Characteristic bird species found in the aforementioned habitats include the northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), common nighthawk (Chordeiles minor), black-chinned hummingbird (Archilochus alexandri), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), Say's phoebe (Sayornis saya), ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), black-billed magpie (Pica nuttalli), common raven (Corvus corax), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus), green-tailed towhee (Pipilo chlorurus), Brewer's sparrow (Spizella breweri), chipping sparrow (Spizella passerina), vesper sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and pine siskin (Carduelis pinus).  

Commonly found species of amphibians and reptiles present in the these habitat types include the western yellow-bellied racer (Coluber constrictor mormon), western skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), striped whipsnake (Masticophis taeniatus), short-horned lizard (Phrynosoma douglassii), Great Basin fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis biseriatus), sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus graciosus), wandering garter snake (Thamnophis elegans vagrans), tree lizard (Urosaurus ornatus), Great Basin spadefoot (Scaphiopus intermontanus), and western Woodhouse's toad (Bufo woodhousei woodhousei).  

Methodology

The impacts of the Proposed Action on the biotic community were assessed according to the thresholds defined below:

Negligible:
No native vegetation or wildlife populations would be affected as a result of the Proposed Action even though some individuals may be temporarily displaced.  The effects would be short-term (recovering in less than 1 year for animals and 3 years for plants) and on a small scale.

Minor:
The Proposed Action would affect some individual native plants and animals and would also affect a relatively minor portion of that species’ population.  Mitigation to offset adverse effects could be required and would be effective.

Moderate:
The Proposed Action would affect some individual native plants and animals and would also affect a sizeable segment of the species’ population in the long-term and over a relatively large area.  Mitigation to offset adverse effects could be extensive, but would likely be successful.

Major:
The Proposed Action would have a considerable long-term effect on native plant or animal populations and affect a relatively large area in and out of the area.  Mitigation measures to offset the adverse effects would be required and extensive, and success of the mitigation measures would not be guaranteed.

Impacts of the Proposed Action

Impacts to biotic communities would be minor and adverse in the short term and in the long term.  Although the footprint of the structures on the mesa top would double in size, thereby permanently eliminating some vegetation coverage, the entire Project Area has already been disturbed and reclamation would take place after project implementation.  Vegetation would be restored to a condition better than its current state in the immediate vicinity of construction activities.  Construction noise, and increased vehicle traffic, and human intrusion would likely displace wildlife from the Project Area and surrounding valley.  Increased visitation in the Pleasant Creek Valley could impact bighorn sheep, which forage and drink from Pleasant Creek.  However, habitat is not limited, and these animals would be able to move up and downstream to escape such disturbance.  
Cumulative Effects:  Plants and animals at Capitol Reef National Park are subject to damage from vandalism, livestock impacts, visitor access, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has resulted in the displacement and loss of some biotic resources during excavation and construction activities.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also disturb biotic communities.  The impacts to such biotic resources would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Because impacts to biotic resource would be minor in the long term, implementation of the preferred alternative would not be anticipated to contribute significantly to the cumulative impacts of other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions on biotic communities.

Conclusion:  The Proposed Action would result in minor, adverse, short-term impacts, and minor, adverse, long-term impacts to biotic communities in and around the Project Area.  Reclamation of vegetation in some areas would constitute a beneficial effect. 

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s resources or values with respect to Biotic Communities.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to biotic communities, and no change to existing conditions.    

Cumulative Effects: Plants and animals at Capitol Reef National Park are subject to damage from vandalism, livestock impacts, visitor access, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has resulted in the displacement and loss of some biotic resources during excavation and construction activities.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also disturb biotic communities.  The impacts to such biotic resources would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Because there is no ground disturbance or construction associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not contribute to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on biotic communities.

Conclusion:  There would be no impacts to biotic communities, and no change to existing conditions. Cumulatively, impacts to biotic communities resulting from past development in conjunction with impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future actions have the potential to be adverse, and would range in intensity from minor to moderate. However, because there is no construction associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s resources or values with respect to Biotic Communities.

Noise and Congestion

Affected Environment

The project area is located within the rural developed zone.  This zone is moderately developed and it sustains the highest level of visitor use in the park.  It includes the Fruita Rural Historic. Also located in this zone are the park visitor center, maintenance facilities, and employee housing. Vehicular access to and throughout this zone is by paved and unpaved roads suitable for most vehicles.  Under current conditions, small numbers of vehicles pass through the area, and individuals and small groups hike in the area.  Noise levels are low, and there is little congestion in the area.

Methodology

Impacts of the Proposed Action on noise and congestion were assessed according to the thresholds defined below:

Negligible:
Increases in noise and congestion would not be noticeable from the surrounding landscape.  The change would be so small that it would not alter the experience for Park visitors.  

Minor:  
Increases in noise and congestion would be small, of short duration or intermittent, and localized, yet detectable by visitors within the surrounding area.

Moderate:
Increases in noise and congestion would be detectable within the surrounding landscape and would be of lengthy duration or constant.  These increases would affect more than one site, limit wildlife use, or alter the experience of visitors to the area.

Major:
Increases in noise and congestion would be dramatic, detrimental to visitation, of lengthy duration or constant, widespread, and/or very apparent, possibly completely altering the experience of Park visitors.

