' North Fork Siphon
' Replacement Project

_GENT OF r,,
AN,

Environmental Assessment
October 2017

&
4"4;7(;“ 3, ‘\.%h

Submitted by:

\\\ U.S. Department of the Interior,

Central Utah Project Completion Act Office

CENTRAL UTAH WATER
COMSERVANEY BISTRICT Central Utah Water Conservancy District

MITIGATION

Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Commission




North Fork Siphon
g Replacement Project

North Fork Siphon Replacement Project

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

CENTRAL UTAH WATER
CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

October 2017



Joint Lead Agencies:

U.S. Department of the Interior, Central Utah Project Completion Act Office
Central Utah Water Conservancy District
Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission

Cooperating Agencies:

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
U.S. Forest Service, Ashley National Forest

Responsible Officials:

Reed R. Murray

U.S. Department of the Interior, CUPCA Office
302 East 1860 South

Provo, Utah 84606-7317

Sarah Sutherland

Central Utah Water Conservancy District
355 W. University Parkway

Orem, Utah 84058-7303

Mark Holden

Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission
230 South 500 East, #230

Salt Lake City, Utah 84102

For Information, Contact:

Sarah Sutherland

Central Utah Water Conservancy District
355 W. University Parkway

Orem, Utah 84058-7303

801-226-7147

sarah@cuwcd.com



mailto:sarah@cuwcd.com

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter 1: Purpose and Need

1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7

INEFOAUCTION 1.ttt 1-1
PropoSed ACTION .....ioiiiii et 1-1
CoOPEratiNng AGENCIES ..uvviiiiie e ettt e e e e iraraea e 1-2
Study Area and Withdrawn Lands ........ccoocveviiiiiiiiiiecee e 1-2
Proposed Project Background ..........cc.coooiiiiiiiiiceceeeceeee e 1-4
PUIrpose and NEEG......cccuiiiiiiiiieie et 1-7
Statutes, Regulations, or Other Related Documents ...........cccccevveene.. 1-9

Chapter 2: Alternatives

21
2.2
2.3
24
2.5

INErOAUCTION Lot 2-1
NO-ACEION AEINATIVE c.viiiiiiiiie e 2-1
Proposed Action AErNatiVe .......ceiieiiii i 2-1
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated.........ccccoecvvviiiiiiiiiieienie, 2-5

Comparative Analysis of Impacts of the Proposed Action and
NO-ACLION AEINATIVES. ..viiiiiii et 2-8

Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Effects

31
3.2
3.3
3.4
35
3.6
3.7
3.8
3.9
3.10
3.11
3.12
3.13
3.14
3.15
3.16
3.17
3.18
3.19
3.20
3.21

INErOAUCTION Lot 3-1
AT QUANTLY ettt 3-5
Threatened and Endangered SPeCies.......ccvivereereeieiieiieneee e 3-7
WIIAIFE oot 3-10
Water Resources and Wetlands .........ccccveevviiiiieciiociecceeee e 3-19
Water QUANIEY .vveeeeceiecie e 3-25
FLOOAPIAINS 1ttt 3-27
AgricUltural RESOUICES .....covveiieeeieeee e 3-28
ROQAIESS ATBAS ..ttt ettt 3-29
Soils and GEoteChNICAl . ..vovieiiciecieee e 3-30
CUIUIAl RESOUICES ..t 3-31
INAIAN TrUSE ASSEES .ovviiiieiiieit ettt 3-33
ViSUAI RESOUICES ..viiviiciiieeiiee et 3-34
RECIEATION .o 3-37
Noise and VIDration .......c.ooviiiiiiiiiiie e 3-40
TranSPOrTAtioN c.ooiiiiiiecc e 3-41
Vegetation and INVasive SPECIeS......ccivvviiiiieieecie e 3-42
UBITTEIES 1ovveetie ettt ettt 3-46
Permits, Agreements, and Right-of-Way ........ccccooiviiiiiniinic 3-47
TaYe g Totd 1y Y o= o1 4RSS 3-47

CUMUIAtive TMPACES .o 3-48



North Fork Siphon
g Replacement Project

3.22 CONSEIUCTION . .eiiiiteiie e
3.23 Summary of Mitigation Commitments...........cc...ccoeeuneen.

Chapter 4: Consultation and Coordination

4.1 Public and Agency Scoping Process.......ccccocveeveeeveennneenn.
4.2 Consultation and Coordination..........cccccoeveeeiieeviieceen.

