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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ORGANIZATION
This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the potential environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural
effects of implementing the US Army Garrison Camp W.G. Williams’ (AGCW’s) Revised Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan (revised INRMP). As required by the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA; 42 United States Code 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and
the 2011 Army National Guard (ARNG) NEPA Handbook, Guidance on Preparing Environmental
Documentation for ARNG Actions in Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(ARNG, 2011), the potential effects of the Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative) and the No Action
Alternative are analyzed. This EA will facilitate the decision-making process regarding the Proposed Action
and its alternatives, and is organized as follows:
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Describes the Proposed Action; summarizes environmental, cultural,
and socioeconomic consequences; and compares potential effects associated with the three
considered alternatives.
SECTION 1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION: Summarizes the purpose of
and need for the Proposed Action, provides relevant background information, and describes the
scope of the EA.
SECTION 2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES: Describes the
Proposed Action and presents alternatives for implementing the Proposed Action.
SECTION 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: Describes the existing environmental, cultural, and
socioeconomic setting of AGCW.
SECTION 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: Identifies individual and cumulative potential
environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic effects of implementing the Proposed Action and
alternatives.
SECTION 5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND CONCLUSIONS: Compares the
environmental effects of the considered alternatives and summarizes the significance of individual
and expected cumulative effects of these alternatives.
SECTION 6 REFERENCES: Provides bibliographical information for cited sources.
SECTION 7 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS: Defines acronyms and abbreviations used in
the EA.
SECTION 8 GLOSSARY: Defines terms used in the EA.
SECTION 9 LIST OF PREPARERS: Identifies document preparers and their areas of expertise.
SECTION 10 AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED: Lists agencies and individuals
consulted during EA preparation.
APPENDICES:
APPENDIX A. Agency Coordination and Native American Consultation
APPENDIX B. Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) Concerning the General Conformity Rule
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ABSTRACT: The UTARNG proposes to implement a revised INRMP at AGCW in Salt Lake and Utah
Counties, Utah. The revised INRMP is a revision and reorganization of the 2009 INRMP, and is the
result of a review for operation and effect completed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), and UTARNG. The purpose of the Proposed
Action is to implement the revised INRMP, which provides for effective, long-term management of
AGCW’s natural resources, while also supporting the military mission. The Proposed Action is needed
to meet the requirements of the Sikes Act (16 United States Code 670a et seq., as amended) and
thereby ensure the UTARNG’s natural resources management program is implemented in a way that
provides for sustainable, healthy ecosystems; complies with applicable environmental laws and
regulations; and provides for no net loss in the capability of military installation lands to support the
military mission.
This EA evaluates the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Preferred Alternative
(implementation of the revised INRMP) and the No Action Alternative (continue with the 2009 INRMP)
with respect to the following resource areas: land use and cover; air quality; noise; topography, geology,
and soils; water resources; biological resources; cultural resources; socioeconomics; environmental
justice; infrastructure; and hazardous and toxic materials/wastes.
The evaluation performed in this EA concludes no NEPA mitigation measures would be necessary to
reduce significant adverse impacts to less-than-significant levels. The UTARNG would implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce minor environmental impacts.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Sikes Act of 1997, as amended (Sikes Act; 16 United States Code [USC] 670a et seq., as amended)
requires federal military installations and state-owned National Guard facilities with significant natural
resources to develop a long-range Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP). Army
Garrison Camp W.G. Williams (AGCW) includes approximately 24,085 acres of federal- and state-owned
land under the command of the Utah Army National Guard (UTARNG).
This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the proposal by the UTARNG to implement AGCW’s
revised INRMP (Proposed Action or Preferred Alternative). The Department of Defense (DoD) Office of the
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (DUSD) Memorandum, Supplemental Guidance concerning INRMP
Reviews, states that each INRMP “must be reviewed as to operation and effect by the parties thereto on a
regular basis, but not less than every five years” according to § 101(b)(2) of the Sikes Act. The UTARNG
published the first INRMP for AGCW in 2001, and updated it in 2009. The revised INRMP is a revision and
reorganization of the 2009 INRMP, and is the result of a review for operation and effect completed by the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), and
UTARNG. Both the UTARNG Environmental Resources Management (ERM) office and military trainers
participated in the review. The review for operation and effect determined that substantive INRMP revisions
would be required to incorporate new program management changes resulting from an evolving military
mission and natural resources management philosophy, which are likely to produce notably different
biophysical effects at AGCW.
This EA has been prepared under the provisions of and in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA; 42 USC §4321 et seq.), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508),
32 CFR Part 651, and the 2011 Army National Guard (ARNG) NEPA Handbook, Guidance on Preparing
Environmental Documentation for ARNG Actions in Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (ARNG, 2011). This EA will facilitate the UTARNG’s decision-making process regarding the
Proposed Action and its alternatives.
PROPOSED ACTION
The revised INRMP sets forth natural resources management goals and objectives for the future. The
Proposed Action includes the implementation of the natural resources management measures as
presented in the revised INRMP for AGCW.
PURPOSE AND NEED
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the revised INRMP, which provides for effective, longterm management of AGCW’s natural resources, while also supporting the military mission. The revised
INRMP ensures the integration of sustainable land use, responsible stewardship, adaptive stewardship
practices, environmental and public concerns, environmental compliance, and maintenance of a quality
training environment. The Proposed Action is needed to meet the requirements of the Sikes Act and
thereby ensure the UTARNG’s natural resources management program is implemented in a way that
provides for sustainable, healthy ecosystems; complies with applicable environmental laws and regulations;
and provides for no net loss in the capability of military installation lands to support the military mission.
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ALTERNATIVES
NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR Part 651 require all reasonable alternatives to be explored and
evaluated objectively. For purposes of this analysis, an alternative was considered “reasonable” only if it
fulfills the requirements of the Sikes Act (i.e., the need for the Proposed Action). “Unreasonable” alternatives
would not enable the UTARNG to meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.
This EA evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative physical, environmental, cultural, and
socioeconomic effects of implementing the Proposed Action and its reasonable alternatives. In accordance
with NEPA and CEQ regulations, this EA considers two alternatives for implementing the Proposed Action:
•
•

Preferred Alternative - Implement the revised INRMP (i.e., the Proposed Action).
No Action Alternative – Continue with operations as currently conducted under the 2009 INRMP
and do not implement the Proposed Action.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
The 24,085-acre AGCW is located in Salt Lake and Utah Counties, Utah. Units training at AGCW conduct
pre-mobilization training for forward deployments to areas of conflict throughout the world. All of the
UTARNG units use Maneuver Training Area (MTA) Camp Williams as their primary training facility. AGCW
is also home to the Marine Corps Reserve 4th Light Armored Reconnaissance Company and the Joint
Language Training Center. Various Active Army, Army Reserve, Air Force, Navy, and Special Operations
Command units from across the country train at MTA Camp Williams throughout the year. In addition, this
installation is the primary training facility for numerous federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies.
The UTARNG mission includes both federal and state components: The federal mission is to create a
quality training environment for military units, the individual service member, and other organizations by
providing facilities, logistical support, and personnel assistance to ensure optimum military and organization
training. The state mission is to provide Mission Command and usable space for Joint Reception, Staging,
Onward Movement, and Integration (RSOI) operation at AGCW for military and civilian personnel assisting
in emergency operations within the State of Utah.
AGCW maintains sustainable natural resources as a critical training asset upon which to accomplish the
UTARNG mission. To accomplish this goal, natural resource managers need to ensure no net loss in
capability to support existing and projected military training and maintain quality training lands through
monitoring, impact avoidance, mitigation, and rehabilitation.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
This EA evaluates the potential environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural effects of the UTARNG’s
proposal to implement a revised INRMP. Two alternatives are evaluated: the Preferred Alternative and the
No Action Alternative. A comparison of the environmental consequences of these alternatives is provided
in Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1: Alternative Comparison Matrix
Technical Resource
Area

Preferred Alternative

No Action Alternative

Land Use and Cover

No effect to the capability of the UTARNG to carry out its mission. No net loss
in land acreage or in the land’s training ability. Direct, long-term, beneficial
effect by improving the habitat and natural value of the land. No effect to land
uses or zoning that are off installation.

A continuing, long-term benefit to land use
from improved habitat and natural value of
the land would be expected, though it would
be less than under the Preferred
Alternative.

Air Quality

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts from localized,
fugitive dust and temporary use of small-scale mechanical and maintenance
equipment that may be fossil fuel-powered. No exceedance of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards and no effect to the existing attainment status.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Noise

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts from temporary
and localized noise sources such as humans, small mechanical equipment,
and/or trucks. No effect to nearby structures from vibration. Noise impacts
would be compatible and consistent with the existing on- and off-installation
noise environment.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Topography, Geology,
and Soils

No effect to topography, geology, or prime farmland soils. Direct, short-term,
less-than-significant adverse soil erosion and sedimentation impacts during
land disturbing activities. Direct, long-term beneficial effect to soils due to
the long-term minimization of soil erosion impacts.

No effect to topography, geology, or prime
farmland soils. Direct, short-term, lessthan-significant adverse soil erosion and
sedimentation impacts would be the same
as the Preferred Alternative. A continuing,
long-term benefit to soils from minimization
of soil erosion would be expected, though it
would be less than under the Preferred
Alternative.

Water Resources

No effect to wetlands or floodplains. Direct, short-term, less-thansignificant adverse impact to surface waters from potentially increased
sedimentation. Direct, long-term, less-than-significant adverse potential
impacts to ground and surface waters from inadvertent releases of
contaminants and chemicals. Direct and indirect, long-term beneficial
effect on water resources from comprehensive and detailed conservation and
enhancement actions.

No effect to wetlands or floodplains. Direct,
long-term, less-than-significant adverse
potential impacts to ground and surface
waters from inadvertent releases of
contaminants and chemicals. A continuing,
long-term benefit to water resources from
conservation and enhancement actions
would be expected, though it would be less
than under the Preferred Alternative.
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Technical Resource
Area

Preferred Alternative

No Action Alternative

Biological Resources

Direct, long-term, beneficial effects to biological resources due to more
comprehensive native vegetation growth/enhancement measures, as well as
increased reduction of noxious weeds. Indirect, long-term beneficial effects
to off-installation vegetation and downstream waters. Direct, short-term,
less-than-significant adverse impacts to wildlife and sensitive/concern
species from noise or land disturbance. Direct, long-term, beneficial effects
to wildlife through improved comprehensive wildlife conservation and
monitoring measures. Direct, long-term, beneficial effects to
threatened/endangered species (TES) and other sensitive species through
creation of additional habitat and the conduct of additional TES data gathering.
Direct, long-term, beneficial effect to migratory birds and eagles from an
increase in habitat, protection, and safety.

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant
adverse impacts to wildlife and
sensitive/concern species from noise or land
disturbance. Continuing, long-term
benefits to biological resources identified
under the Preferred Alternative would be
expected, although they would be less than
under the Preferred Alternative.

Cultural Resources

No adverse effect on known historic, archaeological, or tribal resources.
Direct, less-than-significant adverse impact through possible inadvertent
discovery and disturbance of archaeological materials or human remains.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Direct, long-term, beneficial effect to the socioeconomic environment and
Environmental Justice populations due to greater public outreach and
participation. No effect to public health or the safety or children. No effect to
recreational opportunities or facilities, civilian population numbers, or
economic and housing characteristics.

No effects to public health, safety of
children, recreational opportunities or
facilities, civilian population numbers, or
economic and housing characteristics. A
continuing, long-term benefit to
socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
populations would be expected, though it
would be less than under the Preferred
Alternative.

Infrastructure

Indirect, long-term, beneficial effects to Training Area and Range
infrastructure through indirect wildfire risk reduction. No effect to existing local
and regional airspace. No effect to water supply, wastewater treatment, solid
waste disposal, energy sources, or utilities. No effect to infrastructure outside
the installation.

No effects to existing local and regional
airspace, water supply, wastewater
treatment, solid waste disposal, energy
sources, utilities, or infrastructure outside
the installation. A continuing, indirect, longterm benefit to infrastructure would be
expected, although it would be less than
under the Preferred Alternative.

Hazardous and Toxic
Materials and Wastes
(HTMW)

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts if an inadvertent
release of contaminants occurs. Potential, direct, long-term, less-thansignificant adverse effects from herbicide use in noxious weed control.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Socioeconomics
(including
Environmental Justice
and Protection of
Children)
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Overall, the Preferred Action Alternative would result in similar, less-than-significant adverse effects as the
No Action Alternative. However, the Preferred Action Alternative would result in greater beneficial effects
than the No Action Alternative in multiple resource areas, including: land use and cover; topography,
geology, and soils; water resources; biological resources; socioeconomics; and infrastructure.
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs)
Per established protocols, procedures, and requirements, the UTARNG will implement BMPs and will
satisfy all applicable regulatory requirements in association with the Proposed Action. BMPs are included
as components of the Preferred Action, as appropriate, and are described below. No project-specific
mitigation measures are needed to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. BMPs are identified
in Table ES-2 for resource areas that have the potential for less-than-significant adverse impacts.
Table ES-2: Preferred Alternative BMPs
Resource Area
Land Use and
Cover

BMPs
• UTARNG natural resource specialists would continue to coordinate with the Construction
Facility Management Office, Utah Training Center (UTC), UDOT, and regional zoning
boards, as appropriate, to ensure minimization of mission impact.
• Use appropriate dust suppression methods, such as application of water on unpaved
roads, work areas, and stockpiles
• Use low volatile organic carbon (VOC) herbicide sprays, where feasible
• Avoid spraying during conditions that have a greater likelihood of transporting airborne

Air Quality

herbicides, such as during periods of high wind
• Use proper control measures for mechanical equipment and vehicles, such as minimizing
operating and idling time and using electric vehicles, where feasible
• Coordinate with the Construction Facility Management Office, Utah Training Center (UTC),
and Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) as necessary, including permitting
• Maintain noisy equipment per manufacturers’ recommendations
• Encourage personnel to operate equipment in the quietest manner practicable

Noise

• Conduct noise-generating actions during the daytime
• Continue to adhere to Army noise limits and AGCW’s Operational Noise Management
Plan/Program (ONMP)
• If necessary, prepare a detailed, site-specific Erosion and Sediment (E&S) Control Plan in
compliance with the Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES)

Soils

• Install and monitor erosion-prevention measures as appropriate, such as silt fences and/or
straw on bare soil
• Revegetate bare soils to the extent possible and utilize native species when revegetating
• Avoid the net loss of size, function, or value of wetlands where there are practicable

Water Resources

alternatives
• Whenever possible, incorporate wetland enhancement, restoration, or creation into habitat
enhancement plans and into construction plans
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BMPs
• Minimize the amount of herbicides and pesticides used near surface waters and wetlands
to the extent possible
• Ensure compliance with state and federal water quality standards and requirements,
obtaining permits if necessary
• If necessary, prepare an E&S Control Plan and project-specific Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in compliance with the UPDES
• Adhere to AGCW’s existing installation-wide SWPPP and UPDES permit
• Install and monitor erosion-prevention measures, such as silt fences and/or straw on bare
soil
• Avoid sensitive habitat areas (e.g., riparian areas and key habitats) to the extent possible
• When feasible, minimize disruptive activities (e.g., prescribed fire, IPM, mowing, grazing) in
suitable habitats during the nesting season of birds (April through June) and active
seasons of herpetofauna (April through June and September through mid-October)
• Maintain wildlife corridors to provide for wildlife movement between habitats
• Minimize the amount of herbicides and pesticides used to the extent possible to avoid
impacts to wildlife habitat
• Generate an USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) report every 90
days to determine if any new species are listed

Biological

• Survey for TES and candidate species, species undergoing ESA listing assessment, Utah

Resources

Species of Concern, and Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN) prior to all landdisturbing activities; avoid these species to the extent possible and conduct activities in
accordance with federal, state, and installation laws and regulations
• Consult relevant conservation plans and habitat management guidelines, including, but not
limited to, National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (USFWS, 2007) and Strategic Plan
for Amphibian and Reptile Conservation and Management on Department of Defense
Lands (DoD, 2015)
• Conduct activities in accordance with AGCW’s Deer Management Plan (Wolfe, 2005) and
Eagle Conservation Plan (Frauenhofer & Hill, 2018) and AGCW’s SOP Policy and
Guidance for Projects Impacting Migratory Birds (UTARNG, 2018a)
• Avoid significant cultural resource areas to the extent possible
• Coordinate with cultural resources manager(s), the State Historic Preservation Office

Cultural

(SHPO), and Native American Tribe(s) and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs)

Resources

• Should archaeological materials or human remains be inadvertently discovered during land
disturbing activities, cease all work immediately and implement the appropriate procedures
as identified in the AGCW ICRMP and SOPs (UTARNG, 2016b)
• Implement AGCW’s Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan/Instillation Spill

Hazardous and

Contingency Plan (SPCC/ISCP), as well as the appropriate federal and state laws and

Toxic Materials

regulations

and Wastes
(HTMW)

• Wear protective clothing, gloves, goggles, respirators, and other appropriate protective
wear when using herbicides
• Educate relevant AGCW personnel on safe herbicide usage, storage, and disposal
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AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
The UTARNG invites public participation in decision-making on new proposals through the NEPA process.
Public participation with respect to decision-making on the Proposed Action is guided by 32 CFR Part 651,
which is the Army’s policy for implementing NEPA. Consideration of the views of and information provided
by all interested persons and stakeholders promotes open communication and enables better decisionmaking. Agencies, organizations, and members of the public with a potential interest in the Proposed
Action, including minority, low-income, disadvantaged, and Native American Tribes, are encouraged to
participate.
The UTARNG consulted with appropriate federal, state, and, local agencies to seek input on the Proposed
Action during the scoping process. Comments and concerns submitted by these agencies were
subsequently incorporated into the analysis of potential environmental impacts conducted as part of the
EA. This coordination fulfills requirements under EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs
(superseded by EO 12416, and subsequently supplemented by EO 13132), which requires federal agencies
to cooperate with and consider state and local views in implementing a federal proposal.
The UTARNG is also consulting and coordinating with federally recognized Native American Tribes as
required under DoD Instruction (DoDI) 4710.02, DoD Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes, which
implements the Annotated DoD American Indian and Alaska Native Policy (dated 24 September 2018);
Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement (2007); NEPA; the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA).
The UTARNG and National Guard Bureau, as the proponents of the Proposed Action, have published and
distributed the Final EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) for a public review and comment
period, as announced by a Notice of Availability (NOA) published in three local newspapers (i.e., the Salt
Lake Tribune, Deseret News, and Daily Herald). The Final EA and Draft FNSI are available for public review
on the UTARNG’s website at: https://ut.ng.mil/Resources/Environmental-Resources-Management/. The
UTARNG Public Affairs Officer (PAO) is responsible for reviewing notices for distribution within the local
newspaper, and is the primary contact for local news media inquiries. The UTARNG’s Environmental Office
is responsible for receiving comments submitted during the 30-day public comment period. If it is
determined that implementation of the Proposed Action would result in significant impacts, the UTARNG
will either not implement this action as proposed, will implement only those portions of the action not having
a significant impact, or will publish in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
CONCLUSIONS
The evaluation performed within this EA concludes there would be no significant adverse direct, indirect, or
cumulative impact to the local environment or quality of life as a result of implementing the Proposed Action.
Also, the UTARNG would implement standard BMPs specified in this EA. Therefore, this EA’s analysis
determines that an EIS is unnecessary to support the implementation of the Proposed Action, and that a
FNSI is appropriate. The UTARNG determined that the Preferred Alternative would effectively provide longterm management of AGCW’s natural resources, while also supporting the military mission. The No Action
Alternative would not fulfill the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.
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PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION
1.1

Introduction

The Sikes Act of 1997, as amended (Sikes Act) (16 United States Code [USC] 670a et seq., as amended)
requires federal military installations and state-owned National Guard facilities with significant natural
resources to develop a long-range Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP). Army
Garrison Camp W.G. Williams (AGCW) includes approximately 24,085 acres of federal- and state-owned
land under the command of the Utah Army National Guard (UTARNG).
This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the UTARNG’s proposal to implement the AGCW’s revised
INRMP (Proposed Action or Preferred Alternative). The Department of Defense (DoD) Office of the Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense (DUSD) Memorandum, Supplemental Guidance concerning INRMP Reviews,
states that each INRMP “must be reviewed as to operation and effect by the parties thereto on a regular
basis, but not less than every five years” according to § 101(b)(2) of the Sikes Act. The UTARNG published
the first INRMP for AGCW in 2001, and updated it in 2009. The revised INRMP is a revision and
reorganization of the 2009 INRMP, and is the result of a review for operation and effect completed by the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), and
UTARNG. Both the UTARNG Environmental Resources Management (ERM) office and military trainers
participated in the review. The review for operation and effect determined that substantive INRMP revisions
would be required to incorporate new program management changes evolving military mission and natural
resources management philosophy, which are likely to produce notably different biophysical effects at
AGCW. The mission is changing from static emplacements with units patrolling to a much more dispersed,
mobile combat doctrine. The natural resources management philosophy has changed to include a greater
emphasis on ecosystem-based management. Ecosystem-based management better preserves a diversity
of habitats that facilitate greater resource conservation and sustainable training opportunities. It also
manages the installation in the context of emerging adverse environmental factors and greater climate
variability that can convert habitats and significantly alter environmental conditions in a manner that inhibits
the military mission and natural resources conservation at AGCW.
The 24,085-acre AGCW is located in Salt Lake and Utah Counties, Utah (see Figure 1-1). Units training at
AGCW conduct pre-mobilization training for forward deployments to areas of conflict throughout the world.
Some of the pre-mobilization tasks include weapons marksmanship, Improvised Explosive Device (IED)
training, warrior leader tasks and battle drills, and land navigation. Navy and Air Force units also use AGCW
for a variety of training activities, including Survival, Evasion, Resistance, Escape (SERE) training;
unconventional warfare training; land navigation training; and high altitude/mountain training. In addition,
the joint armed services train at AGCW on a regular basis.
All of the UTARNG units at AGCW use Maneuver Training Area (MTA) Camp Williams as their primary
training facility. AGCW is also home to the Marine Corps Reserve 4th Light Armored Reconnaissance
Company and the Joint Language Training Center, which use AGCW as their primary training facility.
Various Active Army, Army Reserve, Air Force, Navy, and Special Operations Command units from across
the country train at MTA Camp Williams throughout the year. In addition, this installation is the primary
training facility for numerous federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies. The Federal Bureau of
Investigation and state and local law enforcement agencies conduct marksmanship qualification and closequarter combat training on AGCW’s training areas and ranges.
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The UTARNG’s mission includes both federal and state components:
The federal mission is to create a quality training environment for military units, the individual
service member, and other organizations by providing facilities, logistical support, and personnel
assistance to ensure optimum military and organization training.
The state mission is to provide Mission Command and usable space for Joint Reception, Staging,
Onward Movement, and Integration (RSOI) operation at AGCW for military and civilian personnel
assisting in emergency operations within the State of Utah.
AGCW maintains sustainable natural resources as a critical training asset upon which to accomplish the
UTARNG mission. To accomplish this goal, natural resource managers need to ensure no net loss in
capability to support existing and projected military training and maintain quality training lands through
monitoring, impact avoidance, mitigation, and rehabilitation. INRMPs help installation commanders manage
natural resources more effectively to ensure that installation lands remain available and in good condition
to support the military mission. The INRMP is the primary guidance document and tool for managing natural
resources at AGCW.
This EA has been prepared under the provisions of and in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA; 42 USC §4321 et seq.), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508),
32 CFR Part 651, and the 2011 Army National Guard (ARNG) NEPA Handbook, Guidance on Preparing
Environmental Documentation for ARNG Actions in Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (ARNG, 2011). This EA will facilitate the UTARNG’s decision-making process regarding the
Proposed Action and its alternatives.
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Figure 1-1: AGCW Location
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Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the revised INRMP, which provides for effective, longterm management of AGCW’s natural resources, while also supporting the military mission. The revised
INRMP ensures the integration of sustainable land use, responsible stewardship, adaptive stewardship
practices, environmental and public concerns, environmental compliance, and maintenance of a quality
training environment. In accordance with the Sikes Act, DoD Policy, and US Army Policy, the Proposed
Action “shall, to the extent appropriate and applicable, provide for:
A) Fish and wildlife management, land management, forest management, and fish- and wildlife-oriented
recreation;
B) Fish and wildlife habitat enhancement or modifications;
C) Wetland protection, enhancement, and restoration, where necessary for support of fish, wildlife, or
plants;
D) Integration of, and consistency among, the various activities conducted under the plan;
E) Establishment of specific natural resources management goals and objectives and time frames for
proposed action;
F) Sustainable use by the public of natural resources to the extent that the use is not inconsistent with
the needs of fish and wildlife resources;
G) Public access to the military installation that is necessary or appropriate for the use described in
subparagraph (F), subject to requirements necessary to ensure safety and military security;
H) Enforcement of applicable natural resource laws (including regulations);
I) No net loss in the capability of military installation lands to support the military mission of the
installation; and
J) Such other activities as the Secretary of the military department determines appropriate.”
The Proposed Action is needed to meet the requirements of the Sikes Act and thereby ensure the
UTARNG’s natural resources management program is implemented in a way that provides for sustainable,
healthy ecosystems; complies with applicable environmental laws and regulations; and provides for no net
loss in the capability of military installation lands to support the military mission.
1.3

Scope of the EA

This EA evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative physical, environmental, cultural, and
socioeconomic effects of implementing the Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives. In accordance
with NEPA and CEQ regulations, this EA considers two alternatives for implementing the Proposed Action:
•

Preferred Alternative - Implement the revised INRMP (i.e., the Proposed Action), as described in
Section 2.2.

