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 1. Purpose and Need for Action
Currently, there are limited opportunities for pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian 
traffic to safely cross major motorized transportation corridors on the west side of 
Lindon City in Utah County. The majority of these corridors, specifically Geneva 
Road (SR-114), Interstate 15, a Union Pacific and UTA railroad line, are oriented 
north and south, creating significant barriers for non-motorized traffic to safely 
move east and west. Lindon lacks facilities with adequate separation for non-
motorized traffic to safely cross these major north/south transportation corridors. 
Lindon's Trail Master Plan has defined a need to connect existing and proposed trail 
systems that will allow pedestrian, bicycle and equestrian use for transportation.

The purpose of the Lindon Heritage Trail Project is to provide a non-motorized 
east/west transportation and recreation facility through the west side of Lindon City. 
The trail will provide a continuous route of suitable surface width separated from 
motorized vehicular traffic and will provide a safe means of crossing major 
north/south transportation corridors. The Lindon Heritage Trail is part of the 
Mountainland Association of Governments (MAG) Long Range Plan and would serve 
as the backbone of Lindon's trail system. This system meets a City transportation 
need and the several safety concerns listed above.

 2. Description

Lindon City, in cooperation with the Utah Department of Transportation and the 
Federal Highway Administration, proposes to construct Phase II of the Lindon 
Heritage Trail. The proposed trail is a 10-foot wide paved multiuse trail beginning at 
the existing multiuse trail at 800 West and Lakeview Drive. The proposed trail would 
cross Geneva Road at the existing stoplight at 200 South and cross under I-15 
adjacent to the existing railroad tracks. The trail is proposed to parallel and follow 
Lindon Hollow Creek from Geneva Road (1000 West) west toward Vineyard Road 
(2000 West). The trail will then parallel Vinyard Road to the south, connecting with 
the existing Lakeshore Trail near the Lindon Boat Harbor. The trail will cross over 
Lindon Hollow Creek in two locations  (see the project map in Appendix A). The 
overall length of the Phase II trail would be approximately three miles.

The proposed project includes constructing a 10 foot wide paved trail with curb and 
gutter where adjacent to existing roadways. Those areas where the trail departs from
the roadway, the trail would be constructed 10 feet wide with an untreated base 
course. Turf or sod would be placed on both sides of the trail. Some trail locations 
will require fill and an accompanying fence or Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) 
wall (see Typical Sections in Appendix A).
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NO
This project will add additional through traffic lanes or substantially change the 
layout or function of itself or connecting roadways, including access limitations.

 3. Public Hearing/Opportunity for Public Hearing

NO This project has a substantial adverse impact on abutting property.

NO
There are significant social, economic, environmental or other effects.  (If YES, a 
Categorical Exclusion is not applicable.)

NO FHWA has determined that a public hearing is in the public interest.

If the answer to ANY of the above questions is YES, a public hearing or opportunity for 
a public hearing is required (attach documentation identifying date and location of 
hearing, summary of comments, and responses to substantial comments, or include 
certification of opportunity for hearing.)

NO Public Hearing in accordance with state and federal procedures

The following types of public involvement have been provided:

NO Opportunity for Public Hearing Advertised

YES Open House

YES Neighborhood Meeting

YES Agency Meeting

YES Other: Ongoing individual meetings with adjacent private residents 
(see Appendix F).

YES
Documentation is attached identifying the date and location of hearing, summary 
of comments, and responses to substantial comments or the Certification of 
Opportunity for a hearing.

 4. Right-of-Way

Acquisition of Right-of-Way is required.YES

The right-of-way required is significant because of its size, location, use, or 
relationship to remaining property and abutting properties.  (If the right-of-way 
required is significant, the project does not qualify as a Categorical Exclusion.)

NO

Minor strip-takes of right-of-way will be required for the trail construction 
through the residential and commercial properties. For the entire three 
miles of the proposed trail, an estimated 2.1 acres (92,300 square feet) will 
be required from a total of 17 properties.
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No historic properties affectedNO

 5. Cultural

Memo from UDOT Region NEPA/NHPA Specialist and/or Architectural 
Historian stating a finding of No Historic Properties Affected.NO

SHPO concurrence with the determinations of eligibility and finding of effect 
and memo from UDOT Region NEPA/NHPA Specialist and/or Architectural 
Historian stating a finding of No Adverse Effect or Adverse Effect.

YES

Have letters for Native American consultation and letters to other consulting 
parties (federal and state agencies, CLGs, historical societies, etc.) been sent? 
Attach letters. If No,  provide explanation of why letters were not sent. 

YES

NO

Do the Impacts to historic properties require mitigation. If yes, a formal public 
notice must be published in the statewide and local newspapers or newsletters 
and a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) executed. Attach copy of notice(s) and 
MOA.

See Appendix B for Cultural Resources Correspondence.

YES No adverse effect

NO Adverse effect

Project documentation for determinations of eligibility and finding of effect 
consists of one of the following and is attached:

According to the UDOT Region NHPA/NEPA Specialist and/or the Architectural 
Historian, the finding of effect for the project is one of the following:
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 6. Paleontological

This project is one of the 11 types of projects listed in the MOU with UGS 
(Stipulation D) that has no effect on paleontological resources and does not 
require notification to the Utah Geological Survey (UGS) (see Mou with UGS, 
Stipulation D).  If "Yes", a memo from the UDOT Region NEPA/NHPA Specialist 
is attached (can be included in cultural memo).

YES

There are no potential fossil-bearing formations in the project APE or fossil-
bearing formations are present in the APE, but no field survey is required 
(MOU,Stipulation E.3).  A memo from the UDOT Region NEPA/NHPA 
Specialist is attached (can be included in cultural memo).

N/A

Fossil-bearing formations are present in the APE and a survey is required, 
and/or there are known paleontological localities in the APE (MOU, 
Stipulation E.4)  A letter form the UGS concurring with the results of the 
survey and/or the effects to the paleontological localities is attached.  A 
memo from the UDOT Region NEPA/NHPA Specialist with mitigation and/or 
monitoring commitments is attached (can be included in th cultural memo).

N/A

See Appendix B for Paleontological Resources Correspondence.

For all other projects, the UGS has been notified and has responded with the 
following (attach UGS letter):
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 7. Federally Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species

Project is covered under the November 17, 2003 MOU regarding state funded 
projects. If yes, attach copy of MOU, no further analysis is required.

N/A

See Appendix C for Wildlife Resources Correspondence.
 8. Wildlife

NO

See Appendix C for Wildlife Resources Correspondence.

Project has potential to affect big game species, state-listed sensitive species, 
their habitats, migration routes, habitat connectivity, or fish passage.

If yes, attach memo from UDOT's Wildlife Biologist, and letter or memo from the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (if available.) List mitigation measures.

If no, attach memo from UDOT's Wildlife Biologist.

For State Funded Projects:

Project has potential to "affect" or "adversely affect" threatened or endangered
species, or their critical habitats, protected under the Endangered Species Act, or
any state sensitive species. If so, attach memo from UDOT's Wildlife Biologist, 
and, if appropriate, letter or memo from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (US FWS).
List all mitigation measures.

If the project is determined to have "no effect," attach memo from UDOT's 
Wildlife Biologist.

Project has "no effect" to T&E species, or their critical habitats, protected under 
the Endangered Species Act, or state sensitive species. If so, attach "no effect" 
memo from UDOT's Wildlife Biologist.

For Federally Funded Projects:

Project has potential to "affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" T&E 
species, or their critical habitats, protected under the Endangered Species Act, or
state sensitive species. If yes, attach letter from UDOT's Wildlife Biologist and the
"concurrence" letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (US FWS) and list 
mitigation measures.  In addition, written concurrence from UDOT Env Services 
of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 determination is attached.

Project has potential to "affect, and is likely to adversely affect" T&E species, 
or their critical habitats, protected under the Endangered Species Act. If yes, 
attach biological assessment (BA) and biological opinion (BO) from US FWS and 
list mitigation measures.  In addition, written concurrence from UDOT Env 
Services of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 determination is attached.

The US FWS has issued a "jeopardy" decision regarding this project. If yes, 
attach BA and BO as above. This project cannot go forward without being 
reconsidered.  In addition, written concurrence from UDOT Env Services of the 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 determination is attached.

N/A

YES

NO

NO

NO
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 9. Invasive Species

If the project involves earthwork, grading or landscaping, there is potential to introduce or 
spread invasive weed species.

YES
This project has the potential to introduce or spread invasive species included on 
the noxious weed list of the State of Utah and the county noxious weed lists 
based on project location.

YES
Best Management Practices (BMP's) will be implemented to minimize the spread 
of invasive species.  These BMP's are listed in the mitigation section and should 
be included in the project specifications.

 10. Noise

Projects that may affect noise levels to adjacent receptors include changes in roadway 
alignment, roadway widening and the addition of traffic lanes.

NO This project has the potential to increase noise to adjacent receptors.