Chapter 5: References

RETEIENCES . e

Chapter 6: List of Preparers

LiSt O Preparers......ooeeeeeee e

Appendix A: Correspondence

Appendix B: Documentation

Table of Contents



ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

ACHP

ANF
APE
BCC
BGEPA
BMP
BWP
CAAA
CCA
CEQ
CFR
CFRP
CFS

co
CO,
CUP
CUPCA
CWA
DERR
District
EA

EIS
EPA
EPCRA
ESA
FEMA
FO
FONSI
Interior
IPaC
ITA
KOP
MBTA
M&lI
Mitigation
Commission
MOA
MOU
MSDS
NAAQS
NEPA

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Ashley National Forest

Area of Potential Effects

Birds of Conservation Concern

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
Best Management Practice

bar-wrapped steel cylinder concrete pressure pipe
Clean Air Act Amendments

Candidate Conservation Agreement
Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations
Carbon-Fiber Reinforced Polymers

cubic feet per second

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

Central Utah Project

Central Utah Project Completion Act
Clean Water Act

Utah Division of Environmental Response and Remediation
Central Utah Water Conservancy District
Environmental Assessment
Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
Endangered Species Act

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Fiber Optic

Finding of No Significant Impact

U.S. Department of the Interior
Information, Planning, and Conservation
Indian Trust Asset

Key Observation Points

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Municipal and Industrial

Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission
Memorandum of Agreement

Memorandum of Understanding

Material Safety Data Sheet

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Environmental Policy Act



NFIP
NHPA
NOz
NOx
NRCS
NRHP
0s
OHWM
OM&R
Pb
PCCP
PIF
PM
PMys
PM1o
RCRA
RDCC
Reclamation
SACS
SFHA
SHPO
SO,
SPCC
SR
SWPPP
T&E
TMDL
UAC
UDAQ
ubCC
UDDW
UDEQ
uboT
UDWR
UDWR
UNHP
UPDES
USACE
usc
USFS
USFWS
VOC
WOUS

National Flood Insurance Program
National Historic Preservation Act
nitrogen dioxide

oxides of nitrogen

Natural Resource Conservation Service
National Register of Historic Places
ozone

Ordinary High Water Mark

Operation, Maintenance, and Replacement
lead

pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe
Partners in Flight

particulate matter

particulate matter 2.5 micrometers
particulate matter 10 micrometers
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Resource Development Coordination Committee

Bureau of Reclamation

Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System
Special Flood Hazard Area

State Historic Preservation Office

sulfur dioxide

Spill Prevention Containment and Control
state road

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
Threatened and Endangered

Total Maximum Daily Load

Utah Administrative Code

Utah Division of Air Quality

Utah Data Conservation Center

Utah Division of Drinking Water

Utah Department of Environmental Quality
Utah Department of Transportation

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Utah Division of Water Rights

Utah Natural Heritage Program

Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

United States Code

U.S. Forest Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

volatile organic compounds

Waters of the U.S.



North Fork Siphon
(\!’ Replacement Project

CHAPTER 1
Purpose & Need

1.1 Introduction

The Central Utah Water Conservancy District (District); the Utah Reclamation
Mitigation and Conservation Commission (Mitigation Commission); and the
U.S. Department of the Interior, Central Utah Project Completion Act Office
(CUPCA Office), as Joint Lead Agencies, have prepared this Environmental
Assessment (EA) to analyze the environmental impacts of replacing the
North Fork Siphon. The proposed project is located in the canyon of the
North Fork of the Duchesne River, Duchesne County, Utah. The North Fork
Siphon is a component of the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection System
(SACS) of the Central Utah Project’s (CUP) Bonneville Unit.

