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Introduction – Friends of Heber Valley North Fields Coalition  

We live, work, or recreate in the Heber Valley, and believe that the proposed Heber 

Valley Corridor Project (the “Project”), as currently described in the “Draft Alternatives 

Development and Screening Report,” dated June 7, 2022 (the “Screening Report”), threatens the 

quality of life in our community, poses a significant threat to our fragile environment, and will 

not provide significant increased mobility.  For these reasons, we have united and assembled an 

array of experts, community leaders and concerned citizens to request that the Utah Department 

of Transportation (“UDOT”) conduct a more robust screening analysis and address the concerns 

listed below prior to preparing and circulating the draft environmental impact statement 

(“DEIS”).  Below we provide comments to UDOT that address the following significant flaws in 

the Screening Report:

x Flawed Public Notice and Comment.  
x Flawed Purpose and Need.  
x Failure to Provide Reasonable Range of Alternatives.  
x Failure to Satisfy Requirements of Clean Water Act § 404(b)(1).  
x Flawed Screening of Alternatives.  

Friends of Heber Valley North Fields Coalition respectfully request that UDOT 

undertake a more rigorous approach to identify an appropriate purpose and need for the Project, 

reasonable range of alternatives, and least environmentally damaging practicable alternative 

(“LEDPA”), as required by law.  
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Flawed Public Notice and Comment on Screening Process.  The public notice and 

comment process has been a moving target thereby reducing, if not eliminating, meaningful 

notice and comment on which alternatives should be carried forward in the analysis under the 

National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and the Clean Water Act (“CWA”) § 404:

x UDOT presumes to articulate citizen preferences yet it is based on a relatively 
small sample size of citizens (having received fewer than 700 comments).  UDOT 
emphasizes views of project proponents, such as opposition to an east bypass, 
claiming that “an east bypass has never been part of the plan; a west bypass has 
been planned.”  Screening Report at 21.  This is the comment UDOT leads with in 
discussing public comments, yet UDOT fails to quantify how many comments 
asserted this claim.  In fact, UDOT knows or should know this to be false.  All 
land use plans and the vast majority of citizens favor preserving the North Fields.  
Moreover, 

x If UDOT wants an accurate picture of public preferences regarding alignments, it 
should sponsor a public survey managed by professionals.  These surveys should 
accurately measure tradeoffs (e.g. North Fields open space versus a 15 mile per 
hour Main Street).  Relying on a generally worded, limited and dated survey that 
did not measure tradeoffs from 2019 does not provide UDOT, decisionmakers, 
and the public an accurate perspective on current preferences especially given 
local growth, ongoing drought, increased aesthetic value of remaining open 
spaces and prime agricultural lands

x A bypass through the North Fields (first called “Western Bypass D”) was first 
raised in October of 2021, long after all the other bypass alternatives had been 
presented. 

x Recently, and only a few weeks prior to the comment period cutoff on the 
screening process, UDOT revealed its “five preferred routes” with the Western 
Bypass D being divided into two new alignments (now called WB3 and WB4), 
without any public input.  These two alignments were never given sufficient 
public notice to solicit meaningful public comment.  It is highly troubling, 
particularly to those citizens who will be most impacted by these alternatives, for 
UDOT to have disclosed them so late in an almost two-year screening process.  

Purpose and Need – Enhance Vehicular Mobility.  The Screening Report provides that 

the first project purpose and need is to “[i]mprove regional and local mobility on U.S. 40 through 

2050” as measured by the following:
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x Local mobility: Improve arterial and intersection level of service (LOS) on U.S. 
40.

x Local mobility: Decrease travel time on Main Street (S.R. 32 to hub intersection).
x Local mobility: Substantially decrease vehicle queue lengths on U.S. 40.
x Regional mobility: Substantially decrease through traffic travel time (S.R. 32 to 

U.S. 189).
x Regional mobility: Minimize conflicts (driveway accesses, intersections, etc.) to 

north-south mobility for through traffic.

Screening Report at 38.  

UDOT fails to explain how through traffic through Heber City will be sufficiently 

reduced to achieve both reduced congestion and slower traffic speed to achieve the feel of an 

“historic town center” (discussed below) and, at the same time, enhance mobility.  Moreover, by 

screening out for detailed review the main street enhancements (including one-way couplet and 

reversible-lane alternatives), UDOT has lost sight of a central purpose of NEPA – to give the 

public and other decisionmakers a complete understanding of impacts and alternatives, so that 

reasoned choices can be made by these and other relevant decisionmakers.  This is particularly 

true here given the modest increased mobility (in terms of travel times) achieved by the west 

bypass even based on UDOT’s limited and incomplete information it provided to the public.  See 

Screening Report at 38-40 & Table 3-5.  It was striking that UDOT claimed snow removal as a 

reason to screen out an elevated alternative or bridging over U.S. 40, see id. at 36, given the 

many bridges and elevated freeways in Montana, Alaska, and Canada which experience far 

greater snowfall than the Heber Valley.  

Purpose and Need – Provide Opportunities for Nonmotorized Transportation.  A 

purported purpose of the Project is to “[p]rovide opportunities for nonmotorized transportation 

consistent with local and regional planning….  There is limited designated infrastructure and 

lack of connectivity with existing infrastructure for nonmotorized transportation in the Heber 

Valley.  This lack of accommodations creates a low-comfort experience for all but the most 



4

confident pedestrians and bicyclists….  All alternatives that pass Level 1 and Level 2 screening 

will be refined with additional engineering to include bicycle and pedestrian accommodations 

that are compatible with local planning documents.”  Screening Report at 9, 37-38, 49.  

Applicable local and regional planning documents do not contemplate bike and walking 

trails that are co-located with current U.S. 40 or improvements to U.S. 40.  Most people do not 

want to walk adjacent to a freeway with vehicles going 45 to 55 mph.  Bikeways and walkways, 

particularly those designed primarily to enhance mobility (as opposed to recreation) need to be 

located where people live and work, not in the North Fields.  Applicable local and regional plans 

contemplate pathways and bikeways elsewhere – not adjacent to a freeway:  

x Heber City Envision 2050 General Plan, Appendix, at 17, 98, 119, 153-54, 156 
(adopted Mar. 17, 2020) (planned bike paths along 100 East and 100 West based 
on public comment; trails should connect neighborhoods’ “trails connect centers”; 
“new and existing homes should have walking access to parks, trails”; “trails 
[should] connect residents to other neighborhoods, downtown, and new centers”; 
“all residents can walk to a park”.).  

x Wasatch County General Plan, Chap. 3, at 6, 13 (updated Feb. 2, 2022) (Favors a 
“connected multi-modal transportation infrastructure” that includes “safe and 
comfortable bike and pedestrian facilities … compatible with the mountain and 
rural characteristics of Wasatch County,” but “opposes proposals that encourage 
incompatible development within the corridor” or that fail to “establish[] 
agricultural operations as a priority use of the land [and] protect existing and 
future agricultural operations.”  