N/A A noise study is attached.
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 11. Water Pollution, Wetlands, Floodplains, Stream Encroachments

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) verifying location of flood plains in the 
project area is located in Appendix D.

NO

Project is one that typically does not affect waters of the United States: 
installations of traffic signals, lighting, guardrails, signs, curb and gutter, 
sidewalks, pavement markings, rotomill and overlays, pavement rehabilitation, 
grinding and resurfacing, and minor traffic improvements. If yes, no concurrence 
letter is needed.

Wetlands and Water Resources

YES
Project affects waters of the United States (e.g. wetlands, mudflats, lakes, 
perennial or ephemeral streams).  If no, provide a concurrence letter from the US
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) or a UDOT Landscape Architect. 

Project impacts perennial or ephemeral streams that have a riparian 
vegetation component.  If yes, a General Permit 40 (Stream Alteration 
Permit) from the Utah Division of Water Rights will be required before 
construction.

YES

Project impacts an ephemeral wash flowing into waters of the United States, 
but has no apparent riparian vegetation component.  If yes, consultation with 
the Corps will be required.

NO

Project impacts navigable waters of the United States (Lake Powell, Flaming 
Gorge Reservoir, Bear Lake, Green River - mouth to 20 miles above Green 
River Station, Colorado River - mouth of Castle Creek to Cataract Canyon - 
4.5 miles below mouth of Green River) below the ordinary high water mark.  
If yes, a Section 10 Department of the Army (DA) Permit will be required 
before construction.

NO

Project impacts jurisdictional wetlands. If yes, a Department of the Army 
Nationwide Permit (NWP) will typically be required for wetland impacts at or 
under the 1/2 acre threshold or an Individual Permit (IP) will be required for 
impacts exceeding 1/2 acre.

YES

Project impacts non-jurisdictional wetlands. If yes, wetland mitigation may 
still be required under the federal policy of "no net loss."  Consult UDOT 
Environmental.

NO

Storm Water Runoff

Floodplains

Project disturbs 1 acre or more of ground surface. If yes, a UPDES permit is 
required from the State Division of Water Quality.YES

Project requires new construction or alteration of existing structures within the 
FEMA designated 100-year flood plain.  If Yes, a "development permit" is 
required from the local permit official.

NO
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 12. Hazardous Waste

NO

Based on a search of the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) 
EnviroMapper, there are no currently EPA regulated hazardous waste or 
superfund sites located within the project area. A record search of 
underground storage tanks (USTs) and leaking underground storage tanks 
(LUSTs) obtained from the Utah Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ), Division of Environmental Response and Remediation was 
undertaken. No USTs or LUSTs are within the project impact area.

Lindon City has had previous undertakings within the proposed project 
area where the potential for hazardous materials existed (on lands under 
the previous ownership of Geneva Steel). The city performed hazardous 
materials investigations and corresponded with the DEQ. The DEQ has 
cleared this area of hazardous materials associated with Geneva Steel (see 
Appendix E).

A visual inspection of the project area found substances that may be hazardous 
to human health and/or the environment.

YES This project involves excavation beyond or below the existing roadway footprint.

If Yes to either, then site investigations and coordination with DEQ may be 
necessary.  

 13. Prime, Unique, Statewide, or Local Important Farmland

Projects in areas whose land use maps indicate no current or future farming activities 
would not usually affect farmlands.

NO This project MAY affect Prime, Unique, Statewide, or Local Important Farmlands.

N/A
The Natural Resource Conservation Service letter and Form AD1006 are 
attached.  (Note: Letters should be less than 1 year old from date of issue or they
need to be updated by issuing agency.)

 14. Air Quality

YES

NO
This project adds or alters roadway capacity or will result in increased traffic 
volumes (addition of through traffic lane or intersection/signal improvements.)

If Yes, attach the Air Quality Supplement.

This project has the potential to increase particulate matter due to construction 
activities.



Page 10 of 12

 15. Relocations

NO There may be relocations of residences or businesses as a result of this project.

 16. Land Use/Urban Policy

NO This project may affect land use or urban policy.

 17. Section 4(f) Properties

YES Section 4(f) properties are impacted.

NO An Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation AND written concurrence from UDOT Env
Services on the individual Section 4(f) determination is attached.

NO A Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation AND written concurrence from UDOT
Env Services on the Programmatic Section 4(f) determination is attached.

See Appendix B for Section 4(f) de minimis finding concurrence.

The 4(f) property(s) is a historic property and the impact is considered de 
minimis.

SHPO has concurred on "no adverse effect" and the letter is attached.

The 4(f) property(s) is a park, recreational area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge and 
the impact is considered de minimis.

The official(s) with jurisdiction have concurred, in writing, that the project will 
"not adversely affect" the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the 
resource for protection under Section 4(f) and have been notified of FHWA's 
intent to make the de minimis impact finding.  Letters are attached.

The project sponsor has provided public notice and opportunity for public 
review and comment.  Describe public involvement efforts.

FHWA has concurred with a de minimis finding, and the concurrence letter 
is attached.

YES

YES

NO

N/A

N/A

N/A
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 18. Other Environmental Factors Considered

NO Visual

NO Social/Economic

NO Title VI and/or Environmental Justice

NO Natural Resources

NO Construction

NO Energy

NO Geology/Soils

NO Wild/Scenic Rivers

NO Ecology

This Project, except as noted and explained in attachments, will have no 
disproportionate, serious or lasting effect on the following:

 19. Conclusion

NO This project may have substantial controversy or significant impacts.

If Yes, a Categorical Exclusion is not applicable.
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 MITIGATION COMMITMENTS
CONSTRUCTION

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING

Requirements outlined in Standard Specification 01572 titled 
"Dust Control and Watering" will be followed.

UDOT Standard Spec 01355, Part 1.13

Supplemental Specification 02926S titled "Invasive Weed 
Control" will be included in the contract documents and outlines 
the BMP's that will be incorporated.

A General Permit 40 (GP-40) or Stream Alteration Permit is 
required from the Utah Division of Water Rights prior to 
constructing the Lindon Hollow Stream crossings.

The project will disturb 1 acre or more of ground surface. 
Therefore, a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) must
be included in the plans and a UPDES Permit from the Division of 
Water Quality must be obtained prior to construction.

Air Quality

Cultural

Invasive Species

Water Quality

Water Quality

Contractor

Contractor

Contractor

Consultant 
Designer

Consultant 
Designer

Responsible

Responsible
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FEDERALLY LISTED AND PROPOSED (P) ENDANGERED (E), 

THREATENED (T) AND CANDIDATE
8
 (C) SPECIES 

AND HABITAT IN UTAH BY COUNTY 

 As of February 2010 

COUNTY 

Species    Scientific Name       Status   

 

 7 

UINTAH 

Black-footed ferret
5,6

   Mustela nigripes    E 

Bonytail
3,9

    Gila elegans     E 

Canada lynx    Lynx canadensis    T 

Clay reed-mustard   Schoenocrambe argillacea   T 

Colorado pikeminnow
3,9

  Ptychocheilus lucius    E 

Humpback chub
3,9

   Gila cypha     E 

Mexican spotted owl   Strix occidentalis lucida   T 

Pariette Cactus   Sclerocactus brevispinus   T 

Razorback sucker
3,9

   Xyrauchen texanus    E 

Shrubby reed-mustard   Schoenocrambe suffrutescens   E 

Uinta Basin hookless cactus  Sclerocactus wetlandicus   T 

Ute ladies'-tresses   Spiranthes diluvialis    T 

Western yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus occidentalis  C 

White river penstemon  Penstemon scariosus var. albifuvis  C 

 

UTAH 

Bonytail
11,9

    Gila elegans     E 

Canada lynx    Lynx canadensis    T 

Clay phacelia    Phacelia argillacea    E 

Colorado pikeminnow
11,9

  Ptychocheilus lucius    E 

Deseret milkvetch   Astragalus desereticus   T 

Humpback chub
11,9

   Gila cypha     E 

June sucker
3
    Chasmistes liorus    E 

Razorback sucker
11,9

   Xyrauchen texanus    E 

Ute ladies'-tresses   Spiranthes diluvialis    T 

Utah valvata snail
5
   Valvata utahensis    E 

Western yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus occidentalis  C 

 

WASATCH 

Bonytail
11,9

    Gila elegans     E 

Canada lynx    Lynx canadensis    T 

Colorado pikeminnow
11,9

  Ptychocheilus lucius    E 

Humpback chub
11,9

   Gila cypha     E 

Razorback sucker
11,9

   Xyrauchen texanus    E 

Ute ladies'-tresses   Spiranthes diluvialis    T 

Western yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus occidentalis  C 
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November 1, 2010 
 
 
Vincent Barthels 
J-U-B Engineers, Inc. 
422 W. Riverside Avenue, Suite 304 
Spokane, WA 99201 
 
Subject:     Species of Concern Near the Proposed Lindon Heritage Trail Project, Utah County 
 
Dear Vincent Barthels: 
 

I am writing in response to your letter dated October 22, 2010 regarding information on species of special 
concern proximal to the proposed Lindon Heritage Trail Project to be located in Sections 5-6 of Township 6 South, 
Range 2 East, and Sections 32-33 of Township 5 South, Range 2 East, SLB&M, in Utah County, Utah. 
 

