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Authorization 
In February 2009, the Elk Bend Sewer District of Elk Bend, Idaho contracted with Keller 
Associates, Inc. to prepare a Wastewater Facilities Planning Study and Environmental 
Information Document for the District’s wastewater collection and treatment systems.  The study 
was funded in part by a Wastewater System Planning Grant from the Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality (WWG-329-2009-5). 
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Environmental Information Document 
 Project Identification Chapter 1

TABLE 1 – PROJECT INFORMATION 

Utility: Elk Bend Sewer District 

Contact: 

 

 

 

Engineering & 
Environmental 
Contact: 

Glenn Ross, President 
111 Whitetail Dr. 
Salmon, ID 83467 
(208) 894-4549 
 
Skyler Allen, P.E./James Mullen, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Keller Associates 
305 N. 3rd, Suite A 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
(208) 238-2146 
jmullen@kellerassociates.com 

 

Project No.: Keller Associates, Inc. Project No. 209003 

Estimated Preferred Alternative Project Costs: 

 Pressure Sewer Line $116,500  
 Steelhead Bend Plant Improvements $  36,500  
 Recirculating Gravel Filter $436,500  
 Lift Station Rehabilitation $224,000  
 LSAS $436,500  
 Improvements Total $1,250,000  

Possible Alternative Funding1: 

IDEQ  
IDEQ SRF Loan 

$900,000 - 
$1,250,000 

 

 IDOC – Block Grant $~$500,000  
USDA-RD USDA-RD – Loan $~500,000  
 USDA-RD – Grant $~250,000  
 IDOC – Block Grant $~500,000  
 Total Project Funding $1,250,000  
User Costs    
Current Equivalent 
Monthly User Charge 

$18.00   

Change in O&M 
Monthly Charge per 
EDU 

$6.67   

Estimated Debt Service  $43.00   
Future Equivalent 
Monthly User Charge 

$67.36   

 

                                                 
1 Estimate of possible funding. Applications are pending.  Any grants awarded would reduce the amount of loan 
funds required. 
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1.1 USER RATES 

The District is currently funded as a Special Taxing District through the property taxes 
collected by the County. The sewer levy tax rate is currently (2014) 0.002523267. Taxes 
collected currently provide funding equivalent to a user rate of approximately $18 per 
month. To finance the repayment of the anticipated project loan, the Sewer District will 
either implement an increase of the tax levy rate, implement a sewer user rate, or a 
combination approach. The final determination will be made by the district in the near 
future.  
 
Repayment of the loan, reserve funds, and increased O&M are anticipated to require an 
annual budget increase of $60,000-$75,000, depending on grants received and final 
construction cost. If applied as a wastewater user rate, this would require an estimated 
increase of $39-50 per month. A split approach or property tax increase would be 
distributed differently, but with the aim to achieve the same budget increase.  
 
The debt service charge would be reduced if the District receives grant support and if 
final construction costs are below the preliminary estimates. With grant support (ICDBG 
and/or USDA-RD), the needed user rate equivalent for loan repayment is estimated to be 
approximately $57.36 or possibly less. Table 1-2 below shows what is considered the 
most conservative scenario in which the full budget is utilized from a 30 year DEQ SRF 
loan.   

TABLE 2 – USER RATE SUMMARY 

Current Monthly User Charge equivalent per EDU $ 18.00* 
Change in Operation & Maintenance Monthly Charge per EDU $ 6.67 
Change in Debt Service Monthly Charge per EDU $43.00 
Future Estimated Monthly User Charge per EDU $ 67.36 
*Current budget distributed across EDU’s, these funds are currently collected by the special taxing district. 

 
While increased user rates are a concern to the District and residents, the equivalent user 
rate of $67.36 per month is approximately 2% of the median household income.  

1.2 PROPOSED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS ABSTRACT 

The Elk Bend Sewer District provides wastewater collection and treatment to the 
approximately 138 residences. There are also a few small cabins, a 20 space RV park 
with showers and a small convenience store/restaurant. It is estimated that about 20-30% 
of the residences are occupied throughout the year with higher seasonal occupancy.  
Alternatives for improvement to the collection system, treatment process, and discharge 
method were considered and preferred alternative actions recommended by the 2012 
Wastewater Facilities Planning Study. 
 
The Elk Bend Sewer District wastewater facilities experienced documented occurrences 
of sewage on the ground at the Elk Bend subsurface drainfield and at the Steelhead Bend 
lift station. The drainfield at the Elk Bend facility has failed. The treatment systems and 
lift stations are at the end of their useful life.  
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In the 2012 Wastewater Facilities Planning Study, Keller Associates, Inc. recommended 
that the Elk Bend Sewer District implement the following system improvements: 
 

 Recirculating Gravel Filter Treatment System 
 Elk Bend Lift Station Rehabilitation 
 Steelhead Bend Lift Station Rehabilitation 
 New Large Soil Absorption System (LSAS) at Elk Bend 

 
The implementation of these improvements will enable the Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend 
wastewater systems to provide wastewater collection and treatment which will comply 
with the current and anticipated regulations and accommodate the projected growth for 
the next 20 years.  Without such action the wastewater systems will continue to violate 
federal and state regulations designed and intended to protect health, safety, and welfare 
of the people of Elk Bend Sewer District and the Salmon River, an important natural 
resource for the nation, the state, and the community.   

1.3 EID ABSTRACT 

The 2012 Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Facilities Planning Study provided 
recommendations for improvements to the wastewater collection and treatment systems.  
Potential environmental impacts of the proposed improvements were considered in this 
Environmental Information Document.  The Salmon River is designated a special 
resource water by the State of Idaho, a segment several miles downstream of the District 
is designated as wild and scenic.  The river is an important water resource for the State of 
Idaho, providing habitat for threatened and endangered species, a number of recreational 
uses, and is the foundation for a significant portion of the local economy.  The proposed 
collection system improvements will take place primarily on previously disturbed ground 
with the replacement and/or repair of the existing wastewater treatment plant site.  The 
new LSAS will be installed on land that was previously residential property with an 
archaeological survey of the site completed as part of this evaluation. 
 
The recommended improvements are anticipated to have a positive impact on the 
environment by reducing the pollutant levels in the wastewater discharge to the Salmon 
River.  There may be temporary negative impacts as part of the improvements, such as 
possible noise disturbances during construction activities due to construction equipment 
operating, which has been a cause of concern due to the proximity of a bald eagle nest in 
the vicinity of the improvements.  The Idaho Department of Fish and Game conducted 
scheduled observations of the bald eagle nest in 2014 and indicated that construction 
should proceed between August 15 and January 15 to avoid negatively impacting the bald 
eagle nest.  Environmental effects of the proposed improvements are discussed further in 
Chapters 5 and 6. 
 
Agencies and other entities with authority and/or potential interest in the project were 
consulted for comment regarding potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
wastewater system improvements.  Responses were received with their comments 
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incorporated into this document.  Potential environmental impacts identified that require 
action during the course of the proposed improvements include:  
 

 Floodplain encroachment review and floodplain development permit required. 
 Monitor and stop work for inadvertent discovery of artifacts. 
 Proper disposal of construction debris and fugitive dust control required. 
 Uphold responsibilities under the endangered species act. 
 Temporary construction NPDES permit and best practices for storm water 

runoff management required. 
 Potential impacts on bald eagle nesting must be mitigated. 
 Essential fish habitat and resource conservation area must be preserved.  
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 Project Purpose and Need Chapter 2

2.1 SYSTEM OVERVIEW 

The Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend wastewater systems each utilize gravity flow collection 
systems with lift stations to collect and transport wastewater to centralized treatment facilities. 
The treatment facilities are extended aeration package treatment plants which were installed in 
the early 1970's. The package plants include an aeration basin, clarifier, and chlorine contact 
chamber (unused). The Elk Bend plant has been equipped with a secondary clarifier in the form 
of an underground septic tank prior to discharge. The treatment plants discharge to Large Soil 
Absorption Systems at each site.  The project improvements outlined in Chapter 3 are intended to 
improve public health and reduce impacts to the Salmon River by remedying violations of the 
wastewater rules, resolving inadequate treatment, replacing unreliable equipment, upgrading the 
insufficient drain field, and correcting other deficiencies of the current system. 

ELK BEND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 

The Elk Bend package wastewater treatment plant is in very poor condition.  Rust is prevalent, 
roof trusses are degraded, roof sheeting is rusted and pieces are missing, the comminutors have 
been removed, and a significant amount of scum buildup is evident in the steel tanks.  Aerator 
blowers and motors are reaching the end of their expected life cycle with only one currently 
functional.  Air piping above the water surface shows significant signs of corrosion.  The Return 
Activated Sludge (RAS) system does not operate optimally and only returns a portion of the 
settled solids from the clarifiers to the aeration basin.  The scum collection and return system is 
inoperable.  The operator reports that once or twice per year, he pumps down the clarifier basin 
to remove the remaining settle sludge and scum into the overflow basin, applies chlorine and 
lime, and allows the sludge to dry then shovels it out and hauls to the landfill.  The sludge 
disposal method does not meet the EPA 503 regulations for disposal of bio solids.   
 
Treatment capability and performance of the treatment plant is very poor.  Proper wastewater 
treatment is not occurring at the plant.  A temporary 1,000 gallon septic tank with a filter at the 
effluent end of the plant was installed in 2007.  The septic tank has significant buildup of scum 
since installation.  The drain field failed and was recently replaced which has also failed, as 
indicated by ponding of wastewater on the ground surface, and needs to be addressed.  Estimated 
influent for the Elk Bend treatment plant is 16,300 average gpd, with approximately 10,000 
average gpd during winter months.  This equates to approximately 133 gallons per person per 
day (gpcd).  These estimates are based on records for pump run times; actual flow estimates were 
not measured.  Improvements will need to add capacity that will meet projected population 
increases. 

STEELHEAD BEND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 

The Steelhead Bend treatment plant has not experienced the same problems with the drain field 
as the Elk Bend plant.  The plant is in slightly better condition than the Elk Bend treatment plant.  
The roofing appears to be in decent condition, and corrosion of piping and rust on metal surfaces 
inside the tank is prevalent.  The comminutor has been removed.  The Return Activated Sludge 
(RAS) system does not function fully as with the Elk Bend plant.  The operator performs the 
same pumping of the clarifier tank into the overflow basin, application of lime and chlorine, and 
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removal of solids to the landfill after drying as at the Elk Bend plant.  Again, it should be noted 
that this method of bio solids disposal does not comply with EPA 503 regulations.  As with the 
Elk Bend plant the treatment performance is unknown.  Estimated influent for the Steelhead 
Bend treatment plant is 5,200 average gpd, with approximately 3,300 average gpd during winter 
months.  This equates to approximately 125 gpcd. 

LIFT STATIONS 

The lift stations were originally installed with heavy duty duplex submersible pumps that have 
been replaced with lighter duty single submersible pumps.  The original effluent piping has been 
bypassed with flexible piping that extends out of the top of the wet well to the dry pit and 
connects after the control valves.  Insulated plywood covers are onsite to cover the wet and dry 
pits do help avoid freezing in the winter months.  The modifications which have been made to 
the lift stations did not receive design approval from IDEQ and violate the wastewater rules. 
 
Each lift station is fenced with chain link fencing with a steel framed open sided awning shelter. 
The open shelters and plywood covers leave the lift station susceptible to freezing. The lift 
stations structural components show signs of deterioration and/or failure from exterior ground 
pressures and are in need of repair.  The original piping needs to be replaced so that the lift 
station will operate as designed, as the piping and valves are currently being bypassed.  Electrical 
control components are in need of replacement as they are showing signs of degradation. 
 
The three lift stations in use by the Elk Bend Sewer District are in disrepair and do not meet the 
reliability and operational integrity needed.  Lift stations should be rehabilitated to accommodate 
the build-out pumping requirements, satisfy IDEQ requirements for lift station construction, and 
provide for better serviceability.   

2.2 NEED FOR ACTION 

The Elk Bend Sewer District entered a consent agreement with the Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality in 2008. This agreement came about as a result of issues at the District 
with wastewater ponding on the ground surface at the Elk Bend treatment facility. The Consent 
Order requires the District to complete this wastewater facilities planning study and to bring the 
system into compliance with wastewater disposal regulations of the State of Idaho. Failure to 
comply with the Consent Agreement could subject the District to fines and future compliance 
action by IDEQ.  
 
It is necessary for the Elk Bend Sewer District to take action by implementing wastewater 
treatment and disposal system improvements to bring the wastewater treatment system into 
compliance State regulations and to comply with the Consent Order.  The actions recommended 
by this study will enable the District wastewater system to improve the wastewater collection, 
treatment and disposal systems to comply with the current and anticipated regulations, protect 
the public health, and reduce physical and environmental impacts from the wastewater system. 
Without such action the District wastewater system will continue to violate federal and state 
regulations designed and intended to protect the people of Elk Bend and the Salmon River, an 
important natural resource for the nation, the state, and the community.  
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 Proposed Action & Alternatives Chapter 3

3.1 WASTEWATER DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES 

Wastewater disposal alternatives as developed in the 2012 Wastewater Facilities Planning Study 
were compared on the basis of five primary considerations:  operator attention requirements, land 
requirements, general aesthetics, treatment requirements, and feasibility.  The current wastewater 
operation is considered the baseline for each category.  Operator attention refers to the additional 
operator time required for operation and maintenance of each alternative.  Land requirement 
ranks the alternatives based on the quantity of land required for each alternative.  General 
aesthetics refers to the general expected acceptability of each alternative based on appearance 
and impact to the community.  Treatment requirements rank the alternatives based on how 
stringent current and anticipated treatment requirements for each alternative are.  Feasibility 
considers both foreseeable logistic challenges and cost.  A comparison table of the discharge 
alternatives is shown in Table 3 below.   

TABLE 3 – WASTEWATER DISCHARGE ALTERNATIVE SCREENING 

  Parameter La
rg
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r 

dr
ai

n 
fie

ld
s 

1 Operator Attention 3 1 1 2 3 
2 Land Requirements 2 3 1 2 1 
3 General Aesthetics 3 1 1 1 2 
4 Treatment Requirements 3 1 2 2 3 

5 Feasibility 2 1 1 2 2 

Total 13 7 6 9 11 
1- Least Favorable  2- Moderately Favorable  3- Most Favorable 

NO ACTION 

A No Action alternative would leave the system in violation of State and Federal 
regulations and continue to be out of compliance of the consent order issued by IDEQ. 

LARGE SOIL ABSORPTION SYSTEMS 

As the currently utilized method of wastewater disposal, this alternative does not increase 
the amount of operator attention. To comply with state regulations governing large soil 
absorption systems additional area is needed for drain fields. 
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Large soil absorption systems emerged from the alternative screening as the preferred 
alternative with the most favorable ranking from the evaluation shown in Table 3.  

SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE 

Surface water discharge would require additional operator attention in collection of 
samples and reporting to EPA to comply with the NPDES program requirements.  This 
alternative was ranked poorly in part due to the uncertainty and anticipated difficulty of 
obtaining a NPDES permit for discharge from EPA. 

LAND APPLICATION 

A land application alternative would require a significant increase in operator attention to 
manage the irrigation system.  Land requirements would be increased approximately 11 
acres, which is in an area that is very limited for land availability.  Land application was 
rated poorly due to the significant challenge of locating a feasible application site of 
adequate size and the effort of implementation and continued operation of an irrigation 
system.    

INFILTRATION BASINS 

Rapid infiltration basins ranked moderately, but were ultimately less preferred due to 
uncertainties such as locating a site at a suitable distance from the river and in suitable 
soils. 

STEP SYSTEMS 

STEP systems would act as a set of community septic systems.  Utilizing septic tank 
treatment alone would not provide any opportunity for reducing the required drain field 
area from the base regulations. This means that a significant area would be required for 
active drain fields and designated replacement drain fields. This would total 
approximately 100,000 square feet, or a total of about 20 lots of typical size. The disposal 
drain fields would have to be located more than 200 feet from the river, which 
significantly reduces the eligible locations. Potential negative environmental impacts 
could result from the use of septic tanks alone for treatment.  Such as multiple points of 
sewage treatment and disposal in an area that is in very close proximity to the Salmon 
River.  Should one homeowner not properly install/maintain their septic system the 
effects may be potentially hazardous to the area. 

3.2 WASTEWATER TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Following the selection of the discharge alternative, treatment alternatives were developed and 
analyzed in the 2012 Wastewater Facility Planning Study. After the approval of the study, 
additional discussion with the members of the Elk Bend Sewer District Board and Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality led to a few minor adjustments to the recommended 
improvement plan and the preparation of Addendum No. 1 to the WWFPS in June of 2015. The 
Addendum removed the alternative component for combining the wastewater flows by way of a 
gravity sewer line from Elk Bend to Steelhead Bend and combining the wastewater treatment 
and disposal systems at Steelhead Bend. This alternative was eliminated as it was determined 
that the cost of installing the gravity line (estimated to be $485,000) would be prohibitive. Since 
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the treatment plant at Steelhead Bend does not currently have the same level of non-compliance 
as the Elk Bend facility. IDEQ was in agreement with an approach of addressing the Elk Bend 
treatment plant and, if budget allows, doing some upgrades at the Steelhead Bend plant.  

 
The Steelhead Bend package treatment plant was originally sized to treat 15,000 gallons per day 
and the Elk Bend plant was sized for 22,000 gallons per day. Comparing to average and peak 
flow projections, the Steelhead Bend treatment plant is sized adequately for the projected flows. 
The Elk Bend treatment plant currently has estimated flows exceeding the treatment and 
discharge capacity of the plant during peak periods.  
 
The condition of the current wastewater treatment package plants is such that the plants need 
equipment repair or replacement. The wastewater treatment plants are not providing the level of 
treatment for which they were designed or which is needed for safe disposal of wastewater.  
 
Treatment Alternatives evaluated include:  

NO ACTION 

This alternative would do nothing to resolve the problem of wastewater ponding at the 
surface, lack of drain field capacity, and lack of capacity for proper management through 
rotation.  With no improvements made to the system the District will continue to be in 
violation of the Clean Water Act, Idaho Code, the Consent Agreement, and will continue 
to produce hazards to the environment and the health and safety of the community. 

REHAB PACKAGE PLANTS 

This alternative would involve full rehabilitation of the Elk Bend treatment facility and 
some structural, mechanical and electrical improvements to the Steelhead Bend treatment 
facility. Each of the lift stations would be rehabilitated and the LSAS systems replaced or 
expanded to accommodate future projected flows.  
 
The replacement of the needed mechanical, electrical, and structural components will be 
very expensive.  Also, the operation and maintenance will continue to be higher than 
other alternatives and will continue to require a large amount of the operator’s time and 
attention to the system.  This option does not extend the life of the system as well as 
anticipated for the associated cost. 
 
The extent of repairs and replacement needed is fairly extensive and may not be less than 
the cost of total system replacement. The cost of this alternative for full rehabilitation of 
the Elk Bend plant and limited rehabilitation of the Steelhead Bend treatment plant, 
rehabilitation of the lift stations, and replacement/enlargement of the large soil absorption 
systems at both Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend was estimated to be $1,138,000.  

SEQUENCING BATCH REACTOR (SBR) 

This alternative would introduce Sequencing Batch Reactor treatment technology to the 
system. The process utilizes batch reactors in an activated sludge process. This treatment 
process is compact with a small footprint, produces high quality effluent, requires a high 
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degree of automation and operator attention, and would be susceptible to violations if 
automatedequipment fails. The SBR treatment plant would be initially more expensive 
than other options, but would provide the best treatment control out of all of the 
alternatives.  
 
The construction of an SBR treatment facility at Elk Bend, limited rehabilitation of the 
Steelhead Bend treatment plant, rehabilitation of the lift stations, and replacement of the 
Elk Bend Large Soil Absorption System was estimated to cost $1,393,000, making this 
the highest cost alternative considered.  

RECIRCULATING GRAVEL FILTER (RGF) 

Recirculating media filters are relatively simple wastewater treatment technology with 
little mechanical equipment and low operation requirements. The system includes 
pretreatment using septic tanks for settling, a recirculation/dosing tank, pumps and 
controls, a filter bed with an underdrain system, and return piping. The system doses 
wastewater onto sand, gravel, or other media and percolates through the media where it is 
treated through biological means in a fixed film bioreactor process. The proposed system 
would use gravel media and would discharge to a large soil absorption system. 
 
This alternative has less initial cost than other alternatives with less mechanical and 
operator time requirements.  This alternative will provide very good treatment control 
options compared to the other alternatives.  
 
The estimated cost of an RGF treatment plant at Elk Bend, limited rehabilitation of the 
Steelhead Bend treatment plant, replacement of the LSAS at Elk Bend, and rehabilitation 
of the lift stations was $1,250,000.  
 

COST COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Comparing the cost of the alternatives reveals that rehabilitation is the least cost 
alternative, with RGF as the second least cost and SBR as the highest cost alternative. 
The Rehabilitation alternative would entail rehabilitating equipment in the treatment 
plants that is approximately 40 years old. It is anticipated that the rehabilitated 
components of this plant would require additional maintenance in the short term, as was 
revealed through a short lived assets assessment of the life cycle cost analysis presented 
in Addendum No. 1 to the WWFPS. Total annual costs for each of the alternatives is 
summarized below: 
 

 No Action $239,950 
 Rehabilitation $115,816 
 SBR $131,541 
 RGF $102,961 

 
When considered on the basis of life cycle costs, the least cost alternative is the 
Recirculating Gravel Filter alternative. The major difference found through the life cycle 
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cost analysis is the short lived asset replacement cost associated with the rehabilitation 
alternative, being much higher than that of the SBR or RGF alternatives. This results in 
the least cost alternative for total life cycle cost being the Recirculating Gravel Filter 
alternative. This is the recommended improvement alternative as presented in Addendum 
No. 1 to the WWFPS.   
 

 illustrates the comparison of the considered treatment alternatives. 

TABLE 4 – TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE SCREENING 
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1 Capital Cost 5 5 25 3 15 2 10 4 20 
2 O & M Cost 4 5 20 3 12 2 8 4 16 
3 Operator Attention 4 1 4 2 8 3 12 5 20 
4 Footprint 4 5 20 5 20 4 16 3 12 
5 Treatment Level 3 1 3 2 6 5 15 4 12 
6 Expandability 2 1 2 1 2 5 10 4 8 
7 Process Complexity 3 3 9 3 9 2 6 5 15 
8 Reliability 3 1 3 2 6 5 15 4 12 

9 General Appearance 2 1 2 2 4 3 6 4 8 

Total     88   82   98   123 

 1- Least Favorable   5 - Most Favorable               
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ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES 

TABLE 5 – ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING OF DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental 
Criteria 

Alternative No. 
1 No Action 

Alternative No. 2 
Large Soil 
Absorption 
System 

Alternative No. 3 
Surface Water 
Discharge 

Alternative No. 4 
Land Application 

Alternative No. 
5 Rapid 

Infiltration 

Alternative No. 
6 STEP system 
& Cluster Drain 

Fields 

Climate and 
Physical Aspects 
(Topography, 
Geology, and 
Soils) 

Short and Long 
Term Adverse 
Impacts Due to 
Surface Ponding 

Requires 
Excavation, 

Moderate Long 
Term Impacts to 
Soils at Drain 

Field 

Requires 
Excavation, 
Minimal Long 
Term Impacts 

Requires 
Excavation, 

Moderate Long 
Term Impacts to 
Soils at Land 

Application Site 

Requires 
Excavation, 
Long Term 

Impacts to Soils 
at Basin 

Requires 
Excavation, 
Minimal Long 
Term Impacts 

Population, 
Economic, and 
Social Profile 

Limit the Ability 
to Provide for 

Future 
Connections 

Increased User 
Rates 

Increased User 
Rates 

Increased User 
Rates 

Increased User 
Rates 

Increased User 
Rates 

Land Use  No Impact 
Utilize Small 

Amount of Open 
Space 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Utilize Large 
Amount of Open 

Space for 
Discharge Area 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Floodplain 
Development 

No Impact  No Impact  No Impact  No Impact  No Impact  No Impact 

Wetlands and 
Water Quality 

Long Term 
Adverse Impacts 
due to Sewage 

Ponding 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Possible Adverse 
Impacts 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

Long Term 
Adverse Impacts 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Possible Adverse 
Impacts 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Cultural Resources  No Impact 

Potential for 
Short Term 

Impact During 
Construction 

Potential for Short 
Term Impact 

During 
Construction 

Potential for Short 
Term Impact 

During 
Construction 

Potential for 
Short Term 

Impact During 
Construction 

Potential for 
Short Term 

Impact During 
Construction 

Flora and Fauna 
Long Term 

Adverse Impacts 
Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Possible Adverse 
Impacts 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Positive Long 
Term Impact 

Recreation and 
Open Space 

No Impact 
Utilize Small 

Amount of Open 
Space 

No Adverse 
Impact 

Uses Large 
Amount of Open 

Space for 
Discharge Area 

No Adverse 
Impact 

No Adverse 
Impact 

Agricultural Lands  No Impact 
No Adverse 
Impact 

No Adverse 
Impact 

Uses Large 
Amount of Open 

Space for 
Discharge Area 

No Adverse 
Impact 

No Adverse 
Impact 

Air Quality 

Long Term 
Adverse Impacts 
due to Sewage 

Ponding 

No Adverse 
Impact 

No Adverse 
Impact 

No Adverse Impact 
No Adverse 
Impact 

No Adverse 
Impact 

Energy 
No Change in 
Energy Usage 

No Increase in 
Power Usage 

Slight Increase in 
Power 

Consumption 

Slight Increase in 
Power 

Consumption 

No Increase in 
Power Usage 

No Increase in 
Power Usage 

Public Health 
Public Health 
Risk with 

Sewage Ponding 

No Adverse 
Impact 

Potential Public 
Health Risk, 
Requires 

Compliance with 
EPA Discharge 

Permit 

Potential Public 
Health Risk, 
Requires 

Compliance with 
Land Application 

Regulations 

No Adverse 
Impact 

No Adverse 
Impact 
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TABLE 6 – ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING OF TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental 
Criteria 

Alternative No. 1 
No Action 

Alternative No. 2 
Rehab Package 

Plants 

Alternative No. 3 
Sequencing Batch 
Reactor (SBR) 

Alternative No. 4 
Recirculating Gravel 

Filter (RGF) 

Climate and Physical 
Aspects 
(Topography, 
Geology, and Soils) 

Wastewater 
Ponding at 
surface will 
remain 

Shallow Excavation 
Around Existing 
Structures, No 

Long Term Impacts 

Excavation for new 
treatment plant, 

Minimal Long Term 
Impacts 

Excavation for new 
treatment system, 
Minimal Long Term 

Impacts 

Population, 
Economic, and Social 
Profile 

Limits the ability 
to provide for 

future 
connections 

Limits the ability to 
provide for future 

connections; 
Increased User 

Rates 

Increased User 
Rates 

Increased User Rates 

Land Use  No Impact  No Impact 
No Long Term 

Impact 
No Long Term 

Impact 

Floodplain 
Development 

No Change  No Change  No Change  No Change 

Wetlands and Water 
Quality 

Long Term 
Adverse Impacts 

Likely 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Wild and Scenic 
Rivers 

Long Term 
Adverse Impacts 

Likely 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Cultural Resources  No Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact 

Flora and Fauna 
Long Term 

Adverse Impacts 
Likely 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Positive Long Term 
Impact 

Recreation and Open 
Space 

No Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact 

Agricultural Lands  No Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact 

Air Quality 

Odors from 
wastewater 
ponding to 
continue 

No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact 

Energy  No Change  No Change  No Change 
Less Energy 
Consumption 

Public Health 
Potential Public 
Health Risk 

No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact  No Adverse Impact 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 

As can be seen in  Table 4, the highest ranking alternative from this evaluation is the 
Recirculating Gravel Filter alternative. This is also the least capital cost alternative with an 
estimated total cost of $1,250,000. This alternative includes rehabilitating Elk Bend Lift 
Station #2 and the Steelhead Bend Lift Station, constructing a Recirculating Gravel Filter 
treatment facility at Elk Bend, and expanding the LSAS system at Steelhead Bend. It is 
estimated that this system may require additional funding for operation and maintenance 
of approximately $10,000 per year. This would provide for equipment maintenance for the 
pumps and electrical equipment. It is recommended that the Elk Bend Sewer District 
pursue the implementation of this alternative and complete the improvements included.  