Impacts of the Proposed Action

Adverse impacts would result from implementation of the Proposed Action and they would include moderate impacts in the short term and minor impacts in the long term.  The main access road would see considerably more traffic than it does at present, and would likely require more frequent maintenance. Additional noise from traffic (e.g., heavy equipment, propane trucks, buses, and vans) would also occur during and following construction of the Facility.  The mesa top itself would be the center of activity, and noise from outdoor lectures, research activities, and general operations would likely carry to valley floor.  Congestion would increase; however, the use of vans and buses would help to minimize that congestion while optimizing visitation to the research and education center.  Certain restrictions specified herein would assist in mitigating these impacts and would include placing the propane-power generator in a sound-insulated room and equipping it with a muffler.  Evaporative coolers would be placed on the sides of the buildings that face the interior of the mesa.  These mitigation measures would reduce operations-related noise impacts to the valley.

Cumulative Effects: Noise and congestion at Capitol Reef National Park is influenced by visitor use patterns, park operations, park construction activities, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has resulted in increased noise and congestion during excavation and construction activities, but these increases have largely been ephemeral.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Road and cattle trailing, could also increase noise and congestion.  The impacts to noise and congestion conditions would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Overall increases in noise and congestion would be minor in the long term, and implementation of the preferred alternative would not be anticipated to contribute significantly to the cumulative impacts of other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions on noise and congestion.  Because except for cattle trailing (which would have negligible effects on noise and congestion) no other foreseeable activities are planned in the project area. 

Conclusion: Noise and congestion on and surrounding the mesa top would increase and adverse impacts would be moderate in the short term due to construction, and minor in the long term due to operation of the facility and increased travel to the area.  

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s resources or values with respect to Noise and Congestion.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative

There would be no impacts to noise and congestion, and no change to existing conditions. 

Cumulative Effects: Noise and congestion at Capitol Reef National Park is influenced by visitor use patterns, park operations, park construction activities, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has resulted in increased noise and congestion during excavation and construction activities, but these increases have largely been ephemeral.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also increase noise and congestion.  Because there is neither construction nor any anticipated change in use of the project area from current conditions, the no action alternative would not contribute to the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on noise and congestion.

Conclusion: There would be no direct or indirect impacts to noise and congestion conditions, and no change to existing conditions. Cumulatively, impacts to noise and congestion conditions resources resulting from past development in conjunction with impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future actions have the potential to be adverse, and would range in intensity from minor to moderate. However, because there is no construction or anticipated change in use of the area associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s resources or values with respect to Noise and Congestion.

Soils

Affected Environment

The Chinle and Moenkopi formations typify the geology surrounding the mesa; Terrace Gravel Deposits typify the geology on the mesa.  Four soil types occur in the project area (USDA 1991).  Begay Family Fine Sandy Loam, Naplene Silt Loam, and Clapper Soils typify the area below the mesa; the mesa is largely Rock outcrop-Badland-Rubbleland Complex. 

Methodology

The impacts of the Proposed Action on soils associated with the Project Area were assessed according to the thresholds defined below:

Negligible:
Soils would not be affected, or the effects to soils would be below or at the lower levels of detection.  Any effects on soil productivity or fertility would be slight, and no long-term effects (effects lasting more than 3 years) to soils would occur.  

Minor:
The effects to soils would be detectable.  Effects to soil productivity or fertility would be small, as would the area affected.  If mitigation were needed to offset adverse effects, it would be relatively simple to implement and would likely be successful. 

Moderate:
The effect on soil productivity or fertility would be readily apparent, likely long-term, and result in a change to the soil character over a relatively wide area.  Mitigation measures would probably be necessary to offset adverse effects and would likely be successful.

Major:
The effect on soil productivity or fertility would be readily apparent, be long-term, and substantially change the character of the soils over a large area in and out of the Park.  Mitigation measures to offset adverse effects would be needed and extensive, but their success could not be guaranteed.  

Impacts of the Proposed Action

Impacts to soils would be minor and beneficial.  The Proposed Action would result in approximately 64,496 ft² of temporary soil disturbance and an additional 12,304 ft² of permanent disturbance.  Temporary disturbance would occur to soils within previously disturbed areas and would include staging and construction areas.  Disturbed soil would be reclaimed following construction.  New permanent disturbance indicates a measure of how much square footage would be lost (i.e., covered by new facilities) with project implementation.  This disturbance would occur in previously disturbed soils on the mesa top, on the valley floor, and within the existing access road between the mesa and the culinary well.  The areas proposed for excavation and construction have already been extensively disturbed by earlier development and use.  

One new trail leading down into the valley would be established, and several pathways would be delineated on the mesa top.  The entire trail system would result in approximately 3,444 ft² of permanent soil disturbance.  Unnecessary walking trails would be closed and naturalized.  Parking areas would be situated to avoid unnecessary impacts to soils and vegetation.

Approximate temporary disturbance:

Mesa top construction 

43,560 ft²






Water pipeline trenching

 20,715 ft²






Pump house construction

       221 ft²

Aapproximate permanent disturbance:
Mesa top structures


   8,712 ft²





Trails



 
  3,444 ft²





Pump house and turn-around area
      148 ft²

A beneficial result of establishing a permanent trail system would include naturalization of the informal trails within the Project Area.  These abandoned trails would be allowed to revegetate naturally, or, if needed, erosion control measure and revegetation would occur.  In addition, new areas of temporary disturbance associated with the Proposed Action would be re-contoured and allowed to revegetate or, if required, would be manually planted with native vegetation, thereby creating more productive soils surrounding the new development, and reducing potential for soil loss through erosion.  Impacts form the Proposed Action would have a net beneficial effect.