Purpose and Need – Heber City “Vision for Historic Town Center”.  The Screening 

Report states that the third project purpose and need is to “[a]llow Heber City to meet their [sic] 

vision for the historic town center” as measured by the following:

x Avoid or minimize impacts to valued places and historic buildings along Main 
Street.

x Avoid improvements that would preclude Heber City from implementing 
strategies to achieve their vision for Main Street (wide sidewalks, bike lanes, 
landscaping, and a reduced speed limit).”
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Screening Report at 38.  

UDOT’s references the “vision” for Heber City yet fails to recognize that Heber City’s 

actual “vision statement” contained in the Heber City General Plan cuts against UDOT’s 

preferred alignments through the North Fields:  

Vision Statement:  “Heber City is nestled in a green valley, brimming with 
historic agricultural uses, the beautiful Provo River, and unmatched views of the 
Wasatch Mountains.  Our residents value this beautiful and unique setting 
and are committed to preserving its character while growing and nurturing our 
city. Together, we desire to:

x preserve the beautiful open lands that surround us;
x create friendly neighborhoods and centers that focus homes, jobs, 

shopping, and recreation into places where we gather and interact 
regularly;

x enhance and strengthen downtown—the heart of our community; and
x grow, promote and diversify our recreational opportunities.”  

By focusing our growth in specific areas, we foster a vibrant community and a 
quiet countryside—a place residents and visitors alike will enjoy for generations 
to come.”

Heber City Envision 2050 General Plan, at 5 (adopted Mar. 17, 2020) (emphasis added).  

Item number one on the “Vision Map” is “Significant open space preservation” explained 

as follows:  “North and South Fields are permanently protected.  Land or development rights 

are purchased, and conservation easements are placed, precluding future development.”  Id. at 

15.  It is difficult to imagine how UDOT’s “vision” of a major freeway cutting through the 

middle of the “historic agricultural uses” in the North and South Fields adjacent to “the beautiful 

Provo River” destroying this “unique setting” and “quiet countryside” could be more 

diametrically opposed to the actual “vision” described in the Heber City General Plan.

Regarding UDOT’s purpose and need to achieve the purported “vision for the historic 

town center,” nowhere in the Screening Report does UDOT define the “vision for the historic 

town center,” nor the origin of such a vision since it does not originate from the actual Heber 

City General Plan, which defines the planning principles for the downtown as follows:
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Downtown, Heber’s historic center, will develop into an even stronger center and 
remain the heart of the community.  Main Street, together with surrounding 
blocks, is a local and regional destination.  

1. Heber preserves, enhances, and improves access to its valued places and 
buildings on Main Street.

2. Heber improves pedestrian and bike accessibility, parking, and traffic 
conditions along Main Street.

3. Underused spaces are reimagined into significant new places to work, live and 
enjoy time together.

4. Downtown is a regional destination for annual gatherings and traditions that 
Heber residents and visitors enjoy.

Id. at 15.  

To accurately articulate the purpose and need of the above based on the Heber City 

General Plan, UDOT will need to evaluate an alternative that achieves this vision without a 

destructive freeway that runs counter to the Heber City General Plan.  Such an alternative would 

include traffic calming features, improved transit and transit-oriented development, and 

improvements to Main Street similar to those used by other rural communities.  Another 

alternative to achieve preserving an historic downtown center could involve an elevated bypass 

such as was constructed by the Idaho Transportation Department in Sandpoint, Idaho on U.S. 

Highway 95 (Sand Creek Byway Project), which has received awards for its design.1  

UDOT’s vision of a historic Main Street without diesel truck traffic assumes that haul 

trucks will necessarily take the bypass route, yet diesel haul trucks often take the shortest route 

especially when loaded.  UDOT fails to explain the actual legal mechanism for removing haul 

trucks from Main Street.  

Moreover, UDOT’s understanding and articulation of the “vision for the historic town 

center” is flawed in another important respect.  The Heber City General Plan contemplates a 

1 For more on the Sand Creek Byway Project, see https://americastransportationawards.org/id-u-s-sand-creek-
byway/, https://www.parsons.com/project/sand-creek-byway/, and North Idaho Community Action Network v. U.S. 
Dep’t of Transp., 545 F.3d 1147 (9th Cir. 2006).  
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series of town centers connected by arterial roads, not a single town center bypassed by a 

freeway:  

New centers will be strategically located, connected to each other and the greater 
community, and offer walkable access to amenities and day-to-day needs.  New 
centers should encourage many distinct features: outdoor gathering spaces; parks 
and plazas, schools; community centers; a mix of shopping, restaurants, offices; 
as well as a variety of housing choices, including more affordable options.  

Id. at 7.  

In addition, the Heber City General Plan discusses the need to make more “vibrant 

downtown, town centers and business center; neighborhoods with open space; rural residential 

clusters.”  Id. at 15.  A “revitalized downtown,” as contemplated by the Heber City General Plan, 

does not contemplate a quieter two-lane walkable Main Street suggested by UDOT.  UDOT’s 

own traffic study does not enable Heber City to remove the current four-lane highway on Main 

Street, and recent annexations likely require maintaining the four-lane Main Street.  

Finally, UDOT will need to evaluate how a bypass could negatively impact certain 

businesses such as restaurants and retail spaces that depend on through traffic and could make 

the downtown less economically viable which has happened in so many small towns with 

freeway bypasses.  UDOT’s vision of an historic quiet Main Street appears incongruous with the 

revitalized downtown contemplated in the Heber General Plan.

Impermissible Purpose & Need – Accommodate Increased Growth.  The Screening 

Report indicates that alternatives were developed to accommodate future development and 

growth along North 40.  See Draft Alternatives Development Screening Report at 23 (“Because 

many members of the public want the EIS to examine western bypass routes that connect farther 

north, and because there will be additional development along North 40, UDOT explored 

extending the potential connections at the north end of the western bypass alternatives.  UDOT 
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identified three additional western bypass alternatives that have a second northern connection at 

River Road/S.R. 32” (i.e., WA1, WB3, and WB4)).  UDOT effectively has created a fourth 

purpose and need for the Project, i.e., to accommodate future development and growth which 

will induce more traffic and congestion into Heber City.  

In comparing alternatives, UDOT must consider and explain the effect of increased travel 

and traffic under WA1, WB3, and WB4 compared to other alternative alignments that have not 

been designed to accommodate and induce development and growth.  UDOT cannot claim that 

increased growth and traffic congestion will happen anyway when they admit that a purpose of 

an alternative is to accommodate such growth.  

UDOT must also explain its contradictory purposes and need, i.e., on the one hand to 

claim the Project will “improve regional and local mobility,” yet include alternatives specifically 

designed to facilitate growth which will increase traffic and travel into Heber City.  This 

incongruity needs to be acknowledged and discussed in the Screening Report.  