•

No Action Alternative – Continue with operations as currently conducted under the 2009 INRMP
and do not implement the Proposed Action.

Proposed Action resource categories described in Section 3 and evaluated in Section 4 include: land use
and cover; air quality; noise; topography, geology, and soils; water resources (including wetlands);
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biological resources (including vegetation, wildlife, and special status species); cultural resources;
socioeconomics; environmental justice; infrastructure; and hazardous and toxic materials and wastes
(HTMW). This EA also considers the cumulative effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions within the Proposed Action's Region of Influence (ROI), generally defined to include AGCW and
immediately surrounding properties. Meaningful effects beyond this ROI would not be anticipated, based
on the nature and scope of the Proposed Action and the considered reasonable range of alternatives.
The Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) program at AGCW is responsible for maintaining and
rehabilitating land for military training purposes, including environmental conditions in areas that support
training activities. The ITAM program does not have any associated projects and activities in the INRMP;
rather, the ITAM program is an overarching guide for managing natural resources at AGCW in a manner
consistent with the Army’s training and mission requirements. Projects for maintaining the training land
within the installation’s range complex are included in ITAM’s 5-Year Plan. Projects in ITAM’s 5-Year Plan
are not projects under the INRMP and undergo NEPA analysis that is separate from the scope of the
Proposed Action. Therefore, no ITAM activities or projects are evaluated as part of this EA.
As specified under NEPA and CEQ regulations, a monetary cost-benefit analysis is not required as part of
the EA. The Proposed Action and its alternatives have been developed based on military training needs
and mission requirements. As such, no quantitative financial assessment has been performed as part of
this EA.
1.4

Decision-Making

As described in 32 CFR § 651.5, the NEPA process is intended to provide the Army’s planners and decisionmakers with a meaningful review of environmental considerations associated with a given action. The
analysis set forth in this EA allows the decision-makers to carefully balance the protection of these
environmental resources while fulfilling the Army’s essential roles, including national defense, and AGCW’s
mission to provide adequate training facilities in support of the military mission. UTARNG environmental
staff and military personnel provided guidance on the development of this EA.
Per amendments to 10 USC §10501, described in DoD Directive 5105.77, the National Guard Bureau
(NGB) is a joint activity of the DoD (DoD 2015). NGB serves as a channel of communication and funding
between the US Army and state ARNG organizations in the 54 US states and territories. The ARNG is a
Directorate within NGB. The ARNG G9 Directorate is responsible for environmental matters, including
compliance with NEPA. As ARNG is the federal decision-maker concerning this Proposed Action, this is a
federal Proposed Action. The federal decision-making on the part of the ARNG includes selecting an
alternative to implement, and identifying the actions that the Government will commit to undertake to
minimize environmental effects, as required under NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR Part 651.
1.5

Public and Agency Involvement

The UTARNG invites public participation in decision-making on new proposals through the NEPA process.
Public participation with respect to decision-making on the Proposed Action is guided by 32 CFR Part 651,
which is the Army’s policy for implementing NEPA. Consideration of the views of and information provided
by all interested persons and stakeholders promotes open communication and enables better decisionmaking. Agencies, organizations, and members of the public with a potential interest in the Proposed
Action, including minority, low-income, disadvantaged, and Native American tribes, are encouraged to
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participate. A record of public involvement, agency coordination, and Native American consultation
associated with this EA is provided in Appendix A. Please refer to Section 10 for a complete list of
agencies and individuals consulted in support of this EA’s analyses.
Public Review
The UTARNG and National Guard Bureau, as the proponents of the Proposed Action, have published and
distributed the Final EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) for a public review and comment
period, as announced by a Notice of Availability (NOA) published in three local newspapers (i.e., the Salt
Lake Tribune, Deseret News, and Daily Herald). The Final EA and Draft FNSI are available for public review
on the UTARNG’s website at: https://ut.ng.mil/Resources/Environmental-Resources-Management/. The
UTARNG Public Affairs Officer (PAO) is responsible for reviewing notices for distribution within the local
newspaper, and is the primary contact for local news media inquiries. The UTARNG’s Environmental Office
is responsible for receiving comments submitted during the 30-day public comment period. If it is
determined that implementation of the Proposed Action would result in significant impacts, the UTARNG
will either not implement this action as proposed, will implement only those portions of the action not having
a significant impact, or will publish in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Agency Coordination
The UTARNG consulted with appropriate federal, state, and, local agencies to seek input on the Proposed
Action during the scoping process. Comments and concerns submitted by these agencies were
subsequently incorporated into the analysis of potential environmental impacts conducted as part of the
EA. This coordination fulfills requirements under Executive Order (EO) 12372, Intergovernmental Review
of Federal Programs (superseded by EO 12416, and subsequently supplemented by EO 13132), which
requires federal agencies to cooperate with and consider state and local views in implementing a federal
proposal. A list of federal, state, and local agencies and entities consulted for this EA is available in Section
10.
To date, the UTARNG has received responses from the US Bureau of Land Management, US Department
of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA NRCS), Utah Department of Transportation
(UDOT), Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) Division of Water Quality (UDWQ), Utah
County, and Bluffdale City. There were no concerns identified by these agencies. Relevant information
provided by UDWQ regarding impaired waters (see Section 3.6) and future UDEQ projects (see Section
4.14) was included in this EA. Copies of relevant correspondence can be found in Appendix A.
Native American Consultation/Coordination
The UTARNG is consulting and coordinating with federally recognized Native American Tribes as required
under DoD Instruction (DoDI) 4710.02, DoD Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes, which
implements the Annotated DoD American Indian and Alaska Native Policy (dated 24 September 2018);
Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement (2007); NEPA; the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA).
Section 10 contains a list of the federally recognized Tribes in the area that were invited to consult, including
Tribes historically or culturally affiliated with the lands managed by the UTARNG at AGCW.
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Correspondence sent to these tribes is included in Appendix A. The UTARNG has not received any
responses from Tribes.
1.6

Related NEPA, Environmental, and Other Documents and Processes

In addition to this EA, the following NEPA and early planning level documents and studies were reviewed
and/or used to support the preparation of this EA:
•

Standard Operating Procedure: Policy and Guidance for Projects Impacting Migratory Birds, Army
Garrison Camp Williams (UTARNG, 2018a)

•

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, Camp W.G. Williams, November 2001 to
November 2006 (UTARNG, 2001a)

•

Programmatic Environmental Assessment Camp W.G. Williams, Utah (UTARNG, 2001b)

•

Soil Survey of Camp Williams, Utah (USDA NRCS, 2001)

•

Camp Williams Deer Management Plan (Wolfe, 2005)

•

Spill Prevention Control and Counter Measure Plan for Utah Army National Guard Camp Williams
(UTARNG, 2007)

•

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan Update, Camp W.G. Williams (UTARNG, 2009)

•

Camp Williams Long Range Master Plan (UTARNG, 2012)

•

Camp W.G. Williams Joint Land Use Study (Matrix Design Group, 2012)

•

Flora Planning Level Survey Report, Camp W.G. Williams (Shultz & Long, 2013)

•

Utah National Guard Regulation 385-63-1, Camp W.G. Williams Range Safety (UTARNG, 2013)

•

Camp Williams Range Master Plan (UTARNG, 2014)

•

Utah Wildlife Action Plan (UDWR, 2015)

•

Herpetological Inventory Report: Camp W.G. Williams, Utah (Hill & Stoner, 2015)

•

Vegetation Classification and Mapping, Camp Williams, Utah (CEMML, 2015)

•

Integrated Pest Management Plan (IPMP) for Utah Army National Guard (UTARNG) (UTARNG,
2015a)

•

UTARNG Installation Compatible Use Zone (AGCW’s Operational Noise Management
Plan/Program [ONMP]) (UTARNG, 2016a)

•

Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan for the Sites and Training Installations of the Utah
Army National Guard, Fiscal Years 2016-2020 (UTARNG, 2016b)

•

Master Plan, 2016: Camp Williams, Utah (UTARNG, 2016c)

•

Final Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Camp Williams Military Reservation Bluffdale, Utah
(UTARNG, 2016d)

•

Utah National Guard Pamphlet 5-3, Garrison Standard Operating Procedures, Camp W.G. Williams
Utah Training Center (UTARNG, 2017a)
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•

Wetland Delineation and Waters of the US Report (UTARNG, 2017b)

•

Memorandum for Record: Section 7 Endangered Species Act Consultation – Operations and Use
of Camp Williams (UTARNG, 2018b)

•

Camp Williams Eagle Conservation Plan (Frauenhofer & Hill, 2018)

•

Bald and Golden Eagle Nesting Surveys 2018 (UTARNG, 2018c)

•

Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan DRAFT, Utah Army National Guard Camp Williams
(UTARNG, 2019)
Regulatory Framework

This EA has been prepared under the provisions of and in accordance with NEPA (42 USC § 4321 et seq.);
CEQ regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508);
Environmental Effects of Army Actions (32 CFR Part 651); and the 2011 ARNG NEPA Handbook, Guidance
on Preparing Environmental Documentation for ARNG Actions in Compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (ARNG 2011). This EA will facilitate the decision-making process
regarding the Proposed Action and its alternatives considered by the UTARNG.
The revised INRMP is intended to be consistent with the Sikes Act of 1997, 16 USC § 670a et seq., as
amended; DoDI 4715.03, Natural Resources Conservation Program; Department of Defense Manual
(DoDM) 4715.03, INRMP Implementation Manual; AR 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement;
ARNG-I&E Memorandum dated 20 March 2019, Policy for INRMPs; and Department of the Army (DA)
Memorandum dated 25 May 2006, Guidance for Implementation of the Sikes Act improvement Act. The
INRMP is the primary tool for managing AGCW’s ecosystem and habitat while ensuring the successful
accomplishment of the military mission at the highest possible levels of efficiency.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1

Introduction

The revised INRMP presents natural resources management goals and objectives for the future. The
Proposed Action includes the implementation of the natural resources management measures as
presented in the revised INRMP for AGCW. Section 2.2 provides a detailed description of the management
measures, goals, and objectives under the Proposed Action. Section 2.3 describes the Preferred
Alternative and the No Action Alternative.
2.2

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action includes the implementation of the natural resources management measures as
presented in the revised INRMP for AGCW. The Sikes Act requires UTARNG to maintain a current INRMP
for AGCW. The INRMP includes specific natural resource management goals, objectives, and timelines.
Goals are the broad, guiding principles that are the primary focal point for implementation of the revised
INRMP. The goals aim to support no net loss of military mission capability while enhancing and preserving
natural resources to the extent practicable. Goals reflect the values of AGCW by expressing a vision of a
desired condition for the installation's natural resources in the foreseeable future. Goals are supported by
one or more objectives. Objectives are specific and measurable targets for achieving the goals. Projects
and activities are the individual component actions required to achieve an objective. Projects are discreet
actions that outline timelines and should be achievable within the period covered by the revised INRMP.
Activities are ongoing actions or practices that would be conducted by the UTARNG as appropriate and
necessary. Project and activity statements describe the methods and procedures that would be used to
achieve the objective supported.
Table 2-1 shows the revised INRMP’s goals, objectives, and projects/activities that are included as part of
the Proposed Action, as well as how they were revised from the 2009 INRMP. Please refer to Appendix A
of the revised INRMP for additional details regarding these projects and activities, such as expected
implementation dates, funding sources, etc. The revisions outlined in Table 2-1 reflect changes based on
new research findings pertaining to natural resources, and the level of success of previous INRMP goals,
objectives, and projects/activities. Many of the proposed projects and activities are recurring actions that
were also present in the 2009 INRMP. However, some projects from the 2009 INRMP were not
implemented and have been discontinued in the revised INRMP, primarily because either: (1) they are
outside the scope of the revised INRMP; or (2) they were combined with other projects/activities and are
presented differently in the revised INRMP.
2.3

Alternatives Considered

NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR Part 651 require all reasonable alternatives to be explored and
evaluated objectively. For purposes of this analysis, an alternative was considered “reasonable” only if it
fulfills the requirements of the Sikes Act (i.e., the need for the Proposed Action). “Unreasonable” alternatives
would not enable the UTARNG to meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.
Alternatives Development (Screening Criteria)
The Sikes Act requires federal military installations and state-owned National Guard facilities with significant
natural resources to develop a long-range INRMP. As such, the UTARNG must maintain an INRMP for
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AGCW. Further, the INRMP must be reviewed periodically by UTARNG and consulting parties (i.e., USFWS
and UDWR) to ensure that it remains effective at managing the natural resources on the installation. During
the AGCW INRMP’s last review for operation and effect, the UTARNG and consulting parties determined
that the existing INRMP, last updated in 2009, was no longer fully effective for managing AGCW’s natural
resources.
Therefore, UTARNG identified that reasonable alternatives must comply with the Sikes Act by implementing
an INRMP that:
• Contains effective natural resources management strategies based on the existing conditions of the
natural resources and the military’s use of the installation.
• Has received concurrence from consulting parties (i.e., USFWS and UDWR).
UTARNG identified two initial alternatives for the Proposed Action: (1) implement the revised INRMP; and
(2) continue implementing the existing INRMP. Implementing the revised INRMP (i.e., the Preferred
Alternative; see Section 2.3.2.1) would meet both screening criteria, as it was developed based on updated
natural resources data, in consultation with consulting parties, and cognizant of the changes to the military’s
use of AGCW since 2009. Continuing to implement the existing INRMP (i.e., the No Action Alternative; see
Section 2.3.2.2) would not meet either of the screening criteria, as it is outdated and has been determined
by UTARNG and consulting parties to no longer be an effective management plan for AGCW’s natural
resources.
Therefore, the UTARNG determined that implementation of the Preferred Alternative (i.e., the revised
INRMP) was the only reasonable alternative. The No Action Alternative (i.e., the 2009 INRMP) is also
evaluated, as required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.14).
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

• Project 1: Update/revise INRMP as determined by ERM and Cooperating Agencies during
review for operation and effect.
• Project 31: Maintain an INRMP implementation dashboard to track status of projects and
activities.
OBJECTIVE PM1: Encourage robust land planning at
AGCW that seeks to conserve natural resources, enhance
training land and natural resources-dependent training
opportunities, and retain flexibility for accommodating
potential future changes in mission, while maintaining no
net loss of training ability.

• Activity 2: Conduct NEPA reviews of all proposed new activities at AGCW to evaluate
potential impacts and identify mitigation measures.
• Activity 4: Routinely collect and update geographic information system (GIS) data regarding
natural resources conditions and management actions, and maintain an organized
geodatabase in compliance with DoD and federal GIS data standards, including metadata.
• Activity 14: Review new activities and development projects for the potential to impact water
resources.

GOAL 1 – Program Management

• Activity 20: Routinely coordinate and integrate vegetation and Integrated Pest Management

(PM): Manage natural resources in a

•

resources through an ecosystem-

(IPM) priorities with fire management priorities.

manner that is compatible with and

based management approach
•

supports the military mission while

Increased focus on managing natural

Incorporation of the most recent
natural resources science, data, and

complying with applicable federal and

management considerations

state laws and DA regulations and

•

policies.

Incorporation of current regulatory
framework

• Project 1 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Project 5: Assess range health at 65 Rangeland Health Assessment (RHA)/Range and
Training Land Assessment (RTLA) plots biennially.
OBJECTIVE PM2: Consistent with the requirements of AR
200-1, evaluate the impacts of military activities on the
natural environment, including its functions, values, and
opportunities.

• Activities 2, 4, and 14 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Activity 12: Evaluate trails to identify areas with excessive erosion or maintenance issues,
identify solutions, and create GIS data of problem areas.
• Activity 17: Regularly inspect riparian areas to ensure that they are being maintained, that
no incompatible activities (e.g., filling, modifying, draining, grazing trespass, and
construction) are occurring, and to identify potential enhancement/restoration opportunities.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

• Project 1 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Project 26: Coordinate with UDWR to assess potential mule deer diseases (e.g., chronic
wasting disease) at AGCW.
• Activity 1: Conduct INRMP Annual Review with USFWS and UDWR.
OBJECTIVE PM3: Maintain productive communication
and coordination channels with relevant federal, state, and
local agencies and partner organizations that can advise
on prudent natural resources management.

• Activity 2 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Activity 3: Continue collaborative working relationship with USFWS, UDWR, and Utah State
University (USU) regarding relevant TES management.
• Activity 9: Maintain records of all reported poaching incidents at AGCW.
• Activity 15: Coordinate with and obtain all necessary permits from the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), UDWQ, and/or Utah Department of Natural Resources (UDNR)
Division of Water Rights prior to impacting water resources.
• Activity 24: Maintain participation in the South Oquirrh Cooperative Weed Management Area
(CWMA).
• Project 15: Create a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for nest monitoring on buildings,

GOAL 1 – Program Management
(PM): Manage natural resources in a

equipment, and other structures, and the proper removal of nests in accordance with the

manner that is compatible with and

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and other applicable regulations.

supports the military mission while
complying with applicable federal and
state laws and DA regulations and
policies.

OBJECTIVE PM4: Implement environmental education

• Project 39: Create and distribute eagle nest protection educational materials to site users.

and awareness initiatives to protect existing natural

• Project 40: Represent UTARNG and AGCW in one DoD-approved public outreach event

resources from human-caused adverse impacts in
accordance with federal policy (immediate).

annually (e.g., Earth Day, Public Lands Day, Christmas Bird Count, Dedicated Hunter).
• Project 42: Maintain involvement with HawkWatch nationwide Kestral Study and nest

•

Increased focus on managing natural
resources through an ecosystembased management approach

•

Incorporation of the most recent
natural resources science, data, and
management considerations

•

Incorporation of current regulatory
framework

boxes. Band chicks as the opportunity arises.
• Activity 22: Promote reporting to ERM of new noxious weed sightings at AGCW.
OBJECTIVE PM5: Engage the local community through
public outreach.

• Projects 40 and 42 as described under OBJECTIVE PM4.
• Activity 25: Maintain a publicly releasable version of the AGCW INRMP on the UTARNG
website.
• Project 2: Update Vegetation Communities Planning Level Survey (PLS).
• Project 16: Update Soil PLS.

OBJECTIVE PM6: Continue to maintain a consolidated

• Project 17: Conduct updated Stream and Wetland Mapping PLS.

GIS database for AGCW, and ensure the UTARNG has

• Project 18: Survey 1 of 5 designated areas for invasive and noxious weeds.

the necessary equipment and personnel training to use

• Project 38: Develop habitat suitability models in GIS for species of concern, SGCN,

GIS data for natural resources management and
installation planning purposes.

declining species, and species that are or may become candidates for listing under the ESA.
• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Activity 18: Maintain an accurate fire log (with map and GIS data) of all wildfires and
prescribed burns.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

• Projects 2 and 18 as described under OBJECTIVE PM6.
• Project 3: Update Flora PLS.
• Project 4: Maintain weather stations to collect climate data.
• Project 5 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.
• Project 30: Develop and maintain an internal online Noxious Weed Dashboard.
OBJECTIVE VE1: Maintain current data on the condition

• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

of vegetation communities and climatic trends to support

• Activity 5: Monitor and record the results of all vegetation management actions

adaptive management and facilitate diverse training
opportunities and habitats.

implemented.
• Activity 13: Incorporate revegetation actions and associated monitoring into all soil and land
cover disturbance activities (e.g., training activities, prescribed burns) and use native
species.
• Activity 17 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.
• Activity 18 as described under OBJECTIVE PM6.
• Activity 22 as described under OBJECTIVE PM4.

GOAL 2 – Vegetation (VE): Manage

•

vegetation to support the military
mission, optimize protection of existing
habitats, maintain native species, and
enhance wildlife habitat.

Inclusion of comprehensive and
detailed actions for native vegetation

OBJECTIVE VE2: Manage juniper (Juniperus
osteosperma) woodland habitats to promote natural

• Project 6: Evaluate and implement wildfire protection practices on all juniper stands at
AGCW.

densities, which will reduce wildfire hazard, improve

• Project 22: Reforest 2 areas with an appropriate mix of Utah juniper and pinyon pine.

training opportunities, improve habitat, and reduce erosion.

• Activity 20 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

OBJECTIVE VE3: Manage Gambel oak (Quercus

• Project 7: Implement fuel management practices (e.g., thinning and ladder fuel removal)

gambelii) habitats to promote maturation of stands, which

along major training area roads (e.g., Watts/Range, Beef Hollow, Wood Hollow and

will reduce wildfire hazard, improve training opportunities,

Tickville).

and improve habitat.

OBJECTIVE VE4: Maintain at least eight patches of at
least 200 contiguous acres of Wyoming big sagebrush
(Artemesia tridentata ssp. wyomingensis) habitat.
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• Project 8: Manage cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) in eight Wyoming big sagebrush patches
over next five years.
• Project 10: Conduct Wyoming big sagebrush restoration by addressing invasive and noxious
weeds in each patch and reseeding with native species over five years.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

OBJECTIVE VE5: Maintain at least six patches of at least
200 contiguous acres of mountain big sagebrush

• Project 9: Manage cheatgrass in six mountain big sagebrush patches over five years.