Cumulative Effects: Soils at Capitol Reef National Park are subject to damage from livestock impacts, visitor access, construction activities, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has resulted in the displacement, compaction, and loss of some soil resources during excavation and construction activities.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also disturb soils.  The impacts to such soil resources would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Because impacts to soils would be minor in the long term, implementation of the preferred alternative would not be anticipated to contribute significantly to the cumulative impacts of other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions on soils.

Conclusion: Because all areas of new, project-related disturbance would be reclaimed with erosion controls and native vegetation, the cumulative effects to soils within the Project Area would be beneficial in the long term.

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s soil resources or values.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative

There would be no impacts to soils, and no change to existing conditions.

Cumulative Effects: Soils at Capitol Reef National Park are affected by visitor use patterns, park operations, park construction activities, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has resulted in the displacement, compaction, and loss of some soil resources during excavation and construction activities.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also disturb soils.  However, because there is no construction or anticipated change in use of the area associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.
Conclusion: There would be no direct or indirect impacts to soils, and no change to existing conditions. Cumulatively, impacts to soils resulting from past development in conjunction with impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future actions have the potential to be adverse, and would range in intensity from minor to moderate. However, because there is no construction or increased in anticipated use of the area associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.
Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s soil resources or values.

Visual and Aesthetic Resources

Affected Environment

The project area is located within the rural developed zone.  This zone is moderately developed and it sustains the highest level of visitor use in the park.  It includes the Fruita Rural Historic. Also located in this zone are the park visitor center, maintenance facilities, and employee housing. Vehicular access to and throughout this zone is by paved and unpaved roads suitable for most vehicles.  The project area is characterized by scenic vistas of cliffs and hillsides, combined with older structures including old out buildings and fences.  The structures are visible from the valley floor, where most visitors hike, but are not readily apparent.

Methodology
The impacts of the Proposed Action on visual and aesthetic resources associated with the Project Area were assessed according to the intensity thresholds defined below:

Negligible:
An action that would not be visible from the majority of the viewshed.  The change in the visible landscape would be so small or localized that it would have no measurable or perceivable consequence to the natural surroundings.  

Minor:
An action that would be visible from the majority of the viewshed but would have characteristics that do not contrast sharply with the surrounding landscape.  The change in the visible landscape would be small or localized but it would be measurable in the natural surroundings.  

Moderate:
An action that would be visible from the majority of the viewshed and would have characteristics that contrast with the surrounding landscape.  

Major:
An action that would have a substantial impact on the viewshed and would greatly detract from the appearance and enjoyment of the natural surroundings.  

Impacts of the Proposed Action

Direct and Indirect Impacts: Because the new buildings and structures on the mesa top would be low in profile, sited for minimal visibility from the road and valley below, and would be constructed using colors, materials, and designs that would be non-reflective and would blend with the natural surroundings, impacts to visual resources would be minor in the short and long term.  For example, the solar panel arrays would be either ground-mounted or roof-mounted, and situated along the north edge of the mesa top.  This arrangement would take maximum advantage of the sun while reducing visual impacts from the valley floor.  All lighting would be directed downward.  Ultimately, the visual impact of the facility would be less visually intrusive than the existing structures.  In addition, the removal of seven power poles and an inoperable power line would further enhance the viewshed of the area. 

Cumulative Effects: Visual and aesthetic resources at Capitol Reef National Park are influenced by visitor use patterns, park operations, park construction activities, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has altered visual and aesthetic resources during construction activities.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also impact visual and aesthetic resources.  The impacts to such resources would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Overall impacts to visual and aesthetic resources would be minor in the long term, and implementation of the preferred alternative would not be anticipated to contribute significantly to the cumulative impacts of other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions on visual and aesthetic resources.

Conclusion:  The proposed structures would be visible, though less so than the existing structures, and would be placed and designed such to minimize adverse impact to Visual and Aesthetic Resources.  Removal of the inoperable powerline would increase the aesthetic value of the area.  Although designed to blend with surroundings, the buildings associated with Proposed Action would be visible, and so the impacts would be minor and long term.
Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s resources or values with respect to Visual and Aesthetic Resources.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative

There would be no impacts to visual and aesthetic values and no change in existing conditions.

Cumulative Impacts: Visual and aesthetic resources at Capitol Reef National Park are influenced by visitor use patterns, park operations, park construction activities, and natural processes.  Past development in the park has altered visual and aesthetic resources during construction activities.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also impact visual and aesthetic resources.  The impacts to such resources would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Overall impacts to visual and aesthetic resources would be minor in the long term, and implementation of the no-action alternative would not be anticipated to contribute significantly to the cumulative impacts of other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions on visual and aesthetic resources.

Conclusion:  There would be no direct or indirect impacts to visual or aesthetic resources, and no change to existing conditions. Cumulatively, impacts to visual and aesthetic resources resulting from past development in conjunction with impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future actions have the potential to be adverse, and would range in intensity from minor to moderate. However, because there is no construction associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.

Impairment Determination: Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park; (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or (3) identified as a goal in the Park’s GMP or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of the Park’s visual and aesthetic resources or values.

Park Operations

Affected Environment

Park headquarters are located about a 30-minute drive to the north, and all staff travel to the project area originates from that location.  Presently, staff travel to the area to conduct maintenance on area roads, as well as routine patrols of the area to examine cultural and natural resources, and maintain area irrigation canals.  Maintenance of the Pleasant Creek Road occurs occasionally, and maintenance of the Ranch access road occurs rarely.  Except for staff travel to maintain the Ranch access road, staff visits to the area are rarely ranch specific.