The Screening Report implies that municipalities have preserved a norther terminus and 

roadway corridor through the North Fields to accommodate growth.  See Screening Report at 23.  

This may be the desire of some real estate developers that have attempted to steer the NEPA 

process.  However, relevant planning documents, such as the Wasatch County General Plan, 

graphically indicate an alignment that bypasses no more than existing development with a 

northern terminus that avoids impacts to the North Fields.  See Exhibit A (Wasatch County 

General Plan, Map 32). 

Citizens and Municipal Governments Oppose a Freeway through the North Fields.  

The citizens who have signed these comments, and the majority of citizens who have 

participated in local government land use planning, overwhelmingly support preserving the 
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North Fields, and strongly oppose development in the North Fields.  Specifically, the Heber City 

General Plan explains the preferred “approach to conserving the North Fields:  47% prefer to 

“[p]ermanently protect it and preclude all future development by purchasing land or development 

rights,” 28% prefer to “[m]aintain rural 20-acre lot zoning for the entire North Fields,” 20% 

prefer to “[m]aintain rural 20-acre lot zoning, except for northwest corner, where more intense 

development could happen,” while only 4% believe there is “[n]o need to conserve the North 

Fields.”  Heber City General Plan, at 224.  As further evidence, an attempt was made in 2016 to 

rezone areas of the North Fields to 10 acres per home.  A citizen referendum resulted in putting it 

to the vote of the people, and 74% of residents voted against rezoning the North Fields and 

maintaining the zoning at one home per 20 acres.  Not surprisingly, with such strong public 

support for open space preservation, municipal governments and officials have supported 

preserving the North Fields:

x On July 13, 2022, the Wasatch County Council unanimously voted to oppose 
alignment options WA1, WB3 and WB4 due to impacts to special aquatic sites along 
the Provo River and degradation of the North Fields:  “Wasatch County feels that the 
value the community places on the North Fields and the impacts to that area were not 
adequately considered in the selection of options WB3 and WB4.”  

x Previously, on May 18, 2022, the Wasatch County Council unanimously voted to 
oppose “Bypass Alternative West D.”  Minutes of the Wasatch County Council, at 13 
(May 18, 2022).  

x “The desire to preserve open space and Heber’s rural character is not a new idea, but 
it was a loud and clear message, especially in regard to the North Fields.”  Heber City 
General Plan, at 11.  

x The Heber City General Plan provides for an “Agricultural Preservation Zone” in the 
North Fields that maintains the 20-acre residential zoning and only allowing “[d]airy, 
grazing and grazing supportive crops with a homestead.”  Id. at 23, 55 (map showing 
planned open space through agricultural preservation in the North Fields), 71 
(transportation map showing no city roads or bypass in the North Fields).

x “Community interest in open space preservation is focused on the North Fields, 
maintaining separation between communities and the mountainsides.”  Id. at 50.  
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x The Wasatch Country General Plan proposed a bypass that avoids the North Fields.  
See Exhibit A (Wasatch County General Plan, Map 32).  

x The Heber City Council voted to amend the Annexation Plan to ensure that currently 
undeveloped fields “maintain rural environment [and] provide a buffer zone between 
the City and surrounding cities.”  Heber City Council Meeting Minutes, at 6 (Sept. 4, 
2018).

An Alignment Through the North Fields Defeats Ongoing Efforts to Preserve Open 

Space and Prime Historic Agricultural Lands.  The Heber City General Plan describes the 

need and goal of open space preservation through public and private efforts:  

As the City and its residents contemplate open space preservation, they will need 
to acknowledge that property owners possess a “bundle of rights” that run with 
the land, including development rights, based on their zoning classification.  
Permanent open space preservation involves employing many strategies, 
including moving development rights and building them elsewhere, selling 
development rights, exchanging open spaces, conservation easements, zoning for 
large agricultural parcels, etc.  Many of those strategies require both a voluntary 
seller and a funding source, likely a public one.

Heber City General Plan, at 11.  The Wasatch General Plan makes the same point:

Lands conserved for open space through acquisition, transfer of development 
rights, conservation subdivision design and other conservation tools shall be 
placed under permanent conservation easement wherever possible, with most 
conserved lands remaining under private ownership….  Encourage the Purchase 
of Development Rights (“PDR”), so that development rights can be purchased and 
retired, thereby restricting future development on sensitive open lands

Wasatch County General Plan, at 261, 263.  

By condemning large swaths of land in the North Fields, UDOT will effectively 

foreclose realization of the land use goal of Heber City and Wasatch County to preserve 

open space through public and private efforts.2  A highway through the North Fields 

seriously jeopardizes the $10 million bond that was passed by Wasatch County in 2018. 

2 The Wasatch County Commission has already recognized that including the North Fields in the list of alternatives 
is already having the adverse effect of discouraging investments in conservation easements to preserve open space in 
the North Fields, which contributed to the Commission’s opposition to the western alignment.  See Minutes of the 
Wasatch County Council, at 13 (May 18, 2022).
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That bond was largely planned to be used in the North Fields for open space preservation.  

With a highway through the North Fields on the table, the bond will be in limbo for 

years, and may never be used.  

Failure to Accurately Apply Clean Water Act § 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  The Screening 

Report sets forth the Clean Water Act § 404(b)(1) Guidelines, see Screening Report § 2.3.2 and 

claims that UDOT applied them to screen out from further consideration Alternative WA3 due to 

excessive impacts (i.e., 24.72 acres) to jurisdictional waters of the United States (“WOUS”), see 

id. Table 3-15 and id. at 54 (“Waters of the United States … were given special consideration 

during screening because federal laws require UDOT to consider and analyze alternatives that 

avoid or minimize impacts to these resources”), at 64 (“USACE [“Army Corps of Engineers] 

cannot issue a permit if a practicable alternative exists that would have less adverse impacts.”).  