3.3 PROPOSED PROJECTS 

The recommended improvements include the rehabilitation of Elk Bend Lift Station #2 at Elk Horn 
Drive and the Steelhead Bend Lift Station, rehab of the Steelhead Bend treatment plant, installation 
of a Recirculating Gravel Filter system, pressure sewer line, and new Large Soil Absorption 
System at Elk Bend for wastewater discharge.  These improvements will provide positive effects, 
such as reducing the likelihood of wastewater release, for the sewer district.   
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The lift station rehabilitation includes removal of worn equipment and piping, rehabilitating the 
wet well, installing new pumps and piping, new electrical and control equipment, and weather 
protection.  The RGF system should be sized for the treatment of 26,000 gallons per day average 
and 40,000 gallons per day peak.  Elk Bend annual average flows are estimated to increase from 
16,000 gpd currently to 20,000 gpd in 20 years and 24,000 gpd in 40 years.  Steelhead Bend 
annual averages flows are estimated to increase from 5,000 gpd currently to 6,000gpd in 20 years 
and 7,500 gpd in 40 years.   
 
Estimated project costs are summarized below. It should be noted that the estimated cost 
provided here are planning level cost estimates and were prepared as part of the 2012 
Wastewater Facilities Planning Study, with no inflation adjustment. 
 

 Pressure Sewer Line $116,500 
 Steelhead Bend Plant Rehabilitation $  36,500 
 Recirculating Gravel Filter Treatment Plant $436,500 
 Lift Station Rehabilitation $224,000 
 LSAS $136,500 

  Total $1,250,000 
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 Affected Environment Chapter 4

4.1 PROJECT PLANNING AREA 

The Elk Bend Sewer District serves Units #1 and #2 of Salmon River Estates.  The two units are 
referred to as Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend.  Each unit has a separate collection and treatment 
system. The project planning area included as part of this study includes Elk Bend and Steelhead 
Bend as shown in Figure 4.1.  There are approximately 100 residences in Elk Bend and 38 
residences in Steelhead Bend.  There are also a few small cabins, a 20 space RV park with 
showers and a small convenience store/restaurant.  It is estimated that about 20-30% of the 
residences are occupied throughout the year with higher seasonal occupancy.  The major features 
of the proposed project are described in Section 3.3. 
 
  



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
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4.2 PHYSICAL ASPECTS 

Elk Bend is located in the Salmon River corridor between the Cities of Challis and Salmon.  The 
elevation is 4,345 ft above sea level and the immediate area is dominated by the mountains of the 
Salmon National Forest.  The planning area lies in the Salmon River Valley with mildly sloping 
topography in the river plain and slopes increasing to 30-50% approaching the mountains in all 
directions.  The steep slopes greatly limit the area of land available for improvements to be 
placed.   
 
The proposed project area is located immediately adjacent to the steeper slopes approaching the 
mountains, presenting an increased hazard of rock fall and slope instability. For the project 
disposal areas the slope stability will be addressed during design to ensure adequate setback from 
the toe of slope to the disposal and treatment areas.  There are no other anticipated physical 
conditions, unusual or unique geological features, or hazardous areas that might affect 
construction or development. 

4.3 CLIMATE 

The climate in Elk Bend is similar to adjacent communities.  Climate data for weather stations at 
Salmon and Mackay, the closest weather monitoring stations, are found in Table 4.2 - Climate 
Date for Salmon Idaho and Table 8 – Climate Data for Mackay, Idaho. Climate data is 
summarized for each location to provide a general understanding of the prevalent climate near 
Elk Bend. Precipitation averages 9.91 inches in Salmon, ID and 7.77 inches in Mackay, ID per 
year of which about half falls during the summer months (May to August).  Annual snowfall 
averages 26.1 inches in Salmon and 19.2 inches in Mackay, ID and the average freeze-free 
season in Salmon is 117 days at 32.5˚F.  There are no known unusual or special meteorological 
constraints in the planning area that might result in an air quality problem, or that affect the 
feasibility of the proposed improvements. 

TABLE 7 – CLIMATE DATA FOR SALMON, IDAHO
2 

Month Mean Temp, ˚F 
Precipitation, 
inches 

Snowfall, 
inches 

Evaporation3,4, 
Inches 

January 21.1 0.68 7.8 0.0 

February 27.6 0.45 3.8 0.0 

March 38.7 0.53 2.0 0.0 

April 46.8 0.77 1.0 0.0 

May 54.8 1.42 0.1 6.81 

June 62.5 1.41 0.0 8.39 

July 69.5 1.02 0.0 10.23 

August 67.8 0.80 0.0 8.73 

September 58.1 0.76 0.0 6.39 

                                                 
2 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?idsalm 
3 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/htmlfiles/westevap.final.html#IDAHO - Mackay 
4 Pan evaporation measurements are not taken during the winter months, therefore “0.0” indicates that no 
measurement was taken. 
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October 46.1 0.59 0.1 0.0 

November 32.6 0.76 3.8 0.0 

December 22.2 0.72 7.5 0.0 

Annual 45.7 9.91 26.1 40.55 

TABLE 8 – CLIMATE DATA FOR MACKAY, IDAHO
5 

Month Mean Temp, ˚F 
Precipitation, 
inches 

Snowfall, 
inches 

Evaporation4,5, 
Inches 

January 18.7 0.43 5.0 0.0 

February 24.0 0.28 2.7 0.0 

March 34.8 0.31 2.0 0.0 

April 41.7 0.56 1.2 0.0 

May 50.6 1.24 0.4 6.81 

June 58..2 1.38 0.0 8.39 

July 65.4 0.7 0.0 10.23 

August 63.0 0.7 0.0 8.73 

September 54.6 0.74 0.0 6.39 

October 43.0 0.44 0.4 0.0 

November 29.1 0.5 2.5 0.0 

December 17.2 0.5 4.9 0.0 

Annual 40.2  7.77 19.2 40.55 

4.4 POPULATION 

Elk Bend contains approximately 100 residences.  There are also a few small cabins, a 20 space 
RV park with showers and a small convenience store/restaurant. It is estimated that about 20-
30% of the residences are occupied throughout the year with higher seasonal occupancy. The 
average household size in Lemhi County per the 2010 Census is 2.2 persons per household.    
The Elk Bend system is estimated to serve approximately 60-75 people year round and up to 200 
people at peak times.  
 
Steelhead Bend is located approximately 1-mile downriver of Elk Bend and contains 
approximately 38 residences, most of which are only seasonally occupied. It is estimated that 
approximately 20-26 people reside year round. The Steelhead Bend system is estimated to serve 
a peak of approximately 50 people. There are no commercial enterprises located at Steelhead 
Bend. 
 
Population estimates were established from the understanding provided from the Elk Bend Sewer 
District board and operator regarding the number of households that are full time residents and 
estimating that at the peak seasonal occupancy, 90% of households would be occupied at the 
county household average of 2.2 persons per household. This approximation was considered by 
the board and operator to be extremely conservative, and much higher than they have witnessed.  

                                                 
5 Western Regional Climate Center, http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?idmay 



Elk Bend Sewer District 
Environmental Information Document 

209003 

 

 
23  

 

Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend are anticipated to have a similar population growth as Salmon, 
Idaho over the next 20-years.  The town of Salmon has seen a growth rate of -0.98% from 2010 
to 2013.  A growth rate of 1% is utilized for the purpose of this study, which will provide 
reasonable flow estimates for system improvements. 

4.5 ECONOMICS & SOCIAL PROFILE 

The median household income of Lemhi County in 2013 is $39,762. An income survey was 
conducted for the Elk Bend Sewer District by the East-Central Idaho Planning & Development 
Association (ECIPDA) in the fall of 2013 to determine qualification for the Idaho Department of 
Commerce Block Grant program.  The survey was completed utilizing addresses produced by a 
random sequence to meet the Department of Commerce requirements for income surveys.  It is 
estimated that about 20-30% of the residences are occupied throughout the year with higher 
seasonal occupancy. Income surveys were sent to a selection of both seasonal and permanent 
residents in accordance with the random sequence developed. The survey concluded that 75.2% 
of households within the sewer district are in the low to moderate income category. The Elk 
Bend Sewer District is eligible for Idaho Department of Commerce Block Grant program. 
 
Commerce in the Elk Bend area is largely supported by tourism and agriculture.  No specific 
landowners or groups are anticipated to benefit from the proposed project any more than the 
population as a whole.  The majority of the proposed improvements will be limited to the 
existing wastewater treatment plant site and public road and utility easements and will not 
substantially change the manner in which the wastewater is collected.  Treatment modifications 
will be on the existing wastewater treatment facility site and the disposal area on properties that 
will be acquired for this use.  The facilities are not anticipated to adversely affect land values.  
 
Options to finance the project are currently being investigated further with options of funding the 
project partially or wholly through property taxes and/or partially or wholly through user rates. 
The use of property taxes to collect wastewater system revenues places the greater burden upon 
those whose property value is highest. The introduction of a direct user rate would shift some of 
that burden to those whose property is developed and who are direct users of the system.  It is 
likely that a combination of taxes and user rates funding will be utilized in order to wholly 
benefit residents by providing the capability of wastewater services to all property owners and 
charging those who are connected to the system for the use and maintenance of those services. 
The user/tax rate structure has not yet been finalized. 

4.6 LAND USE 

The Salmon River Estates development was created in the 1970's with four units ultimately 
developed, Elk Bend, Steelhead Bend, Salmon River Meadows, and Salmon River Meadows 
Annex.  The Elk Bend Sewer District provides wastewater collection and treatment services to 
Units #1 and #2 of the development known as Salmon River Estates. Lots in Units #1 and #2 
(Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend) are primarily in the range of 0.1 to 0.25 acres.  Several of the 
residential sites include multiple lots. Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend are each less than 50% 
developed. The majority of the residences are small cabins or mobile homes. 
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There is a 20 space RV park at Elk Bend with a convenience store/cafe. There is also a 
restaurant located in Elk Bend that is currently closed. It has been reported that the restaurant is 
not equipped with a grease trap. It is recommended that the sewer district adopt a policy 
requiring grease traps for all restaurant facilities and work to ensure that one is installed if the 
restaurant returns to service.  The recommended system improvements include the installation 
of a septic tank as part of the treatment process which accomplishes sand/grease separation.  
The addition of the septic tank provides minimal risk of grease discharge violations after 
construction.  The community has a small emergency response building located at Elk Bend.  
 
Development in Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend proceeds at a fairly slow pace as reported by the 
residents. A few new residences may be constructed each year, but it was reported that there has 
yet to be a booming growth period. The anticipation is that development will continue as it has 
been with a few new residences constructed each year, with many utilizing two or three of the 
small lots. In recent years there have been several residents leave the area for various reasons. 
As a result, very low growth is expected at Elk Bend for the foreseeable future.  The location of 
the wastewater treatment plant is compatible with the local land use plans for the area, and the 
improvements will not adversely impact inhabited areas.  The improvements will consist largely 
within areas already improved and will minimally effect agricultural lands, and is not 
anticipated to contribute to any changes in land use in association with recreation, mining, or 
other large industrial or energy development. 

4.7 PUBLIC HEALTH 

The Department of Environmental Quality conducted a site investigation at the Elk Bend Sewer 
District on August 31, 2007 in response to a citizen complaint of raw sewage on the ground.  
EIPHD and IDEQ subsequently conducted a site visit on October 10, 2007 in which the 
following determinations were made: 
 

o The wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) was not operating as designed 
o The WWTP was consistently bypassed 
o No monitoring was being performed 
o The WWTP was not in good repair 
o The operator was not currently licensed in accordance to State of Idaho requirements 

 
The Department of Environmental Quality issued a Notice of Violation to the Elk Bend Sewer 
District on March 7, 2008.  The Notice of Violation included a civil penalty. The Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality held a compliance conference with representatives of the 
Elk Bend Sewer District on April 30, 2008.  EBSD and the Idaho Department of Environmental 
Quality entered into a Consent Order effective June 2, 20086.   
 
The Elk Bend Sewer District implemented a drain field rehabilitation project in 2008. According 
to documents submitted by the District to IDEQ in 2008, the existing drain field was removed, 
the soil excavated, stockpiled, and treated with lime. New fill was placed including a layered 
system of 2” drain rock, sewer sand, and 3/8-inch pea gravel with a geotextile and soil cap. The 
intended purpose of the temporary drain field was to improve disposal operation during the 

                                                 
6 EBSD - IDEQ Consent Order 
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evaluation of the system and development and implementation of an acceptable treatment and 
disposal system. In August and September of 2010 IDEQ observed raw sewage ponding on the 
surface at the Elk Bend LSAS, indicating that the drain field rehabilitation has failed. 
 
The assessment of the Elk Bend Sewer District wastewater collection and treatment systems, the 
recommendations, and capital improvements plan presented in this Wastewater Facilities 
Planning Study are intended to address some items outlined in the consent order.  The 
implementation of a plan of action to alleviate the public health and environmental concerns 
related to the disposal of wastewater at Elk Bend is of high importance to the Eastern Idaho 
Public Health District, Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, the Elk Bend Sewer District 
and others. 

4.8 SURFACE & GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 

Elk Bend and the planning area lie within the Middle-Salmon-Panther IDWR planning basin.  
This basin is administered by the Idaho Department of Water Resources Eastern Region office in 
Idaho Falls, ID.  The area does not contain a sole source aquifer as shown in Figure 4.3 – Aquifer 
Map.  Surface water in the planning area is found in the Salmon River and Warm Springs Creek.  
Surface waters near but not within the planning area include Iron Creek, Deer Creek and other 
small tributary streams to the Salmon River.   
 
The Salmon River originates to the southwest in the Sawtooth and Salmon River Mountains and 
the Sawtooth Valley and flows north through Elk Bend.  The Salmon River is a Federal protected 
wild and scenic river downstream of the City of Salmon.  The River is an important resource for 
the community in supporting sportsmen and recreation.  The tourism generated by the River is a 
vital component of the local economy.    
 
Designated beneficial uses for the Salmon River in the planning area include domestic water 
supply, agricultural water supply, cold water biota, salmonid spawning, and primary contact 
recreation.  The main stem of the Salmon River is considered a migration corridor and essential 
fish habitat for sockeye and chinook salmon and steelhead trout.  
 
The Salmon River is a 303(d) listed water but does not currently have a Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) for the portion within the planning area.  More information regarding TMDLs and 
their significance to surface waters can be found at DEQ’s website7.   

4.9 WATER QUALITY 

Surface water bodies within the planning area are listed in the previous section.  The Salmon 
River is a 303(d) listed water but does not currently have a TMDL for the portion within the 
planning area.  Upstream and downstream segments of the Salmon River and tributaries within 
the sub basin are listed for sediment, pH, metals, DO, and nutrients.  TMDL status is not 
anticipated to be updated within the next several years for the portion of the Salmon River within 
the planning area8. 
 
                                                 
7 http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water/data_reports/surface_water/tmdls/overview.cfm 
8 Troy Saffle, IDEQ Idaho Falls Regional Office  
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The proposed project will improve the quality of the effluent wastewater.  This will result in a 
positive effect on the water quality in the river.   

4.10 FLOODPLAINS 

The majority of the planning area lies within the 100 year floodplain as identified by the Federal 
Emergency Management Administration.  The low lying area along the Salmon River is 
categorized as flood zone A.  A Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the Elk Bend area is 
shown in Figure 4.2 – Floodplain Map. The proposed project area is immediately adjacent to, 
and in some locations within, floodplain areas.   
 
The Idaho Department of Water Resources was consulted and provided a response indicating 
that the proposed project would require a floodplain development permit from Lemhi County. 
This permit will have conditions that must be met during the design and construction of the 
proposed project to mitigate impacts to the floodplain and to the wastewater system from a 
potential flood event. All structures must be elevated above the base flood elevation (i.e. lift 
stations, treatment basins). The LSAS is proposed to be located outside of the defined floodplain.  

4.11 WETLANDS 

The Salmon River canyon is narrow and dominated by the river and former river channel areas. 
Many springs are found in the area which produces localized wetland areas.  The Army Corps of 
Engineers issued a Jurisdictional Determination on May 22, 2014 indicating that the proposed 
project contains no waters of the United States, including wetlands and does not require any 
further action to comply with section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Refer to correspondence in 
Appendix G. 

4.12 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

The Salmon River has a 125 mile segment of the main stem from North Fork to Long Tom Bar 
that is designated as a wild and scenic river (79 miles designated as wild and 46 miles as 
recreational).  This portion of the river begins approximately 45 miles downstream of Elk Bend.  
There are no wild and scenic rivers within the planning area, refer to Figure 4.5 – Wild & Scenic 
River Watersheds & Project Area. 

4.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The Elk Bend area is part of the cultural and historic lands of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.  
The rich Native American heritage of the region is an important part of the historic and cultural 
identity of the area. There are a number of mining claims in the surrounding hills, some of which 
may be of historic value.  
 
There are no historic places listed on the National Register of Historic Places in the planning 
area.  The Idaho State Historical Society has been contacted and they recommended an 
archeological survey be completed.  A Cultural Resource Inventory was completed by the Utah 
State University Archeological Services in November 2013, which can be found in Appendix G.  
The results of the survey concluded that no known significant cultural resources will be impacted 
by the proposed project. The Shoshone Paiute Tribe has also been contacted in an effort to 
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identify any possible historic or religious properties with no results of known cultural resources 
to be impacted by the proposed project.  Copies of Tribal consultation requests/responses can be 
found in Appendix G. 
 
If archeological artifacts (such as beads, arrow heads, pottery, fabric, grave goods, glass, metal 
fragments, or other human-made objects that appear to predate 1960) or human remains (such as 
bones, bone fragments, or teeth) are inadvertently discovered during construction, ground 
disturbing activities shall cease and the State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the 
Shoshone-Bannock and Shoshone-Paiute Tribes shall be notified.  Mitigation measures will be 
implemented as directed by SHPO and the Tribes, and work will not resume at the discovery site 
without their consent. 
 
It is recommended that the following be part of any construction specifications for site 
improvements: 

A. The Contractor's attention is directed to the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
(16 U.S.C. 470) and 36 CFR 800 which provides for the preservation of potential 
historical architectural, archaeological, or cultural resources (hereinafter called cultural 
resources.). 

B. The Contractor shall conform to the applicable requirements of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 as it relates to the preservation of cultural resources. 

C. In the event potential cultural resources are discovered during subsurface excavations at 
the site of construction, the following procedures shall be instituted: 
1. The Engineer or Construction Manager will issue a Field Order directing the 

Contractor to cease all construction operations at the location of such potential 
cultural resources find. 

2. Such Field Order shall be effective until such time as a qualified archeologist can be 
called to assess the value of these potential cultural resources and make 
recommendations to the State Historical and Preservation Office. Any Field Order 
shall contain the following: 

a. A clear description of the work to be suspended; 
b. Any suggestions to the Contractor as to minimization of his costs; 
c. Estimated duration of the temporary suspension. 

D. If the archaeologist determines that the potential find is a bona fide cultural resource, at 
the direction of the Idaho State Historical Society, the Contractor shall suspend work at 
the location of the find under the provisions for changes contained in Articles 10, 11, and 
12 of the General Conditions. 

E. Equitable adjustment of the construction contract time shall be made in the following 
manner: If the work temporarily suspended is on the “critical path”, the total number of 
days for which the suspension is in effect shall be added to the number of allowable 
contract days. 

F. The Contractor should be made aware that any archaeological material discovered on 
private land belongs to the landowner and it is against the law to collect archaeological 
resources without the private landowners consent.  It is against Federal Law to collect 
any cultural resources on lands managed by the Federal Government.  



Elk Bend Sewer District 
Environmental Information Document 

209003 

 

 
28  

 

G. If human remains are discovered the construction manager should be contacted 
immediately and construction should cease in the immediate vicinity. The construction 
manager should notify local law enforcement and the Idaho SHPO immediately.  

4.14 FLORA & FAUNA 

The Salmon River basin supports a wide diversity of animal and plant life. The river is a highly 
sought fishery which draws sportsmen for salmon and steelhead fishing. The mountains 
surrounding the Salmon River canyon are home to many species of large game including elk, 
deer, and bighorn sheep.  
 
Animals whose range extends into the study area that are included on the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service Threatened and Endangered Species list include the Canada Lynx (Lynx Canadensis) and 
Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluenius) as threatened/designated critical habitat species. The 
Whitebark Pine (Pinus albicaulis) is also listed as a candidate plant species9. The main stem of 
the Salmon River is designated critical habitat for Snake River Basin Steelhead (Oncorhynchus 
mykiss) and Snake River spring/summer Chinook Salmon (Ohcorhynchus tshawytscha), with 
designated critical habitat for Chinook salmon extending 300 feet from either edge of the stream.  
 
The Elk Bend Sewer District wastewater improvement project is located within Essential Fish 
Habitat (EFH) for steelhead trout, chinook salmon, and sockeye salmon. The National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a letter on November 24, 2015 titled “Endangered Species Act 
Section 7(a)(2) Concurrence Letter and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response for the Elk Bend Water & Sewer District 
Wastewater Improvement Project; Salmon River-Rattlesnake Creek (171602030301), Lemhi 
County, Idaho (One Project).” The letter is addressed to Bryan Riedorczyk, USEPA Region 10 
and Mike May, Idaho DEQ and includes concurrence with the request that the Elk Bend Sewer 
District Wastewater Improvement Project “is not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) species listed 
as threatened or endangered or critical habitats designated under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA).  
 
The NMFS letter also outlined the following notable project design criteria (PDC) to be 
incorporated into the proposed project to minimize and avoid the risk of adverse effects: 

1. Prior to beginning work, project sites are to be surveyed for noxious weeks and 
appropriate measures taken to either avoid or treat infestations. 

2. Construction activities within 75 feet of stream channels or standing water, or where 
water may concentrate during snowmelt, standard sediment and pollution prevention and 
retention practices will be utilized (e.g. silt fence, wattles) and appropriately maintained. 

3. Fuel storage is to be within staging areas and refueling will not occur within 150 feet of 
streams.  

4. Washing of tools and equipment will occur only within staging areas, or other areas 
approved by IDEQ, where there is no potential for rinsate to reach surface waters. 

5. A spill prevention and control countermeasures plan will be prepared by the contractor 
and approved by IDEQ prior to project initiation. 

6. No construction will occur within wetland or riparian conditions. 

                                                 
9 US Fish and Wildlife Service, Idaho Threatened and Endangered Species List 
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7. Staging areas are to be located outside of resource conservation areas (RCSs), in areas 
requiring the least amount of soil disturbance, and outside topographic low areas. 

8. Staging areas at the lift stations must be slanted away from the river. 
9. Equipment is to be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior to arriving 

on  site and cleaned again prior to leaving.  
10. Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation to be removed to an appropriate 

disposal site. 
11. Protect RCA vegetation to the extent possible and rehabilitate disturbed areas promptly. 
12. No trees will be removed. 
13. Sewage shall be successfully delivered to established treatment areas and properly treated 

throughout construction. 
14. Groundwater quality monitoring requirements of the LSAS permit are to be maintained 

throughout the life expectancy of the project. 
15. Measures shall be taken to prevent green concrete from entering any body of water. 
16. Vibratory compaction may be used, but vibratory or impact hammers may not be used. 
17. Surplus excavated material to be removed from site. 

 
These project design criteria have been included in the list of mitigation measures to be included 
in the proposed project.  
 
The Idaho Department of Fish and Game have provided comment of concern with potential 
effects associated with a bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nest located within the project 
vicinity with the recommendation that ground disturbing activity be accomplished between 
August 15 and January 15.  The bald eagle was delisted in 2007 due to recovery and is now in 
post-delisting monitoring. 
 
The state of Idaho is continually working to control invasive species and noxious weeds.  
Invasive species are harmful, non-native plants, animals, and pathogens that damage our 
economy and environment.  Invasive species include those species purposefully or inadvertently 
brought here and which exhibit “invasive” characteristics, for a current list of invasive species 
refer to the State of Idaho Agriculture website: 
http://www.agri.idaho.gov/Categories/Environment/InvasiveSpeciesCouncil/InvSppList.php.  
 
Idaho has identified 65 different species of weeds which are designated noxious by state law.  
These weeds are designated into three levels of concern.  The spread of these weeds and the 
damage they do to Idaho agriculture can be lessened through proper identification and handling, 
for a current list of noxious weeds refer to the State of Idaho Agriculture website: 
http://www.agri.idaho.gov/Categories/PlantsInsects/NoxiousWeeds/watchlist.php.  

4.15 RECREATION AND OPEN SPACES 

The Elk Bend District is surrounded by areas of open space that are used for farming and 
recreation.  The City is nestled in a mountain river valley with mountains on every side and the 
Lemhi and Salmon Rivers providing numerous recreational opportunities including: fishing, 
hunting, hiking, mountain biking, whitewater rafting, kayaking, skiing, etc.  The proposed 
project will not modify any recreational open space or parks.  The proposed projects do not 
include any aspects which can reasonably be combined with recreational uses.   
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4.16 AGRICULTURAL LANDS 

The National Resources Conservation Service Soil Resource Report was generated on January 
20, 2015 from the Web Soil Survey service (websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov). This report 
indicates that the proposed project planning area of the Elk Bend Sewer District has 
approximately 38% prime farmland if irrigated.  The area that is identified as prime farmland if 
irrigated is not currently being used as farmland, and is zoned as residential. The remainder of 
the PPPA is not prime farmland. 
 

TABLE 9 – SOILS REPORT TABLE 

Soil Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI Farmland 
Bock-Bromaglin 

Complex, 1-4 Percent 
Slopes 

185.1 37.8 
Prime Farmland if 

Irrigated 

Calcids-Rubble land-
Rock outcrop 

complex, 50-80 
percent slopes 

47.4 9.7 Not Prime Farmland 

Copperbasin, cool-
Redfish complex, 1-4 

percent slopes 
18.1 3.7 Not Prime Farmland 

Dawtonia-Custco 
association, 20-50 

percent slopes 
102.2 20.9 Not Prime Farmland 

Millhi silt loam, 2-4 
percent slopes 

20.1 4.1 Not Prime Farmland 

Zer gravelly loam, 20-
50 percent slopes 

114.2 23.3 Not Prime Farmland 

Water 2.3 0.5 Not Prime Farmland 
 
Refer to Figure 4.6 – Prime Farmland/Not Prime Farmland for the layout of farmland within the 
proposed project planning area. 

