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‘ Utah Class IV and VI Landfill Permit Application Form
Part | General Information APPLICANT: PLEASE COMPLETE ALL SECTIONS.

[ Class IVa | /I. Application Type : New Application Facility
Landfill | Class IVb | New Application Renewal Expansion
Type Class VI Application Modification

For Renewal Applications, Facility Expansion Applications and Modifications Enter Current Permit Number

1lI. Facility Name and Location

Legal Name of Facility: Central Valley Landfill

Site Address (street or directions to site) 7213 W. California Ave. [ County

City: State: Utah Zip Code : . Telephone

Salt Lake

City 801-250-1778

Township 1S Range 2 W Section(s) Quarter/Quarter | Quarter Section
9 ‘Section W SW

Main Gate degrees | minutes | seconds | Longitude | Degrees minutes 4 seconds

Latitude 41 10 20 112

V. Facility Owner(s) Information

Legal Name of Facility Owner: Construction Waste Management

Address (mailing) 8630 S. Redwood Rd.

City: State: Utah Zip Code: 84088 Telephone: 801-562-4343
West
Jordan

V. Facility Operator(s) Information

Legal Name of Facifity Operator: Construction Waste Management

Address (mailing) 8630 S: Redwood Rd.

City: State: Utah Zip Code: 84088 Telephone: 801-562-4343

West
Jordan

VI. Property Owner(s) Information

Legal Name of Property Owner: Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility

Address (mailing) 800 W. Central Vailey Rd.

City: Salt | State: Utah Zip Code: 84119 Telephone: 801-973-9100

Lake City

VIl. Contact Information

Owner Contact: Greg Bland : [ Title: Manager

Address {mailing) 8630 S. Redwood Rd.

City: State: Utah Zip Code: 84088 Telephone: 801-801562-4343

West

Jordan

Email Address: greg.bland@hotmail.com Altemnative
Telephone
(cell or
other)801-979-
0010

Operator Contact Jeremy Bland Title:
Operation
Manager

Address (mailing) 8630 S. Redwood Rd.

City: State: Utah Zip Code: 84088 Telephone: 801-562-43-43

West '

Jordan

Email Address: Jeremy@constructionwastemanagement.com Alternative
Telephone
(cell or gther)

Property Owner Contact: Reed Fisher Title: General
_Manager

‘ Address (mailing) 800 W. Central Valley Rd.



Utah

City: Salt | State: Utah Zip Code: 84119 Telephone: 801-973-9100
Lake City
Email Address: fisherr@cvrf.org Altemative
Telephone
(cell or
other)801-580-
9499
Class IV and VI Landfill Permit Application Form
Part | General Information (Continued)
VIII. Waste Types (check ail that | IX. Facility Area
apply)
Landfill will accept all wastes allowed | Facility acres
in Class IV or Vi {andfills Or fandfill Area........cccceevenee £ TS
will accept only the following wastes
Waste Type Combined Disposal Unit
Monofill Unit
Construction & Demolition
Tires
Yard Waste
Animals
Contaminated Soil
Other
Note: Disposal of dead animals must
be approved by the Executive Disposal Area..............ocoriiiiciieeece e acres
Secretary
Design Capacity
YEAIS......coieieiieiiicnerteeree et neeeeseeas
Cubic Yards........ 12700000.........ccoorevceeecrieaceans
L1 T 19050000........ccceurernenmeacenanne
X. Fee and Application Documents
Indicate Documents Attached To This Application Application Fee: Amount $ Class Vi Special
Facility Map or Maps (x) Facility Legal Description (x) Plan of Operation (x) Waste Requirements
Description (x) Ground Water Report (x) Closure Design (x) Cost Estimates (x) Financial Documents
Assurance required by UCA
19-6-108(9) and
(19)
| HEREBY. CERTIFY THAT THIS INFORMATION AND ALL ATTACHED PAGES ARE
CORRECT AND COMPLETE.
Signature of Authorized Owner Title: Manager Date: 11-16-2009
Representative
Name typed or printed

Address: 8630 S. Redwood Rd.

Signature of Authorized Land Owner
Representative- (if - appliwble)

Nametyped or printed

Title: General Manager

Date: 11-16-2009

Reed N. Fisher

Address: 800 W. Central Valley Rd.

Signature of Authorized Operator
Representative (if applicable)

Title: Operations Manager

8630 S. Redwood Rd.

Date: 11-16-2009




PROVEN MARKET ANALYSIS
INFORMATION

UCA
Title 19 Chapter 6

Section 108 (10)



UCA
Title 19 Chapter 6

Section 108 (10)

A. Evidence that there is a proven market for this facility can be shown by quantities
already being accepted by this C & D landfill as a class 4(b). Also provided is a chart
by the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste Division (see attached sheet #1)

The source for a C & D landfill is construction and demolition debris.
Quantities are between 500 to 3,000 ton per day. Price ranges are
between $14.00 and $18.90 per ton depending on which facility is used.
The need for Central Valley Landfill is for competitive pricing rather than
a monopoly by one company because of the lack of a second facility.
There are no other sites in the Salt Lake valley other than Mountainview
Landfill and Central Valley Landfill.

B. Description of benefits to the public

1.

ii.

iii.

iv.

The need for an additional landfill site is essential because
Mountainview Landfill is almost filled to capacity and there is no
additional land available in the landfill overiay plan for Salt Lake City.
Recycling at Central Valley Landfill is removing steel, copper, metals
and other materials. The recycling.of green material is used by Central
Valley Water Reclamation Facility.

The crushing of asphalt and concrete will reduce the material at the
landfill site.

There are no other sites available in the landfill overlay plan.

C. Compliance history (see attached sheet #2)



Thow. 1\

2008 Non-hazardous Solid Waste Disposal for Utah facilities:

Facilities - Municipal
Tons

"~ ClassI |
Facilities 1 611,261

" ClassI

+ Facilities 25’077

 ClassI
Facilities
ClassIV. "
Facilities

ey
Facilities 629.876

" Class VI S
Fac111t1es

' Totals* - 2266214

industrial . C/D Total  Recycling Number |

Tons o Tons Tons Tons of '
58,082 110 004 1,779, 346 . 20,737 21
604 _ 11,806 37488 1,094 10
852,633 852,639 450 20
'176,757 176,757 2,368 31
548,151 2,413 1180440 0 8
639,284 639,284 i 11,871 8
1459470 940264 4665954 36520 g
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Department of
Environmental Quality
Amanda Smith
EXxecutive Director
State of Utah
DIVISION OF SOLID AND
HAZARDOUS WASTE
GARY HERBERT .
Governor Denmsf R. Downs
Director
GREG BELL
Lieutenant Governor
November 9, 2009

Reed N. Fisher, General Manager

Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility
800 Central Valley Road

Salt Lake City, Utah 84119

and

Greg Bland .
Construction Waste Management
8630 South Redwood Road '
West Jordan, Utah 84088

RE: CVWREF Construction Debris Landfill Inspection

Dear Mr. Fisher and Mr. Bland:

. An inspection of the Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility Class IVb Landfill was conducted by our
' staff on November 2, 2009. The construction and demolition waste landfill appears to be well operated.
Negligible municipal or other prohibited waste was observed. Fencing and signs were in place.
Inspections of waste loads are being performed at more than the required frequency. The waste was
adequately covered with soil and the working face was of reasonable size. A minor amount of windblown
litter was observed outside the fence. A waste inspection form is enclosed for your records.

Thank you for your efforts to operate the landfill in compliance with current regulations. If you have
questions regarding this or other solid waste issues, please contact Phil Burns or Ralph Bohn at
801-538-6170.

Sincerely,
Original Document signed by Dennis R. Downs on 11/9709

Dennis R. Downs, Executive Secretary
Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste Control Board

DRD/PEB/kk
Enclosure: CVWRF Landfill Inspection Report

c: Gary Edwards, MS, Health Officer, Salt Lake Valley Health Department
Jeremy Bland, Landfill Manager

‘ - TN200901145

288 North 1460 West « Salt Lake City, UT
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 144880 « Salt Lake City, UT 841144880
Telephone (801) 538-6170 - Fax (801) 538-6715 « T.D.D. (801) 5364414
wunw.deq.utah.gov
Printed on 100% recycled paper



Utah Class IV and Vi Landfill Permit Application Checklist

Important Note: The following checklist is for the pemmit application and addresses only the
requirements of the Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste. Other federal, state, or local agencies may
have requirements that the facility must meet. The applicant is responsible to be informed of, and meet,
any applicable requirements. Exampies of these requirements may include obtaining a conditional use
permit, a business license, or a storm water permit. The applicant is reminded that obtaining a permit
under the Solid Waste Permitting and Management Rules does not exempt the facility from these other
requirements.

An application for a permit to construct and operate a landfill is the documentation that the landfill will be
located, designed, constructed, and operated to meet the requirements of Rules R315-305 of the Utah
Solid Waste Permitting and Management Rules and the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste Act (UCA 19-6-
101 through 123). The application should be written to be understandable by regulatory agencies, landfill
operators, and the general public. The application should also be written so that the landfill operator,
after reading it, wifl be abie to operate the landfill according to the requirements with a minimum of
additional training.

Copies of the Solid Waste Permitting and Management Rules, the Utah Solid and Hazardous Waste Act,
along with many other useful guidance documents can be obtained by contacting the Division of Solid
and Hazardous Waste at 801-538-6170. Most of these documents are available on the Division's web
page at www.hazardouswaste.utah.gov. Guidance documents can be found at the solid waste section
portion of the web page.

When the application is determined to be complete, the original complete apptication and one copy of the
complete application are required along with an electronic copy.

Part il Application Checklist

l Fac:llty General Information - .. i - s

tur ;Descnptlon of Item e AT © "Locatiom:in.

e el v ' - Documeit

la. General Informatlon AII Facuhhes - R

o . - - e,

Completed Part | General |nformahon form above Original Application
General description of the facility (R315-310-3(1)(b)) Page 1

Legal description of property (R315-310-3(1)(c)) Page 2, no. 3
Proof of ownership, lease agreement, or other mechanism (R315-310-3(1)(c)) Appendix A

If the permit application is for a Class IV landfill, a demonstration that the landfill is Page 2. no. 4
not a commercial facility ge <. no.
Waste type and antigipated daily volume (R315-310-3(1)(d)) Page 2,n0.5
Intended schedule of construction (R315-302-2(2)(a)) Page 3, no. 6
Ib. General Infen'natlon - New Or Laterally Expandmg Famhhes |
Documentation that the Hlstoncal Survey requirements of R315-302-1(2)(f) have Appendix B
been met (R315-305-4(1)(b)(vi)) P

Name and address of all property owners within 1000 feet of the facmty boundary Table 1
(R315-310-3(2)(i))

Documentation that a notice of intent to apply for a permit has been sent to all Appendix C

property owners listed above (R315-310-3(2)(ii))

Page [ of 5 (rev. 9/2007)




Utah Class IV and VI Landfill Permit Application Checklist

A Faclluty General Information

.. Location'in

Descnptlon of Item B s _
: - ' = "Document
l:;{(azr)r;:' )(;f the local government wrth junsdlctlon over the facility site (R315—31 0- Page 3, no. 10
Ic Location Standards:hew Or Laterally Expandmg Class IVa T
_Landfills-(R315-305-4(1)(a )):
Land use compatibility

Maps showing the existing land use, topography, residences, parks,

monuments, recreation areas or wildemess areas within 1000 feet of the Figure 4 an 5

site boundary

Certifications that no ecologically or scientifically significant areas or Appendix D

endangered species are present in site area P

Maps showing the location of dwellings, residential areas, other Figure 3

structures, and historic structures. 9

List of airports within five miles of facility and distance to each Page 5, F

Geology

Geologic maps showing significant geologic features, faults, and unstable
areas

Geotechnical Report

Maps showing site soils

Geotechnical Report

Surface water

Magnitude of 24 hour 25 year and 100 year storm events Table 7
| Average annual rainfail Table 7
Maximum elevation of flood waters proximate to the facility | Figure 2
Maximum elevation _qf flood water from 100 year flood for waters Figure 2
proximate to the facility
Wetlands Appendix D
Ground water Table 4
Id. -Location Standards - New Ori_aterally Expandrng Class IVb
and Vi Landfils o i
Filoodplains as specified in R315—302-1(2)(c)(n) (R315—305-4(1)(b)(|)) Figure 2
Wetlands as specified in R315-302-1(2)(d) (R315-305-4(1)(b)(ii)) Appendix D
The-landfill is located.so that the lowest level of waste is at least ten feet above ngggﬁf:kﬁ;?ey

the-historical high level of ground water (R315-305-4(1)(b)fiii))

Health: Department

Geology as specified in R315-302-1(2)(b)(i) and (iv) (R315-305-4(1)(b)(iv))

See Gewotechnical

Report

~le.-=.Additional Location Standards - New Or Laterally Expanding
-~ "-Class Vb and VI Landfills. Or Landfills Requesting That Dead
-Animals Be Added As A New Waste Stream (R315—305-—

4(1)E)V)

BN

Maps showing the exnstmg land use, topography residences, parks monuments
recreation areas of wilderness areas within 1000 feet of the site boundary

Figures 1,4 and 5

Page 2 of 5

. (rev. 9/2007)



Utah Class IV and VI Landfill Permit Application Checklist

L Faclllty General Information

Location In

N . Descnptuon of Iterﬁ
- -. - e Document.
Certifications that no ecologically or scientifically significant areas or endangered .
. o Appendix B

species are present in site area
Maps showing the location of dwellmgs residential areas, other structures, and Figure 3 and Page 5,
historic structures. no. E
Lxst of airports within five miles of facility and distance to each Page 5,n0. F
# ~ Plan Of Operatlons AII Facmtles (R31 5-31 0-3(1)(e) ‘and R315— _

302-2(2)) S S 3 B _ ) -
Descniption of on-snte waste handling procedures and an example of the form that
will be used to record the weights or volumes of waste received (R315-302-2(2)(b) | Page 11, no. A
And R315-310-3(1)(f))
Schedule for conducting inspections and monitoring, and examples of the forms
that will be used to record the results of the inspections and monitoring (R315- Page 12, no. B
302-2(2)(c), R315-302-2(5)(a), and R315-310-3(1)(g))
Contingency plané in the event of a fire or explosion (R315-302-2(2)(d)) Page 13, no. C
Plan to control fugitive dust generated from roads, construction, general Page 13. no. D
operations, and covering the waste (R315-302-2(2)(g)) ge 13, no.
Pian for lettér control and collection (R315-302-2(2)(h)} Page 13, no. E
Procedures for excluding the receipt of prohibited hazardous or PCB containing Page 14, no. F

waste (R315-302-2(2)(j))

Procedures for controlling disease vectors (R315-302-2(2)(k))

Page 13, nos. D and
E

A plan for alternative waste handling (R315-302-2(2)(1)) na

.. . . Page 16, no. H and
A general training and safety plan for site operations (R315-302-2(2)(0)) Appendix F
Any recycling programs planned at the facility (R315-303-4(6)) Page 17, no. |

Any other site specific information pertaining to the plan of operation required by
the Executive Secretary (R315-302-2(2)(0))

None required

=lg Additional Plan:Of* Operation Requwements ClassIVa
- Fagilities

Correstive.action pragrams to be mltlated if ground water is contaminated (R315-
302-2(2)(e))

na

u Facility Technical information”. - - B

lla. Maps All:Facilities -

Topographic map drawn to the required scale with contours showing the
boundaries of the landfill unit, ground water monitoring well locations, gas
monitoring points, and the borrow and fill areas (R315-310-4(2)(a)(i))

Figures 4 and 5

Page 3 of 5

(rev. 9/2007)




Utah Class IV and Vi Landfill Permit Application Checklist

L Facnllty General Informatlon
C A Descnptlonofltem

Location In -
-Document -

Most recent U.S. Geological Survey topographic map, 7-1/2 minute series,
showing the waste facility boundary; the property boundary; surface drainage
channels; any existing utilities and structures within one-fourth mile of the site;
and the direction of the prevailing winds (R315-310-4(2)(a)(ii))

Figures 4 and 5

(=

IIb. Geohydrological Assessment Class IVa Landf lIs (R315—31 0-
4(2)(b)) - :

Local and regional geology and hydrology including faults, unstable slopes and

subsidence areas on site (R315-310-4(2)(b)(i)) na
Evaluation of bedrock and soil types and properties including permeability rates na
(R315-310-4(2)(b)(ii))

Depth to ground water (R315-310-4(2)(b)iii}) na
Quantity, location, and construction of any private or public wells on-site or within na
2,000 feet of the facility boundary (R315-310-4(2)(b)(v))

Tabulation of all water rights for ground water and surface water on-site and within na
2,000 feet of the facility boundary (R315-310-4(2)(b)(vi))

Identification and description of all surface waters on-site and within one mile of na
the facility boundary (R315-310-4(2)(b)(vii))

For an existing facility, identification of impacts upon the gfound water and surface na
water from leachate discharges (R315-310-4(2)(b)(viii))

Calculation of site water balance (R31 5-310-4(2)(b)(ix)) na

'_Ilc Engmeenng Report, Plans Spectf cations And. Calculatlons -
A Facilities o

Unit design to include cover design; f Il methods; and elevation of ﬁnal cover
including plans and drawings signed and sealed by a professional engineer
registered in the State of Utah, when required (R315-310-3(1)(b) and R315-310-

A(2)(c)(ii))

Page 8, no. 3 and
Figure 8

Design and location of run-on and run-off control systems (R315-310-4(2)(c)(viii))

Table 7

Anticipated facility life and the basis for calculating the facility's life (R315-310-
4(2)(c)iD))

Table 8 and Page 10,
no.F

Engineering reports required to meet the location standards of R315-305-4
including documentation of any demonstration or exemption made for any location
standard (R315-310-4(2)(c)({))

Permit Application
from Salt:Lake Valley
Heatlth Department

Identification of borrow sources for final cover (R315-310-4(2)(c)(iv))

All borrow is from on-
site sources, Page 8,
G

Run-off collection, treatment, and disposal and documentation to show that any
treatment system is being or has been reviewed by the Division of Water Quality
{R315-310-4(2)(c)(v) and R315-310-3(1)(1))

Table 7 and currently
under review

Ild. . Closure Requirements - All Facilities

Page 4 of 5

(rev. 972007)




Utah Class IV and VI Landfill Permit Application Checklist

[A Faclhty General lnfonnataon

Location!'ln....,h._.____

Descnptlon -of ttem _
- . . Document

CLOSURE PLAN (R315-310-3(1)(h)) Page 18,V
Closure schedule (R315-310-4(2)(d)(i)) Page 18, no. A
Design of final cover (R315-310-4(2)(c)iii)) Page 19, no. B
Capacity of site in volume and tonnage (R315-310-4(2)(d)(ii)) Table 8
Final inspection by regulatory agencies (R315-310-4(2)(d)(iii)) Page, 19B
lle. Post-Closure Requirements- All Facilities - T :
POST-CLOSURE CARE PLAN (R315-310-3(1)(h)) Page 19. IV
Changes to record of title, land use, and zoning restrictions (R315-310-4(2)(e)(ii)) | Page 19, A
Maintenance activit_ifzs to maintain cover and run-on/run-off control systems Page 20, B
(R315-310-4(2)(e)iii))
List the namta-,. addre;s. and telephone number of the person or office to gontact Page21, C
about the facility during the post-closure care period (R315-310-4(2)(e)(vi))
lIif. - Financial-Assurance - All.Facilities (R315-310-3(1)(i)) .
{dentification of closure costs including cost c;alculaﬁons (R315-310-4(2)(d)Xiv)) | -Table 9
Identification of post-closure care costs including cost calculations (R315-310- Table 9

4(2)(e)iv))

Identification of the financial assurance mechanism that meets the requirements
of Rule R315-309 and the date that the mechanism will become effective (R315-
309-1(1))

Still to be determined

NAALL\SWS-FormPermii Application forms\2007_Class |V _& _V1_spplication_snd_checklist.doc

Page 5 of 5

(rev. 9/2007)




CENTRAL VALLEY LANDFILL

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT
TO OPERATE A

CLASS VI LANDFILL

UTAH DIVISION OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

November 2009



’ - UTAH DIVISION of SOLID and HAZARDOUS WASTE

APPLICATION for a PERMIT to OPERATE a CLASS VI LANDFILL

November 2009
L. FACILITY INFORMATION
A. General Information
1. General description of the facility

The owner Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility Board
(CVWRF) proposes to change our Class VI landfill, (a
construction and demolition waste landfill), into a Class VI
commercial landfill, in accordance with Utah Administrative Code
R315 through 320 as revised February 1, 2007. The facility will
serve the CVWRF’s service area, which consists of population
centers along the Wasatch Front from Ogden to Provo and from
Park City to Tooele. As a Class VI landfill the facility will not
accept waste from a conditionally exempt small quantity generator
of hazardous waste. The facility will accept all types of
‘ construction and demolition waste materials that will be placed and
compacted in the landfill as it is received. At closure, the top
surface will have an elevation of about 4,434 feet above Mean Sea
Level (msl) or an average of 210 feet above the existing grades.

Construction and demolition waste includes materials, such as,
concrete, asphalt paving, asphalt roofing, lumber, gypsum board,
soil, rock and fines as well as general composite construction and
demolition waste materials that would be difficult to separate.
Generally speaking, the construction and demolition waste stream
represents about 12 percent of the community’s total municipal
solid waste (msw)'.

The site is located at 7213 West California Avenue (1300 South),
adjacent to the future extension of 7200 West. The landfill is in
the landfill zone which is in close proximity to several other
landfills. These currently operating waste facilities include the
City/County landfill and composting operations, Waste
Management landfill and ET Technologies soil remediation
facility. To the west there are a number of closed landfills and the
Kennecott tailings pond. Located to the east are the Lee Kay
Waterfowl Management Area wetlands that were constructed as a

. mitigation measure for construction predecessor of the Salt Lake
City and county landfill.



Legal description of the property

Following is a surveyor’s legal description of the property:
“Beginning at a point North 8§9°52°16” West 55.00 feet from the
East Quarter Comer of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 2
West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, and running thence North
89°52°16” West 1261.24 feet to the East 1/16 corner of said
Section 16; thence North 00°00°54” West 2643.87 feet; thence
North 89°54°19” East 924.35 feet; thence South 87°13°56” East
160.20 feet; thence North 89°54°19” East 150.00 feet; thence South
45°03°44” East 36.79 feet; thence South 00°01°47” East 1273.96
feet; thence South 00°02°13” East 1340.80 feet to the point of the
beginning.

Containing 3,334,023.91 square feet equaling 76.593 acres.”
Proof of ownership

The property contains three parcels that are listed (parcels 14-16-
20001, 14-16 20012) with the Salt Lake County Recorders Office.
As indicated by the Recorder’s most recent records, the property is
owned by CVWRF. Total acreage of these three parcels is about
76.6 acres.