National Environmental Policy Act
This EA evaluates and presents the potential effects of the Proposed Action

in order to determine whether it would cause significant impacts to the
human or natural environment as defined by the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality, and
Department of the Interior Regulations Implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts
1500-1508 and 43 CFR Part 46, respectively). If the EA process shows no
significant impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project,
then a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be issued by the Joint
Lead Agencies. During the EA process, if it is determined that there may be
significant impacts, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
would be necessary prior to Proposed Action implementation. The Joint Lead
Agencies will use the EA process to satisfy disclosure requirements and as a
means for public participation as required by NEPA, Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), Public Involvement as required by the
Central Utah Project Completion Act (CUPCA), and other state and local
regulatory requirements.

1.2  Proposed Action

The Proposed Action consists of the following:

e Replacement of the 4,712 foot long North Fork Siphon which
connects the North Fork Pipeline and the Hades Tunnel

e Replacement of the 1,545 foot long North Fork Pipeline which
connects the Stillwater Tunnel and the North Fork Siphon

Chapter 1: Purpose & Need

What is the National Environmental
Policy Act?

NEPA applies to all projects which
are authorized, funded, or carried
out with the involvement of the
federal government. The legislation
establishes a process to help
officials make decisions that are
based on a full understanding of
the environmental consequences
of a proposed project and to take
actions that protect, restore, and
enhance the environment. The
Council on Environmental Quality
regulations [40 CFR 1500 1508] are
the primary regulations
implementing NEPA. Compliance
with the provisions of NEPA is
required for the Proposed Action
activities because the replacement
of the North Fork Siphon is a
federal action.

1-1
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e Reconstruction of the Hades Feeder Pipeline connection and blow
off structure

e Reestablishment of access to the Hades Tunnel Inlet Portal

e Improvement of access across the North Fork of the Duchesne River

1.3  Cooperating Agencies

As defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 40 CFR 1501.6, a
Cooperating Agency actively participates in the NEPA process, provides
information for preparing environmental analyses for which the Cooperating
Agency has jurisdiction by law or special expertise, and is part of the
proposed project’s interdisciplinary team.

The Joint Lead Agencies have invited the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) and the U.S. Forest Service, Ashley National Forest to
participate in the preparation and review of this NEPA process and to be
Cooperating Agencies. Both agencies have accepted the Joint Lead Agencies’
invitation and have assisted in the preparation of this EA.

1.4  Study Area and Withdrawn Lands

The proposed improvements are located in the canyon of the North Fork of
the Duchesne River within the Ashley National Forest (ANF) boundaries on
withdrawn lands approximately 40 miles northwest of Duchesne City, Utah.
The study area encompasses approximately 122 acres within the withdrawn
lands. See Figure 1-1 Study Area.

Withdrawn Lands for Central Utah Project

The project study area is completely within U.S Department of the Interior
withdrawn lands (see Figure 1-1). The Reclamation Act of 1902 (32 Stat.388),
and the Sundry and Civil Expenses Appropriation Act (41 Stat. 202) govern the
Secretary of the Interior’s (Secretary) authority on withdrawn lands. Where
conflicting authorities exist, the Sundry and Civil Expenses Appropriation Act
establishes the paramount authority of the Secretary to so to deal with such
lands.

Although the project study area is within the Ashley National Forest boundary
where a roadless area designation has been established, the purpose of the
withdrawn lands necessitates establishment and maintenance of roads to
provide access for operation, maintenance, and repair (OM&R).

Chapter 1: Purpose & Need

What are CUP Withdrawn Lands?

CUP Withdrawn lands are reserved
by the Secretary of the Interior for

the construction, operation,

maintenance, inspection, and
protection of the CUP. They are
not available for other uses absent
the express approval of the
Secretary of the Interior.
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1.5 Proposed Project Background
Bonneville Unit

The Bonneville Unit of the CUP involves water storage and conveyance
features located in portions of Salt Lake, Utah, Wasatch, Summit, and
Duchesne Counties (see Figure 1-2 for a map of the Bonneville Unit). It

Central Utah Project

. . . . Bonneville Unit
develops water resources in mountainous areas in northeast Utah for use in

the Bonneville Basin (west of the Wasatch Mountains) and in the Uinta Basin Strawhierry Aduaductand

(east of the Wasatch Mountains). The Bonneville Unit supplies water to over Collection System

(SACS)
a million people along the Wasatch Front and Uinta Basin by:

North Fork Siphon
e Collecting and storing flows within the Duchesne and Provo River

Drainages,

e  Purchasing water rights in Utah Lake, and
e Recapturing and using CUP Project water return flows.