Within a ½-mile radius of the project area noted above, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) 
has recent records of occurrence for June sucker.  In addition, in the vicinity there are recent records of 
occurrence for American white pelican.  All of the aforementioned species are included on the Utah Sensitive 
Species List.  
  

The information provided in this letter is based on data existing in the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources’ 
central database at the time of the request.  It should not be regarded as a final statement on the occurrence of 
any species on or near the designated site, nor should it be considered a substitute for on-the-ground biological 
surveys.  Moreover, because the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources’ central database is continually updated, and 
because data requests are evaluated for the specific type of proposed action, any given response is only 
appropriate for its respective request.   
 

In addition to the information you requested, other significant wildlife values might also be present on the 
designated site.  Please contact UDWR’s habitat manager for the central region, Mark Farmer, at (801) 491-5653 
if you have any questions. 

Please contact our office at (801) 538-4759 if you require further assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Sarah Lindsey 
Information Manager 
Utah Natural Heritage Program 
 
 
cc:  Mark Farmer, CRO 



file:///C|/Users/ceaston/Desktop/Re%20Review%20for%20PIN%207385.txt[3/1/2011 2:45:44 PM]

From:   Paul West <paulwest@utah.gov>
Sent:   Thursday, February 17, 2011 10:57 AM
To:     Chuck Easton
Subject:        Re: Review for PIN 7385

Hi Chuck,
 
Inasmuch as this is a local government project, and you've hired someone to make a determination of 
no-effect, you do not need my input. If you are happy with the biological assessment, then you are free 
to go with it.
 
 
Paul W. West 
Wildlife/Wetlands Biologist 
Utah Department of Transportation
Environmental Services, Box 148450 
4501 S. 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-8450 
(801) 633-8747
Fax (801) 965-4403
paulwest@utah.gov
 
 
>>> "Chuck Easton" <ceaston@jub.com> 2/16/2011 1:21 PM >>>
Hi Paul,

Attached is a Biological Assessment I had done on the Lindon Heritage Trail project (PIN 7385). I keep 
meaning to send this to you seeking your concurrence with it’s no effect determination. We’ve also 
communicated with Sarah Lindsey at DWR. Would you mind looking at this and letting me know what 
you think? A concurrence memo, or the no effect memo would suffice for the CatEx, I think. Of course, 
that’s up to you.

Thanks,

Chuck
This e-mail and any attachments transmitted with it are created by and are the property of J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. 
and may 
contain information that is confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure. The information it contains is intended 
solely for the 
use of the one to whom it is addressed, and any other recipient is directed to immediately destroy all copies.  If this 
electronic 
transmittal contains Professional Design Information, Recommendations,Maps, or GIS Database, those are "draft" 
documents 
unless explicitly stated otherwise in the email text.
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Wetland Delineation Report 
Proposed Lindon Heritage Trail - Utah County, Utah 

(Located in Sections 5 & 6, Township 6 South, Range 2 East 
and Sections 32 & 33, Township 5 South, Range 2 East) 
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 Prepared for: City of Lindon Public Works Department   
  Contact Person: Don Peterson, Director 

946 West, Center Street 
Lindon, UT 84042                                                           
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Introduction 
This wetland delineation was authorized by the City of Lindon in order to properly define the 
wetland boundaries within the proposed project study area (see wetland delineation maps in 
the appendix). The wetland delineation was prepared pursuant to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) Wetland Delineation Manual Technical Report Y-87-1 (1987 Manual) and the 
Arid West Regional Supplement (2008). The defined study area is linked to the proposed 
Lindon Heritage Trail project, located within Sections 32 and 33, Township 5 South, Range 2 
East, and Sections 5 and 6, Township 6 South, Range 2 East (Salt Lake Base & Meridian), Utah 
County, Utah.    
 
This investigation was performed to determine the presence or absence of wetland 
boundaries within the defined study area. The field investigations were conducted on October 
27th, 2010. It should be noted that the field conditions were observed near the end of the 
growing season. The primary investigator was Vincent Barthels, Biologist for J-U-B ENGINEERS, 
Inc.  
 
This report consists of a composite of past wetland delineation reports completed by others, 
which have identified and delineated wetland features situated within the proposed project 
study area. The findings, which have been verified by the USACE, associated with these past 
reports are incorporated into this “composite” report. Based on the recent USACE 
correspondence, it is understood that the wetland and creek features identified in this report 
are jurisdictional features and regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The 
primary goal of this report is to identify and quantify jurisdictional features within the 
proposed project study area (see project summary exhibit in the appendix).  
 
Project Purpose and Need: 
The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a non-motorized multiuse trail through the 
west side of Lindon City. This project is needed to provide trail connectivity and to meet the 
goals of the Mountainland Association of Governments Long Range Plan. 
 
This trail project is being developed to construct a multiuse trail to tie into an existing 
multiuse trail at 800 West and Lakeview Drive. The trail will parallel the east side of 800 West 
from Lakeview Drive to 200 South. The trail will parallel the south side of 200 South to 
Geneva Road. The trail will then cross Geneva Road at the existing stoplight at 200 South. 
Paralleling Geneva Road adjacent to existing railroad tracks, the trail will then continue south 
under the I-15 overpass. West of Geneva Road, the trail will follow an existing drainage 
channel (Lindon Hollow Creek) to Pioneer Lane. The trail continues west to 2000 West and 
then parallels 2000 West to 600 South. Paralleling 600 South to the west, the trail will tie in 
to the existing Lakeshore Trail, which is situated around Utah Lake.   
 
General Project Description: 
The proposed trail project extends from the existing trail at 800 West and Lakeview Drive to 
Pioneer Road. The project will consist of a 10-foot wide paved trail with curb and gutter 
where the trail is adjacent to the roadway (see proposed trail cross-sectional view in the 
appendix, sheets 6 & 7). The trail will cross Geneva Road at the existing stoplight at 200 
South, and cross under I-15 adjacent to the existing railroad tracks. West of Geneva Road, the 
trail will follow an existing drainage channel (Lindon Hollow Creek) to Pioneer Road. The 
future build-out of this trail alignment yields two perpendicularly oriented crossings over 
Lindon Hollow Creek (see proposed creek crossing exhibit in the appendix). Noteworthy, at 
this time and based on funding constraints, the proposed trail alignment will be designed and 
constructed only between the established stationing of 172+00 and 66+00. Therefore, the 
current phase of this project will only involve implementing one stream crossing (i.e. at 
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station 103+50). The trail alignment west of 66+00 will be constructed as funding becomes 
available. 
 
Directions to the Project Action Area: 
From Provo, Utah travel north on I-15 for approximately 6.5 miles and then take exit 273, 
“1600 North” Head north on Lindon Parkway to 800 West and then turn left on 800 West. 
Travel on 800 West to Lakeview Rd. The intersection of Lakeview Road and 800 West is the 
northeast project limits for the proposed trail project (see the vicinity map located within 
wetland delineation map (sheet 1) in the appendix). 
 

Methods 
The wetland delineation was conducted using methodology described in the USACE Wetland 
Delineation Manual (1987 Manual) and the Arid West Regional Supplement (2008). Specific 
investigations were performed at four soil test pits (STPs), positioned along two established 
transects within the defined study area. STPs were established in order to identify the 
presence/absence of hydrophytic plant communities, wetland hydrology and hydric soils. The 
STPs were marked with wooden lath and pink flagging. Professional land surveying was 
performed by JUB Engineers, Inc. to capture the established STP markers and wetland 
boundaries set in the field using a Trimble R8 GNSS RTK (Real Time Kinematics) Global 
Positioning System (GPS) unit. This system has an accuracy of about +/- 10mm (0.03 feet) + 
1ppm RMS Horizontal, and +/- 20mm (0.06 feet) + 1ppm vertical. The GPS points were 
downloaded into ACAD Civil 3D 2010 to convert established GPS waypoints into the developed 
Wetland Delineation Maps, which aided in the determination of wetland impacts within the 
study area. Photos were taken to properly document pertinent locations (see photo inventory 
in the appendix). 
 