(Artemesia tridentata ssp. vaseyana) habitat.

OBJECTIVE VE6: Establish three new patches of 50 to
100 acres of Wyoming big sagebrush habitat.

• Project 10 as described under OBJECTIVE VE4.

• Project 11: Conduct grassland conservation by treating 200 acres for invasive and noxious
weeds and reseeding with native species over five years.
OBJECTIVE VE7: Maintain bunchgrass grasslands at
AGCW with natural biodiversity and minimal training
impacts.

• Project 20: Identify and treat at least 100 acres of non-Class 4 noxious weeds annually,
prioritizing species that 1) have the potential to inhibit training activities, 2) are listed as
Class 2, and/or 3) are not yet widespread and could be eradicated.
• Project 24: Establish at least 50 acres of Great Basin wildrye in Tickville Watershed.

GOAL 2 – Vegetation (VE): Manage
•

vegetation to support the military
mission, optimize protection of existing

Inclusion of comprehensive and
detailed actions for native vegetation

• Project 19: Conduct removal and follow-up treatment, as applicable, for Russian olives

habitats, maintain native species, and
enhance wildlife habitat.

growth and enhancement

(Elaeagnus angustifolia L.).
• Project 23: Install at least 22 Beaver-Dam-Analogs in Tickville Gulch, Oak Springs, Rose
OBJECTIVE VE8: Improve four riparian habitats and their
functions by retaining surface water flows and promoting
native vegetation growth.

Canyon, and West Canyon.
• Project 28: Assess Jordan River Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) and develop potential
restoration plan within five years.
• Project 43: Analysis and planning for improving the erosion control in the Tickville
Watershed, Oak Springs, Beef Hollow, Wood Hollow watersheds.
• Activity 17 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.

• Activity 6: Review Tree City USA requirements annually.
OBJECTIVE VE9: Maintain Tree City USA designation.

• Activity 7: Maintain native trees and landscapes in the Cantonment Area to provide an
aesthetically appealing installation while resulting in no net loss of training abilities.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

• Project 12: Update Fauna PLS.
• Project 13: Survey for active golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) nests annually.
• Project 14: Conduct biennial migratory bird breeding transects.
• Project 25: Conduct mule deer population assessment once every five years.
• Project 26 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.
• Project 33: Conduct pinyon jay (Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus) surveys, evaluate their
habitat use, and deploy 10 global positioning system (GPS) transmitters if suitable
individuals exist.
OBJECTIVE FW1: Manage fish and wildlife using a
systematic approach that includes inventory, monitoring,
management, and assessment to document changes in

• Project 34: Establish small/medium mammal monitoring project/protocol, and acquire
equipment necessary to assess presence/non-detection and population estimates.
• Project 35: Conduct bat monitoring at potential habitat sites using acoustic data collectors

conditions over time. Maintain population monitoring data

and provide roosting structures (e.g., bat boxes) for bats in important habitat areas.

sufficient to make management decisions for species, with

• Project 36: Conduct telemetry on up to 25 Great Basin rattlesnakes (Crotalus oreganus

emphasis on species of concern and declining species that
are, or are likely to become, candidates for listing under
the Endangered Species Act.

lutosus).
• Project 37: Incorporate “Integrated Monitoring in Bird Conservation Regions” (IMBCR)
monitoring into bird monitoring. Establish 20 IMBCR plots to answer questions regarding
training effects on birds.

GOAL 3 – Fish and Wildlife (FW):

• Project 38 as described under OBJECTIVE PM6.

Maintain fish and wildlife populations

• Project 41: Install one eagle nest monitoring camera.

while minimizing potential impacts to the

• Activities 2 and 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

military mission.

•

Inclusion of comprehensive and
detailed actions for wildlife
conservation and monitoring

• Activity 8: Monitor wind turbines for species mortality monthly.
• Activity 9 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.
• Activity 11: Maintain Threatened and Endangered Species PLS by conducting focused
sensitive species surveys as needed and based on updated listings.
OBJECTIVE FW2: Monitor eagle nesting behavior and
success at AGCW.

• Projects 13 and 41 as described under OBJECTIVE FW1.

OBJECTIVE FW3: Maintain mule deer population at

• Project 25 as described under OBJECTIVE FW1.

AGCW at or above state average management levels,

• Project 26 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.

condition, and proportion of bucks by size class.

• Activity 9 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.

OBJECTIVE FW4: Reduce potential impacts on training

• Projects 15 and 42 as described under OBJECTIVE PM4.

from nuisance bird nests while complying with the MBTA,
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), and
IPMP.
OBJECTIVE FW5: Engage in citizen science initiatives to
promote public engagement and improve habitat.
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Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

• Projects 14, 35, and 37 as described under OBJECTIVE FW1.
OBJECTIVE TE1: Maintain current data regarding the
status of any federal or state-listed species that may exist
GOAL 4 – Threatened and

at AGCW and where suitable habitat could occur at the

Endangered Species and Habitats

installation.

(TE): Manage sensitive species using

• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Activity 10: Review Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) for updated federal
species listings quarterly.
• Activity 11 as described under OBJECTIVE FW1.

•

an ecosystem approach, while
maintaining the military mission at
AGCW.

Additional TES data review and
maintenance

OBJECTIVE TE2: Engage relevant stakeholders regarding
management of these species to ensure use of the best
available information; compliance with federal, state, and
local laws and regulations; and maximum compatibility with

• Activities 1 and 3 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.
• Activity 2 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

the military mission at AGCW.
• Project 5 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.
OBJECTIVE SC1: Maintain current data on soil types and

• Project 16 as described under OBJECTIVE PM6.

conditions at AGCW.

• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Activity 13 as described under OBJECTIVE VE1.

GOAL 5 – Soil Conservation and
Sediment Management (SC): Manage

OBJECTIVE SC2: Maintain trails, roads, and parking

soil to minimize sediment loss and

areas to minimize the potential for erosion and

erosion.

sedimentation and to minimize establishment of invasive
species.
OBJECTIVE SC3: Minimize bare soil at AGCW except
where necessary for specific wildfire or habitat
management.

• Activity 12 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.

•

Greater minimization of soil erosion
impacts

• Activity 16: Routinely implement all erosion and sediment control, spill prevention, and
hazardous materials management plans and protocols.
• Activity 13 as described under OBJECTIVE VE1.
• Activity 16 as described under OBJECTIVE SC2.
• Project 17 as described under OBJECTIVE PM6.

OBJECTIVE WR1: Maintain current data on water

• Projects 28 and 43 as described in OBJECTIVE VE8.

resources at AGCW.

• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Activity 17 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.

GOAL 6 – Water Resources (WR):
Maintain water resources, including
wetlands, so they remain resilient,
functional, and with no net loss of
acreage.

OBJECTIVE WR2: Preserve existing water resources by
minimizing potential impacts and complying with all
relevant laws and regulations.

•

Inclusion of comprehensive and

• Activities 2 and 14 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

detailed actions for water resources

• Activity 15 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.

conservation and enhancement,

• Activity 16 as described under OBJECTIVE SC2.

including improved and new riparian

• Activity 17 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.

areas

• Projects 19, 23, and 28 as described under OBJECTIVE VE8.
OBJECTIVE WR3: Maintain or enhance riparian zones
around water resources.
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Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)
•

GOAL 6 – Water Resources (WR):
Maintain water resources, including
wetlands, so they remain resilient,
functional, and with no net loss of

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

OBJECTIVE WR4: Improve riparian PFC of the Jordan
River corridor.

detailed actions for water resources
• Project 28 as described under OBJECTIVE VE8.

conservation and enhancement,
including improved and new riparian

acreage.

areas
OBJECTIVE AO1: Manage livestock grazing as an

GOAL 7 – Agricultural Outleasing
(AO): Manage agricultural outleases at
AGCW to support the military mission,
facilitate multiple uses of the installation,
and enhance natural resources
management.

Inclusion of comprehensive and

adaptive wildland fire hazard reduction strategy.

• Activity 19: Implement the Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan (IWFMP).

OBJECTIVE AO2: Maintain compatibility of grazing

• Activity 20 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

outleases with the natural resources goals in the INRMP

• Activity 21: Maintain firebreaks and grazing paddocks as needed to ensure functioning

by containing grazing impacts within designated areas.

•

a Goal

condition.

OBJECTIVE AO3: Maintain current geospatial and existing

• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

conditions data of all grazing outleases at AGCW.

• Activity 21 as described under OBJECTIVE AO2.

Inclusion of agricultural outleasing as

• Project 4 as described under OBJECTIVE VE1.

GOAL 8 – Fire Management (FM):

OBJECTIVE FM1: Maintain current and comprehensive

• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

data on the fire history at AGCW to facilitate proactive and

• Activity 13 as described under OBJECTIVE VE1.

adaptive fire management.

• Activity 18 as described under OBJECTIVE PM6.

Manage wildland fires and fuels at

• Activity 19 as described under OBJECTIVE AO1.

AGCW in a manner that minimizes
OBJECTIVE FM2: Manage AGCW to prevent fuel

• Project 7 as described under OBJECTIVE VE3.

buildups, restore a more natural fire regime to the extent

• Activity 19 as described under OBJECTIVE AO1.

practicable, and minimize risk of catastrophic wildfires.

• Activity 20 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

Inclusion of current data and
recommendations in fire management

• Project 6 as described under OBJECTIVE VE2.

safety risks, improves training ability,
and enhances natural resources.

•

and planning

• Activity 21 as described under OBJECTIVE AO2.
• Projects 2 and 18 as described under OBJECTIVE PM6.
• Projects 3 and 30 as described under OBJECTIVE VE1.

GOAL 9 – Integrated Pest
Management (IPM): Minimize impacts

OBJECTIVE IPM1: Maintain current data on the types and

• Project 5 as described under OBJECTIVE PM2.

of invasive, noxious, and pest species,

extent of invasive, noxious, and pest species at AGCW to

• Project 20 as described under OBJECTIVE VE7.

recommendations for the reduction of

including plant and animal species, on

facilitate proper prioritization and support adaptive

• Activity 4 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.

noxious weeds and their associated

the military mission and natural

management.

• Activity 5 as described under OBJECTIVE VE1.

adverse impacts

ecosystems utilizing an IPM approach.

•

Inclusion of current data and

• Activity 22 as described under OBJECTIVE PM4.
• Activity 23: Facilitate creation and meeting of an AGCW Noxious Weed Working Group.
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Table 2-1: The Proposed Action: Goals, Objectives, and Projects of the Revised INRMP
Goal

Objective(s)

Planned INRMP Project(s) and Activity(ies)

Overall Change from 2009 INRMP

• Projects 8 and 10 as described under OBJECTIVE VE4.
• Project 9 as described under OBJECTIVE VE5.
OBJECTIVE IPM2: Contain and reduce coverage of
invasive and noxious weeds at AGCW.

• Projects 11 and 20 as described under OBJECTIVE VE7.
• Project 19 as described under OBJECTIVE VE8.
• Project 21: Reduce medusahead (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) coverage from
approximately 15 acres to less than 7 acres within 5 years.

GOAL 9 – Integrated Pest

• Project 32: Conduct biocontrol releases on at least two sites per year.

Management (IPM): Minimize impacts

• Activity 24 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.

of invasive, noxious, and pest species,
including plant and animal species, on

OBJECTIVE IPM3: Prevent spread of invasive and

the military mission and natural

noxious weeds to and from AGCW by vehicles.

ecosystems utilizing an IPM approach.

•

Inclusion of current data and
recommendations for the reduction of

• Project 29: Assess feasibility and potential effectiveness of installing a wash rack at the

noxious weeds and their associated
adverse impacts

Range truck gate.
• Project 30 as described under OBJECTIVE VE1.

OBJECTIVE IPM4: Promote interdepartmental
cooperation regarding treatment of invasive and noxious
weeds at AGCW.
OBJECTIVE IPM5: Promote regional cooperation
regarding treatment of invasive and noxious weeds.

• Activities 20 and 23 as described under OBJECTIVE PM1.
• Activity 22 as described under OBJECTIVE PM4.
• Activity 23 as described under OBJECTIVE IPM1.
• Activities 1, 3, and 24 as described under OBJECTIVE PM3.

OBJECTIVE ITAM1: Maintain comprehensive spatial data
and records of all ITAM projects that can be incorporated

• None.

into the natural resources planning process.
GOAL 10 – Integrated Training Area
Management (ITAM): Manage training
areas in a manner that optimizes
missionscape while supporting and, to
the extent feasible, enhancing natural
resources at AGCW.

OBJECTIVE ITAM2: Implement a management and
decision-making process that integrates Army training and
other mission requirements for land use with sound natural

• None.

•

Inclusion of ITAM as a Goal

resources management.
OBJECTIVE ITAM3: Advocate proactive conservation and
land management practices by aligning Army training land
management priorities with the Army training and

• None.

readiness priorities.
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Evaluated Alternatives
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative consists of implementing natural resources management measures at AGCW as
presented in the revised INRMP and summarized in Section 2.2 and Table 2-1 of this EA. The revised
INRMP has been developed in cooperation with UTARNG staff, USFWS, and UDWR. Developed using an
interdisciplinary approach, information has been gathered from federal, state, and local agencies and Native
American Tribes with an interest in management of natural resources at AGCW.
The management goals, objectives, and projects included in the revised INRMP have been updated in
consultation with resource agencies, NGB, and UTARNG staff. This process used updated information on
existing natural resources, current conditions, and management issues at AGCW. Proposed activities were
reviewed for compliance with existing laws, regulations, EOs, and Army policy.
In summary, the revised INRMP would include the following new information:
• Increased focus on managing natural resources through an ecosystem-based management approach
• Incorporation of the most recent natural resources science, data, and management considerations
• Incorporation of current regulatory framework
• Inclusion of comprehensive and detailed actions for native vegetation growth and enhancement
• Inclusion of comprehensive and detailed actions for wildlife conservation and monitoring
• Additional TES data review and maintenance
• Greater minimization of soil erosion impacts
• Inclusion of comprehensive and detailed actions for water resources conservation and enhancement,
including improved and new riparian areas
• Inclusion of current data and recommendation in fire management and planning
• Inclusion of current data and recommendations for the reduction of noxious weeds and their associated
adverse impacts
No Action Alternative
While the No Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose of or need for the Proposed Action, this
alternative is carried forward to provide a comparative baseline against which to analyze the effects of the
Proposed Action, as required in CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14). The No Action Alternative reflects
the status quo and serves as a benchmark against which the effects of the Proposed Action can be
evaluated.
With selection of the No Action Alternative, the revised INRMP would not be implemented at AGCW, and
the natural resources management program would continue to follow the 2009 INRMP. Unlike the revised
INRMP, the 2009 INRMP does not incorporate the most recent natural resources science, data, and
management considerations, nor does it include the most current regulatory framework, among other
elements as identified in Table 2-1 and Section 2.3.2.1.
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Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration
NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR Part 651 require alternatives that are eliminated from detailed study
to be identified. For this Proposed Action, no other initial possible alternatives were identified that would
meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action due to the specificity of the Sikes Act requirements.
Impacts Comparison Matrix for Proposed Alternatives
This EA evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental, cultural, socioeconomic, and
physical effects of the Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative. A comparison of anticipated
environmental consequences of the Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative is provided in Table
2-2.
Overall, the Preferred Alternative would result in similar, less-than-significant adverse effects as the No
Action Alternative. However, the Preferred Alternative would result in greater beneficial effects than the No
Action Alternative in multiple resource areas, including: land use and cover; topography, geology, and soils;
water resources; biological resources; socioeconomics; and infrastructure.
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Table 2-2: Alternative Comparison Matrix
Technical Resource
Area

Preferred Alternative

No Action Alternative

Land Use and Cover

No effect to the capability of the UTARNG to carry out its mission. No net loss
in land acreage or in the land’s training ability. Direct, long-term, beneficial
effect by improving the habitat and natural value of the land. No effect to land
uses or zoning that are off installation.

A continuing, long-term benefit to land use
from improved habitat and natural value of
the land would be expected, though it would
be less than under the Preferred Alternative.

Air Quality

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts from localized,
fugitive dust and temporary use of small-scale mechanical and maintenance
equipment that may be fossil fuel-powered. No exceedance of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and no effect to the existing
attainment status.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Noise

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts from temporary
and localized noise sources such as humans, small mechanical equipment,
and/or trucks. No effect to nearby structures from vibration. Noise impacts
would be compatible and consistent with the existing on- and off-installation
noise environment.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Topography,
Geology, and Soils

No effect to topography, geology, or prime farmland soils. Direct, short-term,
less-than-significant adverse soil erosion and sedimentation impacts during
land disturbing activities. Direct, long-term beneficial effect to soils due to
the long-term minimization of soil erosion impacts.

No effect to topography, geology, or prime
farmland soils. Direct, short-term, lessthan-significant adverse soil erosion and
sedimentation impacts would be the same as
the Preferred Alternative. A continuing, longterm benefit to soils from minimization of soil
erosion would be expected, though it would
be less than under the Preferred Alternative.

Water Resources

No effect to wetlands or floodplains. Direct, short-term, less-thansignificant adverse impact to surface waters from potentially increased
sedimentation. Direct, long-term, less-than-significant adverse potential
impacts to ground and surface waters from inadvertent releases of
contaminants and chemicals. Direct and indirect, long-term beneficial
effect on water resources from comprehensive and detailed conservation and
enhancement actions.

No effect to wetlands or floodplains. Direct,
long-term, less-than-significant adverse
potential impacts to ground and surface
waters from inadvertent releases of
contaminants and chemicals. A continuing,
long-term benefit to water resources from
conservation and enhancement actions would
be expected, though it would be less than
under the Preferred Alternative.
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Technical Resource
Area

Preferred Alternative

No Action Alternative

Biological Resources

Direct, long-term, beneficial effects to biological resources due to more
comprehensive native vegetation growth/enhancement measures, as well as
increased reduction of noxious weeds. Indirect, long-term beneficial effects
to off-installation vegetation and downstream waters. Direct, short-term,
less-than-significant adverse impacts to wildlife and sensitive/concern
species from noise or land disturbance. Direct, long-term, beneficial effects
to wildlife through improved comprehensive wildlife conservation and
monitoring measures. Direct, long-term, beneficial effects to
threatened/endangered species (TES) and other sensitive species through
creation of additional habitat and the conduct of additional TES data gathering.
Direct, long-term, beneficial effect to migratory birds and eagles from an
increase in habitat, protection, and safety.

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant
adverse impacts to wildlife and
sensitive/concern species from noise or land
disturbance. Continuing, long-term benefits
to biological resources identified under the
Preferred Alternative would be expected,
although they would be less than under the
Preferred Alternative.

Cultural Resources

No adverse effect on known historic, archaeological, or tribal resources.
Direct, less-than-significant adverse impact through possible inadvertent
discovery and disturbance of archaeological materials or human remains.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Direct, long-term, beneficial effect to the socioeconomic environment and
Environmental Justice populations due to greater public outreach and
participation. No effect to public health or the safety or children. No effect to
recreational opportunities or facilities, civilian population numbers, or
economic and housing characteristics.

No effects to public health, safety of children,
recreational opportunities or facilities, civilian
population numbers, or economic and
housing characteristics. A continuing, longterm benefit to socioeconomics and
Environmental Justice populations would be
expected, though it would be less than under
the Preferred Alternative.

Infrastructure

Indirect, long-term, beneficial effects to Training Area and Range
infrastructure through indirect wildfire risk reduction. No effect to existing local
and regional airspace. No effect to water supply, wastewater treatment, solid
waste disposal, energy sources, or utilities. No effect to infrastructure outside
the installation.

No effects to existing local and regional
airspace, water supply, wastewater treatment,
solid waste disposal, energy sources, utilities,
or infrastructure outside the installation. A
continuing, indirect, long-term benefit to
infrastructure would be expected, although it
would be less than under the Preferred
Alternative.

HTMW

Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts if an inadvertent
release of contaminants occurs. Potential, direct, long-term, less-thansignificant adverse effects from herbicide use in noxious weed control.

Same as Preferred Alternative.

