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IPaC

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

IPaC resource list
This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical habitat
(collectively referred to as trust resources) under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS)
jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area referenced below. The list
may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but that could potentially be
directly or indirectly a ected by activities in the project area. However, determining the likelihood
and extent of e ects a project may have on trust resources typically requires gathering additional
site-speci c (e.g., vegetation/species surveys) and project-speci c (e.g., magnitude and timing of
proposed activities) information.
Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the USFWS
o ce(s) with jurisdiction in the de ned project area. Please read the introduction to each section
that follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI Wetlands) for
additional information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that section.

Location
Snohomish County, Washington

Local o ce
Washington Fish And Wildlife O ce
 (360) 753-9440
 (360) 753-9405
510 Desmond Drive Se, Suite 102
Lacey, WA 98503-1263
http://www.fws.gov/wafwo/

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Endangered species
This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis of
project level impacts.
The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each species.
Additional areas of in uence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes areas outside of
the species range if the species could be indirectly a ected by activities in that area (e.g., placing a
dam upstream of a sh population, even if that sh does not occur at the dam site, may indirectly
impact the species by reducing or eliminating water ow downstream). Because species can move,
and site conditions can change, the species on this list are not guaranteed to be found on or near
the project area. To fully determine any potential e ects to species, additional site-speci c and
project-speci c information is often required.
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary
information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area
of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted, funded, or licensed by any
Federal agency. A letter from the local o ce and a species list which ful lls this requirement can
only be obtained by requesting an o cial species list from either the Regulatory Review section in
IPaC (see directions below) or from the local eld o ce directly.
For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC website
and request an o cial species list by doing the following:
1. Draw the project location and click CONTINUE.
2. Click DEFINE PROJECT.
3. Log in (if directed to do so).
4. Provide a name and description for your project.
5. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.
Listed species1 and their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the sheries division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA Fisheries2).
Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown on this
list. Please contact NOAA Fisheries for species under their jurisdiction.
1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also shows
species that are candidates, or proposed, for listing. See the listing status page for more
information.
2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an o ce of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of Commerce.
The following species are potentially a ected by activities in this location:

Mammals
NAME
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources

STATUS
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Gray Wolf Canis lupus

Proposed Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

North American Wolverine Gulo gulo luscus

Proposed Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5123

Birds
NAME

STATUS

Marbled Murrelet Brachyramphus marmoratus

Threatened

There is nal critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside
the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4467

Streaked Horned Lark Eremophila alpestris strigata

Threatened

There is nal critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside
the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7268

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus

Threatened

There is proposed critical habitat for this species. Your location is
outside the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3911

Amphibians
NAME

STATUS

Oregon Spotted Frog Rana pretiosa

Threatened

There is nal critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside
the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6633

Fishes
NAME

STATUS

Bull Trout Salvelinus con uentus

Threatened

There is nal critical habitat for this species. Your location overlaps
the critical habitat.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8212

Critical habitats
Potential e ects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the endangered
species themselves.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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This location overlaps the critical habitat for the following species:
NAME

TYPE

Bull Trout Salvelinus con uentus

Final

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8212#crithab

Migratory birds
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act1 and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act2.
Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to migratory
birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider implementing
appropriate conservation measures, as described below.
1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.
2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.
Additional information can be found using the following links:
Birds of Conservation Concern http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/
birds-of-conservation-concern.php
Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds
http://www.fws.gov/birds/management/project-assessment-tools-and-guidance/
conservation-measures.php
Nationwide conservation measures for birds
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/pdf/management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.pdf
The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the USFWS Birds
of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location. To learn
more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see the FAQ
below. This is not a list of every bird you may nd in this location, nor a guarantee that every bird on
this list will be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders and the general
public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data mapping tool (Tip:
enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For projects that occur o the
Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative occurrence and abundance of bird
species on your list are available. Links to additional information about Atlantic Coast birds, and
other important information about your migratory bird list, including how to properly interpret and
use your migratory bird report, can be found below.
For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization measures to
reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE SUMMARY at
the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and breeding in your
project area.
NAME

BREEDING SEASON (IF A
BREEDING SEASON IS INDICATED

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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FOR A BIRD ON YOUR LIST, THE
BIRD MAY BREED IN YOUR
PROJECT AREA SOMETIME WITHIN
THE TIMEFRAME SPECIFIED,
WHICH IS A VERY LIBERAL
ESTIMATE OF THE DATES INSIDE
WHICH THE BIRD BREEDS
ACROSS ITS ENTIRE RANGE.
"BREEDS ELSEWHERE" INDICATES
THAT THE BIRD DOES NOT LIKELY
BREED IN YOUR PROJECT AREA.)

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Breeds Jan 1 to Sep 30

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1626

Black Scoter Melanitta nigra

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Black Turnstone Arenaria melanocephala

Breeds elsewhere

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Bonaparte's Gull Chroicocephalus philadelphia

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Clark's Grebe Aechmophorus clarkii

Breeds Jan 1 to Dec 31

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Common Loon gavia immer

Breeds Apr 15 to Oct 31

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4464

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Common Murre Uria aalge

Breeds Apr 15 to Aug 15

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Common Tern Sterna hirundo

Breeds May 10 to Sep 10

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4963

Double-crested Cormorant phalacrocorax auritus

Breeds Apr 20 to Aug 31

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3478

Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias fannini

Breeds Mar 15 to Aug 15

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

Herring Gull Larus argentatus

Breeds Apr 20 to Aug 31

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa avipes

Breeds elsewhere

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679

Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa

Breeds elsewhere

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9481

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi

Breeds May 20 to Aug 31

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Parasitic Jaeger Stercorarius parasiticus

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Red-breasted Merganser Mergus serrator

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Red-necked Phalarope Phalaropus lobatus

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Red-throated Loon Gavia stellata

Breeds elsewhere

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Rufous Hummingbird selasphorus rufus

Breeds Apr 15 to Jul 15

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8002

Semipalmated Sandpiper Calidris pusilla

Breeds elsewhere

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.

Short-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus griseus

Breeds elsewhere

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9480

Surf Scoter Melanitta perspicillata

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Western Screech-owl Megascops kennicottii kennicottii

Breeds Mar 1 to Jun 30

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular Bird
Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus

Breeds elsewhere

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its range in
the continental USA and Alaska.
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9483

White-winged Scoter Melanitta fusca

Breeds elsewhere

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area, but
warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential
susceptibilities in o shore areas from certain types of development
or activities.

Probability of Presence Summary
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the FAQ
“Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report” before using or attempting to
interpret this report.
Probability of Presence ( )
Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week months.)
A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey e ort (see below) can be
used to establish a level of con dence in the presence score. One can have higher con dence in the
presence score if the corresponding survey e ort is also high.
How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:
1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in the
week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events for that
week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted Towhee was
found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is 0.25.
2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of presence
is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum probability of presence
across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence in week 20 for the Spotted
Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12 (0.25) is the maximum of any
week of the year. The relative probability of presence on week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is
0.05/0.25 = 0.2.
3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the probability of
presence score.
To see a bar's probability of presence score, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.
Breeding Season ( )
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across its
entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project area.
Survey E ort ( )
Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of
surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.
To see a bar's survey e ort range, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.
No Data ( )
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.
Survey Timeframe
Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant
information. The exception to this is areas o the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are based on all
years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.
probability of presence
SPECIES

JAN

FEB

MAR

APR

MAY

JUN

breeding season
JUL

AUG

SEP

survey e ort
OCT

NOV

no data
DEC

Bald Eagle
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Black Scoter
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Black Turnstone
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Bonaparte's Gull
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Clark's Grebe
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Common Loon
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Common Murre
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Common Tern
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Double-crested
Cormorant
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Great Blue Heron
BCC - BCR (This is a
Bird of Conservation
Concern (BCC) only in
particular Bird
Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the
continental USA)

Herring Gull
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Lesser Yellowlegs
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

SPECIES

JAN

FEB

MAR

APR

MAY

JUN

JUL

AUG

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

Marbled Godwit
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Olive-sided
Flycatcher
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Parasitic Jaeger
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Red-breasted
Merganser
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Red-necked
Phalarope
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Red-throated Loon
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Ring-billed Gull
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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Rufous
Hummingbird
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Semipalmated
Sandpiper
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Short-billed
Dowitcher
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

Surf Scoter
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Western Screechowl
BCC - BCR (This is a
Bird of Conservation
Concern (BCC) only in
particular Bird
Conservation Regions
(BCRs) in the
continental USA)

SPECIES

JAN

FEB

MAR

APR

MAY

JUN

JUL

AUG

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

Whimbrel
BCC Rangewide
(CON) (This is a Bird
of Conservation
Concern (BCC)
throughout its range
in the continental
USA and Alaska.)

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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White-winged
Scoter
Non-BCC Vulnerable
(This is not a Bird of
Conservation
Concern (BCC) in this
area, but warrants
attention because of
the Eagle Act or for
potential
susceptibilities in
o shore areas from
certain types of
development or
activities.)