Bonneville Unit facilities make use of a trans-basin diversion of water from
the Colorado River Basin to the Bonneville Basin and deliver water for
Municipal and Industrial (M&aI), irrigation, and fish and wildlife purposes in
both basins. Other uses include recreation and hydropower generation.
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Strawberry Agueduct and Collection System (SACS)
The North Fork Siphon is part of the Strawberry Aqueduct and Collection

System (SACS) constructed by Reclamation and operated by the District.
SACS is a large component of the Bonneville Unit of the CUP. It collects and
transports Colorado River basin water from the southwestern slopes of the
Uinta Mountains into Strawberry Reservoir and then to the CUP service areas
along the Wasatch Front (see Figure 1-3). This water is used for agriculture
(temporary for South Utah County), municipal, and industrial uses. A
substantial quantity of water from the SACS is also bypassed as well as
regulated for instream flow purposes in the Uinta Basin. Diversions of water
from the SACS to the Wasatch Front averages 101,900 acre-feet annually.
SACS spans approximately 37 miles and consists of tunnels, pipelines,
diversions, siphons, open channels as well as three dams and reservoirs
(Upper Stillwater, Currant Creek, and Strawberry). It is critical to keep the
components of the SACS operational, including the North Fork Siphon.

North Fork Siphon
The siphon is a 72-inch-diameter pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe (PCCP)

connecting the North Fork Pipeline with the Hades Tunnel. It is buried on
steep grades (up to 50 degrees) originating on the east side of the canyon at
the North Fork Pipeline and terminates on the west side at the Hades Tunnel
(see Figure 1-1). At its low point, the siphon crosses under the North Fork of
the Duchesne River. The slope distance of the siphon is approximately 4,712
feet long with a vertical change in height of approximately 700 feet from the
Hades Tunnel inlet portal and the river bottom. PCCP pipe has a history of
failure. The North Fork Siphon is showing signs indicating it has dramatically
weakened from when it was installed. Electromagnetic and other inspections
show that there a wire breaks (steel wire wraps around the pipe for
structural strength) and areas where the exterior mortar has broken-off the
siphon.

Hades Feeder Pipeline
The Hades Feeder Pipeline is a 24- to 30-inch-diameter, bar-wrapped steel

cylinder concrete pressure pipe (BWP) that diverts water from Hades Creek
(located about 2 % miles north) into the North Fork Siphon near the canyon
floor (see Figure 1-1).
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North Fork Pipeline
The pipeline is a 90-inch diameter steel pipe that extends from the Stillwater

Tunnel outlet portal to the North Fork Siphon. It is about 1,545 feet in length
with a 90-degree elbow and pipe reduction from 90 to 72 inches
transitioning to the North Fork Siphon. The pipeline is located beneath an
access road on the east side of the canyon more than 700 feet above the
valley floor and the North Fork of the Duchesne River (see Figure 1-1).

1.6  Purpose and Need
Project Need

The proposed action is needed to address the operation, maintenance, and
replacement needs of the North Fork Siphon to maintain its integrity, safety,
efficiency, and reliability in order to continue to meet the objectives of the
SACS and the Bonneville Unit of the CUP.

The North Fork Siphon was built between 1984 and 1987 and is constructed
of PCCP. At the time the siphon was designed, PCCP was considered a cost
effective solution ideally suited for high pressure piping situations; however,
recent history has shown that this type of pipe has an increasing incidence of
failure, which has the potential to cause a great deal of damage. A report
from 2008 states that since 1955, there have been nearly 600 independent
failures or loss of service resulting from PCCP failures in North America. The
District has conducted routine inspections since completion of the North
Fork Siphon. Based on increasing concerns regarding knowledge of PCCP
failure the District began performing specific condition assessments in 2004.
Multiple inspections and reports indicate that the North Fork Siphon needs
to be replaced for the following reasons:

e  Cracks (joint, spigot, circumferential, multiple, longitudinal)

e Spalling Areas (cracks and bulges that cause concrete to dislodge or
break away)

e Hollow areas in the PCCP

As described in Section 1.5 Proposed Project Background, it is critical to keep
the North Fork Siphon operational to meet the objectives of the SACS and
the Bonneville Unit of the CUP.