Sources of information used for this investigation included:  

1) Lindon Hollow Creek Stormwater Project Wetland Delineation Technical Report, 2009 
(Completed by Frontier Corporation USA, USACE Permit #SPK-2009-00702-UO); 

2) Lakeside Power Plant Wetland Delineation Report, 2008 (Completed by Frontier 
Corporation USA, USACE Permit #SPK-2008-00133); 

3) Lindon Hollow Jurisdictional Wetlands Delineation, 2001; 
4) Utah County Soil Survey (USDA 1975) and Web Soil Survey (USDA/NRCS 2010) (see 

appendix – soil survey map);  
5) Provo, Utah USGS 7.5 minute Quad Map;  
6) National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands (Resource Management Group, 

Inc. 1994);  
7) Plant identification references (see references);  
8) Orem and Pelican Point, Utah - National Wetland Inventory (NWI) Maps (see appendix);  
9) Munsell soil chart (2000 Edition); and,  
10) Hydric Soils Information (USDA/NRCS 2010). 

 

Discussion 

Wetlands within the proposed project study area have been previously delineated in 
association with Lindon Hollow (2001), the Lakeside Power Plant (2008), and the Lindon 
Hollow Creek Stormwater projects (2009). The extrapolated wetland boundary lines are 
illustrated on the “composite” wetland delineation maps (see appendix). 
 
The Lakeside Power Plant is contained within an area west of Pioneer Road, south of 2000 
North, east of Proctor Road, and north of Lindon Hollow Creek. The delineation associated 
with the Lakeside Power Plant identified five wetland cells. Of these, Wetland 1 and Wetland 
4 are located within the study area linked to the Lindon Heritage Trail project. Wetland 1, 
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encompassing Lindon Hollow Creek channel, consists of 1.60 acres. Wetland 4 consists of 0.45 
acres.  
 
The Lindon Hollow Creek stormwater project wetland delineation examined the wetlands 
adjacent to, and associated with, the Lindon Hollow Creek floodplain. The project area 
consisted of lands generally east of Pioneer Road and north of Lindon Hollow Creek. The 
Lindon Hollow stormwater project delineation identified 12.89 acres and 1,560 linear feet of 
stream channel. Two wetland areas were identified: Wetland A=12.28 acres and 460 linear 
feet of stream channel, and Wetland B=0.61 acres and 1,100 linear feet of stream channel. 
 
Plant communities  
Plant communities within the study area primarily consisted of assorted herbaceous 
vegetation, such as grasses and annual weeds, and a few scattered shrubs or trees. Table 1 
lists the dominant plant species that were encountered within the study area and reports the 
individual species’ wetland indicator status.  

Table 1 – Common vegetation encountered within the study area. 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Wetland Indicator 

Status 

Alkali sacaton Sporobolus airoides FAC 

Baltic rush Juncus balticus FACW 

Big sagebrush Artemisia tridentata FACU 

Black greasewood Sarcobatus vermiculatus FACU 

Bulbous bluegrass Poa bulbosa FACU 

Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare FAC 

Cattail Typha latifolia OBL 

Cheat grass Bromus tectorum UPL 

Clasping pepperweed Lepidium perfoliatum FACU 

Climbing nightshade Solanum dulcamara OBL 

Common reed Phragmites australis FACW 

Curly dock Rumex crispus FACW 

Currant Ribes spp. FAC 

Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis NI- Suspected FACU 

Field sowthistle Sonchus arvensis FACU 

Flixweed Descurainia sophia FACU 

Foxtail barley Hordeum jubatum FAC 

Hard stem bulrush Scirpus acutus OBL 

Intermediate wheatgrass Thinopyrum intermedium NI- Suspected FACU 

Kochia Kochia scoparia FACU 

Narrow-leaf cottonwood Populus angustifolia FAC 

Prickly lettuce Lactuca serriola FACU 

Rabbit-foot Polypogon monspeliensis FACW 

Redstem stork’s bill Erodium cicutarium UPL 

Reed canary grass Phalaris arundinacea OBL 

Rubber rabbit brush Chrysothamnus nauseosus UPL 

Russian olive Elaeagnus angustifolia FAC 

Russian thistle Salsola pestifer FACU 

Salt cedar Tamarix ramosissima FACW 

Salt grass Distichlis spicata FAC 

Showy milkweed Asclepias speciosa FACW 

Three-square bulrush Scirpus pungens OBL 

True water-cress Nasturtium officinale OBL 

Western seepweed Suaeda occidentalis FACW 

White goosefoot Chenopodium album FACU 

White top Cardaria draba UPL 

Wood’s rose Rosa woodsii FACU 
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Topography 
The topography of the study area is fairly flat (0-5% slopes), but generally sloped toward the 
west. Land use throughout the project area consists of a mix of residential, commercial and 
industrial uses. The elevation of the project action area falls within the range of 4,500 to 
4560 feet above sea level.   
 
Climate 
The study area has an average annual temperature of 49-50 degrees Fahrenheit. The average 
annual rainfall is 13.50 inches; whereas, the average annual snowfall is 34.2 inches. The 
growing season typically falls between April 25th and October 11th, 170 days (USDA 1975).  
 
Hydrology 
The majority of the wetland hydrology within the study area is derived from municipal 
stormwater and seeps that flow through Lindon Hollow creek. Lindon Hollow Creek flows into 
Utah Lake, near the western terminus of the trail project.  
 
Based on the connectivity to Utah Lake, Lindon Hollow Creek and that adjacent fringe 
wetland areas located in the defined study area are likely to be deemed jurisdictional. The 
jurisdictional authority stems to the USACE under Section 404.    
 
Soils  
The soils identified for the study area include: Beaches (BC); Bramwell silty clay loam (Br); 
Bramwell silty clay loam, drained (Bs); Jordan silt loam (Jo); Layton fine sandy loam, slowly 
permeable substratum, 0 to 1 percent slopes (LmA); Payson silty clay loam (Pd); Pits and 
dumps (PK); Preston fine sand, 1 to 10 percent slopes (PuD); Taylorsville silty clay loam, 1 to 
3 percent slopes (TaB); Taylorsville silty clay loam, extended season, 3 to 6 percent slopes, 
eroded (TcC2), and Urban land (UL) (USDA 1975). Of these soil types, Br and Bs are the only 
mapped soil types listed as a partially hydric soil; the vast majority of the soils in the study  
area are considered to be non hydric or unknown hydric. General characteristics of the soils 
mapped within the defined study areas are described in the following table (Table 2).  
 
Table 2 – Characteristics of mapped soil types within the project study area. 

Soil Type 
Drainage 

Class 
Soil Coloration and Texture Permeability 

Run-off 
Potential 

Beaches (BC) N/A 

Miscellaneous land type along shores of 
Utah Lake. Composed mainly of sandy and 

silty sediments. In places contains fine 
gravel and freshwater snails 

 

N/A N/A 

Bramwell silty 
clay loam (Br) 

Somewhat 
poorly 

drained 

 
The surface layer is dark grayish-brown to 
brown silty clay loam, loam, or silt loam 3 
to 12 inches thick. The subsoil is grayish-

brown or dark grayish-brown silty clay loam 
or clay loam. 

 

Slow Slow 

Bramwell silty 
clay loam, 

drained (Bs) 

Somewhat 
poorly 

drained 

 
The surface layer is dark grayish-brown to 
brown silty clay loam, loam, or silt loam 3 
to 12 inches thick. The subsoil is grayish-

brown or dark grayish-brown silty clay loam 
or clay loam. 

Slow Slow 
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Jordan silt loam 
(Jo) 

Somewhat 
poorly 

drained 

 
The surface layer is dark grayish-brown silt 
loam about 7 inches thick. The subsoil is 

brown, very strongly saline, very firm clay 
to silty clay loam about 16 inches thick. 

The substratum consists of brown, 
laminated, clayey sediments that are 

mottled to a depth of 40 inches. 
 

Very slow Very slow 

Layton fine 
sandy loam, 

slowly 
permeable 

substratum, 0 to 
1 percent slopes 

(LmA) 

Moderately 
well drained 

 
The surface layer is dark-brown or very 

dark grayish-brown fine sandy loam about 7 
inches thick. Below this is brown or dark-

brown loamy fine sand extending to a 
depth of about 39 inches. Below this is fine 

brown sand. 
 

Slow Slow 

Payson silty clay 
loam (Pd) 

Moderately 
well drained 

 
The surface layer is very dark grayish-

brown to dark-brown silt loam and silty 
clay loam about 9 inches thick. The subsoil 
is brown silty clay and clay about 20 inches 

thick. The substratum is brown to pale 
brown clay. 

 

Slow Slow 

Pits and dumps 
(PK) 

N/A 

 
Miscellaneous land type consisting of areas 
of open pits and areas where material has 
been dumped in uneven piles along canals, 

railroad tracks, roads, and gravel pits. 
 

N/A N/A 

 
Preston fine 
sand, 1 to 10 

percent slopes 
(PuD) 

 

Excessively 
drained 

 
The surface layer is very dark grayish-
brown fine sand about 17 inches thick. 

Below this brown, loose, fine sand extends 
to a depth of 60 inches. 

Rapid Very slow 

Taylorsville silty 
clay loam, 1 to 3 
percent slopes 

(TaB) 

Well drained 

 
The surface layer is dark grayish-brown 
silty clay loam to a depth of 13 inches. 