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds.
Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all birds at
any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly important when birds are most likely to
occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in the area, identifying the locations of any active nests and
avoiding their destruction is a very helpful impact minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to
occur and be breeding in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures and/or
permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity you are conducting and the type of infrastructure or
bird species present on your project site.
What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my speci ed location?
The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) and other species
that may warrant special attention in your project location.
The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian Knowledge Network
(AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science datasets and is
queried and ltered to return a list of those birds reported as occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project
intersects, and that have been identi ed as warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that
area, an eagle (Eagle Act requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to o shore
activities or development.
Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your project area. It is not
representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list of all birds potentially present in your
project area, please visit the AKN Phenology Tool.
What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially
occurring in my speci ed location?
The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by the
Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen
science datasets .
Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information becomes available. To
learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and how to interpret them, go the
Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me about these graphs" link.
How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering, migrating or present year-round in my project area?
To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering, migrating or
year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Cornell Lab of Ornithology All About Birds Bird Guide, or
(if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of interest there), the Cornell Lab of Ornithology Neotropical Birds

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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guide. If a bird on your migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur
in your project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe speci ed. If "Breeds
elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.
What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:
1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their range
anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Paci c Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands);
2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the
continental USA; and
3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either because of
the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in o shore areas from
certain types of development or activities (e.g. o shore energy development or longline shing).
Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, e orts should be made, in particular, to
avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC species of rangewide concern. For
more information on conservation measures you can implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird
impacts and requirements for eagles, please see the FAQs for these topics.
Details about birds that are potentially a ected by o shore projects
For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and groups of
bird species within your project area o the Atlantic Coast, please visit the Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal
also o ers data and information about other taxa besides birds that may be helpful to you in your project review.
Alternately, you may download the bird model results les underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS
Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.
Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use throughout the year,
including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this information. For additional information on
marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Spiegel or Pam
Loring.
What if I have eagles on my list?
If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid violating the
Eagle Act should such impacts occur.
Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report
The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of birds of priority
concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for identifying what other birds may be
in your project area, please see the FAQ “What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring
in my speci ed location”. Please be aware this report provides the “probability of presence” of birds within the 10
km grid cell(s) that overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look
carefully at the survey e ort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the “no data” indicator (a
red horizontal bar). A high survey e ort is the key component. If the survey e ort is high, then the probability of
presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In contrast, a low survey e ort bar or no data bar means a lack
of data and, therefore, a lack of certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting
point for identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might be there,
and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you know what to look for to
con rm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement conservation measures to avoid or
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minimize potential impacts from your project activities, should presence be con rmed. To learn more about
conservation measures, visit the FAQ “Tell me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize
impacts to migratory birds” at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.

Facilities
National Wildlife Refuge lands
Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must undergo a
'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the individual Refuges to
discuss any questions or concerns.
THERE ARE NO REFUGE LANDS AT THIS LOCATION.

Fish hatcheries
THERE ARE NO FISH HATCHERIES AT THIS LOCATION.

Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.
For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers District.
Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to update
our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine the actual
extent of wetlands on site.
This location overlaps the following wetlands:
ESTUARINE AND MARINE DEEPWATER

E1UBL
ESTUARINE AND MARINE WETLAND

E2USM
E2AB/USN
E2US/ABN
E2USN
E2EM1P
FRESHWATER EMERGENT WETLAND
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources
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PEM1F
PEM1/SSCd
PEM1Cd
PEM1/SSC
PEM1Ad
PEM1C
PEM1R
PEM1/SSF
PEM1Cx
FRESHWATER FORESTED/SHRUB WETLAND

PSSC
PFOC
PFO/SSC
PFOA
PFOR
PFOS
PFO/EM1C
PFOCh
PSSR
PSSA
PSSCh
PSSCd
PSSF
FRESHWATER POND

PUBHx
PUBH
PUBKx
PUB/EM1Fx
PABHh
PABHx
PUBHh
LAKE

L1UBH
L2ABH
RIVERINE

R1UBV
R4SBC
R3UBH
R5UBH
R5UBFx
A full description for each wetland code can be found at the National Wetlands Inventory website
Data limitations
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The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level
information on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high
altitude imagery. Wetlands are identi ed based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error
is inherent in the use of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in
revision of the wetland boundaries or classi cation established through image analysis.
The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth veri cation work conducted.
Metadata should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.
Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or eld work. There may be
occasional di erences in polygon boundaries or classi cations between the information depicted on the map and
the actual conditions on site.
Data exclusions
Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuber cid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.
Data precautions
Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may de ne and describe wetlands in a
di erent manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to de ne the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish
the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in
activities involving modi cations within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal,
state, or local agencies concerning speci ed agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may
a ect such activities.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/TKLCSCECZNDV5DHTLIKBAZ3OLI/resources

18/18

Endangered Species Act: Consultation Guidance for Washington State
(Prepared in collaboration with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries
Service. For use in Washington State only.)
24 CFR Part 58, 24 CFR Part 50
Purpose
The purpose of this checklist is to assist HUD and HUD’s responsible entities in meeting their
Endangered Species Act obligations. The checklist is designed to help you determine whether
a proposed project will have an effect to federally listed species or designated critical habitat,
and the process to follow based on that effect determination.
ESA Section 7 Consultation Background
The ESA directs all Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to conserve species listed as
threatened or endangered (ESA Section 2(c)(1)), and to consult with “the Services” to ensure that
their actions will not jeopardize listed species, or adversely modify habitat designated as critical
for listed species.
The Services - NMFS and FWS - share responsibility for assisting federal agencies in
implementing the ESA. FWS trust resources under the ESA include birds, amphibians, plants,
insects, terrestrial reptiles, terrestrial mammals, most freshwater fish, and a few marine
mammals. NMFS manages the remainder of listed marine mammals, as well as anadromous
fish such as salmon and steelhead.
Before federal agencies consult with NMFS and FWS, they make a preliminary analysis of the
project activity and/or whether listed species and/or habitat are present, then Federal agency
makes one of three determinations of effect for listed species:
•

“No effect” is the appropriate conclusion if the proposed action will not affect listed
species/critical habitat at all. If a “no effect” determination is made, the Federal agency is
not obligated to contact FWS and/or NMFS for concurrence.

•

When effects to listed species are expected to be insignificant or discountable, or wholly
beneficial, the action agency should make a “not likely to adversely affect”
determination and contact FWS and/or NMFS, as appropriate, for written concurrence
with that determination. The thresholds for reaching Not Likely to Adversely Affect are
important:
 Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the
scale where take occurs, where take is defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect or attempt to engage in any such
conduct. Harm can arise if habitat is altered in a manner that diminishes
important species behavior, such as breeding, feeding, or sheltering, to the degree
that it injures the species. Harass includes those activities that alter a species
behavior in a manner that increases the likelihood of it being injured. Based on
best judgment, a person would not: (1) be able to meaningfully measure, detect,
or evaluate insignificant effects;
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 Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur. Based on best
judgment, a person would not expect discountable effects to occur.
•

If adverse effects are likely to occur as a direct or indirect result of the proposed action
or its interrelated or interdependent actions, then the action agency should make a
determination of “likely to adversely affect.” The Federal agency must initiate formal
consultation with FWS and/or NMFS as appropriate.

The effects of the action (direct and indirect) are not limited to the immediate area involved in the
action (“footprint” or project area). Instead, the effects of the action more typically extend to a
larger action area, which encompasses all of the action’s direct and indirect effects to the physical,
chemical, and biological environment. Direct effects include sources of sound and visual
disturbance during construction. Indirect effects occur later in time (i.e., post-construction) and
may include air emissions, storm or process water discharges, sources of sound and visual
disturbance (e.g., lighting), etc. The effects of interrelated and interdependent actions must also
be considered (e.g., site access and staging, sourcing of materials, disposal of wastes). Some
actions may have indirect effects to the pattern or rate of land use conversion or development, and
those potential effects must also be considered.
Procedure for Section 7 Determination
A determination of “no effect” to federally listed species and critical habitat fulfills HUD’s
and the responsible entity’s obligation to ensure actions it authorizes, funds, or carries out do
not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or adversely modify designated critical
habitat. “No effect” determinations do not require coordination with or approval from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) under
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq., as amended; ESA).
Use the guidance below to help you determine whether the project qualifies for a “no effect”
determination. The guidance provides separate sections for USFWS and NMFS to emphasis
the need to consider both. The process is basically the same.
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Part A: Consultation with National Marine Fisheries Service

Step 1: Obtain Species List & Determine Critical Habitat
You must obtain a species list for the entire action area of your project. The action area
encompasses all of the effects of the project, not just those that occur within the construction
footprint. Note that project effects include those that extend beyond the project site itself, such
as noise, air pollution, water quality, stormwater discharge, visual disturbance; effects to habitat
must be considered, including the project’s effects on roosting, feeding, nesting, spawning and
rearing habitat, overwintering sites, and migratory corridors.
For NMFS species and designated or proposed critical habitat go to:
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/habitat/critical_habitat/critical_habitat_on_the_wc.html
or http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected_species/species_list/species_lists.html
Please note that this list includes listed, proposed and candidate species; consideration of project
effects on candidate species is optional, unless effects are very large (contact the local USFWS
field office in this case). However, candidate species may become listed as endangered or
threatened species during the period of construction. If you have questions, contact the
appropriate USFWS field office 1 to discuss the species list for your area.