Demonstration that the facility is proposed as a Class VI
commercial facility.

The construction and demolition waste (Class VI) landfill will be
owned by Construction Waste Management, LLC (CWM).
CVWRF currently owns the site and conducts composting
operations of its biosolids on site and a Class VI construction and
demolition landfill. The Class VI facility will be operated and
managed by Construction Waste Management, LLC (CWM).

Waste type and anticipated daily volumes

As a Class VI landfill, the only waste types that are acceptable are
concrete, asphalt paving, asphalt roofing, lumber, gypsum board,
soil, rock and fines, general composite construction and demolition
waste materials that would be difficult to separate. Estimates of
the volume of construction and demolition waste materials that
will be received on a daily basis range from 1,000 tons to 3,000
tons per day. The landfill will operate six (6) days per week 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. or as necessary to meet waste hauler demands.



10.

Anticipated schedule of construction

The construction and demolition landfill will be constructed over
the next 40 plus/minus years depending on the economy, new
construction replacing old facilities, such as the Cottonwood Mall
in 2008, and state and county road construction projects. Current
planning is for the landfill to be constructed in five (5) phases.
This will permit individual closure of each phase to provide a more
aesthetic appearance as the land filling process is accomplished.

Historical survey documentation

During February 2008, P-III Associates conducted an intensive
cultural resources inventory of the proposed landfill site. The
scope of work included both a file search and field investigations.
There were no sites that could be considered significant on the
parcel; therefore, the consultant recommended that no additional
cultural resource investigations be conducted. The consultant’s
final report was submitted to the State Historic Preservation
Officer and no comments were received. A complete copy of
Cultural Resources Report 5305-01-20803 is included as Appendix
B.

Names and addresses on all property owners within 1,000 feet of
the proposed Class VI landfill are given in Table 1.

As noted above, the project is located in a relatively open space
environment. Actually, there are no domestic dwellings with a
half-mile of this site. The Salt Lake County Records Office lists
nine property owners within the application permit 1,000-foot
notification specification. Major property owners include the State
of Utah and Kennecott Utah Copper. The 1,000-foot perimeter
line is also indicated on Figure 1.

Notification of the permit application to neighboring property
owners

Documentation that a notice of intent to apply for a Class VIb
Landfill Permit was performed by sending the nine (9) property
owners a letter indicating CVWREF’s intent to construct a Class VI
landfill by registered/returned mail receipt. Copies of the mailing
are included in Appendix C.

Name of the local governing body with jurisdiction over the Class
VI landfill site



The landfill site falls within the jurisdiction of Salt Lake City,
Utah.

A

IL. LOCATION STANDARDS
A. Location of 100-year floodplain

Location of the 100-year floodplain was taken from the Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FILM Number 49035C0275 E; effective date September 21,
2001 published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency FEMA).
This map indicates a 100-year flood can occur along the Lee Creek
channel. Areas of the 100-year floodplain are shown in the vicinity of the
northwest corner of the landfill site, but the FILM does not give actual
base flood elevations. However, the culvert crossing the intersection at
1300 South 7200 West could represent a hydraulic flow restriction causing
some flooding in this area. Based on the FILM a floodplain elevation of
4222.5-feet above msl is expected which is about 2-feet below the lowest
final grade at the landfill site. The FILM 100-year floodplain is shown on
Figure 2. '

B. Wetlands and endangered species determinations

Wetland delineation was conducted on the proposed landfill site to

determine whether any portion of" the property may be considered

wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). The

results of the delineation indicate that there may be approximately 9.59

acres of “suspect” wetlands on the property. Of the “suspect” wetlands it

appears that approximately 7.71 acres may be considered jurisdictional

and the remaining 1.88 acres may be considered isolated by the US Army

Corps of Engineers (ACOE). A final decision as to the jurisdiction will be

made by the ACOE after its field verification of the site. The Wetland
Delineation Report is included as Appendix D.

A decision has been made by the owner to fill the “suspect” wetlands to
maximize the capacity of the landfill site. In doing so, the owner
acknowledges that it will need to negotiate with the ACOE as to the extent
and type of wetlands replacement, i.e. wetland banking, necessary to be in
compliance with the CWA. This is a long and complicated process and in
order to forward with this application for a permit to operate a Class VI
landfill, the owner agrees to comply with any final determination by the
ACOE as to the extent and nature of mitigations required.

C. Groundwater separation from bottom fill layer



Historical groundwater contour elevations at the proposed landfill site
range from about 4219.50 at the north end to 4216.500 near the south end
of the property®. These elevations were further verified during installation
of six (6) groundwater-monitoring wells required by the Salt Lake County
Health Department (see Table 2 for depth to groundwater at the six (6)
groundwater monitoring well locations). Due to the sloping nature of the
ground surface, an average depth to groundwater from existing grade is
about five (5) to seven (7) feet at the present time.

To permit initial excavation of the site to clear surface vegetation and poor
soils, an exemption from the customary 10-foot (R302-2(e) (B)) separation
between groundwater and the lowest elevation of the fill materials was
requested from the Salt Lake Valley Health Department (SLVHD). The
exemption was granted largely due to the poor quality of groundwater in
the vicinity of the landfill site and the low moisture content of construction
and demolition waste materials. However, the depth of excavation will be
limited to the extent of the five-foot separation between the waste and
groundwater is maintained.

. Site hydrogeology

The landfill project site lies between two (2) drainage areas: Lee Creek
and Kersey Creek. Both act as drainage conduits for storm water in the
area of State Highway 201 and 5600 West (storm water from Salt Lake
City and West Valley City). Of the two creeks, Lee Creek has the largest
capacity for winter flows at about 100 cubic feet per second (cfs) whereas
Kersey Creek winter flows typically do not exceed 40 cfs®. Due to the
northeasterly slope of the site, about one half of the storm water runoff
will ultimately drain into Lee Creek. The remainder will flow toward
Kersey Creek which ties into the East C-7 Ditch before entering the Great
Salt Lake.

Surface water quality is mostly poor due to the alkaline nature of the
surface soils. Studies of surface water quality were obtained during the
Kennecott Tailings Pond Expansion Environmental Impact statement
(EIS)* and over twenty years of Storret® water quality data for Lee and
Kersey creeks are summarized in Table 3.

. Neighboring land uses

Neighboring land uses with 0.25-mile of the landfill site include open
space, agricultural, and mining. Several active as well as closed landfills
border the site. The proposed landfill site is also within Salt Lake City’s
Landfill Overlay District as indicated on Figure 3. The only active
neighbor within the 0.75-mile criteria is Waste Management’s
construction and demolition waste landfill.



F. Distance to nearest local turbojet as well as piston-type airport

The nearest regional airport capable of accommodating turbojet engines as
well as piston-type aircraft is the Salt Lake International Airport. This
airport is located to the northeast of the proposed landfill site at a line-of-
sight distance of about 8.96-miles or 47,310-feet. Propeller type aircraft
also fly in and out of the Salt Lake International Airport.

III. FACILITY TECHNICAL INFORMATION
A. Topographic features

The existing site is a rectangular shaped parcel located in the upper half-
quarter section of Section 16 Township I, Range 2 East at about 1300
South 7300 West in Salt Lake City, Utah. The site is relatively flat with
areas of seasonal ponds (winter only) and some potentially “suspect”
wetlands areas. Overall slope across the site is from south to north at
about 0.15 feet per 100 feet.

CVWRF currently operates the site as a Class VI landfill and chipping
compost manufacturing facility. The site has a large concrete pad (900-
feet x 450-feet) and a 100-feet x 60-feet metal building used for equipment
storage. The remaining portions of the site are undeveloped and vegetated
with native grasses, sagebrush and weeds. This site is also located within
the Salt Lake City Landfill Overlay District.

Topographic features as well as contour elevations are shown on Figures 4
and 5.

B. Hydro-geologic assessment

As discussed in the section on water quality, hydrology at this site was
highly influenced by the sedimentary deposits of Lake Bonneville. These
sediments have overlaid bedrock over millions of years. There are three
(3) principal aquifers in the Great Salt Lake area: the Bedrock Aquifer, the
confined Principal Aquifer and the unconfined/confined Shallow Aquifer.
All aquifers are present at the proposed construction and demolition waste
landfill site. The Bedrock Aquifer is overlain by more than 1,200 feet of
sediment in the vicinity of the Kennecott tailings pond. The Shallow
Aquifer also extends at least 100 feet below ground surface as reported in
the Geotechnical Report.

The principal water supply wells and the source protection zones together
with the recharge areas adjacent the Oquirrh Mountain Range is shown on
Figure 6. The protected zones include: 1) 100-foot critical zone, 2)
bacteriological zone (250-feet), 3) the monitoring required zone and 4) the



15-year pollutant travel zone. These protected zones are well outside the
project’s area of influence and as a result, the project will not have any
impact on drinking water resources.

Overall groundwater flow in the -Shallow Aquifer is to the northwest,
towards the Great Salt Lake; however, some local groundwater to and
discharges into topographic lows that occur in the vicinity of the site,
which is reflected in the presence of evaporative flats, wetlands, ponds and
drainage canals. The average horizontal hydraulic conductivity in the area
of the Great Salt Lake is at least two to three times greater than the vertical
hydraulic conductivity. Groundwater flow gradient in the vicinity of the
landfill site is shown on Figure 7 included in the Groundwater Monitoring
Plan.

Estimated hydraulic conductivities in the Bedrock Aquifer range from
1x10™ to 1x10™" centimeters per second (cm/s)’. An average hydraulic
conductivity of 6x10-6 cm/s* has been reported for the Principal Aquifer in
the Great Salt Lake area. The Shallow Aquifer vertical permeabilities
range from about 2x107 cm/s to 4x107° cmy/s*.

Groundwater quality is generally poor below the site. TDS typically
ranges between 4,000 and 28,000 mg/l well about Utah standards for
beneficial uses and wells (less than 1,000 mg/I°) that usually only draw
water from just above the bedrock layer near Magna. A summary of
groundwater quality characteristics is given in Table 4.

C. Plans, specifications and calculations

Design of the construction and demolition waste landfill consists of plans,
specifications and engineering calculations necessary to support the
design. The plan set includes general, civil and landscape drawings (full
set of 33 full-size drawings plus two 3-D sheets to show the visual aspects
of the project). Calculations are provided for hydrology, slope stability
and total volume of each phase of construction are provided in Appendix
E.

D. Unit design features
l. Liquefaction, seismic slope stability and erosion potential

The landfill design will be an elevated mound. Basic seismic
design criteria were established in the geotechnical report by
Y? Geotechnical, P.C. A generalized dynamic response
analysis was performed using commonly accepted
geotechnical ground acceleration values. These design



criteria were subsequently to calculate liquefaction and slope
stability

e Liquefaction: According to the Salt Lake County
liquefaction map, this site is in an area classified as
having high potential for liquefaction. A preliminary
analysis of liquefaction by Y? Geotechnical, P.C.
indicates a potential for up to 4.5-inches of
differential settlement at the surface at closure.

e Secismic slope stability: The Initially, site fill was
analyzed for a slope of 2H:1V (horizontal to vertical0
Extending to an elevation of 300-feet above ground
surface. The 2H:V slope was determined to have a
stability safety factor of 1.44 (typically an FS of 1.3 is
considered safe), which is actually conservative since
the total fill high is only 200-feet.

e Erosion potential: Erosion potential of the proposed
vegetative soil cover layer of the final cover at the
end of the 30-year post-closure period was estimated
using the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE)®. The
USLE estimates soil loss in tons per acre. The results
of these calculations are presented in Table 5 for both
3H:1V and 2H:1V slopes. The projected erosion,
approximately of 0.6 inches of over 30-years, would
be relatively small amount of the proposed 24-inches
of final soil cover layer.

Fill methods

Construction and demolition waste materials will be placed
and spread in layers not exceeding two-feet in compacted
total thickness. FEach layer of waste materials will be
compacted into active the active face of the fill at the end of
each operating day. A clean stockpile of soil material (about
5,000 yd3 ) will be maintained on-site to address fires, odors,
litter, and vector problems, if they occur.

The landfill will be constructed in phases (five phases total)
starting from the southern end of the property and
progressing northward. The initial phases will increase a
final elevation of about 4,334-feet above msl at which time
final cover layers will be placed over the final grade on
slopes of the completed initial fill. Final cover will also be
placed on each interim phase as they reach final grades. This



will facilitate closure in a progressive manner and minimize
the unsightliness of uncompleted final cover areas.

Final cover design

Design of the final cover for the construction and
demolition waste landfill is based on regulations of the
permitting agencies.  Both agencies with permitting
authority in Salt Lake County, i.e., the State Department of
Solid and Hazardous Waste (SDSHW) and the Salt Lake
Valley Health Department (SLVHD) having differing
requirements for construction and demolition landfills. For
example, cover specification cited in the SDSHW
regulations for a construction and demolition landfill
requires that the landfill be closed by 1) leveling the waste
to extend practicable, 2) covering the waste with a
minimum of two-feet of soil, including six-inches of
topsoil, 3) contouring the cover as specified in Subsection
R3150303-3(4)(a)(1)(b), and 4) seeding the cover with grass
other shallow rooted vegetation or other native vegetation
approved by the Executive Secretary.

On the other hand SLVHD (Regulation #1, subpart 4.1.5(it)
p,q.r and s) requires that 6-inches of compacted cover to be
placed daily, or as often as required by the Director, after
compaction of the waste material to smallest practical
volume. Cells that will not have additional waste placed on
them for 30 days will be covered with 12-inches of
compacted cover material. At final closure, or within 12-
months after receiving the last load of waste materials
within a particular phase of construction, the operator will
cover the completed section with at least 2-feet of
compacted final cover material. The final cover layer of
the landfill on any completed portion of the landfill will
also be vegetated to minimize erosion and maximize
evapotranspiration.

Following discussions with both agency staff members, the
following cover design criteria were established,

e Since the waste is construction and demolition
materials that are less susceptible to the problems
posed by MSW, such as, vectors, odors, dust, etc.,
daily cover at the exposed face of the landfill will
not be required,
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e Total cross section of the final cover will consist of
a layer of native material which has hydraulic
conductivity of 1 x 10® cm/sec as determined by
field tests. Compacting the native soils for the final
cover layer to 90 — 95 percent relative density will

" ensure a final permeability of 1 x 10%  Total
thickness of the final cover layer will be 24-inches.

e A soil amendment (composted biosolids) will be
incorporated into the top 6-inches and seeded with
native grasses (see specification on Drawing L1001)
to minimize infiltration and erosion of the final
cover layer.

A cross-section of the final cover design is on Figure 8. The cover
layers will be placed into two separate operations. First, a layer of
low hydraulic conductivity material of 18-inches will be &)laced
covering the fill. To obtain this level of permeability of 10™ c/s,
final cover material will be compacted to 90 percent to insure that
surface water (precipitation) does not enter the fill material and
become trapped in construction and demolition waste material
above the foundation (bottom) layer. The initial final cover layer
will be placed on completed sections/phases as the landfill phases
are completed.

For protection from erosion, a second and final vegetative cover
layers will be placed on top of the impermeable layer. This layer
will consist of a mix of soil, for stability, and organize material
(biosolids) to support vegetative growth. The final vegetative
cover layer will be placed and seeded after final grading,
compaction and testing of the low hydraulic conductivity layer is
completed at closure of each phase of the project.

Sufficient quantities of both soil materials are available on site
from the excavation of the original grade. Quantities of the final
cover layers are given in Table 6.

E. Design and location of run-on/run-off control systems

Proposed elevations of new landfill site along the perimeter fencing will
be above existing ground elevation. Consequently, run-on will not be an
issue for this project. Conversely, run-off, especially due to the
impervious nature of the final cover must be addressed. Initially, until
phases 1, 2, and 3 have been completed, all run-off will be collected and
conveyed to a storm water retention pond at the north end of the site. This
will provide containment of any sediment and pollutants from discharging
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from the perimeter of the site as well as collection and treatment of storm
water draining from any active fill areas. During the initial phases of the
project, Drainage channels and temporary piping will convey storm water
run-off to the retention pond.

All drainage facilities will be designed to convey peak flows from a 25-
year storm event with 30-minute duration at the landfill site. Since data
was not available for 25-year design event storm event, 10 and 100-year
storms’ were adjusted to provide an equivalent value of 0.835 inches per
30-minute period.

Design calculations are included in Appendix E. Table 7 shows the sizing
of hydraulic conduits required for drainage of the site.

Upon completion phases 1, 2, and 3 surface run-off from the top surface
and side slopes will be conveyed to Lee Creek and Kersey Creek as shown
on Drawings C1004, C1005, and C1006. Storm water retention ponds
designed to control sediments are included in the final site plan (this
design is consistent with Storm Water Pollution Plans for construction
projects over five-acres as required by the Clean Water Act).

. Anticipated facility life

Anticipated life of the proposed landfill facility is difficult to gauge. This
is due to the variability of incoming waste volumes and the amount of
recycling that can be accomplished on site. Current estimates of incoming
materials from the service area are about 6 pounds per person per day® of
which 12 percent represents construction and demolition waste. Suing
figure as a guide and the population the Wasatch Front area, a daily
volume of construction and demolition waste that could be generated was
estimated. Obviously, there are other choices for disposal of this material,
such, as other landfills, recycling and deconstruction. The owner/operator
indicates that this landfill may experience a daily input volume of between
1,500 and 3,000 tons of construction and demolition waste per day.
Converting this figure to volume represents between 2,025 yd® and 4,050
yd’, an average of 3,040 yd’ per day.

Calculations of fill volumes and life for each of the five phases are
summarized in Table 8. ‘ These estimates and time lines are also subject to
the construction and demolition activity along the Wasatch Front as well
as the amount of recycling that can be accomplished.

. ldentification of borrow material (impermeable layer and soil) for final
cover
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Borrow material (impermeable layer and vegetative soil) for final cover is
available on-site from the initial excavation of existing grade materials.
Design of the final cover is discussed in the previous section. Clean fill
materials will also be accepted at the landfill to provide an addition
assurance that sufficient materials will be available for the final cover
layers. The landfill site will be excavated from existing grade to a depth
of about 2-3-feet. A separation (five feet) between the lowest layer of
construction and demolition waste material and the highest groundwater
level will be maintained during the initial excavation phases. Due to the
phased nature of the landfill development, excavated cover material will
be stockpiled on-site until it will be incorporated into the side slopes and
top deck of each phase of construction filling.
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IV.

PLAN OF OPERATIONS

A.

On-site waste handling procedures

The CVWREF construction and demolition Class VI landfill will be under
the direct of Greg Bland, Landfill Manager for Construction Waste
Management (CWM). He will have overall responsibility for the site
including monitoring and reporting.

The minimum area needed4d to accommodate the unloading of the
anticipated daily construction and demolition waste materials is
approximately 100 feet by 150 feet. The active working face will be about
150 feet wide. The landfill will use the area fill method of operation.
Incoming waste material will be compacted using a landfill compactor or
bulldozer. The compaction equipment actually spreads out the waste
material and compacts in 2-foot lifts to ensure maximum density,
especially on side slopes. Due to the largely non-degradable nature of
construction and demolition waste the active face will not be covered.
However, as the fill increases in elevation, side slopes will be covered
with a final cover layer of 2-feet to minimize the potential for infiltration
into the landfill contents.

All traffic coming into the landfill for disposal purposes will be weighed
and counted at the scale house. Signs at the entrance of the facility will
direct traffic to the proper unloading areas for each material type. A
spotter then will control traffic at the active face and will direct vehicles
where to unload. In general, the spotter/load checker will observe all
loads (contractors, general public, municipal delivers, etc.) randomly at
the working face. However, in addition to the random inspection, the
spotter/load checker will make an effect to inspect “suspicious” loads (i.e.,
loads from haulers with a history of containing hazardous and/or
prohibited waste loads, loads from business that generate hazardous
wastes, loads that look unusual in any way, etc.) A Waste Inspection
Report as showing in Appendix G will be submitted to SLVHD, if
suspicious or hazardous/prohibited loads are observed entering the
landfill. The spotter/load checker will be a full time employee of
Construction Waste Management and will inspect at least five loads at
random each week.

Schedule for inspection and monitoring

Incoming construction and demolition waste materials will be inspected
on random basis. The waste hauler vehicles will initially be given a
cursory check as they enter the landfill and pass the weigh scale. In
addition to the random checks, at least five vehicles each week will be
subject to a detailed inspection. The next level of inspection occurs at the

14



landfill active face where in the spotter directs the hauler to the disposal
location and performs a second visual inspection. At this time the spotter
will be able to actually observe the contents of the hauler’s load and
determine whether or not any hazardous and/or prohibited wastes have
been brought into the landfill. The spotter will also check ten random
loads per week as they are deposited at the face to ensure that no wastes
other than construction and demolition waste materials are disposed of at
the landfill.

Monitoring consists of ensuring that the landfill is operated in
conformance with this plan as efficiently as possible. Monitoring
functions include, compaction reports, daily/monthly summary of waste
materials volumes (yards and tons) disposed of in the landfill,
groundwater and surface water monitoring, reporting to the directors of
SDSHW and SLVHD, and documentation of employee training and
reports of any accidents occurring at the site.

Contingency plans for fire and explosion

The landfill will employ common measures for fire control (explosion is
not considered an issue as explosive wastes are prohibited from entering
the landfill). Large earth moving equipment and an abundance of earthen
material should be sufficient to contain any fire that could occur as most
of the combustible wood materials will be culled out of the waste stream
and transferred to the CVWRF composting facility. Water for fire
protection will also be supplied by an extension of the 10-inch main from
the new CVWRF composting facility and an on-site 4,000-gallon water
truck will be available at all times. The Salt Lake County Unified Fire
Protection District has determined that these five prevention measures are
adequate.

In addition, for fire protection the landfill equipment and vehicles will be
provided with portable fire extinguishers. The office and maintenance
facility will also be equipped with fire extinguishers for dealing with small
fires. All site personnel will be trained in proper use of on-site fire
fighting equipment. Small fires occurring on the landfill will be
extinguished using soil materials or the on-site water truck.

Dust and fugitive emissions control plan

Dust will be controlled by: 1) grading and watering the haul and
maintenance roadways, 2) applying a fine water spray on soil cover work
areas when conditions might cause the formation of fugitive dust, 3) using
low dust emission materials when construction roadways and pads, 4)
Applying water or planting temporary vegetative cover where conditions
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might cause recurrent problems with fugitive dust and erosion and 5)
planting and maintaining vegetative cover on compacted fill slopes.

Other fugitive emissions are usually present in the form of odors. MSW
landfills are notorious for the unique smell of organic material
decomposition. However, in the case of a construction and demolition
waste landfill, organic materials should be minimal. Some wood and
green waste from small construction sites may enter the landfill, but most
of these degradable materials will be diverted to the CVWRF composting
facility for use as a bulking agent. In the event of unlikely odors, an odor-
masking agent will be kept on-site and used as appropriate to control
fugitive odors.