4.17 AIR QUALITY AND NOISE 

The air quality and noise levels in the planning area are consistent with other rural communities 
in the area.  There is little industry in the area, none of which contributes to poor air quality or 
noise conditions.  The wastewater treatment facility has the potential to produce foul odors.  
Noise attributed to this facility is minimal and unrecognizable outside of the treatment facility.  
Dust control will be implemented during construction if necessary to maintain acceptable air 
quality.   
 
The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality advised that control of fugitive dust be 
performed during all phases of the project as required under Idaho Law.  This can be 
accomplished by covering loads, excavations and piles of excavated material, or the application 
of dust suppressants, such as water, in quantities sufficient to prevent dirt and dust becoming 
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airborne.  Additionally, construction debris and other wastes are strictly prohibited from open 
burning and need to be properly accumulated and disposed in a licensed landfill.  These aspects 
can present minor to significant problems within the region and are closely monitored and 
strictly enforced.  Refer to Appendix G for a copy of the DEQ response letter. 

4.18 ENERGY PRODUCTION AND CONSUMPTION 

The Elk Bend area is served by Idaho Power and Century Link. Natural gas is not available. 
Water service is provided by local water districts.   
 
Energy consumption within the current wastewater system includes the lift station pumps and 
treatment basin blowers. The proposed improvements will eliminate the blowers, but will 
continue to require lift station pumping, will add additional pumps for recirculation and 
discharge of wastewater, and will add environmental controls including fans and heaters for the 
new treatment system.  
 
The net power consumption is expected to be a reduction from current use since the blowers at 
the Elk Bend plant will be removed (a high energy consumer) and new lift pumps will be newer 
higher efficiency models. Other measures for cost-effective energy efficient motors and 
mechanical equipment are anticipated to be incorporated during design in an effort to limit 
energy consumption. 

4.19 REGIONALIZATION 

The area immediately surrounding the project planning area has very few residences and little 
buildable space for future development. Units #3 and #4 of Salmon River Estates lie directly 
upstream of Elk Bend on the opposite side of the Salmon River. These units have larger lot sizes 
and typically have individual septic systems. No discussion of regionalization with residents at 
these locations has been entertained. Significant barriers to such consolidation exist including the 
distance to Elk Bend (approximately 1.5 miles) and crossing the river. Without some compelling 
motive to create a combined wastewater system in these developments, there would not be a 
viable solution for incorporation into the Elk Bend Sewer District. Additionally, there exists very 
little available space at Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend for the disposal of additional wastewater. 
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FIGURE 4.5 – WILD & SCENIC RIVER WATERSHEDS & PROJECT AREA 
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 Environmental Effects of Proposed Project & Chapter 5
Alternatives 

Potential environmental impacts identified during the selection of alternatives included water 
quality issues in surface and groundwater. This was not an influencing factor in the alternative 
selection as it matches with the fact that maintaining protection for water quality of both surface 
and groundwater would be a requirement for any selected alternative.  
 
Several agencies, groups, and organizations were solicited for comment regarding the proposed 
improvements. As a result of some of the comments provided, additional investigation was 
completed and some adjustments to the proposed project were made.  
 
In their initial response, the Idaho State Historical Society requested that an archeological study 
be completed. The Elk Bend Sewer District hired USU Archeological Services for this task 
which was completed in November 2013. The study concluded that “no significant cultural 
resources will be impacted by this proposed project”. The Idaho State Historical Society 
provided a follow-up response providing approval. A response plan for the case of inadvertent 
discovery is recommended for inclusion in the specifications requiring reporting of discovery of 
historic artifacts or remains.  
 
The Idaho Department of Fish and Game provided comment indicating that there is a known 
bald eagle nest located in the project vicinity. They requested that a biological assessment be 
completed. In 2014 the Fish and Game conducted their own scheduled observations of the nest 
and reported that nesting activity was observed. The follow-up response from Fish and Game 
indicated that construction should proceed between August 15 and January 15 to avoid 
negatively impacting nesting bald eagles.  
 
The National Marine Fisheries Service provided comments regarding potential impacts to 
essential fish habitat. Recommended project design criteria were included outlining 17 specific 
items to be incorporated into the proposed action and employed to minimize and avoid the risk of 
adverse effects. These are enumerated in Section 4.14 and in the NMFS letter of 11/14/2015. The 
project design criteria have been incorporated into the mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 6 
of this document.   
 
The Army Corps of Engineers initially responded with an indication that wetlands were present 
within the defined project area. The proposed project area was subsequently modified and a 
revised inquiry relayed to ACE. In May 2014 the Army Corps of Engineers issued a revised 
Jurisdictional Determination indicating that no wetlands are present in the revised project area 
and the project would require no further review under section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  
 
Other environmental impacts outlined in responses are typical for a project of this nature and will 
be mitigated as outlined in Chapter 6 by inclusion in the project plans and specifications. These 
include floodplain considerations, construction debris disposal, fugitive dust control, endangered 
species act compliance, construction storm water permit and best management practices. 
 
The following list summarizes the potential environmental impacts identified in this document: 
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 Steep slopes adjacent to facilities 
 Floodplain includes some project components 
 Potential exists for inadvertent discovery of cultural resources 
 Recovery species (bald eagle) present near the project site 
 Project area is within essential fish habitat 
 Potential for air quality issues (i.e. fugitive dust, open burning) 

 
Mitigation measures to address the specific potential environmental impacts identified above and 
in the previous sections of this document are outlined in Chapter 6. 
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 Mitigation of Environmental Impacts Chapter 6
A formal letter requesting comments was sent to the agency contacts listed in Table 10 in 
October 2012. Following receipt of some comments and on revised direction from the Elk Bend 
Sewer District regarding the project, revisions to the proposed project were made to eliminate a 
gravity sewer connection and adjust the proposed sites for LSAS systems on March 14, 2014.  
Follow up calls were made to each non-responding party.  Date of response received is listed in 
the table below.  All comments received have been incorporated into their respective sections of 
this document and mitigation actions recommended are listed above.  Copies of the information 
provided and agency responses are found in Appendix F. 
 
Based upon these responses and information presented previously, the following mitigation 
measures or precautions should be taken during the construction process: 
 
Environmental 

Impact 
Mitigation Measure 

Slope Stability 

Structures and LSAS to be located away from the toe of steep slopes in 
accordance with regulations and approval by IDEQ. Protection against 
rockfall should be considered in construction of facilities where the hazard 
exists. 

Floodplain 

Perform floodplain encroachment review for treatment plant improvements.  
Floodplain encroachment is investigation of the floodplain in the area and if 
the improvements may affect the dynamics of the floodplain during an 
event. 

Floodplain 
Obtain a floodplain development permit from the relevant entities, including 
Lemhi County. 

Floodplain 
Manholes and other hydraulic structures should be raised above the Base 
Flood Elevation (BFE) or equipped with seals to prevent leakage or 
infiltration of flood waters. 

Floodplain 
Follow sound construction practices to keep project within NFIP 
regulations. 

Archaeological 

The Archaeological Survey Report recommends to monitor for inadvertent 
discovery of artifacts or human remains by having a professional 
archaeologist on-site during excavation affecting previously undisturbed 
earth.  Shoshone-Bannock and Shoshone-Paiute Tribes requested to be 
notified of excavation of undisturbed earth at least two weeks in advance 
and invited to provide monitors.  Excavation in previously disturbed earth 
will not require monitoring by an archaeologist; however, in the event of 
inadvertent discovery of potential artifacts the contractor shall follow the 
stop work and reporting procedures.  A stop-work order will be included in 
the project specifications and require cessation of work and notification of 
tribes along with pertinent agencies in the event of inadvertent discovery. 

Endangered 
Species 

Uphold responsibility under endangered species act to ensure actions do not 
jeopardize any listed species. 

Endangered 
Species 

No construction will occur within wetland or riparian conditions. 
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Endangered 
Species 

Vibratory compaction will be used, but vibratory or impact hammers will 
not be used.  

Endangered 
Species 

Due to bald eagle nesting it is recommended that construction activity at Elk 
Bend be accomplished between August 15 and January 15.  Maintain up-to-
date list of endangered/threatened species, for the area of construction, as 
published by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services. 

Invasive Species 
Project sites to be surveyed for noxious weeks and appropriate measures 
taken to avoid or treat existing infestations. 
 

Invasive Species 

Equipment to be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior 
to arriving on site and (if warranted) cleaned prior to leaving site to protect 
against invasive species transport. 
 

Vegetation 
Resource Conservation Area vegetation to be protected to the extent possible 
and disturbed areas promptly rehabilitated. No trees will be removed. 
 

Water Quality 
A spill prevention and control countermeasures plan is to be prepared by the 
contractor and approved by IDEQ prior to project initiation. 

Water Quality 
Equipment staging areas or construction areas for the lift stations between 
the road and the river should be sloped away from the river to minimize 
sediment delivery. 

Water Quality 

Equipment and material staging areas, fuel storage, and equipment refueling 
locations to be outside of riparian conservation areas and greater than 150 
feet from streams, and should be sloped away from the river to minimize 
sediment delivery. Equipment to be monitored for leaks and spill packs 
maintained on hand for minor leaks/spills 
 

Water Quality 

Construction within riparian conservation areas shall use standard sediment 
and pollutant prevention and retention practices and vegetation in riparian 
conservation areas protected to the extent possible and rehabilitated 
promptly. Standard sediment and pollutant prevention and retention 
practices include those recommended by EPA, such as silt fencing, fiber 
wattles for water filtration/sediment control, etc. 
 

Water Quality 
Fuel storage only within staging areas. Refueling not to occur within 150 
feet of streams. 
 

Water Quality 
Equipment to be monitored for engine and hydraulic fluid leaks and repaired 
as needed. 
 

Water Quality 
Washing of tools and equipment to occur only within staging areas where 
there is no potential for rinsate to reach surface waters. 
 

Water Quality 
Obtain temporary construction NPDES permit for storm water runoff as 
applicable.   
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Water Quality 
Utilize Best Management Practices for storm water runoff to prevent oils or 
sediment from entering surface waters. 
 

Water Quality 

Establish groundwater quality monitoring requirements in the LSAS permit 
to ensure sewage treatment successfully prevents contaminating the Salmon 
River for the life expectancy of the project. NMFS is to be provided a copy 
of the permit and to be notified if results indicate any type of contamination 
to the Salmon River is occurring.  

Water Quality 
A more frequent water quality monitoring plan is recommended during 
construction to assure construction activities do not contaminate the Salmon 
River for the life expectancy of the project. 

Water Quality 
Sewage shall be successfully delivered to established treatment areas where 
it may be properly treated throughout construction; establishment of 
temporary lift stations/delivery systems may be necessary. 

Water Quality/ 
Solid Waste 

Prevent green concrete from entering the Salmon River or any other body of 
water.  

Solid Waste 

Proper disposal of construction debris in approved solid waste facility.  It is 
not anticipated that any asbestos, mercury or polychlorinated biphenyls will 
be part of the construction debris/waste.  Coordination with solid waste 
facility will be required prior to disposal of waste. Open burning not 
allowed. 

Solid Waste 
Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation to be removed to an 
appropriate disposal site. Surplus excavated material to be removed to a 
designated upland site(s) away from any watercourses.  

Air Quality 
Control of fugitive dust per Idaho law, (water disturbed areas, apply 
magnesium chloride for lasting dust control, etc.) 

 
These mitigation measures will be included in the construction plans and specifications as 
applicable to the contractor’s responsibilities during construction. Monitoring for compliance 
with these mitigation measures should be included in construction monitoring performed by the 
District and/or hired consultants.   
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TABLE 10 – AGENCIES CONSULTED 

 

Agency 
10/2012 
mailing 

3/2014 
mailing 

Response 
Date 

Comments 

Elk Bend Sewer District X      Concern over gravity sewer cost, LSAS locations 

Lemhi County 
Commissioner 

X      No Response 

US Army Corps of 
Engineers 

X X 5/22/2014  No Effect 

Department of 
Environmental Quality - Air 
Quality 

X   10/10/2012  control fugitive dust, and maintain construction debris 

Department of 
Environmental Quality, State 
Office 

  X 4/28/2014  List endangered, threatened, proposed, and/or candidate species 

Department of 
Environmental Quality, 
Idaho Falls Office 

X X 10/18/2012  No Effect 

Idaho State Historical 
Society 

X X 3/20/2014  No Effect 

EPA Region 10, Office of 
Environmental Assessment 
(OEA-095) 

X      No Response 

U.S. EPA, Idaho Operations 
Office 

X X    No Response 

Idaho Dept. of Water 
Resources 

X X 10/18/2012  provide system design with flood prevention components 

Idaho Department of 
Agriculture 

X   10/30/2012  No Effect 

District 7 Health Department X X 4/9/2014  Need permit for subsurface disposal systems 

Idaho Dept. of Fish and 
Game, Upper Snake Region  

X X 4/3/2014 
Construction to take place between August 15 and January 15 to 

minimize impact to bald eagle nesting approximately 1300 feet from 
lift station. 

USDA-NRCS X      No Response 

Department of Lands X   10/24/2012  No Effect 

USDA-RD X   10/15/2012 
Use USDA Environmental Reference Manual for projects funded by 
UDSA ‐ contact Shoshone‐Bannock and Shoshone‐Paiute Tribes for 

their review of project area 

Idaho Dept of Commerce  X   10/15/2012  No Comments 

US Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

X   4/1/2014  List endangered, threatened, proposed, and/or candidate species 

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes X 
via 

IDEQ 
   No Response 

Shoshone-Paiute Tribe X 
via 

IDEQ 
   No Response 

NOAA - National Marine 
Fisheries Service 

  
via 

IDEQ 
11/24/2015  PDC's to protect Salmon River, EFH, and RCAs during construction 
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 Public Participation Chapter 7
Members of the Elk Bend Sewer District Board of Directors have been the primary contact for 
Keller Associates throughout the development of this study regarding the wastewater problems 
faced by the district and the proposed solutions.  
 
Meetings between the District and Keller Associates over the course of the study including 
working sessions with the District Board on March 22, 2010 and August 18, 2011.  
 
The Elk Bend community is primarily composed of seasonal occupants. A relatively small 
proportion of the residents live in Elk Bend year round. As a seasonal community, it is difficult 
to schedule public information sessions that will be accessible to all. To best inform all of the 
residents of the community and provide opportunities for comment, an informational flyer was 
prepared and provided to the sewer district for distribution to the residents of Elk Bend and 
Steelhead Bend in June 2012. A copy of the information flyer sent is included in Appendix H.  
No written comments were received in response to the mailing. 
 
On June 22, 2012 at 10 am the Elk Bend Sewer District Board met for the District’s annual 
budget meeting. A notice was published in the Salmon Recorder Herald inviting public comment 
on the proposed project. The notice was published on 6/14/12 and 6/21/12. A copy of the notice 
is included in Appendix H. In conjunction with the board meeting, a public information meeting 
was held to present a draft of the WWFPS and receive public comments. Discussion of the 
proposed improvements was held and the District Board passed a resolution accepting the 
recommendations of Keller Associates included in the study and Addendum No. 1. Additionally, 
the board passed a resolution to pursue additional grant funding to complete the necessary 
nutrient-pathogen evaluation. 
 
Additional meetings have been held during regular annual meetings and discussion with DEQ 
regarding project adjustments and project funding. 
 
A public hearing regarding the Judicial Confirmation for funding of the proposed project was 
held on April 12, 2014 in Elk Bend. Public comments were limited and not in opposition to the 
proposed project. The Judicial Confirmation hearing was held on July 17, 2014. No opposition to 
the proposed project was filed or voiced at the hearing.  
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7.1 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS 

The Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Facilities Planning Study produced by Keller 
Associates, Inc. and approved by IDEQ September 26, 2012 was used in preparing this 
Environmental Information Document (EID).  Additional references were utilized in the 
preparation of this document including: 
 
Code of Federal Regulations – 40 CFR - www.epa.gov/lawsregs/search/40cfr.html 
City of Salmon – www.cityofsalmon.com 
EPA NPDES Permit and Fact Sheet– yosemite.epa.gov 
FEMA Map Service Center – msc.fema.gov  
IDAPA - adm.idaho.gov/adminrules/rules/idapa58/0108.pdf 
Idaho Department of Commerce – commerce.idaho.gov/communities  
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality – www.deq.state.id.gov 
Idaho Department of Water Resources – www.idwr.idaho.gov  
Lemhi County – lemhicountyidaho.org  
Sacajawea Center – www.sacajaweacenter.org 
US Census Bureau – centstats.census.gov 
USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey – websoilsurvey.usda.nrcs.gov 
US Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species Program – www.fws.gov/endangered  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife National Wetlands Inventory – www.fws.gov/wetlands 
Western Regional Climate Center – www.wrcc.dri.edu  
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DP03 SELECTED ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

2008-2012 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Salmon city, Idaho

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error

EMPLOYMENT STATUS

      Population 16 years and over 2,510 +/-114 2,510 (X)
  In labor force 1,558 +/-150 62.1% +/-6.2
    Civilian labor force 1,558 +/-150 62.1% +/-6.2
      Employed 1,363 +/-168 54.3% +/-6.7
      Unemployed 195 +/-85 7.8% +/-3.4
    Armed Forces 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-1.3
  Not in labor force 952 +/-173 37.9% +/-6.2

    Civilian labor force 1,558 +/-150 1,558 (X)
  Percent Unemployed (X) (X) 12.5% +/-5.5

    Females 16 years and over 1,174 +/-91 1,174 (X)
  In labor force 702 +/-100 59.8% +/-8.3
    Civilian labor force 702 +/-100 59.8% +/-8.3
      Employed 612 +/-115 52.1% +/-8.6

    Own children under 6 years 256 +/-83 256 (X)
  All parents in family in labor force 184 +/-85 71.9% +/-21.2

    Own children 6 to 17 years 371 +/-90 371 (X)
  All parents in family in labor force 331 +/-88 89.2% +/-8.8

COMMUTING TO WORK

    Workers 16 years and over 1,348 +/-169 1,348 (X)
  Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 983 +/-175 72.9% +/-8.1
  Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 124 +/-62 9.2% +/-4.5
  Public transportation (excluding taxicab) 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.4
  Walked 89 +/-53 6.6% +/-3.9
  Other means 95 +/-77 7.0% +/-5.5
  Worked at home 57 +/-55 4.2% +/-4.1

  Mean travel time to work (minutes) 13.1 +/-4.6 (X) (X)

OCCUPATION

    Civilian employed population 16 years and over 1,363 +/-168 1,363 (X)
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Subject Salmon city, Idaho

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error

  Management, business, science, and arts occupations 299 +/-93 21.9% +/-5.7

  Service occupations 285 +/-106 20.9% +/-6.9
  Sales and office occupations 359 +/-104 26.3% +/-7.1
  Natural resources, construction, and maintenance
occupations

215 +/-88 15.8% +/-6.2

  Production, transportation, and material moving
occupations

205 +/-69 15.0% +/-5.1

INDUSTRY

    Civilian employed population 16 years and over 1,363 +/-168 1,363 (X)
  Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 76 +/-53 5.6% +/-3.7

  Construction 128 +/-63 9.4% +/-4.5
  Manufacturing 110 +/-59 8.1% +/-4.4
  Wholesale trade 24 +/-24 1.8% +/-1.8
  Retail trade 176 +/-84 12.9% +/-5.9
  Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 44 +/-37 3.2% +/-2.7
  Information 64 +/-72 4.7% +/-5.2
  Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and
leasing

17 +/-22 1.2% +/-1.6

  Professional, scientific, and management, and
administrative and waste management services

113 +/-55 8.3% +/-4.2

  Educational services, and health care and social
assistance

199 +/-75 14.6% +/-5.1

  Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and
accommodation and food services

143 +/-69 10.5% +/-4.7

  Other services, except public administration 174 +/-83 12.8% +/-5.6
  Public administration 95 +/-60 7.0% +/-4.1

CLASS OF WORKER

    Civilian employed population 16 years and over 1,363 +/-168 1,363 (X)
  Private wage and salary workers 973 +/-154 71.4% +/-7.2
  Government workers 209 +/-88 15.3% +/-5.6
  Self-employed in own not incorporated business
workers

151 +/-65 11.1% +/-4.6

  Unpaid family workers 30 +/-35 2.2% +/-2.7

INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2012 INFLATION-
ADJUSTED DOLLARS)
    Total households 1,471 +/-136 1,471 (X)
  Less than $10,000 190 +/-74 12.9% +/-4.7
  $10,000 to $14,999 144 +/-77 9.8% +/-5.1
  $15,000 to $24,999 316 +/-115 21.5% +/-7.4
  $25,000 to $34,999 137 +/-62 9.3% +/-4.1
  $35,000 to $49,999 172 +/-61 11.7% +/-4.0
  $50,000 to $74,999 334 +/-103 22.7% +/-6.9
  $75,000 to $99,999 90 +/-47 6.1% +/-3.2
  $100,000 to $149,999 70 +/-43 4.8% +/-2.9
  $150,000 to $199,999 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-2.2
  $200,000 or more 18 +/-20 1.2% +/-1.4
  Median household income (dollars) 32,159 +/-8,559 (X) (X)
  Mean household income (dollars) 45,279 +/-9,425 (X) (X)

  With earnings 1,125 +/-133 76.5% +/-6.3
    Mean earnings (dollars) 42,262 +/-11,333 (X) (X)
  With Social Security 613 +/-109 41.7% +/-7.0
    Mean Social Security income (dollars) 14,183 +/-1,614 (X) (X)
  With retirement income 303 +/-86 20.6% +/-5.7
    Mean retirement income (dollars) 17,404 +/-4,664 (X) (X)

  With Supplemental Security Income 84 +/-53 5.7% +/-3.4
    Mean Supplemental Security Income (dollars) 7,673 +/-3,206 (X) (X)
  With cash public assistance income 45 +/-37 3.1% +/-2.5
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Subject Salmon city, Idaho

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error

    Mean cash public assistance income (dollars) 4,771 +/-4,113 (X) (X)
  With Food Stamp/SNAP benefits in the past 12 months 267 +/-91 18.2% +/-6.1

    Families 696 +/-89 696 (X)
  Less than $10,000 21 +/-25 3.0% +/-3.5
  $10,000 to $14,999 38 +/-36 5.5% +/-5.0
  $15,000 to $24,999 86 +/-51 12.4% +/-7.1
  $25,000 to $34,999 79 +/-45 11.4% +/-6.3
  $35,000 to $49,999 137 +/-56 19.7% +/-7.5
  $50,000 to $74,999 213 +/-73 30.6% +/-9.2
  $75,000 to $99,999 75 +/-42 10.8% +/-6.1
  $100,000 to $149,999 39 +/-33 5.6% +/-4.7
  $150,000 to $199,999 0 +/-12 0.0% +/-4.6
  $200,000 or more 8 +/-13 1.1% +/-1.8
  Median family income (dollars) 47,969 +/-9,563 (X) (X)
  Mean family income (dollars) 60,843 +/-17,284 (X) (X)

  Per capita income (dollars) 22,348 +/-5,728 (X) (X)

    Nonfamily households 775 +/-157 775 (X)
  Median nonfamily income (dollars) 20,387 +/-2,174 (X) (X)
  Mean nonfamily income (dollars) 30,471 +/-6,576 (X) (X)

  Median earnings for workers (dollars) 17,433 +/-5,060 (X) (X)
  Median earnings for male full-time, year-round workers
(dollars)

40,658 +/-9,240 (X) (X)

  Median earnings for female full-time, year-round
workers (dollars)

26,975 +/-9,811 (X) (X)

HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE

    Civilian noninstitutionalized population 3,024 +/-76 3,024 (X)
  With health insurance coverage 2,349 +/-155 77.7% +/-4.7
    With private health insurance 1,574 +/-221 52.1% +/-7.1
    With public coverage 1,291 +/-196 42.7% +/-6.5
  No health insurance coverage 675 +/-143 22.3% +/-4.7

    Civilian noninstitutionalized population under 18 years 651 +/-121 651 (X)

  No health insurance coverage 11 +/-16 1.7% +/-2.5

    Civilian noninstitutionalized population 18 to 64 years 1,780 +/-140 1,780 (X)

  In labor force: 1,360 +/-131 1,360 (X)
    Employed: 1,192 +/-143 1,192 (X)
      With health insurance coverage 756 +/-127 63.4% +/-8.5
        With private health insurance 668 +/-131 56.0% +/-8.1
        With public coverage 112 +/-61 9.4% +/-5.4
      No health insurance coverage 436 +/-121 36.6% +/-8.5
    Unemployed: 168 +/-79 168 (X)
      With health insurance coverage 38 +/-35 22.6% +/-22.8
        With private health insurance 31 +/-34 18.5% +/-22.1
        With public coverage 7 +/-15 4.2% +/-8.8
      No health insurance coverage 130 +/-78 77.4% +/-22.8
  Not in labor force: 420 +/-106 420 (X)
      With health insurance coverage 322 +/-102 76.7% +/-11.5
        With private health insurance 180 +/-73 42.9% +/-11.5
        With public coverage 181 +/-73 43.1% +/-14.1
      No health insurance coverage 98 +/-50 23.3% +/-11.5
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Subject Salmon city, Idaho

Estimate Margin of Error Percent Percent Margin of
Error

PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES AND PEOPLE WHOSE
INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS IS BELOW THE
POVERTY LEVEL
  All families (X) (X) 16.8% +/-7.8
    With related children under 18 years (X) (X) 27.7% +/-14.3
      With related children under 5 years only (X) (X) 9.2% +/-20.1
  Married couple families (X) (X) 15.8% +/-9.5
    With related children under 18 years (X) (X) 31.4% +/-20.0
      With related children under 5 years only (X) (X) 17.9% +/-32.9
  Families with female householder, no husband present (X) (X) 38.9% +/-32.2

    With related children under 18 years (X) (X) 38.9% +/-32.2
      With related children under 5 years only (X) (X) - **

  All people (X) (X) 25.9% +/-7.6
  Under 18 years (X) (X) 38.1% +/-16.4
    Related children under 18 years (X) (X) 38.1% +/-16.4
      Related children under 5 years (X) (X) 48.9% +/-26.3
      Related children 5 to 17 years (X) (X) 32.2% +/-17.0
  18 years and over (X) (X) 22.5% +/-6.4
    18 to 64 years (X) (X) 27.5% +/-8.1
    65 years and over (X) (X) 7.8% +/-6.5
  People in families (X) (X) 22.5% +/-10.3
  Unrelated individuals 15 years and over (X) (X) 33.7% +/-10.1

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

There were changes in the edit between 2009 and 2010 regarding Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social Security. The changes in the edit
loosened restrictions on disability requirements for receipt of SSI resulting in an increase in the total number of SSI recipients in the American
Community Survey. The changes also loosened restrictions on possible reported monthly amounts in Social Security income resulting in higher Social
Security aggregate amounts. These results more closely match administrative counts compiled by the Social Security Administration.