Below this is dark grayish-brown or grayish-
brown silty clay loam. A distinct layer of 

lime is at a depth of 36 inches. 
 

Slow Slow 

Taylorsville silty 
clay loam, 
extended 

season, 3 to 6 
percent slopes, 
eroded (TcC2) 

Well drained 

The surface layer is dark grayish-brown 
silty clay loam to a about 7 inches thick. 

Below this is dark grayish-brown or grayish-
brown silty clay loam. A distinct layer of 

lime is at a depth of 36 inches. 

Slow Medium 

Urban land (UL) N/A 
Miscellaneous land type; no typical soil 

description available.  
N/A N/A 
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Wetland/Stream Classifications 
The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Map classifies several pockets and channelized 
features as either PEMC (palustrine, emergent, seasonally flooded), PEMF (palustrine, 
emergent, semi permanently flooded), PABF (palustrine, aquatic bed, semi permanently 
flooded), or PFOA (palustrine, forested, temporarily flooded) systems throughout the study 
area (see NWI map in the appendix).  
 

Findings 
Field data forms reflect the conditions as assessed in the field and can be found in the 
appendix of this report. The following subsections summarize the findings at the individual 
STPs, how the wetland boundary was determined, and discusses the classification and 
functionality of the wetlands identified. 

 
Field Investigations: 
(STP # 1):  
This data point is located immediately upstream of a planned crossing over Lindon Hollow 
Creek (see photo # 1, in the appendix). All three of the wetland parameters were fulfilled at 
STP # 1. Hydrophytic vegetation structure consisted of narrow-leaf cottonwood, Russian olive, 
reed canary grass, and common reed. The wetland hydrology was evidenced by the presence 
of saturation in the upper 12 inches of the STP, stemming from lateral seepage associated 
with Lindon Hollow Creek. Hydric soil conditions were indicated by redox concentrations 
throughout the matrix. This STP received a wetland designation.  
 
(STP # 2): 
This upland data point is paired with STP #1, along the established transect. None of the 
three wetland parameters were fulfilled at STP #2. Vegetative assemblages were 
characterized as a facultative upland (FACU) community. Wetland hydrology and hydric soils 
were lacking. The STP was completely dry to a depth of 32 inches.  
 
(STP # 3):  
This wetland data point is paired with STP #4, along an established transect located nearest 
trail alignment stationing 90+50. All three of the wetland parameters were fulfilled at STP #3. 
Hydrophytic vegetation structure is dominated by cattails, bulrush, salt grass, baltic rush, 
reed canary grass and common reed. The wetland hydrology was evidenced by the presence 
of surface water at STP. Hydric soils were indicated by redox concentrations.  
 
(STP # 4): 
This upland data point is paired with wetland data point (i.e. STP #3), along the established 
transect. None of the three wetland parameters were fulfilled at STP #4.  Vegetative 
assemblages were characterized as a FACU community. Wetland hydrology and hydric soils 
were lacking. The STP was completely dry to a depth of 20 inches.  
 
How the wetland and/or creek boundaries were chosen:  
The wetland boundary was determined primarily by the distinct vegetation and topography 
shifts. Vegetation shifts were linked between the aforementioned hydrophytic species and 
upland and/or transitional species, such as intermediate wheatgrass, kochia, marsh elder, 
gumweed, and flix-weed. Hydric soil indicators and wetland hydrology further substantiated 
the delineated boundaries.  
 
The Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) of Lindon Hollow Creek was delineated and surveyed 
based on the field indicators, in accordance with 33 CFR 328.3. By definition, the term OHWM 
refers to the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by 
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physical characteristics such as clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in 
the character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, 
or other appropriate means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas. 
 
Wetland identification, classification and functionality: 
The wetland features located within the defined study area and identified on the wetland 
delineation maps are classified as emergent/forested, riverine wetlands linked to waters 
originating from Lindon Hollow Creek (see wetland delineation maps (sheets 2 through 5) in 
the appendix, for the precise location of these features within the defined study area).  
 
Based on Cowardin’s (1979) wetland classification system, this complex of wetland features 
are field verified to be PEMC, PEMF, PABF, and PFOA which is consistent with the NWI Map 
designation.  
 
The wetlands identified in this report share several important functions and values that 
include: the ability to protect and improve water quality; flood storage; ground water 
recharge; and, provide seasonal wildlife habitat. These wetlands generally act as very gently 
sloped catch basins by intercepting flood irrigated (gravity fed) waters from adjacent higher 
elevations. These wetlands filter the water by degrading or breaking down pollutants.  

 
Summary of impacts to the Critical Areas identified within the study area 
The construction of the proposed project would cause some unavoidable minor impacts to 
riverine wetlands associated with the Lindon Hollow Creek channel.  Minimization measures 
(e.g. limiting fill and cut slopes) have been incorporated into the anticipated trail designs. 
Table 3 summarizes the anticipated wetland and stream impacts.  
 
Table 3: Summary of project related aquatic resource impacts linked to the established 
trail stationing.  

Nearest 
Proposed 

Trail 
Stations 

Feature Impacted 
(wetland and open 
stream channel) 

Permanent or 
Temporary Impact 

Quantity (area [square 
foot] of wetland or linear 
feet of stream channel) 
of anticipated critical 
area to be impacted 

103+40 

Riverine Wetland and 
Lindon Hollow Creek 
Channel (NWI Map 

classification = PFOA) 

Permanent 

Approximately 2,000 
square feet of wetland 
area or 60 linear feet of 

stream channel.  

53+65 

Riverine Wetland and 
Lindon Hollow Creek 
Channel (NWI Map 

classification = PEMF) 

Permanent 

Approximately 1,000 
square feet of wetland 
area or 60 linear feet of 

stream channel. Note: this 
crossing is still yet to be 

designed.  

 
Cumulatively, this trail project should yield approximately 3,000 square feet of wetland 
impacts or approximately 120 linear feet of impacts to stream channel segments (i.e. Lindon 
Hollow Creek) related to the two proposed trail-stream crossings. 
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Map Unit Legend

Utah County, Utah - Central Part (UT621)

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

BC Beaches 1.0 0.9%

Br Bramwell silty clay loam 5.8 5.5%

Bs Bramwell silty clay loam, drained 33.3 31.9%

Jo Jordan silt loam 24.7 23.6%

LmA Layton fine sandy loam, slowly permeable
substratum, 0 to 1 percent slopes

4.6 4.4%

Pd Payson silty clay loam 3.5 3.4%

PK Pits and dumps 6.3 6.0%

PuD Preston fine sand, 1 to 10 percent slopes 6.5 6.2%

TaB Taylorsville silty clay loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes 4.8 4.6%

TcC2 Taylorsville silty clay loam, extended season, 3 to 6
percent slopes, eroded

2.1 2.0%

UL Urban land 12.0 11.5%

Totals for Area of Interest 104.6 100.0%
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Conservation Service
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responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the  base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.
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US Army Corps of Engineers      Arid West – Version 11-1-2006 

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 

Project/Site: Lindon Heritage Trail                                                  City/County:  Utah  Sampling Date: 10/27/10  

Applicant/Owner:  City of Lindon                                                 State:  UT                     Sampling Point:  STP #1(Wetland)  

Investigator(s):  Vince Barthels, J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:  S. 5  T.6 S, R. 2 E   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc):  Flat , low  terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%):  Less than 3%  

Subregion (LRR):  E   Lat: 40o 19’ 47’’ N  Long:  111o 44’ 38.4’’ W  Datum:  NAD 1927 

Soil Map Unit Name: Bramwell silty clay loam, drained (Bs)     NWI classification: PEMC 

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

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed?   No Are “Normal Circumstances” present?  Yes   X    No       

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?   No (If needed, explain answers in Remarks.) 

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

 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   X     No       
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes   X     No       
Wetland Hydrology Present  Yes   X     No         

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?    Yes    X    No              

Remarks:  
STP#1 paired along transect with STP#2. Transect is located immediately upstream of the proposed crossing. Wetland boundary is located 6 inches 
above base elevation of STP#1. 
 

VEGEGATION 

     Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.)  % Cover Species?   Status 
1.  Populus angustifolia                              30  Yes  FAC   
2.  Elaeagnus angustifolia                                    25 Yes    FAC   

Total Cover:    55  
Sampling/Shrub Stratum 
1.                                                                         
2.                                                          
3.                                                    

Total Cover:          
Herb Stratum 
1.  Phalaris arundinacea                                       10    Yes OBL  
2.  Phragmites australis                               10 Yes FACW   
3.                                                                                     
4.                                                                         
5.                                                                               
6.                                                                                
7.                                                                                
8.                                                                                                     
9.                                                                 
10.                                                                 
  

Total Cover:  20  
Woody Vine Stratum 
1.                                          
2.                                          

Total Cover:  0    

% Open Water in Herb Stratum   80     % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   

Dominance Test Worksheet 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    4   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata:     4   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   100   (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 
 Total % Cover of:          Multiply by: 
OBL species              x 1 =          

FACW species            x 2 =          

FAC species            x 3 =          

FACU species            x 4 =          

UPL species            x 5 =          

Column Totals:         (A)                 (B) 
 Prevalence Index = B/A =          
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
  X     Dominance Test is >50% 
        Prevalence Index is < 3.01  
        Morphological Adaptions1  (Provide supporting data in 

remarks or on a separate sheet) 
        Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present. 