Litter control plan

The construction and demolition waste landfill processes waste material
quite different from that of a municipal solid waste landfill. Materials
typically are heavier and bulkier so they tend to remain in place after
discharge from the hauler’s vehicle. However, litter control is important
to maintain a well-operated site and eliminated unsightly conditions.
Therefore, the following litter control measures will be implemented at the
CVWRF construction and demolition waste landfill:

e Litter catch screens and other means of necessary, if required, to
prevent the site from becoming unsightly, and

e Routine litter collection programs both within the landfill
perimeter (daily), as well as off-site (weekly), and

o Special operating practices may be required to control wind blown
litter during high winds which can occur at the site, i.e., the
working face may require soil cover to prevent litter from escaping
from the landfill.

Procedures from excluding hazardous and restricted waste from entering
the landfill

Construction and demolition waste materials may contain materials
unsuitable for disposal in an unlined landfill. Regulations prohibit the
disposal of the following materials to a construction and demolition waste
landfill:

Hazardous wastes
PCBs

Bio-hazardous wastes
Lead-acid batteries
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Used oil/filters

Yard trash

Whole tires

Household wastes

Food wastes

Asbestos

Mercury containing lamps and devices
Cadmium containing batteries

It is important that the operator as well as employees at the site learn
recognition of these types of waste materials and prevent them from being
disposed of in the landfill. Incoming waste materials will undergo load
checking (as described above) to insure that physical contaminants such
as, hazardous and prohibited wastes are less than one percent of the
construction and demolition waste material received at the landfill. Load
checking will include both visual observations of incoming loads and load
sorting to qualify the percentage of hazardous and prohibited waste
materials. Proper recognition of these types of prohibited waste materials
is discussed in the following sections of this plan.

1. Load checking activies:

Load checking activities fall into three categories:

e Waste hauler notification (including public customers)
e Site surveillance
o Load inspections

Hauler notification: A key component of the non-conforming
load checking program will be notifying waste haulers that
certain wastes are unacceptable for disposal at the landfill. This
will be accomplished through fliers and casual discussions with
the waste haulers. Waste haulers will also be notified that they
retain responsibility for any prohibited wastes detected in their
loads. Additional notification procedures include signs posted at
the front gate and verbal communication (such as the scale house
operator inquiring about the waste hauler’s load).

Site surveillance: All employees have a duty to ensure that
prohibited waste do not enter the landfill. As such they must pay
“attention to all loads entering the site and report any unusual
wastes containers, covered loads and suspicious loads. If an
employee notices any prohibited waste he/she will immediately
notify the site manager and the load will be inspected again. The
waste hauler must then demonstrate to the site manager’s and/or
site foreman’s satisfaction that the waste is acceptable by
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presenting material safety data sheets (MSDS), laboratory tests,
or other proof of acceptability. If a more detailed review of the
waste load is required, a more thorough inspection will be
performed. As the hauler’s vehicle leaves the facility, the
spotter/equipment operator may survey the load again to ensure
that prohibited wastes identified earlier were not unloaded.

Load inspections: Load inspections involve a more thorough
examination of the waste stream than surveillance. Waste
inspections will be conducted on a random day each week or as
required by the appropriate regulating agency. All inspections
will be documented on the Waste Inspection Report Form.
Waste loads can also be randomly or intentionally selected for
inspection. The load checker instructs the hauler to unload the
vehicle contents onto a designated area. The load checker will
then inspect and carefully examine the waste for the presence of
prohibited wastes. Any material suspected of being prohibited or
hazardous will be returned to the hauler for proper disposal. If
the waste hauler is not on-site, or if the waste is from an
unknown or recalcitrant generator, the waste will be stored in the
landfill’s hazardous materials storage containers until removal.

Procedures for handling alternative (special) wastes

The CVWREF will not be accepting any alternative (special) wastes.

Training and safety plans

The operator will insure that competent and well-trained personnel operate
the construction and demolition waste facility. The operator will maintain
records that document the training and examination of facility personnel.
Following are guidelines for training of operations personnel at the landfill

site:

Site manager: The site manager referred to in the industry as the
Manager of Landfill Operations (MOLO) will be responsible for
all activities at the site including supervision of employees, record
keeping, safety, training, as well as the day-to-day operation of the
facility. The site manager may be required to demonstrate to the
SDSHW and SLVHD that he/she has the competence and skill to
operate the facility in full compliance with its permit and operating
plan. The site manager should be required to take management
and waste handling training courses to ensure that he site will be
operated in accordance with all laws and regulations for a Class VI
landfill site.
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I.

The Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA) offers
several training and certification courses. These courses are offered at
several locations through the country and prove essential knowledge
for the MOLO. The owner/operator should also consider having its
MOLO certified by SWANA or any state offering MOLO training. In
today’s world, not enough emphasis can be placed on training.

e Other construction and demolition on-site employees (scale house
operators, equipment operators, spotters, and laborers) should also
receive training in landfill operations including health and safety
issues, the importance of the plan of operation, equipment
operation and maintenance and proper sanitation practices.

e All on-site personnel will be required to take safety training. This
training should be designated to assist landfill personnel how to
identify, and correct landfill health and safety issues. The training
should include topics, such as, response to medical emergences,
safe equipment operation, public safety, first aid, contingency
plans, and OSHA issues.

Copies of the landfill safety plans and emergency preparedness
plan are included in Appendix F.

Plans for recycling

The volume of recyclable materials generated in the service area will vary
considerably over time. Therefore, the quantity of recyclable materials
shipped off-site will also vary. The types of recyclable materials expected to
arrive at the landfill include: metal, such as, rebar, structural steel and white
metal, concrete and asphalt aggregate materials, wood waste and dimensional
lumber, asphalt shingles and sheet rock. Recycling plans for each type of
material are as follows;

e Metals. Metals and other ferrous materials will be segregated from the
construction and demolition waste stream and stored in 35 yd3 bins.
When about 70 yd® accumulates on-site, the material will be delivered
to a metal recycler. The maximum volume stored on-site will be 70
yd®. Maximum storage time will be one year, and

e Concrete and asphalt. Concrete and asphalt will be diverted from the
waste stream and stockpiled on-site in the recycling yard. Rock
crushing and screening equipment will be used to make a uniform
aggregate material. Concrete and asphalt materials will be used to on-
site for construction of all weather roadways, such as, tipping pads and
access roads. If market conditions exist, these materials will be taken

- off-site and sold for alternative purposes, and
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Wood waste. Wood and brush will be accepted and diverted the
CVWRF Composting Facility. Dimensional lumber may be salvaged
if a commercial value for this type of waste material can be developed.
Wood and brush stored on-site will not be allowed to accumulate
consistent with local fire codes. The Salt Lake County Unified Fire
District regulates combustible waste piles and limits any on-site
storage of these types of material to less than 10,000 yd3 . Piles should
not be greater than 20-feet high, or 40-feet wide and 125-feet long
with a minimum distance between piles of 20-feet.

Dimensional lumber. Dimensional lumber will only represent a small
fraction of the recycled materials received at the landfill. This is
largely due to demolition contractors recycling at their job site. A
designated area will be maintained for any dimensional lumber
received and it will be removed off-site as soon as possible, and

Asphalt shingles and sheet rock. Currently there are no plans to
recycle these two types of materials. They will be disposed of in the
landfill as received.

V. CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

A.

Closure schedule:

A detailed closure schedule will be prepared as part of the final closure
and post-closure maintenance and monitoring plan. The following
provides a summary of the currently anticipated closure schedule.

e Signage posted at all points of access consistent with regulatory
requirements at the time of closure. These signs will be placed at
least 60-days prior to closure, state the date of closure, identify
alternative waste disposal locations, and remain for at least 180
days after receiving the final load of construction and demolition
waste materials, and,

e A public notice will be placed in a local newspaper with general
circulation at least 6 days prior to closure, and

e Preparation and completion of construction and quality assurance
(QC/QA) activities will likely occur at the time each phase of
closure takes place. Assuming that each closure phase will cover
approximately 15 to 20 acres, it is anticipated that it will require
about three to four months to complete. Due to Utah’s weather
climate, closure activities will commence in May and continue
over the summer of the same year until complete, and
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e The QA/QC report for each phase of closure construction will be
submitted within 30 days of the SDSHW for approval prior to
actual construction.-

Closure activities proposed for the construction and demolition waste
materials landfill include: ' '

e ‘Complete the final filling of the particular phase of the project
(five phases are contemplated), and

e Perform final grading on the landfill slope, and

e Install final cover materials (final cover materials include two
types of soil materials; 1) the low-hydraulic conductivity (1x10®
cm/s) compacted soil layer and 2) the erosion (vegetative) control
final cover material, and

 Installation of erosion and run-off controls and convey run-off to
the surface water discharge sites, i.e., Lee Creek and Kersey Creek,

and

e Removal of any remaining structures and facilities that will not be
required for closure and post-closure activities, and

e Installation of final site security measures, such as, signs posted at
all points of access, locked perimeter gates, and fencing around the
entire site.

Final cover design

A final cover system will be completed as part of the landfill’s closure
activities. However, as the operator plans to construct the landfill in five
separate phases, the outer perimeter slopes of the landfill will be covered
as they are completed.’

Final site capacity

Final site capacity of the landfill is indicated by the sum of the separate
phases of construction as detailed in Table 8.

Final inspections

Key aspects of the closure inspection program include the following;
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e Final cover integrity inspection. Qualified personnel will inspect
the final cover for signs of settlement and/or subsidence, erosion,
cracking or other items that could adversely affect the integrity and
effectiveness of the final cover. Items requiring corrective action
will be repaired, and

e Vegetative cover inspection: Qualified personnel will inspect the
vegetative cover for signs of erosion, degradation, and areas that
lack vegetative growth. Items that require corrective action will be
addressed and resolved, and

e Run-off control system inspection: Qualified personnel will
inspect the drainage system to insure that all hydraulic conduits
and drop inlets are in place and functioning. Inspections will be
performed prior to the commencement of the wet weather season.
Any malfunctions, such as separated pipes due to differential
settlement, sediment buildup in pipes and/or drop inlets and low
points causing water ponding will be corrected weather permitting.

VL. POST-CLOSURE CARE PLAN
A. Changes in title, land use, or zoning restrictions
Upon closure of the construction and demolition waste materials site,
CVWRF will file a detailed description of the closed site to the County
Recorder’ Office. The site description will include:
e A map and description of the closed site, and

e Date closure was completed, and

e Locations where the Closure and Post-closure maintenance plans can
be obtained, and

e Boundaries of each phase of construction and height and depth of
construction and demolition waste materials, and

e A statement the site is restricted to open space uses only in accordance
with the post-closure maintenance plan.

B. Maintenance of final cover, vegetative cover and erosion control, and run-off
control systems

Post-closure inspection and maintenance activities will include the final cover,

the final site storm water run-off system, environmental controls, and security
systems. Written notification of any unusual incidents observed during
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inspections will be reported to the owner, SDSHW, and the SLVDH. Unusual
incidents that require reporting include: vandalism, erosion of the vegetative
cover layer, flooding, overflow of the storm water retention ponds; surface
drainage problems; and any other incidents threatening the release of waste
material to the environment or deleterious to the public health.

A semi-annual inspection report will submitted to all permitting agencies (a
sample annual report form is included in Appendix G).

Final Cover Maintenance

- Consistent with the final cover design, final grades will reach elevation

4,434-feet above msl and maintain a maximum side slope inclination
of 2H:1V (horizontal to vertical). To facilitated drainage and erosion
control, 25-foot wide benches are incorporated into the side slopes at a
maximum of every 45-foot in elevation gain. The top surface will be
initially graded for a 5 percent fall from centerline of the top final
cover layer to the edge of slopes to accommodate post-closure
settlements and maintain positive drainage (the final slope of the top
layer will be about 2 percent), and

Vegetative cover and erosion control. The integrity of the final cover
side slope will be maintained by the placement of a vegetative cover
layer to provide erosion control. The final slopes will be re-vegetated
with an application of drought tolerant seed mixes that can survive
under normal precipitation conditions without irrigation and fertilizers
as specified on the landscape plans after the final grading is complete,
and

Run-off velocities will be reduced on side slopes by installing wattles
at 15-foot intervals in elevation gain. Drainage will be conveyed along
the top deck and side slopes benches to down drains along the sides of
the landfill. The down drains will be fitted with diffuser tees to
mitigate high energy velocities in the pipe before the conveyed surface
water enters drop inlets located at the low points in the benches.
Maintenance roadways with upslope “V” ditches will be installed to
assist in conveying run-off down the slope to the primary collection
and discharge conduits located around the perimeter of the landfill.
These primary hydraulic conduits will be completed during the
individual phases of the landfill construction to convey surface water
run-off to the storm water retention ponds or at closure both Lee Creek
and Kersey Creek. All surface water run-off pipes will be inspected
prior to and following the wet weather seas on for water tightness,
settlement and sediment deposits and corrective action taken, as
required, ensuring the integrity of the run-off collection and discharge
system.

23



C. Contact information during the post-closure care period:

As during the construction phase's of the landfill the primary contact will be
the owner, CVWRF, Attention Mr. Reed N. Fisher, General Manager, 800
Central Valley Road, Salt Lake City, UT 84119, 801-973-9100.

VII. FINANCIAL ASSURANCES

Bond and financial assurance cost estimates are based on a third party performing
closure and post-closure care at any time during the active life of the facility and
adjusted for inflation until final closure.

Closure disposal costs will be prepared to include the maximum amount of waste
material that will be stored on-site at any time during the life of the facility. This
is interrupted to be the maximum volume of waste on-site during any of the five
phases of the project.

A.

Closure cost estimate

The current closure cost estimate is $343,280 as indicated in Table
9. ‘Work envisioned in the closure cost estimate includes final
grading of ditches and swales, final cover placement, hydro
seeding, QA/QC testing, deed recording, final cleanup and removal
of any on-site structures, and final fencing and security
improvements.

Post-closure-care period cost estimate

The current estimate for post-closure maintenance activities is
$541,500 plus inflation at $181,027 also shown in Table 11 for a
total post-closure care period cost estimate of $1,065,807. Post-
closure care activities include drainage system maintenance,
vegetative cover reseeding, groundwater and surface water

_monitoring, and annual reporting.

Financial assurances

Closure and post-closure maintenance funding for the CVWRF
landfill complies with SLVHD Regulation #1 (subpart 4.1.1 (iv)
c.). An irrevocable letter of credit will be provided to SLVHD to
cover the completion of all work specified in the approved plans
for closure and post-closure activities for the largest closure phase
of the project. The final bond estimate is based on the total closure
and post-closure maintenance cost to enable a third party to
complete the work. The following key assumptions were made in
compiling these estimates.
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The source of final cover material including the 6-inch topsoil
layer is available from on-site sources, and

All closure activities will be observed and documented by a
registered civil engineer or a certified engineering geologist,

and

The maximum area that could be closed at any one time is
about 20 acres, Phase 5 closure.
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Table 1. Property Ownership within 1,000 Feet

Figure
Percel number Owner location |Area, acres |Owners's address
450 North State Office # 4110,
1415100001 |State of Utah 1 160{Sait Lake City, UT 84114
450 North State Office # 4110,
1415300001 State of Utah 2 160|Salt Lake City, UT 84114
P. O. Box 6001, Magna, UT 84044
1416400002|Kennecott Copper 3 37|6001
1338 West 4800 South,
1416400001 [MKN Development LLC 4 39.5|Taviorsville, UT 84123-432338
P. O. Box 6001, Magna, UT 84044+
1416200007 Kennecott Copper 5 406001
Real Estate Division, 2001 South
Salt Lake County & Salt State Street, # N4500, Salt Lake
1416200001|Lake City 6 70.69|City, UT 84115-234101
1409100003 (4001 P. O. Box 6001, Magna, UT 84044-
&4002) Kennecott Copper 7 572.31|6001
P.O. Box 1450, Chicago, IL 606901
1410300011 |Waste Manigement 8 77.83|1450

Note; Also included within the 1,000 foot property radius the Lee Creek Channel adjacent

7200West is owned by Salt Lake County Flood Control District
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. Table 2. Depth to Groundwater

Ground Depth to Groundwater
Well elevation, |groundwater, |elevation, ft
- Inumber |[ft (msl) ft (msl)
1] 4,226.50| 8 4,218.50
2| 4,226.50 8 4,218.50
3 4,227 7 4,220.00
4 4,225 6 4,219.00
5| 4,224.50 5.5 4,219.00
6| 4,223.50 5 4,218.50




[ABLEL

Surface Water Quality near the Landfill Project

(‘lscation C-7 Ditch _|Lee Creek Kersey Creek .

KCSW458 LCSW459 KCSW460
Reference Kennecott EIS |Kennecott EIS |Kennecott EIS
Date Sampled [1991/92 1991/92 1991/92
pH, standard
units 7.8 8.2 7.9
Temperature,
degrees C 33| . 13.6 17.1
Dissolved
oxygen, mg/! 0f .. 7.9 . 8.8
Hardness 403 294
Total
dissolved _
solids, mg/l 1357 3,014 1,802
Chloride, mg/l 1,267 569
Flouride, mg/l 3.21 1.3 0.7
- itriates as N,

<_ g/l 2 0.8 9.9
Sulfate, mg/l 529 345
Arsenic, mg/l 0.215 0.089 0.33
Cadmium,
mg/t 0.55 0.002 0.002
Chromium,
mg/l na 0.015 0.11
Copper, mg/l 0.27 0.045 ) 0.24
Iron, mg/l 1.74 0.54 0.38
Lead, mg/l 0.1 0.012 0.009
Nickel, mg/l 0.23 0.012 0.006
Selenium, mg/l 0.008 0.009 0.004
Silver, mg/l 0.15 0.002 0.002
Zinc, mgll 0.05 0.078 0.04




‘W% Groundwater Quality (mg/l)

TN

Conductivity,
Location |Reference pH, units {umhos/cm TDS Hardness {Chloride |Nitrate as N |Arsenic |Cadmium |Caopper lron Lead Selienium (Zinc
Gypsum
Stack NET
13008 Kennecott EIS 7.48 23,300{na 1,843 7,380|na 0.0070 0.0020| 0.0070{ 0.3000| 0.0050 0.0030( 0.0100
NET 1300C |Kennecott EIS 7.71 28,000|na 3,057 10,900{na 0.0060 0.0020| 0.0060{ 1.0000| 0.0050 0.0030{ 0.0300
Tailings
impound-
jment Kennecott EIS 7.3 5,900 0.039 0.0030] 0.0220 0.0005 0.0070; 0.1040
CVWRF
Compost
Well #1 Facility 8.8 3,404ina na 0.51 1.605/< 0.004 0.015{na < 0.005 0.01425| 0.0785
CVWRF
Compost
Well #2 Facility 8.6 11,891|na na 0.02 0.9585|< 0.004 0.005|na < 0.005 0.06[ 0.845
Section 17
Well Kennecott 7 3,661 776 1,400 0.05 0.021 0.002 0.03{na 0.005 0.011 0.01
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Table 5. Estimated Soil Erosion of Landfill Slopes
Average lope Average
Area number |area, acres |length, ft gradient, % |R K LS
Side slopes 43 45 0.5 20 0.31 5.16 0.03 1
43 45 0.33 20 0.31 3.52 0.03 1
Corner slopes 33 150 0.5 20 0.31 5.16 0.03 1
33 150 0.33 20 0.31 3.52 0.03 1
Annual 30 year
erosion, Soil loss, Soil loss, Soil loss, cover loss,
Slope ton/acre/yr (tonlyear yd3/year inches/year linches
2H:1V 26.5 1140 706 0.0034 0.1018
3H:1V 24.86 1069 663 0.0032 0.0955
2H:1V 26.5 875 542 0.0034 0.1018
3H:1V 24.86 820 509 0.0032 0.0955




TN

qu Estimated Final Cover Volumes

Volume, 1,000 yd3

Final Cover Layers Phase 1 |Phase 2 |Phase 3 |Phase 4 Phase 5 |Total
Low hydr:!lulic conductivity layer 58 24 - 38 42 100 262 |
Erosion re‘sistant (vegetative) layer 29 12 - 19 2'i - 50 131
Total volume requireld for final cover 87 36 57 63 150 393
Sources ofLsoiI matelrials
On- site errow 167 78 0 0 130 375
Organic mlix, 3-inch soil amendment 15 6 10| . 10 25| 66
form CVWLRF

Total volume from on-site and off-site sources 182 84 10 10 155 441
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Table 7. Run-off Collection System Flows, Pipe Sizes and Capacities
Storm
water
facility
Line 1 _
' 22 21
Area, ac 1.47 1.59
Sum area,ac 1.47 3.06
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=30 min) 1.97 4.34
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=45 min)
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=60 min)
Line 2
28 27
Area, ac 2.54 1.68
Sum area,ac 2.54 4.22
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=30 min) 3.63 6.03
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=45 min)
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=60 min)
Line 3
32 31
Area, ac 0.99 1.18
Sum area,ac 0.99 2.17
Sum Q, cfs (T¢c=30 min) 1.42 3.1
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=45 min)
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=60 min)
Line 4
37 36
Area, ac 1.14 1.36
Sum area,ac 1.14 2.5
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=30 min) 1.63 3.58

Sum Q, cfs (Tc=45 min)

Sum Q, cfs (Tc=60 min)




| 42 a1
. Area, ac 2.42 1.9
Sum area,ac 2.42 - 4.32
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=30 min) 3.46 6.18
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=45 min)
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=60 min)
Line 6
8 7
Area, ac 1.3 1.77
Sum area,ac 1.3 3.07
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=30 min) 1.87 4.4
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=45 min)
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=60 min)
Line 7
13 12
Area, ac 0.41 0.83
Sum area,ac 0.41 1.24
’ Sum Q, cfs (T¢c=30 min) 0.58 1.77
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=45 min)
Sum Q, cfs (Tc=60 min)
Line A
Line A1
Line B
Storm Water Retention Pond 1
I
Storm Water Retention Pond 2




Drop iniet number

Pipe line des

Capacity, Pipe
cfs size, in
20 19|MH-F
1.72 1.19 1.18
4,78 6.69 7.87
6.84 9.57 11.25
26 25 24 23
0.38 14 1.88 2.48
4.6 6 7.8 10.28
6.58 8.59 11.15 14.07
30 29
1.28 2.23
3.45 5.68
4.93 8.12
35 34 33
1.85 2.2 29
4.35 6.55 9.45
6.22 9.37 13.51




_ 38

40 39
1.94 2.18 2.26
6.26 8.44 11.06
8.95{ 12.07 15.82]
7.16 9.66 12.65
~ 11.87
6 5 4
1.62 1.67 1.62
4.69 6.36 7.98
6.71 9.09 11.41
11 10 9
1.83 1.3 1.5
3.07 4.37 5.87
4.39 6.25 8.39




7 p4L&4  Estimated Fill Volumes by Phase

Active
Volume, _yd3 Estimated landfill
Phase |As received [com pac’ted1 life?, years |area, acres
5.4 4.4 14.3 20.5
1.8 1.5 4.9 12.7
0.0 '
2.2 1.8 5.9 14.7
0.0
1.8 1.5 4.9 11.9
0.0
29 24 7.8 16.2
0.0
Totals 15.5 12.7 37.7 76

Note 1. Based on 22 percent compaction rate

(.Note 2. Based on 2,250 ton/day, 220 dayl/year,

2,700 Iblyd3




Table 1

Worst Case Closure and Post-Closure Bond Cost Estimate

[ ‘ . Unit Cost, Cost,
, Description Unit Dollars | Quantity | Dollars
Closure Costs
Contractor Mobilization LS 250 4 1,000
Final Grading, Ditches and Swales Ft 2 9,320 19,640
Final Cover Yd3 2 130,000 | 260,000
Hydroseeding Yd2 1,000 20 20,000
Pipe LS 8,000
QA/QC Soils Testing Ac 420 42 17,640
1
Closure Report and Certification LS -3,000 3,000
1
Deed Recording LS 500 500
1
Final Clean-Up/Building Removal LS 5,000 1 5,000
Cap Survey : LS 3,500 1 3,500
Final Site Fencing and Security LS 5,000 5,000
Total Exit Closure Site Costs 343,280
( Post-Closure Costs
- |Slope, Cap Repair and Maintenance LS 2,690 1 2,690
Drainage System Maintenance Activities LS 1,000 1 1,000
Re-Seeding ac 500 1 500
Ground Water Monitoring LS 4,820 1 4,820
Landfill Gas Monitoring Ea 1,080 1 1,080
Surface Water Monitoring LS 1,260 1 1,260
Annual Reporting LS 6,700 1 6,700
Total Annual Post-Closure Costs 18,050
Total 30 Year Post-Closure Costs 541,500
Inflation Factor 1.81 181,027
Total Bonding Costs Closure and Post-Closure 1,065,807

*1. 1-grader, 1-dozer, 2-scrapers

*2. On-site material moved with scraper
*3. Total estimated cuts 556000cy

*4. 8 boxes, 300 ft 8" pipe

*5. American testing- attbg, proctor, moisture density/compact-42 test total $840.00
‘* . Agec-perm test 5 at a time $400 each totaling $16800

. Site inspect,track,skid, 2lds soil,labor clean up
*8. Ground water sampling and analyses
*9. Surface water sampling and analyses

*2

3

*4
*5
*6

*7

8

*9
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Introduction and Project Description

In the spring of 2008, P-III Associates, Inc. (P-III Associates) conducted an inten-
sive cultural resources inventory of approximately 120 acres of Salt Lake County and
Salt Lake District land in the western portion of Salt Lake County, Utah (Figure A-1).
This inventory was conducted in anticipation of future ground disturbing activities that
will be carried out by Bay Area Soil Products, Inc. The project area is limited to two
parcels (A and B) in the eastern portion of Section 16 of T. 1S, R. 2W (Figure A-2).
Topographic map coverage of the project area is provided by the Magna, Utah
(Photorevised 1969 and 1975) 7.5' U.S.GS. quadrangle.