Socioeconomics
(including
Environmental
Justice and
Protection of
Children)
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
This section specifically describes current baseline conditions within and in the vicinity of AGCW, with
emphasis on those resources that would be potentially affected by the implementation of the Proposed
Action. Supplemental information and additional details for some of these baseline conditions are included
in the revised INRMP. Section 4, Environmental Consequences, identifies potential direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the identified project alternatives on each of the resource areas presented in this
section. The reader is referred to Section 2 of the revised INRMP for additional details on AGCW’s current
baseline conditions.
3.1

Location Description

The 24,085-acre AGCW is located in Salt Lake and Utah Counties, approximately 28 miles south of
downtown Salt Lake City, Utah. The Cantonment Area is located in the eastern portion of the installation,
adjacent to Camp Williams Road (i.e., Redwood Road or State Route [SR] 68), on a relatively flat foothill
bluff approximately 200 feet above the Jordan River. The remainder of AGCW is referred to as the “Range,”
and spreads over the rugged western half of the Traverse Mountains to the west of SR 68. Surrounding
AGCW are the following cities: Herriman and Bluffdale to the north, and Lehi, Saratoga Springs and Eagle
Mountain to the south. The Jordan River runs along the eastern boundary, and the Oquirrh Mountains lie
on the western boundary (Figure 1-1) (UTARNG, 2014).
AGCW has a characteristic continental climate of temperate deserts and semi-deserts with low precipitation
and strong temperature differences between summer and winter (Bailey, 1995). Most of the limited
precipitation in the region falls as snow in winter and early spring, and as rain during spring and fall.
Precipitation is very limited during the summer with 1 inch or less per month. As is typical in mountainous
areas, precipitation amounts increase with elevation (NWS, 2019).
3.2

Land Use and Cover
Regional Land Use and Cover

The UTARNG completed a Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) to identify compatible land uses and create growth
management guidelines within, and adjacent to, AGCW. JLUS is a DoD-initiated planning process
accomplished through the collaborative efforts of key stakeholders in a defined study area. The key
stakeholders for the AGCW JLUS were from both local and state government entities. The intent of the
JLUS process was to establish and foster a working relationship between AGCW and its nearby local
jurisdictions to collaboratively prevent or curtail encroachment issues and allow mission (but not physical
boundary) expansion while fostering community economic goals (Matrix Design Group, 2012). The JLUS
is not an adopted plan, but includes several recommendations that should be implemented by JLUS
participants to address current and potential future compatibility issues.
AGCW is situated between two large metropolitan areas, Salt Lake City and Provo, and is located within
two counties, Salt Lake County and Utah County. The cities immediately adjacent to AGCW are Bluffdale,
Eagle Mountain, Herriman, Lehi, and Saratoga Springs. The Town of Cedar Fort is not immediately adjacent
to AGCW, but is within the JLUS study area, and its annexation boundaries are shared with the installation.
The land use adjacent to AGCW is primarily zoned for residential development and privately owned
(UTARNG, 2014). Unincorporated county land, prime for development, also comprises much of the area
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surrounding the installation’s boundaries. The area surrounding AGCW has experienced rapid growth over
the last two decades (see Section 3.9). High growth rates are likely to continue due to the supply of
undeveloped or unincorporated land and the provision of adequate public facilities and services.
Development has already occurred along the AGCW boundary in some areas, such as along the boundary
with Eagle Mountain. Continued growth in neighboring communities at these levels could lead to further
development adjacent to or proximate to AGCW.
AGCW Land Use
Units training at AGCW conduct pre-mobilization training for forward deployments to areas of conflict
throughout the world. Some of the pre-mobilization tasks include weapons marksmanship, IED training,
warrior leader tasks and battle drills, and land navigation. Navy and Air Force units also use AGCW for a
variety of training, including SERE training, unconventional warfare training, land navigation training, and
high altitude/mountain training. In addition to the joint armed services that train on a regular basis, AGCW
is the primary training facility for numerous federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies. The Federal
Bureau of Investigation and state and local law enforcement agencies conduct marksmanship qualification
and close-quarter combat training at AGCW. Finally, AGCW may be tasked to provide command and
control, billeting, and rations for a Joint RSOI operation during domestic operations for military and civilian
personnel assisting in emergency response and support within the State of Utah.
AGCW consists of numerous support buildings, ranges, maneuver areas, and lands designated for various
types of military training. AGCW also supports the training mission with a variety of artillery firing points,
small arms ranges, downrange classrooms, support facilities, and training areas.
3.3

Air Quality
Background

The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, as amended, requires the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ambient air pollutants
considered harmful to public health and the environment. These pollutants, known as “criteria pollutants,”
include: ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), and
two types of particulate matter - particulate matter that is 10 micrometers or less in diameter (PM10) and
particulate matter that is 2.5 micrometers or less in diameter (PM2.5) (USEPA, 2018a).
USEPA and local governments also regulate toxic and hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), such as benzene,
asbestos, naphthalene, toluene, and xylenes. HAPs are usually present in minimal quantities in the ambient
air; however, their high toxicity may pose a threat to public health even at low concentrations (USEPA,
2018b).
Greenhouse gas (GHG)-emitting human activities alter the chemical composition of the Earth’s atmosphere
and cause shifts in the global climate (i.e., global warming and climate change). GHGs are relatively stable
in the atmosphere and are essentially uniformly mixed throughout the troposphere and stratosphere. GHGs
include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide, methane, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons,
and sulfur hexafluoride. Water vapor occurs naturally and is the most abundant GHG, with CO2 being the
second most abundant. CO2 and other GHGs are emitted from fuel-burning stationary sources (boilers,
generators, plants, factories, etc.), fuel-burning mobile sources (cars, buses, airplanes, trains, construction
equipment, etc.), and certain manufacturing industries and activities (USEPA, 2017).
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The USEPA uses geographic regions, often defined and separated by county lines, to designate the
NAAQS attainment status of an area. As defined by the CAA, an attainment area meets the NAAQS, a nonattainment area does not meet one or more of the NAAQS, and a maintenance area has attained
compliance with the NAAQS (a previous non-attainment area that is now in attainment) (USEPA, 2018a).
The General Conformity Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) requires federal actions or federally funded actions
planned to occur in a non-attainment or maintenance area to be reviewed prior to their implementation to
ensure that the actions would not interfere with state’s plans to meet or maintain the NAAQS. A Record of
Non-Applicability (RONA) may be prepared for federal actions with proposed emissions that are discernibly
de minimis (i.e., below minimum thresholds for criteria pollutants in non-attainment and maintenance areas)
or otherwise exempt from the General Conformity Rule.
AGCW Air Quality
AGCW is within Salt Lake and Utah Counties. Criteria pollutants in these counties with a non-attainment or
maintenance status are described in Table 3-1. Criteria pollutants not identified in Table 3-1 are in
attainment in the counties.
Table 3-1: Criteria Pollutant Attainment Status in Salt Lake and Utah Counties

Criteria Pollutant

Attainment
Status

County(ies)

8-hour O3

Non-Attainment

Salt Lake and
Utah

CO

Maintenance

Salt Lake and
Utah

PM10

Non-Attainment

Salt Lake and
Utah

PM2.5

Non-Attainment

Salt Lake and
Utah

SO2

Non-Attainment

Salt Lake

Source: (USEPA, 2019a)

Salt Lake County was previously in non-attainment for 1979 1-hour O3 and re-designated to maintenance
for this pollutant in 1997. However, the NAAQS for the 1979 1-hour O3 was revoked in June 2005 (70
Federal Register (FR) 148). While revoked standards are no longer in effect, anti-backsliding rules1 may
still apply.
Air emission sources at AGCW include, but are not limited to, fossil fuel burning stationary sources (e.g.,
boilers and generators), vehicles and other mobile sources (e.g., trucks, training vehicles, mechanical
equipment), fugitive dust from disturbed earth, and prescribed burns.

1

Anti-backsliding rules ensure that areas previously designated as non-attainment do not reverse air quality improvement progress
by leaving certain emission controls and standards in place, even after a non-attainment status or NAAQS standard is revoked (80
FR 12264, 81 FR 58010).
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While the USEPA is the regulatory authority for air quality throughout the US, the UDEQ Division of Air
Quality is the primary regulatory authority for potential air pollutant sources in the State of Utah, including
AGCW. The UTARNG obtains air quality permits as necessary from the Division of Air Quality for stationary
equipment and construction activities. For fugitive dust, the UTARNG implements dust management
practices through the use of water sprays on bare and disturbed earth. During prescribed burns, the
UTARNG obtains smoke permits from the Division of Air Quality, as well as following guidelines in Utah’s
smoke management emission standards (Utah Administrative Code, R307-204), the Utah Smoke
Management Plan, and AGCW’s annual smoke plan, as described in AGCW’s IWFMP (UTARNG, 2019;
UDEQ, 1999).
3.4

Noise
Background

Noise is considered any sound without value or an unwanted sound. Under NEPA, the Noise Control Act
of 1972 (PL 92-574), EO 12088, AR 200-1, and 32 CFR 651, the US Army, including the ARNG, is required
to assess the environmental impact of noise produced by their activities. Within such an assessment,
strategies are promulgated to establish proper land-use planning criteria that protect both on- and off-post
receptors from environmental noise. Noise levels can vary significantly depending on the activities and
weather conditions. The magnitude of the receptor risk is dependent upon frequency of occurrence, time
of day, propagation conditions under which activity takes place, and noise sensitivity of individuals. Vibration
may also accompany certain noises. Peak sound pressure levels above 120 decibels (dB) can vibrate
windows or loose wall-ornaments (e.g., pictures on walls). Structural damage from noise-causing vibration
is not expected until peak sound pressure levels exceed 140 dB (UTARNG, 2016a).
Regional Noise Environment
The Salt Lake County noise regulation prohibits loud noise between the hours of 2200 to 0700 (Salt Lake
County Health Department, n.d.). Extremely loud noise is limited outside of those hours, with the exception
of some government-operated activities (i.e., snow-plowing or construction with permits). Utah County noise
regulations are similar to those of Salt Lake County, with 55, 65, and 80 dB as the maximum acceptable
daytime noise levels for residential, commercial, and industrial zones, respectively (Utah County, 2011).
Population centers around AGCW (i.e., the cities of Herriman and Bluffdale to the north and northeast and
the cities of Eagle Mountain and Saratoga Springs south and southeast) would be expected to have noises
typical of urban areas, such as construction, vehicles, and law enforcement or emergency sirens. As
identified in AR 200-1, noise-sensitive land uses that may be in these urban centers include housing,
schools, hospitals, daycare facilities, retirement communities, and medical facilities. County lands to the
west of AGCW are primarily rural in nature, with noises characteristic of undeveloped and agricultural land
uses. According to Army guidelines, the surrounding land use is compatible with the typical noises from
AGCW’s operations, although surrounding residences do occasionally experience high noise levels from
some AGCW’s operations, as described in Section 3.4.3 (UTARNG, 2016a).
AGCW Noise Environment
The principle noise sources at AGCW are small arms weapons firing, demolition activities, large caliber
weapons firing and, to a lesser degree, helicopter training. Most noises at AGCW occur during the daytime
and are contained within the AGCW boundary. The greatest noise impact extending outside the AGCW
boundary is concentrated to the southwest due to the majority of the live-fire range facilities located in the
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southwestern portion of the installation. Besides firing ranges, AGCW’s aircraft operating in or out of
designated flight corridor also have the potential to cause annoyance and possibly generate public noise
complaints. Vibration may accompany low-frequency noise from large caliber weapons; however, this
usually occurs at levels well below those required to cause structural damage, which occurs at greater than
140 dB unweighted peak. In general, military training at AGCW tends to have a natural ebb and flow, with
periods of relaxed operations tempo giving way to periods of rapid operations tempo (UTARNG, 2016a).
As the surrounding population encroaches on installation borders (see Section 3.2), the risk of noise
complaints increases.
In accordance with AR 200-1, AGCW adheres to Army noise guidelines and maintains an ONMP that
includes an Installation Compatible Use Zone (ICUZ) study and a proactive noise complaint program
(UTARNG, 2016a). AGCW has instituted a noise compliant procedure and public announcements of livefire artillery training sometimes occur on local news (Daily Herald , 2018). AGCW’s proactive noise
complaint program helps prevent the degradation of the mission due to noise impacts, while at the same
time protecting the health and safety of the local community (UTARNG, 2016a).
3.5

Topography, Geology, and Soils
Topography

Elevations at the installation range from 4,494 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) on the eastern boundary
near the Jordan River to 7,255 feet AMSL on Sheps Ridge on the western boundary. The eastern half of
the AGCW training area is dominated by east to west drainages (i.e., Beef Hollow and Wood Hollow), and
is predominantly characterized by steep slopes (up to 58 degrees). The western half of the installation is
dominated by north to south drainages (i.e., Tickville Gulch and Oak Spring) and primarily gentle slopes.
UTARNG conducts most training activities on slopes less than 15 percent. Figure 3-1 shows topography
at AGCW, looking east from Williams Peak to the Wasatch Mountains. A shoreline shelf, remnant from the
ancient Lake Bonneville, circles through the installation on the eastern and southern edges.

Figure 3-1: Topography of AGCW (View Looking East to Wasatch Mountains from Williams
Peak)
Geology
AGCW is in two distinct geologic areas: The Southeastern end of the Oquirrh Mountains and the western
portion of the Traverse Range. The Oquirrh Mountains are composed of limestone and sandstone. The
Traverse Range is composed of various shallow-marine and volcanic rocks; these rocks formed between
20 and 140 million years ago (USDA NRCS, 2001). AGCW’s geology is the eroded remains of a previously
unknown cinder cone. The partially enclosed, almost bowl-shaped topography of the impact area resulted
from eroding volcanic rocks that amassed on the distal flanks of the Bingham volcanic system. The impact
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area is within a large north to northwest, down–faulted block associated with forming the Traverse
Mountains themselves, which is why the volcanic rock is preserved in this area (Biek, 2005).
Soils
AGCW’s soils arose from parent material consisting of quartzite, limestone, sandstone, granite, andesite,
basalt, and conglomerate. These soils are well drained or somewhat excessively drained with textures
ranging from silty clay to sandy loam. However, most soils are silt loam and clay loam with a large surface
rock fragment content of gravel, cobble, or stone. Most of the soils are slightly to very strongly calcareous
and some have calcic horizons and other calcareous features (USDA NRCS, 2001).
AGCW soils are comprised of 21 soil series mapped to 24 map units. Table 3-2 shows the extent and
relative dominance of each of those soils at AGCW. Comprising over 20 percent of the installation, the
Cedarpoint-Onaqui-Vitale complex is the most dominant soil type on AGCW. This complex is a mixture of
fine-loamy and loamy-skeletal soils (USDA NRCS, 2001). None of these soils are prime farmland protected
under the Farmland Protection Policy Act, with the exception of Bingham gravelly loam (1 to 3 percent
slopes), Parleys loam (1 to 3 percent slopes), and Red Rock silt loam, that is only considered prime
farmland if irrigated (USDA NRCS, 2017).
Table 3-2: Soil Map Units at AGCW
Soil Description

Acres1

Percent
(%)

Bingham gravelly loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes

153.6

0.6

Borvant cobbly loam, 8 to 20 percent slopes

435.9

1.8

Butterfield-Shepridge complex, 20 to 60 percent slopes

411.6

1.7

Cedarpoint-Onaqui-Vitale complex, 20 to 60 percent slopes

4,904.4

20.2

Dry Creek-Reebok complex, 3 to 15 percent slopes

2,577.3

10.6

Hupp gravelly loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes

100.8

0.4

Hupp gravelly loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes

255.4

1.1

Jesh-Tickville complex, 3 to 20 percent slopes

172.9

0.7

Melling very cobbly loam, 3 to 15 percent slopes

152.2

0.6

Melling-Tickville-Beefhollow complex, 20 to 60 percent slopes

2,305.2

9.5

Oakspring gravelly silt loam, 3 to 15 percent slopes

150.2

0.6

Parleys loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes

353.6

1.5

Parleys loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes

424.3

1.7

Rawnjay-Kidman-Sterling complex, 8 to 15 percent slopes

300.8

1.2

Rawnjay-Sterling-Hillfield complex, 35 to 70 percent slopes

505.2

2.1

Red Rock silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes

646.4

2.7

Stepmount very stony loam, 20 to 60 percent slopes

2,257.0

9.3

Stepmount complex, 20 to 60 percent slopes

662.9

2.7

Stepmount-Tickville complex, 8 to 20 percent slopes

147.6

0.6

Stepmount-Tickville complex, 20 to 60 percent slopes

1,830.7

7.5
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Soil Description

Acres1

Percent
(%)

Shepridge-Butterfield-Vitale complex, 8 to 35 percent slopes

953.1

3.9

Shepridge-Vitale complex, 20 to 60 percent slopes

3,579.7

14.8

Sterling-Hillfield complex, 15 to 35 percent slopes

233.8

1.0

Sterling-Kidman complex, 3 to 8 percent slopes

743.4

3.1

Source: (USDA NRCS, 2001)
1. Although this total acreage value in the digital data varies from the true acreage of AGCW (24,085 acres), the
digital data remain accurate.

3.6

Water Resources

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary law protecting waters of the US (WOUS). Section 404 of the
CWA (33 USC 1344) prevents the discharge of dredged or fill material into WOUS without a permit from
the USACE. EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to take action to minimize the
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the beneficial values of
wetlands.
DoDI 4715.03 requires DoD components to ensure no net loss of size, function, or value of wetlands, and
to preserve the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. AR 200-1 further requires AGCW to maintain a
Surface Waters PLS that describes and maps the distribution and extent of surface waters, and is consistent
with USGS standards.
As with much of the Great Basin, AGCW has very limited water resources and riparian habitats. However,
maintaining the integrity of the installation’s watersheds and water quality are crucial to the mission, and
can also benefit neighboring communities and land management efforts downstream. This section is
focused on surface waters and groundwater. Because riparian habitats are intricately tied to the biotic
environment, they have been included in Section 3.7.1.
Surface Waters
The surface waters of AGCW are divided into four main watersheds: Oak Springs Hollow, Tickville Gulch,
Beef Hollow, and Wood Hollow (see Figure 3-2). Small portions of the Rose Creek, West Canyon, and
Cedar Fort watersheds also extend into the northern, western, and southern portions of AGCW,
respectively. AGCW mainly contains ephemeral washes that typically only contain water during heavy rains
or intense snow melts (EA, 2018). Surface water draining off of the installation is primarily used for
recreation and agriculture once it reaches the Jordan River, Utah Lake, or irrigation canals.
The Provo Reservoir Canal and Utah Lake Distributing Canal flow through the east side of AGCW and may
drain some over-land flow from AGCW, although the UTARNG does not intentionally divert any surface
waters into these canals. Roadside ditches have also been graded along some of the larger roads on the
installation (e.g., Watts Road). These ditches, as well as the diversion channels, were created to protect
roads, prevent erosion, and divert flows around some on-post facilities.
There are only two streams at AGCW likely to be WOUS and jurisdictional under Section 404 of the CWA.
Beef Hollow Creek is a 2 to 3 foot-wide perennial stream, 3,386 linear feet in length, and 0.24 acre in size
that crosses under SR 68 and eventually empties into the Jordan River. The other potential jurisdictional
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feature is an unnamed intermittent stream that is 164 linear feet in length and 0.13 acre in size located just
east of SR 68 in the south Cantonment Area.
Nearly all perennial and ephemeral channels on AGCW are moderately to deeply incised, which impairs
stream function and decreases riparian and floodplain functions.
The UTARNG monitors surface water quality on AGCW, as some of the installation’s tributaries contribute
to Utah Lake and the Jordan River, which are classified as Category 5 Impaired Waters, and are included
on the UDWQ’s 303(d) list of impaired waters (Utah Administrative Code R317-2).
AGCW also maintains a Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that details the drainage and
water collection systems within the Cantonment Area and a Tickville Watershed Management Plan for the
purpose of restoring the Tickville drainage. Stormwater discharges from AGCW are covered under a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general permit (UTR000093) through UDEQ’s
Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES). AGCW has not had any recorded violations or noncompliance with this UPDES permit in the past 3 years (USEPA, 2019b).
Wetlands
The main post of AGCW contains 10 wetlands, some of which are delineated in multiple parts, likely to be
regulated under Section 404 of the CWA (see Table 3-3 and see Figure 3-3). These wetlands total 1.80
acres and all are considered palustrine emergent. The majority of wetland acreage is located in the Tickville
Gulch drainage, although small wetlands are located within the other drainages (UTARNG, 2017b).
Table 3-3: Wetlands at AGCW
Drainage

Wetland Number

Acreage

Beef Hollow

Wetland 1a

0.01

Beef Hollow

Wetland 1b

0.03

Tickville Gulch

Wetland 2

0.10

Tickville Gulch

Wetland 3

0.79

Tickville Gulch

Wetland 4a

0.01

Tickville Gulch

Wetland 4b

0.02

Tickville Gulch

Wetland 4c

0.11

Tickville Gulch

Wetland 4d

0.05

Oak Springs Hollow

Wetland 1

0.05

Oak Springs Hollow

Wetland 2a

0.10

Oak Springs Hollow

Wetland 2b

0.02

Oak Springs Hollow

Wetland 2c

0.03

Rose Creek

Wetland 1

0.19

Wood Hollow

Wetland 1

0.02

South Cantonment

Wetland 1

0.22

South Cantonment

Wetland 2

0.05

Total

1.80

Source: (UTARNG, 2017b)
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Figure 3-2: Watersheds and Waterways at AGCW
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Figure 3-3: Wetlands at AGCW
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AGCW does not have any large impoundments for water storage. A few small depressions or basins exist
in or near channels and springs, which are intended to provide watering facilities for wildlife and livestock.
Some of these basins and other sediment pools provide small storage areas for sediment deposition, such
as after wildfires that increase the potential for erosion. Most of these basins dry up during dry seasons.
Small detention basins detain stormwater runoff from the Cantonment Area and the State Public Safety
Training Facility before discharging the water toward the east. These basins typically now support upland
vegetation and do not pond water long enough to develop wetland conditions (UTARNG, 2017b).
Springs
Springs within AGCW include the following: Rose Canyon Spring, located near the northern boundary of
AGCW; Oak Springs, in Oak Springs Hollow; Tickville Spring and three smaller unnamed springs located
in the Tickville Gulch drainage basin; a small unnamed spring near the bottom of Beef Hollow; and two
unnamed springs south of the Cantonment Area.
Groundwater
Groundwater in the AGCW area is found in unconsolidated sediments of Quaternary age, unconsolidated
to semi-consolidated sediments of Tertiary age, and consolidated bedrock of Paleozoic age. Groundwater
generally flows in the direction of the hydraulic gradient from recharge areas at higher elevations, which
receive the greatest seasonal precipitation, toward discharge areas at lower elevations. Groundwater
recharge occurs when a portion of the precipitation (mostly melting snowpack) infiltrates into shallow
alluvium or weathered near-surface bedrock and then percolates downward toward the zone of saturation
through permeable, near-surface layers or through fractures and bedding in bedrock. In general, the
groundwater flow follows surface topography.
Floodplains
Floodplains are regulated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) with standards outlined
in 44 CFR Part 60.3. EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to assess the effects
their actions may have on floodplains and consider alternatives to avoid adverse impacts to floodplains.
No FEMA-designated floodplains occur within AGCW (Flood Insurance Rate Maps [FIRM] 49035C0600G,
49035C0583G, 4955170100A, 4955170105B, and 4955170115B) (FEMA, 2019). The nearest channels
with floodplains are Wood Hollow on the northeastern side of the Range and the Jordan River just east of
the Cantonment Area. Although the Jordan River parallels a portion of the eastern boundary of AGCW, the
actual floodplain boundary does not occur within AGCW. Data for FEMA FIRM panels 4955170100A,
4955170105B, and 4955170115B is not available on FEMA’s Flood Map Service Center (FEMA, 2019).
3.7

Biological Resources

Biological resources include native or naturalized plants and wildlife and the habitats in which they occur.
Sensitive biological resources are defined as plant and wildlife species listed as federal or state TES, or
proposed as such, by the USFWS or UDWR (i.e., species of concern). Migratory birds are protected under
the MBTA; in 2001, EO 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, was issued
to focus attention of federal agencies on the environmental effects to migratory bird species and, where
feasible, implement policies and programs that support the conservation and protection of migratory birds.
Besides migratory birds, bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos)
are protected under the BGEPA.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF REVISED INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN
CAMP W.G. WILLIAMS, SALT LAKE AND UTAH COUNTIES, UTAH
JANUARY 2022

35

UTAH ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

During the INRMP revision process, the UTARNG consulted the Utah Wildlife Action Plan (UWAP)2 to
ensure the revised INRMP goals, objectives, and strategies are consistent with Utah’s overall statewide
and habitat-specific plans.
This section describes the existing vegetation communities, wildlife, migratory birds, species of greatest
conservation need, and sensitive species that are considered for management on AGCW.
Vegetation
AR 200-1 requires the UTARNG to conduct and maintain a Vegetation Communities PLS at AGCW,
including field data and maps that describe the distribution and extent of dominant and co-dominant plant
communities (i.e., alliances). AGCW contains 19 alliance-level vegetation communities. The most abundant
alliances comprise the following general habitats at AGCW: junipers; Gambel oak; sagebrush; bunchgrass;
and invasive3 annual grasslands (CEMML, 2015). Riparian habitats and rock outcrops are also discussed
in this section due to their rarity at AGCW and ecological value. These abundant vegetation alliances and
valuable habitats are described in Table 3-4.
Between 1993 and 2006 (when funding was discontinued), ITAM established and monitored 96 RTLA plots
(now called RHA plots, monitored by ERM) distributed across various vegetation communities on AGCW
(D. A. Johnson 1999, Tazik, et al. 1992, Van Niel, et al. 1996, Munguia 1996). The UTARNG re-instituted
monitoring of these plots in 2012 to collect Ecological Health Assessment metrics. The Ecological Health
Assessment in 2014 (the most recent data available) indicated a vegetative change from an ecologically
desirable state to a less desirable state in the composition and function of plant communities, for reasons
such as increased invasion of invasive plants and a loss of topsoil and water erosion resistance, possibly
due to wildfires (Pellant, et al. 2005).
The UTARNG also completed a Flora PLS at AGCW in 1995 (Shultz & Hysell, 1996). The PLS recorded
395 plant species. More than 80 percent of species diversity was in grasses or forbs; approximately 25
percent of species (also mostly herbaceous forbs and grasses) were introduced (not native). No rare or
endangered species were found, and Utah does not list plants in either the state sensitive species list or
the UWAP (UDNR, 2017a). This PLS is updated annually during the course of other fieldwork at the
installation (e.g., noxious weed surveys, rangeland health assessments, etc.). In 2011, the Flora PLS was
formally updated; no new species were detected, which indicates that updating the Flora PLS during
fieldwork, particularly vegetation-oriented work, is effective. The updated PLS also noted a dramatic
increase in the cover of introduced species, which was confirmed using RHA data (Shultz & Long, 2013).
The list of flora species for AGCW is found in Appendix C of the revised INRMP.