Failed PCCP in Miami, FL
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Project Purposes
The purposes of the proposed action include the following:

e Maintain SACS water delivery to Strawberry Reservoir

e Meet water delivery obligations of the Bonneville Unit

e Replace aging facilities

e Reduce risk of property damage due to failure of the siphon
e  Continue to safely operate and maintain SACS

e Reduce maintenance issues

e  Reduce operation and maintenance costs

e Minimize environmental impacts

e Avoid environmental impacts due to failure

Operation, Maintenance, and Repair
The North Fork Siphon currently needs ongoing and extensive maintenance
and monitoring to remain in operation, including:

e Repair of pipe segments

e  Pipejoint repairs

e C(Cleaning and repairing major spalling areas
e  Continued acoustic monitoring

Additionally, appropriate access to the North Fork Siphon is crucial for
North Fork of the

continued operation and maintenance activities. The existing access to the . .
Duchesne River Crossing

Stillwater side of the Siphon is currently well-maintained. However, the
Hades access constructed in the late 1980s as part of the original
construction of the North Fork Siphon, was reclaimed and allowed to return
to a natural state.

Access to the west side of the canyon from Forest Service Road 144 requires
crossing the North Fork of the Duchesne River. This access is located just
north of the siphon and is a concrete slab embedded with five culverts.
Currently, the District is required to obtain necessary permits and clearances
to clean out debris behind the culverts to prevent flooding and potential
failure of the structure, river bedload buildup, and potential access loss.
During high runoff, the existing crossing can be difficult to traverse due to
high water and the risk of overtopping, as well as swift currents. The east

abutment of the crossing is currently washed out and needs to be repaired

or replaced. Overtopping of the North Fork of
the Duchesne River Crossing

Minimize Environmental Impacts
The Proposed Project is located on withdrawn lands within the ANF. The ANF
is an important environmental resource, and the U.S. Forest Service has a

Chapter 1: Purpose & Need 1-8



mission to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s
forests and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations.
Failure of the North Fork Siphon could cause resource damage in the study
area, including erosion and sedimentation of the North Fork of the Duchesne
River. Additionally, minimizing resource damage to project withdrawn lands
and the surrounding ANF during construction is important.

1.7  Statutes, Regulations, or Other Related Documents

Statutes and Regulations
The Proposed Action for the North Fork Siphon Replacement Project will

comply with all federal, state, and local regulations.

Related Environmental and Planning Documents
The Proposed Action has taken into consideration related environmental and

planning documents, including the following reports:

e  Bonneville Unit Definite Plan Report (1964)

e  Final Environmental Statement, Bonneville Unit of the CUP (1972)

e  Final Environmental Statement, Municipal and Industrial System,
Bonneville Unit, CUP (1979)

e Supplement to the Bonneville Unit Definite Plan Report (1988)

e Supplement to the Final Environmental Study, Municipal and
Industrial System, Bonneville Unit, CUP (1987)

e Supplement to the Bonneville Unit Definite Plan Report (2004)



CHAPTER 2

Alternatives

2.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action
Alternative, and other Alternatives considered.

2.2 No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative has been developed to provide a comparison with
the Proposed Action. Under the No-Action Alternative ongoing and extensive
maintenance would be required to keep the North Fork Siphon in operation,
including repair of pipe segments, pipe joint repairs, cleaning and repairing
major spalling areas, and continued acoustic monitoring. These activities are
in direct conflict with engineering consultant recommendations to keep the
pipe pressurized (to avoid pressure cycles that weaken the pipe) and the
potential for an emergency repair or replacement would increase. The No-
Action Alternative could result in a rupture of the North Fork Siphon,
resulting in a loss of water reducing project yield, increased construction
costs, increased environmental impacts, and the District being unable to
meet contractual obligations for water supplies.