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation  
Present?   Yes   X     No          

Remarks:   

Compared to upland site (STP#2), this vegetation is far more hydrophytic. Vegetation parameter fulfilled. 



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

SOIL          Sampling Point:  STP #1 (Wetland)     

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

 
Depth 

 
 Matrix   

 
  Redox Features    

  

Inches 
 

     Color (moist)       %     Color (moist)       %  Type 1 Loc 2 Texture        Remarks  

0-17                2.5Y 4/2          90                           2.5Y 5/4            10                       C                 PL            Fine sand                   

17-29                2.5Y 3/1          85                        2.5Y 5/6            15                       C                      PL            fine sand               10% organics    

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration,  D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.    2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix 
 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)   Indicators of Problematic Hydric Soils2. 
             Histosol (A1)                Sandy Redox (S5)                1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
             Histic Epipedon (A2)                Stripped Matrix (S6)                2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
             Black Histic (A3)                Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)               Reduced Vertic (F18) 
             Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)               Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)               Red Parent Material (TF2) 
             Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)         X     Depleted Matrix (F3)                Other (Explain in Remarks) 
             1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)               Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
             Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)              Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 
             Thick Dark Surface (A12)               Redox Depressions (F8) 
             Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)               Vernal Pools (F9)   3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
             Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)          wetland hydrology must be present. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:       N/A    
     Depth (inches):              

 
 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes         X     No                 

Remarks: 
Prominent mottling features present throughout the observed STP. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient                    Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
             Surface Water (A1)                Salt Crust (B11)                 Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
             High Water Table (A2)               Biotic Crust (B12)                 Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
       X     Saturation (A3)                Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)                Drainage Patterns (B10)  
             Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)              Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)                Dry-Season Table (C2) 
             Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)              Oxidized Rhizosphere along Living Roots (C3)              Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
             Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)              Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)                Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
            Surface Soil Cracks (B6)               Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils             Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
             Induation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)              Other (Explain in Remarks)                Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
             Water-Stained Leaves (B9)                      FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes              No          X    Depth (inches)           
Water Table Present? Yes        X     No                Depth (inches)     13 
Saturation Present?  Yes        X     No               Depth (inches)      10 
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes        X     No             

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
N/A 
Remarks: 
Lateral seepage from Lindon Hollow Creek provides wetland hydrology at this location. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



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

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 

Project/Site: Lindon Heritage Trail                                                  City/County:  Utah  Sampling Date: 10/27/10  

Applicant/Owner:  City of Lindon                                                                  State:  UT                   Sampling Point:  STP #2(Upland)  

Investigator(s):  Vince Barthels, J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:  S. 31  T.10 N., R. 2 W   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc):  Flat , low  terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none): Convex Slope (%):  Less than 3%  

Subregion (LRR):  E   Lat: 40o 19’ 47’’ N  Long:  111o 44’ 38.4’’ W  Datum:  NAD 1927 

Soil Map Unit Name: Urban Land (UL)      NWI classification: N/A 

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

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed?   No Are “Normal Circumstances” present?  Yes   X    No       

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?   No (If needed, explain answers in Remarks.) 

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

 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes         No   X   
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes         No   X   
Wetland Hydrology Present  Yes         No   X    

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?    Yes         No    X         

Remarks:  
 Paired along the transect with STP#1. South of Lindon Hollow Creek the adjacent property has been filled and graded, and prepped for light industrial 
development.  

VEGEGATION 

     Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.)  % Cover Species?   Status 
1.                                                                   
2.                                                                            

Total Cover:         
Sampling/Shrub Stratum 
1.  Rosa woodsii                                  10  Yes   FAC 
2.  Ribes aureum                                                5 No FACW 
3.                                                     

Total Cover:    15 
Herb Stratum 
1.   Cirsium vulgare                                               20    Yes FAC  
2.   Salsola pestifer                                               20 Yes FACU   
3.   Thinopyrum intermedium                                 15 No FACU 
4.   Bromus tectorum                                            10    No   FACU  
5.   Descurainia sophia                                         10    No   FACU    
6.   Kochia scoparia                                             10    No   FACU    
7.                                                                                 
8.                                                                                                   
9.                                                                  
10.                                                                   

Total Cover:    85   
  

Total Cover:          
Woody Vine Stratum 
1.                                          
2.                                          

Total Cover:  0    

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum   15     % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   

Dominance Test Worksheet 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    2   (A) 

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

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   67%   (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 
 Total % Cover of:          Multiply by: 
OBL species              x 1 =          

FACW species 5      x 2 = 10    

FAC species 30      x 3 = 90    

FACU species 65      x 4 = 260    

UPL species            x 5 =          

Column Totals: 100   (A)         360   (B) 
 Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.6    
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
        Dominance Test is >50% 
        Prevalence Index is < 3.01  
        Morphological Adaptions1  (Provide supporting data in 

remarks or on a separate sheet) 
        Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present. 

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation  
Present?   Yes         No   X        

Remarks:   

Based on the prevalence index, this site is characterized as a FACU community. This parameter is not fulfilled. 



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

SOIL          Sampling Point:  STP #2 (Upland)     

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

 
Depth 

 
 Matrix   

 
  Redox Features    

  

Inches 
 

     Color (moist)       %     Color (moist)       %  Type 1 Loc 2 Texture        Remarks  

0-7                10YR 3/2          100                                                                                              Imported fill  20% gravels and cobbles 

7-20                10YR 5/4         100                                                                                                        Fine sand                       

20-32                   10YR 6/3          90                     10YR 5/6     10               RM        C            Sandy clay                  

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration,  D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.    2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix 
 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)   Indicators of Problematic Hydric Soils2. 
             Histosol (A1)                Sandy Redox (S5)                1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
             Histic Epipedon (A2)                Stripped Matrix (S6)                2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
             Black Histic (A3)                Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)               Reduced Vertic (F18) 
             Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)               Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)               Red Parent Material (TF2) 
             Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)               Depleted Matrix (F3)                Other (Explain in Remarks) 
             1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)               Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
             Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)              Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 
             Thick Dark Surface (A12)               Redox Depressions (F8) 
             Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)               Vernal Pools (F9)   3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
             Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)          wetland hydrology must be present. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:       N/A    
     Depth (inches):              

 
 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes               No         X       

Remarks: 
No redox features present in upper 20 inches of soil profile; Non-hydric. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient                    Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
             Surface Water (A1)                Salt Crust (B11)                 Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
             High Water Table (A2)               Biotic Crust (B12)                 Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
             Saturation (A3)                Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)               Drainage Patterns (B10)  
             Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)              Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)                Dry-Season Table (C2) 
             Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)              Oxidized Rhizosphere along Living Roots (C3)              Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
             Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)              Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)                Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
            Surface Soil Cracks (B6)               Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils             Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
             Induation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)              Other (Explain in Remarks)                Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
             Water-Stained Leaves (B9)                      FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes              No          X    Depth (inches)           
Water Table Present? Yes              No          X     Depth (inches)           
Saturation Present?  Yes              No          X    Depth (inches)           
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes              No        X    

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
N/A 
Remarks: 
No saturation within the upper 32 inches at this STP. STP completely dry. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



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

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 

Project/Site: Lindon Heritage Trail                                                  City/County:  Utah  Sampling Date: 10/27/10  

Applicant/Owner:  City of Lindon                                    State:  UT      Sampling Point:  STP #3(Wetland)  

Investigator(s):  Vince Barthels, J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:  S. 31  T.10 N., R. 2 W   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc):  Flat , low  terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%):  Less than 3%  

Subregion (LRR):  E   Lat: 40o 19’ 51’’N  Long:  111o 44’ 49.6’’ W  Datum:  NAD 1927 

Soil Map Unit Name: Bramwell silty clay loam (Br)     NWI classification: N/A 

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

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed?   No Are “Normal Circumstances” present?  Yes   X    No       

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?   No (If needed, explain answers in Remarks.) 

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

 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes   X     No       
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes   X     No       
Wetland Hydrology Present  Yes   X     No         

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?    Yes    X    No              

Remarks:  
This STP is paired along a transect with STP#4. Riverine wetland associated with a low gradient section of Lindon Hollow Creek present. 