Workers include members of the Armed Forces and civilians who were at work last week.

Industry codes are 4-digit codes and are based on the North American Industry Classification System 2007. The Industry categories adhere to the
guidelines issued in Clarification Memorandum No. 2, "NAICS Alternate Aggregation Structure for Use By U.S. Statistical Agencies," issued by the
Office of Management and Budget.

While the 2008-2012 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the December 2009 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2000 data.
Boundaries for urban areas have not been updated since Census 2000. As a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily
reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Explanation of Symbols:

    1.  An '**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.
    2.  An '-' entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.
    3.  An '-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.
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SALMON KSRA, IDAHO (108080) 
Period of Record Monthly Climate Summary 

Period of Record : 12/1/1967 to 8/31/2009 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual

Average Max. 
Temperature (F) 

29.7 37.9 50.7 60.7 69.9 78.2 87.9 86.2 75.2 60.4 42.3 30.6 59.2

Average Min. 
Temperature (F) 

12.2 17.3 26.2 32.4 39.6 46.4 51.4 49.0 40.5 31.4 23.1 13.7 31.9

Average Total 
Precipitation (in.) 

0.67 0.44 0.54 0.78 1.35 1.40 0.96 0.79 0.76 0.61 0.75 0.75 9.81

Average Total 
SnowFall (in.) 

7.8 3.7 1.9 0.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 3.5 7.6 25.6

Average Snow 
Depth (in.) 

5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1

Percent of possible observations for period of record. 
Max. Temp.: 99.9% Min. Temp.: 99.8% Precipitation: 99.9% Snowfall: 99.2% Snow 
Depth: 97.7%  
Check Station Metadata or Metadata graphics for more detail about data 
completeness. 

 
Western Regional Climate Center, wrcc@dri.edu 
 



 

MEMO 

TO: Skyler Allen, Keller Associates 

Kimberly Murphy, National Marine Fisheries Service 

FROM: Mike May, DEQ Grant and Loan Program 

SUBJECT: Elk Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater Improvements  

Threatened/Endangered Species and Essential Fish Habitat Determination 

DATE: July 17, 2015 

 

 

The Elk Bend Water & Sewer District (EBW&SD) is proposing upgrades to their wastewater system. The 

District currently serves two small residential areas on Elk Bend and Salmon Bend of the Salmon River.  

EBW&SD serves approximately 138 residences, a few cabins, a 20-space RV park and a restaurant. The 

existing wastewater facilities consist of two extended aeration package plants discharging to large soil 

absorption systems. These facilities were constructed in the 1970s and are in poor condition. At least one 

incident involving sewage overflow to the ground surface has occurred. 

FEDERAL NEXUS 

The proposed project is expected to be financed by the Idaho Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF), 

which is ultimately funded through the Environmental Protection Agency. Additional financing is being 

provided by a Community Development Block Grant using federal funds administered by the Idaho 

Department of Commerce and by funds from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Utilities Service. 

PROJECT SCOPE 

The proposed wastewater improvements include: 

 Construct a new recirculating gravel filter wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) at Elk 

Bend, consisting of a and replacement large soil absorption system; 

 Replace the existing large soil absorption system (LSAS) with a new LSAS; 

 Rehabilitate the existing WWTF at Steelhead Bend; and 

 Rehabilitate Steelhead Bend Lift Station and Elk Bend Lift Station #1 with new pumps and 

electrical equipment; and 

The project does not involve any water withdrawal from or discharge to the Salmon River or any of its 

tributaries. No ground disturbance or riparian vegetation removal within 100 feet of the river or its 

tributaries is anticipated. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued an Approved Jurisdictional 

Determination (AJD) on May 22, 2014, stating that all project work is in uplands not containing waters of 

the U.S., including wetlands. Project features are presented on the attached map based on an underlying 

aerial photograph. 
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PROJECT SETTING 

EBW&SD is located on the Salmon River main stem, extending from approximately river mile (RM) 285 

to just below RM 283, which places it approximately 24 miles south of Salmon (RM 260), the nearest 

town. 

The project site is located in the Dry Gneissic-Schistose-Volcanic Hills ecoregion, a rugged valley in the 

rain shadow of the Salmon River Mountains of central Idaho with sagebrush grassland native vegetation.
1
 

The attached project map shows that bushes and shrubs are sparse on the canyon walls, and there are a 

few irrigated fields in low areas. The populated zones are in relatively flat strips, no wider than about 

1,000 feet, between US-93 and the Salmon River. The January average snow depth at the Salmon weather 

station is 4 inches, with less snow cover in December and February, based on data from 1905 to 2015.
2
  

CONSERVATION MEASURES AND BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

It is understood that the main stem of the Salmon River is designated critical habitat for Snake River 

Basin Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
3
 and Snake River spring/summer Chinook Salmon 

(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha),
4
 with designated critical habitat for Chinook salmon extending 300 feet 

from either edge of the stream. Both species are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as 

threatened and are present in the Salmon River. Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), another threatened 

species, are also present in the Salmon River (see below). Based on these site conditions, the following 

conservation measures and best management practices (BMPs) are proposed during construction: 

 Prior to beginning work, project sites should be surveyed for noxious weeds and appropriate 

measures taken to either avoid existing infestations or treat infestations to prevent a local 

expansion or off-site transport.   

 Where construction activities occur within 75 feet of stream channels or standing water, or in 

areas where water may concentrate during snowmelt periods, standard sediment and pollutant 

prevention and retention practices will be utilized (e.g., silt fence, wattles) and appropriately 

maintained. 

 Fuel storage will occur only within staging areas, and refueling will not occur within 150 feet 

of streams.  If fueling must occur at less than 150 feet, it will occur inside an impervious 

containment structure with a volumetric holding capacity equal to at least 110 percent of the 

fueling tank.  Engine and hydraulic fluids will be monitored for leaks.  Spill packs will also 

be on hand for minor leaks/spills. 

 Washing of tools and equipment will occur only within staging areas, or other areas approved 

by the SNRA permit administrator, where there is no potential for rinsate to reach surface 

waters. 

 To minimize the potential for introducing hazardous material to the aquatic system, a spill 

prevention and control countermeasures plan will be prepared by the contractor and approved 

by the SNRA prior to project.  

 No construction will occur within wetland or riparian conditions. 
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 Equipment and material staging areas should be located in areas lying outside of resource 

conservation areas (RCAs), in areas requiring the least amount of new soil disturbance, and 

outside topographic lows where water may concentrate during snowmelt or storm events. 

 Equipment should be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior to arriving 

on site to reduce risk of invasive species introduction. The same equipment should be cleaned 

again prior to leaving, if warranted.  

 Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation should be removed to an appropriate 

disposal site.  

 RCA vegetation should be protected to the extent possible, and disturbed areas promptly 

rehabilitated. 

 To avoid inadvertent water contamination, ensure that sewage is successfully delivered to 

established treatment areas where it may be properly treated throughout construction; 

establishment of temporary lift stations/delivery systems may be necessary. 

 Consider establishing a water quality monitoring plan to assure sewage treatment successfully 

prevents contaminating the Salmon River for the life expectancy of the project.  

USF&WS THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS) revised its threatened and endangered species list
5
 during 

the history of this project. The final revision referenced in this memo and attached was issued on August 

14, 2014 and was downloaded July 9, 2015. The list was refined and species were assessed using 

telephone conversations and email correspondence with the USF&WS Eastern Idaho Field Office and the 

National Marine Fisheries Service, as well as publically available documents.  

The following species are listed as threatened within Lemhi County: 

1. Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) – The Canada Lynx reside in boreal forest landscapes and 

provide one or more of the following beneficial habitat elements including snowshoe hares for 

prey, abundant, large, woody debris piles that are used as dens, and winter snow conditions that 

are generally deep and fluffy for extended periods of time.
6
 The proposed project is located in a 

narrow riverine valley with adjacent steep canyon walls nearly denuded of trees (see map). It is 

not typical of boreal forests and has shallow winter snow depths. The only proposed critical 

habitat in Idaho is in the northeast corner of Boundary County, and reflects actual distribution
7
. 

The proposed project will have NO EFFECT on the Canada Lynx. 

2. Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) –The Salmon River in the vicinity of the project site is 

designated bull trout critical habitat.
8
 Bull trout are cold water fish. The species must have: cold 

water; clean stream substrates for spawning and rearing; complex habitats with deep pools, 

undercut banks and lots of large logs; and lake and river connectivity to headwater streams for 

annual spawning and feeding migrations. The species is sensitive to sediment. Due to the 

proximity of the proposed improvements, USF&WS has requested that the following measures be 

implemented with the primary goal of ensuring that absolutely no sediment enters the Salmon 

River. DEQ is requiring that these measures are strictly followed. By following these 

measures, the project will have “NO EFFECT” on Bull Trout. 
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a. Implementation of best management practices to avoid and minimize the introduction of 

sediment into the river. 

i. Erosion control wattles, sediment drift fences or other barriers to sediment traveling 

off the project area. 

ii. Equipment staging areas or construction area for the two lift stations must be slanted 

away from the river, towards the road, to minimize sediment delivery to the Salmon 

River. 

iii. Any other practices that would minimize the possibility of sedimentation should be 

incorporated into the project plans and specifications to avoid the possibility of 

adverse effects to bull trout. 

 
Figure 1. Critical habitat in the project area (USF&WS Critical Habitat Mapper 3.0)9  

 

The following have been listed as Candidate Species within Custer County: 

1. Whitebark Pine (Pinus albicaulis) – The Whitebark pine is a 5 needle conifer species that occurs 

from approximately 2,950 feet at its northern limit in British Columbia up to 12,000 feet in the 

Sierra Nevada. The Whitebark Pine is typically found at or slightly lower than alpine timberline 

in the upper montane zone. In the U.S. it is primarily found on public lands.
10

 The proposed 

project is located in an arid, nearly treeless environment unsuited to Whitebark Pine. The project 

will have NO EFFECT on whitebark pine.  
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2. Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) – Grouse reside in Sagebrush Steppe 

environments, and prefer slightly elevated features surrounded by flat terrain, but not lower 

portions of hillsides beneath areas that could contain raptors or other predators. The preferred 

Best Management Practice is avoidance: if construction activity must occur during lekking 

season, work should be postponed until after 10:30 a.m. As shown on the map below, the 

proposed project is not located in a priority area or general area for sage-grouse management (it is 

between areas Y and BB). All project work is proposed to be limited to lowlands within 1,000 

feet of U.S. Highway 93. This makes it extremely unlikely that leks are present near the project 

area, since paved roads and primary and secondary routes are believed to cause adverse effects on 

leks at a distance of 1.6 miles.
11

 The proposed project will have NO EFFECT on the Greater 

Sage Grouse.  

 
Figure 2. Greater Sage-Grouse Priority Areas and General Areas (BLM 2011)12 

The following species are listed as a Proposed Threatened Species within Custer County: 

1. North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) - The North American Wolverine was a 

proposed species which is not expected to be found in the proposed project planning. The 

proposed project is located in suburban and arid foothills environments. Wolverine distribution is 



6 

restricted to high elevation areas of deep, persistent and reliable spring snow cover (April 15 to 

May 14) is the best overall predictor of wolverine occurrence in the contiguous U.S.
13

 Wolverines 

are known to travel long distances, so any individuals that may be encountered are almost certain 

to be travelling between other suitable habitats. January is the snowiest month for Salmon is 

deepest in January, with an average snow depth of 4 inches over 101 years of data.
2
 This is 

insufficient snow depth at the project site for wolverine dens, therefore the proposed project will 

have NO EFFECT on the wolverine species.
14

  

2. Yellow-Billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) –Western cuckoos breed in large blocks of 

riparian habitats, particularly woodlands with cottonwoods and willows. Dense understory foliage 

is believed to be important for nesting sites. They are generally local and uncommon in scattered 

drainages of the arid and semiarid portions of western Colorado, western Wyoming, Idaho, The 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo is not shown as “known or believed to be present” in the near vicinity of 

the project area, according to the USF&WS Environmental Conservation Online System 

(ECOS).
15

 This is consistent with the 2014 proposed critical habitat designation,
16

 which 

indicated that floodplains at least 325 feet wide with dense canopy closure greater than 200 acres 

in extent are generally required to support more than a single breeding pair. The critical habitat 

proposal includes all known nesting areas greater than 200 acres, based on breeding records 

between 1998 and 2012, and no such areas were identified in Lemhi County. The proposed 

project is in an area absent of woodlands with cottonwood and willows. The proposed project 

will have NO EFFECT on the Yellow-billed cuckoo. 

 

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 

The Elk Bend Water & Sewer District wastewater improvement project is located within Essential Fish 

Habitat (EFH) for Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) but not Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus 

kisutch) as identified in the attached EFH map. “All those water bodies occupied or historically 

accessible” in the identified hydrologic units are considered EFH, according to 50 CFR 660.412. Because 

the SRF project will not include work in the Salmon River channel, and the conservation measures and 

BMPs identified above are protective of the stream, any potential effects are insignificant in size or 

discountable. The SRF project “May Affect, but Is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” Essential Fish 

Habitat.  

MLM 

Attachments: Project Map 

  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Approved Jurisdictional Determination, May 22, 2014 

Idaho Species List, last downloaded July 9, 2015 

  Critical Habitat for Bull Trout Map (Unit 27) 

  DEQ, Chinook Salmon Essential Fish Habitat in Idaho (map) 

USF&WS consultation, 2014 

NMFS consultation, 2014-2015 
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Fish Mollusks Plants

Common Name

MammalsBirds

Gooding C E T E

Idaho T T-DCH T T C

Jefferson C P-PCH T T

Jerome C T E

Kootenai P T T-DCH T T

Latah T T T

Lemhi C P T T-DCH C

Lewis T-DCH T

Lincoln C P

Madison C P-PCH T T

Minidoka C P E

Nez Perce T T-DCH T

Oneida C

Owyhee C C P T-DCH E E P-PCH

Payette C C T E C P-PCH

Power C P

Shoshone T T-DCH T T C

Teton T T C

Twin Falls C C T E

Valley T T T-DCH C

Washington C T C T-DCH E C

Table Key:  C = Candidate Species     P= Proposed Species     T=Threatened Species     E=Endangered Species     PCH= Proposed Critical Habitat     DCH=Designated Critical Habitat
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(36) Unit 27: Salmon River – West Half 

(i) The entire Salmon River unit 
consists of 7,376.5 km (4,583.5 mi) of 

streams and 1,683.8 ha (4,160.6 ac) of 
lakes and reservoirs. The unit is located 
in central Idaho. 

(ii) See paragraph (e)(35)(ii) of this 
entry for a complete list of individual 
waterbodies in this unit. 
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From: Ester Ceja

Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 11:31

To: Marks, Nisa

Cc: Ester Ceja

Subject: RE: Elk Bend sewer district project

Nisa,

Good morning.  I was able to obtain responses to your ques)ons. In addi)on, I asked for approximate distance between

the river and the li. sta)ons on the map.

Will the proposed rehabilitation of Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Treatment Plant result in any

water withdrawl from the Salmon River or its tributaries?

1. 

No, the proposed improvements will not result in any water withdrawal from the river or streams.

Will the rehab/replacement of the lift station result in any additional disturbance (i.e. outside of current

disturbance area) within 100 feet of the river or removal of any riparian vegetation?

2. 

The proposed improvements will not result in disturbance outside the current disturbance area within

100 feet of the river and will not result in the removal of riparian vegetation.

The approximate distance from the river for the three li. sta)ons are:

Elk Bend #1 – Elk Horn Drive – 150 feet

Elk Bend #2 – Treatment Plant – 175 feet

Steelhead Bend – 60 feet

Please let me know if you have any ques)ons.

Thanks,

Ester

From: Marks, Nisa [mailto:nisa_marks@fws.gov]

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 9:22 AM

To: Ester Ceja

Subject: Elk Bend sewer district project

Hi Ester,

Would the proposed rehabilitation of Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Treatment Plant result in any water

withdrawl from the Salmon River or its tributaries?  Also, would the rehabilitation/replacement of the lift

station result in any additional disturbance (i.e. outside of current disturbance area) within 100' of the River, or

removal of any riparian vegetation?

Thanks,

Nisa Marks, Biologist

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Eastern Idaho Field Office

4425 Burley Dr., Suite A

Chubbuck, ID 83202

208-237-6975 x121
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From: Chad Fealko - NOAA Federal <chad.fealko@noaa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 10:10

To: Ester Ceja

Cc: Bill Lind

Subject: Elk Bend Sewage Treatment Proposal

Ms. Ceja,

This email is in response to your March 25, 2014, letter requesting National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) input on proposed

modifications to the Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend sewage treatment facilities.  

NMFS supports efforts to improve sewage treatment at these sites as it may help improve water quality.  The adjacent Salmon

River is occupied by Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, Snake River sockeye

salmon, and Snake River Basin steelhead.  The Salmon river is also designated critical habitat for all three species; including the

area within 300 feet of the ordinary high water mark for salmon. Improved water quality in the Salmon River may benefit

migratory, and juvenile rearing conditions, with limited potential for improving Chinook and steelhead spawning habitat.  

Although we support the intent of the proposed action in a general sense, the March 25, 2014, letter and attached map provided

little information regarding how the project elements would be completed and thus limits our ability to identify specific potential

impacts to anadromous resources.  Please consider adopting the following project design features during your environmental

review process:

Where construction occurs within riparian conservation areas (RCAs), or in areas where water may concentrate during

snowmelt periods, standard sediment and pollutant prevention and retention practices should be utilized (e.g., silt fence,

wattles, etc.) and appropriately maintained.

Equipment and material staging areas should be located in areas lying outside of RCAs, in areas requiring the least amount

of new soil disturbance, and outside topographic lows where water may concentrate during snowmelt or storm events.

Equipment should be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior to arriving on site to reduce risk of invasive

species introduction. The same equipment should be cleaned again prior to leaving, if warranted. 

Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation should be removed to an appropriate disposal site. 

Fuel storage should occur only within identified staging areas, and equipment refueling should not occur within RCAs.

 Engine and hydraulic fluids should be monitored for leaks and repaired as needed.

RCA vegetation should be protected to the extent possible, and disturbed areas promptly rehabilitated.

Prior to beginning work, project sites should be surveyed for noxious weeds and appropriate measures taken to either avoid

existing infestations or treat infestations to prevent a local expansion or off-site transport.  

To avoid inadvertent water contamination, ensure sewage is successfully delivered to established treatment areas where it

may be properly treated throughout construction; establishment of temporary lift stations/delivery systems may be necessary.

Consider establishing a water quality monitoring plan to assure sewage treatment successfully prevents contaminating the

Salmon River for the life expectancy of the project. 

Please contact me for further input or clarification if necessary.  Thanks for including us in your scoping effort.  

Chad Fealko

Fisheries Biologist

NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office: 208.756.5105

chad.fealko@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov
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From: Mike May

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 15:31

To: 'Kimberly Murphy - NOAA Federal'

Cc: Skyler Allen (Keller)

Subject: RE: Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project

A�achments: Corps of Engineers Jurisdic6onal Determina6on - Elk Bend WWG - 22 May 2014.pdf

Thanks, Kim. To address your specific ques6ons:

· I doubt if the NPDES permit in ques6on is covered under an exis6ng programma6c consulta6on with NMFS, because it is the Storm

Water Construc6on General Permit (CGP) <yosemite.epa.gov/R10/WATER.NSF/NPDES+Permits/Region+10+CGP+resources>.

Applicants sign on to this standard permit by filing a No6ce of Intent <water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/stormwater/EPA-Construc6on-

General-Permit.cfm>. However, in order to be eligible to obtain coverage under the CGP, applicants must meet one of several

endangered species criteria listed in the permit. It appears to me that either Criterion C, D or E will be the one applicable to this

project. To quote from the permit (emphasis added)<water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/stormwater/upload/cgp2012_appendixd.pdf>:

Criterion C. Federally-listed threatened or endangered species or their designated critical habitat(s) are likely to occur in or near your site’s

“action area,” and your site’s discharges and discharge-related activities are not likely to adversely affect listed threatened or

endangered species or critical habitat. This determination may include consideration of any stormwater controls and/or

management practices you will adopt to ensure that your discharges and discharge-related activities are not likely to adversely

affect listed species and critical habitat. To make this certification, you must include the following in your NOI: 1) any federally

listed species and/or designated habitat located in your “action area”; and 2) the distance between your site and the listed

species or designated critical habitat (in miles). You must also include a copy of your site map with your NOI.

Criterion D. Coordination between you and the Services has been concluded. The coordination must have addressed the effects of your

site’s discharges and discharge-related activities on federally-listed threatened or endangered species and federally-designated

critical habitat, and must have resulted in a written concurrence from the relevant Service(s) that your site’s discharges and

discharge-related activities are not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat. You must include copies of the

correspondence between yourself and the Services in your SWPPP and your NOI.

Criterion E. Consultation between a Federal Agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service under

section 7 of the ESA has been concluded. The consultation must have addressed the effects of the construction site’s discharges

and discharge-related activities on federally-listed threatened or endangered species and federally-designated critical habitat.

The result of this consultation must be either:

i. a biological opinion that concludes that the action in question (taking into account the effects of your site’s discharges and discharge-

related activities) is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species, nor the destruction or adverse modification of critical

habitat; or

ii. written concurrence from the applicable Service(s) with a finding that the site’s discharges and discharge-related activities are not likely to

adversely affect federally-listed species or federally-designated habitat.

You must include copies of the correspondence between yourself and the Services in your SWPPP and your NOI.

· The Corps of Engineers issued a Jurisdic6onal Determina6on (aCached) indica6ng that there are no waters of the US, including

wetlands, within the proposed project area

· Federal financing is proposed via the Idaho Clean Water State Revolving Fund

· No biological assessment has been undertaken. If we need one, we will have to address that.

Just so you know the players, Skyler Allen of Keller Associates is the engineer on the project. I am reviewing the Environmental informa6on

Document prepared by Keller, and am making this ESA/EFH enquiry as part of our NEPA-like process.

Mike May, Idaho DEQ

From: Kimberly Murphy - NOAA Federal [mailto:kimberly.murphy@noaa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 16:08

To: Mike May

Subject: Re: Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project

Hi Mike,

Based on the limited information that I have it appears that the project action area includes the Salmon River. The

Salmon River is occupied by ESA listed Snake River sockeye salmon, Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon,

and Snake River Basin steelhead. The Salmon River is also designated critical habitat for all three species and

includes Chinook salmon EFH. Therefore, it is likely that this action will require ESA Section 7 consultation. Because I

have not had an opportunity to review a biological assessment for this action I am unable to determine whether the
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project will require informal or formal consultation. 

Before I can further assist you, I need to better understand what  the Federal nexuses are for this action. I see that this

project will require an EPA NPDES permit. Do you know whether the NPDES permit is covered under an existing

programmatic consultation?  Will this project also require a 404 Joint Application permit from the Corps of

Engineers/IDWR? Is there Federal funds being used for this project? Is there any other Federal agencies that might be

involved on this project? Has a draft biological assessment been written? Please let me know if you have any

questions.

Thank you,

Kim

On Tue, Feb 10, 2015 at 3:19 PM, <Michael.May@deq.idaho.gov> wrote:

Thanks, Kimberly. I do s6ll have ques6ons regarding this project. As you can see from the aCached map, this is a wastewater upgrade for the

Elk Bend Sewer District, south of Salmon Idaho. The project is intended to improve wastewater treatment and limit the poten6al for

uncontrolled release of wastewater to  the Salmon River. The scope of the project includes:

· Rehabilita6ng liF sta6ons at Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend;

· Installing a recircula6ng gravel filter wastewater treatment system;

· Installing a new large soil absorp6on system (LSAS)at Elk Bend; and

· Installing underground pipes to transport treated sewage to the land disposal units, i.e., LSAS.

A significant por6on of the proposed project ac6vity lies within 300 feet of the river bank, and thus falls within the Chinook Salmon Essen6al

Fish Habitat.  Mi6ga6on measures we plan to employ to protect the river and riparian habitat include:

8) Obtain temporary construc6on NPDES permit for storm water runoff.

9) U6lize Best Management Prac6ces for storm water runoff to prevent oils or sediment from entering surface waters.

10) Construc6on within riparian conserva6on areas shall use standard sediment and pollutant preven6on and reten6on prac6ces and

vegeta6on in riparian conserva6on areas protected to the extent possible and rehabilitated promptly.

11) Equipment staging areas or construc6on areas for the liF sta6ons between the road and the river should be sloped away from

the river to minimize sediment delivery.

12) Equipment and material staging areas, fuel storage, and equipment refueling loca6ons to be outside of riparian conserva6on

areas.

13) Equipment to be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegeta6ve maCer prior to arriving on site and (if warranted) cleaned prior to

leaving site to protect against invasive species transport.

14) Equipment to be monitored for engine and hydraulic fluid leaks and repaired as needed.

16) Ensure sewage is successfully delivered to established treatment areas where it may be properly treated throughout

construc6on. Temporary facili6es may be necessary.

17) A water quality monitoring plan is recommended to assure sewage treatment successfully prevents contamina6ng the Salmon

River for the life expectancy of the project.

18) Due to bald eagle nes6ng it is recommended that ground disturbing ac6vity be accomplished between August 15 and January 15.

Based on the above informa6on, we believe that the project is Not Likely to Adversely Affect either endangered species or Essen6al Fish

Habitat. We have been in contact with USF&WS, but would also like input from NMFS.

Thank you.

Mike May
Sr. Water Quality Specialist

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

1410 North Hilton

Boise, Idaho 83706

(208) 373-0406
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From: Kimberly Murphy - NOAA Federal [mailto:kimberly.murphy@noaa.gov]

Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 16:44

To: Mike May

Subject: Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project

Hi Michael,

I have tried several times to reach you by phone regarding the Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project.

Unfortunately, we have been playing phone tag. I wanted to check in with you one last time, using e-mail, to see if you have any

questions regarding this project. If you do have any questions please let me know.

Thank you,

Kim

--

Kimberly Murphy

Fisheries Biologist

NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office: 208.756.5180

Fax: 208.756.5199

Kimberly.Murphy@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov

--

Kimberly Murphy

Fisheries Biologist

NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office: 208.756.5180

Fax: 208.756.5199

Kimberly.Murphy@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office

1387 SOUTH VINNELL WAY, SUITE 368
BOISE, ID 83709

PHONE: (208)378-5243 FAX: (208)378-5262

Consultation Code: 01EIFW00-2016-SLI-0218 December 18, 2015
Event Code: 01EIFW00-2016-E-00207
Project Name: Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Improvements

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of
your proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ).et seq.

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed
list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2)
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 ), Federal agencies are requiredet seq.
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered
species and/or designated critical habitat.

A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having



similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF

Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 ), and projects affecting these species may requireet seq.
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.

Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.

Please note: The IPaC module for producing a list of proposed and designated critical habitat is
currently incomplete. At this time, we ask that you use the information given below to
determine whether your action area falls within a county containing proposed/designated critical
habitat for a specific species. If you find that your action falls within a listed county, use the
associated links for that species to determine if your action area actually overlaps with the
proposed or designated critical habitat.