No ESA-listed fishes or designated or proposed critical habitats covered by National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) currently (February 2018) fall within Adams, Ferry,
Lincoln, Pend Oreille, or Spokane Counties . Is the project located within one of these
counties?
YES, the project is within one of these counties. Therefore, there is no need to
consult with NMFS. Consultation with Fish and Wildlife Service may still be
necessary.
 Record your determination of No Effect on species or habitats covered by NMFS, and
maintain this documentation in your Environmental Review Record.
 Attach a statement to your determination explaining that your project is not located
within one of the counties covered by NMFS.
 Consultation with FWS may still be necessary. CONTINUE TO PART C.
NO, the project is located outside these counties. Continue to Step 2.
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Step 2: Determine Effect
Question 1: Would the project effects overlap with federally-listed or proposed species or
designated or proposed critical habitat covered by NMFS?
Consider all effects of the project within the action area. The action area encompasses all the
effects of the project, including those that occur beyond the boundaries of the property (such as
noise, air pollution, water quality, stormwater discharge, visual disturbance)
NO, the project and all effects are outside the range of listed or proposed
species and designated critical habitat covered by NMFS. Therefore, the project
will have No Effect on ESA-listed or proposed species or designated critical habitat.
 Record your determination of No Effect on species or habitats covered by USFWS,
and maintain this documentation in your Environmental Review Record.
 Attach a statement explaining how you determined that your project’s effects do not
overlap with species or habitat covered by NMFS.
YES, project effects may overlap with ESA-listed or proposed species or
designated critical habitat covered by USFWS. Therefore, your project could
affect species and habitat.
 Continue to Question 2.
Question 2: Is the project activity listed in Table A and does it meet all of the required
parameters?
YES, the activity is listed in Table A and meets all of the required parameters.
Therefore, you can determine the project will have No Effect on ESA-listed species
and/or designated critical habitat.
 Record your determination of No Effect and maintain this documentation, including
the official species list and map of your project location, in your Environmental
Review Record.
 Attach a statement to your determination explaining how your project met the
required parameters in Table A.
NO, the project description does not match a project description in Table A and all
of the specified parameters.
 Continue to Question 3.
Question 3: Do you have some other basis for a No Effect determination, for example a
biological assessment or other documentation from a qualified professional that you
concur with?
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YES, the project has professional documentation for No Effect determination.
 Record your determination of No Effect and maintain this documentation, including
the official species list and map of your project location, in your Environmental
Review Record.
 Attach the biological assessment or other professional documentation.
NO, the project does not have professional documentation for a No Effect
determination and may affect a listed species.
 The project may affect listed or proposed species, or designated or proposed critical
habitat. Consultation with the USFWS may be required. CONTACT NMFS TO
DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE EFFECTS DETERMINATION AND LEVEL
OF CONSULTATION REQUIRED. Contact information is provided below.
.
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Part B: Consultation with Fish and Wildlife Service
Step 1: Obtain Species List & Determine Critical Habitat
You must obtain a species list for the entire action area of your project. The action area
encompasses all of the effects of the project, not just those that occur within the construction
footprint. Note that project effects include those that extend beyond the project site itself, such
as noise, air pollution, water quality, stormwater discharge, visual disturbance; effects to habitat
must be considered, including the project’s effects on roosting, feeding, nesting, spawning and
rearing habitat, overwintering sites, and migratory corridors.
Go to http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ for a list of species by project area. Please note that this list
includes listed, proposed and candidate species; consideration of project effects on candidate
species is optional, unless effects are very large (contact the local USFWS field office in this
case). However, candidate species may become listed as endangered or threatened species
during the period of construction. If you have questions, contact the appropriate USFWS field
office 2 to discuss the species list for your area.
Step 2: Determine Effect
Question 1: Would the project effects overlap with federally-listed or proposed species or
designated or proposed critical habitat covered by USFWS?
Consider all effects of the project within the action area. The action area encompasses all the
effects of the project, including those that occur beyond the boundaries of the property (such as
noise, air pollution, water quality, stormwater discharge, visual disturbance)
NO, the project and all effects are outside the range of listed or proposed
species and designated critical habitat covered by USFWS. Therefore, the
project will have No Effect on ESA-listed or proposed species or designated critical
habitat.
 Record your determination of No Effect on species or habitats covered by USFWS,
and maintain this documentation in your Environmental Review Record.
 Attach a statement explaining how you determined that your project’s effects do not
overlap with species or habitat covered by USFWS.
YES, project effects may overlap with ESA-listed or proposed species or
designated critical habitat covered by USFWS. Therefore, your project could
affect species and habitat.
 Continue to Question 2.
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Question 2: Is the project activity listed in Table A and does it meet all of the required
parameters?
YES, the activity is listed in Table A and meets all of the required parameters.
Therefore, you can determine the project will have No Effect on ESA-listed species
and/or designated critical habitat.
 Record your determination of No Effect and maintain this documentation, including
the official species list and map of your project location, in your Environmental
Review Record.
 Attach a statement to your determination explaining how your project met the
required parameters in Table A.
NO, the project description does not match a project description in Table A and all
of the specified parameters.
 Continue to Question 3.
Question 3: Do you have some other basis for a No Effect determination, for example a
biological assessment or other documentation from a qualified professional that you
concur with?
YES, the project has professional documentation for No Effect determination.
 Record your determination of No Effect and maintain this documentation, including
the official species list and map of your project location, in your Environmental
Review Record.
 Attach the biological assessment or other professional documentation.
NO, the project does not have professional documentation for a No Effect
determination and may affect a listed species.
 The project may affect listed or proposed species, or designated or proposed critical
habitat. Consultation with the USFWS may be required. CONTACT THE USFWS
TO DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE EFFECTS DETERMINATION AND
LEVEL OF CONSULTATION REQUIRED. Contact information is provided below.
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Table A.
Potential “No Effect” Activity

Required Parameters and/or Conditions



1) For existing structures only.



2) Access and staging, source sites,
and disposal sites have been assessed
as part of the proposed action.



3) Waste materials are recycled or
otherwise disposed of in a properly
permitted sanitary or hazardous waste
disposal site.



2) Access and staging, source sites,
and disposal sites have been assessed
as part of the proposed action.



3) Waste materials are recycled or
otherwise disposed of in a properly
permitted sanitary or hazardous waste
disposal site.



4) The project or activity involves a
previously disturbed, developed or
partially developed, site or
property/properties.



5) Does not remove
streamside/riparian vegetation or trees.



6) Does not increase the amount of
impervious/hard surface; or, will fully
infiltrate any resulting runoff.



7) Does not result in wetland fill.



1) For existing structures only.



2) Access and staging, source sites,
and disposal sites have been assessed
as part of the proposed action.



3) Waste materials are recycled or
otherwise disposed of in a properly

Interior rehabilitation

Landscape repair*1*, including adding
sprinkler systems
*1*

Species under FWS jurisdiction include
some that occur in the previously disturbed
and built environment; HUD and its
responsible entities must evaluate potential
effects to all of the FWS species that occur, or
potentially occur, in the action area; contact
the nearest FWS Field Office with any related
questions.

Exterior rehabilitation, including:


Replacing exterior paint or siding,



Replace/repair roof*1*,
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Reconstruct/repair existing curbs,
sidewalks, or other concrete
structures*2*,



Repair existing parking lots (pot
holes, repainting lines, etc.)*2*.

*1*

Does not include galvanized material
unless it has been sealed or otherwise
contained so that it will not leach into storm
water.
*2*

Species under FWS jurisdiction include
some that occur in the previously disturbed
and built environment; HUD and its
responsible entities must evaluate potential
effects to all of the FWS species that occur, or
potentially occur, in the action area; contact
the nearest FWS Field Office with any related
questions.
*3*

Points of discharge must be a minimum of
¼ mile from waterbodies that support ESAlisted species or proposed/designated critical
habitat.

permitted sanitary or hazardous waste
disposal site.


5) Does not remove
streamside/riparian vegetation or trees.



6) Does not increase the amount of
impervious/hard surface; or, will fully
infiltrate any resulting runoff.



7) Does not result in wetland fill.



8) Does not/will not discharge new or
additional sources of storm or waste
water to wetlands or waterbodies that
support ESA-listed species*3*.



9) If located within a Special Flood
Hazard Area, does not reduce the
amount of flood storage capacity or
remove native riparian vegetation.
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Table A Continued:

Potential “No Effect” Activity

Required Parameters and/or Conditions


2) Access and staging, source sites,
and disposal sites have been assessed
as part of the proposed action.



3) Waste materials are recycled or
otherwise disposed of in a properly
permitted sanitary or hazardous waste
disposal site.



4) The project or activity involves a
previously disturbed, developed or
partially developed, site or
property/properties.



5) Does not remove
streamside/riparian vegetation or trees.



7) Does not result in wetland fill.



8) Does not/will not discharge new or
additional sources of storm or waste
water to wetlands or waterbodies that
support ESA-listed species*3*.



9) If located within a Special Flood
Hazard Area, does not reduce the
amount of flood storage capacity or
remove native riparian vegetation.



10) Complies with all state and local
building codes, including storm water
regulations.



11) Project design will fully infiltrate
any resulting runoff; or, runoff is
treated, detained (as necessary
according to state and local
requirements), and discharged to
wetlands and/or waterbodies that do
NOT support ESA-listed species*3*.

New construction*1,2*
*1*

Does not include galvanized material unless it has
been sealed or otherwise contained so that it will not
leach into storm water.

*2*

Species under FWS jurisdiction include some that
occur in the previously disturbed and built
environment; HUD and its responsible entities must
evaluate potential effects to all of the FWS species that
occur, or potentially occur, in the action area; contact
the nearest FWS Field Office with any related
questions.

*3*

Points of discharge must be a minimum of ¼ mile
from waterbodies that support ESA-listed species or
proposed/designated critical habitat.
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Initiating Section 7 Consultation
If all of the direct and indirect effects of the action are insignificant, discountable, or entirely
beneficial, it is not likely to adversely affect listed species, and the section 7 consultation for the
project will remain informal and relatively simple. Concurrence from FWS and/or NMFS on a
May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect determination is the most common outcome of
consultation for HUD-funded projects.
However, if the effects of the action on listed species and/or critical habitat are not discountable,
insignificant, or beneficial, (i.e., likely to adversely affect), formal consultation must be initiated.
In such cases, a formal consultation must be initiated prior to committing resources to the project,
by which the FWS and/or NMFS assess the action’s potential to jeopardize the listed species, to
result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat, or to result in incidental take
of a listed species.
At any stage in making your determination, you may wish to contact the appropriate FWS and
NMFS field offices for technical assistance. Contact information is available at:
National Marine Fisheries Service
To initiate informal or formal consultation:
• For projects west of the Cascades: Email address:owco.wa.consultationrequest@noaa.gov
This is a general email inbox that is monitored by NMFS for consultation requests.
For General Questions:
• Eastern Washington (509) 962-8911
• North Puget Sound (206) 526- 6150
• Central Puget Sound (360) 753-9530
• Coastal Washington/Lower Columbia River (360) 753- 9530
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
To initiate informal or formal consultation:
HUD's requests for consultation should be addressed to the WA State Supervisor (Brad Thompson),
ATTN: Federal Activities Branch, and submitted electronically to email address: wfwoctap@fws.gov
For General Questions:
•
•
•

Lacey Field Office & State Supervisor (360) 753-9440 (Attn: CCP Division, Federal
Activities Branch)
Central WA / Wenatchee Field Office (509) 665-3508
Eastern WA / Spokane Field Office (509) 891-6839
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ENDANGERED, THREATENED, PROPOSED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES, CRITICAL
HABITAT, AND SPECIES OF CONCERN IN WESTERN WASHINGTON1
SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