VEGEGATION 

     Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.)  % Cover Species?   Status 
1.  Populus angustifolia                         10  Yes  FAC   
2.                                                                           

Total Cover:  10  
Sampling/Shrub Stratum 
1.                                                                              
2.                                                            
3.                                                     

Total Cover:        
Herb Stratum 
1.   Typha latifolia                                                40    Yes OBL  
2.   Distichlis spicata                                15 No FAC   
3.   Scirpus acutus                                              15 No OBL 
4.   Juncus balticus                                 10 No FACW  
5.   Phragmites australis                                      10    No   FACW   
6.   Phalaris arundinacea                                       5    No   OBL    
7.   Solanum dulcamara                                       <1    No   OBL    
8.                                                                                                   
9.                                                                  
10.                                                                   

Total Cover:    95   
  

Total Cover:         
Woody Vine Stratum 
1.                                          
2.                                          

Total Cover:  0    

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum   5     % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   

Dominance Test Worksheet 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    2   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata:     2   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   100   (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 
 Total % Cover of:          Multiply by: 
OBL species              x 1 =          

FACW species            x 2 =          

FAC species            x 3 =          

FACU species            x 4 =          

UPL species            x 5 =          

Column Totals:         (A)                 (B) 
 Prevalence Index = B/A =          
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
  X     Dominance Test is >50% 
        Prevalence Index is < 3.01  
        Morphological Adaptions1  (Provide supporting data in 

remarks or on a separate sheet) 
        Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present. 

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation  
Present?   Yes   X     No          

Remarks:   

FACW-OBL vegetative structure; parameter fulfilled. 



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

SOIL          Sampling Point:  STP #3 (Wetland)     

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

 
Depth 

 
 Matrix   

 
  Redox Features    

  

Inches 
 

     Color (moist)       %     Color (moist)       %  Type 1 Loc 2 Texture        Remarks  

0-6                10YR 4/2          60                     10YR 4/6           10                      C                 RC            Fine sandy loam       Dual matrix 

0-6                3N 3/         30                                                                                                      Fine sandy loam        Dual matrix    

6-16                  10YR 5/3          90                     10YR 6/8    10               C       PL                                   

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration,  D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.    2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix 
 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)   Indicators of Problematic Hydric Soils2. 
             Histosol (A1)                Sandy Redox (S5)                1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
             Histic Epipedon (A2)                Stripped Matrix (S6)                2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
             Black Histic (A3)                Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)               Reduced Vertic (F18) 
             Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)               Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)               Red Parent Material (TF2) 
             Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)         X     Depleted Matrix (F3)                Other (Explain in Remarks) 
             1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)               Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
             Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)              Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 
             Thick Dark Surface (A12)               Redox Depressions (F8) 
             Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)               Vernal Pools (F9)   3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
             Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)          wetland hydrology must be present. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:       N/A    
     Depth (inches):              

 
 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes         X     No                 

Remarks: 
Prominent mottling features present, throughout the profile observed. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient                    Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
       X     Surface Water (A1)                Salt Crust (B11)                 Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
             High Water Table (A2)               Biotic Crust (B12)                 Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
             Saturation (A3)                Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)                Drainage Patterns (B10)  
             Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)              Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)                Dry-Season Table (C2) 
             Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)              Oxidized Rhizosphere along Living Roots (C3)              Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
             Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)              Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)                Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
            Surface Soil Cracks (B6)               Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils             Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
             Induation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)              Other (Explain in Remarks)                Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
             Water-Stained Leaves (B9)                      FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes        X     No               Depth (inches)     1 
Water Table Present? Yes        X     No                Depth (inches)          
Saturation Present?  Yes        X     No               Depth (inches)           
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes        X     No             

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
N/A 
Remarks: 
Surface water present; parameter fulfilled. 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 

Project/Site: Lindon Heritage Trail                                                  City/County:  Utah  Sampling Date: 10/27/10  

Applicant/Owner:  City of Lindon                      State:  UT  Sampling Point:  STP #4(Upland)  

Investigator(s):  Vince Barthels, J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.   Section, Township, Range:  S. 31  T.10 N., R. 2 W   

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc):  Flat , low  terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none): Concave Slope (%):  Less than 3%  

Subregion (LRR):  E   Lat: 40o 19’ 51’’N  Long:  111o 44’ 49.6’’ W  Datum:  NAD 1927 

Soil Map Unit Name: Payson silty clay loam (Pd)     NWI classification: N/A 

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

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed?   No Are “Normal Circumstances” present?  Yes   X    No       

Are Vegetation       ,  Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic?   No (If needed, explain answers in Remarks.) 

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

 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes         No   X   
Hydric Soil Present?  Yes         No   X   
Wetland Hydrology Present  Yes         No   X     

 
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland?    Yes         No    X         

Remarks:  
This STP is paired along a transect with wetland site (STP#3). Upland site present. 
 

VEGEGATION 

     Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum  (Use scientific names.)  % Cover Species?   Status 
1.                                                                   
2.                                                                            

Total Cover:         
Sampling/Shrub Stratum 
1.  Sarcobatus vermiculatus                                  20  Yes   FACU 
2.  Artemisia tridentata                                           5 No FACU 
3.                                                     

Total Cover:    25 
Herb Stratum 
1.   Bromus tectorum                                           70    Yes FACU  
2.   Salsola pestifer                                              15 No FACU   
3.   Thinopyrum intermedium                                 5 No FACU 
4.                                                                         
5.                                                                               
6.                                                                                
7.                                                                                
8.                                                                                                    
9.                                                                
10.                                                                

Total Cover:   90   
  

Total Cover:          
Woody Vine Stratum 
1.                                          
2.                                          

Total Cover:  0    

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum   10     % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   

Dominance Test Worksheet 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:    0   (A) 

Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata:     2   (B) 

Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:   0   (A/B) 

Prevalence Index worksheet: 
 Total % Cover of:          Multiply by: 
OBL species              x 1 =          

FACW species            x 2 =          

FAC species            x 3 =          

FACU species            x 4 =          

UPL species            x 5 =          

Column Totals:         (A)                 (B) 
 Prevalence Index = B/A =          
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
        Dominance Test is >50% 
        Prevalence Index is < 3.01  
        Morphological Adaptions1  (Provide supporting data in 

remarks or on a separate sheet) 
        Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
 
1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must be present. 

Hydrophytic 
Vegetation  
Present?   Yes         No   X      

Remarks:   

FACU vegetative community; parameter not fulfilled. 



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

SOIL          Sampling Point:  STP #4 (Upland)     

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

 
Depth 

 
 Matrix   

 
  Redox Features    

  

Inches 
 

     Color (moist)       %     Color (moist)       %  Type 1 Loc 2 Texture        Remarks  

0-8                10YR 3/2                                                                                                            Sandy loam            

8-16                10YR 5/3                                                                                                                     Sandy loam                 

16-20     10YR 5/3                                                                                    Silty clay                  

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          

                                                                                                                          
1Type:  C=Concentration,  D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix.    2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix 
 
Hydric Soil Indicators:  (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)   Indicators of Problematic Hydric Soils2. 
             Histosol (A1)                Sandy Redox (S5)                1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
             Histic Epipedon (A2)                Stripped Matrix (S6)                2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
             Black Histic (A3)                Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)               Reduced Vertic (F18) 
             Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)               Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)               Red Parent Material (TF2) 
             Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)               Depleted Matrix (F3)                Other (Explain in Remarks) 
             1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)               Redox Dark Surface (F6) 
             Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)              Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 
             Thick Dark Surface (A12)               Redox Depressions (F8) 
             Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)               Vernal Pools (F9)   3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
             Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)          wetland hydrology must be present. 
Restrictive Layer (if present): 
     Type:       N/A    
     Depth (inches):              

 
 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes               No         X       

Remarks: 
No redox features present; Non-hydric. 
 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:       Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
Primary Indicators (any one indicator is sufficient                    Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
             Surface Water (A1)                Salt Crust (B11)                 Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
             High Water Table (A2)               Biotic Crust (B12)                 Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
             Saturation (A3)                Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)                Drainage Patterns (B10)  
             Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)              Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)                Dry-Season Table (C2) 
             Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)              Oxidized Rhizosphere along Living Roots (C3)              Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
             Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)              Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)                Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
            Surface Soil Cracks (B6)               Recent Iron Reduction in Plowed Soils             Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
             Induation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)              Other (Explain in Remarks)                Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
             Water-Stained Leaves (B9)                      FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes              No          X    Depth (inches)           
Water Table Present? Yes              No          X     Depth (inches)           
Saturation Present?  Yes              No          X    Depth (inches)           
(includes capillary fringe) 

 
 
 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes              No        X    

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 
N/A 
Remarks: 
No saturation within the upper 20 inches at this STP. STP completely dry. 

 

 

 

 

  



Photo Inventory 
The following six photos were taken on October 27, 2010. 

 

Photo 1: Looking south from the point where the Lindon Heritage Trail will tie into the Lakeshore 

Trail near on 600 South Street (near the Lindon Boat Harbor), at the west end of the project 

area.  

 

Photo 2: Lookiong east from the point where the Lindon Heritage Trail will tie into the existing 

multiuse trail. This photo was taken at the intersection of 800 West and Lakeview Road, at the 

east end of the project area. 