Canada Lynx ( ) - Lynx canadensis Designated February 24, 2009.
Counties: Boundary County.

Federal Register Notice: 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2009-02-25/pdf/E9-3512.pdf#page=1
Printable Maps: 
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/mammals/lynx/criticalhabitat_files/20081222_fedreg_unit3_draft.jpg

GIS Data: http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/docs/crithab/zip/lunx_ch.zip
KML for Google Earth: (None Currently Available)
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Selkirk Mountains Woodland Caribou ( ) -Rangifer tarandus Caribou  Proposed November
30, 2011.
Counties: Bonner and Boundary Counties.

Federal Register Notice: http://www.fws.gov/idaho/home/2011-30451FINALR.pdf
Printable Maps: http://www.fws.gov/idaho/home/Map1_sub1_150.pdf
GIS Data: (None Currently Available)
KML for Google Earth: (None Currently Available)

Bull Trout ( ) Salvelinus confluentus - Designated September 30, 2010.
Counties: Adams, Benewah, Blaine, Boise, Bonner, Boundary, Butte, Camas, Clearwater,
Custer, Elmore, Gem, Idaho, Kootenai, Lemhi, Lewis, Nez Perce, Owyhee, Shoshone, Valley,
and Washington Counties.

Federal Register Notice: 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-18/pdf/2010-25028.pdf#page=2
Printable Maps: http://www.fws.gov/pacific/bulltrout/CH2010_Maps.cfm#CHMaps
GIS Data: http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/docs/crithab/zip/bulltrout.zip
KML for Google Earth: 
http://www.fws.gov/pacific/bulltrout/finalcrithab/BT_FCH_2010_KML.zip

 Kootenai River White Sturgeon ( )Acipenser transmontanus - Designated July 9, 2008.
Counties: Boundary County.

Federal Register Notice: 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-07-09/pdf/E8-15134.pdf#page=1
Printable Maps: (None Currently Available)
GIS Data: http://criticalhabitat.fws.gov/docs/crithab/zip/fch_73fr39506_acit_2009.zip
KML for Google Earth: (None Currently Available)

Proposed May 10, 2011. Counties: Ada,Slickspot Peppergrass ( ) - Lepidium papilliferum
Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Owyhee, and Payette Counties.

Federal Register Notice: http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-10-26/pdf/2011-27727.pdf
Printable Maps: http://www.fws.gov/idaho/Lepidium.html
GIS Data: (None Currently Available)
KML for Google Earth: (None Currently Available)

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment
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Official Species List
 

Provided by: 
Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office

1387 SOUTH VINNELL WAY, SUITE 368

BOISE, ID 83709

(208) 378-5243
 
Consultation Code: 01EIFW00-2016-SLI-0218
Event Code: 01EIFW00-2016-E-00207
 
Project Type: WASTEWATER FACILITY
 
Project Name: Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Improvements
Project Description: * Construct new recirculating gravel filter WWTP and pressure line and
replace existing large soil absorption system at Elk Bend;
* Rehab existing WWTF at Steelhead Bend; and
*Rehab Steelhead Bend lift station and Elk Bend lift station #1 w/ new pumps and electrical
equipment.
 
Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by'
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns.

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Improvements
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Project Location Map: 

 
Project Coordinates: The coordinates are too numerous to display here.
 
Project Counties: Lemhi, ID
 

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Improvements
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Endangered Species Act Species List
 

There are a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on your species list.  Species on this list should be

considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For

example, certain fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species.  Critical habitats

listed under the Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area.  See the Critical habitats

within your project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project.  Please contact the

designated FWS office if you have questions.

 

Conifers and Cycads Status Has Critical Habitat Condition(s)

Whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis) Candidate

Fishes

Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 

    Population: U.S.A., conterminous, lower 48

states

Threatened Final designated

Mammals

Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) 

    Population: Contiguous U.S. DPS

Threatened Final designated

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Improvements



http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015  08:27 AM 
4

Critical habitats that lie within your project area
 

The following critical habitats lie fully or partially within your project area.

Fishes Critical Habitat Type

Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 

    Population: U.S.A., conterminous, lower 48 states

Final designated

United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Improvements



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
West Coast Region 
7600 Sand Point Way N.E., Bldg. 1 
Seattle, WA 98115 

 

 
Refer to NMFS No:  2015-3698 

 

         November 24, 2015 

 

Bryan Fiedorczyk 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 

Clean Water State Revolving Fund 

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900 

Seattle, Washington 98101-3140 

 

Mike May 

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 

Senior Water Quality Specialist 

1410 North Hilton 

Boise, Idaho 83706 

 

Re: Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Concurrence Letter and Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response for the Elk 

Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater Improvement Project; Salmon River-

Rattlesnake Creek (171602030301), Lemhi County, Idaho (One Project) 

 

Dear Mr. Fiedorczyk and Mr. May: 

 

On November 2, 2015, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received your 

request for a written concurrence that the Elk Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater 

Improvement Project is not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) species listed as threatened or 

endangered or critical habitats designated under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  This 

response to your request was prepared by NMFS pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, 

implementing regulations at 50 CFR 402, and agency guidance for preparation of letters of 

concurrence. 

 

NMFS also reviewed the proposed action for potential effects on essential fish habitat (EFH) 

designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery and Conservation Management Act (MSA), 

including conservation measures and any determination that you made regarding the potential 

effects of the action.  This review was pursuant to section 305(b) of the MSA, implementing 

regulations at 50 CFR 600.920, and agency guidance for use of the ESA consultation process to 

complete EFH consultation.  In this case, NMFS concluded that the action would not adversely 

affect EFH.  Thus, consultation under the MSA is not required for this action.   
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This letter underwent pre-dissemination review using standards for utility, integrity, and 

objectivity in compliance with applicable guidelines issued under the Data Quality Act (section 

515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001, Public 

Law 106-554).  The concurrence letter will be available through NMFS’ Public Consultation 

Tracking System [https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov].  A complete record of this consultation is on file 

at the Snake Basin Area Office, Boise, Idaho.   

 

 

Proposed Action and Action Area 
 

The proposed project is expected to be financed by the Idaho Clean Water State Revolving Fund, 

which is funded through the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (Federal nexus and 

lead action agency).  Additional financing is being provided by a Community Development 

Block Grant using Federal funds administered by the Idaho Department of Commerce and by 

funds from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Utilities Service.  The Idaho Department of 

Environmental Quality (IDEQ) is the Federal grant recipient.  The project will upgrade the 

existing wastewater systems that serve two small residential areas in Elk Bend and Salmon Bend 

near the city of Elk Bend, Idaho.  The current systems were constructed in the 1970s, and are in 

poor condition.  At least one incident involving sewage overflow to the ground surface has 

occurred.  The project is designed to improve water quality because no wastewater discharge to 

the Salmon River will occur.  Construction is expected to be completed during the summer of 

2016; however, a construction schedule has not been determined and could occur at a later time.   

 

Activities associated with this project include:  (1) Construction of a new recirculating gravel 

filter (RGF) wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) and pressure sewer line at Elk Bend;          

(2) replacement of the existing large soil absorption system (LSAS) with a new LSAS at Elk 

Bend; (3) rehabilitation of the existing WWTF at Steelhead Bend; and (4) rehabilitation of the 

Steelhead Bend Lift Station and Elk Bend Lift Station #1 with new pumps and electrical 

equipment; removal of worn equipment and piping, rehabilitating the wet well, installing new 

piping, new electrical and control equipment, and weather protection (Figure 1).  The RGF 

system would be sized for the treatment of 26,000 gallons per day (gpd) average and 40,000 gpd 

peak.  Elk Bend annual average flows are estimated to increase from 16,000 gpd currently, to 

20,000 gpd in 20 years, and 24,000 gpd in 40 years.  Steelhead Bend annual average flows are 

estimated to increase from 5,000 gpd currently, to 6,000 gpd in 20 years, and 7,500 gpd in  

40 years.   

 

The project does not involve any water withdrawal from or discharge to the Salmon River or any 

of its tributaries.  No ground disturbance or riparian vegetation removal within 100 feet of the 

river or its tributaries is anticipated, with the exception of the Steelhead Bend lift station.  

Ground disturbance for rehabilitation of this lift station will extend to within 75 feet of the 

Salmon River.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) issued an Approved Jurisdictional 

Determination on May 22, 2014, stating that all project work is in uplands not containing waters 

of the U.S., including wetlands.  Therefore, no COE permit is required.   

 

A nutrient-pathogen evaluation to estimate the effects of the new LSAS on groundwater and 

surface water quality was conducted in accordance with Idaho Individual Subsurface Sewage 

https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/
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Disposal rules and guidance.  Modeling projected that the ground water nitrate/nitrite 

concentration at the riverbank would not exceed 1.3 mg N/L, and instream total phosphorus 

would be less than 0.4 µg P/L under annual low streamflow of 900 cubic feet per second and 

20,000 gpd sanitary flow.  Even allowing for larger wastewater flows of 25,550 gpd would not 

raise instream concentrations above 0.5 µg P/L and 0.1 µg N/L.   

 

 

 
Figure 1.  Elk Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater Improvement Project. 
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The following notable project design criteria (PDC) are incorporated into the proposed action 

and will be employed to minimize and avoid the risk of adverse effects: 

 

1. Prior to beginning work, project sites will be surveyed for noxious weeds and appropriate 

measures taken to either avoid existing infestations or treat infestations to prevent a local 

expansion or off-site transport.   

 

2. Where construction activities occur within 75 feet of stream channels or standing water, 

or in areas where water may concentrate during snowmelt periods, standard sediment and 

pollutant prevention and retention practices will be utilized (e.g., silt fence, wattles) and 

appropriately maintained. 

 

3. Fuel storage will occur only within staging areas, and refueling will not occur within  

150 feet of streams.  If fueling must occur at less than 150 feet, it will occur inside an 

impervious containment structure with a volumetric holding capacity equal to at least 

110% of the fueling tank.  Engine and hydraulic fluids will be monitored for leaks.  Spill 

packs will also be on hand for minor leaks/spills. 

 

4. Washing of tools and equipment will occur only within staging areas, or other areas 

approved by IDEQ, where there is no potential for rinsate to reach surface waters. 

 

5. To minimize the potential for introducing hazardous material to the aquatic system, a 

spill prevention and control countermeasures plan will be prepared by the contractor and 

approved by IDEQ prior to project initiation.   

 

6. No construction will occur within wetland or riparian conditions. 

 

7. Equipment and material staging areas should be located in areas lying outside of resource 

conservation areas (RCAs), in areas requiring the least amount of new soil disturbance, 

and outside topographic lows where water may concentrate during snowmelt or storm 

events. 

 

8. Equipment staging or construction areas for the two lift stations must be slanted away 

from the river, towards the road, to minimize sediment delivery to the Salmon River. 

9. Equipment should be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior to 

arriving on site to reduce risk of invasive species introduction.  The same equipment 

should be cleaned again prior to leaving, if warranted.   

 

10. Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation should be removed to an 

appropriate disposal site. 

 

11. RCA vegetation should be protected to the extent possible and disturbed areas promptly 

rehabilitated. 

 

12. No trees will be removed. 
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13. To avoid inadvertent water contamination, sewage shall be successfully delivered to 

established treatment areas where it may be properly treated throughout construction; 

establishment of temporary lift stations/delivery systems may be necessary. 

 

14. Establish groundwater quality monitoring requirements in the LSAS permit to ensure 

sewage treatment successfully prevents contaminating the Salmon River for the life 

expectancy of the project.  NMFS will be provided a copy of the permit, and will be 

notified if results of water quality monitoring indicate any type of contamination to the 

Salmon River is occurring. 

 

15. If poured-in-place concrete is used, measures shall be taken to prevent green concrete 

from entering the Salmon River or any other body of water. 

 

16. Vibratory compaction will be used, but vibratory or impact hammers will not be used. 

 

17. All surplus excavated material will be removed from the site to a designated upland 

site(s) away from any watercourses, rendering them unavailable to enter the stream 

channel as a result of storm runoff or a high water event. 

 

 

Action Agency’s Effects Determination 

 

Snake River sockeye salmon, Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, and Snake River 

Basin steelhead are likely to occur within the action area.  The action is within designated critical 

habitat for all three species (Table 1).  This reach of river serves primarily as a migratory 

corridor for Chinook salmon and steelhead, and no spawning activities or redds are expected 

either in or downstream of the action area.  Similarly, this river reach is only utilized by sockeye 

as they migrate to and from the Salmon River headwaters, near Stanley, Idaho.  All sockeye 

reproduction and rearing occurs upstream of the proposed project area.  No sockeye spawning 

activities or redds are expected either in or downstream of the action area.  Juvenile steelhead, 

Chinook salmon, and sockeye salmon could be migrating past the project area during the 

proposed timing of the project.   

 

The Federal grant recipient, IDEQ, made a NLAA effects determination for the project on Snake 

River sockeye salmon, Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, Snake River Basin 

steelhead, and designated critical habitat for each of the three species.  They also made a no 

adverse effect determination for EFH.  The IDEQ made this determination because the project 

will occur outside of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), approximately 75 to 100 feet from 

the Salmon River, and has the potential for short term, temporary effects on water quality (i.e., 

temperature, sediment, chemical contaminants/nutrients).   
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Table 1.  Federal Register notices for final rules that list threatened and endangered 

species, designated critical habitat, or apply protective regulations to listed 

species considered in this consultation. 

Species Listing Status Critical Habitat 
Protective 

Regulations 

Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 

 
Snake River spring/summer run T 8/15/11; 76 FR 50448 

12/28/93; 58 FR 68543 

10/25/99; 64 FR 57399 
6/28/05; 70 FR 37160 

Sockeye salmon (O. nerka)    

 Snake River E 8/15/11 76 FR 50448 12/28/93; 58 FR 68543 ESA Section 9 applies 

Steelhead (O. mykiss)    

 Snake River Basin T 8/15/11; 76 FR 50448 9/02/05; 70 FR 52630 6/28/05; 70 FR 37160 

Note:  Listing status:  ‘T’ means listed as threatened under the ESA; ‘E’ means listed as endangered 

 

 

Consultation History 
 

The IDEQ submitted a request for consultation on this action in an email dated July 17, 2015.  

NMFS requested additional information in an e-mail dated July 21, 2015.  NMFS and IDEQ 

corresponded on edits to the proposed action by e-mail.  On November 2, 2015, NMFS received 

a revised request for a written concurrence that the proposed Elk Bend Water & Sewer District 

Wastewater Improvement Project is NLAA ESA-listed species or designated critical habitats.  

On November 13, 2015, IDEQ sent an email to NMFS confirming that groundwater quality 

monitoring requirements would be included in the LSAS permit.   

 

 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT  
 

Effects of the Action 

 

Under the ESA, “effects of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the 

listed species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or 

interdependent with that action (50 CFR 402.02).  The applicable standard to find that a 

proposed action is NLAA listed species or critical habitat is that all of the effects of the action 

are expected to be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial.  Beneficial effects are 

contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species or critical habitat.  

Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the scale where take 

occurs.  Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur.  The IDEQ did not identify 

any interrelated and interdependent actions associated with this proposed action.   

 

 

Species Determination 

 

The proposed action has the potential to affect juvenile ESA-listed Snake River 

spring/summer Chinook salmon, Snake River sockeye salmon, and Snake River Basin 

steelhead.  Adult steelhead are spring spawners, and may also still be within the action area 

when project work begins.  Adult Chinook salmon and sockeye are fall spawners, and could 
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also be present during project implementation depending on when the project is completed.  

As previously stated, this reach of river serves primarily as a migratory corridor for all three 

ESA-listed fish species, and no spawning activities or redds are expected either in or 

downstream of the action area.  There is limited rearing habitat for steelhead and Chinook 

salmon in the action area.  The proposed action could potentially affect ESA-listed fish 

species through habitatrelated effects to water quality (i.e., increased turbidity and/or 

introduction of toxic chemicals) or substrate composition. 

 

The proposed action has the potential to affect water quality by generating minor amounts of 

turbidity due to project-associated soil disturbance.  The timing, duration, and sediment 

concentrations that are likely to occur in the action area from project activities are not likely 

to cause harm or lethal effects to juvenile fish that may be present because of the low 

magnitude, infrequent, and discontinuous nature of the expected turbidity pulses.  The risk 

that ESA-listed fish will be affected by turbidity is further minimized because all 

construction activities will occur 75 to 100 feet or more from the Salmon River within the 

existing access area footprint, no inwater work will occur, and silt fencing will be installed 

between the project area and the Salmon River as part of this action.  Therefore, turbidity 

pulses will be small and localized, should they occur, and will not reach levels that will 

extend across the entire width of the Salmon River.  If any pulses do occur, ESA-listed fish 

present will be readily able to move without harm to less turbid waters much as they would 

avoid any natural perturbation.  Because PDC should effectively avoid and minimize 

sediment introductions from upland construction activities and the amount of sediment 

mobilized, effects from suspended sediment on ESA-listed fish present are expected to be 

insignificant. 
 
The proposed action also has the potential to affect water quality through temporary toxic 

chemical contamination of the Salmon River from uncured concrete and/or petroleum-based 

fuels and lubricants.  However, chemical contamination due to uncured concrete is extremely 

unlikely due to PDC that ensure concrete will be poured offsite or above the OHWM, and 

because sediment retention structures (in place between the pour sites and the river) will 

ensure that no uncured concrete reaches the river.  The PDC will ensure that all equipment 

will be free from leaks and drips prior to arriving onsite; and will require refueling at least 

150 feet from the river.  In addition, due to the short duration of the project, it is unlikely that 

antifreeze, brake, or transmission fluid will be present onsite or spilled in volumes or 

concentrations large enough to harm salmonids in or downstream from the project site.  

Therefore, NMFS believes the potential for adverse effects from toxic chemical inputs to 

water quality and any ESA-listed fish present will be minimized to a discountable level with 

implementation of the proposed PDC. 

 

The proposed action also has the potential to affect water quality through improved sewage 

and wastewater treatment, which reduces the potential for chemical contamination and 

nutrient releases to the Salmon River.  The PDC will require that no direct discharge to the 

Salmon River occurs.  In addition, routine groundwater quality monitoring will be 

conducted to ensure the sewage treatment facility prevents contamination of the Salmon River 

for the life expectancy of the project.  NMFS will be notified if results of water quality 

monitoring indicate any type of contamination to the Salmon River is occurring.  Therefore, 

NMFS believes the potential for adverse effects from chemical contamination and increased 
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nutrient inputs to water quality from sewage treatment and any ESA-listed fish present will be 

minimized to a discountable level with implementation of the proposed PDC. 

 

Project-generated sediment also has the potential to affect ESA-listed fish by filling pools 

and increasing substrate fine sediment levels.  However, with ground-disturbing activities 

taking place no closer than 75 feet to the Salmon River, combined with the anticipated 

effectiveness of proposed sediment control PDC, very little sediment is expected to be 

delivered to the river as a result of the project.  Also, any sediment that is delivered to the 

river is not expected to remain in the substrate very long, likely remaining in place only 

until the next high flow event, when high flows are expected to flush out project-generated 

sediment.  Therefore, project-generated sediment delivery is expected to be insignificant 

and not at a scale that is likely to affect fish use of the action area. 

 

 

Critical Habitat Determination 

 

The action as proposed has the potential to affect the following essential physical and biological 

features (Chinook and sockeye salmon) or primary constituent elements (PCEs) (steelhead) of 

designated critical habitat (hereinafter collectively referred to as PCEs):  (1) Water quality; and 

(2) substrate/spawning gravel (Table 2).  Any modification of these PCEs may affect freshwater 

rearing or migration in the action area.  Proper function of these PCEs is necessary to support 

successful adult and juvenile migration, adult holding, rearing, and growth and development of 

juvenile fish.  All remaining PCEs would not be affected by the proposed action.   

 

The proposed action has the potential to affect water quality by generating minor amounts of 

turbidity due to project associated soil disturbance.  However, as previously described in the 

species effects section, proposed PDC are expected to effectively limit sediment delivery to 

very low levels.  Therefore, effects of the action on turbidity (water quality parameter) will 

be insignificant. 

 

The proposed action also has the potential for temporary toxic chemical contamination of 

the Salmon River from uncured concrete and/or petroleum-based fuels and lubricants.  

However, as described in the species effects section, the risk of chemical contamination 

occurring is discountable considering implementation of the proposed PDC. 

 

The proposed action also has the potential to affect water quality through improved sewage 

and wastewater treatment, which reduces the potential for chemical contamination and 

nutrient releases to the Salmon River.  The PDC will ensure sewage treatment successfully 

prevents contaminating the Salmon River for the life expectancy of the project.  Therefore, 

NMFS believes the potential for adverse effects from chemical contamination and nutrient 

inputs to water quality will be minimized to a discountable level with implementation of the 

new sewage treatment facility and proposed PDC. 

 

As proposed, the action also has the potential to affect instream sediment levels, affecting 

substrate composition and spawning gravels.  No ESA-listed fish spawn in this stream reach, 

meaning no spawning gravels will be affected.  And, as described in the species effects 
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section, only small amounts of sediment are expected to be delivered to the river because of 

the anticipated effectiveness of the sediment control PDC.  Because only minor amounts of 

sediment are expected to be delivered to the stream, effects to substrate/spawning gravel will 

be insignificant. 

 

 

Table 2. Types of sites and essential physical and biological features designated as PCEs, 

and the species life stage each PCE supports. 

Site Essential Physical and Biological Features/PCEs ESA-listed Species Life Stage 

Snake River Basin Steelheada 

Freshwater Spawning Water quality, water quantity, and substrate. 
Spawning, incubation, and larval 

development 

Freshwater Rearing 

Water quantity & floodplain connectivity to form and 

maintain physical habitat conditions 
Juvenile growth and mobility 

Water quality and forageb Juvenile development 

Natural coverc Juvenile mobility and survival 

Freshwater Migration 
Free of artificial obstructions, water quality and 

quantity, and natural coverc 

Juvenile and adult mobility and 

survival 

Spring/summer Chinook Salmon 

Spawning and 

Juvenile Rearing 

Spawning gravel, water quality and quantity, 

cover/shelter, food, riparian vegetation, and space 
Juvenile and adult 

Migration 

Substrate, water quality and quantity, water temperature, 

water velocity, cover/shelter, foodd, riparian vegetation, 

space, safe passage  

Juvenile and adult 

Snake River Sockeye Salmon 

Spawning and 

Juvenile Rearing 

Spawning gravel, water quality and quantity, water 

temperature, food, riparian vegetation, and access. 
Juvenile and adult 

Migration 

Substrate, water quality and quantity, water temperature, 

water velocity, cover/shelter, foodd, riparian vegetation, 

space, safe passage 

Juvenile and adult 

aAdditional PCEs pertaining to estuarine, nearshore, and offshore marine areas have also been described for Snake River Basin 

steelhead.  These PCEs will not be affected by the proposed action and have therefore not been described in this letter of 

concurrence. 
bForage includes aquatic invertebrate and fish species that support growth and maturation. 
cNatural cover includes shade, large wood, log jams, beaver dams, aquatic vegetation, large rocks and boulders, side channels, 

and undercut banks. 
dFood applies to juvenile migration only. 

 

 

Conclusion 

Based on this analysis, NMFS concurs with EPA and the IDEQ that the proposed action is 

NLAA the subject listed species and designated critical habitats.   
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Reinitiation of Consultation 

Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by EPA, IDEQ, or by NMFS, 
where discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or is 
authorized by law, and: (1) New information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed 
species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered; (2) the identified 
action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical 
habitat that was not considered in this concurrence letter; or (3) if a new species is listed or 
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action (50 CFR 402.16). This 
concludes the ESA portion of this consultation. 

Section 7(a)(l) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the 
purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of threatened and 
endangered species. The EPA and IDEQ also have the same responsibilities, and informal 
consultation offers action agencies an opportunity to address their conservation responsibilities 
under section 7(a)(l). 

Please direct questions regarding this letter to Mrs. Kimberly Murphy (208) 756-5180 and Mr. 
Bill Lind (208) 378-5697. 

cc: R. Holder - USFWS 
T. Curet-IDFG 
N. LaRoque - USDA 
D. Porter - IDOC 

Sincerely, 

/?/~&? 
J} William W. Stelle, Jr. 