RECOVERY PRIORITY
NUMBER

Endangered Animals
Columbian white-tailed deer
Gray wolf
Leatherback sea turtle
Short-tailed albatross

Odocoileus virginianus leucurus
Canis lupus
Dermochelys coriacea
Phoebastria albatrus

9c
3c
1
8

Lomatium bradshawii
Arenaria paludicola

2
5

Salvelinus confluentus
Lynx canadensis
Chelonia mydas
Ursus arctos horribilis
Caretta caretta
Brachyramphus marmoratus
Strix occidentalis caurina
Lepidochelys olivacea
Speyeria zerene hippolyta
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus

9c
15
1c
3c
7c
2
6c
8c
3c
3c

Castilleja levisecta
Lupinus sulphureus ssp. Kincaidii
Sidalcea nelsoniana
Howellia aquatilis

2
9
5
7

Endangered Plants
Bradshaw's desert-parsley
Marsh sandwort
Threatened Animals
Bull trout
Canada lynx
Green sea turtle
Grizzly bear
Loggerhead sea turtle
Marbled murrelet
Northern spotted owl
Olive ridley sea turtle
Oregon silverspot butterfly
Western snowy plover
Threatened Plants
Golden paintbrush
Kincaid's lupine
Nelson's checker-mallow
Water howellia
Designated Critical Habitat
Marbled murrelet
Northern spotted owl
Western snowy plover, Pacific Coast Population
Bull Trout
Kincaid’s lupine
Proposed Species
Dolly Varden (Salvelinus malma) similarity of appearance
Proposed Critical Habitat
Revised marbled murrelet critical habitat

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office

1
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COMMON NAME

SCIENTIFIC NAME

LISTING PRIORITY
NUMBER

Candidate2 Animals
Fisher (West Coast DPS)
Mardon skipper
Mazama pocket gopher

Oregon spotted frog
Streaked horned lark
Taylor's (Whulge or Edith's)
checkerspot butterfly
Wolverine (North American DPS)
Yellow-billed cuckoo

Martes pennanti
Polites mardon
Thomomys mazama (ssp. couchi,
douglasii, glacialis, louiei,
melanops, pugetensis,
tacomensis, tumuli, yelmensis)
Rana pretiosa
Eremophila alpestris strigata
Euphydryas editha taylori

6
8
3

Gulo gulo luscus
Coccyzus americanus

6
3

Artemisia campestris ssp.
borealis var. wormskioldii
Pinus albicaulis

3

2
3
3

Candidate2 Plants
Northern wormwood
Whitebark pine

2

Animal Species of Concern3
Aleutian Canada goose
Bald eagle
Beller's ground beetle
Brown pelican
California bighorn sheep
California floater (mussel)
California wolverine
Cascades frog
Cassin's auklet
Coastal cutthroat trout
Columbia pebblesnail
Columbia torrent salamander
Destruction Island shrew
Fender's soliperlan stonefly
Fringed myotis (bat)
Hatch's click beetle
Island large marble butterfly
Larch Mountain salamander
Long-eared myotis
Long-legged myotis
Makah's copper butterfly
Margined sculpin
Newcomb's littorine snail
Northern goshawk
Northern sea otter
Northwestern pond turtle
Olive-sided flycatcher
Olympic torrent salamander
Oregon vesper sparrow

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office

Branta canadensis leucopareia
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Agonum belleri
Pelecanus occidentalis
Ovis canadensis californiana
Anodonta californiensis
Gulo gulo luteus
Rana cascadae
Ptychoramphus aleuticus
Oncorhynchus clarki clarki
Fluminicola columbianus
Rhyacotriton kezeri
Sorex trowbridgii destructioni
Soliperla fenderi
Myotis thysanodes
Eanus hatchi
Euchloe ausonides insulanus
Plethodon larselli
Myotis evotis
Myotis volans
Lycaena mariposa charlottensis
Cottus marginatus
Algamorda newcombiana
Accipiter gentilis
Enhydra lutris kenyoni
Emys (= Clemmys) marmorata marmorata
Contopus cooperi
Rhyacotriton olympicus
Pooecetes gramineus affinis

2
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COMMON NAME
Animal Species of Concern3
(Cont’d)
Pacific lamprey
Pacific Townsend's big-eared bat
Pale Townsend's big-eared bat
Peregrine falcon
River lamprey
Small-footed myotis
Slender-billed white-breasted
nuthatch
Tailed frog
Tufted puffin
Valley silverspot butterfly
Van Dyke's salamander
Western gray squirrel
Westslope cutthroat trout
Western toad

SCIENTIFIC NAME

Lampetra tridentata
Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii
Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens
Falco peregrinus
Lampetra ayresi
Myotis ciliolabrum
Sitta carolinensis aculeata
Ascaphus truei
Fratercula cirrhata
Speyeria zerene bremnerii
Plethodon vandykei
Sciurus griseus griseus
Oncorhynchus (=Salmo) clarki lewisi
Bufo boreas

Plant Species of Concern3
Barrett's beardtongue
Clackamas corydalis
Clustered lady's slipper
Columbia yellow-cress
Cotton's milk-vetch
Footsteps of spring; bear's foot
sanicle
Frigid shootingstar
Gorge daisy
Howell's daisy
Obscure paintbrush
Oregon sullivantia
Pale blue-eyed grass
Pale larkspur
Pink sandverbena
Queen of the forest
Rose checker-mallow
Seely's silene
Stalked moonwort
Tall bugbane
Torrey's peavine
Triangular-lobed moonwort
Whitebark pine
White meconella
White-top aster

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office

Penstemon barrettiae
Corydalis aquae-gelidae
Cypripedium fasciculatum
Rorippa columbiae
Astragalus australis var. olympicus
Sanicula arctopoides
Dodecatheon austrofrigidum
Erigeron oreganus
Erigeron howellii
Castilleja cryptantha
Sullivantia oregana
Sisyrinchium sarmentosum
Delphinium leucophaeum
Abronia umbellata ssp. Acutalata
Filipendula occidentalis
Sidalcea malviflora ssp. Virgata
Silene seelyi
Botrychium pedunculosum
Cimicifuga elata
Lathyrus torreyi
Botrychium ascendens
Pinus albicaulis
Meconella oregana
Sericocarpus rigidus

3

Rev. 3/15/2012

1

Hyperlinks are provided for species specific information available from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service’s Environmental Conservation Online System. Recovery plans, listing actions, and critical
habitat information are available at these hyperlinks.

2

Candidate species are those species for which FWS has sufficient information to propose for listing.
Hyperlinks are provided where available for electronic candidate forms or Federal Register notice of
petition finding.

3

Species of concern are those species whose conservation status is of concern to FWS, but more
information is needed.
NOAA Fisheries threatened and endangered species list:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/prot_res/species/ESA_species.html

Information for eastern Washington species can be found on the Upper Columbia Fish and Wildlife
Office web page and for all listed species on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species
Home Page.

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office
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Sole Source Aquifers
HUD Region X

General requirements

Checklist for HUD or Responsible Entity

Protect drinking water systems which
are the sole or principal drinking water
source for an area and which, if
contaminated, would create a
significant hazard to public health.

Legislation

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974
(42 U.S.C. 201, 300 et seq., and 21
U.S.C. 349)

Regulation

40 CFR 149.2

1. Is the project located on a sole source aquifer (SSA) review area which includes the aquifer and
streamflow source areas? (Note: There are currently no sole source aquifers in Alaska.)
 Maintain, in your ERR, a copy of the latest SSA review area map, marked with your project location.
https://www.epa.gov/dwssa
Click “Interactive map of SSA’s”
Make sure you consider streamflow source areas.
No: STOP here. The Sole Source Aquifer authority does not apply. Record your determination.
Yes: PROCEED to #2
2. Is there anything connected to your project that could have an adverse impact on the aquifer and
streamflow source area such as injection of storm into the aquifer or deep digging on sites with toxins
in the soil or onsite monitoring wells? Examples include dry wells, injection wells, digging in
contaminated soils to or close to aquifer depth (note depth to aquifer may vary depending on where
your project is located since aquifer depths vary over the landscape), installing a fuel storage tank
underground without safeguards or placing a fuel storage tank aboveground without secondary
containment.

Describe:
Yes: Please proceed directly to consultation with EPA, described in Step 10 or if the project is located in
Idaho, proceed to Step 9.
No: Document your ERR and PROCEED to #3
3. Does the project consist of an individual action (including acquisition, disposition, new construction
and rehabilitation) on a one-to-four unit residential building that meets all applicable local and state
groundwater regulations?
Yes: STOP here. The project is not likely to affect Sole Source Aquifer quality. Record your determination
on the Statutory Worksheet.
No: PROCEED to #4
4. Does the project consist of acquisition, disposition or rehabilitation of a multifamily (5 or more
dwelling units) residential building, commercial building, or public facility that does not increase size
or capacity and meets all applicable local and state groundwater regulations?
Yes: STOP here. The project is not likely to affect Sole Source Aquifer quality. Record your determination
on the Statutory Worksheet.
No: PROCEED to #5
5. Does the project consist of new construction or rehabilitation that increases size or capacity of a
multifamily building, commercial building or public facility that meets all applicable local/state
ground-water regulations AND
a. Project is connected to public water OR
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b. Project is connected to private well water and the appropriate state and local health
department or district is notified; water is tested for contaminants such as bacteria and
nitrate; all applicable pollution prevention techniques are used to protect the private well
from contamination.
c. Project is connected to the sanitary sewer OR
d. Project uses an onsite sewage disposal system that treats 2000 gallons per day or less.
e. Project is connected to public storm drainage system OR
f. Project infiltrates some or all of its storm water onsite through rain gardens, bioswales or
other low impact development methods EXCEPT shallow injection wells such as dry wells, or
french drains.