The Clean Water Act § 404(b)(1), 33 U.S.C. § 1344(b)(1), guidelines prohibit discharges 

of dredged or fill material “[i]f there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which 

would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not 

have other significant adverse environmental consequences.”  40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a).  This is 

known as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative, or “LEDPA.”  Under the 

Guidelines, the Corps may only authorize the LEDPA.  The LEDPA has three components: (1) it 

must be practicable, (2) there must not be another practicable alternative that would have less 

adverse impact on the aquatic environment, unless (3) other practicable alternatives would have 

other significant adverse environmental consequences.  An alternative is “practicable” if it is 

“available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, 

and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”  40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(2).  UDOT’s 

application of the CWA § 404(b)(1) Guidelines thus far is deficient for the following reasons:
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x EPA advised UDOT of the need to commit “to delineate wetlands and 
waterbodies in the project area … [to] better inform alternatives selection and 
development in the EIS.”  EPA Memorandum to UDOT, at 2 (Nov. 3, 2021).  
Unfortunately, UDOT developed the “Final Level 2 Screening Results” based on 
desktop information and documentation.  See Screening Report, at 55 (“The 
expected impacts were determined by overlaying the estimated right of way for 
each alternative over the GIS datasets for these resources.”).  Without ground 
truthing, these existing data sets are unreliable especially given the inaccuracy of 
the dated nature of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps.  For example, 
UDOT’s calculation of impacts to wetlands from WB3 and WB4 was 10.53 acres 
and approximately 12.5 for total waters of the United States (“WOUS”).  See 
Screening Report, Table 3-12.  UDOT did not undertake any preliminary 
wetlands assessment on the ground until July 2022 (the results of which have not 
been finalized and made publicly available).  

x The actual acreage of wetlands that would be impacts from those alignments are 
in excess of 28 acres.  See Frontier Corporation Report (Exhibit B).  This is highly 
troubling given that UDOT screened from further NEPA study Alignment WA3 
due to an estimated total WOUS impacts of 25 acres.  See Screening Report, 
Table 3-15.  Thus, using the same criteria properly applied with accurate 
information, UDOT also should have eliminated Alignments WB3 and WB4 from 
further study.  

x If UDOT’s wetlands acreage impacts were based on NWI maps, which are dated 
and inaccurate, they would have grossly underestimated the wetlands present in 
the North Fields.  See Frontier Corporation Report at 6 (Exhibit B).

x UDOT acknowledges that “The right-of-way and property impacts shown above 
in Table 3-14 are predictably greater for the western bypasses that extend through 
the north fields (WA3, WB3, and WB4) than for the western bypasses that 
connect to U.S. 40 near 800 North and then continue to S.R. 32 along the existing 
U.S. 40 alignment (WA1, WB1, and WB2).”  Screening Report at 67.  Yet UDOT 
fails to screen out the alignments through the North Fields.  

x Using UDOT’s own numbers, and properly applying the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative (“LEDPA”) test, UDOT also should have 
eliminated Alignments WB3 and WB4 from further study given that the wetlands 
impacts from Alternatives WB3 and WB4 are approximately double the impacts 
from Alternatives WB1 and WB2.  See Screening Report, Table 3-15.  

x UDOT should have considered and factored into whether to screen out from 
further analysis impacts to Rock Creek from Alternatives WB3 and WB4 impacts 
to– immediate tributary to the Provo River.  Rock Creek constitutes important 
Brown trout spawning grounds.  See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 230.24(b) (requiring 
consideration of project impacts that can “alter or destroy communities and 
populations of aquatic animals and vegetation, … modify habitat, restrict 
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movement of aquatic fauna, destroy spawning areas, and change adjacent, 
upstream, and downstream areas”).  The Middle Provo River is currently 
considered a blue ribbon Brown trout fishery with both ecological and economic 
significance to the region and State.  See, e.g., 
https://www.parkcityflyfishing.com/middle-provo-river/.  

x It is notable that while the Screening Report reflects involvement of some federal 
agencies, but not the Army Corps of Engineers (“Army Corps”).  There is no 
evidence that UDOT consulted with the Army Corps prior to issuing the 
Screening Report.  This appears to violate guidance issued by the Federal 
Highway Administration (“FHWA”) that calls for integrating as early as possible 
the NEPA and CWA 404 permitting process.  See FHWA, “Integrating NEPA and 
Permitting Increases Efficiency in Environmental Review,” at 1-2 (Sept. 2020) 
(“The EDC-4 initiative was developed to help State departments of transportation 
(DOTs) better navigate many of the challenges that can arise during the 
environmental review and permitting process for transportation projects under 
[NEPA].  These include lack of early engagement with resource and permitting 
agencies….  The goal of the NEPA/404 merger is early and active interagency 
coordination to expedite project delivery while minimizing impacts to aquatic 
resources”); FHWA, Army Corps, et al., 2015 Red Book: Synchronizing 
Environmental Reviews for Transportation and Other Infrastructure Projects, 
FHWA-HEP-15-047 at 24-27 (Sept. 2015) (explaining need for an “early 
coordination process (Scope, Alternatives, Potential Impacts” and informal or 
formal “synchronization” of NEPA and CWA 404 permitting process to ensure 
that the Army Corps “will confirm compliance with the CWA by providing 
written concurrence that the Purpose and Need statement may be used to define 
basic and overall project purpose, the Alternatives Selected for Detailed 
Evaluation comply with the Guidelines, the Preferred Alternative is the 
LEDPA”) (emphasis added).

x In the screening process, UDOT made no mention of the need to consider as a 
screening criterion potential impacts to the Provo River and Provo River 
Restoration Project.  One could argue that this should have been one of the most 
significant screening criteria to apply.  Specifically, the FEIS for the Provo River 
Restoration Project emphasized the importance of groundwater recharge to 
sustaining the Middle Provo River and Deer Creek Reservoir for the benefit of 
both water users and the riparian complex.  That recharge is heavily dependent on 
adequate surface and subsurface flows.  See, e.g., Provo River Restoration Project 
FEIS, at 3-11 to 3-14 (“[T]he groundwater discharged from the basin (which 
includes groundwater return flow to surface water) is an important source of water 
for Deer Creek Reservoir and water users downstream of the reservoir….  
Groundwater is in contact with the surface in many places in the valley — most 
predominantly in the North Fields Irrigation Company.  Wetlands, springs, and 
seeps occur at locations such as these.”).  



14

Based on the above, Friends of Heber Valley North Fields Coalition believe that had 

UDOT conducted an accurate and impartial CWA § 404(b)(1) analysis, it would have screened 

out alignments in the North Fields as part of the NEPA screening process.  It will be a waste of 

taxpayer resources and cause non-mitigatable impacts to environmentally sensitive areas and 

aquatic resources if UDOT selects any alternative in the North Fields, and forces judicial 

intervention or a veto by EPA under CWA § 404(c).
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Exhibit A 

Wasatch County General Plan, Map 32 

 

Available at https://www.wasatch.utah.gov/Departments/Planning-Dept#61923-general-plan  

 



 

16 
 

Exhibit B 
Frontier Corporation Report  
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 Environmental Consultants 

 
Frontier Corporation USA 

221 N. Gateway Drive, Suite B 
Providence, UT 84332 

(435) 753-9502 

July 21, 2022 
 
Mr. Dan Simmons 
3333 North Highway 40  
Heber City, Utah 84032-3836 
 

 Subject:  Simmons Property Preliminary Wetlands Assessment  
  Approximately 52-Acre Study Area within the Heber Valley Corridor Alternatives 
  Heber City, Wasatch County, Utah 
       
Dear Mr. Simmons: 
 
Per your request, Frontier Corporation USA (Frontier) completed a preliminary assessment to 
identify and map the locations of potential wetland areas within an approximately 52-acre Study 
Area on your property located within the North Fields of the Heber Valley (Figure 1).  The Study 
Area is rectangular in shape and is located on the east side of the Provo River restoration 
corridor, the south side of River Road, and the north side of Potters Lane (Figures 2a and 2b).  
The Study Area covers portions of Sections 18 and 19 in Township 3 South, Range 5 East 
(Figure 2a).   
 