Regional Administrator 
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bcc: SBAO – File copy; Read file 

SSBO – K. Murphy; B. Lind (electronic) 

 
Murphy:Lind:ElkBendSewerImprovements:am:20151124:2015-3698 

 

 

cc Addresses:  (electronic) 

 

Russ Holder 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

russ_holder@fws.gov 

 

Thomas Curet 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

tcuret@idfg.idaho.gov 

 

Noel LaRoque 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Noel.LaRoque@id.usda.gov 

 

Dennis J. Porter 

Idaho Department of Commerce 

Dennis.Porter@commerce.idaho.gov 
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. They
highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information about
the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for many
different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban planners,
community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. Also,
conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste disposal,
and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, protect, or enhance
the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil properties
that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. The information
is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of soil limitations on
various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for identifying and complying
with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some cases.
Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/
nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering applications. For
more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center (http://
offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as septic
tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to basements or
underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States Department
of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the Agricultural
Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National Cooperative Soil
Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a part of an
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all prohibited
bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means
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for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should
contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400
Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272
(voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and
employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous areas
in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas and
their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and limitations
affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, and shape of
the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native plants; and
the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil profiles. A soil profile is
the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The profile extends from the
surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed or from the
surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other
living organisms and has not been changed by other biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource areas
(MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that share
common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water resources,
soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey areas typically
consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that is
related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area.
Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind of
landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and miscellaneous
areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific segments of the
landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they were formed. Thus,
during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict with a considerable
degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a specific location on the
landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by
an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to verify
predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them to
identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character of
soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
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individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that have
similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a unique
combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components of
the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes
the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such landforms and
landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the development of
resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite investigation is
needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, and
experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the soil-
landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at specific
locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller number of
measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. These
measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, depth to
bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for content of
sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil typically vary from
one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists interpret
the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed characteristics
and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the soils under different
uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through observation of the soils
in different uses and under different levels of management. Some interpretations are
modified to fit local conditions, and some new interpretations are developed to meet
local needs. Data are assembled from other sources, such as research information,
production records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data on crop
yields under defined levels of management are assembled from farm records and from
field or plot experiments on the same kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on such
variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over long
periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, soil
scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will have
a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, fields,
roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of soil
map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more accurate
calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Custer-Lemhi Area, Idaho, Parts of Blaine,
Custer, and Lemhi Counties
Survey Area Data:  Version 15, Sep 9, 2014

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 1:50,000
or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  Jul 19, 2010—Aug 15,
2010

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend

Custer-Lemhi Area, Idaho, Parts of Blaine, Custer, and Lemhi Counties (ID752)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

19 Bock-Bromaglin complex, 1 to 4
percent slopes

185.1 37.8%

31 Calcids-Rubble land-Rock
outcrop complex, 50 to 80
percent slopes

47.4 9.7%

36 Copperbasin, cool-Redfish
complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes

18.1 3.7%

54 Dawtonia-Custco association,
20 to 50 percent slopes

102.2 20.9%

126 Millhi silt loam, 2 to 4 percent
slopes

20.1 4.1%

253 Zer gravelly loam, 20 to 50
percent slopes

114.2 23.3%

263 Water 2.3 0.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 489.5 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the soils
or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along with the
maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the landscape,
however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the characteristic variability
of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some observed properties may extend
beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. Areas of soils of a single taxonomic
class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without including areas of other taxonomic
classes. Consequently, every map unit is made up of the soils or miscellaneous areas
for which it is named and some minor components that belong to taxonomic classes
other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They generally
are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the scale used.
Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas are identified
by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a given area, the
contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit descriptions along with

Custom Soil Resource Report
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some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor components may not have been
observed, and consequently they are not mentioned in the descriptions, especially
where the pattern was so complex that it was impractical to make enough observations
to identify all the soils and miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the usefulness
or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate pure taxonomic
classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. The delineation of such segments
on the map provides sufficient information for the development of resource plans. If
intensive use of small areas is planned, however, onsite investigation is needed to
define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. Each
description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil properties
and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major horizons
that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, salinity,
degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the basis of such
differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas shown on the
detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase commonly
indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha silt loam, 0
to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. The
pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar in all
areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present or
anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered practical
or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The pattern and
relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar. Alpha-
Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas that
could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion of
the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can be
made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made up
of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil material
and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Custer-Lemhi Area, Idaho, Parts of Blaine, Custer, and Lemhi Counties

19—Bock-Bromaglin complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2sfy
Elevation: 3,800 to 6,600 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 8 to 13 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 75 to 100 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated

Map Unit Composition
Bock and similar soils: 55 percent
Bromaglin and similar soils: 35 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Bock

Setting
Landform: Stream terraces, fan remnants
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Mixed alluvium

Typical profile
A - 0 to 11 inches: silt loam
Bw - 11 to 18 inches: silt loam
Bk1 - 18 to 24 inches: gravelly loam
Bk2 - 24 to 48 inches: fine sandy loam
2C - 48 to 60 inches: very gravelly loamy sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 4 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 40 to 60 inches to strongly contrasting textural

stratification
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high

(0.57 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 25 percent
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum in profile: 5.0
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 7.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6c
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: Loamy 8-12 artrw8/pssps (R012XY032ID)

Description of Bromaglin

Setting
Landform: Stream terraces, fan remnants

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Mixed alluvium

Typical profile
Ap - 0 to 5 inches: silt loam
Bw - 5 to 12 inches: very fine sandy loam
Bk1 - 12 to 20 inches: sandy loam
2Bk2 - 20 to 60 inches: extremely gravelly loamy coarse sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 4 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 14 to 24 inches to strongly contrasting textural

stratification
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high

(0.57 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 20 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3s
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4c
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: Loamy 8-12 artrw8/pssps (R012XY032ID)

31—Calcids-Rubble land-Rock outcrop complex, 50 to 80 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2sjr
Elevation: 3,900 to 7,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 7 to 12 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 41 degrees F
Frost-free period: 70 to 90 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Calcids and similar soils: 50 percent
Rubble land: 25 percent
Rock outcrop: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Calcids

Setting
Landform: Mountain slopes
Down-slope shape: Convex

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Colluvium and/or mixed slope alluvium

Typical profile
A - 0 to 2 inches: very cobbly loam
Bw - 2 to 16 inches: very gravelly loam
Bk1 - 16 to 37 inches: extremely gravelly loam
2Bk2 - 37 to 60 inches: extremely gravelly coarse sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 50 to 80 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 72 inches to lithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high

(0.57 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 15 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: Steep limestone 12-20 cele3/pssps-feid (R012XY015ID)

Description of Rubble Land

Typical profile
C - 0 to 60 inches: stones, boulders

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8

Description of Rock Outcrop

Typical profile
R - 0 to 60 inches: bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 50 to 80 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 0 inches to lithic bedrock

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 8

Custom Soil Resource Report

14



36—Copperbasin, cool-Redfish complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2sjx
Elevation: 4,500 to 7,400 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 10 to 18 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 34 to 39 degrees F
Frost-free period: 5 to 30 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Redfish and similar soils: 45 percent
Copperbasin, cool, and similar soils: 45 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Copperbasin, Cool

Setting
Landform: Flood plains, stream terraces
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Mixed alluvium

Typical profile
A - 0 to 5 inches: very gravelly fine sandy loam
C1 - 5 to 25 inches: extremely gravelly loamy sand
C2 - 25 to 33 inches: extremely cobbly loamy sand
C3 - 33 to 60 inches: extremely cobbly loamy coarse sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 4 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (2.00 to 6.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 42 inches
Frequency of flooding: Occasional
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.5 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 6c
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: Riverbottom 10-16 popul/pasm (R012XY042ID)
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Description of Redfish

Setting
Landform: Flood plains, stream terraces
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Mixed alluvium

Typical profile
Oe - 0 to 3 inches: moderately decomposed plant material
A - 3 to 8 inches: gravelly sandy loam
Ag - 8 to 13 inches: very gravelly sandy loam
2Cg - 13 to 63 inches: extremely gravelly coarse sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 4 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 10 to 22 inches to strongly contrasting textural

stratification
Natural drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (2.00 to 6.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 6 to 12 inches
Frequency of flooding: Frequent
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 6c
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6c
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D
Ecological site: Riparian salix/carex (R043AY011ID)
Other vegetative classification: RIPARIAN SALIX/CAREX (043AY011ID)

Minor Components

Aquolls
Percent of map unit: 10 percent
Landform: Flood plains

54—Dawtonia-Custco association, 20 to 50 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2sl8
Elevation: 4,000 to 7,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 8 to 16 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 43 degrees F
Frost-free period: 60 to 90 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
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Map Unit Composition
Dawtonia and similar soils: 50 percent
Custco and similar soils: 35 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Dawtonia

Setting
Landform: Hillslopes, mountain slopes
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Mixed alluvium and/or colluvium

Typical profile
A - 0 to 4 inches: gravelly loam
Bt - 4 to 12 inches: very gravelly loam
Bk - 12 to 24 inches: very gravelly loam
Bkq - 24 to 60 inches: extremely gravelly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 20 to 50 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20

to 0.60 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 30 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 5.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7e
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: Gravelly loam 8-12 artrw8/pssps (R012XY004ID)

Description of Custco

Setting
Landform: Hillslopes, mountain slopes
Down-slope shape: Convex
Across-slope shape: Convex
Parent material: Colluvium derived from igneous rock and/or quartzite

Typical profile
A - 0 to 4 inches: gravelly loam
Bt - 4 to 17 inches: very gravelly loam
Bk - 17 to 60 inches: extremely gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 20 to 50 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high

(0.57 to 2.00 in/hr)
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Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 25 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: North slope loamy 12-16 artr4/feid (R012XY010ID)

126—Millhi silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2scp
Elevation: 3,900 to 5,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 7 to 10 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 43 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 75 to 100 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Millhi and similar soils: 90 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Millhi

Setting
Landform: Lake terraces, hillslopes
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Lacustrine deposits

Typical profile
A - 0 to 4 inches: silt loam
Btn - 4 to 9 inches: silt loam
Btkn - 9 to 60 inches: clay

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 4 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 1 to 12 inches to natric
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately

low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 to 12 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 10 percent
Gypsum, maximum in profile: 5 percent
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Salinity, maximum in profile: Slightly saline to moderately saline (8.0 to 16.0 mmhos/
cm)

Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum in profile: 30.0
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 1.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 6s
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6s
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: Clayey 7-10 artrw8-atco/pssps (R012XY036ID)

253—Zer gravelly loam, 20 to 50 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 2sj7
Elevation: 4,000 to 8,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 8 to 13 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 43 degrees F
Frost-free period: 60 to 90 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Zer and similar soils: 95 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Zer

Setting
Landform: Fan remnants
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Concave
Parent material: Mixed alluvium and/or colluvium

Typical profile
A - 0 to 5 inches: gravelly loam
Bkq1 - 5 to 14 inches: very gravelly loam
Bkq2 - 14 to 26 inches: extremely gravelly sandy loam
Bkq3 - 26 to 60 inches: extremely gravelly sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 20 to 50 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 10 to 20 inches to strongly contrasting textural

stratification
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high

(0.57 to 2.00 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum in profile: 40 percent
Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Sodium adsorption ratio, maximum in profile: 8.0
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Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 1.9 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 7e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: Gravelly loam 8-12 artrw8/pssps (R012XY004ID)

263—Water

Map Unit Composition
Water: 100 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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2011 2021 2031 2051 2011 2021 2031 2051

Estimated EDUs 125 138 153 186 38 42 46 57

Estimated Year Round Population 75 83 92 112 26 29 32 39

Estimated Peak Population 200 221 244 298 50 55 61 74

Winter Average (gpd) 10,000 11,046 12,202 14,889 3,250 3,590 3,966 4,839

Annual Average (gpd) 16,330 18,038 19,926 24,313 5,150 5,689 6,284 7,668

Estimated Peak (gpd) 26,600 29,383 32,457 39,604 6,650 7,346 8,114 9,901

Elk Bend Unit Steelhead Bend Unit

Elk Bend Sewer District ‐ Population and Wastewater Flow Projections



Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend Lift Station Summary

hr event Q (gpd) hr event Q (gpd) hr event Q (gpd)

05/08/09 3.8 114 2,626.8 19,728 309.7

05/15/09 19.1 617 6,557.1 313.1 1,457.1

06/05/09 131.4 2,451 16,042.9 2,791.5 20,589 17,646.4 399.9 115 12,400.0

08/04/09 311.0 8,941 8,980.0 3,127.2 22,249 16,785.0 620.3 1,049 11,020.0

03/15/10 1,047.4 17,337 9,906.7 3,826.2 25,941 9,403.6

03/16/10 1,050.5 17,346 9,300.0 3,829.4 25,959 9,600.0 848.6 2,108 3,057.6

03/17/10 1,055.1 17,349 13,800.0 3,832.8 25,978 10,200.0 849.4 2,119 2,400.0

03/18/10 1,061.4 17,352 18,900.0 3,835.5 25,995 8,100.0 849.8 2,122 1,200.0

03/19/10 1,067.8 17,354 19,200.0 3,839.0 26,015 10,500.0 850.1 2,126 900.0

08/01/11 4,309.1 18,552 19,447.8 6,550.0 26,785 16,266.0 3,446.7 34,743 15,579.6

08/06/11 4,346.7 18,580 22,560.0 6,556.9 26,813 4,140.0 3,450.4 34,574 2,220.0

08/12/11 4,382.9 18,619 18,100.0 6,562.7 26,840 2,900.0 3,455.1 34,621 2,350.0

08/17/11 4,419.7 18,651 22,080.0 6,569.5 26,888 4,080.0 3,459.8 34,668 2,820.0

08/22/11 4,455.4 18,680 21,420.0 6,575.3 26,925 3,480.0 3,464.6 34,705 2,880.0

08/28/11 4,492.2 18,719 18,400.0 6,582.1 26,962 3,400.0 3,467.3 34,743 1,350.0

09/02/11 4,528.1 18,742 21,540.0 6,588.2 27,001 3,660.0 3,472.1 34,782 2,880.0

09/06/11 4,565.3 18,765 27,900.0 6,594.6 27,030 4,800.0 3,476.5 34,811 3,300.0

09/12/11 4,601.2 18,800 17,950.0 6,601.0 27,069 3,200.0 3,480.0 34,834 1,750.0

09/18/11 4,637.1 18,821 17,950.0 6,608.2 27,095 3,600.0 3,483.2 34,867 1,600.0

09/23/11 4,674.2 18,852 22,260.0 6,615.4 27,113 4,320.0 3,487.0 34,893 2,280.0

09/28/11 4,710.3 18,871 21,660.0 6,622.3 27,142 4,140.0 3,490.1 34,911 1,860.0

10/02/11 4,750.0 18,890 29,775.0 6,629.2 27,180 5,175.0 3,493.9 34,851 2,850.0

10/07/11 4,800.2 18,910 30,120.0 6,634.0 27,219 2,880.0 3,504.1 34,942 6,120.0

10/12/11 4,833.1 18,981 19,740.0 6,659.0 27,251 15,000.0 3,524.3 35,094 12,120.0

10/14/11 4,837.9 18,993 7,200.0 6,675.9 27,280 25,350.0 3,527.9 35,112 5,400.0

10/17/11 4,859.0 18,997 21,100.0 6,683.6 27,310 7,700.0 3,530.1 35,121 2,200.0

5/09 ‐ 10/11 16,329.1 13,643.9 10,830.9

8/09‐3/10 10,001.8 9,407.0 3,037.0

5/09‐3/10 10,133.3 11,544.8 5,146.7

5/09‐8/09 10,811.1 17,059.1 11,377.8

8/09‐8/11 16,539.8 14,056.1 11,598.8

8/11‐10/11 21,424.7 5,205.2 3,249.4

LS#1 LS#2 SB



Elk Bend LS#1

Q= 50 gpm

Date Clock Hrs Hour Reading Event Reading Hrs # Event # V (gal) Q (gpd)

8/1/2011 43091 18552

8/6/2011 120.0 43467 18580 376 28 112,800 22,560

8/12/2011 144.0 43829 18619 362 39 108,600 18,100

8/17/2011 120.0 44197 18651 368 32 110,400 22,080

8/22/2011 120.0 44554 18680 357 29 107,100 21,420

8/28/2011 144.0 44922 18719 368 39 110,400 18,400

9/2/2011 120.0 45281 18742 359 23 107,700 21,540

9/6/2011 96.0 45653 18765 372 23 111,600 27,900

9/12/2011 144.0 46012 18800 359 35 107,700 17,950

9/18/2011 144.0 46371 18821 359 21 107,700 17,950

9/23/2011 120.0 46742 18852 371 31 111,300 22,260

9/28/2011 120.0 47103 18871 361 19 108,300 21,660

10/2/2011 96.0 47500 18890 397 19 119,100 29,775

10/7/2011 120.0 48002 18910 502 20 150,600 30,120

10/12/2011 120.0 48331 18981 329 71 98,700 19,740

10/14/2011 48.0 48379 18993 48 12 14,400 7,200

10/17/2011 72.0 48590 18997 211 4 63,300 21,100

344 28 103,106 21,235

5408.682



Elk Bend LS#2

Q= 50 gpm

Date Clock Hrs Hour Reading Event Reading Hrs Count Event Count V (gal) Q (gpd)

8/1/2011 65500 26785

8/6/2011 120 65569 26813 69 28 20,700 4,140

8/12/2011 144 65627 26840 58 27 17,400 2,900

8/17/2011 120 65695 26888 68 48 20,400 4,080

8/22/2011 120 65753 26925 58 37 17,400 3,480

8/28/2011 144 65821 26962 68 37 20,400 3,400

9/2/2011 120 65882 27001 61 39 18,300 3,660

9/6/2011 96 65946 27030 64 29 19,200 4,800

9/12/2011 144 66010 27069 64 39 19,200 3,200

9/18/2011 144 66082 27095 72 26 21,600 3,600

9/23/2011 120 66154 27113 72 18 21,600 4,320

9/28/2011 120 66223 27142 69 29 20,700 4,140

10/2/2011 96 66292 27180 69 38 20,700 5,175

10/7/2011 120 66340 27219 48 39 14,400 2,880

10/12/2011 120 66690 27251 350 32 105,000 21,000

10/14/2011 48 66759 27280 69 29 20,700 10,350

10/17/2011 72 66836 27310 77 30 23,100 7,700

5,552



Steelhead Bend LS

Q = 50 gpm

Date Clock hrs Hour Reading Event Reading Hrs Read Events V (gal) Q (gpd)

8/1/2011 34467 34743

8/6/2011 120.00 34504 34574 37 ‐169 11,100 2,220

8/12/2011 144.00 34551 34621 47 47 14,100 2,350

8/17/2011 120.00 34598 34668 47 47 14,100 2,820

8/22/2011 120.00 34646 34705 48 37 14,400 2,880

8/28/2011 144.00 34673 34743 27 38 8,100 1,350

9/2/2011 120.00 34721 34782 48 39 14,400 2,880

9/6/2011 96.00 34765 34811 44 29 13,200 3,300

9/12/2011 144.00 34800 34834 35 23 10,500 1,750

9/18/2011 144.00 34832 34867 32 33 9,600 1,600

9/23/2011 120.00 34870 34893 38 26 11,400 2,280

9/28/2011 120.00 34901 34911 31 18 9,300 1,860

10/2/2011 96.00 34939 34851 38 ‐60 11,400 2,850

10/7/2011 120.00 35041 34942 102 91 30,600 6,120

10/12/2011 120.00 35243 35094 202 152 60,600 12,120

10/14/2011 48.00 35279 35112 36 18 10,800 5,400

10/17/2011 72.00 35301 35121 22 9 6,600 2,200

3,374



























Idaho Falls DEQ

Certificate of AnalysisIdaho Falls, ID 83402

Gregory Eager

900 N. Skyline, Suite B

09/29/2011Date Submitted:

Date Reported: 10/06/2011

IAS EnviroChem
3314 Pole Line Rd.   Pocatello, ID 83201

Phone: (208) 237-3300   Fax: (208) 237-3336
email: iasec3308@iasenvirochem.com   www.iasenvirochem.com

I109224-01

Elk Bend

09/28/11  16:00

Lab Tracking #:

Sampling Date/Time:

Sample Description:

Analyte Result AnalyzedMethodUnits Analyst
Ammonia as N mg/L 4500 NH3 G 10/03/2011 BWH16.49

Biochemical Oxygen Demand mg/L 5210 B 09/29/2011 MPH48

Nitrate as N mg/L 300.0 09/30/2011 BWH< 1.00

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L 351.2 10/05/2011 RP17.3

Laboratory Director

Brad W Hendricks For G. Ryan PattieND = Not Detected

All solids are reported on a dry weight basis unless otherwise noted.
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        December 20, 2013 

Skyler Allen 
Keller Associates 
305 North Third, Suite A 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
 
RE: Elk Bend District Wastewater Improvement Project (Idaho SHPO REV 2013-42) 
 
Dear Mr. Allen,  
 
Thank you for your informational note and the report prepared by Kenneth Canon with 
USU Archaeological Services. We have reviewed the report and concur that the 
undertaking will have no effect on historic properties (36 CFR 800.4).  
 
We appreciate your consulting with our office. If you have any questions feel free to 
contact me at 208-334-3861 x107 or ethan.morton@ishs.idaho.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
       

 
 
Ethan Morton  
Archaeologist, Idaho State Historic Preservation Office   

C.L. “Butch” Otter  

Governor of Idaho  

 

Janet Gallimore  

Executive Director 

 

 

Administration  

2205 Old Penitentiary Road  

Boise, Idaho 83712-8250  

Office: (208) 334-2682  

Fax: (208) 334-2774 

 

Membership and Fund 

Development  

2205 Old Penitentiary Road  

Boise, Idaho 83712-8250  

Office: (208) 514-2310  

Fax: (208) 334-2774     

 

Historical Museum and  

Education Programs  

610 North Julia Davis Drive  

Boise, Idaho 83702-7695  

Office: (208) 334-2120  

Fax: (208) 334-4059  

 

State Historic Preservation 

Office and Historic Sites 

Archeological Survey of Idaho  

210 Main Street  

Boise, Idaho 83702-7264  

Office: (208) 334-3861  

Fax: (208) 334-2775  

 

Statewide Sites: 

• Franklin Historic Site 

• Pierce Courthouse 

• Rock Creek Station and 

• Stricker Homesite 

 

Old Penitentiary  

2445 Old Penitentiary Road  

Boise, Idaho 83712-8254 

Office: (208) 334-2844  

Fax: (208) 334-3225  

 

Idaho State Archives 

2205 Old Penitentiary Road  

Boise, Idaho 83712-8250 

Office: (208) 334-2620 

Fax: (208) 334-2626 

 

North Idaho Office  

112 West 4th Street, Suite #7  

Moscow, Idaho 83843  

Office: (208) 882-1540  

Fax: (208) 882-1763 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Historical Society is an 

Equal Opportunity Employer. 

 

 



     October 18, 2012 
 
Skyler Allen 
Keller Associates 
305 N. 3rd Ave. 
Pocatello, Idaho 83201 
 
RE:  Elk Bend District Wastewater Improvement Project, Lemhi County, Idaho 
 
 Thank you for requesting our views on the proposed improvements to the 
wastewater system for the community of Elk Bend located on the Salmon River 
south of Salmon, Idaho.  Work will involve the rehabilitation of two lift stations, 
construction of 3900 feet of sewer line, construction of a filter treatment plant, 
and expansion of a soil absorption system for treated wastewater disposal.  
 
 Our records show that the project location is an area where 
archaeological sites are likely to exist. We are therefore recommending an 
archaeological survey of the project area prior to any ground-disturbing 
activities. The survey should be conducted when ground visibility is good and a 
report sent to our office for review. Depending upon the results, we may 
recommend avoiding sensitive areas, archaeological testing or monitoring, or 
proceeding with the project as planned.  
 
 A list of archaeological consultants can be found on Preservation Idaho’s 
website (www.preservationidaho.org) under Resources.  
 
 We appreciate your cooperation. If you have any questions, please feel 
free to contact me at 208-334-3847, ext. 107.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Susan Pengilly 
Deputy SHPO 
 
 

      

C.L. “Butch” Otter  

Governor of Idaho  

 

Janet Gallimore  

Executive Director 

 

 

Administration  

2205 Old Penitentiary Road  

Boise, Idaho 83712-8250  

Office: (208) 334-2682  

Fax: (208) 334-2774 

 

Membership and Fund 

Development  

2205 Old Penitentiary Road  

Boise, Idaho 83712-8250  

Office: (208) 514-2310  

Fax: (208) 334-2774     

 

Historical Museum and  

Education Programs  

610 North Julia Davis Drive  

Boise, Idaho 83702-7695  

Office: (208) 334-2120  

Fax: (208) 334-4059  

 

State Historic Preservation 

Office and Historic Sites 

Archeological Survey of Idaho  

210 Main Street  

Boise, Idaho 83702-7264  

Office: (208) 334-3861  

Fax: (208) 334-2775  

 

Statewide Sites: 

• Franklin Historic Site 

• Pierce Courthouse 

• Rock Creek Station and 

• Stricker Homesite 

 

Old Penitentiary  

2445 Old Penitentiary Road  

Boise, Idaho 83712-8254 
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Fax: (208) 334-3225  

 

Idaho State Archives 
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Boise, Idaho 83712-8250 

Office: (208) 334-2620 

Fax: (208) 334-2626 

 

North Idaho Office  
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Moscow, Idaho 83843  

Office: (208) 882-1540  

Fax: (208) 882-1763 
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MEMO 

TO: Skyler Allen, Keller Associates 

Kimberly Murphy, National Marine Fisheries Service 

FROM: Mike May, DEQ Grant and Loan Program 

SUBJECT: Elk Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater Improvements  

Threatened/Endangered Species and Essential Fish Habitat Determination 

DATE: July 17, 2015 

 

 

The Elk Bend Water & Sewer District (EBW&SD) is proposing upgrades to their wastewater system. The 

District currently serves two small residential areas on Elk Bend and Salmon Bend of the Salmon River.  

EBW&SD serves approximately 138 residences, a few cabins, a 20-space RV park and a restaurant. The 

existing wastewater facilities consist of two extended aeration package plants discharging to large soil 

absorption systems. These facilities were constructed in the 1970s and are in poor condition. At least one 

incident involving sewage overflow to the ground surface has occurred. 

FEDERAL NEXUS 

The proposed project is expected to be financed by the Idaho Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF), 

which is ultimately funded through the Environmental Protection Agency. Additional financing is being 

provided by a Community Development Block Grant using federal funds administered by the Idaho 

Department of Commerce and by funds from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Utilities Service. 

PROJECT SCOPE 

The proposed wastewater improvements include: 

 Construct a new recirculating gravel filter wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) at Elk 

Bend, consisting of a and replacement large soil absorption system; 

 Replace the existing large soil absorption system (LSAS) with a new LSAS; 

 Rehabilitate the existing WWTF at Steelhead Bend; and 

 Rehabilitate Steelhead Bend Lift Station and Elk Bend Lift Station #1 with new pumps and 

electrical equipment; and 

The project does not involve any water withdrawal from or discharge to the Salmon River or any of its 

tributaries. No ground disturbance or riparian vegetation removal within 100 feet of the river or its 

tributaries is anticipated. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued an Approved Jurisdictional 

Determination (AJD) on May 22, 2014, stating that all project work is in uplands not containing waters of 

the U.S., including wetlands. Project features are presented on the attached map based on an underlying 

aerial photograph. 
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PROJECT SETTING 

EBW&SD is located on the Salmon River main stem, extending from approximately river mile (RM) 285 

to just below RM 283, which places it approximately 24 miles south of Salmon (RM 260), the nearest 

town. 

The project site is located in the Dry Gneissic-Schistose-Volcanic Hills ecoregion, a rugged valley in the 

rain shadow of the Salmon River Mountains of central Idaho with sagebrush grassland native vegetation.
1
 

The attached project map shows that bushes and shrubs are sparse on the canyon walls, and there are a 

few irrigated fields in low areas. The populated zones are in relatively flat strips, no wider than about 

1,000 feet, between US-93 and the Salmon River. The January average snow depth at the Salmon weather 

station is 4 inches, with less snow cover in December and February, based on data from 1905 to 2015.
2
  

CONSERVATION MEASURES AND BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

It is understood that the main stem of the Salmon River is designated critical habitat for Snake River 

Basin Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss)
3
 and Snake River spring/summer Chinook Salmon 

(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha),
4
 with designated critical habitat for Chinook salmon extending 300 feet 

from either edge of the stream. Both species are listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as 

threatened and are present in the Salmon River. Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus), another threatened 

species, are also present in the Salmon River (see below). Based on these site conditions, the following 

conservation measures and best management practices (BMPs) are proposed during construction: 

 Prior to beginning work, project sites should be surveyed for noxious weeds and appropriate 

measures taken to either avoid existing infestations or treat infestations to prevent a local 

expansion or off-site transport.   

 Where construction activities occur within 75 feet of stream channels or standing water, or in 

areas where water may concentrate during snowmelt periods, standard sediment and pollutant 

prevention and retention practices will be utilized (e.g., silt fence, wattles) and appropriately 

maintained. 

 Fuel storage will occur only within staging areas, and refueling will not occur within 150 feet 

of streams.  If fueling must occur at less than 150 feet, it will occur inside an impervious 

containment structure with a volumetric holding capacity equal to at least 110 percent of the 

fueling tank.  Engine and hydraulic fluids will be monitored for leaks.  Spill packs will also 

be on hand for minor leaks/spills. 

 Washing of tools and equipment will occur only within staging areas, or other areas approved 

by the SNRA permit administrator, where there is no potential for rinsate to reach surface 

waters. 

 To minimize the potential for introducing hazardous material to the aquatic system, a spill 

prevention and control countermeasures plan will be prepared by the contractor and approved 

by the SNRA prior to project.  

 No construction will occur within wetland or riparian conditions. 
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 Equipment and material staging areas should be located in areas lying outside of resource 

conservation areas (RCAs), in areas requiring the least amount of new soil disturbance, and 

outside topographic lows where water may concentrate during snowmelt or storm events. 