The cultural resources inventory was performed on behalf of Bay Area Soil Prod-
ucts, Inc. to help them comply with federal and state cultural resource protection and
preservation laws. [t was conducted under the provisions of the State of Utah Pro-
ject-Specific Permit No. U-08-PD-026p. Alan R. Schroedl was the principal investiga-
tor, and Robert 1. Birnie was the project director. The goals of the project were to
locate, record, and evaluate all cultural resource properties within the project area and
to identify those properties that are potentially eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

The investigations were initiated with a review of the cultural resource records
and other pertinent documents on file at the Utah Division of State History on January
28, 2008. In addition, General Land Office (GLO) maps on file at the Utah State Bu-
reau of Land Management (BLM) Office were also examined. Fieldwork and report
preparation took place in February of 2008.

The cultural resources inventory of the project area resuited in the identification
and documentation of one isolated find (IF) (Figure A-2) and two previously recorded
sites (42SL231 and 42SL273 [Schroedl 1993]). No newly recorded sites were located
during the inventory. Supporting data for this report are located in the appendices. Fig-
ures are presented in Appendix A. A description of the IF and its location is located in
Appendix B. A list of the legal locations for each parcel is in Appendix C, and the up-
dated previously recorded site forms are in Appendix D.

Environmental Setting

The project area i1s located on a lake plain and lake terrace northeast of the
Oquirrh Mountains and east of a tailings pond directly associated with evaporator oper-
ations on the Great Salt Lake. Parcel A is located directly to the northeast of Parcel B
and comprises the area imunediately surrounding the Central Valley Land Fill facilities.
Elevations in the project area range from approximately 4220 to 4227 ft above mean
sea level. There are no permanent springs or streams in the area; however, two chan-
neled, perennial streams are present. Kersey Creek trends approximately northwest to



southeast through the northeastern corner of Parcel B, and Lee Creek is located directly
east of Parcel A and also trends in a northwest to southeast direction. Several remnants
of meandering creeks also exist within the boundaries of the project area parcels. Water
flow within the channeled creeks occurs on a seasonal basis due to snowmelt and as a
result of intense local precipitation events (i.e., thunderstorms).

Soil types present in Parcel A include Saltair-Playas-Lasil complex located in the
extreme northwestern corner of the parcel as well as the northeastern corner and a por-
tion of the upper lateral margin of the eastern edge of the parcel. All other soil types in
this area are of a Jordan-Saltair complex. Saltair soils are classified as fine-silty, mixed,
superactive, mesic Typic aquisalids, while Lasil soils are classified as fine-silty, mixed,
superactive, mesic Typic Natrixeralfs. Both occur on slopes that range from 0 to 3 per-
cent. Saltair soils are on lake plains and basin floors and formed in lacustrine deposits
and some alluvium derived mainly from limestone, shale, and quartzite. Lasil soils oc-
cur on smooth to channeled low lake terraces and lake plains and formed in calcareous
lacustrine deposits derived from mixed sedimentary and igneous rocks. Surface soils as-
sociated with Saltair soil are gray (S5YR 6/1) to dark grayish-brown (2.5YR 4/2) silt
loam, while surface soils associated with Lasil soils are light brownish-gray (10YR 6/2)
to dark grayish-brown (10YR 4/2) silt loam. Jordan series soils are classified as fine,
mixed, active, mesic Calcic Aquisalids. Typical Jordan soils occur on low lake terraces
and slopes ranging from 0 to 1 percent. They formed in lacustrine deposits derived from
mixed rocks. Surface soils associated with Jordan series soils are grayish-brown (2.5YR
5/2) to- very dark grayish-brown silt loam. Soil types present in Parcel B include a
Saltair silty clay loam, which exists along the northeast- to southwest-trending banks of
the Kersey Creek drainage. All other soil types in this parcel are comprised of a Jor-
dan-Saltair complex. Saltair soils are classified as fine-silty, mixed, superactive, mesic
Typic Aquisalids. Saltair soils are on lake plains and basin floors and formed in lacus-
trine deposits and some alluvium derived mainly from limestone, shale, and quartzite.
Surface soils associated with Saltair soil are gray (5YR 6/1) to dark grayish-brown
(2.5YR 4/2) silt loam. Jordan soils are classified as fine, mixed, active, mesic Calcic
Aquisalids. Typical Jordan soils occur on low lake terraces and slopes ranging from 0 to
1 percent. They formed in lacustrine deposits derived from mixed rocks. Surface soils
associated with Jordan series soils are grayish-brown (2.5YR 5/2) to very dark gray-
ish-brown silt loam (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2008).

The project area is in the Upper Sonoran Life Zone (University of Utah et al.
1992 455:1-2 and 460:1-23) of the western United States. Plant species in this
Greasewood/Shadscale community include shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), budsage
(Artemisia spinescens), saltbush (Atriplex nuttallii), rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus spp.),
Mormon tea (Ephedra nevadensis), winter fat (Eurotia lanata), snakeweed (Gutierrezia
sarothrae), greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), Indian ricegrass (Oryzophsis



hymenoides), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoides), and
peppergrass (Lepidium perfoliatum) (Albee et al. 1988; USGS National Gap Analysis
Program 2004).

Animal species that are present in Shadscale/Greasewood communities and may
have been present as well as economically important to prehistoric peoples include
pygmy rabbit (Sylvilagus idahoensis), mountain cottontail (Sylvilagus nuttallii), desert
cottontail (Sy/vilagus auduboni), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), various ro-
dents, coyote (Canis latrans), kit fox (Vulpes macrotis), grizzly bear (Ursus arctos),
raccoon (Procyon lotor), long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), black-footed ferret
(Mustela nigripes), western spotted skunk (Spilogale gracilis), striped skunk (Mephitis
mephitis), mountain lion (Felis concolor), elk (Cervus canadensis), mule deer
(Odocoileus hemionus), and pronghorn antelope (Antilocapra americana) (Zeveloff
1988).

Habitats for various bird species do not tend to be mutually exclusive because
birds are highly mobile, but many families have species that tend to inhabit certain
zones for feeding and nesting. Some birds that can be found in Shadscale/Greasewood
communities include several species of sparrows (Emberizidae); bird hawks (Accipiter);
buzzard hawks (Buteo); typical owls (Strigidae); barn owls (Tytonidae); grouse, quail,
and pheasant (Phasianidae); pigeons and doves (Columbidae); larks (Alaudidae); crows,
ravens, jays, and magpies (Corvidae); chickadees and titmice (Paridae); wrens
(Troglodytidae); mockingbirds and thrashers (Mimidae); shrikes (Laniidae); and star-
lings (Sturnidae) (Peterson 1990).

Common reptiles in Shadscale/Greasewood communities include the common
gartersnake (Thamnophis sirtalis), sagebrush lizard (Sceloporus graciosus), sideblotched
lizard (Uta stansburiana), eastern collared lizard (Crotaphytus collaris), eastern fence
lizard (Sceloporus undulatus), eastern racer (Coluber constrictor), gophersnake
(Pituophis catenifer), westem rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus), Great Basin collared liz-
ard (Crotaphytus bicinctores), greater short-homed lizard (Phrynosoma hernandesi),
long-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia wislizenii), nightsnake (Hypsiglena torquata),
striped whipsnake (Masticophis taeniatus), and terrestrial gartersnake (Thamnophis
elegans). Of the amphibians, the Great Basin spadefoot (Spea intermontana), Great
Plains toad (Bufo cognatus), Mexican spadefoot (Spea multiplicata), and red-spotted
toad (Bufo punctatus) can be found in Shadscale/Greasewood communities (Utah Divi-
sion of Wildlife Resources 2006).

Regional Prehistoric and Historic Overview

The project area is located in the northeastern Great Basin on the western side of
Salt Lake County. This region has evidence of intermittent occupation for at least the



past 10,000 years by Paleoindian, Archaic,' Fremont, Late Prehistoric, and ethnohistoric
populations, followed by Euroamericans, who marked the beginning of the Historic pe-
riod. There is no published culture history specific to the project area, although
Jennings' (1978) summary of Utah archeology and Bassett and Hunsaker's (1996) chro-
nology for Dugway Proving Ground are both relevant,

The Bonneville Period (11,000-9,500 B.P.)

The Bonneville period marked the beginning of prehistoric occupation in the re-
gion and correlates with the early part of the Late Pluvial. The Late Pluvial was a time
"marked by prolonged warming and drying trends but with a glacial and lacustral resur-
gence from ca. 11,000 to 10,000 B.P." (Bassett and Hunsaker 1996:12). Diagnostic pro-
jectile points of the Bonneville period include large, fluted projectile points such as
Clovis and Folsom, as well as other Paleoindian projectile point types that have been
classified under the Western Stemmed projectile point tradition. Some early Great Basin
sites have also yielded scrapers and crescents, which appear to correlate with early
Paleoindian occupation in the region. According to Aikens and Madsen (1986), the
Bonneville period marked a transition from Paleoindian big game hunting to the Desert

- Archaic lifeway of foraging for plants and small game.

The Wendover Period (9500-6000 B.P.)

The Wendover period, which was characterized by widespread warming and dry-
ing, generally corresponds with the Early Archaic period, as described in traditional
chronologies of the eastern Great Basin. "It overlaps the last one-third of the Late Plu-
vial and most of the Post Pluvial" (Bassett and Hunsaker 1996:15). This period is rela-
tively well known based on the extensive excavations at Danger Cave (Jennings 1957)
and a variety of other dry cave sites in the region. The relative frequency of sites during
this period probably increased relative to the preceding period, and sites appear to have
occurred in a wider range of altitudinal and topographic settings (Bassett and Hunsaker
1996). There was a marked increase in the use of plant resources, correlating with a
greater abundance of groundstone. A wide variety of new atlatl dart point types also ap-
peared. Significant Early Archaic projectile point types include Pinto, Northern
Side-notched, and Humboldt Lanceolate.

The Black Rock Period (6000-1500 B.P.)

According to Aikens and Madsen (1986), the Black Rock period corresponds with
the Middle Archaic period in other parts of the Great Basin. This period apparently
overlapped with the end of the Post-Pluvial and the beginning of the Neopluvial, and
was clearly marked by extensive climatic changes to an even hotter and drier climatic
regime than those during the preceding period (Bassett and Hunsaker 1996). The
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economic strategy during the Black Rock period focused on seed and plant foods in ad-
dition to animal resources (Grayson 1993). In some areas, there was a major reliance on
lacustrine environments that later shifted to include upland spring areas. This shift is
believed to have occurred as a result of changing lake levels, diminished lacustrine re-
sources, and increased population pressure (Janetski 1986, Madsen 1982; Madsen and
Berry 1975). Such an expanded resource base is characteristic of Jennings' (1957, 1978)
classic "Archaic" or "Desert" culture, based on Steward's (1938) model of Western
Shoshoni settlement and subsistence.

Danger Cave (Jennings 1957) and Hogup Cave (Aikens 1970) are two examples
of excavated sites in the northeastern Great Basin that produced extensive archeological
evidence of Archaic occupation during the Black Rock period. The Sparrow Hawk site
at the southern end of the Oquirrh Mountains (Janetski 1983), Spotten Cave at the
southern end of Utah Valley (Mock 1970), and American Fork Cave northeast of Utah
Lake (Hansen and Stokes 1941) are closer examples of sites with Archaic components
that likely date to the Black Rock period.

Archaic period material culture from this time period includes large lanceolate
and triangular projectile points, atlatls, dart shafts, basketry, z-twist cordage, sandals or
moccasins, milling implements, digging sticks, bone awls, and imported shells (James
and Singer 1980; Madsen and Berry 1975). Diagnostic projectile points from the Black
Rock period include crudely flaked lanceolate points and Elko, Gypsum, and various
other regional point types. Bassett and Hunsaker (1996:15-16) extend this period to in-
clude the early portion of the Formative period, as indicated by the adoption of the bow
and arrow. We prefer to end the Black Rock period slightly earlier so that it encom-
passes only an Archaic lifeway; we include Formative traits and lifeways in the
subsequent period.

The Fremont Period (1500-700 B.P.)

The Fremont period is identified not on the basis of environmental changes, but
instead upon the introduction of new technologies, settlement and subsistence strategies,
and dietary components that are typical of the Formative lifeway. The Fremont period
was marked by more significant architecture and more sedentary occupation, at least in
some areas and at some times; a change in subsistence strategy to include corn horticul-
ture and small-scale agriculture; and the introduction of pottery and bow and arrow
technology. Smaller projectile point types replaced the larger lanceolate and triangular
dart points associated with the Archaic period hunter-gatherers. Fremont material cul-
ture includes grayware pottery, ceramic figurines, bone gaming pieces, s-twist cordage,
and distinctive basketry (Grayson 1993; Madsen and Berry 1975). The Fremont archeo-
logical tradition is believed to have gradually grown "to reach a maximum presence
around A.D. 900 and then precipitously declined after A.D. 1150-1200" (Massimino



and Metcalfe 1999:13). The project area is within the area inhabited by the Sevier
Fremont in the classic Fremont variant typology (Marwitt 1973). Excavated sites near
the project area that contained Fremont cultural remains include the Sparrow Hawk site
(Janetski 1983), Spotten Cave (Mock 1970), American Fork Cave (Hansen and Stokes
1941), Woodward Mound (Richens 1983), and Hinkley Farm northeast of Utah Lake
(see Marwitt 1973).

The Late Prehistoric and Protohistoric Periods (700
B.P.-present)

The Late Prehistoric period was marked by a shift from a more sedentary,
horticulturally based lifeway to a wide-ranging, foraging lifestyle that was typical of the
carlier, Archaic period hunter-gatherers. This period correlates with Numic occupation
in the region. Numic-speaking populations are thought to have migrated into the Great
Basin region from southeastern California ca. A.D. 1300-1500 (Dalley 1976). Artifacts
from this period include small projectile points, basketry, and crude brownware pottery.
Protohistoric period artifacts are distinct from similar classes of artifacts that are associ-
ated with Fremont occupation. Such matenial distinctions have led some researchers to
postulate a lack of cultural continuity existing between Fremont and Numic populations,
in support of the theory of Numic expansion (Adovasio 1986; Madsen 1989).

Various Numic-speaking groups (e.g., Goshute, Western Shoshoni, Ute, and
Northern Paiute, among others) occupied the eastern Great Basin during Protohistoric
times (Steward 1938). The general project area, just west of Utah Lake, lies near a lin-
guistic boundary between the Tooele Valley Goshute and the Tumpanogots Utes (Stew-
ard 1938:Figure 1). The project area appears to have been primarily in the realm of the
Tumpanogots Utes, who inhabited the area around Utah Lake. Janetski (1986:156), who
has conducted considerable research regarding Ute occupation and adaptation in the
nearby Utah Lake and Utah Valley area, describes local Ute hunter-gatherer land-use
patterns for the start of the Contact period (Janetski 1990):

Prehistoric settlement in the valley appears to have consisted of numer-
ous, small, essentially permanent villages located along the lower reaches
of the feeder streams and the eastern shore of Utah Lake. Houses took
several forms but the most prevalent was the domed willow wickiup,
which varied in size and stability with duration of intended use. The diet
was broad with a large number of plant and animal resources utilized;
lacustral items, especially fish, which was dried and stored for later use,
dominated, however. Subsistence-related technology is rather typical of
Great Basin groups, the bow and arrow, nets, baskets, grinding tools, and



chipped stone items being very important. The ceramic technology,
though present, is not well defined.

The Historic Period (150 B.P.-present)

The Historic period began when Escalante and Dominguez visited Utah in 1776.
They were followed by a variety of other explorers and trappers approximately 40 years
later. The first Euroamerican to penetrate the Great Basin proper was Jedediah Smith in
1826 (Hull and Avery 1980). Fur trappers soon followed Smith, as did several explor-
atory expeditions led by Jim Bridger, Etienne Provost, Peter Skene Ogden, and John C.
Fremont.

Emigrant wagon trains to California began passing through the Salt Lake region
in 1846 when Lansford Hastings established a route around the southern shore of the
Great Salt Lake and across the Salt Desert. Several wagon trains traversed the Hastings
Cutoff, the most notable being the Donner-Reed Party (James and Singer 1980). The
Donner-Reed group also were known to have camped at Garfield during their travels
(Hulse 1964). The migration of Mormons into Utah and the discovery of gold in Cali-
fornia soon followed. Expeditions led by Captain Howard Stansbury and Captain John
Gunnison provided information about -new routes for transportation and communication
in the region (Bassett and Hunsaker 1996).

Transportation

Once travel routes had been established and mapped through the Great Basin,
gold miners and homesteaders quickly entered the region and crossed the area via the
Overland Trail bound for California and Oregon. The U.S. government soon followed
with survey teams and established permanent routes for stage, mail, and railroads.

With the driving of the golden spike at Promontory, Utah on May 10, 1869, the
Central Pacific and Union Pacific railroads were linked, and the first transcontinental
railroad line was completed. Completion of this line allowed Utah and nearby regions
to participate in the national economic market. These railroad operations made
large-scale mining commercially feasible, and a variety of mining districts were estab-
lished in the mountains of western Utah, including the area around the project area. The
railroad also provided opportunities for the development of large-scale ranching and
livestock operations, including sheep ranching (Bassett and Hunsaker 1996).

Prior to the 1880s, access to the Oquirrh Mountains and the southern shore of the
lake was limited to wagon and stagecoach. In the 1860s, the stagecoach route from Salt
Lake City to California closely followed the Hastings Cutoff between the Oquirrh
Mountains and South Salt Lake (Hulse 1964; James and Singer 1980). Construction of
the Bingham and Camp Floyd Railroad, the Utah and Nevada railway, and the San



Pedro, Los Angeles, and Salt Lake Railroad between 1870 and 1890 eased access to the
study area from Salt Lake City for recreational and industrial needs (Arrington and
Hansen 1963; Fuller 1983; James and Singer 1980).

Salt Production

The first nonagricultural use of the area was for the extraction of salt from the
water of the Great Salt Lake in 1847. Early settlers, such as Charlie White, were pro-
ducing 300 pounds of salt per day for Salt Lake City residents (Fuller 1983).
Large-scale salt production began with the establishment of the Inland Salt Company
(later known as the Inland Salt Crystal Company) in 1889. By 1955, four salt compa-
nies were in operation around the Great Salt Lake: Royal Crystal, Morton, Stansbury,
and Deseret Salt Company (Hulse 1964; James and Singer 1980).

Mining

Copper mining in the Oquirth Mountains began in earnest at the end of the 19th
Century with the discovery of veins of copper sulphuride ore and the perfection of
mechanized open pit mining. In 1898, the Boston Consolidated Copper Mining Com-
pany, Ltd., was one of the first to mine copper ores in the area (Arrington and Hansen
1963). The Utah Copper Company was established in 1903, implementing some experi-
mental techniques in copper extraction. The Garfield Concentrator, or Magna Mill, was
constructed in 1907. The Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad Company was con-
tracted to run rails between the Utah Copper Mine and the new Magna Mill, before the
mill was complete (Arrington and Hansen 1963:29-56; Hulse 1964:31-43). During
World War 1, Utah ranked fourth in the nation in copper production. However, after the
war, mining operations were halted. It was at this point that the Kennecott Copper Cor-
poration, which had been formed by the Guggenheims in 1915, absorbed the Utah Cop-
per Company (Arrington and Hansen 1963). Kennecott Copper Corporation remains one
of the top copper producers in the U.S. today.

Towns

Development of the mining industry on the northern Oquirth Mountains and south
of Salt Lake inspired greater occupation of the area. A railway station and associated
town was established at Riter in 1906. In addition, a small community of tents, dugouts,
and shanties known as Ragtown developed near the construction sites of the Magna’
Mill in 1905 and 1906. It was located east of the mill and was made up of approxi-
mately 60 houses. It was abandoned in 1917 due to the construction of a tailings pond.
Several structures remained until the 1960s; however, Ragtown was ultimately absorbed
by the town of Magna (Hulse 1964).