Definitions of Intensity Levels

The park staff’s knowledge regarding operational efficiency, protection and preservation of important resources, and providing an effective visitor experience was used to determine the intensity levels of potential impacts. For purposes of analyzing potential impacts, the thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:

Negligible:
the impact is at the lowest levels of detection – barely perceptible and not measurable.

Minor:
the impact is slight, but detectable.

Moderate:
the impact is readily apparent. 

Major:
the impact is severely adverse or exceptionally beneficial.

Impairment:
a major, adverse impact to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation of Capitol Reef National Park, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant National Park Service planning documents.

Impacts of the Proposed Action

Construction and operation of the facility would result in a long-term, moderate adverse impact upon park operations.  Increased travel on the Ranch road would require more frequent maintenance.  During times when the Ranch is in use, such maintenance needs could be urgent.  Especially during the early stages of facility operation, park management would be in frequent contact with UVSC staff in initiating operations.  Visitor and Resource Protection staff would likely be called upon occasionally to assist with medical or other emergency calls.  Natural and Cultural Resources staff would be required to spend time monitoring impacts to resources.  A beneficial impact would be the occasional availability of meeting rooms to allow the park to hold meetings and seminars, and the presence of research and instructional staff within the park would provide professional contacts and resources to park resource and interpretive staff.

Cumulative Impacts: Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such as resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also impact park operations.  The impacts to park operations would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Some of the reasonably foreseeable projects are anticipated to be coincident with implementation of the preferred alternative, and the intensity of adverse impacts associated with such actions could be magnified by a number of construction activities occurring simultaneously. However, these adverse cumulative impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable actions at the park would be partially offset by the moderate, beneficial impacts of the preferred alternative.
Conclusion: Implementation of the preferred alternative would result in a moderate, long-term, adverse impact on park operations.  These adverse impacts would partially be offset by the availability of meeting rooms to allow the park to hold meetings and seminars, and the presence of research and instructional staff within the park to provide professional contacts and resources for park resource and interpretive staff

Impacts of the No Action Alternative

Impacts to park operations would be adverse, minor in intensity, and long-term.  As ranch buildings continue to deteriorate, they could become hazardous, requiring the park to invest resources into their dismantling and removal.  However no additional resource would be required to maintain the road or respond to the needs of users of the ranch. 

Cumulative Impacts: Park operations at Capitol Reef National Park are influenced by visitor use patterns, park construction activities, and natural processes.  Past development and ongoing operation of the park affects park operations.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions at the Park, such resurfacing the Scenic Drive and continued cattle trailing, could also impact park operations.  The impacts to park operations would be adverse and range in intensity from minor to moderate, depending upon the scope of the potential actions, as well as the significance of any affected resources.  Overall impacts to park operations would be minor in the long term, and implementation of the no-action alternative would not be anticipated to contribute significantly to the cumulative impacts on park operations of other past and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Conclusion: There would be no direct or indirect impacts to park operations, and no change to existing conditions. Cumulatively, impacts to park operations resulting from past development in conjunction with impacts associated with reasonably foreseeable future actions have the potential to be adverse, and would range in intensity from minor to moderate. However, because there is no construction associated with the no action alternative, the no action alternative would not be a component of such an overall cumulative impact.

CONSULTATION /COORDINATION

General Agreement

A General Agreement between the NPS, the Park, and UVSC has been signed for Educational Use of Sleeping Rainbow Ranch (National Park Service 2000).

Public Involvement

The Development Concept Plan for this project underwent public review as part of the GMP/EIS NEPA process in 1998.  A Scoping Brochure describing the Adaptive Reuse Development at Sleeping Rainbow Ranch was published in September 2002.  The brochure was mailed to interested parties, available on line, and notices of its availability were published in local newspapers.

A press release was distributed to local media outlets upon publication of this Environmental Assessment and legal notices were sent to three newspapers: the Richfield Reaper, published in Richfield, Utah, the Salt Lake Tribune, published in Salt Lake City, Utah, and The Daily Healrd, published in Provo, Utah.  Copies of the EA were distributed to regional federal, state, and county agencies, media outlets, the local library, and potentially interested Tribal nations and non-government organizations.

Agencies/Tribes/Organizations/Persons Contacted

Native American Tribes were initially contacted during the GMP/EA review process, and the Navajo Nation delivered the only response.  Some specifics of the proposal have changed since the Development Concept Plan was published, most notably in that the amount of proposed archeological mitigation has been considerably reduced.

On November 21, 2001 (prior to development of the EA), the Park notified the following Native American Tribes of the proposed project:

· Navajo Nation, Window Rock, Arizona

· The Ute Tribe, Fort Duchesne, Utah

· Zuni Pueblo, Zuni, Arizona

· Paiute Tribe of Utah, Cedar City, Utah

· White Mesa Ute Tribe, Blanding, Utah

· The Hopi Tribe, Kykotsmovi, Arizona

On November 28, 2001, the Park contacted each of the Tribal offices listed above to verify that the packets had been received and to invite consultation. On December 17, 2001, the Park received a letter from the Hopi Tribe requesting consultation on the matter and identifying a meeting time and place.  Also on December 17, 2001, the Park repeated calls to all other Tribal offices listed above in order to determine whether any Tribe wished to consult on the matter before the EA was further developed.  None accepted the invitation. 