Describe:
Yes: STOP here. The project is not likely to affect Sole Source Aquifer quality. Record your determination
on the Statutory Worksheet and document how your project will handle water, storm water and sewage.
No: PROCEED to #6
6. Does the project consist of repairing or expanding streets, or installing sidewalks, curb cuts, biking
trails, hiking trails, parks or playgrounds and meets all applicable local and state groundwater
regulations?
Yes: STOP here. The project is not likely to affect Sole Source Aquifer quality. Record your determination
on the Statutory Worksheet.
No: PROCEED to #7
7. Does the project consist of drinking water activities such as drinking water lines, drinking water
storage reservoirs, drinking water treatment systems, drilling of a new well, or a pump system and
does not involve digging through a hazardous waste site or a site that is tracking contamination
through monitoring wells?

Describe:
Yes: STOP here. The project is not likely to affect Sole Source Aquifer quality. Record your determination
on the Statutory Worksheet.
No: PROCEED to #8
8. Does the project consist of wastewater activities such as (but not limited to) replacement and/or rehab
of collection lines, new transmission lines, lift stations, new wastewater lagoons or repairing an
existing septic system and does not involve digging through a hazardous waste site or a site that is
tracking contamination through monitoring wells and does not add a new source of contamination to
the groundwater (examples that may add a new source of contamination would include a new
reuse/land application system or expansion of existing reuse/land application system, or a new large
capacity septic system/soil absorption system)?

Describe:
Yes: STOP here. The project is not likely to affect Sole Source Aquifer quality. Record your determination
on the Statutory Worksheet.
No: PROCEED to #9
9. Is the project located in Idaho and does it fit within the Memorandum of Understanding between
HUD/Idaho Division of Community Development/Idaho Housing and Finance Association and EPA?
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Yes: Follow the process laid out in the 2000 MOU, including contacting appropriate regulators, obtaining
required permits and maintaining documentation as prescribed in the MOU:
Record your determination on the Statutory Worksheet.
No: PROCEED to #10
10. Submit your project to EPA for review.
Include the following information:
1. Location of Project and name of Sole Source Aquifer.
2. Project description and federal funding source.
3. Is there any increase of impervious surface? If so, what is the area?
4. Describe how storm water is currently treated on the site.
5. How will storm water be treated on this site during construction and after the project is complete?
6. Are there any underground storage tanks present or to be installed? Include details of such tanks.
7. Will there be any liquid or solid waste generated? If so how will it be disposed of?
8. What is the depth of excavation?
9. Are there any wells in the area that may provide direct routes for contaminates to access the aquifer
and how close are they to the project?
10. Are there any hazardous waste sites in the project area, especially if the waste site has an
underground plume with monitoring wells that may be disturbed? Include details.
11. Are there any deep pilings that may provide access to the aquifer?
12. Are Best Management Practices planned to address any possible risks or concerns?
13. Is there any other information that could be helpful in determining if this project may have an affect
on the aquifer?
14. Does this Project include any improvements that may be beneficial to the aquifer, such as
improvements to the wastewater treatment plan?
Submit the information to Sejal Soni at soni.sejal@epa.gov , phone number (206) 553-1798, for EPA
approval of the project. Please note that EPA may request additional information if impacts to the aquifer are
questionable after the information is submitted for review.

EPA approves project: Stop here. The project is not likely to affect Sole Source Aquifer quality.
Maintain copies of all of the documents you have used to make your determination and your
correspondence with EPA.

EPA objects to project: Continue working with EPA to mitigate issues. You may need to hire a technical
consultant or request EPA to conduct an independent review of the proposed project for impacts to ground water
quality. If EPA determines that the project continues to pose a significant contaminant hazard to public health,
federal financial assistance must be denied.

DISCLAIMER: This document is intended as a tool to help Region X HUD
grantees and HUD staff complete environmental requirements. This
document is subject to change. This is not a policy statement, and the Sole
Source Aquifer Legislation and Regulations take precedence over any
information found in this document.
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Wild & Scenic River Studies
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WILD & SCENIC RIVER STUDIES

Wild & Scenic River Studies
There are two study provisions in the Act — Section 5(a), through which Congress directs
the study of select rivers, and Section 5(d)(1), which directs federal agencies to identify
potential additions to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (National System)
through federal agency plans. A brief explanation is provided in the following respective
sections.

Choose A State

Go

Choose A River

Go

While progress should never come to a halt,
there are many places it should never come to
at all. — Paul Newman

Current Active Studies
Currently, there are three rivers or river systems under "authorized" study—two under Section 5(a)
of the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act and one under Section 2(a)(ii). This does not include those that
might be under assessment as part of normal agency land-planning processes.
Rivers Currently Under Study

Cave, Lake, No Name and Panther Creeks, Oregon (Public Law 113291, December 19, 2014) – Under study by the National Park Service.

Housatonic River, Connecticut (Governor Malloy Request for Section 2(a)
(ii) Designation, November 16, 2016) – Under study by the National Park
Service.

York River, Maine. (Public Law 113-291, December 19, 2014) – Under study
by the National Park Service.

Section 2(a)(ii) Studies
Under Section 2(a)(ii) of the Act, a governor (or governors for a river in multiple states) of a state
can request that a river be designated, provided certain conditions are met (refer to the Council
White Paper on Section 2(a)(ii) for specifics). The NPS then conducts a study to determine of
certain conditions are met. Here are some of the studis conducted under Section 2(a)(ii). Again, if
you don't see a study listed, we do not have a copy.
Section 2(a)(ii) Studies Available for Download

Allagash River Study Report, Maine

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php

1/15

9/9/2020

Wild & Scenic River Studies
American River Eligibility Report, California
American River Environmental Impact Statement, California
Big & Little Darby Creeks Study Report & Environmental
Assessment, Ohio
Eel River Eligibility Report, California
Eel River Environmental Impact Statement, California
Klamath River Eligibility Report, California
Klamath River Environmental Impact Statement, California
Klamath River Study Report, Oregon
Lumber River Study Report, North Carolina
Smith River Eligibility Report, California
Smith River Environmental Impact Statement, California
Trinity River Eligibility Report, California
Trinity River Environmental Impact Statement, California
Wallowa River Study Report, Oregon
Westfield River Study Report & Environmental Assessment (Initial
Study 1993), Massachusetts
Westfield River Draft Study Report (Expansion 2002),
Massachusetts

Section 5(d)(1), Agency-Identified Studies
In recent years, hundreds of rivers have been identified for study through Section 5(d)(1) of the
Act. This provision directs federal agencies to identify potential addition to the National System
through their respective resource and management plans. Its application has resulted in numerous
individual river designations, statewide legislation (e.g., Omnibus Oregon Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, P.L. 100-557; Michigan Scenic Rivers Act, P.L. 102-249) and multi-state legislation (e.g.,
Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, P.L. 111-11). Here are examples of agencyidentified studies and transmittal documents (if available).
Section 5(d)(1) Studies Available for Download

Arizona Bureau of Land Management Statewide Study LEIS (8.6 MB
PDF)
Arizona Bureau of Land Management Statewide Study River
Assessments (10.5 MB PDF)
Blue River & KP Creek (Arizona) (11.9 MB PDF)
Flathead River Draft Proposed Addition & Environmental Impact
Statement, Montana

Utah Statewide Suitability Study:
Record of Decision (19.9 MB PDF)
EIS Cover (697 KB PDF)
Summary & Table of Contents (138 KB PDF)
Chapter 1 - Purpose & Need (734 KB PDF)
Chapter 2 - Alternatives (2.8 MB PDF)
Chapter 3 - Environmental Consequences (1.4 MB PDF)
Chapter 4 - Consultation & Coordination (109 KB PDF)
Chapter 5 - Referances (183 KB PDF)
Chapter 6 - Comments & Responses (22.4 MB PDF)
Appendix A - Table of Contents (799 KB PDF)
Appendix A - Ashley NF Suitability Evaluation Report (36.7 MB
PDF)

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php
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Appendix A - Dixie & Fishlake NFs Suitability Evaluation Report
(13.7 MB PDF)
Appendix A - Manti La Sal NF Suitability Evaluation Report (10.8
MB PDF)
Appendix A - Uinta & Wasatch NF Suitability Evaluation Report
(52.5 MB PDF)
Appendix B - BLM & NPS Rivers (686 KB PDF)
Appendix C - Statutory Requirements (146 KB PDF)
Appendix D - Effects of Managing Rivers (155 KB PDF)
Appendix E - Water Rights Maps (16.7 MB PDF)

Congressionally Authorized Study Reports
We have collected a few of the study reports prepared at the direction of Congress (see next
section, "Section 5(a), Congressionally Authorized Studies," for the complete list of congressionally
authorized studies). If you do not see a report here, we do not have it, and you will have to contact
the study agency at the local level for a copy.
Congressionally Authorized Study Reports Available for Download

Allegheny River Study Report & Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Pennsylvania
Assabet, Concord & Sudbury Rivers Draft Study Report,
Massachusetts
AuSable River Study Report & Environmental Impact Statement,
Michigan
Black Creek Draft Study Report & Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Mississippi
Bluestone River Study Report, West Virginia
Bruneau River Study Report, Idaho
Buffalo River Study Report, Tennessee
Cache la Poudre River Study Report & Environmental Impact
Statement, Colorado
Chattooga River Study Report, Georgia, North Carolina & South
Carolina
Clarion River Study Report, Pennsylvania
Concord, Assabet & Sudbury Rivers Draft Study Report,
Massachusetts
Delaware (Lower) River Study Report, New Jersey, New York &
Pennsylvania
Delaware (Upper) River Study Report, New Jersey, New York &
Pennsylvania
Farmington River Study Report, Connecticut
Farmington (Lower) River Study Report & Environmental
Assessment, Connecticut
Flathead River Study Report, Montana
Great Egg Harbor River Study Report, New Jersey
Housatonic River Study Report, Connecticut
Illinois River Study Report, Oregon
John Day River Study Report, Oregon
Kern (North Fork) River Study Report, California
Kern (North Fork) River Study Environmental Impact Statement,
California