 Equipment should be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior to arriving 

on site to reduce risk of invasive species introduction. The same equipment should be cleaned 

again prior to leaving, if warranted.  

 Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation should be removed to an appropriate 

disposal site.  

 RCA vegetation should be protected to the extent possible, and disturbed areas promptly 

rehabilitated. 

 To avoid inadvertent water contamination, ensure that sewage is successfully delivered to 

established treatment areas where it may be properly treated throughout construction; 

establishment of temporary lift stations/delivery systems may be necessary. 

 Consider establishing a water quality monitoring plan to assure sewage treatment successfully 

prevents contaminating the Salmon River for the life expectancy of the project.  

USF&WS THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS) revised its threatened and endangered species list
5
 during 

the history of this project. The final revision referenced in this memo and attached was issued on August 

14, 2014 and was downloaded July 9, 2015. The list was refined and species were assessed using 

telephone conversations and email correspondence with the USF&WS Eastern Idaho Field Office and the 

National Marine Fisheries Service, as well as publically available documents.  

The following species are listed as threatened within Lemhi County: 

1. Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) – The Canada Lynx reside in boreal forest landscapes and 

provide one or more of the following beneficial habitat elements including snowshoe hares for 

prey, abundant, large, woody debris piles that are used as dens, and winter snow conditions that 

are generally deep and fluffy for extended periods of time.
6
 The proposed project is located in a 

narrow riverine valley with adjacent steep canyon walls nearly denuded of trees (see map). It is 

not typical of boreal forests and has shallow winter snow depths. The only proposed critical 

habitat in Idaho is in the northeast corner of Boundary County, and reflects actual distribution
7
. 

The proposed project will have NO EFFECT on the Canada Lynx. 

2. Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) –The Salmon River in the vicinity of the project site is 

designated bull trout critical habitat.
8
 Bull trout are cold water fish. The species must have: cold 

water; clean stream substrates for spawning and rearing; complex habitats with deep pools, 

undercut banks and lots of large logs; and lake and river connectivity to headwater streams for 

annual spawning and feeding migrations. The species is sensitive to sediment. Due to the 

proximity of the proposed improvements, USF&WS has requested that the following measures be 

implemented with the primary goal of ensuring that absolutely no sediment enters the Salmon 

River. DEQ is requiring that these measures are strictly followed. By following these 

measures, the project will have “NO EFFECT” on Bull Trout. 
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a. Implementation of best management practices to avoid and minimize the introduction of 

sediment into the river. 

i. Erosion control wattles, sediment drift fences or other barriers to sediment traveling 

off the project area. 

ii. Equipment staging areas or construction area for the two lift stations must be slanted 

away from the river, towards the road, to minimize sediment delivery to the Salmon 

River. 

iii. Any other practices that would minimize the possibility of sedimentation should be 

incorporated into the project plans and specifications to avoid the possibility of 

adverse effects to bull trout. 

 
Figure 1. Critical habitat in the project area (USF&WS Critical Habitat Mapper 3.0)9  

 

The following have been listed as Candidate Species within Custer County: 

1. Whitebark Pine (Pinus albicaulis) – The Whitebark pine is a 5 needle conifer species that occurs 

from approximately 2,950 feet at its northern limit in British Columbia up to 12,000 feet in the 

Sierra Nevada. The Whitebark Pine is typically found at or slightly lower than alpine timberline 

in the upper montane zone. In the U.S. it is primarily found on public lands.
10

 The proposed 

project is located in an arid, nearly treeless environment unsuited to Whitebark Pine. The project 

will have NO EFFECT on whitebark pine.  
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2. Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) – Grouse reside in Sagebrush Steppe 

environments, and prefer slightly elevated features surrounded by flat terrain, but not lower 

portions of hillsides beneath areas that could contain raptors or other predators. The preferred 

Best Management Practice is avoidance: if construction activity must occur during lekking 

season, work should be postponed until after 10:30 a.m. As shown on the map below, the 

proposed project is not located in a priority area or general area for sage-grouse management (it is 

between areas Y and BB). All project work is proposed to be limited to lowlands within 1,000 

feet of U.S. Highway 93. This makes it extremely unlikely that leks are present near the project 

area, since paved roads and primary and secondary routes are believed to cause adverse effects on 

leks at a distance of 1.6 miles.
11

 The proposed project will have NO EFFECT on the Greater 

Sage Grouse.  

 
Figure 2. Greater Sage-Grouse Priority Areas and General Areas (BLM 2011)12 

The following species are listed as a Proposed Threatened Species within Custer County: 

1. North American Wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) - The North American Wolverine was a 

proposed species which is not expected to be found in the proposed project planning. The 

proposed project is located in suburban and arid foothills environments. Wolverine distribution is 
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restricted to high elevation areas of deep, persistent and reliable spring snow cover (April 15 to 

May 14) is the best overall predictor of wolverine occurrence in the contiguous U.S.
13

 Wolverines 

are known to travel long distances, so any individuals that may be encountered are almost certain 

to be travelling between other suitable habitats. January is the snowiest month for Salmon is 

deepest in January, with an average snow depth of 4 inches over 101 years of data.
2
 This is 

insufficient snow depth at the project site for wolverine dens, therefore the proposed project will 

have NO EFFECT on the wolverine species.
14

  

2. Yellow-Billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) –Western cuckoos breed in large blocks of 

riparian habitats, particularly woodlands with cottonwoods and willows. Dense understory foliage 

is believed to be important for nesting sites. They are generally local and uncommon in scattered 

drainages of the arid and semiarid portions of western Colorado, western Wyoming, Idaho, The 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo is not shown as “known or believed to be present” in the near vicinity of 

the project area, according to the USF&WS Environmental Conservation Online System 

(ECOS).
15

 This is consistent with the 2014 proposed critical habitat designation,
16

 which 

indicated that floodplains at least 325 feet wide with dense canopy closure greater than 200 acres 

in extent are generally required to support more than a single breeding pair. The critical habitat 

proposal includes all known nesting areas greater than 200 acres, based on breeding records 

between 1998 and 2012, and no such areas were identified in Lemhi County. The proposed 

project is in an area absent of woodlands with cottonwood and willows. The proposed project 

will have NO EFFECT on the Yellow-billed cuckoo. 

 

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 

The Elk Bend Water & Sewer District wastewater improvement project is located within Essential Fish 

Habitat (EFH) for Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) but not Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus 

kisutch) as identified in the attached EFH map. “All those water bodies occupied or historically 

accessible” in the identified hydrologic units are considered EFH, according to 50 CFR 660.412. Because 

the SRF project will not include work in the Salmon River channel, and the conservation measures and 

BMPs identified above are protective of the stream, any potential effects are insignificant in size or 

discountable. The SRF project “May Affect, but Is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” Essential Fish 

Habitat.  

MLM 

Attachments: Project Map 

  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Approved Jurisdictional Determination, May 22, 2014 

Idaho Species List, last downloaded July 9, 2015 

  Critical Habitat for Bull Trout Map (Unit 27) 

  DEQ, Chinook Salmon Essential Fish Habitat in Idaho (map) 

USF&WS consultation, 2014 

NMFS consultation, 2014-2015 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office
LISTED, CANDIDATE, AND PROPOSED SPECIES & DESIGNATED AND PROPOSED CRITICAL HABITAT IN 

IDAHO

Fish Mollusks Plants

Common Name

MammalsBirds

Gooding C E T E

Idaho T T-DCH T T C

Jefferson C P-PCH T T

Jerome C T E

Kootenai P T T-DCH T T

Latah T T T

Lemhi C P T T-DCH C

Lewis T-DCH T

Lincoln C P

Madison C P-PCH T T

Minidoka C P E

Nez Perce T T-DCH T

Oneida C

Owyhee C C P T-DCH E E P-PCH

Payette C C T E C P-PCH

Power C P

Shoshone T T-DCH T T C

Teton T T C

Twin Falls C C T E

Valley T T T-DCH C

Washington C T C T-DCH E C

Table Key:  C = Candidate Species     P= Proposed Species     T=Threatened Species     E=Endangered Species     PCH= Proposed Critical Habitat     DCH=Designated Critical Habitat
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64054 Federal Register / Vol. 75, No. 200 / Monday, October 18, 2010 / Rules and Regulations 

BILLING CODE 4310–55–C 

(36) Unit 27: Salmon River – West Half 

(i) The entire Salmon River unit 
consists of 7,376.5 km (4,583.5 mi) of 

streams and 1,683.8 ha (4,160.6 ac) of 
lakes and reservoirs. The unit is located 
in central Idaho. 

(ii) See paragraph (e)(35)(ii) of this 
entry for a complete list of individual 
waterbodies in this unit. 
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From: Ester Ceja

Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 11:31

To: Marks, Nisa

Cc: Ester Ceja

Subject: RE: Elk Bend sewer district project

Nisa,

Good morning.  I was able to obtain responses to your ques)ons. In addi)on, I asked for approximate distance between

the river and the li. sta)ons on the map.

Will the proposed rehabilitation of Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Treatment Plant result in any

water withdrawl from the Salmon River or its tributaries?

1. 

No, the proposed improvements will not result in any water withdrawal from the river or streams.

Will the rehab/replacement of the lift station result in any additional disturbance (i.e. outside of current

disturbance area) within 100 feet of the river or removal of any riparian vegetation?

2. 

The proposed improvements will not result in disturbance outside the current disturbance area within

100 feet of the river and will not result in the removal of riparian vegetation.

The approximate distance from the river for the three li. sta)ons are:

Elk Bend #1 – Elk Horn Drive – 150 feet

Elk Bend #2 – Treatment Plant – 175 feet

Steelhead Bend – 60 feet

Please let me know if you have any ques)ons.

Thanks,

Ester

From: Marks, Nisa [mailto:nisa_marks@fws.gov]

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 9:22 AM

To: Ester Ceja

Subject: Elk Bend sewer district project

Hi Ester,

Would the proposed rehabilitation of Elk Bend Sewer District Wastewater Treatment Plant result in any water

withdrawl from the Salmon River or its tributaries?  Also, would the rehabilitation/replacement of the lift

station result in any additional disturbance (i.e. outside of current disturbance area) within 100' of the River, or

removal of any riparian vegetation?

Thanks,

Nisa Marks, Biologist

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Eastern Idaho Field Office

4425 Burley Dr., Suite A

Chubbuck, ID 83202

208-237-6975 x121
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From: Chad Fealko - NOAA Federal <chad.fealko@noaa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 10:10

To: Ester Ceja

Cc: Bill Lind

Subject: Elk Bend Sewage Treatment Proposal

Ms. Ceja,

This email is in response to your March 25, 2014, letter requesting National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) input on proposed

modifications to the Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend sewage treatment facilities.  

NMFS supports efforts to improve sewage treatment at these sites as it may help improve water quality.  The adjacent Salmon

River is occupied by Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, Snake River sockeye

salmon, and Snake River Basin steelhead.  The Salmon river is also designated critical habitat for all three species; including the

area within 300 feet of the ordinary high water mark for salmon. Improved water quality in the Salmon River may benefit

migratory, and juvenile rearing conditions, with limited potential for improving Chinook and steelhead spawning habitat.  

Although we support the intent of the proposed action in a general sense, the March 25, 2014, letter and attached map provided

little information regarding how the project elements would be completed and thus limits our ability to identify specific potential

impacts to anadromous resources.  Please consider adopting the following project design features during your environmental

review process:

Where construction occurs within riparian conservation areas (RCAs), or in areas where water may concentrate during

snowmelt periods, standard sediment and pollutant prevention and retention practices should be utilized (e.g., silt fence,

wattles, etc.) and appropriately maintained.

Equipment and material staging areas should be located in areas lying outside of RCAs, in areas requiring the least amount

of new soil disturbance, and outside topographic lows where water may concentrate during snowmelt or storm events.

Equipment should be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior to arriving on site to reduce risk of invasive

species introduction. The same equipment should be cleaned again prior to leaving, if warranted. 

Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation should be removed to an appropriate disposal site. 

Fuel storage should occur only within identified staging areas, and equipment refueling should not occur within RCAs.

 Engine and hydraulic fluids should be monitored for leaks and repaired as needed.

RCA vegetation should be protected to the extent possible, and disturbed areas promptly rehabilitated.

Prior to beginning work, project sites should be surveyed for noxious weeds and appropriate measures taken to either avoid

existing infestations or treat infestations to prevent a local expansion or off-site transport.  

To avoid inadvertent water contamination, ensure sewage is successfully delivered to established treatment areas where it

may be properly treated throughout construction; establishment of temporary lift stations/delivery systems may be necessary.

Consider establishing a water quality monitoring plan to assure sewage treatment successfully prevents contaminating the

Salmon River for the life expectancy of the project. 

Please contact me for further input or clarification if necessary.  Thanks for including us in your scoping effort.  

Chad Fealko

Fisheries Biologist

NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office: 208.756.5105

chad.fealko@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov
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From: Mike May

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 15:31

To: 'Kimberly Murphy - NOAA Federal'

Cc: Skyler Allen (Keller)

Subject: RE: Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project

A�achments: Corps of Engineers Jurisdic6onal Determina6on - Elk Bend WWG - 22 May 2014.pdf

Thanks, Kim. To address your specific ques6ons:

· I doubt if the NPDES permit in ques6on is covered under an exis6ng programma6c consulta6on with NMFS, because it is the Storm

Water Construc6on General Permit (CGP) <yosemite.epa.gov/R10/WATER.NSF/NPDES+Permits/Region+10+CGP+resources>.

Applicants sign on to this standard permit by filing a No6ce of Intent <water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/stormwater/EPA-Construc6on-

General-Permit.cfm>. However, in order to be eligible to obtain coverage under the CGP, applicants must meet one of several

endangered species criteria listed in the permit. It appears to me that either Criterion C, D or E will be the one applicable to this

project. To quote from the permit (emphasis added)<water.epa.gov/polwaste/npdes/stormwater/upload/cgp2012_appendixd.pdf>:

Criterion C. Federally-listed threatened or endangered species or their designated critical habitat(s) are likely to occur in or near your site’s

“action area,” and your site’s discharges and discharge-related activities are not likely to adversely affect listed threatened or

endangered species or critical habitat. This determination may include consideration of any stormwater controls and/or

management practices you will adopt to ensure that your discharges and discharge-related activities are not likely to adversely

affect listed species and critical habitat. To make this certification, you must include the following in your NOI: 1) any federally

listed species and/or designated habitat located in your “action area”; and 2) the distance between your site and the listed

species or designated critical habitat (in miles). You must also include a copy of your site map with your NOI.

Criterion D. Coordination between you and the Services has been concluded. The coordination must have addressed the effects of your

site’s discharges and discharge-related activities on federally-listed threatened or endangered species and federally-designated

critical habitat, and must have resulted in a written concurrence from the relevant Service(s) that your site’s discharges and

discharge-related activities are not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat. You must include copies of the

correspondence between yourself and the Services in your SWPPP and your NOI.

Criterion E. Consultation between a Federal Agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service under

section 7 of the ESA has been concluded. The consultation must have addressed the effects of the construction site’s discharges

and discharge-related activities on federally-listed threatened or endangered species and federally-designated critical habitat.

The result of this consultation must be either:

i. a biological opinion that concludes that the action in question (taking into account the effects of your site’s discharges and discharge-

related activities) is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species, nor the destruction or adverse modification of critical

habitat; or

ii. written concurrence from the applicable Service(s) with a finding that the site’s discharges and discharge-related activities are not likely to

adversely affect federally-listed species or federally-designated habitat.

You must include copies of the correspondence between yourself and the Services in your SWPPP and your NOI.

· The Corps of Engineers issued a Jurisdic6onal Determina6on (aCached) indica6ng that there are no waters of the US, including

wetlands, within the proposed project area

· Federal financing is proposed via the Idaho Clean Water State Revolving Fund

· No biological assessment has been undertaken. If we need one, we will have to address that.

Just so you know the players, Skyler Allen of Keller Associates is the engineer on the project. I am reviewing the Environmental informa6on

Document prepared by Keller, and am making this ESA/EFH enquiry as part of our NEPA-like process.

Mike May, Idaho DEQ

From: Kimberly Murphy - NOAA Federal [mailto:kimberly.murphy@noaa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, February 11, 2015 16:08

To: Mike May

Subject: Re: Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project

Hi Mike,

Based on the limited information that I have it appears that the project action area includes the Salmon River. The

Salmon River is occupied by ESA listed Snake River sockeye salmon, Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon,

and Snake River Basin steelhead. The Salmon River is also designated critical habitat for all three species and

includes Chinook salmon EFH. Therefore, it is likely that this action will require ESA Section 7 consultation. Because I

have not had an opportunity to review a biological assessment for this action I am unable to determine whether the

1 of 3



project will require informal or formal consultation. 

Before I can further assist you, I need to better understand what  the Federal nexuses are for this action. I see that this

project will require an EPA NPDES permit. Do you know whether the NPDES permit is covered under an existing

programmatic consultation?  Will this project also require a 404 Joint Application permit from the Corps of

Engineers/IDWR? Is there Federal funds being used for this project? Is there any other Federal agencies that might be

involved on this project? Has a draft biological assessment been written? Please let me know if you have any

questions.

Thank you,

Kim

On Tue, Feb 10, 2015 at 3:19 PM, <Michael.May@deq.idaho.gov> wrote:

Thanks, Kimberly. I do s6ll have ques6ons regarding this project. As you can see from the aCached map, this is a wastewater upgrade for the

Elk Bend Sewer District, south of Salmon Idaho. The project is intended to improve wastewater treatment and limit the poten6al for

uncontrolled release of wastewater to  the Salmon River. The scope of the project includes:

· Rehabilita6ng liF sta6ons at Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend;

· Installing a recircula6ng gravel filter wastewater treatment system;

· Installing a new large soil absorp6on system (LSAS)at Elk Bend; and

· Installing underground pipes to transport treated sewage to the land disposal units, i.e., LSAS.

A significant por6on of the proposed project ac6vity lies within 300 feet of the river bank, and thus falls within the Chinook Salmon Essen6al

Fish Habitat.  Mi6ga6on measures we plan to employ to protect the river and riparian habitat include:

8) Obtain temporary construc6on NPDES permit for storm water runoff.

9) U6lize Best Management Prac6ces for storm water runoff to prevent oils or sediment from entering surface waters.

10) Construc6on within riparian conserva6on areas shall use standard sediment and pollutant preven6on and reten6on prac6ces and

vegeta6on in riparian conserva6on areas protected to the extent possible and rehabilitated promptly.

11) Equipment staging areas or construc6on areas for the liF sta6ons between the road and the river should be sloped away from

the river to minimize sediment delivery.

12) Equipment and material staging areas, fuel storage, and equipment refueling loca6ons to be outside of riparian conserva6on

areas.

13) Equipment to be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegeta6ve maCer prior to arriving on site and (if warranted) cleaned prior to

leaving site to protect against invasive species transport.

14) Equipment to be monitored for engine and hydraulic fluid leaks and repaired as needed.

16) Ensure sewage is successfully delivered to established treatment areas where it may be properly treated throughout

construc6on. Temporary facili6es may be necessary.

17) A water quality monitoring plan is recommended to assure sewage treatment successfully prevents contamina6ng the Salmon

River for the life expectancy of the project.

18) Due to bald eagle nes6ng it is recommended that ground disturbing ac6vity be accomplished between August 15 and January 15.

Based on the above informa6on, we believe that the project is Not Likely to Adversely Affect either endangered species or Essen6al Fish

Habitat. We have been in contact with USF&WS, but would also like input from NMFS.

Thank you.

Mike May
Sr. Water Quality Specialist

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

1410 North Hilton

Boise, Idaho 83706

(208) 373-0406
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From: Kimberly Murphy - NOAA Federal [mailto:kimberly.murphy@noaa.gov]

Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 16:44

To: Mike May

Subject: Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project

Hi Michael,

I have tried several times to reach you by phone regarding the Lemhi County/Elk Bend Sewer District Improvement Project.

Unfortunately, we have been playing phone tag. I wanted to check in with you one last time, using e-mail, to see if you have any

questions regarding this project. If you do have any questions please let me know.

Thank you,

Kim

--

Kimberly Murphy

Fisheries Biologist

NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office: 208.756.5180

Fax: 208.756.5199

Kimberly.Murphy@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov

--

Kimberly Murphy

Fisheries Biologist

NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region

U.S. Department of Commerce

Office: 208.756.5180

Fax: 208.756.5199

Kimberly.Murphy@noaa.gov

www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
West Coast Region 
7600 Sand Point Way N.E., Bldg. 1 
Seattle, WA 98115 

 

 
Refer to NMFS No:  2015-3698 

 

         November 24, 2015 

 

Bryan Fiedorczyk 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 

Clean Water State Revolving Fund 

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900 

Seattle, Washington 98101-3140 

 

Mike May 

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 

Senior Water Quality Specialist 

1410 North Hilton 

Boise, Idaho 83706 

 

Re: Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Concurrence Letter and Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response for the Elk 

Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater Improvement Project; Salmon River-

Rattlesnake Creek (171602030301), Lemhi County, Idaho (One Project) 

 

Dear Mr. Fiedorczyk and Mr. May: 

 

On November 2, 2015, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received your 

request for a written concurrence that the Elk Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater 

Improvement Project is not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) species listed as threatened or 

endangered or critical habitats designated under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  This 

response to your request was prepared by NMFS pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, 

implementing regulations at 50 CFR 402, and agency guidance for preparation of letters of 

concurrence. 

 

NMFS also reviewed the proposed action for potential effects on essential fish habitat (EFH) 

designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery and Conservation Management Act (MSA), 

including conservation measures and any determination that you made regarding the potential 

effects of the action.  This review was pursuant to section 305(b) of the MSA, implementing 

regulations at 50 CFR 600.920, and agency guidance for use of the ESA consultation process to 

complete EFH consultation.  In this case, NMFS concluded that the action would not adversely 

affect EFH.  Thus, consultation under the MSA is not required for this action.   

 



2 

 

This letter underwent pre-dissemination review using standards for utility, integrity, and 

objectivity in compliance with applicable guidelines issued under the Data Quality Act (section 

515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001, Public 

Law 106-554).  The concurrence letter will be available through NMFS’ Public Consultation 

Tracking System [https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov].  A complete record of this consultation is on file 

at the Snake Basin Area Office, Boise, Idaho.   

 

 

Proposed Action and Action Area 
 

The proposed project is expected to be financed by the Idaho Clean Water State Revolving Fund, 

which is funded through the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (Federal nexus and 

lead action agency).  Additional financing is being provided by a Community Development 

Block Grant using Federal funds administered by the Idaho Department of Commerce and by 

funds from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Utilities Service.  The Idaho Department of 

Environmental Quality (IDEQ) is the Federal grant recipient.  The project will upgrade the 

existing wastewater systems that serve two small residential areas in Elk Bend and Salmon Bend 

near the city of Elk Bend, Idaho.  The current systems were constructed in the 1970s, and are in 

poor condition.  At least one incident involving sewage overflow to the ground surface has 

occurred.  The project is designed to improve water quality because no wastewater discharge to 

the Salmon River will occur.  Construction is expected to be completed during the summer of 

2016; however, a construction schedule has not been determined and could occur at a later time.   

 

Activities associated with this project include:  (1) Construction of a new recirculating gravel 

filter (RGF) wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) and pressure sewer line at Elk Bend;          

(2) replacement of the existing large soil absorption system (LSAS) with a new LSAS at Elk 

Bend; (3) rehabilitation of the existing WWTF at Steelhead Bend; and (4) rehabilitation of the 

Steelhead Bend Lift Station and Elk Bend Lift Station #1 with new pumps and electrical 

equipment; removal of worn equipment and piping, rehabilitating the wet well, installing new 

piping, new electrical and control equipment, and weather protection (Figure 1).  The RGF 

system would be sized for the treatment of 26,000 gallons per day (gpd) average and 40,000 gpd 

peak.  Elk Bend annual average flows are estimated to increase from 16,000 gpd currently, to 

20,000 gpd in 20 years, and 24,000 gpd in 40 years.  Steelhead Bend annual average flows are 

estimated to increase from 5,000 gpd currently, to 6,000 gpd in 20 years, and 7,500 gpd in  

40 years.   

 

The project does not involve any water withdrawal from or discharge to the Salmon River or any 

of its tributaries.  No ground disturbance or riparian vegetation removal within 100 feet of the 

river or its tributaries is anticipated, with the exception of the Steelhead Bend lift station.  

Ground disturbance for rehabilitation of this lift station will extend to within 75 feet of the 

Salmon River.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) issued an Approved Jurisdictional 

Determination on May 22, 2014, stating that all project work is in uplands not containing waters 

of the U.S., including wetlands.  Therefore, no COE permit is required.   

 

A nutrient-pathogen evaluation to estimate the effects of the new LSAS on groundwater and 

surface water quality was conducted in accordance with Idaho Individual Subsurface Sewage 

https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/
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Disposal rules and guidance.  Modeling projected that the ground water nitrate/nitrite 

concentration at the riverbank would not exceed 1.3 mg N/L, and instream total phosphorus 

would be less than 0.4 µg P/L under annual low streamflow of 900 cubic feet per second and 

20,000 gpd sanitary flow.  Even allowing for larger wastewater flows of 25,550 gpd would not 

raise instream concentrations above 0.5 µg P/L and 0.1 µg N/L.   

 

 

 
Figure 1.  Elk Bend Water & Sewer District Wastewater Improvement Project. 

 

 

  



4 

 

The following notable project design criteria (PDC) are incorporated into the proposed action 

and will be employed to minimize and avoid the risk of adverse effects: 

 

1. Prior to beginning work, project sites will be surveyed for noxious weeds and appropriate 

measures taken to either avoid existing infestations or treat infestations to prevent a local 

expansion or off-site transport.   

 

2. Where construction activities occur within 75 feet of stream channels or standing water, 

or in areas where water may concentrate during snowmelt periods, standard sediment and 

pollutant prevention and retention practices will be utilized (e.g., silt fence, wattles) and 

appropriately maintained. 

 

3. Fuel storage will occur only within staging areas, and refueling will not occur within  

150 feet of streams.  If fueling must occur at less than 150 feet, it will occur inside an 

impervious containment structure with a volumetric holding capacity equal to at least 

110% of the fueling tank.  Engine and hydraulic fluids will be monitored for leaks.  Spill 

packs will also be on hand for minor leaks/spills. 

 

4. Washing of tools and equipment will occur only within staging areas, or other areas 

approved by IDEQ, where there is no potential for rinsate to reach surface waters. 

 

5. To minimize the potential for introducing hazardous material to the aquatic system, a 

spill prevention and control countermeasures plan will be prepared by the contractor and 

approved by IDEQ prior to project initiation.   

 

6. No construction will occur within wetland or riparian conditions. 

 

7. Equipment and material staging areas should be located in areas lying outside of resource 

conservation areas (RCAs), in areas requiring the least amount of new soil disturbance, 

and outside topographic lows where water may concentrate during snowmelt or storm 

events. 

 

8. Equipment staging or construction areas for the two lift stations must be slanted away 

from the river, towards the road, to minimize sediment delivery to the Salmon River. 

