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Figure 3-1a

Project Study Area: Potential Direct Habitat Loss
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Figure 3-1b

Project Study Area: Potential Direct Habitat Loss
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Total Direct Habitat Loss in Project Study Area
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Figure 3-4a
Great Salt Lake Inundation Zones
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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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Figure 3-7

Percent Cropland Habitat Loss from
Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels
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Percent Emergent Marshland Habitat Loss from
Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels



03076.03 Final Tech Memo (6-05)

120.0
100.0
% Available Habitat
80.0
€
8 600
[
o
40.0
% Contribution
of the Proposed
Project 20.0
0.0 T .
4,204 ft (elevation) 4,204-4,208 ft 4,208-4,212 ft 4,212-4,216 ft 4,216-4,220 ft
Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
—&— No Action 2.2 0.5 41.4 9.4 323.0 73.4 431.0 98.0 435.9 99.1
—— Alternative A 8.4 1.9 47.7 10.8 328.4 74.7 431.2 98.1 435.9 99.1
Alternative B 20.8 4.7 594 13.5 331.6 75.4 431.8 98.2 435.9 99.1
—»— Alternative C 341 7.8 73.1 16.6 333.7 75.9 431.7 98.1 435.9 99.1
—k— Alternative E 18.5 4.2 57.7 13.1 329.3 74.9 431.8 98.2 435.9 99.1

(5T Jones & Stokes

Figure 3-9

Percent Mudflat Pickleweed Habitat Loss from

Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels
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Percent Open Water Habitat Loss from

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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Percent Riparian Habitat Loss from
Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels
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Percent Scrub Habitat Loss from
Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels
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Percent Wet Meadow Habitat Loss from
Project Alternatives and Varying Lake Lake Levels
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Wildlife Habitat Availability in Project
Study Area at Low and High Lake Levels
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Wildlife Habitats and Build Alternatives in the Project Study Area
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Wildlife Habitats and Build Alternatives in the Project Study Area
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Regional Study Area Land Cover
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Figure 3-21
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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Figure 3-24a
Highway Noise Level for the Legacy Parkway
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Bird Vocalization Sonograms
Bald Eagle and Swainson’s Hawk
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Figure 3-26b
Bird Vocalization Sonograms
Peregrine Falcon and Prairie Falcon
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Bird Vocalization Sonograms
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Traffic Noise Masking Thresholds and Vocal Signal Profiles at 50 Feet
Bald Eagle and Swainson’s Hawk
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Swainson’s Hawk 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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Short-Eared Owl Masking Distance
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Figure 3-28g
Short-Eared Owl (Mating Call) Masking Distance



03076.03 Wildlife Tech Memo

120

! Colwell and Jehl 1994

110
_Average inter-nest distance
T 187-227 feet” ~
100
90
N
I R
[=}
& 80
®
o
2 70
] \\-\
>
o
-
T 60
c
5
o .\ \-\-\.\l
n
50 \-\ \.\gﬁ\.\
40 i\-\.\l
) \.\.\‘\I\l\i\.
20
0 100 200 300 400 500

Distance Between Birds (feet)

600

—— Masking at 50 feet
—— Masking at 125 feet
—— Masking at 250 feet
—-— Masking at 500 feet
—— Masking at 1000 feet
Masking at 2000 feet
——— Masking at 4000 feet
—=— Wilson's Phalarope (peak amplitude)

—=— Wilson's Phalarope (minimum amplitude)

(5T Jones & Stokes

Figure 3-28h
Wilson’s Phalarope Masking Distance
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Figure 3-28i
Bobolink Masking Distance
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