On January 23, 2002, the Park Superintendent, Albert J. Hendricks, and Cultural Resources Program Manager, Lee Kreutzer, consulted with Hopi cultural preservation staff at Kykotsmovi, Arizona. Also in attendance were Paul Tayler and Von del Chamberlain of UVSC. The primary concern of the Hopi reviewers was that the Facility might be utilized as an archeological base camp.  The UVSC representatives explained that their college does not have an archeology component to its programs at this time, and that the Facility was intended primarily for education in geology, biology, and other natural sciences.  The Hopi reviewers then withdrew their objections to the project, noting only that they would prefer a data recovery and excavation plan that would minimize disturbance of archeological resources, rather than the more extensive excavations that were being considered at the time.  Park and UVSC representatives responded to this concern by redesigning the project to minimize disturbance to archeological resources.

On September 23, 2002, the Park mailed public scoping brochures to the following Tribes to notify or remind them of the proposed project and invite to comments:

· Southern Ute Tribe, Ignacio, Colorado

· Santo Domingo Tribe, Santo Domingo Pueblo, New Mexico

· Taos Pueblo, Taos, New Mexico

· Pueblo of Zia, Zia Pueblo, New Mexico

· Pueblo of Isleta, Isleta, New Mexico

· Goshute Tribe, Ibapah, Utah

· Tesuque Pueblo, Santa Fe, New Mexico

· Sandia Pueblo, Bernalillo, New Mexico

· Ute Mountain Ute, Towaoc, Colorado

· Santa Ana Pueblo, Bernalillo, New Mexico

· Zuni Pueblo, Zuni, New Mexico

· Northwestern Band Shoshone, Brigham City, Utah

· The Ute Tribe, Ft. Duchesne, Utah

· Santa Clara Pueblo, Espanola, New Mexico

· White Mesa Ute Tribe, Blanding, Utah

· Nambe Pueblo, Santa Fe, New Mexico

· Laguna Pueblo, Laguna, New Mexico

· Picuris Pueblo, Penasco, New Mexico

· San Juan Southern Paiute, Tuba City, Arizona

· Cochiti Pueblo, Cochiti, New Mexico

· San Juan Pueblo, San Juan, New Mexico

· Pueblo of Pojoaque, Santa Fe, New Mexico

· Pueblo of Acoma, Acomita, New Mexico

· Kaibab Paiute, Fredonia, Arizona

· Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah, Cedar City, Utah

· Navajo Nation, Window Rock, Arizona

· The Hopi Tribe, Kykotsmovi, Arizona

Preparers/Contributors

R. Spencer Martin, Principal Ecologist SWCA Environmental Consultants

Matthew Petersen, Senior Project Manager/Aquatic Ecologist SWCA Environmental Consultants

Susan M. Hatch, Project Manager/Wildlife Ecologist, SWCA Environmental Consultants

Craig Ellsworth, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, SWCA Environmental Consultants

David Worthington, Biologist, Capitol Reef National Park, NPS

Lee Kreutzer, Cultural Resource Specialist-Archeologist, Long Distance Trails Office, NPS, Salt Lake City, Utah,

Albert J. Hendricks, Superintendent, Capitol Reef National Park, NPS

Tom O Clark, Chief, Resource Management and Science, Capitol Reef National Park, NPS

Cheryl Eckhardt, NEPA/106 Specialist, Intermountain Support Office -Denver, NPS

Christine L. Turk, Regional Environmental Quality Coordinator, Intermountain Support Office-Denver, NPS

list of recipients

The following agencies, organizations, and groups were sent copies of the Environmental Assessment.  The list of individuals to whom this document was sent is available from Capitol Reef National Park.