9. Equipment should be cleaned of all dirt, mud, seeds, and vegetative matter prior to 

arriving on site to reduce risk of invasive species introduction.  The same equipment 

should be cleaned again prior to leaving, if warranted.   

 

10. Materials resulting from demolition or site preparation should be removed to an 

appropriate disposal site. 

 

11. RCA vegetation should be protected to the extent possible and disturbed areas promptly 

rehabilitated. 

 

12. No trees will be removed. 
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13. To avoid inadvertent water contamination, sewage shall be successfully delivered to 

established treatment areas where it may be properly treated throughout construction; 

establishment of temporary lift stations/delivery systems may be necessary. 

 

14. Establish groundwater quality monitoring requirements in the LSAS permit to ensure 

sewage treatment successfully prevents contaminating the Salmon River for the life 

expectancy of the project.  NMFS will be provided a copy of the permit, and will be 

notified if results of water quality monitoring indicate any type of contamination to the 

Salmon River is occurring. 

 

15. If poured-in-place concrete is used, measures shall be taken to prevent green concrete 

from entering the Salmon River or any other body of water. 

 

16. Vibratory compaction will be used, but vibratory or impact hammers will not be used. 

 

17. All surplus excavated material will be removed from the site to a designated upland 

site(s) away from any watercourses, rendering them unavailable to enter the stream 

channel as a result of storm runoff or a high water event. 

 

 

Action Agency’s Effects Determination 

 

Snake River sockeye salmon, Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, and Snake River 

Basin steelhead are likely to occur within the action area.  The action is within designated critical 

habitat for all three species (Table 1).  This reach of river serves primarily as a migratory 

corridor for Chinook salmon and steelhead, and no spawning activities or redds are expected 

either in or downstream of the action area.  Similarly, this river reach is only utilized by sockeye 

as they migrate to and from the Salmon River headwaters, near Stanley, Idaho.  All sockeye 

reproduction and rearing occurs upstream of the proposed project area.  No sockeye spawning 

activities or redds are expected either in or downstream of the action area.  Juvenile steelhead, 

Chinook salmon, and sockeye salmon could be migrating past the project area during the 

proposed timing of the project.   

 

The Federal grant recipient, IDEQ, made a NLAA effects determination for the project on Snake 

River sockeye salmon, Snake River spring/summer Chinook salmon, Snake River Basin 

steelhead, and designated critical habitat for each of the three species.  They also made a no 

adverse effect determination for EFH.  The IDEQ made this determination because the project 

will occur outside of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), approximately 75 to 100 feet from 

the Salmon River, and has the potential for short term, temporary effects on water quality (i.e., 

temperature, sediment, chemical contaminants/nutrients).   
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Table 1.  Federal Register notices for final rules that list threatened and endangered 

species, designated critical habitat, or apply protective regulations to listed 

species considered in this consultation. 

Species Listing Status Critical Habitat 
Protective 

Regulations 

Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 

 
Snake River spring/summer run T 8/15/11; 76 FR 50448 

12/28/93; 58 FR 68543 

10/25/99; 64 FR 57399 
6/28/05; 70 FR 37160 

Sockeye salmon (O. nerka)    

 Snake River E 8/15/11 76 FR 50448 12/28/93; 58 FR 68543 ESA Section 9 applies 

Steelhead (O. mykiss)    

 Snake River Basin T 8/15/11; 76 FR 50448 9/02/05; 70 FR 52630 6/28/05; 70 FR 37160 

Note:  Listing status:  ‘T’ means listed as threatened under the ESA; ‘E’ means listed as endangered 

 

 

Consultation History 
 

The IDEQ submitted a request for consultation on this action in an email dated July 17, 2015.  

NMFS requested additional information in an e-mail dated July 21, 2015.  NMFS and IDEQ 

corresponded on edits to the proposed action by e-mail.  On November 2, 2015, NMFS received 

a revised request for a written concurrence that the proposed Elk Bend Water & Sewer District 

Wastewater Improvement Project is NLAA ESA-listed species or designated critical habitats.  

On November 13, 2015, IDEQ sent an email to NMFS confirming that groundwater quality 

monitoring requirements would be included in the LSAS permit.   

 

 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT  
 

Effects of the Action 

 

Under the ESA, “effects of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the 

listed species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or 

interdependent with that action (50 CFR 402.02).  The applicable standard to find that a 

proposed action is NLAA listed species or critical habitat is that all of the effects of the action 

are expected to be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial.  Beneficial effects are 

contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species or critical habitat.  

Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the scale where take 

occurs.  Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur.  The IDEQ did not identify 

any interrelated and interdependent actions associated with this proposed action.   

 

 

Species Determination 

 

The proposed action has the potential to affect juvenile ESA-listed Snake River 

spring/summer Chinook salmon, Snake River sockeye salmon, and Snake River Basin 

steelhead.  Adult steelhead are spring spawners, and may also still be within the action area 

when project work begins.  Adult Chinook salmon and sockeye are fall spawners, and could 
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also be present during project implementation depending on when the project is completed.  

As previously stated, this reach of river serves primarily as a migratory corridor for all three 

ESA-listed fish species, and no spawning activities or redds are expected either in or 

downstream of the action area.  There is limited rearing habitat for steelhead and Chinook 

salmon in the action area.  The proposed action could potentially affect ESA-listed fish 

species through habitatrelated effects to water quality (i.e., increased turbidity and/or 

introduction of toxic chemicals) or substrate composition. 

 

The proposed action has the potential to affect water quality by generating minor amounts of 

turbidity due to project-associated soil disturbance.  The timing, duration, and sediment 

concentrations that are likely to occur in the action area from project activities are not likely 

to cause harm or lethal effects to juvenile fish that may be present because of the low 

magnitude, infrequent, and discontinuous nature of the expected turbidity pulses.  The risk 

that ESA-listed fish will be affected by turbidity is further minimized because all 

construction activities will occur 75 to 100 feet or more from the Salmon River within the 

existing access area footprint, no inwater work will occur, and silt fencing will be installed 

between the project area and the Salmon River as part of this action.  Therefore, turbidity 

pulses will be small and localized, should they occur, and will not reach levels that will 

extend across the entire width of the Salmon River.  If any pulses do occur, ESA-listed fish 

present will be readily able to move without harm to less turbid waters much as they would 

avoid any natural perturbation.  Because PDC should effectively avoid and minimize 

sediment introductions from upland construction activities and the amount of sediment 

mobilized, effects from suspended sediment on ESA-listed fish present are expected to be 

insignificant. 
 
The proposed action also has the potential to affect water quality through temporary toxic 

chemical contamination of the Salmon River from uncured concrete and/or petroleum-based 

fuels and lubricants.  However, chemical contamination due to uncured concrete is extremely 

unlikely due to PDC that ensure concrete will be poured offsite or above the OHWM, and 

because sediment retention structures (in place between the pour sites and the river) will 

ensure that no uncured concrete reaches the river.  The PDC will ensure that all equipment 

will be free from leaks and drips prior to arriving onsite; and will require refueling at least 

150 feet from the river.  In addition, due to the short duration of the project, it is unlikely that 

antifreeze, brake, or transmission fluid will be present onsite or spilled in volumes or 

concentrations large enough to harm salmonids in or downstream from the project site.  

Therefore, NMFS believes the potential for adverse effects from toxic chemical inputs to 

water quality and any ESA-listed fish present will be minimized to a discountable level with 

implementation of the proposed PDC. 

 

The proposed action also has the potential to affect water quality through improved sewage 

and wastewater treatment, which reduces the potential for chemical contamination and 

nutrient releases to the Salmon River.  The PDC will require that no direct discharge to the 

Salmon River occurs.  In addition, routine groundwater quality monitoring will be 

conducted to ensure the sewage treatment facility prevents contamination of the Salmon River 

for the life expectancy of the project.  NMFS will be notified if results of water quality 

monitoring indicate any type of contamination to the Salmon River is occurring.  Therefore, 

NMFS believes the potential for adverse effects from chemical contamination and increased 
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nutrient inputs to water quality from sewage treatment and any ESA-listed fish present will be 

minimized to a discountable level with implementation of the proposed PDC. 

 

Project-generated sediment also has the potential to affect ESA-listed fish by filling pools 

and increasing substrate fine sediment levels.  However, with ground-disturbing activities 

taking place no closer than 75 feet to the Salmon River, combined with the anticipated 

effectiveness of proposed sediment control PDC, very little sediment is expected to be 

delivered to the river as a result of the project.  Also, any sediment that is delivered to the 

river is not expected to remain in the substrate very long, likely remaining in place only 

until the next high flow event, when high flows are expected to flush out project-generated 

sediment.  Therefore, project-generated sediment delivery is expected to be insignificant 

and not at a scale that is likely to affect fish use of the action area. 

 

 

Critical Habitat Determination 

 

The action as proposed has the potential to affect the following essential physical and biological 

features (Chinook and sockeye salmon) or primary constituent elements (PCEs) (steelhead) of 

designated critical habitat (hereinafter collectively referred to as PCEs):  (1) Water quality; and 

(2) substrate/spawning gravel (Table 2).  Any modification of these PCEs may affect freshwater 

rearing or migration in the action area.  Proper function of these PCEs is necessary to support 

successful adult and juvenile migration, adult holding, rearing, and growth and development of 

juvenile fish.  All remaining PCEs would not be affected by the proposed action.   

 

The proposed action has the potential to affect water quality by generating minor amounts of 

turbidity due to project associated soil disturbance.  However, as previously described in the 

species effects section, proposed PDC are expected to effectively limit sediment delivery to 

very low levels.  Therefore, effects of the action on turbidity (water quality parameter) will 

be insignificant. 

 

The proposed action also has the potential for temporary toxic chemical contamination of 

the Salmon River from uncured concrete and/or petroleum-based fuels and lubricants.  

However, as described in the species effects section, the risk of chemical contamination 

occurring is discountable considering implementation of the proposed PDC. 

 

The proposed action also has the potential to affect water quality through improved sewage 

and wastewater treatment, which reduces the potential for chemical contamination and 

nutrient releases to the Salmon River.  The PDC will ensure sewage treatment successfully 

prevents contaminating the Salmon River for the life expectancy of the project.  Therefore, 

NMFS believes the potential for adverse effects from chemical contamination and nutrient 

inputs to water quality will be minimized to a discountable level with implementation of the 

new sewage treatment facility and proposed PDC. 

 

As proposed, the action also has the potential to affect instream sediment levels, affecting 

substrate composition and spawning gravels.  No ESA-listed fish spawn in this stream reach, 

meaning no spawning gravels will be affected.  And, as described in the species effects 
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section, only small amounts of sediment are expected to be delivered to the river because of 

the anticipated effectiveness of the sediment control PDC.  Because only minor amounts of 

sediment are expected to be delivered to the stream, effects to substrate/spawning gravel will 

be insignificant. 

 

 

Table 2. Types of sites and essential physical and biological features designated as PCEs, 

and the species life stage each PCE supports. 

Site Essential Physical and Biological Features/PCEs ESA-listed Species Life Stage 

Snake River Basin Steelheada 

Freshwater Spawning Water quality, water quantity, and substrate. 
Spawning, incubation, and larval 

development 

Freshwater Rearing 

Water quantity & floodplain connectivity to form and 

maintain physical habitat conditions 
Juvenile growth and mobility 

Water quality and forageb Juvenile development 

Natural coverc Juvenile mobility and survival 

Freshwater Migration 
Free of artificial obstructions, water quality and 

quantity, and natural coverc 

Juvenile and adult mobility and 

survival 

Spring/summer Chinook Salmon 

Spawning and 

Juvenile Rearing 

Spawning gravel, water quality and quantity, 

cover/shelter, food, riparian vegetation, and space 
Juvenile and adult 

Migration 

Substrate, water quality and quantity, water temperature, 

water velocity, cover/shelter, foodd, riparian vegetation, 

space, safe passage  

Juvenile and adult 

Snake River Sockeye Salmon 

Spawning and 

Juvenile Rearing 

Spawning gravel, water quality and quantity, water 

temperature, food, riparian vegetation, and access. 
Juvenile and adult 

Migration 

Substrate, water quality and quantity, water temperature, 

water velocity, cover/shelter, foodd, riparian vegetation, 

space, safe passage 

Juvenile and adult 

aAdditional PCEs pertaining to estuarine, nearshore, and offshore marine areas have also been described for Snake River Basin 

steelhead.  These PCEs will not be affected by the proposed action and have therefore not been described in this letter of 

concurrence. 
bForage includes aquatic invertebrate and fish species that support growth and maturation. 
cNatural cover includes shade, large wood, log jams, beaver dams, aquatic vegetation, large rocks and boulders, side channels, 

and undercut banks. 
dFood applies to juvenile migration only. 

 

 

Conclusion 

Based on this analysis, NMFS concurs with EPA and the IDEQ that the proposed action is 

NLAA the subject listed species and designated critical habitats.   
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Reinitiation of Consultation 

Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by EPA, IDEQ, or by NMFS, 
where discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or is 
authorized by law, and: (1) New information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed 
species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered; (2) the identified 
action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical 
habitat that was not considered in this concurrence letter; or (3) if a new species is listed or 
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action (50 CFR 402.16). This 
concludes the ESA portion of this consultation. 

Section 7(a)(l) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the 
purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of threatened and 
endangered species. The EPA and IDEQ also have the same responsibilities, and informal 
consultation offers action agencies an opportunity to address their conservation responsibilities 
under section 7(a)(l). 

Please direct questions regarding this letter to Mrs. Kimberly Murphy (208) 756-5180 and Mr. 
Bill Lind (208) 378-5697. 

cc: R. Holder - USFWS 
T. Curet-IDFG 
N. LaRoque - USDA 
D. Porter - IDOC 

Sincerely, 

/?/~&? 
J} William W. Stelle, Jr. 

Regional Administrator 
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bcc: SBAO – File copy; Read file 

SSBO – K. Murphy; B. Lind (electronic) 

 
Murphy:Lind:ElkBendSewerImprovements:am:20151124:2015-3698 

 

 

cc Addresses:  (electronic) 

 

Russ Holder 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

russ_holder@fws.gov 

 

Thomas Curet 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

tcuret@idfg.idaho.gov 

 

Noel LaRoque 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Noel.LaRoque@id.usda.gov 

 

Dennis J. Porter 

Idaho Department of Commerce 

Dennis.Porter@commerce.idaho.gov 

 

mailto:russ_holder@fws.gov
mailto:tcuret@idfg.idaho.gov
mailto:Noel.LaRoque@id.usda.gov
mailto:Dennis.Porter@commerce.idaho.gov
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Wastewater Facilities Planning Study Review 

Elk Bend Sewer District 
Public Notice 

The Elk Bend Sewer District contracted with Keller Associates, of Pocatello, Idaho, to prepare a 
Wastewater Facilities Planning Study.  This study has been funded, in part, by a grant from the Idaho De-
partment of Environmental Quality.  The purpose of the study is to provide a comprehensive evaluation of 
the existing wastewater system, provide recommendations to meet future wastewater handling needs, 
serve as a baseline document for applying for available grants and loans, and to address regulatory defi-
ciencies of the existing wastewater system.  Contained in this flyer is a brief review of this study including 
cost implications.  A comment form is located on the reverse side of this flyer for your convenience.      

Elk Bend Sewer District 
Eleanor Wisner, Secretary/Treasurer 
Phone: 208.894.2204 
 

305 N. 3rd Ave, Suite A 
Pocatello, ID 83201 

Phone: 208.238.2146 
E-mail: sallen@kellerassociates.com 

Jim Mullen, P.E. | Skyler Allen, E.I. 

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
Willie Teuscher, P.E. 
900 Skyline Suite B 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Phone: 208.528.2650 

The Elk Bend Sewer District provides wastewater collection, treat-
ment and disposal for the Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend areas. The 
system contains approximately 26,000 feet of 8-inch and 4-inch 
collection pipeline which transports wastewater by gravity and the 
aid of three lift stations to the treatment facilities. Two wastewater 
treatment plants provide wastewater treatment prior to disposal in 
large soil absorption systems. 

System Overview 

System Evaluation 
 Issue Issue 

1. Lift stations are in poor condition 6. Treatment plants are not achieving necessary treatment 

2. Electrical systems do not meet NEC code 7. Insufficient number of drain field modules 

3. Lift stations do not have backup power  8. Drain fields are not pressurized 

4. Lift stations do not have redundant pumps 9. District not in compliance with monitoring & reporting 

5. Elk Bend treatment plant has insufficient capacity 10. No certified licensed operator 

 11. Sludge disposal does not comply with regulations 

Alternative Evaluation 
Alternative wastewater disposal methods were considered and found to be less favorable than continu-
ing to dispose wastewater using drain fields. Five alternatives were evaluated: 1) do nothing; 2) rehabili-
tate existing facilities and disposal; 3) sequencing batch reactor and new drainfields; 4) recirculating 
media filters and new drainfields; and 5) STEP systems with cluster drain fields. 

The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality responded to a complaint of sewage on the ground 
surface at the Elk Bend treatment plant in August of 2007. A Notice of Violation was issued on March 
7, 2008 which included four violations of the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act (IDAPA) and outlined 
monetary penalties. Subsequently, the Elk Bend Sewer District entered into a Consent Order with the 
Idaho DEQ on June 2, 2008. The Consent Order includes provisions requiring action by the Elk Bend 
Sewer District, including the completion of this study.  

Regulatory Compliance Status 



Comment Form 

Comments 

Name 

Address 

Mail Comments To: 
Keller Associates 
305 N. 3rd Ave, Suite A 
Pocatello, ID 83201 

E-mail Comments To: 
sallen@kellerassociates.com 

Need for Action 

The preferred alternative selected includes the replacement/rehabilitation of the lift stations at Elk Horn 
Drive and Steelhead Bend, installation of a gravity sewer line from Elk Bend to Steelhead Bend, construc-
tion of a recirculating media filter treatment system and additional drain field modules. The preliminary 
estimated cost of this alternative is $1,150,000.  

User Costs 
Funding for wastewater projects is available through grant and low interest loan programs. The project 
team will pursue available grants which if successfully received would reduce the cost to the users of the 
Elk Bend Sewer District. The Elk Bend Sewer District is currently funded as a special taxing district of 
Lemhi County. The current estimated cost per connection is $18 per month. The estimated user cost in-
crease to support the completion of the recommended improvements is anticipated to be in the range of 
$24 to $43 per connection per month, for a total estimated monthly user cost of $42 to $61.  

Alternative Evaluation Continued 
The alternatives were evaluated based on cost, footprint size, treatment level, complexity and other fac-
tors. It was determined that the recirculating gravel filter and new drain fields alternative was the most 
favorable. It was determined that establishing a connecting line from Elk Bend to Steelhead Bend would 
result in lower long term cost of installation, operation and maintenance for the total wastewater system 
by combining the treatment facilities and utilizing the better suited Steelhead Bend disposal area. 

Preferred Alternative 

The Elk Bend Sewer District has a need for improvements to the 
wastewater infrastructure. For the continued safe collection and 
disposal of wastewater, it is crucial that the District implement im-
provements to the wastewater system. Failure to act and to comply 
with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality Consent Order 
could result in monetary penalties and further legal action to en-
force compliance by DEQ and/or EPA.  
The Elk Bend Sewer District desires to implement the improvements necessary to safely provide 
wastewater collection and treatment services to the residents of Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend.  
Achieving this objective will protect our families, our community and the important natural resources 
which make Elk Bend a great place to live and to visit.   

Public Information Meeting 
A public information meeting will be held in conjunction with the Elk Bend Sewer District annual meeting 
on June 22, 2012, 10 am at the QRU building in Elk Bend. We invite you to attend to learn more about 
the Wastewater Facilities Planning Study and the recommended wastewater improvements. Comments 
and questions will be invited at this meeting. Additionally, comments and questions can be submitted by 
sending the attached form to Keller Associates or by contacting Keller Associates directly.   



























Elk Bend Sewer District 
Wastewater Facilities Planning Study

Public Information Meeting

June 22, 2012



Purpose
2

� Department of Environmental Quality

� August 2007 – Complaint of sewage on the ground

� November 2007 – Temporary Disposal Plan & Permit issued

� March 2008 – Notice of Violation

� Lists four violations of Idaho Code

� Includes monetary fines

� June 2008 – Consent Order

� Requires actions by the Elk Bend Sewer District including:

� Wastewater Facility Planning Study

� Complete temporary drain field repairs

� Implement regular monitoring and reporting

� Employ or contract a licensed Responsible Charge Operator

� DEQ agreed to waive the civil penalty assessed in the Notice of Violation

� If the District does not fully comply with the Consent Order the penalty may be 
reimposed and further enforcement action taken

� 2009 – DEQ offered District a planning grant to pay 50% of the facility plan 
cost – Keller Associates hired by the District

� March 2010– Complaint of sewage on the ground

� DEQ responded to complaint and issued a cautionary letter

� U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

� March 2010 – Complaint of sewage on the ground

� EPA investigated the incident

� Facilities Condition

� Current facilities have significant problems and deficiencies

� Not satisfying regulations

� Failing to protect the health and safety of residents



Wastewater System Overview
3

� Keller Associates has worked with the District board 
to better understand the wastewater system and the 
community

� Conducted a review of the wastewater system:

� District Includes Two Wastewater Systems

� Elk Bend System

� Steelhead Bend System

� Systems are comprised of:

� Collection System

� Gravity Collection Piping

� Three Lift Stations

� Treatment System

� Extended Aeration Package Plants

� Disposal System

� Large Soil Absorption Systems

� Elk Bend-Septic Tank (solids separation)

� Original Construction – 1973

� Handle an estimated average of 21,000 gallons per 
day



Collection Systems
4

� Collection Piping

� Manholes & pipe appear to be in good condition

� Lift Stations

� Poor condition

� Insufficient equipment

� Inadequate piping

� CMU top sections shifting

� Control valves rusted

� Debris problems reported

� Overflows reported

� No secondary pumps

� No backup power

� Outdated electrical equipment

� Insufficient freeze protection

� Not in compliance with State Law

� To continue operating lift stations:

� Structural rehabilitation needed

� New pumps & piping needed

� Electrical equipment needs replaced

� Additional freeze protection needed

� Backup power needed



Treatment Systems
5

� Condition
� Major corrosion and damage

� Failed components

� Backup equipment not operational

� Equipment at or near end of expected 
life

� Not achieving necessary treatment

� Insufficient capacity for peak flow at 
Elk Bend

� Sludge handling is deficient

� Action needed
� Major rehabilitation of equipment 

OR

� Replace with alternate treatment



Discharge Systems
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� Large Soil Absorption System (LSAS)

� Undersized for flow 

� No alternate drain fields

� Non-uniform application of wastewater

� Drain fields are not pressurized

� Does not comply with monitoring and reporting 
requirements

� No designated replacement areas

� Elk Bend drain field failed in 2007

� Elk Bend replacement drain field failed in 2010

� Action Needed

� Construct additional drain fields to handle flow

� Construct alternate drain field areas as required by 
regulations

� Replace failed drain field area

� Designate replacement areas

� Install required monitoring systems



Alternative Consideration
7

� Alternatives Considered
� No Action

� Rehabilitate existing facilities

� Sequencing Batch Reactor (SBR)

� Recirculating Gravel Filters (RGF)

� Septic Tank Effluent Pump (STEP) 
systems

� Other considerations
� Lift station 

rehabilitation/replacement

� Alternate wastewater disposal 
methods

� Combining treatment systems

� Major Factors in Evaluation
� Capital Cost

� Operating & Maintenance Cost

� Operator attention

� Treatment requirements

� Land requirements

� Feasibility

� General appearance



Improvement Recommendations
8

1. Conduct Nutrient Pathogen evaluation

2. Complete Preliminary Engineering Report

3. Rehabilitate/Replace Elk Horn Drive Lift 
Station

4. Rehabilitate/Replace Steelhead Bend Lift 
Station

5. Connector from Elk Bend to Steelhead Bend

6. Recirculating Gravel Filter at Steelhead Bend

7. Install new subsurface drain field modules at 
Steelhead Bend

8. Install pressurized discharge systems

9. Procure land for drain field replacement 
areas

Total estimated project cost: $1,150,000

(Preliminary estimate)



Funding the Project
9

� Potential Funding Sources

� Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

� State Revolving Fund – low interest loans

� May qualify for funding assistance by reduced interest rates and/or principal forgiveness

� Idaho Department of Commerce

� Community Development Block Grant

� Competitive grant up to $500,000

� Other sources

� USDA – Rural Development – loans and grants

� Other grant programs

� How to pay for it:

� Increase in per connection cost of $24 to $43 per month (preliminary estimate) 

� Funding specifics, construction prices, and other present unknowns will directly affect the cost

� Necessity of Action

� Fines and other compliance enforcement measures will come if the District’s wastewater deficiencies are 
not addressed.

� The current systems are not protecting the health and safety of the Elk Bend and Steelhead Bend 
communities. 



Contacts for Questions
10

James P. Mullen, P.E.

Vice President/Project Manager

jmullen@kellerassociates.com

Skyler Allen E.I.

Project Engineer

sallen@kellerassociates.com

305 N. 3rd Ave. Suite A

Pocatello, ID 83201

208.238.2146

Greg Eager, P.E.

Engineering Manager

William.Teuscher@deq.idaho.gov

William Teuscher, P.E.

Water Quality Engineer

Gregory.Eager@deq.idaho.gov

900 North Skyline Drive, Suite B

Idaho Falls, ID 83402

208.528.2650
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Entering Elk Bend from the North Elk Bend Boating Access 

Elk Bend Horn Drive Lift Station Interior of Horn Drive Lift Station Wet Well 

Electrical Panel at Horn Drive Lift Station Horn Drive Lift Station Dry Pit 
 
  



 

Entering Elk Bend from the North Elk Bend Treatment Plant Lift Station Interior 

 

Hose from Pump to Dry Pit Elk Bend Treatment Plant Lift Station 

 

Elk Bend Wastewater Treatment Plant Elk Bend Treatment Plant Site 
 
  



Elk Bend Overflow Pond Elk Bend Treatment Plant Inlet 

Aeration Basin RAS Piping (w/ packed sludge extruding) 

Blower & Motor (nonfunctioning) Blower & Motor (operational) 
 
  



Clarifier Basin Scum Return Channel Package Plant Outlet 

Clarifier Weir Channel Scum Return Channel 

Secondary Septic Tank & Effluent Screen Elk Bend LSAS Drainfield 
 
  



Steelhead Bend Lift Station Standby Generator 

Steelhead Bend Lift Station Wet Well Steelhead Bend Lift Station Dry Pit 

Steelhead Bend Treatment Plant Steelhead Bend Aeration Basin 
 
  



Inlet Screen - Comminutor Removed Steelhead Bend Overflow Pond 

Steelhead Bend Package Plant Steelhead Bend LSAS Drainfield 

Elk Bend Wastewater Operations Building Laboratory Bench 
 


	Text1: This information is for general reference only.  Please visit http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ to obtain an official list for purposes of Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation.  Revised 08/14/2014.
	1: 
	Text1: This information is for general reference only.  Please visit http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ to obtain an official list for purposes of Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation.  Revised 08/14/2014.



