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Legacy Parkway Study Area: Potential Direct Habitat Loss



K

I o 7~

221

H:\GIS\Projects\udot\037076.03\arcmap\f3_ Ib_habfig2.mxd

(/ / )
=/y
//(/;'IT o
-
=]
4 Habitat in Habitat in Habitat in
Alternative B* | 5 Alternative B ROW* Alternative C* Alternative C ROW* Alternative E¥ | 2 Alternative E ROW*
Legend
|:| Cropland |:| Pasture ’ 25 125 0 25 5
|:| Developed - Riparian L eee—
Kil
|:| Emergent Marsh - Scrub rometers
|:| Mudflat/Pickleweed Wet Meadow Map Production: 1/15/04
- . . Data Sources: UDOT Project Alternatives and Wetland / Wildlife Habitat Data
Open Water Alternative Alignment *Supplemental EIS 312 foot ROWs used for the Alternatives
954 Jones & Stokes Figure 3-1b

Legacy Parkway Study Area: Potential Direct Habitat Loss
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Total Direct Habitat Loss in Project Study Area
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Great Salt Lake Inundation Zones
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Figure 3-5a
Great Salt Lake Inundation Zones Relative to Build Alternatives
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Great Salt Lake Inundation Zones Relative to Build Alternatives
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Percent Habitat Inundation with Changing Lake Levels
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Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels
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Percent Pasture Habitat Loss from

Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels
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Figure 3-15
Wildlife Habitat Availability in Project
Study Area at Low and High Lake Levels
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Wildlife Habitats and Build Alternatives in the Legacy Parkway Project Study Area
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Wildlife Habitats and Build Alternatives in the Legacy Parkway Project Study Area
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Legacy Parkway Study Area Potential Future Development
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Highway Incidents Involving Hazardous Materials in Utah
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Threshold Noise Level Determination
for Representative Grassland Birds
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Note:  The noise level contours generated by the traffic noise model (Fig 3-22) have not been verified
beyond 305 m (1,000 ft). The locations of contours beyond this distance are projected estimates
only and could vary significantly depending on existing background noise, atmospheric conditions,

and substrate type.
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Figure 3-28a
Bald Eagle Masking Distance
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Figure 3-28b
Swainson’s Hawk Masking Distance



120

110

100 E

Territory radius

Y

A

295-5,250 feet'

90 -

80

70

60

Sound Level (dB) at 2500 Hz

50

40

30

20

! Johnsgard 1990

03076.03 Wildlife Tech Memo

200

400 600 800
Distance Between Birds (feet)

1000

1200

—-— Masking at 50 feet

—— Masking at 125 feet

—— Masking at 250 feet

—— Masking at 500 feet

—— Masking at 1000 feet

—=— Peregrine Falcon (peak amplitude)

—=— Peregrine Falcon (minimum amplitude)

(5T Jones & Stokes

Figure 3-28c
Peregrine Falcon Masking Distance
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Figure 3-28d
Prairie Falcon Masking Distance
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Figure 3-28e
Burrowing Owl Masking Distance
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Figure 3-28f
Short-Eared Owl Masking Distance



120

110

~_Range of height of mating

call above @ on ground

100 ¥

98-492 feet '

—— Masking at 50 feet

—— Masking at 125 feet

90

—— Masking at 250 feet

80. \

—— Masking at 500 feet

70

60

Sound Level (dB) at 315 Hz

—— Masking at 1000 feet

50

—&— Short-eared Owl mating call
(peak amplitude)

40

—=— Short-eared Owl mating call
(minimum amplitude)

30

20

"Holt and Leasure 1993

03076.03 Wildlife Tech Memo

200

400 600 800
Distance Between Birds (feet)

1000

1200

(5T Jones & Stokes

Figure 3-28g
Short-Eared Owl (Mating Call) Masking Distance
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Figure 3-30
Land Cover, Ownership Status, and Lake Level Change