The towns of Magna and Garfield were established in 1914. The Town of Bac-
chus was established between 1913 and 1915 as a residence for workers at the Bacchus
Powder Plant. In the 1920s, a small barrack community of Japanese smelter workers
was formed east of the Magna Mill, near the old site of Ragtown. Due to the onset of
the Great Depression, the Japanese community was abandoned and the populations of
Bacchus, Magna, and Garfield were greatly depleted. By the 1950s, Bacchus and Gar-
field were abandoned, and many of their structures were relocated to Magna (Hulse
1964).

Background Research: Methods and Results

Archival research was conducted before fieldwork was initiated to determine if
any cultural resource projects have been conducted within the project area, whether any
cultural properties have been recorded in the projeét area, and whether any such sites
are listed or are considered eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Mineral survey records,
land patent records, and various historical documents were also researched to identify
known but previously unrecorded historic sites (e.g., mines, roads, and ranches) that
might exist in the project area. The pertinent information regarding the background
research is presented below.

File Search

Robert I. Bimie conducted a file search at the Utah Division of State History on
January 28, 2008 and examined internal records at P-IIl Associates on January 29,
2008. Site files, report files, and maps showing known site locations and the locations
of previous cultural resource projects were examined. The background research of inter-
nal records at P-III Associates indicated that P-III Associates had conducted a recon-
naissance level inventory in 1991 and 1992 that encompassed the current project area
(Schroedl 1993). This inventory documented four prehistoric sites, three historic sites,
47 houses or other types of architectural features, and three historic IFs. Four of these
sites are situated in Section 16, two of which are inside or extend through Parcel B.
These sites are discussed in detail below in the inventory results section.

Historic Records Search

On January 29, 2008, Robert [. Bimie of P-III Associates examined two GLO
maps from 1856 and 1894 on file at the Utah State BLM Office that pertained to the
project area. No historic roads or features were identified on either map that would be
effected by the current project.



Field and Laboratory Methods

The project area parcels were inventoried through a series of parallel pedestrian
transects. Bay Area Soil Products, Inc. provided aerial photos delineating the project
area to P-III Associates. Ground control was maintained through the use of topographic
maps, compasses, and hand-held global positioning system (GPS) units to ensure that
the correct project area was inventoried.

For this project, sites are defined as consisting of 10 or more artifacts in a
10-m-diameter area, a feature with associated artifacts, or two or more associated fea-
tures. When an artifact was discovered, the area around the artifact was examined for
the presence of additional cultural material. If no features or additional artifacts were
observed, then the location and material present were recorded as an IF. All IFs were
described, illustrated if the artifact is a tool, and located with a GPS unit accurate to
within 5-10 meters. Modern or recent historic material and properties less than 50 years
old were not recorded. Any previously recorded sites were revisited and site informa-
tion was updated.

Inventory Results

The cultural resources inventory of the project area parcels did not discover any
newly recorded sites. However, one IF, a reddish-brown chert flake (Appendix B, Fig-
ure A-2), was discovered, and two previously recorded sites (42SL231 and 42SL273
[Schroed] 1993]) were reassessed during the inventory.

Site 4251.231 was first discovered and recorded during a reconnaissance inven-
tory in 1991 of a 1965-acre parcel on behalf of Kennecott Mining Corporation. At that
time, the site consisted of an Elko projectile point and a scraper that were apparently
eroding out of a deflating sandy hummock. Nine shovel probes in the vicinity of the
tools were excavated to sterile sand (with an average depth of 62 cm), but no
subsurface artifacts were noted. Based on the lack of other artifacts and no subsurface
deposits, the site was recommended as being not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

Site 42SL.231 was relocated during this inventory and UTM coordinates were ob-
tained using a GPS unit. The UTM coordinates provided for the datum in 1991 were in-
accurate because they were hand-calculated from USGS maps prior to public
availability of GPS technology. In 2008, a one-handed mano and a single white chert
flake were noted near the location where the scraper was noted. Some modern trash was
also noted at this location. The isolated flake was found approximately 60 m
west-northwest of the site. The lack of other artifacts in deflating areas on site 42S1.231
indicates that there are no significant subsurface deposits at this location, and the site is
not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.



Site 42SL.273 was also first discovered and recorded during the same reconnais-
sance inventory in 1991 of a 1965-acre parcel on behalf of Kennecott Mining Corpora-
tion. At that time, the site consisted of a raised roadbed of the old Salt Lake to Tooele
Highway. No artifacts were observed, and the site had evidence of recent use. Based on
the lack of site integrity due to modern developments and recent use, the site was rec-
ommended as being not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

In 2008, site 42S1.273 was still in use and extremely rutted, and no associated his-
toric artifacts were observed. In addition, no clearly intact historic segments of the road
were observed. The lack of artifacts and recent and heavy use of site 42SL273 indicate
that no historic segments remain within Parcel B, and the site is not eligible for inclu-
sion in the NRHP. No other cultural sites or IFs were observed in either parcel.

Summary and Management Recommendations

In summary, P-1II Associates conducted an intensive cultural resources inventory
of two parcels (A and B), covering approximately 120 acres, in February of 2008. The
project area is situated on a lake plain and lake terrace northeast of the Oquirrh Moun-
tains and south of the Great Salt Lake in the western portion of Salt Lake County. No
newly recorded sites were noted in either of these parcels, but two previously recorded
sites, 42SL.231 and 42SL273, were revisited and reassessed. One IF was also discovered
in Parcel B. After the reassessment in 2008, both sites are still not considered eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP. The IF is also recommended as being not eligible for inclu-
sion in the NRHP. Cultural resource clearance for the proposed undertaking is
recommended.
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Appendix B. List of isolated finds, their descriptions, and their UTM locations.

Isolate UTM Coordinates'
No. Easting Northing  Isolate Type and Description
IF-01 409813 4509318 Debitage

1 late-stage core reduction flake, reddish-brown chert.

! All isolates are in Zone 12. All UTM coordinates are corrected unless there was an error in collecting the
field data, and are from the NAD 1927 Conus datum.
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Appendix C. List of the legal locations for the Central Valley Landfill Inventory (U-038-PD-026p).

1/4 or 172 1/4 or 1/2' 1/4 or 1/2 Section Township Range
E NE 16 1S 2w
NW SE 16 1S 2W
'All or portions
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IMACS SITE FORM *{. State No: 4251231

*2. Agency No:

3. Temp. No: 5305-01

Part A - Administrative Data
INTERMOUNTAIN ANTIQUITIES COMPUTER SYSTEM
Form approved for use by
BLM - Utah, Idaho, Wyoming, Nevada
Division of State History - Utah, Wyoming
USFS - Intermountain Region
NPS - Utah, Wyoming

4. state Utah i‘::;e 42 County Salt Lake County Code _SL
5. Project Central Valley Land Fill inventory P-Ill Associates Project No. 5305
*6. Agency Report No. U-08-PD-026p P-lll Assoclates Report No. 5305-01-20803
*7. Site Name / Property Name N/A
8. Class Prehistoric ] Historic {3 Mutticomponent (1 Paleontologic {7} Ethnographic
9. Descriptive Site Type Lithic artifact/groundstone scatter
*10. Elevation at site datum 4222 ft
*11. UTM Grid at site datum Zone 12 409856 mE 4509311 mN 409791 mE 4509517 mN
*12. Legal Location 1927 Datum 1983 Datum

Quarter Sections Section Township Range
NE NW SE 16 18 2W

*43. Meridian Salt Lake (1)

*14. Map Reference (USGS 7.5 min} Magna, Utah (Photorevised 1969 and 1975)
15. Aerial Photo N/A
16. Location and Access

The site can be reached by traveling west on State Route 201 from Redwood Road in Salt Lake City to 7500 West.
Tum right (north) and drive for just under 0.25 mi to an intersection with a road that extends to the west and a road that
extends to the northeast along a fenceline. Tum right (northeast) and drive for approximately 0.14 mi (750 ft) to a point
where a second fenceline extends to the north and stop. Walk north along the westem side of the fence for
approximately 240 m. The site datum is situated on the terrace on the north side of the drainage and approximately
7.00 m west of the fence. The site is located on a terrace above a stream in a wide valley. The site datum consists of

an aluminum-capped rebar stake. The cap is stamped with "P-Il Associates”, the original temporary site number, "478-
1", and the year, "1991", that the site was recorded.

*47. Land Owner County (CO) and Other (OT) -
*18. Federal Administrative Units N/A
*19. Location of Curated Materials N/A

20. Description

This site was originally recorded by P-lII Associates in 1991 (Schroedl 1993). The site consists of one Eiko Comer-
notched projectile point and a steep end and side scraper exposed on the eroded slope of a natural levee adjacent to
a slough. The tools are located 0.6 and 0.8 m below the modem ground surface and are 5.0 m apart. No pieces of
lithic debitage were noted. The site was tested on Febnuary 4 and 5, 1992. Nine shovel probes were excavated down
to the whitish tan lake bottom sediments. No cultural material was recovered from the test probes.

On February 11, 2008, P-lll Associates revisited the site. Observed artifacts consisted of a late-stage core reduction
white chert flake and one mano (A-01).

*21. Site Condition [J Excellent (A) (J Good (8) [ Fair (C) ™ Poor (D)
*22. Impact Agents [ | Deflation (DE) [ ] Demolition (DM) ] Erosion (ER) W] Fence (PR) ™ Grazing (GR) [_] Road (RD)

(] pevelopment (PR) [ Range Fire (OT) [ Vandalism (vA) [ Rodent Damage (RO) Recreational Use (RC) ¥} Other (OT)
Describe

Natural erosion, primarily sheetwash erosion, has affected the western portion of the site. East of the site, the ground
surface is well sodded, inhibiting erosion.

* Encoded data items - P-lll Associates IMACS Form 1/2003 Revision 3.0 BLM 8100-1

FS R4 2300-2
4251231 5305-01 3190



IMACS SITE FORM *1. State No: 4251231

*2. Agency No:

3. Temp. No: 5305-01

The site is even more eroded in 2008 than when it was originally recorded in 1991. The site has also been impacted
by minimal grazing, a fenceline, and all-terrain vehicle use. The site is in poor condition.

*23. National Register Status _Non-eligible
Justify

This site was originally recommended as being not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
{NRHP). No additional data was observed to alter the original recommendation.

24. Photos Date Project No. Image No. Item No. Caption
2/11/2008 5305 4467 Site overview facing southwest from datum.
2/11/2008 5305 4468 Site overview facing northwest from datum.

25. Recorded by  Robert I. Bimie

*26. Survey Organization P-1ll Associates, Inc. (PD) *28. Survey Date ' 11-Feb-2008
27. Assisting Crew Members James A. Nyman, Samantha L. Kirkley, and Courtney P. Neilson
"List of Attachments ] PartB Topo Map vl Photos [J other
[] PartC i Site Map ] Artifact/Feature Ilustrations (J continuation Sheets
[ Pantg
Part A - Environmental Data
*29. Slope 3 (Degrees) 220 Aspect (Degrees)
*30. Distance to Permanent Water 5 x 100 Meters

*Type of Water Source Stream/River (B)
Name of Water Source  Kersey Creek

*31. Geographic Unit Wasatch Front Valleys (BEC)

*32. Topographic Location - See Guide for additional information. Choose only one primary and one secondary landform.
Primary Landform Valley (E)
Secondary Landform Cutbank (X)

Describe The site is located on the slope of a natural levee adjacent to a large slough. Traditionally, the area was a
marshy freshwater plain.

*33. On-site Depositional Context  Alluvial Plain (H)
(Choose one)

Describe Presently, the depositional content of the site is an alluvial plain, but traditionally the area was a large

freshwater marsh. Sediments consist of yellowish-brown silty clay (over whitish-tan lake bottom sediments).
The yellowish-brown silty clay extends from the surface to an average depth of 62 cm.

*34. Vegetation
a. Life Zone

[ Astic-Alpine (A) (] Hudsonian (8) ] Canadian(C) [_] Transitional (D) ¥} Upper Sonoran (E) [} Lower Sonoran (F)
b. Community

Primary On-Site Shadscale Community (O)
Secondary On-Site Grassland/Steppe (M)
Surrounding Site Shadscale Community (O)

Describe  Traditionally, the vegetation would have been marsh/swamp. Today, the vegetation consists of
greasewood, pickleweed, iodine bush, and indeterminate bunch grasses.

Vegetation observed in 2008 includes shadscale, saltbush, and other unidentified, nonwoody species.

* Encoded data items P-lil Associates IMACS Form 1/2003 Revision 3.0 BLM 81001

FS R-4 2300-2
4251231 5305-01 190



IMACS SITE FORM ' *1. State No: 4251231

*2. Agency No:

3. Temp. No: 5305-01

. *35. Miscellaneous Text  None
! 36. Comments/Continuations

The area on site and for several miles surrounding the site there were a series of freshwater lakes, streams, and
. springs with associated marshes and swamps. The traditional vegetation would have included pickleweed, iodine bush,
! sedges, reeds, scirpus, eleochris, and possibly cattail (Typha). The artifacts constituting the site have eroded from the
! cut bank of the slough which traditionally would have been a high point along the waterways and marshes.

. Reference(s) used on this site form:

i Schroedl, Alan R. (compiler)
: 1993 :

Cultural and Paleontological Inventory and Testing of 1965 Acres in Sections 16, 17, 20, 21 of Township 1S, Range 2W,

Salt Lake County, Utah. Cultural Resources Report 478-01-9129. P-l)I Associates, Inc., Salt Lake City, Utah. Submitted
g to Kennecott Utah Copper, Bingham Canyon, Utah.

* Encoded data items P-Il Associates IMACS Form 1/2003 Revision 3.0 BLM 8100-1

FS R4 2300-2
4251231 _ 5305-01 379




Part B - Prehistoric Site

State No 4281231

Agency No
Temp. No 5305-01

1. Descriptive Site Type Lithic artifact/groundstone scatter

2. Culture CULTURAL AFFILIATION DATING METHOD

Archaic , Lithic cross-dating
Describe The cuitural assemblage includes an Eiko Comer-notched projectile point.
3. Site Dimensions 5 m X 5 m *Area 20 sqm
4. Surface Collection/Method [ 1 None (A) {J Designed Sample (C)

Grab Sample (B) [J Compiete Collection (D)

Sampling Method Both formal lithic tools, PP1 and IH1, were pace plotted from datum then collected in 1991. Nothing
was collected in 2008.

5. Estimated Depth of Cultural Fill ¥ surface (A) (0 20-100cm(C) [ Fill noted but unknown (E)
If tested, show location on site map. (3 0- 20em(B) [0 100 cm+ (D) ] Depth Suspected, but not tested (F)
How Estimated Nine shovel probes were excavated in 1991 (see map) down to the sterile lake bottom sediments. No
cultural material was recovered from the probes. No shovel probes were excavated in 2008.
6. Excavation Status  [] Excavated (A) Tested (B) [0 Unexcavated (C)
Testing Method None
7. Summary of Artifacts and Debris (Refer to Guide for additional categories, i.e., LS, GS, CS, CB, BS)
Lithic scatter (LS)
Groundstone scatter (GS)

Describe Artifacts/Debris

When the site was recorded in 1991 (Schroed! 1993), the site comprised of an Elko Cormer-notched projectile point
(PP1) and a steep end and side scraper (IH1). The two artifacts are located on the southwestem-facing eroded slope of
a freshwater slough. The point is located 0.8 m and the scraper is 0.6 m below the modem ground surface. The artifacts
are separated by 5 m in a more or less north-south direction. Lacking in the assemblage are pieces of lithic debitage.

The 2008 revisit observed a late-stage core reduction white chert flake and one mano (A-01).

*8. Chipped Stone, Ground Stone, and Other Implements

Number_Artifact Type

1- Scraper
1 Projectile point
1 Mano

Describe: One Elko Comer-notched projectile point (PP1), one side and end scraper (IH1), and one mano (A-01).

Artifact IMACS Length Width Thickness
No.  Artifact Type Code (cm) (cm) _(em)  Mmaterial .
A-01 Mano NA 14.0 7.7 4.0 Quartzite
This is a one-handed mano. it is not very heavily ground.
BT Scraper o H 34 26 White and tan chalceday—%

(heat-treated)
IH1 is a nearly complete side and end scraper made from a heat-treated flake of white and tan
chalcedony with small brick red-colored inclusions. It is lacking a portion of one lateral margin. The end
_has been modified into a steep working edge while the angle of the sides are of a lesser angle. This
scraper was collected in 1991.

* Encoded data items P-Ill Associates IMACS Form 1/2003 Revision 3.0 BLM 8100-1

FS R-4 2300-2

4251231 5305-01 3190



Part B - Prehistoric Site

State No 4251231
Agency No
: Temp. No 5305-01
PP1  Projectile point CA 35 34 706 Grayish-white chalcedony

PP1 is an Eiko Corner-notched projectile point of grayish-white chalcedony. It is lacking a portion of its
distal tip and midsection. It has a neck width of 1.2 cm. This point was collected in 1991.

*Incomplete
*9. Lithic Debitage - Estimated Quantity 1-9(B)
Material Type White chert (dominant).

Flaking Stages (0) Not Present (1) Rare (2) Common (3) Dominant
Decortication 0 Secondary 0 Tertiary 3 Shatter 0 Core 0O
10. Maximum Density - # / sq m (all lithics) 1

*41. Ceramics Artifacts
Describe: None

12. Maximum Density - # / sq m (ceramics) 0

*13. Non-Architectural Features (locate on site map) - See Guide for additional categories
Describe: None

*14, Architectural Features (located on site map)
Describe: None

15. Comments / Continuations

Describe:
Test Pit Information:

The site was tested using nine shovel probes (see map) in 1991. The probes averaged 38 cm in diameter and all were
excavated down to the sterile lake bottom sediments (average depth of 62 cm). A north-south, east-west grid system
was established over the area with datum as the 0, 0 point. The probes were placed at 2-m intervals north, east, and
west of datum. Soil was screened through one-quarter inch wire mesh. No cultural material was recovered from the
shovel probes. No testing was conducted in 2008.

* Encoded data items P-1ll Associates IMACS Form 1/2003 Revision 3.0 BLM 8100-1
FS R-4 2300-2
42S1.231

5305-01
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IMACS SITE FORM ADDENDUM State No: 4251273

Agency No:

A20. Site Description

This site was originally recorded by P-IIl Associates in 1991 (Schroed| 1993). The site consists of the raised roadbed of
the old Salt Lake to Tooele Highway. The road first appears on the County Surveyor Township and Range map dated
1902. On this map, the road bisects the following sections going from east to west in T. 1S, R. 2W, Sections 14-17 and -
19-20. In Section 14, the road diagonally bisects the NW 1/4 then follows the section line eastward which is presently
1300 South. By 1917, portions of the road were abandoned. Sections 14 and 15in T. 18, R. 2W, are no longer bisected
by the road but rather the road follows the westem boundary of Section 15 northward then east along 1300 South. ltis
possible that this road follows the original stage route to and from Salt Lake City, "the Hasting's Cutoff”, and the path
traveled by John C. Fremont in 1845 though presently no evidence of this exists today.

No changes were noted to the site in 2008.
A21. Site Condition

The road has been affected by natural erosion and by recent use. It is extremely rutted, and no clearly historic segments
wera observed. The site is in poor condition.

A23. National Register Justification

This site was originally recommended as being not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). The original NRHP recommendation is agreed with here.

A25. Recorded by Robert |. Bimie

A26. Survey Organization P-lll Associates, Inc. (PD) . A28. Survey Date 11-Feb-2008
A27. Assisting Crew Members  James A. Nyman, Samantha L. Kirkley, and Courtney P. Neilson
List of Attachments Topo Map [ Photos and Captions [J Continuation Sheets
[] Site Map ] Astifact/Feature lllustrations

Comments/Continuations:
None

References Cited:

Schroedl, Alan R. (compiler)
1993
Cultural and Paleontological Inventory and Testing of 1965 Acres in Sections 16, 17, 20, 21 of Township 1S, Range

2W, Sait Lake County, Utah. Cultural Resources Report 478-01-3129. P-iil Associates, Inc., Salt Lake City, Utah.
Submitted to Kennecott Utah Copper, Bingham Canyon, Utah.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A wetland delineation was conducted on a parcel of pro.per’cylapproximately 83 acres in size
located at 7301 West and 1300 South (Section 1.6, T 1S,. R 2W, Salt Lake Base and | |
.Meridian), Salt Lake City, Utah. The purpose of this assessment was to determine whether
any portion of the subject property may be considered wetlands, as deﬁnedlby Section 404 of

‘ the Clean Water Act.

The results of this delineation indicate that there are approximately 9.59 abres of wetland on
the subject property. Of the Wetlands identified, it appears that approximately 7.71 acres
may be considered jurisdictional, and 1.88 acres may be considered isolated wetlands by the
U.S. Army Corps of Eﬁginems (ACOE). The final decision as to jurisdiction will be made
by the ACOE after field verification of the site. |

This delineation was conducted according to the guidelines and procedures outlined in the
US Army Corps of Engineers’ Wetlands Delineation Manual (Technical Report Y-87-1) and
the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delinéation Manual:

Arid West Region, December, 2006.

MOR 80-acre Parcel i o IHI Environmental
Wetland Delineation : ' Project No. 08N-8007
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

A wetland delineation was conducted on a parcel of property approximately 83 acres in size
located at 7301 West aﬁd 1300 South (Section 16, T 1S, R 2W, Salt Lake Base and
Meridian), Salt Lake City, Utah. The purpose of this assessment was to determine whether
any portion of the subject propefty might be considered wetlands, as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and EPA define wetlands as areas that are’
inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to
support, and under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Generally, saturated soil conditions are further
described as saturated to the surface for at least two weeks during the normal growing

se€ason.

The current property owner is the Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility. The contact
for the property is Mr. Reed Fisher, Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility. The phone
number for Mr. Fisher is (§01) 973-9100.

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is located at 7301 West 1300 South, Salt Lake City, Utah. To access the site, access

UT-201 West toward West Valley. Take the 56™ West Street exit, and tum right onto 5600
West Street. Tum left (west) on California Avenue. The site is located approximately 0.25
miles west down the unpaved road, on the left (south) side of the road. The site is currently a
composting facility and 1s secured with a chain-link fence; Site direction is presented as

Figure 1. A topographic map is presented as Figure 2. A site map is presented as Figure 3.

Land in the surrounding area is primarily used for light industrial purposes or is currently
undeveloped. The Salt Lake County landfill is located to the north-northeast of the property.

Site photographs are presented in Appendix 4.

MOR 80-acre Parcel _ 1 THI Environmental
Wetland Delineation Project No. 08N-8007
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3.0 METHODS

This delineation was conducted according to the guidclines and procedures outlined in the

US Army Corps of Engineers’ Wetlands Delineation Manual (Technical Report Y-87-1) and

. in compliance with the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers’ Wetland

Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, December, 2006.