	Salt Lake Tribune

P.O. Box 867

Salt Lake City, UT 84110
	Radio KSVC/KKWZ

P.O. Box 848

Richfield, UT 84701
	Deseret News

P.O. Box 1257

Salt Lake City, UT 84110

	Richfield Reaper

P.O. Box 640

Richfield, UT 84701
	State Director

National Park Service

Box 45155, 324 South State Street, Room 301B

Salt Lake City, UT 84145-
	Superintendent

Bryce Canyon National Park

Bryce Canyon, UT 84717


	Superintendent

Canyonlands National Park

2282 Southwest Resource Blvd.

Moab, UT 84532-3298


	Superintendent

Glen Canyon NRA

P.O. Box 1507

Page,  AZ  86040
	Area Manager

Bureau of Land Management

151 East 900 North

Richfield, UT 84701

	Field Supervisor

US Fish and Wildlife Service

145 East 1300 South, Suite 404

Salt Lake City, Utah 84115


	Forest Supervisor

Dixie National Forest

82 N 100 E

Cedar City, UT 84720-2686-
	Forest Supervisor

Fishlake National Forest

115 East 900 North

Richfield, UT  84701

	District Ranger

Teasdale Ranger District, Dixie National Forest

138 E Main

Teasdale, UT  84773
	District Ranger

Loa Ranger District, Fishlake National Forest

138 S Main

Loa, UT 84747
	Natural Resources Conservation Service

P.O. Box 534

Richfield, UT 84701

	ASCC, USDA

Box 128

Loa, UT 84747
	Natural Resources Conservation Service

138 S Main

Loa, UT 84747
	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

577 West 1350 South, Suite D

Bountiful, UT 84010

	Max Evans, 

State Historic Preservation Officer

State Historic Preservation Office

300 Rio Grande,

Salt Lake City, UT 84101-1182 
	Director

Division of Wildlife Resources

Department of Natural Resources

1594 West North Temple, Suite 2110

P.O. Box 146301

Salt Lake City, UT 84116
	Director

Utah Department of Health

70 West Westview Drive

Richfield, UT 84701

	Director

Utah Dept. of Transportation

708 South 100 West

Richfield, UT 84701
	Six County Association of Governments

250 N. Main

Richfield, UT  84701
	Wayne County Commissioners

18 S. Main

Loa, UT 84747

	Garfield County Commissioners

P.O. Box 77

Panguitch, UT 84759
	Historic Preservation Office

Hopi Tribe

P.O. Box 123

Kykotsmovi, AZ 86093
	Historic Preservation Office

Navajo Nation

P.O. Box 308

Window Rock, AZ 86022

	Historic Preservation Office

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah

600 N. 100 E. Paiute Drive

Cedar City, UT 84720
	Historic Preservation Office

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

General Delivery

Towaoc, CO 81344
	Historic Preservation Office

Peublo of Zuni

PO Box 339

Zuni, NM 87317-0339

	Historic Preservation Office

White Mesa Ute Tribe

P.O. Box 340

Blanding, UT 84511
	National Parks Conservation Association

100 Eagle Lake Drive

Fort Collins, CO

80520
	Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance

1470 South 1100 East

Salt Lake City, UT 84105


	Sierra Club

2273 South Highland Drive

Salt Lake City, UT 84101
	Richfield Public Library

83 E. Center

Richfield, UT 84701
	Tri County Library

Box 250

Bicknell,  UT 84715
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Appendix A:

Fish and Wildlife Service
Consultation Correspondence
[image: image11.jpg]United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

UTAH FIELD OFFICE
2369 WEST ORTON CIRCLE, SUITE 50
WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH 84119

In Reply Refer To

FWS/R6 October 16, 2002

ES/UT

To: N Biologist, National Park Service, Capitol Reef National Park, Torrey, Utah 84775

From: Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services, West Valley
City, Utah

Subject: Informal Consultation for the Sleeping Rainbow Ranch in Capitol Reef National
Park

In response to your letter of October 2, 2002, we concur with your “not likely to adversely affect”
determination for the Mexican spotted owl and we concur with your determination that the
proposed action will not adversely modify or destroy Mexican spotted owl critical habitat.
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered.

Only a Federal agency can enter into formal Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation with
the Service. A Federal agency may designate a non-Federal representative to conduct informal
consultation or prepare a biological assessment by giving written notice to the Service of such a
designation. The ultimate responsibility for compliance with ESA section 7, however, remains
with the Federal agency. '

We appreciate your interest in conserving endangered species. If further assistance is needed or
you have any questions, please contact Laura Romin, at (801) 975-3330 extension 142.

WW
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[image: image3.png]preferred alternative the adaptive reuse of the Sleeping Rainbow Ranch for education and
research purposes. In cooperation with Utah Valley State College, the park prepared a
Development Concept Plan (DCP) for plan implementation.

The adaptive reuse alternative for Sleeping Rainbow Ranch consists of rehabilitating existing
buildings and utilities for use as a year-round educational facility which will accommodate day-
use, extended stays of one to three weeks for groups of up to 24 persons, and long-term use by
smaller research groups. The ranch will be operated to promote activities that support park
purposes including education, interpretation, and research. The NPS, UVSC, and others would
be able to use the facility for purposes consistent with park mandates, the GMP, and the
proposals established in the DCP. Under this adaptive reuse alternative, Sleeping Rainbow
Ranch would not serve as a visitor contact facility with services such as interpretation,
information, or rest rooms. It would be open only to those individuals and groups who had made
reservations to use the facilities for approved purposes. ‘

Operational goals for the facility are to provide opportunities for groups of up to 24 persons to
participate at any time during the year in multi-day activities with on-site overnight
accommodations including sleeping quarters, food service, and lecture/meeting room. Activities
may include field courses of 2 to 3 weeks duration, conferences, workshops, and retreats. Day-
use groups of up to 35-40 persons should also be accommodated, though not simultaneously with
overnight groups. Facilities for research groups of up to four to five individuals should be
available for use at the same time large groups are using the facility.

The area surrounding the mesa and the road through which the pipeline will pass is characterized
by the trees Pinus edulis and Juniperus osteosperma, and the grasses, Bouteloua gracilis,
Oryzopsis hymenoides, and Stipa spp. The saltbushes present are Atriplex confertifolia and A.
cuneata. Other shrubs present are Ephedra torreyana, Eriogonum corymbosum, Chrysothamnus
viscidiflorus, Artemisia biglovii, Shepherdia rotundifolia, Gutierrezia sarothrae, and
Amelanchier utahensis. Cacti present are Opuntia polyacantha and Scelerocactus parviflorus.

Our data indicate that the following species occur in the Park and could potentially occur in the
project area:

Plants

Barneby reed-mustard (Schoencrombe barnebyi) Endangered
Jones cycladenia (Cycladenia humilis var. jonesii) Threatened
Last Chance townsendia (Townsendia aprica) Threatened
Maguire’s daisy (Erigerion maguirei) Threatened
Western nodding ladies-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) Threatened
Winkler cactus (Pediocactus winkleri) Threatened
San Raphael cactus (Pediocactus despainii) - Endangered
Wright fishhook cactus (Sclerocactus wrightiae) Endangered
Rabbit valley gilia (Gilia caespitosa) Candidate
Animals ' '

Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) Threatened
Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) Candidate
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) Endangered

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) Threatened



[image: image4.png]The National Park Service has no record of threatened, endangered or candidate plants species
within the project area, and recent field examinations of the site by Park staff confirm that none
of the species listed above are found within the project area. Mexican spotted owls have
previously nested at a site approximately 3 km from the project area, and the boundary for the
Primary Activity Area (PAC) for this nesting location is about 1 km from the project area. It is
‘not known if this site is presently occupied.