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php
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Kern (South Fork) River Study & Environmental Impact Statement,
California
Kern (North & South Forks) River Record of Decision, California
Klamath River Draft Study Report (Section 5(d)(2) of the Act),
Oregon
Lamprey River Study Report, New Hampshire
Lamprey River Resource Assesssment, New Hampshire
Little Beaver Creek Study Report, Ohio
Little Miami River Study Report, Ohio
Loxahatchee River Study Report & Environmental Impact
Statement, Florida
Malhuer (North Fork) River Study Report, Oregon
Manistee River Study Report & Environmental Impact Statement,
Michigan
Maurice River Eligibility & Classification Report, New Jersey
Maurice River Study Report, New Jersey
Merrimack (Upper) River Draft Study Report, New Hampshire
Missisquoi River Study Report & Environmental Assessment,
Vermont
Missouri River Study Report, Montana
Missouri River Environmental Statement, Montana
Musconetcong River Study Report, New Jersey
New River Study Report, Virginia & West Virginia
New River Study Transmittal Memorandums, Virginia & West
Virginia
New River (South Fork) Study Report & Environmental Impact
Statement, North Carolina
Niobrara River Study Report, Nebraska
Obed River Study Report, Tennessee
Oregon Caves (Lower & Upper Cave Creek, Lake Creek, No Name
Creek, Panther Creek, & Waterfelt Creek) Study Report, Oregon
Owyhee River Study Report, Idaho
Pemigewasset River Draft Study Report, New Hampshire
Pemigewasset River Draft Study Report Appendices, New
Hampshire
Pere Marquette River Study Report, Michigan
Red River Draft Study Report & Environmental Impact Statement,
Kentucky
Rio Grande River Study Report, Texas
Rio Grande River Study Environmental Impact Statement, Texas
St. Croix River Study Report, Minnesota & Wisconsin
St. Marys River Study Report, Florida
Sheenjek River Study Report & Legislative Environmental Impact
Statement, Alaska
Skagit River Study Report, Washington
Snake River Study Report & Environmental Impact Statement,
Idaho, Oregon & Washington
Sudbury, Assabet & Concord Rivers Study Report, Massachusetts
Suwannee River Study Report, Florida & Georgia
Sweetwater River Study Report, Wyoming
Taunton River Draft Study Report & Environmental Assessment,
Massachusetts
Trout-Missisquoi River Study Report & Environmental Assessment,
Vermont
Tuolumne River Study Report, California
Verde River Study Report & Environmental Assessment, Arizona

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php
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Wekiva River Study Report, Florida
White Clay Creek Draft Study Report, Delaware & Pennsylvania
Wildcat Brook Draft Study Report, New Hampshire
Wolf River Bureau of Outdoor Rrecreation Study Report, Wisconsin
Wolf River Lake Central Regional Task Group Draft Study Report,
Wisconsin
Yellowstone (Clarks Fork) River Study Report & Environmental
Statement, Wyoming

Section 5(a), Congressionally Authorized Studies
Through Section 5(a), Congress authorizes the study of select rivers and directs one of the four
federal river-administering agencies to conduct the study, as outlined in Sections 4(a) and 5(c) of
the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act. The enabling legislation of 1968, P.L. 90-542, authorized 27 rivers for
study as potential components of the National System. Amendments to the law have increased the
number of studies authorized by Congress to 144.
These studies have lead to 48 designations by either Congress or the Secretary of the Interior.
One study led to the establishment of a National Recreation Area.
The number of rivers included in the National System differs from the number of rivers authorized
for study by Congress for the following reasons:
Not all rivers studied are found eligible or suitable for designation—many
study rivers will not be included in the National System.
Some rivers are designated by Congress or the Secretary of the Interior
without a pre-authorization or 5(a) study (e.g., Niobrara River).
Some rivers are designated as a result of recommendation in federal agency
plans (e.g., 49 rivers designated in Oregon in 1988).
The 144 rivers below have been authorized for study. The agency leading the study is indicated as
National Park Service (NPS), Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (BOR), Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service (HCRS), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), or U.S. Forest Service (USFS).
Within the Department of the Interior, the study function was transferred from the HCRS (formerly
the BOR) to the NPS by Secretarial Order Number 3017, January 25, 1978. All studies indicated
as BOR or HCRS were completed by these agencies before the program was transferred to the
NPS. The BLM was delegated responsibility for conducting studies on Public Lands on October 11,
1988. The USFS (Department of Agriculture) has always conducted studies on National Forest
System Lands and as directed by Congress.
For each study river, the number in parentheses is the approximate number of miles to be studied.
If river segments were designated, the total designated mileage appears in the text.
Section 5(a), Congressionally Authorized Studies

For each study river, the number in parentheses is the approximate number of
miles to be studied. If river segments were designated, the total designated
mileage appears in the text.
Several of these studies are available in the section above (Section 5(a),
Congressionally Authorized Studies).
I. Public Law 90-542 (October 2, 1968) — 27 rivers, studies due October 2,
1978
(1) Allegheny, Pennsylvania. (BOR) Letter report to Congress on
January 23, 1974. River not qualified. (69.5 miles)
(2) Bruneau, Idaho. (BOR) Report recommending congressional
designation transmitted to Congress on May 23, 1977. (121 miles)
(3) Buffalo, Tennessee. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on
October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by state recommended. (117
miles)

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php
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(4) Chattooga, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia.
(USFS) Fifty-six point nine miles added to the National System, Public
Law 93-279, May 10, 1974. (56.9 miles)
(5) Clarion, Pennsylvania. (BOR) Letter report to Congress on
February 22, 1974. River not qualified. (90 miles)
(6) Delaware, Pennsylvania and New York. (BOR) Seventy-five point
four miles added to the National System, Public Law 95-625,
November 10, 1978. (75.4 miles)
(7) Flathead, Montana. (USFS) Two hundred nineteen miles added to
the National System, Public Law 94-486, October 12, 1976. (219
miles)
(8) Gasconade, Missouri. (BOR) Report transmitted to Congress on
May 23, 1977. Preservation of river by state recommended. (265
miles)
(9) Illinois, Oregon. (USFS) Fifty point four miles added to the
National System, Public Law 98-494, October 19, 1984. (88 miles)
(10) Little Beaver, Ohio. (BOR) Thirty-three miles added to the
National System by the Secretary of the Interior on October 23, 1975.
Report transmitted to Congress on February 10, 1976. (33 miles)
(11) Little Miami, Ohio. (BOR) Sixty-six miles added to the National
System by the Secretary of the Interior on August 20, 1973. Report
transmitted to Congress on November 5, 1973. An additional 28-mile
segment was added by the Secretary of the Interior on January 28,
1980. (94 miles)
(12) Maumee, Ohio and Indiana. (BOR) Report transmitted to
Congress on September 13, 1974. River not qualified. (236 miles)
(13) Missouri, Montana. (BOR) One hundred forty-nine miles added
to the National System, Public Law 94-486, October 12, 1976. (180
miles)
(14) Moyie, Idaho. (USFS) Report transmitted to Congress on
September 13, 1982. Designation not recommended. (26.1 miles)
(15) Obed, Tennessee. (BOR/NPS) Forty-five miles added to the
National System, Public Law 94-486, October 12, 1976. Report
transmitted to Congress on April 26, 1985. Submission of final report
was in abeyance pending completion of a mineral evaluation. Further
designation was not recommended. (100 miles)
(16) Penobscot, Maine. (BOR) Report transmitted to Congress on
May 23, 1977. Preservation of river by state recommended. (327
miles)
(17) Pere Marquette, Michigan. (USFS) Sixty-six point four miles
added to the National System, Public Law 95-625, November 10,
1978. (153 miles)
(18) Pine Creek, Pennsylvania. (NPS) Report transmitted to
Congress on October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by state
recommended. (51.7 miles)
(19) Priest, Idaho. (USFS) Report recommending congressional
designation transmitted to Congress on October 2, 1979. (67 miles)
(20) Rio Grande, Texas. (BOR) One hundred ninety-one point two
miles added to the National System, Public Law 95-625, November
10, 1978. (556 miles)
(21) Saint Croix, Minnesota and Wisconsin. (BOR) Twenty-seven
mile federally administered segment added to the National System by
Public Law 92-560, October 25, 1972. Twenty-five mile stateadministered segment added by the Secretary of the Interior on June
17, 1976. (52 miles)

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php
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(22) St. Joe, Idaho. (USFS) Sixty-six point three miles added to the
National System, Public Law 95-625, November 10, 1978. (132.1
miles)
(23) Salmon, Idaho. (USFS) One hundred twenty-five miles added to
the National System, Public Law 96-312, July 23, 1980. Additional 53
miles subject to provisions of Section 7(a) of Public Law 90-542. (237
miles)
(24) Skagit, Washington. (USFS) One hundred fifty-seven point five
miles added to the National System, Public Law 95-625, November
10, 1978. (166.3 miles)
(25) Suwannee, Florida and Georgia. (BOR) Report transmitted to
Congress on March 15, 1974. Preservation of river by state
recommended. (272 miles)
(26) Upper Iowa, Iowa. (BOR) Report transmitted to Congress on
May 11, 1972. Preservation of river by state recommended. (80 miles)
(27) Youghigheny, Maryland and Pennsylvania. (NPS) Report
transmitted to Congress on October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by
state recommended. (49 miles)
II. Public Law 93-621 (January 3, 1975) — 29 rivers, studies due October
2, 1979, except the Dolores River due October 2, 1976, and the Green and
Yampa Rivers due January 1, 1987
(28) American, California. (USFS) Thirty-eight point three miles
added to the National System, Public Law 95-625, November 10,
1978. (41.1 miles)
(29) AuSable, Michigan. (USFS) Twenty-three miles added to the
National System, Public Law 98-444, October 4, 1984. (165 miles)
(30) Big Thompson, Colorado. (NPS) Report transmitted to
Congress on October 2, 1979. Designation not recommended. (13.6
miles)
(31) Cache la Poudre, Colorado. (USFS) Seventy-six miles added to
the National System, Public Law 99-590, October 30, 1986. (76 miles)
(32) Cahaba, Alabama. (USFS) Report transmitted to Congress on
December 14, 1979. River not qualified. (116 miles)
(33) Clarks Fork, Wyoming. (USFS) Twenty point five miles added to
the National System, Public Law 101-628, November 28, 1990. (23
miles)
(34) Colorado, Colorado and Utah. (NPS) Report transmitted to
Congress on April 26, 1985. Designation not recommended. (75.7
miles)
(35) Conejos, Colorado. (USFS) Report recommending
congressional designation transmitted to Congress on September 13,
1982. (48.8 miles)
(36) Elk, Colorado. (USFS) Report recommending congressional
designation transmitted to Congress on September 13, 1982. (35
miles)
(37) Encampment, Colorado. (USFS) Report recommending
congressional designation transmitted to Congress on October 2,
1979. (19.5 miles)
(38) Green, Colorado and Utah. (NPS) Report transmitted to
Congress in combination with the Yampa River on November 14,
1983. The river was determined eligible, but the Secretary did not
include a recommendation for designation. (91 miles)
(39) Gunnison, Colorado. (NPS) Report recommending
congressional designation transmitted to Congress on October 2,