Using this method, the uplahd areas are differentiated from wetland areas based on three
parametérS: vegetation, soils, and hydrologic features. At each data point, all of these
parameters must exhibit wetland characteristics for that point to be within the wetland
boundary. Dominant vegetation spécies at each dafa point were identified by visual
estimation of coverage. Generally, any species with 20% cover or greater was considered a‘
dominant species. However, the Wetland Delineation Manual specifies that for areas where
only one layer of vegetation is preéent, five dominant species should be identiﬁed for each
data point. Therefore, if five dominant species were not present at 20% cover, species with

less cover were also noted, but not generally counted as dominants.

Soils were removed at each data point to depths between 18 to 20 inches. Soil moisture,
texture, and color were observed, and any observations of organic conient, redoximorphic
conditions or gleyed soils were noted. Soils were moistened and compared to the Munsell

Color Charts (Macbeth, 1990) for determination of value, chroma, and hue.

Hydrologic features were noted for-each data point, based primarily on depth to groundwater,

surface water, soil moisture, and field observations, for indications of hydrologic
characteristics, such as water marks and drift lines. Where available, irrigation, seasonal
inﬂﬁences, recent precipitation events, annual and Jong-term precipitation data, and historical
information were also considered. As specified in the Wetlands Delineation Man.ual,
information collected from each data point was recorded on data forms presented in

Appendix 2.

MOR 80-acre Parcel ' -2 IHI Environmental
Wetland Delineation _ ' - ~ Project No. 08N-8007



4.0 FIELD SURVEY RESULTS

Complete docurﬁentation of vegetation, soils, and hydrology is provided for 14 data points,

starting with data point DP-3, through data point DP-16. .
4.1 | Vegetation |

The dominant wetland plant specieé identified were saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) and

unidentifiable species of plants in the Ranunculaceae family.

4

Dominant upland plants consisted of rye grass (Elymus cincereus) and greasewood
(Sacrobatus vermiculatus). Speciation of upland plants was difficult due to the time of year.
Unidentifiable species of upland grasses, Cirsium, as well as species from the Asteraceae

family were emerging at the time of the site visit. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the dominant

vegetation.
- Table 1 -
Dominant Wetland Species
Scientific Name Common Name -Indicator Status
Distichlis spicata Inland saltgrass FAC
Ranunculus sp buttercup - FAC-FACW
Table 2
Non-wetland or Upland Vegetation
Scientific Name Common Name ~ Indicator Status
Elymus cinereus * Basin wild-rye - NI
Sarcobatus vermiculatus : - greasewood FACU
Cirsium sp thistle - FACU

4.2 Soils

The soil series identified on the project site consist of two series: the Jordan-Saltair complex,
0 1o 1 percent slopes, and the Saltair-Playas-Lasil complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes. The soil

survey map is presented as Figure 4. The Jordan-Saltair complex comprises most of the site,

MOR &0-acre Parcel 3 THI Environmental

Wetland Delineation Project No. 08N-8007



and is described as somewhat poorly drained. The Saltair-Playas-Lasil complex is found in

the playa area located on eastern portion of the site, and is described as poorly dra'm_ed.

4.3 Hydrology

Hydrologic conditions were assessed based on observations of soil characteristics and depth

to groundwater.

Surface water covered a large portion of the northwest corner of the site at the time of the site

visit (Photograph 16). A seep or spring is suspected to supply water to this area.

Surface water was also observed in a depression south of the concrete composting pad at the
time of the site visit (Photogfaph 4). According to Mr. Bouey,' the soils in this area were
excavated and used as a base for the concrete pad, which was built in épproximately 1994,
Water accumulates on the west side of pad, and is occasionally pumped into the excavated

depression (Photograph 5 and 6).

A playa area is located on the eastern fence line, and extends onto the east-adjoining
property. This area was saturated at the surface at the time of the site visit. It appeared that
the western boundary of this wetland area had been covered with soils during the
construction of the road that runs through the property in approximately 1994 (Photograph
11). It could not be estimated how much of the playa area had been filled by the |
dev.e]opment of the property.

A 1990 National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Map is presented as Figure 5. Two wetland
areas are identified on the map that correspond with wetland areas identified on the northwest

comer and eastern fence line of the property.
5.0 CONCLUSIONS

The 6.63 acres of wetland area in the northwest corner of the property may be considered
juﬁsdictiona] wetlands by the ACOE. The 1.08 acres of playa area along the eastern fence

line may be considered jurisdictional non-wetlands by the ACOE: It is IHI’s opinion that the

MOR 80-acre Parcel 4 _ IHI Environmental
Wetland Delineation ' : Project No. 0&8N-8007



1.88 acres of wetland area on the central portion of the property created by development of

the building pad may be considered isolated wetlands.

The final decision as to jun'sdi-ctjon will be made by the ACOE after field verification of the

site.

MOR 80-acre Parcel 5 . ' [HI Environmental
Wetland Delineation Project No. 08N-8007




PROJECT LIMITATIONS

This Project was performed using, as a minimum, practices consistent with standards
acceptable within the industry at this time, and a level of diligence typically exercised by

environmental consultants performing similar services.

The procedures used attempt to estabhsh a balance between the competing goals of limiting
investigative and reporting costs and time, and reducing the uncertainty about unknown
conditions. Therefore, because the findings of this report were derived from the scope, costs,

time and other limitations, the conclusions should not be construed as a guarantee that all

“environmental liabilities have been identified and fully evaluated. Where sample collection

andte'sting have been performed, IHI's professional opinions are based in part on the
interpretation of data from discrete sampling locations that may not represent conditions at
non-sampled locations: IHI assumes no responsibility for omissions or errors resulting from
inaccurate information, or data, provided by sources outside of IHI or from omissions or

errors in public records.

Furthermore, it is emphasized that the final decision on how much risk to accept always
remains with the client since IHI is not in a position to fully understand all of the client's
needs. Clients with a greater aversion to risk may want to take additional actions while

others, with less aversion to risk, may want to take no further action.

MOR 80-acre Parcel 6 _ . HI Environmental
Wetland Delineation ' Project No. 08N-8007
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WETLAND DETERMINATIDN DATA FORM ~ Arid West Region

Samphng Date: C/{’ ("{—0(

Project/Site: MOR delineation B_D—acre parcel City/Cqunty: _Salt Lake City / Salt Lake County

Aph"”anUOWner: Managed Organic Recyicing, inc ] L State: UT_ Sampling Point:

1t tor(s)l:' Amy Findley - Section, Township, Range: _Section 16, T 1S, R 2W

Léndform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): - ] -' Local relief (conéave. convex, none): __none . Slope (%):
Subregion (LRR): Desert . . Lat: Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: \_}ﬁ : NWI classification: m"\)\— _
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No____ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation . Soll ., or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _} .
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? ' (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations; transecﬁts,_ important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes >§ N | Is the Sampled Area P
Hydric Soil Present? Yes_ No _ 7 . within a Wetland? Yes y
Wetland Hydrology Present? Z
Rema s:
n\\é oo oM \}ﬁﬁ% 3(u/\tt/
VEGETATION-
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) . % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species .
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ! (A)
2. - ' : '

Total Number of Dominant ’
Species Across All Strata:

&.‘ - Percent of Dominant Species '
A Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: [(ZC’ (A/B)

Saplina/Shrub Stratum

1 ' ' Prevalence Index worksheet:
Y Total % Cover of: Multipty by:
3 OBL species x1=
4 - : FACW species i X2=
5 FAC species Xx3=
Total Cover: ___ FACUspecies ___  _ x4=___
H_b Str tum} l ‘L UPL species x5 =
1. Ai\ﬁ)\ '( ,\ & \ (\\ s : l)%ﬁ % Cotumn Totals: N - )
. L% ) - .
n \ Prevalence Index =B/A =
4 ' Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 __ Dominance Testis >50%
6 B o Prevalence Index is £3.0'
; B ___ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
- - - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8.
- Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explai
Woody Vine Stratum
. “indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
’ - ) . be present.
2. _
Total Cover: ' Hydropk_\ytic_

L = -

. : . Vegetation .
o/ 2are Ground in Herb Siratum _ . % Cover of Biotic Crust Present? Yes , No
‘T i

L

US Army Corps of Enginesrs Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




SOIL o - Sampling Point: Q( ’5

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth ~- - Matrix Redox Features ’

inchesl‘ Color (moist) % Color {moist) % Type' Loc? _Texture Remarks
0-149  _fouLals At N

\

wF30” TiaR T T T T Gl

“Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. _ ’Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) . Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ Histosoi (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) - ___ 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ’ __ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __. Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) . __ Red Parent Material (TF2)

____ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

___ Vernal Poals {(F9) : *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present);
Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No k/)
/
Remarks: 1
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Primary Indicators {any one indicator is suificient) ' Water Marks (B1) {Riverine)

— Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust (B11) __ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

___ High Walter Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ’ ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

___ Saturation (A3) ____ Agquatic invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _ o DrY-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizaspheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced lron (C4) __ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___'Surtace Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent ron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aqguitard (D3)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) _ __-FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations: - : _ ' _ 4
~Surface Water Present? Yes_____ No AL\ Depth (inches):

Water Table Present? Yes _ No _j/w De pth {inches):

Saturation Present? . Yes____ No _% Depth (inches): | : Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No V)
| (includes capillary fringe) _ 7/

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if avaitable: : ‘

Remarks T . | | —.
B | | o D

US Army Corps of Enginzsr: Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: MOR delineation__80-acre_parcel

Apnfi~ant/Owner: __Managed Organic Recvicing, inc

City/County:

_Salt Lake City / Salt Lake County__

Sampling Date:

If\ tor(s):

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Subregion (LRR):

State: UT = Sampling Point: . 2 -

Soil Map Unit Name:

Amy Findiey Section, Township, Range: _ Section 16, T 1S. R2W
Locat relief (concave, convex, none): ___none ) Slope (%):
Desert Lat: Long: Datum: :
_ NWI classification: ‘{\Mr'\L i
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No______ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation’ , Soil , or Hydrology __ significantly

Are Vegetation , Soil. - ,or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

disturbed?

Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes 3[ No

\

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showmg sampling pomt locations, transects, important features, etc.

Yes

\J

7

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Pr°sen"7

‘No
No

Yes

0
No 7

Is the Sampled Area
within a Wetland?

No\/ﬁ

Ed

Yes

T e Q\ﬂ&é?

VEGETATION

—
Tree Straium

- Absolute

(Use scientific names.) % Cover

Dominant Indicator
_Species? _Siatus

—_

N

w

N Total Cover:
Sanling/Shrub Stratum

NN

w o
N

LI Y

S

® N e »

: : Total Cover:
Woody Ving Stratum

4

D
‘.

Total Cover:

|

/UPL species

Tiydrophytic Vegetation indicators: -

Dominance Test worksheet:
Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: |

Total Number of Dominant r
Species Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Prevalence index worksheet:
Total % Cover of:

OBL species

FACW species

FAC species

Multiply by:
xt=
X2=
x3= _
x 4=
x9=
(A)

FACU species

Column Totals;

Prevalence Index = BIA =

_ Dominance Testis >50%
_ Prevalence Index is £3.0°

__ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

_ Problematic Hydropﬁhytic Vegetation' (Explain)

'Indicators of hydric soil and wetiand hydrology must
be present.

Hydrephytic

1 Vegetation
- qire Ground in Herb Stratum __ 1) - Cover of Biotic Crust J Present? Yes __\_ﬂ No
USs Army Corps of Engineers Arid West ~ Version 11-1-2006




SOIL

Sampling Point: &k - L/‘

Matrix

Redox Features

Color (maist) %

Color {moist)

% Type' _ Loc®

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(inches}

Texture

W

Remark§

ol /3

gl
St‘m{/m}

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

*Location: PL=Pare Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4).

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, u

nless otherwise noted.)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)
Vernal Pools (E9)

" {ndicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™

. 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR C)
__ 2.cm Muck (A10)(LRR B)
___ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

3ndicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

l

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Remarks:

Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes

No \ﬂ

Ya
7

g

HYDROLOGY

]

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Tahie (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
Surface Soil Cracks (BB)

\nundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Salt Crust (B11)

Biotic Crust (B12)

Aguatic Invertabrates (B13)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (o))

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced tron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8)
Other (Explain in Remarks)’

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) |
Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Rivering)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

Drainage Patterns (810)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Sauuration Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Shallow Aguitard (D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

(inciudes capillary fringe)

Fiel'd Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No
Water Table Present? Yes No
Saturation Present? Yes

i

o

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

_Nof\Q,

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, asrial

photios, previous inspeciions), if available:

<
]

Remarks:

Army Corps of Enginzsers

Arid Viest - Version 11-1-2006




- WETLARND DETERMINATION DATA FORM Arid West Region

Sampling Date: L{ 4 Q{\
DS

State: UT _ Sampling Point: \

MOR delineation _80-acre_ parcel

Aprligant/Owner:
( ‘tor(s):

Project/Site: City/County: _Salt Lake City / Sait Lake County

Managed Organic Recylcing. Inc

Amy Findley Section, Township, Range: _ Section 16. T 1S, R 2W. _
Landform (hillsiope, terrace, eic.): Locat relief (concave, convex, none): ___none Slope (%): -
Subregion (LRR): Desert Lat: Long: Datum:
Soil Map Unit Name: A NWI classification: ﬂhv\,’\
Are chmahc/ hydrologlc conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation

, Sail \1/ or Hydrology )(

, Soil

-
significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __ No k_’

Are Vegetation

, or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes \\4{/ No I the Sahpled Area

. } " é )
Hydric Soil Present? Yes N No within a Wetland? Yes \/ No
Wetiand Hydrology Present? Yes ~ No f

bl Wk e deated %\ rdiun u/

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum

(Use scientific names.)

1.

Absoluie
% Cover

Dominant Indicator

Species?

Status

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Woody Vine Stratum
1

Total Cover: '/i(C

2

2. Total Number of Dominant

3. : Species Across All Strata: ./ (B)
‘ . Percent of Dominant Species )

- Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: foly (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stiatuim : i

1. Prevalence Index worksheat:

2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:

3- OBL specizs x1=

4 . FACW species X2=

5 FAC species . Xx3=

{ Total Cover: FACU species x 4=
Herb Straturh I i o =
il ayal. o Ny | i
Lo (WS S 0 E\, CAL/ |

3. 4 Prevalence Index = B/A =

4. Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators: .

5 __ Dominance Testis >50%

5 __ Prevalence index is <3.0°

7 __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
N data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegstation' (Explain)

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrokjgy must .
be present.

Total Cover:

% Cover of Biotic Crust

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Present?

Yes \/
e

o Bare Ground in Herb Stratum :
i rks:

US Army Corps of Engineers -

Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



} . . . \J
SOl ) o - Sampling Point: '-Dk - :

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confimm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features .
(xnch?sz Color, mgat) % Color {moist) % Type' . Loc? Texture Remarks

/ ' wt - L
Lt 28ye¥e w20 M Sedndh oy é )
v \ | . i |

1Type C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. % ocation; PL=Pore Lining, RC Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRS unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) ___ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) .

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) __ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Minerat (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Hydrogen Suffide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) : _)4 Depleted Matrix (F3) ____ Ofther (Explain in Remarké)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Depressions (F8)

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
_-_ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Redox Dark Surface (F8)

wetland hydrology musi be present.

Type:

Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes M\~ No
7
Remarks:

.)
|

HYDROLOGY ~
Wetland Hydrology indicators:

) Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) -___ Biotic Crust (B12) ____ Drift Depasits (B3) (Riverine)

___ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Sediment Depasits (B2) (Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Thin Muck Surface'(C_7)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

___. Presence of Reduced lron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8)
%Surface Soil Cracks (BB)

Recent iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) ___ Saturation Visible on Asnial Imagery (C9)

___Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  _ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Shallow Aguitard (D3)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ FAC-Nautral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes QL Depth rnches)

Water Table Present? Yes % ___ Depth (inches): n \g

Saturation Present? Yes_(__ No_ __ Depth (inches): l Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes /\/) No

(includes capillary fringe) .
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monltormg well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

L

US Army Corps of Engingers A Hast — Yarsion 11-1-2003



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arld West Region

:roject/Site:  MOR delineation__80-acre parcel ' City/County: _Salf Lake City / Salt Lake County___~ Sampling Date: Lli 4 06

t/Owner: ___Managed Oraganic Recylcing. Inc ' : _ State: UT_ Sampling Point: Sw {;
(‘or(s) Amy Findley . . Section, Township, Range: _Section 16, T 1S, R 2W '

_andform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): . _ Logal relief (concave, convex, none): ___nong Slope (%):’

Subregion (LRR): Desert Lat: : Long: Datum:

3oil Map Unit Name: _\_:—D - NWI classification: nO{\L

Are climatic / hydrologic conditioné on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No ______ (if no, explain in Remarks.) '

are Vegetetion ______. Soll ___(\(_ or Hydrology gj_k{__signiﬁcanﬂy disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __ No 7\L

Are Vegetation __ , Soit ___, or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) .

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locatidns, transects, important featureé, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No Is the Sampled Area
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No ; Yes )\/\

— within a Wetland? No
Wetland Hydrology Present?

S ke \nmf‘éwv\ oy cwv\m\ Wt e c!C@uw\ \ﬂf«ibM

VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species ?/
1 _ That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)-
2.

Total Number of Dominant

3. ' Species Across All Strata:
(“ _ . Percent of Dominant Species (0’0

Total Cover:

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapiing/Shrub_Stratum _
1. ' ! Prevalence Index worksheet:
5 Total % Cover of Muitiply by:
3. OBL species x 1=
4. FACW species X 2=
5 ~AC speciss x3=
R Total Cover: ___- _ .FACU species x 4=
Herb Stmturt | - — UPL species _ x5=
TAQL\‘/ \1'\ 6 O \:?’V 6‘—‘?/\‘ /%O \/’ P@Y/ Colurnn Totats: (A). (B)

» Lo QS 30 2D TN TR _
\_(‘/;ij_u)w\ iy 20 i‘U LA Prevalence index =B/A =

i Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:

___ Dominance Test is >50%

___ Prevalence Index is <3.0°

___ Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

%O ___ Problematic Hydrophylic Vegetation' {Explain)
Toial Cover: - . . . R . P R, -

o ~N oA W

Woody Vine Stratum

] . Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
: be present.
2.

" Total Cover: : ' . Hydfopr_lytic

. Vegetation - Pl
p re Ground in Herb Stratum ?’@ % Cover oi Biolic Crust ' : Present? Yes V’ No

|

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2008




SOlL _ Sampling Point: \ } -‘&Q
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators. ).
Depth Matrix Redox Features .
{inches) Color (moist) % Type' " _Loc? Tekture Remarks

‘DC\Rlor (;fa ’_IE_ZL %

alfr

15%¢ Y7

Y

RESA(ACR

45

L { - | '

17

"Type: C=Conceniration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

%L ocation: PL=Pore meg, RC=

Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hlstosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogeh Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Hydrlc Solil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwxse noted.)

____ Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)

* Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Dark Surface (F8)

___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

Redox Depressions (F8)

___ Vernal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
1 com Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) .
Reduced Vertic (F18)

Red Parent Material (TF2)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type:
Depth (inches). Hydric Soil Present? Yes \F/ No
Remarks: /
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary Indncators (2 or more required)
Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

—

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

" inundation Visibla on Aerial imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (89)

Salt Crust (B11)

Biotic Crust (B12)
Aquatic Invertebrates (813)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidizéd Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced iron (C4)
Recent tron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

Drainage Patterns {B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Shallow Aquitard (D3) '

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:
Yes

Surface Water Present?

No
Yes___ No

Yes% No

Water Tablé Present?

Saturation Present?’
(includes capillary fringe)

a

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \/f

"No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge monitoring well, aeriat photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks;

\()OUJ‘ (,M‘

L

U3 Army Coros of Enginears

Arid Wes: — Version 11-1

-2003




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

roject/Site: MOR delineation__80-acre_parcel

ppli—gt/Owner:
@

andform (hillslope, terrace, etc)
.ubregion (LRR): Desert Lat:
olf Map Unit Name: __, \D

_Salt Lake C_ity / Salt Lake County Sampling Date: 4:4—%

State: UT_ Sampling Point: \_2‘_)' 7

Section 16, T 1S, R 2W

City/County:

Managed Organic Recylcing. Inc

~ Amy Findley Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, hone): ___none

Slope (%):

Long: Datum:

Nt

NWI classification:

re climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No

, Soil L/ . or Hydrology X_ significantly disturbed?

re Vegetation . Sall

({no, explain in Remarks.)
re Vegetation:

Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __ Y

No'\/
7

, or Hydrology na_turally problematic?-

(If need(_éd, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FIND_INGS'- Attach site map sh_owin'g sampling point locations, transécts, important—featufes, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? ves _\(. No s the Sampled Area -

? ) .
Hydric Soil Present? _ Yes , No within a Wetiand? Vos )( .
Wettand Hydrolﬁgy Present? _ No

Remarks:

\OO\W\!} N W\XWA Wk ol

W\LA \(/'» 'iVi‘ y{ y L’] ()Uﬁ“f‘vi%/

n

ITEGETATION .
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Sopecies? _Status Number of Dominant Spedies .
1. i That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: _ ‘ (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant \
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
< ‘— . Percent of Dominant Species ' ’
. Totaf Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (D (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum .
1. = Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 OBL species x1=
4 FACW species x2=
5 FAC species X 3=
Total Cover: _ FACU species x4=
H_“MLJE( { e ' : / oo UPL species X 5=
: (“ \ S
A SR Y, ‘s} a0 \ Ex g Column Totals: A
: \ = N (A) (8)
2 [ avsiod o % e . -
3 Prevalence Index =B/A =
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 ___ Dominance Testis >50%
6 ___ Prevalence index is £3.0'
5 . Mqrpholpgical Adaptations' (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8. h
A Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® i
Total Cover: \!'i_ Yt . .. . . y P y IC ege . n (Explalr})
Weody Vine Stratum : .
1 YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
’ be present. :
2.
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
- Vegetation /:
o —ape Ground in Herl Stratum % Covear of Biotic Crust Present? Yes : No
{ ‘_: '

!