Mexican spotted owls have not been documented in the project area, however, the project lies
within designated critical habitat for the species. Construction activities will affect a very small
area and will not affect any potential roosting or nesting areas. Further, neither the PAC nor the
historic nesting site of the adjacent owl territory is accessible from the area; even though the nest
and PAC are only a few km from the project area, cliffs preclude entering the PAC from the
project area. We do not believe that individuals using the facility will enter the PAC.

We do not believe that the proposed construction or operation of the facility is likely to have an
adverse affect on any of the primary constituent elements of the critical habitat and hence further
believe that the action would not adversely modify critical habitat.

The Park believes that the project, as proposed, is not likely to adversely affect any protected
species, nor is it likely to adversely modify critical habitat of the Mexican spotted owl. Further,
this project will not impact wetlands or other important fish and wildlife habitat. The Park seeks
the concurrence of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that the proposed action is not likely to
impact federally listed species, proposed species, candidate species, or designated or proposed
critical habitat. With your concurrence, the Park believes that our obligations under the
requirements of Section 7 of the Act will be satisfied.

We appreciate your assistance in an examination of the proposed project. If you have any

questions, please contact Dave Worthington, Park Biologist, at 435.425.3791 x145.

Sincerely,

GNED

Albert J. Hendricks
Superintendent
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TORREY, UTAH 84775

IN REPLY REFER TO:

L3031 (CARE-RM)
July 5, 2002

Henry Maddux

Field Supervisor

U.S. Field and Wildlife Service
2369 W. Orton Circle,

West Valley City, UT 84119

Subject: Informal Section 7 Consultation for a proposal to rehabilitate the Sleeping
: Rainbow Ranch near Pleasant Creek, Capitol Reef National Park, Wayne County,
Utah ‘

Dear Mr. Maddux:

Capitol Reef National Park (Park) requests an informal consultation under section 7 of the U.S.
Endangered Species Act (Act) with regard to a proposal to rehabilitate the Sleeping Rainbow
Ranch near Pleasant Creek. The proposed action would occur entitely on the Park in Wayne
County, Utah, primarily in previously disturbed areas. The project area is located within the 7.5
minute Golden Throne quadrangle at Section 20, Township 30 South, Range 7 East, SLB & M.

The proposéd action is to rehabilitate existing structures on top of a mesa for use as part of an
educational field station. Additionally, a 1200-meter water pipeline would be placed beneath a
roadbed from an existing well near Pleasant Creek to the mesa.

The Sleeping Rainbow Ranch project area consists of approximately 3.5 acres of land, buildings,
utilities, water rights, and access roads along Pleasant Creek about 12 miles south of Fruita,
Utah, in Capitol Reef National Park. The area was homesteaded during the Mormon settlement
period in the late 1800s, and the ranch was most recently used to raise livestock and as a guest
ranch in the late 1960’s. Commercial operations were suspended in the 1970's, and all remaining
rights of the previous owners were quitclaimed to the National Park Service in 1996.

The mesa on which ranch headquarters is located rises 150 feet from the surrounding terrain to
an elevation of 6000 feet. The top of the mesa is approximately 3.5 acres in size. Existing
structures on the mesa include a nine room, cinder block motel; a wood-frame lodge building; a
two room guest house also of frame construction; other ancillary equipment, and a storage shed.

The 1998 Final General Management Plan/EIS for Capitol Reef National Park identified in its




[image: image5.png]Pleasant Creek are part of a multiple property National Register listing. As eligible or listed
archeological sites, those properties will continue to be monitored and protected even
though they are not considered to be part of a Register-eligible historic cultural landscape.

In your review of the enclosed document. please give particular attention to the proposed
Determination of Ineligibility (page 23), management category of the property (page 75).
condition assessment (page 76), and impacts and treatment (pages 76-78). If you agree with
the proposed findings, please indicate your concurrence by signing below and returning this
letter to me. Otherwise. if you have questions or wish to discuss the proposed findings,
please contact Cultural Resources Program Manager Lee Kreutzer at (435) 425-3791 ext.
146.

Thank you for your help with this project.

Sincerely.

)0, Cta

Albert J. Hendricks
Superintendent

Enclosure

T concur with the proposed findings of the Level II Cultural Landscape Inventory, Pleasant
Creek Settlements: Floral Ranch and Sleeping Rainbow Ranch.

Date
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

H4217 (CARE-MR)
January 14, 2003

James L. Dykmann

Deputy Preservation Officer, Archaeology
Utah Division f State History

300 Rio Grande

Salt Lake City, UT 84101-1182

Dear Mr. Dykmann

Capitol Reef National Park requests consultation on the development of a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the proposed development of an
educational facility at the former Sleeping Rainbow Ranch. | have enclosed a
draft MOA for your review and comment. The draft document draws extensively
on the Archeological Research Design and Data Recovery Plan, developed by
Brigham Young University’s Office of Public Archaeology, which you already
have seen and reviewed. Please let me know if you need another copy of that
plan.

You will, of course, have an opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental
Assessment for the project when it is released later this winter.

Please contact me at (435) 425-3791 ext. 146 or by e-mail at

lLee Kreutzeranps.cov if | can be of assistance. | will be leaving my position here
at Capitol Reef National Park on February 7, so if you respond after that date,
please address your correspondence to Tom Clark, Chief of Resource
Management and Science, at the address on this letterhead.