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php
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1979. (29 miles)
(40) Illinois, Oklahoma. (HCRS) Report transmitted to Congress on
October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by state recommended. (115
miles)
(41) John Day, Oregon. (NPS) One hundred forty-seven point five
miles added to the National System, Public Law 100-557, October 28,
1988. (149 miles)
(42) Kettle, Minnesota. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on
October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by state recommended. (79
miles)
(43) Los Pinos, Colorado. (USFS) Report recommending
congressional designation transmitted to Congress on September 13,
1982. (54 miles)
(44) Manistee, Michigan. (USFS) Twenty-six miles added to the
National System, Public Law 102-249, March 3, 1992. (232 miles)
(45) Nolichucky, Tennessee and North Carolina. (NPS) Report
transmitted to Congress on April 26, 1985. River not qualified. (110
miles)
(46) Owyhee, Oregon. (NPS) One hundred twenty miles added to the
National System, Public Law 98-494, October 19, 1984. (192 miles)
(47) Piedra, Colorado. (USFS) Report recommending congressional
designation transmitted to Congress on September 13, 1982. (53
miles)
(48) Shepaug, Connecticut. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress
on October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by state and local action
recommended. (28 miles)
(49) Sipsey Fork, Alabama. (USFS) Sixty-one miles added to the
National System, Public Law 100-547, October 28, 1988. (71 miles)
(50) Snake, Wyoming. (USFS) Report recommending congressional
designation transmitted to Congress on September 13, 1982. (50
miles)
(51) Sweetwater, Wyoming. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress
on November 14, 1979. Designation not recommended. (9.5 miles)
(52) Tuolumne, California. (NPS/USFS) Eighty-three miles added to
the National System, Public Law 98-425, September 28, 1984. (92
miles)
(53) Upper Mississippi, Minnesota. (BOR) Report recommending
congressional designation transmitted to Congress on August 25,
1977. (466 miles)
(54) Wisconsin, Wisconsin. (NPS/USFS) Report transmitted to
Congress on October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by state
recommended. (82.4 miles)
(55) Yampa, Colorado. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress in
combination with Green River on November 14, 1983. The river was
determined eligible, but the Secretary did not include a
recommendation for designation. (47 miles)
(56) Dolores, Colorado. (BOR/USFS) Report recommending
Congressional designation transmitted to Congress on May 23, 1977.
(105 miles)
III. Public Law 94-199 (December 31, 1975) — 1 river, study due October 1,
1979
(57) Snake, Washington, Oregon and Idaho. (NPS) Report
transmitted to Congress on April 26, 1985. Designation not
recommended. (33 miles)
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IV. Public Law 94-486 (October 12, 1976) — 1 river, study due October 1,
1980
(58) Housatonic, Connecticut. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress
on October 2, 1979. Preservation of river by state and local action
recommended. (51 miles)
V. Public Law 95-625 (November 10, 1978) — 17 rivers, studies due
October 1, 1984
(59) Kern (North Fork), California. (USFS) One hundred fifty-one
miles of the North and South Forks added to the National System,
Public Law 100-174, November 24, 1987. (74 miles)
(60) Loxahatchee, Florida. (NPS) Seven point five miles added to the
National System by the Secretary of the Interior on May 17, 1985. (25
miles)
(61) Ogeechee, Georgia. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on
April 26, 1985. Preservation of river by state recommended. (246
miles)
(62) Salt, Arizona. (USFS) Report transmitted to Congress on
September 13, 1982. Designation not recommended. (22 miles)
(63) Verde, Arizona. (USFS) Forty point five miles added to the
National System, Public Law 98-406, August 28, 1984. (78 miles)
(64) San Francisco, Arizona. (USFS) Report transmitted to Congress
on September 13, 1982. Designation not recommended. (29 miles)
(65) Fish Creek, East Branch, New York. (NPS) Report transmitted
to Congress on April 26, 1985. Preservation of river by state and local
action recommended. (49 miles)
(66) Black Creek, Mississippi. (USFS) Twenty-one miles added to
the National System, Public Law 99-590, October 30, 1986. (122.8
miles)
(67) Allegheny, Pennsylvania. (USFS) Eighty-five miles added to the
National System, Public Law 102-271, April 20, 1992. (128 miles)
(68) Cacapon, West Virginia. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress
on April 26, 1985. Preservation of river by state and local action
recommended. (114 miles)
(69) Escatawpa, Alabama and Mississippi. (NPS) Report
transmitted to Congress on April 26, 1985. Preservation of river by
state and local action recommended. (72 miles)
(70) Myakka, Florida. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on April
26, 1985. Preservation of river by state recommended. (37 miles)
(71) Soldier Creek, Alabama. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress
on April 26, 1985. River not qualified. (.2 miles)
(72) Red, Kentucky. (USFS) Nineteen point four miles added to the
National System, Public Law 103-170, December 2, 1993. (19.4 miles)
(73) Bluestone, West Virginia. (NPS) Ten miles added to the National
System, Public Law 100-534, October 26, 1988. (40 miles)
(74) Gauley, West Virginia. (NPS) A 25-mile segment established as
a National Recreation Area on October 26, 1988. (164 miles)
(75) Greenbrier, West Virginia. (USFS) Report transmitted to
Congress on January 7, 1993. Preservation of river by state and local
action recommended. (175 miles)
VI. Public Law 96-199 (March 5, 1980) — 1 river, study due October 1,
1984