US Army Cerps cf Enginsers Arid West - Version 11-1-2006




SOIL- Sampling Paint:

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth : Matrix : Redox Features - _
{inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % _ _Type' _loc® . Téxture Remarks

-2 \NEAL 3 4l
L1 28NLY2 | . m
0120 16 \{\KW~ _ | 6

[T

]

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channe!. M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) : indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
_ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) : __ 1 em Muck (A9) (LRR C)

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) —__ Stripped Matrix (S8) T __ 2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Laamy Mucky Minerai (F1) ____ Reduced Vertic (F18)

____ Hydrogen Suifide (A4) C ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) . ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) _}/Depiete_d Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ .Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) " ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) _

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) *indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present}:

Type: :
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes Y]  No
Remarks: . : . -
HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficisnt) __ Water Mérks (B1) (Riverine)
___ Surface Water (A1) __ SaltCrust (B11) ___ Sediment Depoasits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) ~ ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ' .___ Drift Deposits (83) (Riverine)
___ Saturation (A3) ___ Aguatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) _~_ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___" Thin Muck Surface (C7)
___ Drift Deposits {B3) (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows-(C8)
X Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (CB) ___ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (€9)
___ Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7)  ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
__- Water-Stained Leaves (B9) : ' __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations: )
‘Surface Water Present? Yes _ ___ No ‘é( Depth (inches):
Water. Table Present? Yes___ .No__[-_ Depth(inches): ) _
Saturation Present? Yes ‘37[_ No___ Depth (inches): lo Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \/ No
(includes capiliary fringe) . ; - 7=

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections). if available:

Remarks: \OO\)'{\{%{"J \'\.{

US Army Corps cf Enginesrs Aiid West ~ Version 11-1-2008



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Arid West Region

Project/Site: MOR delinéation 80-acre parcel City/County: _Salt Lake City / Salt Lake Cour\ty Sampling Date: L‘ ‘L&'”D& .
Applicant/Owner: __Managed Organic Recyicing. Inc ' . _ State: UT_ Sampling Point: § 29 ?

( tor(s):. Amy Findley Section, Township, Range: __Section 16. T 1S. R2W

Lan orm (hillslope, terrace, efc.): 3 _ . Local relief (concave, convex, none): ___none - Slope (%):
Subregion.(LRR): Desert Lat: : Long: . Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: S?L/ - NWI classification: L,p- \)\

Are climatic / hydrologic cond'iﬂonslon the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No (If no, explain in Remarks.)

“Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? ~ Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes V' No

Are Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology naturally problemnatic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks!)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site rhap-showing_ sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes \/ ~ No Is the Sampled Area :
i i ? N . !
Hydrlg Sofl Present : ves 7 © within a Wetiand? Yes \,L\ No
Wetland Hydrolegy Present? Yes :"* No : ) . 7
Remarks: St o % o \ A . ]
. S R NVETA D Ad 4 #
v&x{ b MUL o Cetl g ;,{_,,x{ w‘ k}gt}. WA O \/
. ) 1y d . :
VEGETATION
Absolute  Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? Statu; Number of Dominant Species
1. - . That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ‘ (A)
N .

i Total Number of Dominant .
3. Species Across All Strata: : f (B)

< o Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW. or FAC: 100 (A/B)
Saplina/Shrub Stratum T

1 Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 . Total % Cover of. Multiply by:
3 . OBLspecies ____ _ _ x1=_
4 FACW species X2=
5 . FAC species X3 =
Total Cover: __ . FACU species ‘X 4=

Hehb Stratum

o — UPL species - X5 =
! ¢ ((‘\U\[\(U&US 8 { . 'lD \/ %/‘ ColumiTota)s: _(At)3 | (B)

Hék (exwt < DM NS | I m,t
" . \,';J”‘Q)v’?u hJ: we e /| (hj\B 0 N el

Prevalence Index = B/A'=

4 ) Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 __ Dominance Tastis >50%
5 Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7 ___ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
. T - ~ data in Remarks or on 2 separate sheet)
L - _ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain) .
' . _ . Total Cover: é U - wee T T T va D yue g -auor ..(..X_[:J.aln)
Woody Vine Stratum
1. : ) B : 'Indicalors of hydrlc soil and wetland hydrology must
- T be present.
2. — —
Total Cover. Hydrophytic
Vagetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum K) % Cover of Biotic Crust ___ | Present? . Yes No
I s, 7
L ————— e — _ pR—

US Army Corps of Engineers o : Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



- SOIL

Sampling Pomt Q‘f /Zé

Profile Descnptlon (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or connrm the absence of indicators.)

5-720 %

TR

Depth Matrix Redox Features ;
(inches) Color (maist) % Color {maist) % Type' & _Loc? Teb&ture ( Remarks ' l
0S5 _ WL SIZ Silhy Am]

26 M Aot

oy
y

L
O.

..Z, O

10 V\\MLL

M

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix,

*_ocation: - PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

" Histosal {A1)
Histic Epipedon (A2)
Black Histic (A3)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)
1 ¢m Mugck (A9) (LRR D)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)-
___ Sandy Redox (S5)

__ Redox Dark Surface (F6)
__ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Vernal Pools (F39)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®: :
— 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) ] ]
___ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__ Reduced Veriic (F18) :
Red Parent Material (TF2) ]
Other (Explain in Remarks) i

Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)

Redox Depressions (F8) : !

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

*Indicators of hydro'phytic vegetation and . 5
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

No

HydricSoii Present? Yes Y
7

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary ndicators (2 or more required)

___ Surface Water (A1)
High Water Table (A2)
___ Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Depaosits (B3) (Nonriverine).
J Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Inundation Visible on Aerial lmagefy (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (BS)

Salt Crust (B11)

Biotic Crust (B12)

Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Presence of Reduced iron (C4)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) -

Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8)

Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) .
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Rivering) l
Drift Depaosits (B3) (Riverine)
Drainage Patterns (810) '
Dry-Season Water Table (C2) ]
~__ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
Crayfish Burrows (C8)
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) i
Shallow Aquitard (O3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

f Depth(inches): _ -

i)é\ﬁ/ No Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches):

Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present?

bl”D

Saturation Present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes /V i

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, momtormg well, aerial photos previous mspectlons) it available:

Remarks:

US Arnmy Corps of Enginears

- Versien 11-1-205&



Applicant/Owner:

I Qator(s): . indle
LaniQform (hilislope, terrace, etc.):

Subregion (LRR):

Project/Site: MOR delineation

80-acre_parcel

WETLAND DETERM!NAT)ON DATA FORM - Arid West Region

City/County: ~_

Salt Lake City / Salt Lake County

-Sampling Date:

Amy Findley

Managed Organic Recylcing. Inc

Desert

Lat:

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Long:

Section 16. T 1S, R2W

Y

L( "{fg’

T
State: UT _ Sampling Point; [ )U' ’

none

Datum:

Slope (%):

.Soil Map Unit Name: 6{){/

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No

Are Vegetation

Are Vegetation

. Sail
Soil ____

, or Hydrology - _____ significantly disturbed?

, or Hydrology

naturally problematlc’?

NWI classification: L:? Jb

(f no, explain in Remarks.) -

Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

No.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features efc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? -
Hydric Soil-Present?
Watland Hydrology Present?

\/ No

TNQ

Yeé

Is the Sémpled Area

within a Wetland?

" Yes >( No

[

US Army Corps of Engineers

ks

Remarks: X;\ % ¢
hondar| % eask W VLM.//\
\
VEGETATION |
: Absoclute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Numbes of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: l| (A)
2. Total Number of Dominant
3. — Species Across All Strata: __L_« (8)
* - - Percent of Dominant Species
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC: 100 (A/B)
oapling/Shrub Stratum
1. _ Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. . . OBL species o X 1= ~
4 . FACW species X2 =
5. _ | FAC species i X3=
Total Cover:’ = FACU species X 4=
A&rb_Stratum § ~ ( \j o UPL spacies x5=
) AT & - L 1 :
1. \\, 5“’\\( Y ﬂ)\( ("B 7"3 . J’—“—-L-L Column Totals: (A) _(B)
2. L lf\u) U </ W) AL
3 \ Prevalence Index = B/A= _
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
5 __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. | —__ Prevalence Index is €3.0"
- __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
. T - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

' : S - T | __ Prociemaiic Hydrophytic Vegatation® (Explain)’
TotaiCover:@D i . yarophy g P)
Woody Vine Strawm )

1 : 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must

T - "7 | be present.

2. o _ o - B
Total Cover: Hydrophytic -
N Vegetation p
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum _ \U i % Cover of Biotic Crust o Present? ves No

Ard West — Varsion 11-1-2008

|

I



. \P _ !
SOiL. - Sampling Point: \ :
Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators?)

Depth - Matrix Redox Features : - _ E
(inches Color(moist) : %___ __Color {moist) % Type' Loc® | _ Texture, Remarks }

O 4 D
5 ﬁ%vxﬁ S o
. 10 10
- onl el Lo M

N

(o

Type: C= =Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.  “Location: PL=Pore Llnmg. RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicabile to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Sails®; .
__ Histosol (A1) ’ ____ Sandy Redox (S5) : _ 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) ]
___ Histic Epipedon {A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S8) ___ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Hydrogen Suifide (A4) —_ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) - ) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ’
___1cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) : ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6) '
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) .

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) "
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) __ Vernal Pools (F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and I -

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present):

Tybe: - . ’
Depth (inches): _ Hydric Soil Present? Yes % ] No .
Remarks: 7 }
- .
- . . l |
HYDROLOGY S
(Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Primary indicators (any one indicator is sufficient} ___ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) {
___ Surface Water (A1) ' __ Salt Crust(B11) . ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) .
_. High Water Table {(A2) ____ Biotic Crust (B12) ___ Dnft Deposits {B3) (Riverine)
__ Saturation (A3) __ Aquatis Invertebrates (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10) o [
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) _ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) |
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
__ Drift Depasits (B3) (Nonriverine) __ Presence of Reduced lran (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)
___ Surface Sotl Cracks (B6) ___ Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6) __ Saturation Visibie on Aerial Iimagery (C9) 5
___ Inundation Visible on Aetial Imagery (B7) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
Field Observations:- ' . (
Surface Water Present? __)/_ Depth (inches): : : ’

Water Table Present? ' Yes No Depth (inches): \[ ;

Saturation Present? Yes % No - Depth (inches): _ 7~ l_)/ _ | Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _}/ No
(includes capillary fringe) I

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: : *

Remarks:

US Amy Corps of Enginzers



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site:

80-acre parcel

City/County:

MOR delineation

Applicant/Owner:

Managed Organic Regylcing. inc

_Salt Lake City / Sait Lake County

I or(s): Amy Findley

Lanarorm (hilislope. terrace, ete.):

Subregion (LRR): Desert

Lat: -

Section, Township, Range:
Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Long:

Sampling Date 4

State: UT  Sampling Point: 52‘1 ’(O

Section 16, T 1S. R 2W

-

o~

4

none

Slope (%):

XL

Soil Map Unit Name:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No

Are Vegetation . Soil

, or Hydrology

Datum:

L2 US A

(1f no, explain in Remarks.)

NWI classification: _

No

sighificantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _

Are Vegetation , Sail naturally problematic?

, or Hydrology (if needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling' point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydri¢ Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

T Is the Samﬁled Area
No 7z within a Wetland?

Yes

No)(
7

o - cash

Remarks: W\A uw
|

L

F\Qku}i\ T

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum
1.

(Use scientific names.)

Absolute
% Cover

Dominant Indicator
Species? _Siatus

2.

a
I,

@

Dominance Test worksheet:

Number of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

Percent of Dominant Species

Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum .
1. Prevalence Index warksheet:
2 Total-% Cover of: Multiply by:
3 _ | OBL species x1=
A FACW species X2=
5. FAC species Xx3=

Total Cover FACU species x4=_
Hetb-Stratbm w \/ - UPL species x 5=

‘ .
1. /l 9‘)\4{ j)b f' V L’ \‘.""‘- E/DD Av—' »-\/ﬂ—/— Column Totals: (A) (B)
2. V/ oL \\)u o WA
5 %\\ e ) £l /\d{ i 19 N\\ M,L— Prevalence Index = BIA =
: T
’ Hydrophytic Yegetation indicators:
5 __ Dominance Testis >50%
6 Prevalence Index is 3.0
; ___ Morphological Adaptations” (Provide supporting
: data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
8.
; Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain

TotalCover:-;&_ —— Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum :
1 ' 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
o be present.
2. :

Tolal Cover: Hydrophytic

. Vegetation '

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum % Cover of BioticCrust __ Present? Yes L Ne

!

ks:

'
!

Us Army Corps of Engineers

!

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL

Samﬁling Point: \\k "‘O -

Depth Matrix

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to- document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Redox Features

(inches) Color (mdist} Y

Color {(moist) %

Type' _ Loc? Text

ure Remarks

0-\o  10uM2

- 18 2904

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix,  *Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Hydric Soil indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

-Vernal Pools (F9)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
— 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
Reduced Vertic (F18)
Red Parent Material (TF2)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

*Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and -
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches): _

Hydric Soil Present? Yes

vo Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3) .

Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Depasits (B3) (Nonriverine)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87)
Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Salt Crust (B11)

Biotic Crust (B12)

Aquatic Invertebrates (813)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) -

___ Presence of Reduced lron {C4)

Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C8)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
~Shallow Aquitard (D3)

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

—

Field Observations.
Surface Water Present? Ye
Water Table Present? Ye

Saturation Present?: Y
{includes capillary fringe)

3 No _\/
S No ‘{(
es__ No ?é

Depth (inches): :
Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

— vo X

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

|

US Army Corps of Enginears

And West — Varsion 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: ___. MOR delineation

80-acre parcel

City/Canty:

Managed Organic Recylcing. Inc

_Salt Lake City / Salt Lake County____

;‘o.%

State: UT_ Sampling Point: ‘ e DV

‘—.

Samplmg Date:

/

Amy Findley .

Apriz nt/Ownér:
7
( ‘tor(s):

Landform (hilislope, terrace, etc.):

Lat

Section, Township, Range:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

Long:

AV BT
Section 16, T 1S, R 2W

none " Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Desert
)
Soil Map Unit Name: b‘u/

‘Datum;

VEMNE

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No

Are Vegetation _ ., Sail

Are Vegetation , Soil

, or Hydrology
,.or Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _ No

(f needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc,

Hydrophytic Vegetation Presént?
Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydroiogy Present?

3 No
" No

‘ENO

is the Sampied Area
‘within a Wetland?

w No’

Woody Vine Stratum
1.

2.

otal Cover:

% Cover of.Biotic Crust

/7
Remarks: \/\ ’\‘
Y\G\L WS \;)LBX (e
VEGETATION
o Absolute  Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species 2
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A)
2. Total Number of Dominant @ .
3. Species Across All Strata: (B)
( ‘ Percent of Dominant Species OD
h Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum _
1. ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 OBL species x1=
4, FACW species x2= _
5 FAC species | x3=
Total Cover: FACU species _ x4=
— — UPL species X5=
6 0 V' EELA Column Totals: _- (A) (B)
TSN\ H B —
ﬁ’. .=.' L A=
5 L/\\\[ W\\ 1 C)jC US P v Wy Prevalence index =BIA =
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation indjcators:
5 ___ Dominance Test is >50%
6 ___ Prevalence Index is £3.0°
7.' ____ Morpholggical Adaptations’ (Provide supporting -
. — data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' . ) : Problematic Hydrophvtic Vegetation® (Explai
ol Cover S — Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
s S5

Yndicators of hydric soif and weatland hydrology must
be present.

‘Hydrophytic

Vegetation -
Present?

Yes p\ﬁ No
£

L

: T
-
°”‘Grou’nd In Herb Stratum ?/U .
e

US army Cerps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




-

SOIL _ : B Sampling Point:
Profile Descrlptlon {Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix : Redox Features .
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Tv_pe1 Loc® ° _ Texture : _ Remarks 1

0-Y o i,
d-1C Zo\tY . g_ﬁ[(m
_15NG | 2

—————

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. __*Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soxls

___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) __ 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) - {

___ Histic Epipedon (A2) : ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ 2cm Muck (A10) {LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) _ _ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Veitic {(F18)

____ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2) :

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) _\[ Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) l

__ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F6)

___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) ) . ;

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) : wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present): ’ ] I
Type: ) {
Depth (inches): ___ Hydric Soil Present? Yes \/ No

Remarks: ) f .

l
' |
HYDROLOGY : | _ ;

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: : Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) _

Primary {ndicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ___ Water Marks (8.1) (Riverine) : ?

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) !

___High Water Table (A2) ___ Biolic Crust (B12) ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

___ Saturation (A3) ' __ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10) {

___“Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ' __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) l

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift-Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

Surface Soit Cracks (B6)

jnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) '

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) _
Presence of Reduced lron {C4) -

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Crayfish Burrows (C8) I
—__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (09) {
Shallow Aquitard (D3)

Recent iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
Other (Explain in Remarks)

___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) i ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5) ‘
Field Observations: i
Surface Water Present? Yes 7{1 Depth Unches) '
Water Table Present? Yes Depth (inches

T ):

Saturation Present? Yes & No Depth (inches): ~ \ t Wétland Hydrology Present? Yes \/ No
(includes capillary fringe) A

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring welt, aenar photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remafksj\f@g\;ﬁi_a‘.ﬁ‘a{ VQ \L)C/& &\Ja«

US Army Corps of Siuinears ) Arid West — Version 11-1-2008



WETLAND DETERMINATION .DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Sits: MOR delineation _80-acre_parcel : City/County: _Salt Lake Clty / SaltlLake County____ Sampling Date: L‘{ZL{‘ D:’,\/
Aprclicant/Owner: ___Managed Or@ic F_{ecvlcinq. inc i : State: UT _ Sampling Pomt )'H’ (l
( ator(s): Amy Findley . Section, Township, Range: __Section 16, T 15. R 2W

I;andform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): __nane Slope (%):
Subregion (LRR): Desert ' Lat: ' Long: Datum: =

Soil Map Unit Name: il ' : NWI lassification: __ VMY

Are climatic / hydralogic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x  No_____ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation - |—Soi| , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "Normal Circumstances” preseﬁ'{? Yes __ No_
Are Vegetation ' , Sail , or Hydrology ‘naturally problematic? (f needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

r - )
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes _\ [, No Is the Sampled Area
i i ? Y . N e ’
Hydric Soll Present? es —UL/ © within a Wetland? Yes k/ No
Wetiand Hydrology Present? Yes —__-No . /
Remarks: / //.
: y A J \f } QL l /
: i i - { N
We OMV- W v\ojs WSET  (ofned
{ B
VEGETATION '
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet: T '
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Soecies? _Slatus Number of Dominant Species [
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ' (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant 7
3. _ Species Across All Strata: ~ (B)
( ‘ - Percent of Dominant Species ;,\[
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A/B)
Sapling/Shirub Stratum
1, _ - _ | Prevalence index workshest:
2. _ . Total % Cover of: Muitipty by:
3 . OBL species X1=__
4 FACW species X2=
5. B - L TAC species %D X3 = UO
( ; Total Cover: FACU species X 4= ]
Herb Stratum Y - - ‘\ 2 | UPL species x5=
Herh et | AR s e xs=__
1 BB T AN n/f/N N _t) \/ WL | coumn Tos: 70 (A) LoD (B)
- /7 J - ."7 ’ -
2 IAFWNE <N ot 20 ¢ LA - g
g V\ / Prevalence index =B/A= _ o
4 ' B Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 o __ Dominance Testis >50%
g o A4 Prevalence Indax is <3.0°
- __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
'8 — - data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' - - B Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain’
oo - Total Cover: . — Tene : ¢ Mycrophvlic Vegelat ('E%.pl.é_i',r.].) o
Woody Vine Stratum
1 ) ) "Indicators of hydric soif and Wf—ﬂand hydrology must
’ - L e presant. . B
— — —_—
Total Cover: Hydrophytic
Vegetation /

g
% @are Ground in Herb Stratum o, Covar of Biotic Trust . o | Present? Yes ¥/ No _
— i—_ — — —
i s : —

US Army Corps of Enginaers . Arid West - Version 11-1-2006



SOIL | . _ : Sampling Point: \)\’} rz—*

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth . Matrix ' ___Redox Features : :
(incr%) Céolor (maist) - % Color {moist) % Type' Loc? Texture . Remarks
\ .

N

NS
V4

O
L=
0.

1

;\—cr

\
\

(7<\o

5
1
5

N\\\B
N

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Deplefion, RM=Reduced Matrix. %Location. PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicabie to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) _ tndicators for Problematic-Hydric Soils™

___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) _ ~ __ 1 om Muck (A9) (LRR C)

___ Histic Epipedan (A2} _ ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) ___ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) _ Loamy Gieyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) _}0 Depleted Matrix (F3) __. Other(Explain in Remarks)

___ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) __ Redox Dark Surface (F8)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) - ___ Depleted Dark Surface (F7)

___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) ___ Redox Depressions (F8) :

___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1}) __. Vernal Pools {F9) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):

Type: '
Depth (inches): Hydric Soit Present? Yes >O No

Remarks: ' l
HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary indicators (2 or more required)

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) __ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1) ' __ SaltCrust (B11) ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

___ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (312} . __ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine}

___ Saturation (A3) . Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (810)

___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) —_ Oxidized Rhizosphares along Living Roots (C3) _* Thin Muck Surface (C7):

___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced tron (C4) . ___ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6) _ _ Recent lron Reduction in Flowad Soils (C6) __ Saturaton Visibie on Aerial Imagery (C9)

____ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) ] ___ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations: . .

Surface Water Present? Yes _____ No __\L Depth (inches\: o

Water Téble Present? Yes_\[__ No___ Depth{inches). __~ ‘O o

Saturation Present? Yes 4'7[_ No ____ Depth{inches): _;__j__l Wetland Hydrology Prasent? Yes \,ﬂ No
‘| (includes capillary fringe) . S 7

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photes, pravious inspections), if availadle:

Remarks: : _— .

3 Army Corps of Engineers A0d Viast - Varsion 11-1-2006




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Reglon

Project/Site: MOR delineation _ 80-acre_parcel - City/County _Salt Lake Clty/SaIt Lake County_ __ Sampling Date: 4 L‘( 0&&

Applicant/Owner: ___Managed Organic Recvlc‘mq. Inc_- ) - - State: UT  Sampling Pomt | /%
‘ator(s): Amy Findley ' Section, Township, Range: __Section 16, T 1S. R 2W

Laridform (hilislope, terrace, etc.): . Local relief (concave, convex, none): ___none Slope (%):

Subregion (LRR): Desert Lat: - Long: Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: /W_/ i NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No ______ (H no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soit _ , of Hydrology .. significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circurnstances” present? Yes __ No

Are Vegetation , Soil , of Hydrology naturally problematic? {if needed, explai'n any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showihg sampling point location.s, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes }/ No )( Is the Sampled Area
i i ? Y B L : .
Hydric Soil Present? es No \\/A within a Wetland? Yes No ;{
Wetland Hydrology Present? No _ - .
Remarks: Jﬂﬁ{ b
\;\) b DG Uu w‘
VEGETATION
Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. . That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:  _ k (A)
2. Total Number of Dominant f :
* Species Across All Strata: ' (B)
Percent of Dominant Species N .
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: {0D (A/B)
aplina/Shrub Stratum B
1 ) o Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3 OBL spemas Xx1=
4 FACW species X2=
5 FAC species x3=
P Total Cover: FACU species X 4=
HerbStratum | ! . { — UPL species x5=
H Y, - '-a { X . ~
Wy -f"ﬂ‘i/(}" <"‘1{"“--‘rf:“-”" 1co %L‘ _—_mz: Column Totals: (A) (8)
2' - T .
<3 ' ) Prevalence index =B/A =
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
5 __ Dominance Testis »50%
6 ___ Prevalence Index is <3.0"
7 ___ Morphological Adaptations® (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separaie sheet)
' Problematic Hydrophvytic Vegetation’ (Explai
. - Tcial Cover:- _k(D . L. . _ .. X . y r . ‘...I <o I_G.. ( .XE ?‘n)
Woody Vine Stratum )
. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
) ’ he present.
2.~ . A -
Totat Cover: ' Hydrophytic .
. Vegetation /
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum _ % Cover of Biotic Crust ____ Present? " Yes _& No

b _

US-Armmy Corps of Engineers Arid West - Version 11-1-2008



SOIL

P

Sampling Point:

Profile Description: (Descrlbe to the depth needed to document the indicator or conflrm the absence of indjcators:)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) ist) % Color (moist) . % Tyoe' Loc® Textur Remarks

J\KD

g\/ /@

1

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.