2

The UWAP is a strategic vision of the integrated conservation efforts needed to sustain the broad array of wildlife in the state. The
purpose of UWAP is to manage native wildlife species and their habitats, sufficient to prevent the need for additional listings under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The UWAP identifies key habitats within the state, identifies and assesses threats to species and
habitat, proposes potential conservation actions designed to abate priority threats, establishes a monitoring framework, and identifies
the partners, expectations, and mechanisms necessary for implementation of the plan (UDWR, 2015).
3

An invasive species is a non-native species that causes, or is likely to cause, harm to the economy, environment, or human health
(EO 13112, Invasive Species). Noxious weeds are plants that directly or indirectly injure agriculture and/or wildlife and are often
invasive species (Federal Noxious Weed Act, 7 USC §2801 et seq.).
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Table 3-4: Abundant Vegetation Alliances and Valuable Vegetative Habitats at AGCW
Vegetation Alliance or Valuable
Habitat

Patches

Hectares

Percent (%)
of Total

Uses / Value
•

Utah juniper woodlands (Juniperus
osteosperma WA)

Gambel oak shrubland (Quercus
gambelii SA)

Wyoming big sagebrush
(Artemesia tridentata ssp.
wyomingensis SA and Artemesia
tridentata ssp. wyomingensis SHA)

72

110

89

457

3,509

1,381

4.68

35.97

14.15

Breeding, foraging, and thermal
cover for migratory birds and mule
deer (Odocoileus hemionus) and
other mammals

•

Obligates to juniper include
ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis)
and several passerine birds

•

Navigability and size provides for
dismounted training opportunities

•

UWAP key habitat

•

Valuable for a wide variety of wildlife
for forage, cover, and nesting
habitat. Forage value is particularly
important for mule deer.

•

The extensive root system will
stabilize steep and loose slopes,
especially after wildfire

•

Used for dismounted training if
properly managed for navigation
(i.e., thinning)

•

UWAP key habitat

•

Obligates to sagebrush include
ferruginous hawk, Brewer’s sparrow,
sage sparrow, and sage thrasher

•

Most wildlife species use sagebrush
habitat at least occasionally for
forage, shelter, or other purposes

•

Used for dismounted training, but
less so than juniper woodlands and
bunchgrass
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Threats

•

Wildfire; do not recover quickly due
to their slow-growing and longliving habit

•

Loss of understory due to
succession and overuse, which can
lead to the loss of topsoil to erosion

•

Exotic and invasive plant species

•

Wildfire can affect the age class
distribution of tree stands

•

Unnatural fire regimes may
degrade important components of
this habitat

•

Construction and maintenance of
fire fuel management areas

•

Wildfire; do not recover quickly due
to their slow recovery rates

•

Difficult to re-establish from seed
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Vegetation Alliance or Valuable
Habitat

Mountain big sagebrush
(Artemesia tridentata ssp.
vaseyana SA and Artemesia
tridentata ssp. vaseyana SHA)

Bunchgrass (Aristida purpurea HA,
Hesperostipa comata Bunch HA,
Pascopyrum smithii HA,
Pseudoroegneria spicata HA,
Pseudoroegneria spicataAchnatherum humenoidesErodium cicutarium-Bromus
tectorum Disturbed HA, and
Sporobolus cryptandrus HA)

Invasive Annual Grasslands –
Cheatgrass and Bulbous
Bluegrass* (Bromus tectorum–
(Erodium cicutarium, Poa bulbosa,
Linaria dalmatica) Disturbed Seminatural HA)

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Patches

58

192

72

Hectares

834

2,507

480

Percent (%)
of Total

Uses / Value

•

UWAP key habitat

•

Obligates to sagebrush include
ferruginous hawk, Brewer’s sparrow
(Spizella breweri), sage sparrow
(Artemisiospiza nevadensis), and
sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes
montanus)

•

Inaccessible for management

•

Wildfire; do not recover quickly due
to their slow recovery rates,
although slightly more resilient than
Wyoming big sagebrush

•

Most wildlife species use sagebrush
habitat at least occasionally for
forage, shelter, or other purposes

•

Difficult to re-establish from seed

•

Provide large and small ungulates
with forage and predators with a
large prey base

•

Invasive, non-native plant species
and noxious weeds that can
displace native species and
increase fire hazard

•

Spread aggressively and difficult to
eliminate

•

Dense and highly flammable

•

Acts as a bridge between plants
during wildfires

•

Outcompetes and replaces
desirable plants

8.55

25.7

4.92

Threats

•

Openness and easy maneuverability
provides for a variety of military
training activities

•

Preferred for mounted training
activities since the habitat is already
degraded, although some invasive
species can be annoying or
inhibiting to dismounted activities
(e.g., thistles’ thorns)
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Vegetation Alliance or Valuable
Habitat

Riparian habitats

Rock outcrops

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Patches

-

Hectares

0.85

Percent (%)
of Total

0.0087

Generally cover very small and
scattered areas and are therefore
not mapped

Uses / Value
•

Serve many ecosystem functions

•

Can influence a wide radius of
landscape as transitional habitat
and affect the health of entire
watersheds

•

Rich habitat in an arid environment;
critically important to fish, wildlife,
and plants

•

Important to mule deer and
associated predators, migratory
birds, amphibians, and maternal
colonies of bats

•

Potential habitat for rare regional
plant species (none of which have
been identified at AGCW)

•

Nesting site for golden eagles and
other raptors

Threats

•

Historic cattle grazing and presentday trespassing cows

•

Incised channels and erosion
caused by prior practices

•

None; typically only vulnerable to
extreme, high-severity fire and are
not used by UTARNG for training

Notes: WA = Woodland Alliance, SHA = Shrub Herbaceous Alliance, HA = Herbaceous Alliance
*The two main invasive annual grasses are cheatgrass and bulbous bluegrass. There are other invasive herbaceous species located at AGCW, such as medusahead,
but for the Vegetation Communities PLS they were either mapped with the dominant cheatgrass, or were in patches too small to map (CEMML, 2015).
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Fauna
AR 200-1 requires the UTARNG to conduct and maintain a Fauna PLS for the installation, including field
data and maps of the distribution and extent of animals, to be used as the basis for effective planning and
decision-making (Wolfe & Reynolds, 1995). The list of faunal species for AGCW is found in Appendix C of
the revised INRMP.
A key focus of the Sikes Act is the conservation of wildlife. While habitat management is the focus within
the revised INRMP, a number of federal and state laws, including the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and
the MBTA, require military installations to manage various faunal groups and specific species. Sub-groups
of wildlife that have distinct habitat needs, protective measures, and/or management strategies (e.g.,
reptiles and amphibians, birds, mammals, and invertebrates) are described in Table 3-5. Due to the lack of
sufficient water resources at AGCW, no fish are known to inhabit the installation.
Threatened and Endangered Species
TES are federally protected plants and animals that are in danger of becoming extinct. Such species are
threatened or endangered for a variety of reasons, but mainly due to specialized habitat needs or habitat
destruction. All DoD installations are required to perform TES surveys periodically and prior to any activities
that disturb land potentially occupied by listed species.
Federal status as a TES is derived from the ESA (16 USC 1531 et seq.) and is administered by the USFWS.
The USFWS maintains a current list of federally endangered and threatened species, candidate species,
and species of concern. Candidate species and species of concern designated by USFWS receive no
statutory protection under the ESA; however, DoD policy is to treat such species as protected to the extent
practicable without diminishing the military mission.
The UDWR maintains the Utah Sensitive Species List (UDWR Administrative Rule R657-48). This list
includes wildlife species that are federally listed, species that are candidates for listing under the ESA, and
species for which a conservation agreement is in place. Other species on the Utah Sensitive Species List
(i.e., species of concern) include those for which conservation actions are needed, and for which timely and
appropriate conservation actions may be implemented on their behalf to preclude the need for listing under
the ESA (UDNR, 2017a). Additionally, the UWAP lists certain species as Species of Greatest Conservation
Need (SGCN). SGCN are Utah’s animal species that are at risk of being listed under the ESA, for which
ESA-listing would have substantial consequences, and for which listing may be prevented through proactive
management (UDWR, 2015). Neither the state list nor the UWAP maintains a special-status plant or
invertebrate (excepting mollusks) list. State-listed species in Utah are not protected by legal regulations;
however, protection of state sensitive species on DoD lands is an important preventative measure for
species conservation.
To date, no federally listed species have been documented at AGCW. However, according to USFWS’s
IPaC application, there are three federally listed species that could potentially occur at AGCW: yellow-billed
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) (threatened), June sucker (Chasmistes liorus) (endangered), and Ute
ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) (threatened). Further, the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus
plexippus) is a candidate for federal listing, and the USFWS is currently assessing the little brown myotis
(Myotis lucifugus) for potential federal listing. The monarch butterfly has been documented at AGCW since
2018. A little brown myotis was observed at ACGW in 2010 but has not been surveyed for since that time.
Six Utah species of concern have been documented at AGCW, all of which are birds (see Table 3-5). Table
3-5 also identifies SGCN that have been recorded at AGCW in the past. This includes bald and golden
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eagles; a survey conducted in 2018 found six potential golden eagle nests and no bald eagle nests at
AGCW (UTARNG, 2018c). No proposed or designated critical habitat occurs at AGCW.
Table 3-5: Fauna Sub-groups at AGCW
Fauna Subgroup

Reptiles and
Amphibians

Birds

Mammals

Invertebrates

Number of
species

Example species

21: 5
amphibian
and 16
reptile

Woodhouse’s
toad (Anaxyrus
woodhousii),
Great Basin
rattlesnake
(Crotalus
oreganus
lutosus), desert
horned lizard
(Phrynosoma
platyrhinos)

New Mexico whiptail
(Aspidoscelis
neomexicana) and
American bullfrog
(Rana catesbeiana)

Red-tailed hawk
(Buteo
jamaicensis),
Canada goose
(Branta
canadensis),
house wren
(Troglodytes
aedon)

Chukar (Alectoris
chukar), California
quail (Callipepla
californica), rock
pigeon (Columba livia),
house finch
(Haemorhous
mexicanus)*, brownheaded cowbird
(Molothrus ater)*,
house sparrow (Passer
domesticus), ringnecked pheasant
(Phasianus colchicus),
Eurasian Collared
Dove (Streptopelia
decaocto), and
European starling
(Sturnus vulgaris)

37: 3 large
predators, 3
ungulates, 3
lagomorphs,
7 bats, and
21 other
small
mammals

Mule deer, hoary
bat (Lasiurus
cinereus), blacktailed jackrabbit
(Lepus
californicus)

Domestic dog (Canis
domesticus), house cat
(Felis catus), and
Northern raccoon
(Procyon lotor)

Unknown

41 genera and
subgenera of
bees, monarch
butterfly (Danaus
plexippus
plexippus)

148: 138
migratory
and 10
resident

Invasive Species

Unknown

Special Status Species
•

No federal or state TES

•

SGCN: Northern leopard frog
(Lithobates pipiens) and Utah
milksnake (Lampropeltis triangulum
taylori)

•

Utah Conservation Agreement:
Historic UDWR records for Columbia
spotted frog (Rana luteiventris)
presence at AGCW, though the
species has not been identified or
documented in any reptile and
amphibian surveys conducted at the
installation

•

No federal or state TES

•

Migratory species are protected
under the MBTA

•

Bald eagles and golden eagles are
protected under the BGEPA

•

Utah Species of Concern: bald eagle,
short-eared owl (Asio flammeus),
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia),
ferruginous hawk, American white
pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos),
and grasshopper sparrow
(Ammodramus savannarum)

•

SGCN: bald eagle, golden eagle,
burrowing owl, ferruginous hawk,
American white pelican, Caspian tern
(Hydroprogne caspia), olive-sided
flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), and
white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi)

•

No federal or state TES

•

SGCN: Botta’s pocket gopher
(Thomomys bottae), montane vole
(Microtus montanus), chisel-toothed
kangaroo rat (Dipodomys microps),
and little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus)

•

No federal or state TES

•

Monarch butterfly is a candidate for
federal listing

•

Neither the UWAP nor the Utah
Sensitive Species List contains
terrestrial invertebrate species

*The house finch and brown-headed cowbird are invasive, but are also native migratory birds protected by the MBTA.
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Cultural Resources
Background

Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, cultural landscapes, documents,
buildings, and structures and American Indian sacred sites and properties of traditional, religious, and
cultural significance (UTARNG, 2016b).
Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA (16 USC 470) provide the framework for federal review and protection
of cultural resources, and ensure that they are considered during federal project planning and execution.
The Secretary of Interior maintains a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and sets forth significance
criteria (36 CFR Part 60) for an “eligible” inclusion in the register. The Utah Division of State History provides
formal review of state and federal undertakings to ensure compliance with the NHPA in Utah, and was
included in the scoping process for this EA. A record of this agency coordination is provided in Appendix
A.
Archeological resources on federal lands are protected under the Archeological Resources Protection Act
(ARPA, 16 USC 470dd). Native American human remains, burials, and associated burial goods are
protected under Section 3 (c) of the NAGPRA (25 USC 3001) and its implementing regulations (43 CFR
Part 10).
The UTARNG ICRMP is the UTARNG Commander's decision document for the conduct of cultural
resources management actions and specific compliance procedures at AGCW (UTARNG, 2016b).
Additionally, AGCW’s ICRMP SOPs include guidance and policy pertaining to the collection or discovery of
cultural resources (UTARNG, 2016b).
Archaeological and Architectural Resources
Almost the entire installation (20,581 acres of the total 24,084 acres) has been surveyed for archeological
resources. The surveys have identified a total of 144 archaeological sites at AGCW, of which 55 are eligible
for listing in the NRHP. AGCW does not contain any cemeteries (UTARNG, 2016b).
Of the total 292 buildings and structures on AGCW, 61 are currently 50 years old or older. A total of 53
buildings and structures have been evaluated for their architectural and historical potential. Seventeen of
those 53 have been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. AGCW does not include part of a
historic district or historic landscape (UTARNG, 2016b).
Native American Sites and Consultation
AGCW has been surveyed, and Tribes consulted, for the presence of sacred sites. There are no known
sacred sites on AGCW (UTARNG, 2016b). The UTARNG regularly consults with federally recognized
Native American Tribes that have a cultural or historical affiliation with the lands encompassed by the
installation. For this EA, consultation letters were sent to five Tribes known to have patrimonial ties to the
region of AGCW: Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Indian Reservation, Northwestern Band of the
Shoshone Nation, Ute Indian Tribe, Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians, and Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah.
A record of Native American consultation associated with this EA is provided in Appendix A.
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Socioeconomics
Socioeconomics

Socioeconomics are basic attributes and resources associated with the human environment, particularly
population and economic activity. Human population is affected by regional birth and death rates, as well
as net migration. Economic activity typically comprises employment, personal income, and industrial
growth. Impacts on these two fundamental socioeconomic indicators can also influence other
socioeconomic components such as housing availability and public services provision.
Population Demographics
The area surrounding AGCW has recently experienced rapid population growth, as shown in Table 3-6.
Between 2010 and 2017, Salt Lake and Utah Counties grew by approximately 7.0 percent and 10.0 percent,
respectively. Cumulatively, approximately 1.7 million people are estimated to live within these two counties.
The populations within the five municipalities bordering AGCW have increased between 18.8 percent and
31.9 percent between 2010 and 2017, with an overall increase in population of approximately 25.0 percent
within the surrounding municipalities (US Census Bureau, 2017).
Regional Economy
The top three industries in both Salt Lake and Utah Counties are: 1) educational services and health care
and social assistance; 2) professional, scientific, management, and administrative and waste management
services; and 3) retail trade (US Census Bureau, 2017).
The median household incomes for Salt Lake and Utah Counties are between $67,000 and $68,000 per
year, which is higher than the state median of $58,000 per year. However, the median incomes for the five
surrounding cities range between $75,000 and $105,000 per year, which is notably higher than the county
medians (i.e., between $67,000 and $68,000) (US Census Bureau, 2017).
Housing Characteristics
AGCW is close to the major population centers of Utah where most guardsmen live, making it well-situated
for State Emergency Relief in the case of natural or man-made disasters. The population centers further
provide a wide variety of housing options. In Salt Lake City, there are 384,127 total housing units with a
median value of $260,700. In Utah County, there are 163,289 housing units with a median value of
$256,900.
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Table 3-6: Populations Surrounding AGCW
City/County

2010

2017 (estimate)

Population Change

Salt Lake County

1,029,655

1,106,700

7.0%

Utah County

516,564

576,496

10.0%

County Totals

1,546,219

1,683,196

8.0%

Bluffdale City

7,598

10,869

30.1%

Herriman City

21,785

31,970

31.9%

Eagle Mountain City

21,415

27,773

22.9%

17,781

25,671

30.7%

Lehi City

47,407

58,351

18.8%

City Totals

115,986

154,634

25.0%

Saratoga Springs
City

Source: (US Census Bureau, 2017)

Facilities
The garrison, divided into upper and lower sections, is defined here as the secure area where troops are
stationed or work (e.g., billets, offices, classrooms, support facilities, etc.). Upper Garrison is the existing
section dating back to pre-World War II and has a versatile mix of armories; training, storage, maintenance,
administrative, and billeting facilities; Soldier support centers; and Total Army School System education
buildings. It offers a diverse opportunity for various sized organizations to train and house personnel. Most
facilities have been modernized with current technology to accommodate almost any requirement within
the mission of the installation. Lower Garrison is a new development that recently had roads and utility
infrastructure constructed to meet training and force structure requirements. Facilities such as an athletic
field and US Army Family and Morale, Welfare, and Recreation campground are being programmed or
considered for further Lower Garrison additions.
AGCW includes a chapel and dining facility. Recreational assets inside the installation include a Leadership
Reaction Course with wet and dry obstacles, athletic field for organized sports and track running, swimming
pool for water training and use by civilian groups, and parade field for unit activities and organized sports.
Public civilian and youth groups have access to the swimming pool, athletic field, and parade field (Utah
State Legislature, 2018).
Protection of Children
Because children may suffer disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety risks, EO 13045,
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, was introduced to prioritize
identification and assessment of environmental health and safety risks that may affect children and ensure
federal agencies’ policies, programs, activities, and standards address environmental and safety risks to
children.
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Currently, children may be present on AGCW, as the pool and recreation areas are used by civilian groups
and the pool is used by youth groups (Utah State Legislature, 2018). According to 2010 Census data, the
population of persons under 18 years old in Salt Lake County is 299,781 and in Utah County is 181,977.
This is 29.1 and 35.2 percent of the total county population, respectively (US Census Bureau, 2010).
3.10

Environmental Justice

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, ensures fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color,
national origin or income, with respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of
environmental laws, regulations and policies. In Salt Lake and Utah Counties, the percent of the population
below the poverty line is 10.4 and 11.8, respectively. This is consistent with the state poverty level of 11.0
percent (US Census Bureau, 2017).
The percent of the total population by race or ethnicity at the county and city levels is presented in Table
3-7. Whites composed the greatest percentage of the total population within the counties and cities relevant
and adjacent to AGCW.
Table 3-7: Distribution of Population by Race at the County and City Level
Native

Area

Black or

American

White

African

Indian and

Asian

(%)

American

Alaska

(%)

(%)

Native (%)

Hispanic
or Latino1
(%)

Hawaiian
and other
Pacific
Islander

Other
Race
(%)

Two or
More
Races
(%)

(%)
Utah County

89.4

0.5

0.6

1.4

10

0.8

4.6

2.7

81.2

1.6

0.9

3.3

17.1

1.5

8.3

3.1

Bluffdale City

84.8

0.7

0.8

2.5

15.2

1.1

6.6

3.4

Herriman City

93.3

0.6

0.3

1.3

6.2

0.5

1.8

2.3

91.9

0.6

0.5

0.6

8.6

0.6

2.7

3.1

92.8

0.5

0.3

0.9

5.8

0.8

1.9

2.8

92.7

0.4

0.4

1.4

6.4

0.8

1.9

2.5

Salt Lake
County

Eagle
Mountain City
Saratoga
Springs City
Lehi City

1. Hispanic or Latino of any race, including Hispanic White, Hispanic Black, etc.
Source: (US Census Bureau, 2010).
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Infrastructure

Infrastructure includes potable water supply, wastewater treatment, solid waste disposal, energy sources,
transportation systems, and utilities.
The Utah Division of Water Rights appropriates and distributes the state’s water resources (UTDNR, n.d.).
As described in Section 3.6.4, water at AGCW is sourced from various wells and streams on and near the
installation property. South Valley Sewer District provides sanitary sewer service to AGCW (South Valley
Sewer District , 2018).
AGCW is located in the Rocky Mountain Power Company’s service area, which provides energy to 1.1
million customers in Utah, Wyoming, and Idaho (Rocky Mountain Power, 2019). AGCW is vested in
attaining net zero energy initiatives by producing renewable energy through wind, solar, and geothermal
sources. In 2015, 3,900 solar panels were installed south of AGCW’s garrison. These panels generate an
estimated 1.8-2.0 million kilowatts per hour annually; providing 23 percent of AGCW’s power requirements
(UTARNG, 2015b).
AGCW is intersected by Utah SR 68. SR 68 is a major thoroughfare linking US-6 near Elberta to US-89 in
Woods Cross (UDOT, 2016). In 2016, the annual average daily traffic passing through AGCW on SR 68
was 23,000 vehicles, up from 22,000 vehicles in the previous year (UDOT, 2010). AGCW’s main base is
comprised of paved roads that create a grid system across the installation. Transportation Avenue and
Perimeter Trail run along the outskirts of the installation. Across SR 68, Beef Hollow Road runs through the
Range, providing access to several dirt trails across the training area.
AGCW has a former airfield. The airfield is no longer in operation because of construction of the Utah Data
Center, but there are a number of public airports in the surrounding region (e.g., Salt Lake City International
Airport, Jake Garn Airport, and Provo Municipal Airport). Helicopters related to AGCW operations originate
out of the nearby Army Aviation Support Facility in West Jordan and are provided with landing sites on
AGCW (UTARNG, 2012).
3.12

Hazardous and Toxic Materials/Wastes

HTMW are defined as any solid, liquid, contained gaseous or semi-solid waste, or any combination of
wastes, which pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment, as
determined by ignitable, corrosive, reactive, or toxic characteristics (40 CFR 261).
AR 200-1 sets forth policies for the Army’s Hazardous Material Management Program. The program is used
to integrate the accountability for hazardous materials into day-to-day decision-making, planning,
operations, and compliance across all Army missions, activities, and functions. The Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 USC 82 §6901 et seq.) provides the framework for the proper management
of hazardous and non-hazardous solid waste.
AGCW is classified as a RCRA Small Quantity Generator (USEPA, 2019c). AGCW generates hazardous
and special wastes in the form of used battery cases, battery electrolyte, waste solvents, and used oils.
Disposal of these materials follows appropriate procedures prescribed by law or regulation. AGCW has not
had any RCRA violations or non-compliance in the past 3 years (USEPA, 2019c). A Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasure Plan/Instillation Spill Contingency Plan (SPCC/ISCP) has been prepared and is
currently in effect at AGCW. Additionally, AGCW’s SOPs include guidance and policy pertaining to
emergency response and hazardous spills (UTARNG, 2017a).
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AGCW also implements an IPMP (UTARNG, 2015a). IPM is the use of multiple techniques in a compatible
manner to avoid damage and minimize adverse environmental effects while achieving control of target
pests. The goal of IPM is to utilize non-chemical procedures to control pests, including both invasive and
exotic plant and animal species, when feasible. The IPMP serves as a tool to reduce pesticide use, enhance
environmental protection, and maximize the use of IPM techniques. It is the policy of the UTARNG to use
non-chemical control methods to the maximum extent possible before resorting to pesticides, including
herbicides, at the installation.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
4.1

Introduction

This section describes the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of implementing the Proposed
Action or alternatives and the significance of those effects. A direct effect is caused by the Proposed Action
and occurs at the same time and place; while an indirect effect is caused by the Proposed Action, but
occurs at a later time or at an area farther removed in distance. Direct and indirect effects may be short- or
long-term. Cumulative effects are those that “result from the incremental impact of the Proposed Action
when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, without regard to the agency
(federal or non-federal) or individual who undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR § 1508.7).
The context in which NEPA uses “significance” requires consideration of both the context and intensity of
the effect under consideration. An effect may be “no effect,” “beneficial,” “less-than-significant,” or
“potentially significant” depending on the context of the Proposed Action and the intensity or severity of the
effect. Factors that may contribute to the intensity or severity of an effect include, but are not limited to:
•

The degree to which public health and safety is affected.