The Study Area is situated within the historic Provo River floodplain and includes segments of 
Rock Creek and East Branch Rock Creek and wet meadow farm fields that have been historically 
managed for pasturage.  Rock Creek has tributary connections to the Provo River (Figure 1).  
 
The Study Area covers portions of the WB3 and WB4 roadway alternatives that are being 
evaluated by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) for the Heber Valley Corridor 
Project.  UDOT is preparing an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed roadway 
project and is presently evaluating alternative road alignments that will be included in the EIS.  
According to the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report dated June 7, 2022, 
UDOT estimates that both the WB3 and WB4 alternatives would each impact 12.35 to 12.48 
acres of waters of the U.S (WoUS) (see Table 3-15. Final Level 2 Screening Results, page 67).   
It is unclear in the screening document how UDOT specifically determined the presence of 
wetlands and other water features for the impact estimates.  You requested that Frontier complete 
a wetlands assessment for you property because you believe there are more than 12 acres of 
wetlands on your land alone associated with the Rock Creek stream corridors and adjacent wet 
meadows. 
 
Wetlands, streams, canals, ponds, and other types of water bodies can be regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as WoUS under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act 
if they have a jurisdictional nexus to a TNW (i.e., connections to Utah Lake via the Provo River 
and its tributary system). 
 
The purpose of this preliminary wetlands assessment is to identify the presence and locations of 
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potential wetlands, stream channels and other water bodies within the Study Area that may fall 
under the USACE’s Section 404 permitting regulations.   
 
This preliminary wetlands assessment is for planning purposes only.  The assessment was not 
done at a level of detail necessary for a formal USACE wetland delineation, which would be 
required for permit applications to fill, relocate or otherwise physically alter regulated wetlands 
or other WoUS for roadway construction.  Additional data collection and hydrologic analyses 
would be required in the early spring growing season in order to do a detailed and accurate 
wetlands and aquatic resources delineation for any property in the North Fields of the Heber 
Valley due to the unique hydrogeology of the area.   
 
METHODS 
  
The preliminary assessment consisted of an online query of existing NWI, National Hydrography 
Dataset (NHD), U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(USDA-NRCS) Soil Survey, and U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) databases; a review of 
historical aerial imagery using Google Earth; and a site inspection conducted by Frontier staff on 
July 14, 2022.  Areas with vegetation that is dominated by wetland indicator plant species and 
evidence of potential sources of wetland hydrology were identified as potential wetland areas, 
and checked against the NWI, NHD, USDA-NRCS, and USGS databases.  Stream channels and 
other potential water features were similarly identified and preliminarily mapped.  
 
Areas that were dominated by upland plant communities with no evidence of potential water 
sources for wetland hydrology were identified as uplands. 
 
Recent aerial imagery obtained from the Utah AGRC imagery and GoogleEarth online databases 
was used to produce aerial field maps and report maps.  The locations of potential wetlands, 
ponds, streams, canals, ditches and other water features were marked on the aerial field maps.  
The identified features were digitized in the office and incorporated into a Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) database using ArcGIS.  The aerial imagery data and the USGS, Soil 
Survey, NHD, and NWI map data were obtained online and added to the GIS database.  
 
GIS was used to produce the site location maps (Figures 1, 2a and 2b), Preliminary Wetlands 
Assessment Map (Figure 3), Soil Survey map (Figure 4), NWI map (Figure 5), and NHD map 
(Figure 6).  Representative photographs showing existing site conditions at the Study Area are 
provided in the attached photo log.  Photo point locations and view directions are shown on the 
Preliminary Wetlands Assessment Map (Figure 3). 
 
FINDINGS 
 
Land Use 
 
A portion of the Study Area includes a residential home with associated outbuildings, driveways, 
irrigated lawns and landscaping.  But the majority of the Study Area consists of farm fields that 
have been historically managed for pasturage.  The farm fields are on the historic Provo River 
floodplain and are sub-irrigated by a high water table during the early spring growing season.  A 
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ditch system is used to flood irrigate fields on an as-needed basis during the summer growing 
season.   
 
Streams and other Water bodies 
 
A total of approximately 3,458 feet (2.31 acres) of stream channel and adjacent riparian wetlands 
were identified.  This includes 2,238 feet (1.73 acres) of Rock Creek and 1,220 feet of East 
Branch Rock Creek (Figure 3, Table 1).  Both stream channels had flowing water at the time of 
the July 14 site inspection.  Adjacent wetlands include both emergent wetlands and forested 
scrub-shrub wetlands.  
 
Potential Wetlands  
 
Seven potential wetlands covering approximately 25.49 acres were identified within the Study 
Area (Figure 3, Table 1).  Thus, a combined total of 28.81 acres of wetlands and stream channels 
were identified in the Study Area that could be regulated WoUS.  
 
Table 1.  Stream Channels and Potential Wetlands Identified in the Study Area. 

Feature Name Feature Type Area 
(acres) 

Length 
(Feet) 

Potential Wetland 1 Palustrine Emergent Wet Meadow 12.24 - 
Potential Wetland 2 Palustrine Emergent Wet Meadow 4.17 - 
Potential Wetland 3 Palustrine Emergent Wet Meadow 3.06 - 
Potential Wetland 4 Wetland Drainage Swale 0.38 - 
Potential Wetland 5 Wetland Drainage Swale 0.37 - 
Potential Wetland 6 Palustrine Emergent Wet Meadow 2.98 - 
Potential Wetland 7 Palustrine Emergent Wet Meadow 2.29 - 

 Total  25.49 - 
Rock Creek & Adjacent 

Wetlands 
Perennial Stream Channel  

Palustrine Emergent & Forested Scrub-Shrub Wetlands 1.73 2238 

East Branch Rock Creek & 
Adjacent Wetlands 

Perennial Stream Channel  
Palustrine Emergent & Forested Scrub-Shrub Wetlands 0.58 1220 

  Total 3.32 3458 
 TOTAL STREAMS & POTENTIAL WETLANDS 28.81 3458 

 
Potential Wetlands 1, 2, 3, 6 and 7 are palustrine emergent (PEM) wet meadow wetlands that 
are situated in low-lying areas on the historic Provo River floodplain.  These wet meadow 
wetlands are in pasture fields.  A seasonally high water table augmented by irrigation water is the 
likely source of hydrology.  These wet meadows have diverse plant communities that are 
dominated by a variety of graminoid and forb wetland indicator species.  The diverse plant 
communities are indicative of a predictable source of wetland hydrology that has been present 
for a very long time on the undulating terraces of the historic Provo River floodplain. 
 