2 gcation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Chanael, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogén Sulfide (A4) _

Stratified Layers {A5) (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
- Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)
Vernal Pools (F9)

1 em Muck (A9) (LRR C)

2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

___ Reduced Vertic (F18)

—__ Red Parent Material (TF2)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

*indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
‘wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if prese_nt):

Type:
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No _Y
Remarks: #
HYDROLOGY

{ Wetland Hydrology indicators:

Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient)

Secondary indicators (2 or more required)
Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (81) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
Drift Deposits (83) (Nenriverine)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

lnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (87)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) '

Salt Crust (B11)

Biotic Crust (B12)

Aguatic Invertebrates (B13)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Presence of Reduced lron (C4)
Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils (C6)
Other (Explam in Remarks)

Sediment Depasits (B2) (Riverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

Drainage Patterns (81'0)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Crayfish Surrows {C8) _
Saturation Visiblz on Aenal Imagery (C2)
Shallow Aguitard (D3)

Field Observations: )
Yes - No

Surface Water Present?
Water Table Present? Yes No
Saturation Present? Yes __No

(includes capiltary fringe)

Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):
Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present?

FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Yes

ol

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monltormg well, aerial photos, previous inspections}, if avaulable

Remarks:

U3 Army Corps of Enginzers




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: MOR delineation

80-acre_parcel

Managed Organic Recylcing. Inc

{ {
City/County: _Salt Lake City / Salt Lake County Sampling Date: '_-/l'.:L‘%J ’D& '

-VJ,

Applicant/Owner:
' Amy Findley

'(Qator(s)z
Lanarorm (hillslope, terrace, etc.):

Subregion (LRR): Desert

Lat

Long:

Local relief (concave, convex, none):

State: UT Sampling Point: 1/7

Section, Township, Range: _Section 16._ T 1S. R 2W

none Slope (%):

Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: g\PL

NWI classification:

Are climatic / hydrofogic bonditions' on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No

Are Vegetation , Sail

Are Vegetation . Soil

, or Hydrology
, of Hydrology

significantly disturbed?

naturally problematic?

(If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are "Normal Circumstances” present? Yest\ﬁ No

(I needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map éhOWing 'éam_pling point locations, fransects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Hydric Soil Present?
Wetland Hydrology Present?

Yes
Yes__

No % Is the Sampled Area
— No__L within a Wetland?
Yes . No :

Yes No \/

7

Remarks:

L

I @M\J '\moﬂc\o\m o o

VEGETATION

Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.)
1.

Absolute Dominant Indicatar
% Cover Species? _Status

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum _

(}' ‘ks:

J

IS Army Co'rps of Engineers

2.
3.
. ' Total Cover:
Sapling/Shrub Stratum
1. _ -
2.
3.
4.
5. i
_ Total Cover:
Herb Stratum c
AN VIS 15 AT
2 UnboSU 25 W TURC
3. ‘
4. S
5. _
6.
7. _ -
8. __
. o Total Cover:
Woody Vine Stratum
N )
2. -
Total Cover:

% Cover of Biotic Crust

Dominance Test worksheet: ) ]

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: O

Total Number of Dominant 0
Species Across All Strata: (B)

Percent of Dominant Species

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: - (A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheat:

Total % Cover of: Mulfiply by:

OBL species
FACW species
FAC species
FACU species
UPL species

x1=
X2=

X3 =
x4 =
x5=

Column Totals: (A) . (B)

Prevalence Index = B/A =

Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators:
___ Dominance Test is >50%
Prevalence Index is £3.0"

__ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

. Proble_nﬁatic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)

"\ndicators of nydric soil and wetland nydrology must
be present.

Present?

Hydrophytic
Vegetation
Yes

No \/
/;'\

S

Arid West — Version 11-1-2006



SOIL _ ' : - ' SamplingPoint:_szi -\ i

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the mdlcator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Mafrix Redox Features o
inches Colar (mpist) % -Color {moist) % Type' Loc? Téxture ;, Remarks
0-lo__ wuls[2 | Sl O

JwS-_Lﬁﬁﬁé - day !
19710 zgyiﬁ- | | |

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Réduced Matrix. 2L ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Roat Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

___ Histosol (A1) I __ Sandy Redox (S5) __ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ 2. cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3) - __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) . __ Reduced Vertic (F18)

___ Hydrogen Suifide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) - ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
_-_ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) __. Depleted Matrix (F3) . ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Su_rface (F7)
___ Redox Depressions (F8)

Vernal Pools (F9) *indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and

wetland hydrology must be present.
FRestrlctlve Layer (if present):
Type: _ )
Depth (inches): : ' Hydric Soil Present? Yes No \)(
I Remarks: —

L

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators {2 or rﬁore required)

__ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

Primary Indicators (any ong indicator js sufficient)

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ SaltCrust (B11) - ___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) ' ____ Biotic Crust (B12) ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

___ Saturation (A3) —— Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) __ Drainage Patterns (B10)

____ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) " __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

___ Drift Depasits (B3) (Nonrivering) ____ Presence of Reduced tron (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows (CB)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)
fnundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7)
___ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

___ Recent lron Reduction in Plowed Soils (CB) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial lmagery (C9)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks) Shallow Aquitard (D3)

FAC-Neutra! Test (D5)
Field Observations: )

Surface Water Present? Yes No

Water Table Present? Yes No

Depth (inches):

Depth (inches):
Saturation Prasent? Yes No Depth (inches): - Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No o
{includes capillary fringe) ) - 726\

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge monltonng well aerial photas, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

|

1S Army Cofps of Enginzars Arig West — Varsion 11-1-2008
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: MOR delineation  80-acre parcel City/County: ;Salt Lake City / Salt Lake County Samphng Date \‘}\:L( ,O&;’)
Applicant/Owner: ___Managed Organic Recylcing. Inc ' State: UT Sampling Point: \l\j) - 'ﬁ)
|-( ,or(s)'. AmFindle\L ] Section, Township, Range: _Section 16. T 1S, R2W
Lanafem (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none). ___none _ Slope (%):
Subregion {(LRR): Desert Lat: Long:
Soil Map Unit Name: éﬁ NW] classification: V u
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical fdr this time of year? Yes _x_No____ (If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation _____ . Soil ______, or Hydrology Significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes}/‘ No
Are Vegetation. ', Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showirg sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes \{/ . No_ fs the Sampled Area : '
- Hydric Soil Present? Yes E No within a We’i!and'? Yes 5/ No
wetland Hydrology Present? Yes \ﬁi No_ 7

Remarks:

\3&(&/\ U}(%l AMGW\% oV \:Jfﬁ\. \\/)5\){\{&0\%\ Dj;\r\ N \.})"L% i!,u'\ﬁt

VEGETATION .
Absolute Dominant indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) % Cover Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species ,7
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: ___£- . (A)
2. — | Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: \ B8
/ Percent of Dominant Species e
( Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: N (aB)
Sznhg/Shrub Stratum
T Prevalence Index worksheet:"
2 Total % Cover of: - Multiply by:
3 : OBL species x1=__
4 FACW species  x2=
| Srwoe ETIONE
5 ) FAC species  +—\/ X 3= Ley)
Total Cover: FACUspecies = x4=___ = _
He b tratum P UPL species X5 = .
i N S —
1 (/\ ﬂ"( Nihr" (“&\SE ,‘j;—'é‘ _%L \ LQ_/\;__ Column Totals: (A) (B)
2 \)\ﬁfxv\aD’t (oD __Aggj\tﬁ\l‘ N
. A Prevalence Index =B/A= .7
4 Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 __ Dominance Testis >50%
. VY Prevalence Index is <3.0"
‘ .
\ 7 '[_~ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
‘ — - data in Remarks cr on a separate sheet)
& I T | ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
Total Covar . . D [ ]
V\/JO"‘ ine Straturn .
1 : : YIndicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
i i T be present.
2. . e R
Total Cover: __ Hydrophytic .
—~ : Vegstation ’
@y Bare Ground inHerb Stratum UU % Cover of Biglic Crust ___ Present? Yes _ ¥ No

US mrmy ©0fps Of Engineers Arid West — Version 11-1-2006




W -
SOlL Sampling Point: \zi \3
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or coniirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Feafures
© (inches) _ __ Color (moist) % Color (moist) % _ _Type' _ltoc® Texture Remarks

D‘VD 25\[7/1

620 154Uz

l

( ;i_wn_* : _ (i
R

|

!

!

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Dep|etion,‘RM=Reduced Matrix.

2 ocation; PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, uniess otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2) ___ Stripped Matrix {SB)

Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) g Depleted Matrix (F3) .

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F8)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Depressions (F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Vernal Pools (F9)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™ .
__ 1omMuck (A9) (LRRG) 1

—— 2.cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) L
__ Reduced Vertic (F18) ’
Red Parent Material (TF2) '
Other (Explain in Remarks) : !

dindicators of hydrophytic vegetation and '
wetland hydrology must be present.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

- ‘
Hydric Soil Present? Yes ’z No .

Remarks:

o

HYDROLOGY

I

Wettand Hydrology indicators:

Primarv Indicators (any one indicaior is sufficient) -

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)
Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) : f

Surface Water (A1) l Salt Crust (B11)

High Waler Table (A2) " Biotic Crust (812)
Saturation (A3) ___ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __ tydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
Surface Soit Cracks (B6)

tnundation Visible on Aena! Imagery (37)
Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Presence of Reduced lron (C4)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Recent iron Reduction in Flowed Soils (C6)

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) _ 1«
Driit Deposits (B3) (Riverine)
Drainage Patterns (B10) !
Dry-Season Water Table (C2) |
___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) .
Crayfish Burrows (CB8) B T
Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) {‘
Shallow Aquitard (D3)
FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

| Field Observations: -
Yes No_\J__ Depth (inches):
Yes ___ No _~

Yes ____ No

Surface Water Present?
Watar Table Present? Depth (inches):

Saturation Present?
(includes capiliary fringe)

Depth {inches):

Wetland Hydrology Prasent? Yes X No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge. monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

L .

‘! |

US 2rmy Corps of Enginaarz

4rd Wast - Varsion 11-1-2008



 WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

' Project/Sité: MOR delineation _80-acre_parcel " City/County: _SaltLake City / Salt Lake County Sampling Date: 4—% 'D(/
A gmimennt/Owner.  Managed Organic Recylcil;vq. Inc State: UT _ Sampling Point: \ F__"H_ﬂ
‘ator(s): Amy Findley _ Section, Township, Range: __Section 16. T 1S. R 2W
l'_ar;dform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): ___none Slape (%):
Subregion (LRR): Desert Lat . Long: Datumf s
Soil Map Unit Name: __~t NWI dlassiication: ___ Y MH
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes _x_ No_____ (if no, explain in Remarks.) _
Are Vegetation ___ , Soil ______, .or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are "Narmal Circumstances” present? Yes >¢/No
Are Vegetation L Soil , or Hydrology ‘naturallty préblemaﬁc’? (If needed, e)éplain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Ryt i ant? Y 1
Hydrophytic \Vegetation Present? Yes X No_ Is the Sampled Area . _
. . 7 =3 . -
Hydric Soil Present? Yes —F No within a Wetland? Ves \‘L/ No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes __ No : f
Remarks:
L
VEGETATION
Absolute  Dominant Indicator Dominance Test worksheet: ]
s scientifi ies? E :
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.) . % Cover _Species? _Status . Number of Dominant Species \
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: \ (A)
2 - Total Number of Dominant ' t
3. S Species Across All Strata: “(B)
_ c - Percent of Dominant:Species
Total Cover: That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 100 (AIB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum : —
1. L o _ | Prevalence index workshest:
2. ~ o _ Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. - . . QOBL species _ox1=__
4. ~ FACW species _ _ Xx2=_ _
S . ]| FAC species ___ X3 =
Total Cover: o FACUspecies ___ _ x4= _
Herb Stratumy ‘ .| UPL speci x 5=
HEE. olraiuinly - ¥ . species ~ x5
SO, [\ oF 4 / -
g4 1. V‘\%ﬁ [RS8 \'J.j) ‘5’71\‘\( [Ty ]O \ o Column Totals: (A) (B)
2. :
3. Prevalznce Index = B/A =
s o - | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators. T
'5' ) B . __ Dominance Test is >50%
. ) - __ Prevalence Index is £3.0
7. ___ Morphological /\daptations1 (Provide subpomng
N T - data in Remarks or an a separate sheet)
T Tl T T T Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
Total Caver ‘//;U . o lematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
‘Woody Vine Stratum _
1 o "Indicators of hydric soil and wetiand hydrology must
— T T 7T 7777 | beprasent. . - .
2. _ _ o [
Total Cover: __ Hydrophytic .
) . Vegetation /
- e Ground in Herb Stratum _ \-D 0 % T ei Ot Binhic Crust 7_ l Present? Yes _X‘ No __
- —————— e —— — 2
: ks: ’
———— - —— —_———— —J -

US Army Corps of Enagineers Arid West — Versinn 11-1.200A



: _ . ~o
SOIL : ' . Sampling Point: V\/'

L

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indi_cators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features }
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc? (Texture, Remarks

08 75\ eh by oy

‘Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. % ocation: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix. -

Hydric Soil Indicaters: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils™:
___ Histosol (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (S5) __ 1com Muck (AS) (LRR C) .
___ Histic Epipedon (A2) ’ ___ Stripped Matrix (S6) ___ 2cm Muck (A10)(LRR B)
___ Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) : ___ Reduced Verlic (F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratified Layers (A5) (LRRC). 2 Depleted Matrix (F3) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks)
__ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) ' Redox Dark Surface (F8)
___ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) _ Deplefed Dark Surface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __. Redox Depressions (F8)
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vernal Pools (F9) *indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54) wetland hydrology must be present.
Restrictive Layer (if present): )

Type: -
Depth (inches): __~ Hydric Soit Present? Yes g No
Remarks: 7
HYDROLOGY
{"Wetland Hydrology Indicatars: Secondary Indicators {2 or more reguired)

Primary indicators (any one indicator is sufficient) ____ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

___ Surface Water (A1) ___ SaltCrust (B11) _ ___ Sediment Depasits (B2) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) ____ Biotic Crust (B12) ' ___ Drift Depoesits (B3) (Riverine)
___ Saturation (A3) ____ Aquatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drainage Patterns (B10)

__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ . Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1} ___ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)
___ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) ___ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

. Drift'De'posits (B3) (Nonriverine) ___ Presance of Reduced lion (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6) Recent lron Reduction in Plowead Soils (C6)

Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C3) l

___‘nundation Visible on Aerial Irﬁagery (B7) ___ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Shallow Aquitard (D3)
__ Waier-Stained Leaves (B9) ) : __ FAC-Neutral Test (05)
Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes____ No Depth (inches): _ -

Watar Table Present? Yes ((_ No_.  Depth (inches): ™~ ll

!

(includes capillary fringe)

Saturation Presenf? " Yes 1‘& No Depth (inches): ”Hg _ | Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes >/ No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aenal photos, previous inspections), if available: :

yRemarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers Aric Viest - Jersion 11-1-2006
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Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They
highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information about
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners,
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also,
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal,

and poliution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance
the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information
is infended to help the tand users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying
with existing laws and regulations.

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are 100 unstable to be used as a
foundation for huildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic

tank absomtion fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or
underground instaliations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Depariment
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agriculturat
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation

Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Soil Data Marl Web site or the NRCS Web Soil Survey. The Soil
Data Mart is the data storage site for the official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
for communization of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, &tc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
independence Avenue, S.\W., Washington, D.C. 20250-8410 or call (800) 795-3272
{voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
eimployer.
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The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of soll
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used {o
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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Custom E’souroe Report
gend

Area

MAP LEGEND

of Interest (A1)

Area of Interast (ACOH

Scil Map Unils

Special Point Features

Y
™r
o
at

+

Blowout

Barrow Pt

Clay Spot

Closed Depression
Gravel Pi

Gravelly Spot
Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh

Mine or Quarry
Miscellaneous Water
Perenmial Water
Rocic Qutcrop

Saline Spol

Sandy Spot
Severely Eroded Spot
Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spol

4] Very Stotty Spol
i \Wet Spot
" Other

Special Line Features
tn Cully
- Short Steep Slope
“ - Other
Palitical Features
Municipalities

o Cities

]

Water Features

Urban Areas

Oceans

a— Streams and Canals

Transporiation

. Rails
Roads
~em  Interstate Highways
e US Routes
State Highways
v  Local Roads
) Other Roads

MAP INFORMATION

Criginal soil survey map sheets were prepared at publication scale.
Viewing scale and printing scale, however, may vary from the
original. Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for proper
map measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
VWeb Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nres.usda.gov
Coordinate System: UTM Zone 12N

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Salt Lake Area, Utah
Version 4, Dec 12, 2006

Soil Survey Area:
Survey Area Data:

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  7/16/1997; 8/10/1997;

10/1/1897

The orthophato or other base map on which the soit lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Custom Soil Resource Report

Map Unit Legend

Salt Lake Area, Utah (UT612)

" Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
Jo Jordan-Saltai-r complex, O to 1 708 84.9%
' percent slopes
SPL Saltair-Playas-Lasil complex, 0 126 15.1%
to 1 percent slopes ]
Totals for Area of Interest (AOI) 4[ ) 83.4 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic cfassification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape,
however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soifs of a single taxonomic
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes
other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties simitar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
nonceontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, ordissimilar, components. They generally
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used.
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with
some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especially
where the pattern was so complex that it was impracticalto make enough observations
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components 1n a map unit in no way diminishes the usefulness
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic
classes but ratherto separate the landscape into landforms orlandform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. The defineation of such segments
on the map provides sufficient information for the developrent of resource plans. If

~1
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Custom Soil Resource Report

intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to
defire and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas. :

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties
and gualities.

Sails that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons
that are similar in compaosition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity,
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such
differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly -
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0
to 2 percent siopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An associafion is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha-
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0o 2 percent slopes, is an exampie.

Some surveys include miscelfaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.
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Szalt Lake Area, Utah

ane -~

Jo—Jordan-Saitair complex, 0 to 1 percent siopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 4,200 to 4,250 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 14 to 16 inches
- Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 160 to 180 days

Map Unit Composition
Jordan and similar soils: 80 percent
Saltair and similar soils: 15 percent

Description of Jordan

Setting
Landform: Lake plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Properties and qualities
Siope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer fo fransmit watfer (Ksat): Moderately
low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 30 to 48 inches
Frequency of flooding: Rare
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum confent: 40 pércent
Maximum salinity: Strongly saline (30.0 to 60.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodjum adsorption ratio, maximum: 60.0
Available water capacity: Very low {about 2.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 7w
Ecological site: Alkali Flat (Black Greasewood) (RO28AY004UT)

Typical profile
0 fo 2 inches: Silt loam
2 to 5 inches: Silty clay loam
5to 9 inches: Siity clay loam
9 fo 18 inches: Silty clay
18 to 43 inches: Silty clay
43 to 60 inches: Silt loam

Description of Saltair

Setting
Landform: Lake terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear



Custom Soil Resource Report

Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

v Properties and qualities
"‘ Slope: 0to 1 percent
Depth fo restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer fo transmit water (Ksat). Moderately
low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth fo water table: About 0to 12 inches
Frequency of flooding: Occasional
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 30 percent
Gypsum, maximum content: 2 percent
Maximum salinity: Strongly saline (100.0 to 250.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximumn: 1,000.0
Available water capacity: Very low (about 2.5 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability (nonirrigated): 8s
Ecological sife: Desert Salty Silt (Pickleweed) (R028AY132UT)

Typical profile
0 fo 1 inches: Silty clay loam
1 fo 4 inches: Silty clay loam
4 to 8 inches: Silty clay loam
8 to 12 inches: Silty clay loam
12 to 40 inches: Silty clay loam
40 to 57 inches: Fine sandy loam

(’ SPL—Saltair-Playas-Lasil complex, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
Elevation: 4,180 to 4,290 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 12 to 16 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 48 to 52 degrees F
Frost-free period: 140 to 160 days

Map Unit Composition
Saltair and simifar soifs: 40 percent
Playas: 35 percent
Lasil and similar soils: 20 percent
Minor componenis: 3 percent

Description of Saltair

Setting
Landform: Lake plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf, dip
Down-sfope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits derived from mixed sources

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 1o 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

' ‘ Drainage class.: Poorly drained
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Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately
low to moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 10 to 20 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: Occasional

Calcium carbonate, maximum confent: 40 percent

Maximum salinity: Strongly saline (100.0 to 250.0 mmhos/cm)

Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 1,000.0

Available water capacify: Low (about 4.2 inches)

Interprétive groups

Land capability (nonirrigated): 8w
Ecological site: Desert Salty Silt (Pickleweed) (R028AY132UT)

Typical profile

0 fo 7 inches: Silty clay loam

7 fo 20 inches: Silty clay loam
20 to 30 inches: Silt loam

30 to 60 inches: Silty clay loam

Description of Playas

Setting

Landform: Lake plains

Landform position (three-dimensional): Talf, dip
Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-slope shape: Linear

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 1 percent

Drainage class: Very poorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer fo fransmit water (Ksat): Moderately
low to moderately high (0.06 10 0.20 in/hr)

Depth fo water table: About 0 inches

Frequency of ponding: Frequent

Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 40 percent

Gypsum, maximum content: 2 percent

Maximum salinity: Strongly saline (32.0 to 100.0 mmhos/cm)

Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum: 90.0

Available water capacity: Very low (about 1.2 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability (nonirrigated): 8w
Ecological sife: Deserst Salty Siit (Pickleweed) (R028AY132UT)

Typical profile

0 fo 60 inches: Stratified fine sandy loam fo silty clay

Description of Lasil

Setting

Landform: Lake plains, lake terraces

Landform position {three-dimensional): Tread, tali, rise
Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-slope shape: Linear

Parent material: Lacustrine deposits
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Propeiti nd gualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feafure: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Somewhat poory drained
Capacity of the most limifing layer to fransmif water (Ksaf): Moderately
low to moderately high (0.<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>