•

The proximity of the Proposed Action to protected resources, such as wetlands, floodplains, NRHPlisted resources, and/or TES habitat.

•

The degree of controversy and uncertainty related to an effect.

•

The likelihood that a federal, state, or local regulation would be violated or threatened.

This section also identifies BMPs and/or mitigation measures that would reduce the level of identified
impacts. BMPs are regulatory compliance measures that UTARNG regularly implements as part of their
activities. Mitigation measures are defined as project-specific requirements (not routinely implemented by
the UTARNG) necessary to reduce identified potentially significant adverse environmental impacts to lessthan-significant levels. No project-specific mitigation measures are needed to reduce impacts of the
Proposed Action to less-than-significant levels. Thus, no mitigation measures are identified in this EA. For
more information on BMPs, please refer to Section 4.13. Definitions of key terms used throughout Section
4 are provided in Section 8.
4.2

Land Use and Cover

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if either would result in a potentially significant impact on land use or cover:
•

Alternative would conflict with, divide, or substantially change the installation’s existing land use or
land cover.

•

Alternative would conflict with, or cause changes to, existing land use or zoning outside the
installation.

•

Alternative would cause land use changes or conflicts that limit the capability of the UTARNG to
carry out its mission.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF REVISED INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN
CAMP W.G. WILLIAMS, SALT LAKE AND UTAH COUNTIES, UTAH
JANUARY 2022

49

UTAH ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Preferred Alternative
Proposed activities under the Preferred Alternative would be consistent with AGCW’s primary land use as
a military training facility and would be consistent with the UTARNG’s mission. There would be no net loss
in training acreage or in the land’s training ability. No visual or aesthetic impacts are anticipated as a result
of the Preferred Alternative as existing land use would not be altered, and changes to the landscape would
be minor and generally positive. There would be no effect to the capability of the UTARNG to carry out its
mission; UTARNG natural resource specialists would continue to coordinate with the Construction Facility
Management Office, Utah Training Center (UTC), UDOT, and regional zoning boards, as appropriate, to
ensure minimization of mission impact.
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in the permanent conversion or growth of some
native vegetation patches. For example, as part of its vegetation management strategy, the UTARNG plans
to establish three new patches of 50 to 100 acres of Wyoming big sagebrush habitat, and reforest portions
of AGCW with an appropriate mix of Utah juniper and pinyon pine (see in Table 2-1). These types of
activities would overall improve and benefit the existing land use by encouraging a native landscape and
increasing the habitat value of the land. Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would have
a direct, long-term, beneficial effect by improving the habitat and natural value of AGCW’s land.
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would have no effect to land uses or zoning that are off AGCW
property. The UTARNG would continue to work with the county and other local organizations to prevent
further residential encroachment and ensure zoning around AGCW remains compatible with UTARNG
operations to protect the long-term viability of the installation, as specified under the JLUS program (Matrix
Design Group, 2012).
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. No effects would occur to the
capability of the UTARNG to carry out its mission or to land uses or zoning that are off AGCW property. A
continuing, long-term benefit to land use would be expected under the No Action Alternative’s existing
projects, although it would be less than under the Preferred Alternative, as the revised INRMP includes
additional habitat enhancement activities, and abandons those activities that have not generated positive
results.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.3

Air Quality

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on air quality:
•

Alternative would cause an exceedance of the NAAQS and/or change the attainment status.

•

Alternative would substantially increase greenhouse gas emissions or airborne fugitive dust.

•

Alternative would increase health risks for nearby sensitive receptors.
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Preferred Alternative
Air emissions generated from some activities under the Preferred Alternative would have direct, shortterm, less-than-significant adverse impacts to the existing air quality environment. These impacts would
occur primarily from localized fugitive dust during work in unimproved areas (e.g., thinning of vegetative
communities, reseeding, and vegetative community enhancement) and from the use of small-scale
mechanical and maintenance equipment that may be fossil fuel-powered (e.g., chainsaws, tillers, planters).
These emissions would be temporary and occur over the installation and revised INRMP period (i.e., would
not occur at the same time and place). Emissions would be localized and would not occur near any sensitive
receptors that are off of AGCW property. Because of the localized and temporary nature of these emissions,
there would not be a substantial increase in airborne fugitive dust, GHGs, HAPs, or NAAQS criteria
pollutants. BMPs that the UTARNG would implement as appropriate to limit air quality impacts are identified
in Section 4.13.
Overall, air emissions under the Preferred Alternative would not be noticeably or significantly different from
existing conditions under the 2009 INRMP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not cause an
exceedance of the NAAQS and would not change the existing attainment status. A RONA is included in
Appendix B.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. Direct, short-term, less-thansignificant adverse impacts would be the same as the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.4

Noise

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on the noise environment:
•

Alternative would create substantial (i.e., exceed Army or local guidelines) noise impacts that
extend off the installation or occur outside local allowable periods for loud noise.

•

Alternative would cause structural damage from noise-causing vibration.

•

Alternative would result in substantial disruptions to nearby sensitive receptors.
Preferred Alternative

There would be direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse noise impacts under the Preferred
Alternative during some of the proposed revised INRMP activities. Noise sources under the Preferred
Alternative would be very minor and include humans, small mechanical equipment, and/or trucks. These
noises would be temporary, localized, and spread over the installation and revised INRMP period. The
noise environment under the Preferred Alternative would not be louder than AGCW’s existing noise
environment, and would generally not be perceptible or distinguishable from other on-post noise-generating
activities. It is unlikely that these localized, small-scale noise sources would be noticeable off-post, including
at any nearby sensitive receptors.
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Under the Preferred Alternative, there would be no effect to nearby structures as the noises under the
Preferred Alternative would not reach a level that causes structural damage from vibration (i.e., greater
than 140 db). Overall, noise impacts caused by the Preferred Alternative would be compatible and
consistent with the existing on- and off-installation noise environment. BMPs that the UTARNG would
implement as appropriate to limit noise impacts are identified in Section 4.13.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. No effect would occur to nearby
structures from vibration. Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts would be the same
as the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.5

Topography, Geology, and Soils

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on topography, geology, or soils:
•

Alternative would substantially alter subsurface geological resources.

•

Alternative would alter topography such that there would be a substantial risk of erosion.

•

Alternative would result in substantial change to soils.
Preferred Alternative

There would be no effect to topography and geology under the Preferred Alternative. Proposed activities
under the revised INRMP either would not require subsurface work or would not occur at a depth that would
noticeably impact geological or topographic resources.
No effect to prime farmland soils would occur, as no prime farmland is located within AGCW; the three
soils outlined in Section 3.5 with prime farmland potential if irrigated are not irrigated or used for agriculture
on AGCW.
Under the Preferred Alternative, direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse soil erosion and
sedimentation impacts would be possible during land-disturbing activities (e.g., reseeding, thinning,
vegetation planting). Exposed or disturbed soil would be susceptible to erosion by wind and surface runoff.
BMPs that the UTARNG would implement as appropriate to limit soil impacts are identified in Section 4.13.
Implementation of these BMPs would ensure soil impacts remain less than significant.
Completed projects proposed in the revised INRMP would have a direct, long-term beneficial effect on
soils at AGCW. The Preferred Alternative provides greater long-term minimization of soil erosion impacts
when compared to existing conditions (i.e., under the 2009 INRMP). Notably, projects that include
reseeding or the growth of native vegetation patches would improve soil retention and decrease erosion
and runoff potential. The revised INRMP also includes an evaluation of AGCW’s Soil PLS, updating it for
the current soil conditions and needs as necessary.
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No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. No effect would occur to
topography, geology, or prime farmland soils. Direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts
from soil erosion and sedimentation would be the same as the Preferred Alternative. A continuing, longterm benefit to soils would be expected under the No Action Alternative’s existing projects, though it would
be less than under the Preferred Alternative for the reasons specified above. The greater minimization of
soil erosion impacts proposed in the revised INRMP would not be realized under the No Action Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.6

Water Resources

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on water resources:
•

Alternative would increase flooding at AGCW due to changes in drainage patterns or construction
in a floodplain.

•

Alternative would substantially alter the quantity or quality of surface water.

•

Alternative would result in a net loss of wetland acreage or substantially degrade existing wetland
quality.

•

Alternative would substantially alter the quantity or quality of groundwater.
Preferred Alternative

Exposure of the soils during land disturbing activities could have direct, short-term, less-than-significant
adverse impacts on surface waters from potentially increased sedimentation. UTARNG would apply the
BMPs identified in Section 4.13 as appropriate to minimize erosion and run-off potential, maintaining
impacts at less-than-significant levels.
Direct, long-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts to ground and surface waters are possible from
inadvertent releases of contaminants and chemicals, such as maintenance equipment fuel and herbicides
used in noxious weed control. Potential HTMW impacts are discussed further in Section 4.12; BMPs that
UTARNG would implement as appropriate to limit water resources impacts are identified in Section 4.13.
Completed actions proposed in the revised INRMP would have a direct and indirect, long-term beneficial
effect on water resources at AGCW. When compared to the 2009 INRMP, the revised INRMP includes
comprehensive and detailed actions for water resources conservation and enhancement, including
improved and new riparian areas. Vegetative areas created or enhanced by the Proposed Action would
intercept and filter sediments, chemicals, and contaminants transported by stormwater runoff or erosion
before they could enter a wetland or waterway. These proposed activities would protect water quality both
directly at AGCW and indirectly in downstream, off-installation waterways.
There would be no effect to AGCW wetlands. None of the revised INRMP projects would be located in a
known wetland area and there would be no net loss of wetland acreage.
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No effects to floodplains would occur under the Preferred Alternative as there are no FEMA published
effective floodplains within AGCW (FEMA, 2019).
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. No effect would occur to AGCW
wetlands or floodplains. Direct, short- and long-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts from
sedimentation and inadvertent releases of contaminants and chemicals would be the same as the Preferred
Alternative. A continuing, long-term benefit to water resources would be expected under the No Action
Alternative’s existing projects, although it would be less than under the Preferred Alternative. The increased
improvements and enhancements to vegetation and riparian areas proposed in the revised INRMP would
not be realized under the No Action Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.7

Biological Resources

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on biological resources:
•

Alternative would convert or degrade existing rare habitats not currently managed in a conservation
plan.

•

Alternative would convert or degrade a substantial amount of existing habitat.

•

Alternative would result in substantial mortality of wildlife.

•

Alternative would adversely affect populations of federal or state TES.
Preferred Alternative

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would have direct, long-term, beneficial effects on AGCW’s
vegetative communities. The revised INRMP activities would grow and enhance native vegetation,
encourage a healthy vegetation community, and improve existing levels of biodiversity. The Preferred
Alternative includes comprehensive and detailed actions for native vegetation growth and enhancement,
as well as improved measures to reduce invasive/noxious weeds. Improvements to AGCW’s vegetative
communities could also have far-reaching indirect, long-term beneficial effects, such as the traveling of
native plant seeds to off-installation locations and the protection of downstream waters (see Section 4.6).
Wildlife could sustain direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts under the Preferred
Alternative from temporary noise or land disturbance. Wildlife would be expected to vacate the immediate
work areas during these activities if they are able. Some individuals of less mobile species (i.e., small
mammals, reptiles, invertebrates) could potentially suffer loss of life during land-disturbing activities. While
species may be disturbed by increased human presence and noise levels, the temporary nature of these
activities and the relatively small areas of disturbance render expected impacts to wildlife less than
significant.
Ultimately, implementation of the Proposed Action Alterative would have direct, long-term, beneficial
effects on AGCW’s wildlife. The revised INRMP actions would grow and enhance native habitats and
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encourage a healthy wildlife community and improve existing levels of biodiversity. The Preferred
Alternative also includes comprehensive and detailed actions for wildlife conservation and monitoring.
BMPs that UTARNG would implement to further limit adverse vegetation and wildlife impacts are identified
in Section 4.13.
As identified in Section 3.7, no federally listed species have been recorded at AGCW and no proposed or
designated critical habitat occurs at the installation. Therefore, adverse impacts to TES and their habitats
from noise or land disturbance would be unlikely. Any noise or land disturbance impacts would be temporary
and localized; therefore, the Preferred Alternative has the potential to cause direct, short-term, less-thansignificant adverse impacts to sensitive or concern species. No project-specific consultation under Section
7 of the ESA was conducted for this EA; the UTARNG would review each project individually prior to
implementation to ensure it complies with applicable laws and regulations, conducting consultation with the
USFWS and UDWR when required.
Ultimately, implementation of the Preferred Alternative would have direct, long-term, beneficial effects on
AGCW’s TES and other sensitive species. The revised INRMP would create habitats that could be utilized
by TES and sensitive species. Additional TES data review and maintenance would be implemented under
the Preferred Alternative, which would lead to future TES management improvements. Migratory birds and
eagles would experience direct, long-term, beneficial effects from an increase in habitat, protection, and
safety.
BMPs that would further limit impacts to sensitive and concern species are identified in Section 4.13.
The revised INRMP also includes maintenance of AGCW’s Vegetative Communities PLS, Flora PLS, Fauna
PLS, and TES PLS, updating the documents for current conditions and needs as necessary.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. Direct, short-term, less-thansignificant adverse impacts from noise or land disturbance would be the same as the Preferred
Alternative. A continuing, long-term benefit to biological resources would be expected under the No Action
Alternative’s existing projects, although it would be less than under the Preferred Alternative. A number of
proposed projects and activities related to native vegetation, noxious weed control, and habitat and wildlife
health improvements proposed in the revised INRMP would not be implemented under the No Action
Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.8

Cultural Resources

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criterion to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on the cultural resources:
•

Alternative would result in an adverse effect to NRHP-listed or -eligible buildings or sites that could
not be mitigated.
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Preferred Alternative
As identified in Section 3.8, there are a total of 144 known archaeological sites and 61 buildings and
structures greater than 50 years old at AGCW. Of those surveyed, 55 of the archaeological sites and 17 of
the buildings and structures at AGCW are eligible for listing in the NRHP (UTARNG, 2016b).
The Preferred Alternative would have no adverse effect on known historic or archaeological resources.
Cultural resource areas are generally avoided during construction and operational activities. Areas affected
by implementation of the Preferred Alternative would be coordinated with the UTARNG cultural resources
manager in advance, and activities would be conducted in accordance with the NHPA, NEPA, and other
applicable laws, regulations, and policies, including AGCW’s ICRMP and SOPs. The scoping letter sent to
the Utah Division of State History is included in Appendix A; to date, the Utah Division of State History has
not responded.
The Preferred Alternative would have no effect on recorded Tribal resources or areas of Tribal concern.
There are no known Native American sacred sites on AGCW (UTARNG, 2016b). No sacred, religious,
cultural, or traditional resources or concerns have been identified by the Native American Tribes that were
contacted during preparation of this EA. A list of Tribes contacted is included in Section 10 and copies of
correspondence letters are included in Appendix A. To date, no Tribes have responded.
The majority of the projects in the revised INRMP are proposed to occur in areas that are currently in-use
or have been previously disturbed. No project-specific consultation under Section 106 of the NHPA was
conducted for this EA; the UTARNG would review each project individually prior to implementation to ensure
it complies with applicable laws and regulations, conducting consultation with the Utah Division of State
History and Tribes when required. During project implementation, should archaeological materials or
human remains be inadvertently discovered during land-disturbing activities, all work would cease
immediately and UTARNG would implement the appropriate procedures identified in AGCW’s ICRMP and
SOPs (UTARNG, 2016b). Therefore, implementation of the Preferred Alternative could have a direct, lessthan-significant impact to cultural resources if cultural resources are inadvertently discovered and
disturbed. BMPs that UTARNG would implement to further limit cultural resources impacts are identified in
Section 4.13.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. No adverse effect would occur
to known historic, archaeological, or Tribal resources. Direct, less-than-significant adverse impacts
would be the same as the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.9

Socioeconomics

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on the socioeconomic
environment:
•

Alternative would substantially change local population growth rates or employment opportunities.
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•

Alternative would create a demand for housing, schools, public facilities, or recreational
opportunities that exceeds existing supply.

•

Alternative would increase risks to public health or safety, including safety of children.
Preferred Alternative

The revised INRMP encourages greater public outreach and participation when compared to the 2009
INRMP. Notably, the proposal to pursue participation in at least one DoD-approved public outreach event
would be beneficial to the local population through the provision of a recreational activity. This would have
direct, long-term, beneficial effect to the local socioeconomic (recreational) environment.
No effect to the public health or safety or children is anticipated from the Preferred Alternative. No effect
to existing recreational opportunities and facilities at AGCW, civilian population numbers, or economic and
housing characteristics is anticipated under the Preferred Alternative.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. No effects would occur to public
health, safety or children, recreational opportunities and facilities, civilian population numbers, or economic
and housing characteristics. A continuing, long-term benefit to socioeconomics would be expected under
the No Action Alternative’s existing projects, although it would be less than under the Preferred Alternative
due to less public outreach and participation initiatives under the current INRMP.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse socioeconomic impacts to below
significant levels.
4.10

Environmental Justice

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on environmental justice
populations:
•

Alternative would cause impacts that disproportionately affect low-income or minority populations.
Preferred Alternative

As noted in Section 4.9, the proposed revised INRMP encourages greater public access and participation
when compared to the 2009 INRMP. A DoD-approved public outreach event could be beneficial to lowincome and minority populations through the provision of a recreational activity. This would have direct,
long-term, beneficial effect to the local environmental justice populations.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. A continuing, long-term benefit
to environmental justice populations would be expected under the No Action Alternative’s existing projects,
although it would be less than under the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
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Infrastructure

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact on infrastructure:
•

Alternative would increase traffic such that it exceeds the capacity of local roadways.

•

Alternative would restrict civilian airspace use.

•

Alternative would alter water supply, wastewater treatment, solid waste disposal, energy sources,
and/or utilities such that demand exceeds supply or capacity, or would cause substantial alterations
to existing systems.
Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, there would be indirect, long-term, beneficial effects to the training area
and range infrastructure at AGCW. The proposed land protection, improvement, and enhancement
measures would indirectly reduce the risk to AGCW’s infrastructure from wildfire. For example,
implementing fuel management practices in vegetative communities in order to reduce the potential for
wildfire would further protect training and range land infrastructure.
There would be no effect to existing local or regional airspace as there is no anticipated increase in the
numbers of aircraft traveling to or from AGCW. No effect is anticipated to water supply, wastewater
treatment, solid waste disposal, energy sources, or utilities under the Proposed Action. Revised INRMP
projects are not anticipated to encounter utilities or infrastructure systems. There would be no effect to
infrastructure outside of AGCW; none of the projects under the Preferred Alternative would occur outside
AGCW. The revised INRMP would only generate minor amounts on traffic during project implementation,
monitoring, and maintenance, and would not substantially affect traffic levels.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. No effects would occur to
existing local or regional airspace, water supply, wastewater treatment, solid waste disposal, energy
sources, utilities, or infrastructure outside of AGCW. A continuing, long-term benefit to infrastructure would
be expected under the No Action Alternative’s existing projects, although it would be less than under the
Preferred Alternative, as the Preferred Alternative includes additional measures that would serve to protect
installation infrastructure.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.12

Hazards and Toxic Materials/Wastes

The Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative each were evaluated against the following significance
criteria to determine if they would result in a potentially significant impact to HTMW:
•

Alternative would substantially increase generation of, or exposure of the public to, HTMW.

•

Alternative would affect areas known to contain hazardous waste, potentially spreading
contamination in the environment or affecting worker safety.
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•

Alternative would substantially increase the presence of hazardous substances or wastes in the
environment (i.e., contamination).