 

Photo 3: View looking east at the entrenched Lindon Hollow Creek, West of Geneva Road. The 

area south of the creek channel consists of fill materials, which have been graded. The area has 

recruited several annual weedy species. 

 

Photo 4: View looking east at Lindon Hollow Creek, from Geneva Steel facility east of Proctor 

Road (250 West) and near the established trail station # 54+00. The trail alignment would be 

situated landward of the remnant waddles (left side of photo) and the proposed crossing would 

tie into the upper left terrace (fill) of Lindon Hollow Creek near this vantage point.  



 

Photo 5: This photo illustrates the representative riparian vegetation along Lindon Hollow Creek, 

near Station #103+50. Cottonwoods and Russian olives dominate the forested overstory, whereas 

reed canary grass and common reed provides herbaceous cover along the creek’s edge. 

 

Photo 6: Looking south toward the established transect that contains both a wetland data point 

(STP#3) and an upland data point (STP#4). The upland area is dominated by sagebrush and 

cheatgrass. The transition from the upland to wetland is marked by the distinct topography and 

vegetative shifts, in a zone dominated by saltgrass. The vegetative community within the 

riverine wetland consists of cattail, hardstem bulrush, reed canary grass, baltic rush, common 

reed, and scattered cottonwoods.  











APPENDIX E. Hazardous Materials Supporting 
Documentation  

  



   

EnviroMapper for Envirofacts
Contact Us

EPA Home > EnviroMapper > EnviroMapper for Envirofacts > Mapping Result 

 
Map Features
Regulated sites

 Multi-activities

 Superfund

  Toxic releases

  Water dischargers

  Air emissions

  Hazardous waste
Water features

 Impaired water bodies

 Impaired streams

 Streams

Places

 Schools

  Churches

  Hospitals
 Shaded Relief

EPA Home | Privacy and Security Notice | FOIA | Contact Us

Last updated on Friday, March 06, 2009

URL: http://134.67.99.122/enviro/emef.asp

Zoom
In

Zoom
Out  

          

EnviroMapper for EnviroFacts http://134.67.99.122/enviro/emef.asp

1 of 1 12/3/2010 1:27 PM







 
99 N. Geneva Road 

Vineyard, UT 84057 

Telephone  (801) 225-2031 

(801)990-4930 

Facsimile: (801) 990-4931 

 

December 12, 2008 

 

Dennis R. Downs 

Utah Div of Solid & Hazardous Waste 

Dept of Environmental Quality 

P.O. Box 144880 

Salt Lake City, UT  84114-4880 

 

 

 RE: Request for Concurrence – Lindon Hollow Drainage 

  Orem & Lindon Storm Water Retention Project 

 

Dear Mr. Downs:   

 

 This letter confirms our discussion of December 10, 2008, and again with staff (Allan 

Moore, Rocky Stonestreet and Eric Baidin) with regard to the above project.  Anderson Geneva, 

United States Steel Corporation (“USS”), Lindon City (“Lindon”) and Orem City (“Orem”) have 

each received letters dated December 8, 2008, describing the requirements of the Division with 

respect to the project.  The proposed project was intended to create a slight modification to the 

Lindon Hollow creek/ditch area, which is shown on the attached maps (Attachment A and B).  

This is primarily a riparian area which is included within the Pipe Mill Site Management Plan 

(“SMP”) and is identified therein as the Lindon Hollow Creek Area.   

 

 As we discussed in each meeting, the area shown where the work would be performed 

was not part of any SMWU within the Pipe Mill area, and therefore, no risk assessment was 

necessary or performed with regard to use of land or work activities outside of the SWMU areas. 

We were concerned when we receive a request to perform a risk assessment for work activities 

outside of a SWMU.  The confusion may result from the use of the word Site in the SMP where 

it is a defined term referring to the SWMU areas only, and not the entire Pipe Mill area.   

 

 After discussion, it was explained to us that one reason for the request for the risk 

assessment was that the work plan submitted by Lindon/Orem appeared to describe fill work in 

the ditch area at the southwest end of the Lindon Hollow Creek Area.  This fill work is not part 

of the Lindon-Orem project, and thus no work is being performed within any Site/ SMWU area.  

Attachment C reflects that the fill work being performed in the existing ditch is part of a later 

project by Anderson Geneva, not a Lindon/Orem project.  It appears therefore, that no risk 

assessment for construction workers would be necessary.   

 

 Notwithstanding this, we are submitting to the Division with this letter a risk assessment 

using previous data that will show no risk to construction workers.  This is submitted out of an 



Mr. Dennis R. Downs 

December 12, 2008 

Page 2 

 

 

abundance of caution and to satisfy any future SWMU area worker concerns.  We see no reason 

to amend the SMP for this. 

 

 The second requirement of the Division as stated in the December 8
th

 letter, was to 

require an amendment of the final Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) according to Section 

8.1(c)(b) of the SMP (Allan Moore pointed out that this should have referred to the 

Environmental Covenant or to Paragraph 12 of the SMP).  The Division requirement was that the 

areas of change be clearly shown after the project is completed.  We concur and will provide an 

update to the ERA to show the final Lindon Hollow Creek Area based upon the changes.   

 

 The letter then goes on to require that an additional determination must be made pursuant 

to an amendment to the ERA and a finding must be made that the change is insignificant.   

 

 During the meeting it was self-evident to all present that the change was insignificant and 

probably beneficial.  The concern with the request was that the Division seemed to reserve 

judgment on the insignificance of the change until after the project was completed.  This was 

unacceptable to Lindon/Orem and Anderson Geneva.  Although the insignificance of the change 

is self-evident, we are submitting with this letter a letter from URS stating that the change as 

planned will have an insignificant effect on the size, configuration or ecology of the Lindon 

Hollow Creek Area.  After the project is complete, Anderson Geneva will provide a final map 

reflecting the resulting Lindon Hollow Creek Area. 

 

 As we discussed at our meeting on December 11
th

, this project and land acquisition goes 

to the City Council of Lindon City for approval on December 16
th

 and the closing of the land 

acquisition occurs on December 17
th

.  It has already been approved by Orem City and Vineyard 

Town, subject to resolution of these environmental concerns.   

 

 Anderson Geneva, Lindon and Orem are requesting that the Division provide a 

concurrence letter that the Executive Secretary's concerns are satisfied and that the project will 

not violate the SMP or Environmental Covenants on or before December 17, 2008.   

 

      Sincerely, 

 

       
 

      Dennis M. Astill,  

      Project Manager  

 
DMA\ss 

cc:  Adam Cowie 

      Brett Mustoe 

      William J. McKim 

      Mark Rupnow 

      Russell L. Christensen 
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APPENDIX F. Public Involvement Report 
 



Lindon Heritage Trail Public Involvement Report 
 
Public Involvement Activities 
 

Muriel Xochimitl and Siobhan Locke of The Langdon Group met with residents and businesses 
along the proposed alignment potentially impacted by this phase of the trail.  These onsite visits 
were conducted in person between October 2010 and January 2011.   A summary report of all 
stakeholder visits and interactions during this time has been created and included with this 
report. 
 
Additionally, a public open house was held on November 30, 2010 at Lindon City Hall.  This 
open house was advertised to the public in two local newspapers and via the Lindon City 
website.  A flyer was left at the homes and businesses of immediately impacted stakeholders 
approximately a week prior to the event as a reminder to attend and provide comment.  The 
open house was designed to provide basic project information to the public and to allow an 
opportunity for them to submit comments.  Thirty-four stakeholders signed in at the event.  
Two official comments were submitted at the event and one was submitted after via email.  All 
open house collateral, including a  report outlining the comments submitted during the official 
comment period and the project team’s responses to them are included in this report.   
Project updates were provided to the City Councils in Lindon City and Vineyard in November 2010.  
No major concerns were raised by either council though the Lindon council was interested to 
hear the early feedback the team had been hearing from residents.  Siobhan Locke shared some 
basic feedback from the residents along the alignment. 
 
Stakeholder Feedback 
 

The Langdon Group Team identified questions and concerns through their communications 
with stakeholders at the open house and during in-person visits.  Stakeholders were mostly 
concerned about how the project would affect their individual properties; driveways, yards, and 
affect drainage and irrigation usage were most often mentioned.  Other concerns included 
issues such as project funding, safety for trail users and who will be responsible for the removal 
of snow and horse excrement. The Langdon Group answered many of these questions from 
stakeholders directly during the visits while other questions were subsequently addressed after 
consulting with project team members.   
 
As the project progresses, The Langdon Group will continue to serve as communications liaison 
between the public and project team. Residents and property owners may contact the public 
information team via the contact information provided to each stakeholder on the project 
contact cards and that is also posted on the Lindon City website. The Langdon Group will 
continue to maintain a project database and apprise the project team of stakeholder questions, 
comments and concerns. The Langdon Group will also continue to assess the project’s public 
involvement needs and consult with the project team on ways to address those needs.  
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