Table 2 provides a list of plants that were observed in the potential wetland areas in the Study 
Area.  Scientific names and wetland indicator status as per the USACE 2020 Arid West Regional 
Plants List.   
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Table 2.  Plant species observed in the potential wetland areas within the Project Area.  
Plant Species Scientific Name USACE Arid West Indicator Status 
Baltic rush Juncus balticus FACW 
boxelder maple Acer negundo FACW 
clustered fieldsedge Carex praegracilis FACW 
common three-square Schoenoplectus pungens OBL 
creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens  FAC 
curly dock Rumex crispus FAC 
dwarf spikerush Eleocharis parvula OBL 
English plantain Plantago lanceolata FAC 
fowl bluegrass Poa palustris FAC 
fox-tail barley Hordeum jubatum FAC 
field horsetail Equisetum arvense FAC 
hawthorn Crataegus sp. FAC 
Kentucky bluegrass Poa pratensis FAC 
leafy tussock sedge Carex aquatilis OBL 
Macoun’s buttercup Ranunculus macounni OBL 
meadow barley Hordeum brachyantherum FACW 
Mexican rush Juncus mexicanus FACW 
milkvetch Astragalus sp. FAC 
narrowleaf cattail Typha angustifolia OBL 
narrowleaf cottonwood Populus angustifolia FACW 
narrowleaf willow Salix exigua  FACW 
Nebraska sedge Carex nebrascensis OBL 
orchard grass  Dactylis glomerata FACU 
paleyellow iris Iris pseudacorus OBL 
Quackgrass (creeping wildrye) Elymus repens FAC 
red clover Trifolium pratense FACU 
red-tinge bulrush (panicled bulrush)  Scirpus microcarpus OBL 
Russian olive Elaeagnus angustifolia FAC 
seaside arrowgrass Triglochin maritima OBL 
slender cinquefoil Potentilla gracilis FAC 
small-wing sedge Carex microptera FAC 
smooth scouring rush Equisetum laevigatum FACW 
spreading bent grass (redtop) Agrostis stolonifera FACW 
strawberry clover Trifolium fragiferum FAC 
swordleaf rush Juncus ensifolius FACW 
timothy Phleum pratense FACU 
watercress Nasturtium officinale OBL 
woolly-fruit sedge Carex lasiocarpa OBL 
Indicator Status   
Obligate (OBL) Hydrophyte Almost always occur in wetlands 
Facultative Wetland (FACW) Hydrophyte Usually occur in wetlands, but may occur in 

non-wetlands 
Facultative (FAC) Hydrophyte Occur in wetlands and non-wetlands 
Facultative Upland (FACU) Non-hydrophyte Usually occur in non-wetlands, but may 

occur in wetlands 
Upland (UPL) Nonhydrophyte Almost never occur in wetlands 
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The most prevalent species observed in the wet meadows were meadow barley, clustered field 
sedge, quackgrass, Kentucky bluegrass, spreading bent-grass, Nebraska sedge, and orchard grass, 
but there are numerous other herbaceous wetland indicator plants that were observed in the wet 
meadows as shown in Table 2.  Note: The plant list in Table 2 is not the results of an intensive 
investigation to inventory wetland plant species in the Study Area, but rather a list of common 
plants observed over the course of a single field day covering the entire 52-acre Study Area.  
Many more plant species would likely be found inhabiting the potential wetlands.   
 
Potential wetlands 4 and 5 are wetland drainage swales.  These wetlands are in distinctly low-
lying drainage patterns that may have been old river meanders that have been incorporated into 
the irrigation water distribution system.  The drainage swales have facultative wetland grasses 
such as Kentucky bluegrass and quackgrass.  The bottoms of the drainages are about 2 feet lower 
in elevation compared to adjacent uplands.  A seasonally high water table augmented by 
irrigation water is the likely source of hydrology for these two potential wetlands. 
 
The riparian wetlands associated with the Rock Creek and East Branch Rock Creek stream 
channels have both a palustrine emergent and riparian forest scrub-shrub component.  The 
emergent wetlands bordering the stream channels include paleyellow iris, narrowleaf cattail, 
watercress, and various sedges.  The riparian component includes a wooded overstory that 
includes narrowleaf cottonwood, boxelder, hawthorn, and narrowleaf willow.  The herbaceous 
understory includes horsetail, milkvetch, fowl bluegrass, quackgrass, and various forbs.  The 
water source for these wetlands includes surface flows and the shallow alluvial aquifer that is 
associated with the stream channels. 
 
It should be noted that the July 14 site inspection for the preliminary wetlands assessment was 
conducted during a period of drought.  In fact, the northern Utah area has had three consecutive 
drought years.  The USACE 2008 Arid West Wetland Delineation Manual indicates that wetland 
delineations should be done when site conditions are representative of normal climatic 
conditions.  The manual also recommends that wetland hydrology should be evaluated during the 
normal wet period of the growing season, which is occurs in the April-May timeframe for the 
Heber Valley.  A July or August delineation done during the dry season of a prolonged drought 
period would not be entirely representative of wetland conditions that would be normally present 
during the normal wet period for the area.  Accordingly, we recommend that a more formal 
wetlands delineation investigation should be done during the early spring growing season in 
April-May 2023. 
 
Soil Survey Data 
 
The soil survey mapping data for the Study Area were obtained from the USDA-NRCS online 
database (https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm) and cross-referenced 
with the hydric soils list for the area.  Soils included on the hydric soils list tend to have a 
prevalence of supporting wetland conditions if ample sources of water are present because of 
their drainage characteristics, and because of the parent materials they were derived from.     
 
The soil survey indicates that the Study Area is underlain by five soil units (Figure 4):  

x FA – Fluventic Haploborolls* 

https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm)
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x Kc- Kovich loam* 
x Kd – Kovich loam, channeled* 
x Kp – Kovich gravely subsoil variant* 
x Kr – Kovich loam, gravelly subsoil variant, channeled* 

*Included on Hydric Soils List 
 

All five of these soil units are listed on the hydric soils list. Thus, the entire Study Area is 
underlain by soils that have a high potential of supporting wetland conditions if ample sources of 
water are present.  The presence of hydric soils in the Study Area is not surprising given that it is 
located in the historic Provo River floodplain.   
 
According to the Soil Survey for the Heber Valley Area, Utah, the FA soil unit consists of 
intermixed soils along bottomlands in the valley that are dissected by numerous stream channels.  
The water table fluctuates with stream flow, and many areas are normally flooded for short 
periods in most years.  The Kovich soil units consist of poorly drained soils that were formed on 
floodplains and stream terraces.  Depth-to-groundwater is variable depending on location. The 
Kd and Kr soil units are on undulating floodplains and stream terraces that are dissected by 
abandoned stream channels.   
 