•

Alternative would substantially restrict the use of property due to hazardous waste, materials, or
potential site remediation requirements.
Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, direct, short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts associated
with HTMW could occur during proposed activities if an inadvertent release of contaminants occurred, such
as from equipment fuel or other fluid from trucks or mechanical equipment. These releases would pose a
health and safety risk to related personnel, project workers, and the environment, notably if they occurred
near surface waters. Potential releases would be contained at AGCW; none of the projects proposed under
the revised INRMP would occur off installation.
Potential direct, long-term, less-than-significant adverse effects related to HTMW would be possible
from herbicide use in noxious weed/invasive species control. With the implementation of the BMPs
identified in Section 4.13, any potential impacts would be maintained at less-than-significant levels. AGCW
personnel using the herbicides would adhere to all BMPs to protect their health and safety, as well as to
minimize unintended and adverse environmental consequences. Herbicide use would be contained within
AGCW; none of the projects proposed under the revised INRMP would occur off installation. All herbicides
would be handled, stored, and disposed of in compliance with federal and state requirements to minimize
potential impacts.
With the exception of herbicides, the Preferred Alternative does not include the management or expected
encounter of HTMW. Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not affect the installation’s existing
hazardous materials storage and handling procedures or hazardous waste disposal processes. Impacts
would be managed through BMPs, AGCW’s SOPs, and on-going regulatory compliance, as identified in
Section 4.13.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the 2009 INRMP projects would continue. Direct, short- and long-term,
less-than-significant adverse impacts would be the same as the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation
No mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce any adverse environmental impacts to below
significant levels.
4.13

Best Management Practices and Mitigation Measures

Per established protocols, procedures, and requirements, the UTARNG would implement BMPs and would
satisfy all applicable regulatory requirements in association with the Proposed Action. BMPs are included
as components of the Preferred Alternative, as appropriate, and are described below. No project-specific
mitigation measures are needed to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. BMPs are identified
in Table 4-1 for resource areas that have the potential for less-than-significant adverse impacts. These
BMPs are currently being implemented in concert with the 2009 INRMP, so no additional BMPs would be
required under the No Action Alternative.
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Table 4-1: Preferred Alternative BMPs
Resource Area
Land Use and
Cover

BMPs
• UTARNG natural resource specialists would continue to coordinate with the Construction
Facility Management Office, Utah Training Center (UTC), UDOT, and regional zoning
boards, as appropriate, to ensure minimization of mission impact.
• Use appropriate dust suppression methods, such as application of water on unpaved
roads, work areas, and stockpiles
• Use low volatile organic carbon (VOC) herbicide sprays, where feasible
• Avoid spraying during conditions that have a greater likelihood of transporting airborne

Air Quality

herbicides, such as during periods of high wind
• Use proper control measures for mechanical equipment and vehicles, such as minimizing
operating and idling time and using electric vehicles, where feasible
• Coordinate with the Construction Facility Management Office, UTC, and UDEQ as
necessary, including permitting
• Maintain noisy equipment per manufacturers’ recommendations

Noise

• Encourage personnel to operate equipment in the quietest manner practicable
• Conduct noise-generating actions during the daytime
• Continue to adhere to Army noise limits and AGCW’s ONMP
• If necessary, prepare a detailed, site-specific Erosion and Sediment (E&S) Control Plan in
compliance with the UPDES

Soils

• Install and monitor erosion-prevention measures as appropriate, such as silt fences
and/or straw on bare soil
• Revegetate bare soils to the extent possible and utilize native species when revegetating
• Avoid the net loss of size, function, or value of wetlands where there are practicable
alternatives
• Whenever possible, incorporate wetland enhancement, restoration, or creation into
habitat enhancement plans and into construction plans
• Minimize the amount of herbicides and pesticides used near surface waters and wetlands
to the extent possible

Water Resources

• Ensure compliance with state and federal water quality standards and requirements,
obtaining permits if necessary
• If necessary, prepare an E&S Control Plan and project-specific SWPPP in compliance
with the UPDES
• Adhere to AGCW’s existing installation-wide SWPPP and UPDES permit
• Install and monitor erosion-prevention measures, such as silt fences and/or straw on bare
soil
• Avoid sensitive habitat areas (e.g., riparian areas and key habitats) to the extent possible
• When feasible, minimize disruptive activities (e.g., prescribed fire, IPM, mowing, grazing)

Biological
Resources

in suitable habitats during the nesting season of birds (April through June) and active
seasons of herpetofauna (April through June and September through mid-October)
• Maintain wildlife corridors to provide for wildlife movement between habitats
• Minimize the amount of herbicides and pesticides used to the extent possible to avoid
impacts to wildlife habitat
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BMPs

• Generate an USFWS IPaC report every 90 days to determine if any new species are
listed
• Survey for TES and candidate species, species undergoing ESA listing assessment, Utah
Species of Concern, and SGCN prior to all land-disturbing activities; avoid these species
to the extent possible and conduct activities in accordance with federal, state, and
installation laws and regulations
• Consult relevant conservation plans and habitat management guidelines, including, but
not limited to, National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (USFWS, 2007) and Strategic
Plan for Amphibian and Reptile Conservation and Management on Department of
Defense Lands (DoD, 2015)
• Conduct activities in accordance with AGCW’s Deer Management Plan (Wolfe, 2005),
Eagle Conservation Plan (Frauenhofer & Hill, 2018), and SOP Policy and Guidance for
Projects Impacting Migratory Birds (UTARNG, 2018a)
• Avoid significant cultural resource areas to the extent possible
• Coordinate with cultural resources managers, SHPO, and Native American Tribe(s) and
Cultural
Resources

Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs)
• Should archaeological materials or human remains be inadvertently discovered during
land disturbing activities, cease all work immediately and implement the appropriate
procedures as identified in the AGCW ICRMP and SOPs (UTARNG, 2016b)
• Implement AGCW’s SPCC/ISCP, as well as the appropriate federal and state laws and
regulations

HTMW

• Wear protective clothing, gloves, goggles, respirators, and other appropriate protective
wear when using herbicides
• Educate relevant AGCW personnel on safe herbicide usage, storage, and disposal

4.14

Cumulative Effects

As defined by CEQ regulations in 40 CFR § 1508.7, cumulative impacts are those that “result from the
incremental impact of the Proposed Action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, without regard to the agency (federal or non-federal) or individual who undertakes such other
actions.” This cumulative impact analysis captures the effects that could result from the Proposed Action in
combination with the effects of other actions in the Proposed Action’s ROI at the same time. The ROI
generally includes AGCW and off-post properties in the immediate vicinity.
Proposed short-term and long-term development projects planned for AGCW are addressed in Camp
Williams Range Master Plan (Final) (UTARNG, 2014) and Master Plan, 2016: Camp Williams, Utah (Draft)
(UTARNG, 2016c). These represent the scope of reasonably foreseeable development activities at AGCW.
Some of the development projects addressed in these plans were recently constructed or will be in the near
future. NEPA analyses for these projects is being conducted separately, as appropriate. AGCW actions
described in these plans include, but are not limited to: extension of South Garrison infrastructure and
utilities; Joint Operations Center; Combined Support Maintenance Shop; Special Forces Live Fire Shoot
House; 19th Special Forces Readiness Center; back-up power generation projects; new wind turbines; and
parking at UTC Command. The UTARNG is also currently conducting a NEPA analysis for the proposed
IWFMP (UTARNG, 2019).
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The UTARNG also researched local and regional plans to identify past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions in the Proposed Action’s ROI. Meaningful effects beyond this ROI would not be
anticipated, based on the nature and scope of the Proposed Action and the considered reasonable range
of alternatives. For this analysis, the UTARNG focused on natural resource initiatives in these surrounding
areas. The regional actions identified include the following:
•

Utah’s Wildlife Action Plan (UWAP) – UDWR is revising the UWAP. The ultimate goal of the
Wildlife Action Plan is to reduce and prevent listings under the ESA. The UWAP identifies Utah
sensitive species and their habitats, threats, limiting factors, and crucial data gaps. The UWAP
would provide guidance for improving habitats and strengthening wildlife populations (UDWR,
2016).

•

UDWQ Quality Jordan River Study – UDWQ intends to develop a water quality study by 2022 to
examine potential arsenic contamination and the strategies to reduce the contamination in the
Jordan River. UDWQ also intends to develop total dissolved solid standards for the Jordan River.
Please refer to the correspondence in Appendix A for additional details.

•

UDWQ Quality Perfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) Sampling Plan – UDWQ intends to develop
a sampling plan to investigate PFAS occurrence in groundwater wells, with a focus on drinking
water wells. Some of the wells sampled could be in the vicinity of AGCW. Please refer to the
correspondence in Appendix A for additional details.

•

Utah’s Watershed Restoration Initiative (WRI) – The WRI, ongoing since 2005, has $34 million
to complete projects at 208 restoration and rehabilitation sites statewide. WRI projects restore
damaged watersheds, improve water quality and yield, reduce catastrophic wildfires, restore
watershed functions following wildfire, increase habitat for wildlife populations, and increase forage
for sustainable agriculture (UDNR, 2017b).

•

Utah County Resource Management Plan – Utah County’s 2017 Resource Management Plan
includes a number of natural resources initiatives, such as: identifying recreational and cultural
attractions for protection and tourism, controlling noxious weeds on public lands, encouraging fuel
management programs to reduce wildfire potential, identifying all cultural and historic sites on
federal land in the county, controlling insect infestations, managing livestock in
revegetation/regeneration sites, and restricting heavy construction use in riparian areas (Utah
County, 2017).

•

City of Bluffdale Regional Trail Connections –The City of Bluffdale intends to regionally link
three trails that run through the city: the Bonneville Shoreline Trail, Rose Creek Trail, and Jordan
River Trail. Plans also include improvements to the Bonneville Shoreline Trail and Utah and Salt
Lake Canal Trail within the city limits. Potential new trail corridor alignments are also proposed,
including one that would be parallel to Mountain View Corridor Highway (City of Bluffdale, 2015).

•

City of Eagle Mountain General Plan – Eagle Mountain’s 2018 General Plan includes a number
of green and natural resources initiatives, such as adopting new riparian zones and open spaces;
purchasing land to protect critical wildlife habitat; regulating construction in regards to erosion
control, revegetation, and soil and surface water quality; and developing green infrastructure (e.g.,
bioswales, rainwater harvesting, porous pavement) (City of Eagle Mountain, 2018).
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Lehi City Dry Creek Debris Basin – The Dry Creek Dam is currently being rehabilitated by the
Northern Utah County Water Conservancy District. Lehi City intends to compound on this project
by converting the Dry Creek Debris Basin into a reservoir and recreational area. This project would
include the construction of a 42-inch irrigation pipeline and recreational facilities (Lehi City, 2019).
Cumulative Effects within the ROI

As discussed in Section 3.2, the cities surrounding AGCW are growing rapidly, and their residential areas
have extended into close proximity to the installation’s boundaries. Expected continued growth in
neighboring communities at these levels could lead to further development adjacent or proximate to AGCW.
As the regional suburban areas continue to grow, this could become an issue in AGCW’s natural resource
management areas due to encroachment.
To combat this potential, the UTARNG intends to continue to work with the county and other local
organizations under the JLUS program to prevent further residential encroachment and ensure that zoning
around AGCW remains compatible with UTARNG operations, protecting the long-term viability of the
installation (see Section 3.2).
Based on the cumulative projects identified, the state, counties, and surrounding cities are anticipated to
implement natural resource projects in the vicinity of AGCW. Regional agencies generally include natural
resources activities, projects, and planning in their growth and increased development. The UTARNG would
work with the regional agencies to ensure that local natural resource initiatives do not conflict with plans
outlined in AGCW’s revised INRMP. The UTARNG at AGCW also utilizes the 2015 UWAP and intends to
utilize the revised version as guidance when categorizing key habitats, desired future conditions, and
management prescriptions and criteria.
Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Action
The Preferred Alternative would result in impacts identified by resource area throughout Section 4. These
include potential less-than-significant adverse impacts to air quality, noise, soils, water resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, and HTMW. These impacts would be managed through implementation of
standard BMPs as identified in Section 4.13. No adverse impacts to land use and cover, vibration,
topography, geology, wetlands, floodplains, socioeconomic environment, children’s health and safety,
environmental justice populations, airspace, or infrastructure are anticipated. Further, beneficial effects to
land use and cover, soils, water resources, biological resources, socioeconomic environment,
environmental justice populations, and infrastructure could occur as a result of the Proposed Action.
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative, when considered in conjunction with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable activities, would not be expected to result in significant adverse cumulative effects.
The revised INRMP is consistent with natural resource projects and goals in the ROI.
While the area surrounding AGCW is experiencing residential growth that threatens to encroach on the
installation, these local communities generally promote natural resource initiatives in their growth planning.
It would be expected that surrounding communities would implement appropriate BMPs and, if necessary,
mitigation measures to reduce any potential adverse effects. Cumulative effects of completed and planned
natural resource projects would produce localized, long-term, beneficial effects through improvements
and enhancements to the natural and native environment, habitats, and biodiversity. As such, the Preferred
Alternative, together with other regional initiatives, would not noticeably contribute to a regional decline in
natural resources and would instead contribute to a long-term, beneficial cumulative effect.
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Expected cumulative effects under the No Action Alternative would be similar to the Preferred Alternative,
but the level of beneficial cumulative effects would be less.
Inter-relationship of Cumulative Effects
Implementation of the revised INRMP at AGCW, in combination with local and regional natural resources
initiatives and projects, would provide a net, long-term benefit to natural resources within the ROI. As
suburban development and encroachment continues to grow, the implementation of natural resources
management and conservation would become more important to the regional environment.
Coordination between the UTARNG and regional planning and community representatives, including
coordination under the JLUS, would serve to minimize any potential land use conflicts in the future.
Implementation of land use and resource management plans would serve to control the extent of
environmental impacts, and proper planning would ensure that future environmental conditions are
maintained or benefited. Implementation of effective environmental, cultural resources, and natural
resources BMPs would minimize or eliminate potential cumulative adverse effects.
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND CONCLUSIONS
5.1

Comparison of the Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

This EA has evaluated the potential environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural effects of the UTARNG’s
proposal to implement a revised INRMP, as detailed in Section 2.2 (Proposed Action). Two alternatives
were evaluated: the Preferred Alternative and No Action Alternative. A comparison of the environmental
consequences of these alternatives is provided in Table 2-2.
Overall, the Preferred Action Alternative would result in similar, less-than-significant adverse effects as the
No Action Alternative. However, the Preferred Action Alternative would result in greater beneficial effects
than the No Action Alternative in multiple resource areas, including: land use and cover; topography,
geology, and soils; water resources; biological resources; socioeconomics; and infrastructure.
5.2

Conclusions

The evaluation performed within this EA concludes there would be no significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative adverse impact to the local environment or quality of life as a result of implementing the
Proposed Action. The UTARNG would also implement standard BMPs specified in this EA.
Therefore, this EA’s analysis determines that an EIS is unnecessary to support the implementation of the
Proposed Action, and that a FNSI is appropriate. The UTARNG determined that the Preferred Alternative
would effectively provide long-term management of AGCW’s natural resources, while also supporting the
military mission. The No Action Alternative would not fulfill the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
AGCW

Army Garrison W.G. Camp
Williams

IPaC

Information for Planning and
Consultation

AMSL

Above mean sea level

FEMA

AR

Army Regulation

Federal Emergency Management
Agency

ARNG

Army National Guard

FIRM

Flood Insurance Rate Map

ARNG-I&E

ARNG Installation and
Environment Directorate

HAPs

Hazardous Air Pollutants

HTMW

Hazardous and Toxic Materials
and Wastes

ICRMP

Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan

ICUZ

Installation Compatible Use Zone

IED

Improvised Explosive Device

IMBCR

Integrated Monitoring in Bird
Conservation Regions

INRMP

Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan

IPM

Integrated Pest Management

IPMP

Integrated Pest Management Plan

ISCP

Installation Spill Contingency Plan

ITAM

Integrated Training Area
Management

BGEPA

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act

BMP

Best Management Practice

CAA

Clean Air Act

CEQ

Council on Environmental Quality

CFR

Code of Federal Regulations

CWA

Clean Water Act

CWMA

Cooperative Weed Management
Area

DA

Department of the Army

dB

Decibel

DoD

Department of Defense

DoDI

Department of Defense Instruction

DoDM

Department of Defense Manual

IWFMP

DUSD

Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense

Integrated Wildland Fire
Management Plan

JLUS

Joint Land Use Study

E&S

Erosion and Sediment

MBTA

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

EA

Environmental Assessment

MTA

Maneuver Training Area

EIS

Environmental Impact Statement

NAAQS

EO

Executive Order

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards

ERM

Environmental Resources
Management

NAGPRA

Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act

ESA

Endangered Species Act

NEPA

National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969

FNSI

Finding of No Significant Impact

NGB

National Guard Bureau

FR

Federal Register

NHPA

National Historic Preservation Act

GHG

Greenhouse Gas

NOI

Notice of Intent

GIS

Geographic information system

NOA

Notice of Availability

GPS

Global Positioning System
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NPDES

National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System

NRCS

Natural Resources Conservation
Service

NRHP

National Register of Historic
Places

NWI

National Wetlands Inventory

ONMP

Operational Noise Management
Plan/Program

PAO

Public Affairs Officer

PFAS

Perfluoroalkyl substances

PFC

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

SR

State Route

SWPPP

Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan

TA

Training Area

TES

Threatened and Endangered
Species

UPDES

Utah Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System

US

United States

USACE

United States Army Corps of
Engineers

Proper Functioning Condition

USC

United States Code

PL

Public Law

USEPA

PLS

Planning Level Survey

US Environmental Protection
Agency

RHA

Rangeland Health Assessment

USFWS

US Fish and Wildlife Service

ROI

Region of Influence

UTC

Utah Training Center

RSOI

Reception, Staging, Onward
Movement, and Integration

UDEQ

Utah Department of Environmental
Quality

RTLA

Range and Training Land
Assessment

UDNR

Utah Department of Natural
Resources

SERE

Survival, Evasion, Resistance,
Escape

UDOT

Utah Department of Transportation

UDWR

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

UDWQ

UDEQ Division of Water Quality

USU

Utah State University

UWAP

Utah Wildlife Action Plan

VOC

Volatile organic compound

WOUS

Waters of the United States

SGCN

Species of Greatest Conservation
Need

SHPO

State Historic Preservation Office

SOP

Standard Operating Procedure

SPCC

Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan
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GLOSSARY
Activities - Individual component actions
required to achieve an INRMP objective.
Activities represent ongoing actions or practices
that are conducted by the UTARNG as
appropriate and necessary (see Projects).
Aesthetics – Pertaining to the quality of human
perception of natural beauty.
Ambient - The environment as it exists around
people, plants, and structures.
Anti-Backsliding Rules (80 FR 12264, 81 FR
58010) – Federal rules that ensure that areas
previously designated as non-attainment do not
reverse air quality improvement progress by
leaving certain emission controls and standards
in place, even after a non-attainment status or
NAAQS standard is revoked.
Aquifer - An underground geological formation
containing usable amounts of groundwater which
can supply wells and springs.
Bedrock - the solid rock that underlies all soil,
sand, clay, gravel and loose material on the
earth's surface.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) Methods, measures, or practices to prevent or
manage the potential impacts of the Proposed
Action to the extent feasible.
Biological resources - Native or naturalized
plants and wildlife and the habitats in which they
occur. Sensitive biological resources are defined
as plant and wildlife species listed as federal or
state threatened or endangered, or proposed as
such, by the USFWS or UDEQ (see Listed
Species).
Cantonment Area – Permanent residency area
for AGCW’s soldiers and personnel.
Contaminants - Any physical, chemical,
biological or radiological substances that have an
adverse effect on air, water or soil.

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) - An
Executive Office of the President composed of
members appointed by the President, subject to
approval by the Senate. Each member shall be
exceptionally qualified to analyze and interpret
environmental trends; to appraise programs and
activities of the federal government. Members are
to be conscious of and responsive to the
scientific, economic, social, aesthetic, and
cultural needs of the Nation; and to formulate and
recommend national policies to promote the
improvement of the quality of the environment.
Criteria pollutants - The CAA of 1970 required
the USEPA to set air quality standards for
common and widespread pollutants in order to
protect human health and welfare: ozone (O3),
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), and two types of
particulate matter - particulate matter that is 10
micrometers or less in diameter (PM10) and
particulate matter that is 2.5 micrometers or less
in diameter (PM2.5).
Cultural resources - Includes sites, buildings,
structures, or objects that may have significant
archeological and historic values, or properties
that may play a significant traditional role in a
community’s history, beliefs, customs, and
practices.
Cumulative impact - The impact on the
environment that results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonable foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (federal or
non-federal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time (40
CFR 1508.7).
Decibel (dB) - A unit of measurement of sound
pressure level.
De minimis emissions – Emissions that are
below minimum thresholds for criteria pollutants
in non-attainment and maintenance areas.
Direct impact - A direct impact is caused by a
proposed action, and occurs at the same time
and place.
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Emission - A release of a pollutant.
Environmental Assessment (EA) - An EA is a
publication that provides sufficient evidence and
analysis to show whether a proposed system will
adversely affect the environment or be
environmentally controversial.
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) – An
EIS is a publication that analyzes the positive and
negative environmental effects of a proposed
action. The EIS is required under NEPA for any
federal action significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment.
Erosion - The wearing away of the land surface
by detachment and movement of soil and rock
fragments through the action of moving water and
other geological agents.
Farmland - Cropland, pastures, meadows, and
planted woodland.
Fauna - Animal life, especially the animal
characteristics of a region, period, or special
environment.
Floodplain - The relatively flat area or lowlands
adjoining a river, stream, ocean, lake, or other
body of water that is susceptible to being
inundated by floodwaters.

GLOSSARY

be reviewed prior to their implementation to
ensure that the actions would not interfere with
state’s plans to meet or maintain the NAAQS. (40
CFR Parts 51 and 93)
Goals - Broad, guiding principles that are the
primary focal point for implementation of the
INRMP.
Geology - Science which deals with the physical
history of the earth, the rocks of which it is
composed, and physical changes in the earth.
Groundwater - Water found below the ground
surface. Groundwater may be geologic in origin
and as pristine as it was when it was entrapped
by the surrounding rock or it may be subject to
daily or seasonal effects depending on the local
hydrologic cycle. Groundwater may be pumped
from wells and used for drinking water, irrigation
and other purposes. It is recharged by
precipitation or irrigation water soaking into the
ground. Thus, any contaminant in precipitation or
irrigation water may be carried into groundwater.
Hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) - Pollutants
known to cause cancer and other serious health
impacts. Regulated by USEPA and state and
local governments.

Flora – Plant life, especially the plant
characteristics of a region, period, or special
environment.

Hazardous Substance - Hazardous materials
are defined within several laws and regulations to
have certain meanings. For this document, a
hazardous material is any one of the following:

FNSI - Finding of No Significant Impact, a NEPA
document.

Any substance designated pursuant to section
311 (b)(2) (A) of the CWA.

Fugitive dust - Particles light enough to be
suspended in air which are not caught in a
capture or filtering system. For this document,
this refers to particles put in the air by moving
vehicles and air movement over bare, disturbed
soils.

Any element, compound, mixture, solution or
substance designated pursuant to Section 102 of
Comprehensive
Environmental
Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)

Garrison - the secure area where troops are
stationed or work (e.g., billets, offices,
classrooms, support facilities, etc.)
Greenhouse gas (GHG) – Any of various
gaseous compounds that absorb infrared
radiation, trap heat in the atmosphere, and
contribute to the greenhouse effect.
General Conformity Rule – Requires federal
actions or federally funded actions planned to
occur in a non-attainment or maintenance area to

Any hazardous as defined under RCRA.
Any toxic pollutant listed under the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA).
Any hazardous air pollutant listed under Section
112 of CAA.
Any imminently hazardous chemical substance
or mixture with respect to which the USEPA
Administrator has taken action pursuant to
Subsection 7 of TSCA.
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The term does not include: 1) Petroleum,
including crude oil or any thereof, which is not
otherwise specifically listed or designated as a
hazardous substance in a above. 2) Natural gas,
natural gas liquids, liquefied natural gas, or
synthetic gas usable for fuel (or mixtures of
natural gas and such synthetic gas). c. A list of
hazardous substances is found in 40 CFR 302.4.

Invasive species - A non-native species that
causes, or is likely to cause, harm to the
economy, environment, or human health.

Hazardous waste - A solid waste, which when
improperly treated, stored, transported or
disposed of poses a substantial hazard to human
health or the environment. Hazardous wastes are
identified in 40 CFR 261.3 or applicable foreign
law, rule, or regulation (see also solid waste).

Listed species - Any plant or animal designated
as a state or federal threatened, endangered,
special concern, or candidate species.
Endangered species are any species which is in
danger of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range. Threatened species are any
species that is likely to become an endangered
species within the foreseeable future throughout
all or a significant portion of its range.

Hazardous waste storage - As defined in 40
CFR 260.10, ". . . the holding of hazardous waste
for a temporary period, at the end of which the
hazardous waste is treated, disposed of, or
stored elsewhere".
Indirect impact - An indirect impact is caused by
a proposed action, but occurs later in time or
farther removed in distance, but is still reasonably
foreseeable. Indirect impacts may include
induced changes in the pattern of land use,
population density or growth rate, and related
effects on air, water, and other natural and social
systems. For example, the clearing of trees for
new development may have an indirect impact on
area wildlife by decreasing available habitat.
Infrastructure
Basic
physical
and
organizational structures and facilities needed for
the operation of a society or enterprise.
Installation Spill Contingency Plan (ISCP) –
Plan required under the CWA designed to define
procedures and tactics for responding to
discharges of oil into navigable waters or
adjoining shorelines of the US.
Integrated Natural Resource Management
Plan (INRMP) – The Sikes Act (16 USC 670a et
seq., and most recently amended through PL
113-291 in December 2014) requires the DoD to
implement planning documents that provides for
the conservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation
of natural resources on military and state-owned
ARNG installations, while also while also
supporting training and mission objectives.