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php

9/15

9/9/2020

Wild & Scenic River Studies
(76) Birch, West Virginia. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on
April 26, 1985. Preservation of river by state and local action
recommended. (20 miles)
VII. Public Law 96-487 (December 2, 1980) — 12 rivers, studies due
October 1, 1984, except the Sheenjek and Squirrel Rivers due January 1,
1987. The following rivers were added for study by the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA.)
(77) Colville, Alaska. (NPS) Study submitted to Congress on April 12,
1979, as part of 105(c) study mandated by Public Law 94-258. This
was prior to passage of ANILCA. (428 miles)
(78) Etivluk-Nigu, Alaska. (NPS) Study submitted to Congress on
April 12, 1979, as part of 105(c) study mandated by Public Law 94258. This was prior to passage of ANILCA. (160 miles)
(79) Utukok, Alaska. (NPS) Study submitted to Congress on April 12,
1979, as part of 105(c) study mandated by Public Law 94-258. This
was prior to passage of ANILCA. (250 miles)
(80) Kanektok, Alaska. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on
April 26, 1985. Designation not recommended. (75 miles)
(81) Kisaralik, Alaska. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on April
26, 1985. Designation not recommended. (75 miles)
(82) Melozitna, Alaska. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on
April 26, 1985. River not qualified. (270 miles)
(83) Sheenjek (lower segment), Alaska. (NPS) Report
recommending congressional designation transmitted to Congress on
January 19, 2001. (109 miles)
(84) Situk, Alaska. (USFS) Report transmitted to Congress on April
26, 1985. Designation not recommended. (21 miles)
(85) Porcupine, Alaska. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on
April 26, 1985. Designation not recommended. (75 miles)
(86) Yukon (Ramparts section), Alaska. (NPS) Report transmitted to
Congress on April 26, 1985. Designation not recommended. (128
miles)
(87) Squirrel, Alaska. (Initiated by NPS/Completed by BLM) Final
report/EIS issued January 26, 1999. Designation not recommended.
(72 miles)
(88) Koyuk, Alaska. (NPS) Report transmitted to Congress on April
26, 1985. River not qualified. (159 miles)
VIII. Public Law 98-323 (June 6, 1984) — 1 river, study due October 1,
1990
(89) Wildcat Creek, New Hampshire. (NPS) Fourteen point five miles
added to the National System, Public Law 100-554, October 28, 1988.
(21 miles)
IX. Public Law 98-484 (October 17, 1984) — 1 river, study due October 17,
1987
(90) Horsepasture, North Carolina. (USFS) Four point two miles
added to the National System, Public Law 99-530, October 27, 1986.
(4.2 miles)
X. Public Law 98-494 (October 19, 1984) — 1 river, study due October 1,
1988
(91) North Umpqua, Oregon. (USFS) Thirty-three point eight miles
added to the National System, Public Law 100-557, October 28, 1988.
(33.8 miles)
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XI. Public Law 99-590 (October 30, 1986) — 2 rivers, studies due October
30, 1989, for the Great Egg Harbor and October 1, 1990, for the
Farmington
(92) Farmington, West Branch, Connecticut and Massachusetts.
(NPS) Fourteen miles added to the National System, Public Law 103313, August 26, 1994. Report transmitted to Congress on December
13, 1995. (25 miles)
(93) Great Egg Harbor, New Jersey. (NPS) One hundred twenty-nine
miles added to the National System, Public Law 102-536, October 26,
1992. (127 miles)
XII. Public Law 99-663 (November 17, 1986) — 2 rivers, studies due
October 1, 1990
(94) Klickitat, Washington. (USFS) Draft report issued June 1990.
Final report completed, but not transmitted to Congress. (30 miles)
(95) White Salmon, Washington. (USFS) Twenty miles added to the
National System, Public Law 109-44, August 2, 2005. The portion
designated was added to the study by the USFS and is the
headwaters above the segment authorized for study. (13.5 miles)
XIII. Public Law 100-33 (May 7, 1987) — 3 rivers, studies due October 1,
1990
(96) Maurice, New Jersey. (NPS) Ten point five miles added to the
National System, Public Law 103-162, December 1, 1993. (14 miles)
(97) Manumuskin, New Jersey. (NPS) Fourteen point three miles
added to the National System, Public Law 103-162, December 1,
1993. (3.5 miles)
(98) Menantico Creek, New Jersey. (NPS) Seven point nine miles
added to the National System, Public Law 103-162, December 1,
1993. (7 miles)
XIV. Public Law 100-149 (November 2, 1987) — 1 river, study due October
1, 1991
(99) Merced, California. (BLM) Eight miles added to the National
System, Public Law 102-432, October 23, 1992. (8 miles)
XV. Public Law 100-557 (October 28, 1988) — 6 rivers, studies due
October 1, 1992
(100) Blue, Oregon. (USFS) Study initiated in 1989. River determined
ineligible, but report not transmitted to Congress. (9 miles)
(101) Chewaucan, Oregon. (USFS) Study initiated in 1989. River
determined ineligible, but report not transmitted to Congress. (23
miles)
(102) North Fork Malheur, Oregon. (BLM) River determined eligible,
but report not transmitted to Congress. (15 miles)
(103) South Fork McKenzie, Oregon. (USFS) Study initiated in 1989.
River determined eligible, with plans to complete the study at revision
of the Willamette National Forest Land and Resource Management
Plan. (26 miles)
(104) Steamboat Creek, Oregon. (USFS) Final report completed in
1993. River determined eligible, but report not transmitted to
Congress. (24 miles)
(105) Wallowa, Oregon. (USFS) Ten miles added to the National
System by the Secretary of the Interior on July 25, 1996. (10 miles)
XVI. Public Law 101-356 (August 10, 1990) — 1 river, study due August
10, 1993
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(106) Merrimack, New Hampshire. (NPS) Draft report issued October
7, 1999. River was determined eligible, but final report not transmitted
to Congress. (22 miles)
XVII. Public Law 101-357 (August 10, 1990) — 1 river, study due August
10, 1993
(107) Pemigewasset, New Hampshire. (NPS) Report transmitted to
Congress on May 5, 1998. Designation not recommended. (36 miles)
XVIII. Public Law 101-364 (August 15, 1990) — 1 river, study due August
15, 1993
(108) St. Marys, Florida. (NPS) Draft report issued on March 16,
1994. River was determined eligible, but final report not transmitted to
Congress. (120 miles)
XIX. Public Law 101-538 (November 8, 1990) — 1 river, study due
September 30, 1994
(109) Mills, North Carolina. (USFS) Final report completed in 1996
but not transmitted to Congress. (33 miles)
XX. Public Law 101-628 (November 28, 1990) — 1 river, study due
September 30, 1994
(110) Concord, Assabet and Sudbury, Massachusetts. (NPS)
Twenty-nine miles added to the National System, Public Law 106-20,
April 9, 1999. (29 miles)
XXI. Public Law 102-50 (May 24, 1991) — 1 river, study due September 30,
1994
(111) Niobrara, Nebraska. (NPS) Six miles added to the National
System, Public Law 102-50, May 24, 1996. (6 miles)
XXII. Public Law 102-214 (December 11, 1991) — 1 river, study due
December 11, 1994
(112) Lamprey, New Hampshire. (NPS) Eleven point five miles added
to the National System, Public Law 104-333, November 12, 1996.
Twelve miles added to the National System, Public Law 106-192, May
5, 2000. (10 miles)
XXIII. Public Law 102-215 (December 11, 1991) — 1 river, study due
December 11, 1994
(113) White Clay Creek, Pennsylvania and Delaware. (NPS) One
hundred ninety miles added to the National System, Public Law 106357, October 24, 2000. (23+ miles)
XXIV. Public Law 102-249 (March 3, 1992) — 11 rivers, studies due
September 30, 1995
(114) Brule, Michigan and Wisconsin. (USFS) River determined
eligible; suitability study not completed. (33 miles)
(115) Carp, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible; suitability
study not completed. (7.6 miles)
(116) Little Manistee, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible;
suitability study not completed. (42 miles)
(117) White, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible; suitability
study not completed. (75.4 miles)
(118) Ontonagon, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible;
suitability study not completed. (32 miles)
(119) Paint, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible; suitability
study not completed. (70 miles)

https://www.rivers.gov/study.php

12/15

9/9/2020

Wild & Scenic River Studies
(120) Presque Isle, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible;
suitability study not completed. (13 miles)
(121) Sturgeon (Ottawa National Forest), Michigan. (USFS) River
determined eligible; suitability study not completed. (36 miles)
(122) Sturgeon (Hiawatha National Forest), Michigan. (USFS) River
determined eligible; suitability study not completed. (18.1 miles)
(123) Tahquamenon, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible;
suitability study not completed. (103.5 miles)
(124) Whitefish, Michigan. (USFS) River determined eligible;
suitability study not completed. (26 miles)
XXV. Public Law 102-271 (April 20, 1992) — 2 rivers, studies due
September 30, 1995
(125) Clarion, Pennsylvania. (USFS) Fifty-one point seven miles
added to the National System, Public Law 104-333, October 19, 1996.
(104 miles)
(126) Mill Creek, Pennsylvania. (USFS) River determined eligible,
suitability study not completed. (18 miles)
XXVI. Public Law 102-301 (June 19, 1992) — 5 rivers, studies due
September 30, 1995
(127) Piru Creek, California. (USFS) Seven point three miles of area
below Pyramid Lake added to the National System, Public Law 111-11,
March 30, 2009. Two areas of river authorized for study—source to
Pyramid Lake and 300 feet below Pyramid Lake to Lake Piru. Study of
area above Pyramid Lake completed in revision of Los Padres
National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. (49 miles)
(128) Little Sur, California. (USFS) Study completed in revision of
Los Padres National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.
River determined eligible, but report not transmitted to Congress. (23
miles)
(129) Matilija Creek, California. (USFS) Study completed in revision
of Los Padres National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.
River determined ineligible, but report not transmitted to Congress. (16
miles)
(130) Lopez Creek, California. (USFS) Study completed in revision of
Los Padres National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.
River determined ineligible, but report not transmitted to Congress. (11
miles)
(131) Sespe Creek, California. (USFS) Study completed in revision of
Los Padres National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.
River determined eligible, but report not transmitted to Congress. (10.5
miles)
XXVII. Public Law 102-432 (October 23, 1992) — 1 river, study due
September 30, 1995
(132) North Fork Merced, California. (BLM) Study has been
completed through the Folsom Resource Management Plan. River
determined ineligible, but report not transmitted to Congress. (15
miles)
XXVIII. Public Law 102-460 (October 23, 1992) — 1 river, study due
October 23, 1993
(133) Delaware, Pennsylvania and New Jersey. (NPS) Sixty-seven
point three miles added to the National System, Public Law 106-418,
November 1, 2000. (70 miles)
XXIX. Public Law 102-525 (October 26, 1992) — 1 river, study due October
26, 1993
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(134) New, Virginia and West Virginia. (NPS) Report transmitted to
Congress on April 8, 2011. Designation not recommended. (20 miles)
Transmittal Memos
XXX. Public Law 103-242 (May 4, 1994) — 1 river, study due May 4, 1997
(135) Rio Grande, New Mexico. (BLM) Final report issued on January
4, 2000, but not transmitted to Congress. Seven point six miles
determined eligible. (8 miles)
XXXI. Public Law 104-311 (October 19, 1996) — 1 river, study due October
19, 1998
(136) Wekiva, Florida. (NPS) Forty-one point six miles added to the
National System, Public Law 106-299, October 13, 2000. (27 miles)
XXXII. Public Law 106-318 (October 19, 2000) — 1 river, study due
October 19, 2003
(137) Taunton, Massachusetts. (NPS) Forty point zero miles added
to the National System, Public Law 111-11, March 30, 2009. (22 miles)
XXXIII. Public Law 107-65 (November 6, 2001) — 1 river, study due
November 6, 2004
(138) Eight Mile, Connecticut. (NPS) Twenty-five point three miles
added to the National System, Public Law 110-229, May 8, 2008. (15
miles)
XXXIV. Public Law 109-370 (November 27, 2006) — 1 river, study due
November 27, 2009
(139) Lower Farmington and Salmon Brook, Connecticut. (NPS)
Sixty-one point seven miles added to the National System, Public Law
116-9, March 12, 2019. (70 miles) (70 miles)
XXXV. Public Law 111-11 (March 3, 2009) — 1 river, study due March 30,
2012
(140) Missisquoi and Trout, Vermont. (NPS) Forty-six point one
miles added to the National System, Public Law 113-291, December
19, 2014. (70 miles)
XXXVI. Public Law 113-291 (December 19, 2014) — 4 rivers, studies due 3
years after the date on which funds are made available to conduct the
studies
(141) Lake Creek, Lower Cave Creek, Lake Creek, No Name Creek,
Panther Creek, and Upper Cave Creek, Oregon. (NPS) Lake Creek
and Upper Cave Creek found eligible and suitable for designation; No
Name Creek, Panther Creek, and Upper Cave Creek found ineligible.
Report transmitted to Congress April 7, 2020. (8.3 miles) Transmittal
Letters
(142) Beaver, Chipuxet, Queen, Wood and Pawcatuck Rivers,
Rhode Island and Connecticut. (NPS) One hundred ten miles added
to the National System, Public Law 116-9, March 12, 2019. (86 miles)
(143) Nashua River, Massachusetts. (NPS) Fifty-two point eight
miles added to the National System, Public Law 116-9, March 12,
2019. (32.5 miles)
(144) York River, Maine. (NPS) (11.3 miles)
For each study river, the number in parentheses is the approximate number of
miles to be studied. If river segments were designated, the total designated
mileage appears in the text.
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