National Wetlands Inventory Data 
 
The NWI mapping data for the Study Area were obtained online from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper/) (Figure 5).  The 
NWI mapping was originally completed by photo-interpolation of 1:65,000-scale and 1:58,000-
scale color infrared aerial photography that was flown in the early 1980s.  The original aerial 
photography used for the initial NWI mapping is more than 35 years old, and conditions 
originally interpolated for the NWI mapping may no longer be present under current site 
conditions.   
 
Notably, the NWI mapping does not show the current location of the restored Provo River.  The 
NWI appears to show Provo River when it was channelized and bermed for flood control.  In 
1999, the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission began the Provo River 
Restoration Project (PRRP) between Jordanelle Dam and Deer Creek Reservoir in the Heber 
Valley.  The reconstruction of the river restoration was completed in 2008.  The project included 
the restoration of a properly functioning river channel and floodplain.   
 
In the 14 years since the completion of PRRP, the floodplain recharge function has likely 
restored groundwater recharge in the Study Area, thus increasing the amount of potential 
wetlands identified by Frontier on Figure 3 when compared to the pre-PRRP NWI mapping 
shown on Figure 5.  This means the NWI mapping shown on Figure 5 would not be 
representative of current wetland conditions in the region that has been improved as a result of 
the PRRP.   
 
 
 
 

file://///Server-pc/g%20drive/846%20%20Ivory%20Red%20Hills%20Prelim%20Wetlands/846_Report/Ivory%20Red%20Hills%20Prelim%20Rpt_8April2022.docx
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National Hydrography Dataset 
 
The National Hydrography Dataset contains surface water mapping of the Nation’s rivers, 
streams, canals, lakes, ponds, reservoirs, etc.  NHD data for the Study Area and surrounding 
lands were obtained from the USGS National Geospatial Program, National Map database 
(http://viewer.nationalmap.gov).  The NHD surface water flow paths for the general vicinity of 
the Study Area are shown in Figure 6.  The NHD flow paths include Rock Creek and East 
Branch Rock Creek.  These flow paths of these creeks will convey both surface water and 
groundwater. 
 
JURISDICTIONAL ASSESSMENT 
 
The jurisdictional assessment for the Study Area is based on the pre-2015 USACE and EPA 
rules pertaining to jurisdictional determinations, which are the rules currently in effect for Clean 
Water Act Section 404 regulatory determinations.  Features within the Study Area that would 
meet the USACE’s delineation criteria for wetlands or other types of water bodies could be 
potentially regulated as WoUS if they are determined to have: (1) a nexus with interstate or 
foreign commerce, (2) a tributary connection or significant hydrological nexus to a TNW, and/or 
(3) a hydrologic connection to wetlands that are adjacent to a TNW or are adjacent to tributaries 
to a TNW.  For this Study Area, potential hydrologic connections to the Provo River would be 
assessed for jurisdictional connectivity. 
 
Under the current USACE rules and guidance, potential flow paths or drainage connections can 
be either natural or man-made for the purpose of determining jurisdictional connections.  For this 
Study Area, wetlands that are physically contiguous or are adjacent to Rock Creek and East 
Branch Rock Creek would be jurisdictional because Rock Creek has tributary connections to the 
Provo River.  The jurisdictional determination would include potential hydrologic connections 
through both on-site and off-site stream channel and irrigation ditch systems.  Irrigation canals or 
ditches can be potentially classified as regulated waters if they have relatively permanent flows 
throughout the year and have connections to regulated stream channels or regulated wetlands. 
 
Based on our site observations, all of the 28.81 acres of potential wetlands and channels that 
were identified on Figure 3 would be hydrologically connected to Rock Creek or East Branch 
Rock Creek.  Thus, all of stream channels and potential wetland areas would likely be classified 
as WoUS by the USACE.  This means that the potential acreage of WoUS for the WB3 and 
WB4 alternative roadway routes is significantly greater than the 12.35 to 12.48 acres of WoUS 
that were identified by UDOT in the June 2022 Draft Alternatives Development and Screening 
Report.  
 
This preliminary wetlands assessment is for planning purposes only.  The assessment was not 
done at a level of detail necessary for a formal USACE wetland delineation and jurisdictional 
determination.  A formal delineation for the Study Area would have to be completed in order to 
get a formal jurisdictional determination from USACE that verifies the presence and locations of 
jurisdictional WoUS features within the Study Area boundaries. 
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Please feel free to call me if you have any questions about the findings documented in this 
preliminary wetlands assessment report. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Frontier Corporation USA 

 
Dennis C. Wenger 
Senior Wetlands Ecologist 
Principal 
 
Attachments: 
Figure 1. Site Vicinity Map – 1:100,000 scale topo basemap 
Figure 2a. Study Area Location Map – 1:24,000 scale topo basemap 
Figure 2b. Study Area Location Map – 1:24,000 scale aerial basemap 
Figure 3. Preliminary Wetlands Assessment Map 
Figure 4. USDA-NRCS Soil Survey Map 
Figure 5. National Wetlands Inventory Map  
Figure 6. National Hydrography Dataset Map 
Photolog depicting current site conditions – 11 pages total 
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QUALIFICATIONS 
 
Dennis Wenger is the Principal Partner and President of Frontier Corporation USA, and as such 
is responsible for the management and operation of the firm at the corporate level. He holds a 
B.S. degree in Biology, an M.S degree in Ecology, and has nearly 30 years of professional 
consulting experience in the Intermountain West.  Mr. Wenger specializes in the management of 
large complicated projects requiring rigorous analysis and compliance with Clean Water Act 
(CWA) Section 404 Regulations.  He has participated in numerous EAs and EISs requiring 
Section 404 Permits and is very experienced in project scoping; quantification of baseline 
conditions; alternatives analysis; impact assessment; development of mitigation and restoration 
strategies and planning; construction monitoring; and permit coordination among federal, state, 
and local agencies. He has completed more than 700 jurisdictional delineations in Utah and 
neighboring states in the Intermountain West. He also has considerable expertise in the 
jurisdictional vs. nonjurisdictional assessment of delineated waters in accordance with current 
federal CWA statutory rules.  He is conversant with methods to assess riparian-wetland functions 
for impact assessments and mitigation planning.  He also conversant in landscape ecology at the 
watershed scale. His graduate research assessed how stream corridors function as integral 
watershed components for wildlife movement and their importance in ecosystem management.  
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Perennial Stream Channel 1219 0.58

Total 3457 2.31
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Figure 4: USDA-Natural Resources 
Conservation Service Soil Survey Map Map Date: 7/18/22

Created By: J. Eddings
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Heber Valley Area Soils

Soil units acquired from the NRCS web soil
survey at http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/
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Soil Units
FA-Fluventic Haploborolls*
Kc-Kovich loam*
Kd-Kovich loam, channeled*
Kp-Kovich loam, gravelly subsoil variant*
Kr-Kovich loam, gravelly subsoil variant, channeled*
*Included on Hydric Soils List
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Figure 5: National Wetland Inventory Map

Map Date: 7/18/22
Created By: J. Eddings
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NWI information acquired from the NWI mapper database
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Figure 6: National Hydrography Dataset Map

Map Date: 7/18/22
Created By: J. Eddings
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Simmons Property Preliminary Wetlands Assessment
 Approximately 52-acre Study Area

Photos taken July 14, 2022 - Photolog   

Photo 1. West view of Potential Wetland 1. Potential Wetland 1 has a facultative wet meadow plant community
consisting of meadow foxtail, Nebraska sedge, quackgrass, clustered field sedge, Mexican juncus and other
herbaceous wetland plants.  