Land use – The characteristics and functions of
the land. For example, an area with “residential
land use” is an area where people live, occupied
by privately owned homes and housing
accommodations.

Master Plan – A dynamic long-term planning
document that provides a conceptual layout to
guide future growth and development.
Mitigation - Measures taken to reduce adverse
impacts on the environment.
Mobile sources - Vehicles, aircraft, watercraft,
construction equipment, and other equipment
that use internal combustion engines for energy
sources.
Monitoring – A process of inspecting and
recording the progress of mitigation measures
implemented.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) - Nationwide standards set up by the
USEPA for widespread air pollutants, as required
by Section 109 of the CAA. Criteria pollutants are
regulated by primary and secondary NAAQS.
Standards established according to the CAA for
ambient air pollutants considered harmful to
public health and the environment.
NAAQS Attainment Status – An attainment area
meets the NAAQS, a non-attainment area does
not meet one or more of the NAAQS, and a
maintenance area has attained compliance with
the NAAQS (a previous non-attainment area that
is now in attainment).
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) –
US statute that requires all federal agencies to
consider the potential effects of Proposed Actions
on the human and natural environment.
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National Guard Bureau – The federal agency
responsible for the administration of the United
States National Guard.

Sedimentation – Deposition of eroded material
in an alternate location by dispersing agents such
as water or wind.

No Action Alternative – The baseline against
which the action alternative may be compared.

Sensitive receptors - Include, but are not limited
to, asthmatics, children, and the elderly, as well
as specific facilities, such as long-term health
care
facilities,
rehabilitation
centers,
convalescent centers, retirement homes,
residences, schools, playgrounds, and childcare
centers.

Noise – Any sound without value or an unwanted
sound.
Noxious weeds - plants that directly or indirectly
injure agriculture and/or wildlife resources and/or
human health. Noxious weeds are often invasive
species (see invasive species).
Objectives - Specific and measurable targets for
achieving INRMP goals.
Particulates or particulate matter - Fine liquid
or solid particles such as dust, smoke, mist,
fumes or smog found in air.
Pollutant - A substance introduced into the
environment that adversely affects the
usefulness of a resource.
Potable water - Water which is suitable for
drinking.
Prime farmland - A special category of highly
productive cropland that is recognized and
described by the USDA NRCS and receives
special protection under the Surface Mining Law.
Projects - Individual component actions required
to achieve an INRMP objective. Projects are
discreet actions that outline timelines and should
be achievable within the period covered by the
INRMP (see Activities).
Range – Specialized area designed for firearms
qualifications, training, or practice.
Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) – A RONA
may be prepared for federal actions with
proposed emissions that are discernibly de
minimis or otherwise exempt from The General
Conformity Rule (see de minimis emissions and
General Conformity Rule).
Remediation - A long-term action that reduces or
eliminates a threat to the environment.
Riparian areas - Areas adjacent to creeks,
streams, lakes, and rivers that have a high
density, diversity and productivity of plant and
animal species relative to nearby uplands.

Species of Greatest Conservation Need
(SGCN) - As identified in the UWAP, SGCN are
Utah’s animal species that are at risk of being
listed under the ESA, for which ESA-listing would
have substantial consequences, and for which
listing may be prevented through proactive
management.
Short-term impacts – Direct or indirect impacts
resulting from an action in the near term. In this
context, short-term does not refer to any rigid time
period and is determined on a case-by-case basis
in terms of the environmental consequences of
the Proposed Action.
Significant impact - According to 40 CFR
1508.27, "significance" as used in NEPA requires
consideration of both context and intensity.
Context. The significance of an action must be
analyzed in several contexts such as society as a
whole (human, national), the affected region, the
affected interests, and the locality. Significance
varies with the setting of the Proposed Action. For
instance, in the case of a site-specific action,
significance would usually depend upon the
effects in the locale rather than in the world as a
whole. Both short- and long-term effects are
relevant.
Intensity. This refers to the severity of impact.
Responsible officials must bear in mind that more
than one agency may make decisions about
partial aspects of a major action.
Sikes Act, as amended – US Act requiring the
US DoD to implement INRMPs that provide for
the conservation, maintenance, and rehabilitation
of natural resources on military and state-owned
ARNG installations.
Socioeconomics - Basic attributes and
resources
associated
with
the
human
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and

Vibration – The oscillating movement of any
object.

Soil - The mixture of altered mineral and organic
material at the earth's surface that supports plant
life.

Waters of the United States (WOUS) - Includes
the following: (1) All waters which are currently
used, or were used in the past, or may be
susceptible to use in interstate or foreign
commerce, including all waters which are subject
to the ebb and flow of the tide. (2) All interstate
waters including interstate wetlands. (3) All other
waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams
(including intermittent streams), mudflats,
sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes,
wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the
use, degradation or destruction of which could
affect interstate or foreign commerce.

environment,
particularly
economic activity.

population

Solid waste - Any discarded material that is not
excluded by section 261.4(a) or that is not
excluded by variance granted under sections
260.30 and 260.3 1.
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure
Plan / Installation Spill Contingency Plan
(SPCC/ ISCP) – Required by the CWA. The plan
establishes procedures, methods, and equipment
requirements to prevent oil from reaching
navigable waters.
Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) – Planning document that details
drainage and water collection systems.
Topography - The relief features or surface
configuration of an area.
Toxic material / waste - A harmful substance
that includes elements, compounds, mixtures,
and materials of complex composition.
Vegetation alliance - A relatively refined
classification unit containing one or more
community associations and defined by a
characteristic range of habitat conditions,
physiognomy,
and
diagnostic
(dominant,
differential, indicator, or character) plant species,
at least one of which occurs in the uppermost
stratum of the vegetation. Alliances generally
reflect regional to sub-regional environmental
factors.

Watershed - The region draining into a particular
stream, river, or entire river system.
Wetlands - Areas that are regularly saturated by
surface or groundwater and, thus, are
characterized by a prevalence of vegetation that
is adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Examples include swamps, bogs, fens, marshes
and estuaries.
Wildlife habitat - Set of living communities in
which a wildlife population lives.
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LIST OF PREPARERS
Utah Army National Guard
Douglas Johnson
Natural Resource Manager
12953 South Minuteman Drive
Draper, Utah 84020

AECOM Technical Services, Inc.
12420 Milestone Center Drive, Suite 150
Germantown, Maryland 20876

Name

Role

Degree

Years of
Experience

Jennifer Warf

Project Manager, NEPA and
GIS analysis and oversight

M.S. in Environmental Studies
B.A. in Zoology

19

Brian W. Boose

Program Manager, document
QA/QC

B.S. in Biological Sciences/Ecology

32

Michael Busam

Preparation of INRMP

B.S. in Environmental Science and
Policy

6

Stephanie Liguori

Preparation of EA sections

B.S. Environmental Science

6

Amy Hall

Preparation of EA sections

B.S. Biology; Professional Science
Master’s in Environmental
Management and Sustainability

<1

Ben Obenland

Preparation of EA sections

B.S. Environmental Science and
Policy

2

Brian Norris

Map Preparation, GIS

B.S. Economics, M.S. Geography

4
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Copies of all correspondence, including sample data request letters and responses, are included in
Appendix A.
Federal Agencies
US Army Corps of Engineers
Intermountain Regulatory Branch
Sacramento District – Bountiful Field Office
533 West 2600 South, Suite 150
Bountiful, Utah 84010-7744
POC: Jason Gipson, Regulatory Chief
US Bureau of Land Management
Salt Lake Field Office
2370 S. Decker Lake Boulevard
West Valley City, Utah 84119
POC: Matt Preston, Field Office Manager
US Environmental Protection Agency
Region 8
1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, CO 80202-1129
POC: Dana Allen, NEPA Compliance Sector
Lead
US Fish & Wildlife Service
Utah Field Office
2369 Orton Circle, Suite 50
West Valley City, Utah 84119
POC: Larry Crist, Field Supervisor
US Department of Agriculture Natural
Resources Conservation Service
Wallace F. Bennett Federal Building
125 South State Street, Room 4402
Salt Lake City, Utah 84138-1100
POC: Tim Wilson, State Conservationist
State Agencies
School and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration
675 East 500 South, Suite 500
Salt Lake City, Utah 84102
POC: Kenny Wintch, State Lands Archaeologist

Utah Department of Agriculture and Food
P.O. Box 146500
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-6500
POC: LuAnn Adams, Commissioner
Utah Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 144810
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
POC: Alan Matheson, Executive Director
Utah Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Air Quality
P.O. Box 144820
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4820
POC: Bryce Bird, Division Director
Utah Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Environmental Response &
Remediation
P.O. Box 144840
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4840
POC: Brent Everett, Director
Utah Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Waste Management and Radiation
Control
P.O. Box 144880
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4880
POC: Rusty Lundberg, Interim Director
Utah Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Water Quality
P.O. Box 144870
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4870
POC: Erica Gaddis, Division Director
Utah Department of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 145610
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-5610
POC: Michael Styler, Executive Director
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Utah Department of Natural Resources
Division of Forestry, Fire, and State Lands
P.O. Box 145703
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-5703
POC: Brian Cottam, State Forester/ Director

Lehi City
153 North 100 East
Lehi, Utah 84043
POC: Marlin Eldred, Economic Development
Director

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Division of Water Rights
P.O. Box 146300
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-6300
POC: Kent L. Jones, Utah State Engineer

Mountainland Association of Governments
586 East 800 North
Orem, Utah 84097
POC: Bob Allen, Community Planner

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Division of Wildlife Resources – Central Region
1115 North Main Street
Springville, Utah 84663
POC: Mike Fowlks, Director
Utah Department of Transportation
4501 S 2700 W
P.O. Box 141250
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
POC: Teri Newell, Deputy Director
Utah Division of State History
300 South Rio Grande Street
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101
POC: Don Hartley, Director/State History
Preservation Officer
Local Government / Organizations
Bluffdale City
2222 West 14400 South
Bluffdale, Utah 84065
POC: Grant Crowell, City Planner/Economic
Director
Eagle Mountain City
1650 Statecoach Run
Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005
POC: Steve Mumford, Community Development
Director
Herriman City
13011 South Pioneer Street
Herriman, Utah 84096
POC: Bryn McCarty, Assistant City Planner

Salt Lake County
2001 South State Street N3 600
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114
POC: Ron Oldroyd, Associate Director
Rolen Yoshinaga, Planning and
Development Division Director
Saratoga Springs
1307 North Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Saratoga Springs, Utah 84045
POC: David Stroud, Planning Director
Utah County
51 South University Avenue, Suite 117
Provo, Utah 84601
POC: Bryce Armstrong, Associate Director
Wasatch Front Regional Council
295 North Jimmy Doolittle Road
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
POC: Jory Johner, Director of Long-Range
Planning
Native American Tribes
Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Indian
Reservation
P.O. Box 6104
Ibapah, Utah 84034
POC: Rupert Steele, Tribal Chairman
Northwestern Band of the Shoshone Nation
707 North Main Street
Brigham City, Utah 84302
POC: Darren Parry, Chairman; Patty
Timbimboo-Madsen, Cultural Resources
Director
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Ute Indian Tribe
P.O. Box 190
Fort Duchesne, Utah 84026
POC: Luke Duncan, Chairman; Betsy
Chapoose, Cultural Rights and Protection
Skull Valley Band of Goshute Indians
P.O. Box 448
Grantsville, Utah 84029
POC: Candace Bear, Chairwoman
Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
440 North Paiute Drive
Cedar City, Utah 84721
POC: Tamra Borchardt-Slayton, Chairperson;
Dorena Martineau, Cultural Resources Director
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1

2

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Preston, Matthew
douglas.a.johnson86.nfg@mail.mil
Warf, Jennifer; Pamela Schuller
UTARNG"s INRMP for Camp Williams
Wednesday, February 27, 2019 2:39:37 PM

Mr. Johnson,
My office (Salt Lake Field Office, BLM) is in receipt of your letter (dated 2/20/2019)
regarding your 2009 INRMP revision. SLFO has enjoyed a long standing partnership
with UTARGN in the management of common resources within our field office,
including processing requests for training missions and a variety of meetings.
At your convenience, I would like to schedule a meeting to discuss with you the
specific data/informational needs of the 2009 INRMP revision. This meeting can
include other partners you are working with in updating the INRMP. We are willing to
provide necessary documents or data that supports the task at hand; but would like
to discuss your data needs to make our search as efficient as possible at the onset. I
would also like to discuss whether or not my office will need to be a Cooperating
Agency in preparing your environmental assessment or if we will be a regular
partner.
Do you have a copy of the 2009 INRMP that you could share with us?
I appreciate the early outreach made regarding your 2009 INRMP revision effort.
Thank You,
Matt
-Matt Preston
Field Manager, Salt Lake Field Office
Bureau of Land Management
801-977-4350 (o); 801-503-5411 (c)

4

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Josh Ivie
Warf, Jennifer
Bryce Armstrong
Request for Resource Information - re: Camp Williams
Thursday, February 28, 2019 3:18:59 PM

Hi Jennifer,
I’m responding to your later dated 2/20/19 on behalf of Bryce Armstrong. The letter was informing
us that the UTARNG is planning to update it’s INRMP. We feel that the best resource to direct you to
would be the County’s Resource Management Plan. This can be found online at the County’s website
at the link below:
http://utahcounty.gov/Dept/ComDev/Planning/index.asp
The Resource Management Plan is contained in Chapter 6 of the County’s General Plan. If you have
any questions, please feel free to ask. I hope this information is useful to you.
Joshua Ivie
Administrative Assistant
Utah County Community Development
JoshI@utahcounty.gov
51 S University Ave #117
Provo, UT 84601
(801) 851-8343

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Caitlyn Miller
Warf, Jennifer
RE: INRMP request
Thursday, March 21, 2019 2:34:11 PM
image002.png
image003.png

Jen,
Thank you for the swift response. Those plans are available online; the General Plan can be
found at the bottom of the Planning Department’s webpage here:
http://bluffdale.com/268/Planning and the Transportation and Water Plans can be found
on the Engineering Department’s webpage here: http://bluffdale.com/218/Master-Plans. I
hope these items are useful. If you have any questions or concerns please feel free to
contact me at your convenience.
Thanks again,
Caitlyn Miller, AICP

Senior Planner
D: (801)-849-9422
P: (801)-254-2200 ext. 422
2222 West 14400 South
Bluffdale, UT 84065

From: Warf, Jennifer [mailto:Jennifer.Warf@aecom.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2019 12:26 PM
To: Caitlyn Miller
Subject: RE: INRMP request

Caitlyn,
Are these plans available online? If so, we can take a look to see if anything would be applicable or
not.
The main reason we sent the letters was to just notify everyone that it was being updated since
there will be a NEPA analysis associated with it.
Jen
Jennifer E. Warf
Department Manager, DC Metro+
Impact Assessment & Permitting (IAP)
13

D 301.820.3305
M 202.740.5948
jennifer.warf@aecom.com

From: Caitlyn Miller [mailto:Cmiller@bluffdale.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2019 2:18 PM
To: Warf, Jennifer
Subject: RE: INRMP request

Good afternoon Ms. Warf,
Our city received a request for information (i.e. policy updates, issues of regional concern,
etc.) regarding the update of the 2009 INRMP being conducted for Camp W.G. Williams in
Salt Lake and Utah Counties, State of Utah. We’ve adopted a new General Plan (2014),
Transportation Plan (2017), and a Water Master Plan (2017) in the time since 2009, but I’m
not sure if this is the information you need. If you have time, could you please clarify for me
what information the city could provide that would be useful for the update of your plan?
Best regards,
Caitlyn Miller, AICP

Senior Planner
D: (801)-849-9422
P: (801)-254-2200 ext. 422
2222 West 14400 South
Bluffdale, UT 84065
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APPENDIX B
RECORD OF NON-APPLICABILITY (RONA) FOR CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY

UTAH ARMY NATIONAL GUARD
REVISED INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR CAMP WILLIAMS
Introduction
The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) Determining Conformity of General
Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans; Final Rule (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] Parts 51 and 93) provides the implementing guidance to document Clean Air Act (CAA) Conformity
Determination requirements.
The General Conformity Rule requires federal actions or federally funded actions planned to occur in a nonattainment or maintenance area to be reviewed prior to their implementation to ensure that the actions
would not interfere with State’s plans to meet or maintain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). It is the responsibility of the federal agency to determine whether a federal action conforms to
the applicable implementation plan before the action is taken (40 CFR § 51.850(a)).
Federal actions may be exempt from a formal Conformity Determination if: (1) the action fits within one of
the exemption categories; or (2) the action’s emissions would not exceed designated de minimis levels for
criteria pollutants (40 CFR § 93.153(b)). The exemption categories apply to actions that would result in no
emission increase or an increase in emission that is clearly de minimis.
Proposed Action
Action Proponent: Utah Army National Guard (UTARNG)
Location: US Army Garrison Camp W.G. Williams (AGCW) is a 24,085-acre military training site located in
Salt Lake and Utah Counties, approximately 28 miles south of downtown Salt Lake City, Utah.
Proposed Action Name: Revised Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for US Army
Garrison Camp W.G. Williams (AGCW)
Proposed Action and Emission Summary: The revised INRMP is a revision and reorganization of the 2009
INRMP, and is the result of a review for operation and effect completed by the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), and UTARNG. The purpose of the
Proposed Action is to implement the revised INRMP, which provides effective, long-term management of
AGCW’s natural resources, while also supporting the military mission of AGCW. The Proposed Action is
needed to meet the requirements of the Sikes Act and thereby ensure the UTARNG’s natural resources
management program at AGCW is implemented in a way that provides for sustainable, healthy ecosystems;
complies with applicable environmental laws and regulations; and provides for no net loss in the capability
of installation lands to support the military mission.
The UTARNG evaluated the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative physical, environmental, cultural, and
socioeconomic effects of implementing the Proposed Action (Preferred Alternative) and the No Action
Alternative. Each alternative is briefly discussed below.
x

Preferred Alternative - Implement the revised INRMP (i.e., the Proposed Action).

x

No Action Alternative – Continue with operations as currently conducted under the 2009 INRMP
and do not implement the Proposed Action.

Pursuant to the NAAQS, Table 1 summarizes the attainment status for Salt Lake and Utah Counties.
Criteria pollutants not identified in Table 1 are in attainment in the counties. Table 2 presents the de minimis
levels for the applicable criteria pollutants.
Table 1: Criteria Pollutant Attainment Status in Salt Lake and Utah Counties
Criteria Pollutant

Attainment
Status

County(ies)

8-hour O3

Marginal NonAttainment

Salt Lake and Utah

CO

Maintenance

Salt Lake and Utah

PM10

Moderate NonAttainment

Salt Lake and Utah

PM2.5

Serious NonAttainment

Salt Lake and Utah

SO2

Non-Attainment

Salt Lake

Table 2: Applicable Criteria Pollutant de minimis Levels (40 CFR § 93.153(b))
Criteria Pollutant

De minimis Level (tons/year)

VOCs and NOx (i.e., O3
precursors)

100

CO

100

PM10

100

PM2.5

70

SO2

100

The Proposed Action is subject to the General Conformity Rule because Camp Williams is within
nonattainment and maintenance areas for NAAQS criteria pollutants (see Table 1) and the Proposed Action
would cause air pollutant emissions. However, the Proposed Action would not require construction, and the
air pollutant emissions from proposed land disturbance and small-scale mechanical equipment usage
would be temporary, localized, and de minimis. The Proposed Action also qualifies for the following
exemption category, as per 40 CFR § 93.153(c)(2):
“(ii) Continuing and recurring activities such as permit renewals where activities conducted will be similar in
scope and operation to activities currently being conducted.”
In general, Proposed Action activities could result in direct, short-term, less-than-significant impacts to air
quality. However, Proposed Action emissions would be de minimis, occurring from localized, fugitive dust
during work in unimproved areas and from the use of small-scale mechanical and maintenance equipment
that may be fossil fuel-powered (e.g., chainsaws, tillers, planters, etc.). Emissions under the Proposed
Action would be temporary, localized, and spread over the installation and INRMP period (i.e., would not

occur at the same time and place). Emissions would not occur near any sensitive receptors that are off of
AGCW property.
Because of the localized and temporary nature of these emissions, there would not be a substantial
increase in airborne fugitive dust, greenhouse gases, hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), or criteria pollutants.
Additionally, Proposed Action activities would comply with applicable rules and regulations and appropriate
Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented; therefore, there would be no significant effects
to air quality. Finally, air emissions under the Preferred Alternative would not be noticeably or significantly
different from existing conditions under the 2009 INRMP (i.e., the No Action Alternative). Therefore, the
Preferred Alternative would not cause an exceedance of the NAAQS and would not change the existing
attainment status.
In summary, despite AGCW’s location in nonattainment and maintenance areas, the UTARNG is exempt
from preparing a Conformity Determination because the Proposed Action falls within one of the exemption
categories and emissions would be de minimis. Details of the anticipated air quality impacts are provided
in the Environmental Assessment of the Revised Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan for Camp
Williams, Salt Lake and Utah Counties, Utah.
Affected Air Basins: Salt Lake County and Utah County, Utah
Date RONA prepared: April 2019
Proposed Action Exemption
The Proposed Action is located within nonattainment and maintenance areas; therefore, the Proposed
Action is not exempt from the General Conformity Rule. However, per 40 CFR § 93.153(c)(2)(ii), the
Proposed Action qualifies as a “continuing and recurring activities…where activities conducted will be
similar in scope and operation to activities currently being conducted” and therefore is consistent with one
of the USEPA’s exemption categories. Moreover, the potential emissions under the Proposed Action are
less than the de minimis emission threshold, and would not be substantially different from current conditions
under the 2009 INRMP. The activities could result in temporary, less-than-significant, localized impacts to
air quality, but are not expected to change designation of the area with respect to NAAQS. Therefore, the
Proposed Action is exempt from a formal Conformity Determination.
Attainment Area Status and Emission Evaluation Conclusion
Salt Lake County is in a nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone, PM10, PM2.5, and SO2 and a maintenance
area for CO. Utah County has the same designations, except it is in attainment with SO2 (see Table 1).
However, based on the above, the UTARNG concludes that the conformity requirements do not apply to
the Proposed Action. Proposed Action activities would comply with applicable rules and regulations and
appropriate BMPs would be implemented. Therefore, there would be no significant effects to air quality and
a change in the designation of the area with respect to NAAQS would not be expected. The UTARNG
concludes that further formal Conformity Determination procedures are not required, resulting in this RONA.

RONA Approval
To the best of my knowledge, the information presented in this RONA is correct and accurate. I concur with
the finding that the Proposed Action does not require a formal Conformity Determination.
Digitally signed by
NELSON.SHAUN.ROBERT.115844869
2
Date: 2022.01.10 14:50:35 -07'00'
_________________________________

Shaun R. Nelson
Environmental Program Manager
Environmental Resources Management
Utah National Guard

____10 January 2022_____________________
Date