Sincerely,

Lee Kreutzer
Cultural Resources Program Manager

Enclosure
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Director ushs@history.state.ut.us http/history.utah.org

January 23, 2003

Lee Kreutzer

Cultural Resources Program Manager
Capitol Reef National Park

Torrey UT 84775

RE: MOA for Educational Facility at former Sleeping Rainbow Ranch, Capitol Reef National
Park

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 01-0824

Dear Ms. Kreutzer:

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received the referenced information on January 21,
2003. After consideration of the consultation request in behalf of the National Park Service, the

Utah Preservation Office provides the following comments per §36CFR800.

Recommend proceed to final from draft provided. Look forward to executing by signature the
MOA.

This information is provided to assist with Section 106 responsibilities as per §36CFR800. My
email address is: jdykman@utah.gov

Preservation Officer - Archaeology

JLD:01-0824 NPS/AE/MOA/NEW
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

H4217 (CARE-MR)
January 14, 2003

James L. Dykmann

Deputy Preservation Officer, Archaeology
Utah Division f State History

300 Rio Grande

Salt Lake City, UT 84101-1182

Dear Mr. Dykmann

Capitol Reef National Park requests consultation on the development of a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the proposed development of an
educational facility at the former Sleeping Rainbow Ranch. | have enclosed a
draft MOA for your review and comment. The draft document draws extensively
on the Archeological Research Design and Data Recovery Plan, developed by
Brigham Young University’s Office of Public Archaeology, which you already
have seen and reviewed. Please let me know if you need another copy of that
plan.

You will, of course, have an opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental
Assessment for the project when it is released later this winter.

Please contact me at (435) 425-3791 ext. 146 or by e-mail at

lee Kreutzeranps.cov if | can be of assistance. | will be leaving my position here
at Capitol Reef National Park on February 7, so if you respond after that date,
please address your correspondence to Tom Clark, Chief of Resource
Management and Science, at the address on this letterhead.

Sincerely,

Lee Kreutzer
Cultural Resources Program Manager

Enclosure
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January 23, 2003
Lee Kreutzer

Cultural Resources Program Manager
Capitol Reef National Park
Torrey UT 84775

RE: MOA for Educational Facility at former Sleeping Rainbow Ranch, Capitol Reef National
Park

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 01-0824

Dear Ms. Kreutzer:

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received the referenced information on January 21,
2003. After consideration of the consultation request in behalf of the National Park Service, the

Utah Preservation Office provides the following comments per §36CFR800.

Recommend proceed to final from draft provided. Look forward to executing by signature the
MOA.

This information is provided to assist with Section 106 responsibilities as per §36CFR800. My
email address is: jdykman@utah.gov

Preservation Officer - Archaeology

JLD:01-0824 NPS/AE/MOA/NEW







_1136618031.doc
[image: image1.png]United States Department of the Interior

-
L ';N,AT[C NAE»PAI}K SERVICE ! :
(‘T‘APITC L reet naTONAL ARkl | 2|
eC 22000 1 TRREY, UTAH 84775 ! P
o AT I e
IN REPLY REFER TO o SNEY oLl | ! Ny
EE MATIONAL PARK ; -

H4217 (CARE-MR)

November 19. 2002 - "-—A- - B s, 2l i
Barbara Murphy

%
Utah State Historical Society E=ln
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Salt Lake City. UT 84101-1182

Dear Ms. Murphy:

Capitol Reef National Park requests consultation on the findings recommended in the
enclosed Level II Cultural Landscape Inventory report, “Pleasant Creek Settlements: Floral
Ranch and Sleeping Rainbow Ranch.”

The report is the result of a multi-year research project. which was conducted by historians
and historical landscape architects from the Cultural Landscapes Program of the
Intermountain Support Office, Denver. with assistance from Capitol Reef National Park’s
cultural resources program manager. The project entailed historical documentary research,
interviews and correspondence with former residents of the Floral Ranch and Sleeping
Rainbow Ranch, interviews and correspondence with descendants of the original Floral
Ranch settlers, archeological survey. and field examination of buildings, structures, and
grounds.

The National Park Service has determined that the overall condition of the property is fair,
but recommends that the former settlement be determined ineligible as a historic district or
cultural landscape. Research has established that the original buildings and structures
relating to the initial settlement of the area. with the possible exception of one dugout cellar
and a 1937 cabin. have been destroyed and exist now only as historic archeological sites.
Comparisons of existing conditions to those depicted in a 1895 plat and historic photographs
show that access road has been realigned, original landscape patterns have been significantly
altered, and original key landscape features such as orchards have been destroyed. Nearly all
of the extant buildings and structures were constructed by former owner Lurton Knee
between 1940 and 1972. These. likewise, are recommended as ineligible for listing to the
National Register of Historic Places.

Please be aware that the settlement period home sites have been fully documented as
historic archeological sites or as historic components of multi-component archeological
sites. As such. those sites have been determined individually eligible for National Register
listing. For example, the remains of the original Hanks family dugouts on the south side of
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archeological sites, those properties will continue to be monitored and protected even
though they are not considered to be part of a Register-eligible historic cultural landscape.

In your review of the enclosed document. please give particular attention to the proposed
Determination of Ineligibility (page 23), management category of the property (page 75).
condition assessment (page 76), and impacts and treatment (pages 76-78). If you agree with
the proposed findings, please indicate your concurrence by signing below and returning this
letter to me. Otherwise, if you have questions or wish to discuss the proposed findings,
please contact Cultural Resources Program Manager Lee Kreutzer at (435) 425-3791 ext.
146.

Thank you for your help with this project.

Sincerely.

)0, Ct

Albert J. Hendricks
Superintendent

Enclosure

I concur with the proposed findings of the Level II Cultural Landscape Inventory, Pleasant
Creek Settlements: Floral Ranch and Sleeping Rainbow Ranch.
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