1

Photo 2. Northwest view of Potential Wetland 1 from the southeast corner of the Study Area.  

Photo 3. Northwest view of an upland area (foreground) and Potential Wetland 1 (background). The upland
is ~1.5 feet higher than Potential Wetland 1 and the plant community is not dominated by wetland indicator
species. 

Electrical SubstationElectrical Substation

UplandUpland
Potential Wetland 1Potential Wetland 1
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Photo 4. East view of Potential Wetland 1, a seasonal wet meadow.  

Photo 5. Northeast view of upland in the southwest corner of the Project Area. No wetlands or channels present.   

Photo 6. South view of upland in the southwest corner of the Project Area. No wetlands or channels present.  

Irrigation DitchIrrigation Ditch
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Simmons Property Preliminary Wetlands Assessment
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Photos taken July 14, 2022 - Photolog   

Problem Area 3Problem Area 3
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Photo 7. North view of Potential Wetland 2. Potential Wetland 2 has a facultative wet meadow plant community
similar to Potential Wetland 2.   

Photo 8. South view of Potential Wetland 2, a seasonal wet meadow. 

Photo 9a. North view of Potential Wetland 2 and Rock Creek and its adjacent Riparian Wetlands. The riparian
wetlands included narrowleaf cottonwood, box elder maple, hawthorne, and narrowleaf willow trees and
shrubs.     

Potential Wetland 2Potential Wetland 2

Rock Creek and Adjacent
Wetlands

Rock Creek and Adjacent
Wetlands
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Photo 9b. South view of Potential Wetland 2, a seasonal wet meadow.  

Photo 10. South view of Potential Wetland 1, a seasonal wet meadow.  

Photo 11a.East downstream view of Rock Creek. 
Rock Creek is a perennial channel that had flowing
water at the time of the 7/14/22 site inspection. 

Photo 11b. Northwest upstream view of Rock Creek.
Both emergent wetlands and riparian forested scrub-
shrub wetlands border Rock Creek.   



Simmons Property 
Heber City, Wasatch  County, Utah
Preliminary Wetlands Assessment 

Frontier Corporation USA
July 2022

Simmons Property Preliminary Wetlands Assessment
 Approximately 52-acre Study Area
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Photo 12a. South view of Potential Wetland 1, a seasonal wet meadow.  

Photo 12b. North view of Potential Wetland 1 (foreground) and East Branch Rock Creek and the adjacent
riparian wetlands. (background).    

Photo 13. East view of Potential Wetland 1 taken from the eastern bank of Rock Creek. 

Problem Area 1Problem Area 1

East Branch Rock Creek
And Adjacent Wetlands
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Simmons Property Preliminary Wetlands Assessment
 Approximately 52-acre Study Area

Photos taken July 14, 2022 - Photolog   

Photo 14. East view of Potential Wetland 3. Potential Wetland 3 is a wet meadow wetland that has a 
wetland plant community similar to Potential Wetlands 1 and 2.  

6

Photo 15. North view of the boundary between Potential Wetland 3 and the adjacent upland to the east. 
The upland is approximately 1.5 feet higher than Potential Wetland 3.  

Photo 16. South view of the boundary between Potential Wetland 3 and the adjacent upland to the east.
Potential Wetland 3 is a seasonal wet meadow.  
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Potential Wetland 3Potential Wetland 3
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Photo 17. South view of upland along the eastern Study Area boundary.   

Photo 18. North view of mowed lawn/upland in the northern portion of the Study Area. No wetlands or channels
present.   

Photo 19a. North upstream view of Rock Creek
and adjacent emergent wetlands along the 
west Study Area boundary.  

Irrigation DitchIrrigation Ditch

Photo 19b. South downstream view of Rock Creek
west of the Study Area boundary. 
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Photo 20. Southwest view of mowed lawn/upland in the northern portion of the Study Area. No wetlands or
channels present.    

Photo 21. South view of Potential Wetland 4. 
Potential wetland 4 is a wetland drainage swale.. 

Photo 22b. South view of Potential Wetland 4. 
The drainage swale may recieve irrigation water
during the summer irrigation season.  

Photo 22a. North view of Potential Wetland 4. The
bottom of the wetland drainage swale is ~2ft. lower
compared to the adjacent uplands. A seasonally high
water table during the early spring growing season
is likely the main water source before the start of
the irrigation season.   

Potential Wetland 4Potential Wetland 4
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Photo 23. South view of an upland field and Potential Wetland 4 to the west.  

Photo 24. North view of mowed lawn/upland. No wetlands or channels present.  

Photo 25. Southwest view of upland from the eastern boundary of the Study Area. No wetlands or channels 
present.  

Potential Wetland 4Potential Wetland 4
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Photo 26a. East view of a man-made irrigation
ditch in the north portion of the Study Area.   

Photo 27a. South view of Potential Wetland 5. 
Potential Wetland 5 is a wetland drainage swale.    

Photo 28. Southeast view of mowed lawn/upland along the western Study Area boundary. No wetlands or
channels present. 

Problem Area 1Problem Area 1

East Branch Snake Creek
And Adjacent Wetlands

East Branch Snake Creek
And Adjacent Wetlands

Potential Wetland 1Potential Wetland 1

Photo 26b. West view of man-made irrigation
ditch.    

Photo 27b. North view of Potential Wetland 5. 
Hydrology in Wetland 5 is probably a seasonally
high water table that is augmented by irrigation
water.   
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Simmons Property Preliminary Wetlands Assessment
 Approximately 52-acre Study Area

Photos taken July 14, 2022 - Photolog   

Photo 29a. North view of upland taken from the boundary of Potential Wetland 7. No channels or wetlands
present. 
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Photo 29b. South view of Potential Wetland 7. Potential Wetland has a wet meadow wetland plant 
community. 

Photo 30. South view of Potential Wetland 7, a seasonal wet meadow. 
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