2.3 Proposed Action Alternative
As shown on Figure 2-1, the Proposed Action Alternative includes the
following improvements:

e Replacing the North Fork Siphon

e Replacing the North Fork Pipeline

e Reconstructing the Hades Feeder Pipeline connection and North
Fork Siphon blow off structure

e Reestablishing access to the Hades Tunnel Inlet Portal

e Improving access across the North Fork of the Duchesne River

All proposed improvements are located within Central Utah Project (CUP)
withdrawn lands (see Figure 2-1). CUP withdrawn lands are reserved by the
Secretary of the Interior for the construction, operation, maintenance,
inspection, and protection of the CUP. They are not available for other uses
absent the express approval of the Secretary of the Interior (see section 1.4
in Chapter 1 for more information).



Replacing the North Fork Siphon

The existing 72-inch North Fork Siphon would be replaced with a new siphon,
up to 90 inches in diameter, that would be constructed adjacent and
approximately 60 to 80 feet north of the existing siphon. This parallel
placement would be necessary in order to deliver constant water through
the existing siphon during construction of the Proposed Action. Upon

completion of the new siphon, the existing siphon would no longer be used

and abandoned in place. Regular inspections would take place to check for North Fork Siphon on the west slope
change in surface elevations over the abandoned pipeline. If changes are during the original construction

observed, measures would be taken to remediate surface impacts.

Replacing the North Fork Pipeline

The Proposed Action would include replacing the existing 90-inch North Fork
Pipeline. This pipeline is constructed from welded steel and is about halfway
through its anticipated 75-year lifecycle. The pipeline is buried under an
unimproved access road between the Stillwater Tunnel outlet portal and the
beginning of the North Fork Siphon. Since installation, the pipeline has
settled at the Stillwater Tunnel connection. The unimproved access road is

roughly 15-25 feet wide, is not designed for regular vehicle traffic, and would

not support heavy construction loads. Construction activities related to the Contractor laying a 40-ft section of
the North Fork Pipeline during the

replacement of the North Fork Siphon would cause damage to the existing o )
or/gma/ construction

North Fork Pipeline, requiring its replacement. Additionally, replacing the
pipeline during construction of the North Fork Siphon would help reduce
construction costs and minimize overall environmental disturbance impacts
compared to an individual North Fork Pipeline replacement project in the
future.

The pipeline would be replaced within the same footprint of the existing
pipeline and within the unimproved access. The reconstructed North Fork
Pipeline would retain its current 90-inch diameter and would need to be
extended farther north to fill the gap created by shifting the North Fork
Siphon 60 to 80 feet north.
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Reconstructing the Hades Feeder Pipeline Connection and

North Fork Siphon Blow Off Structure

Currently the Hades Feeder Pipeline connection to the North Fork Siphon is

located within the North Fork Siphon blow off structure. This blow off
structure is located on the east side of the North Fork of the Duchesne River.
Shifting the North Fork Siphon 60 to 80 feet to the north would require
providing a new connection to the Hades Feeder Pipeline. The North Fork
Siphon blow off structure would be reconstructed at a location on the west
side of the river to allow for a straight segment of pipeline to extend into the
blow off structure (a straight segment of pipe is necessary for the accurate
measurement of water flow in the Hades Feeder Pipeline).

Reestablishing Access to the Hades Tunnel Inlet Portal

The Proposed Action would include construction of a 1.2 mile gravel access
road, up to 16 feet in width, to the Hades Tunnel inlet portal on the north
side of the North Fork Siphon. An access road was built for the original
construction of the North Fork Siphon. However, after construction was
completed, the access road had been reclaimed and allowed to return to a
natural state. The access road would be reconstructed for use during
construction and future District maintenance of the North Fork Siphon and
Hades Tunnel.

Improving Access across North Fork of the Duchesne River

Access to the west side of the canyon is from Forest Service Road 144 and
requires a crossing over the North Fork of the Duchesne River. This access is
located just north of the siphon and is a concrete slab embedded with five
culverts. Currently, the District is required to obtain necessary permits and
clearances to clean out behind these culverts or to reconstruct/repair the
crossing. During high runoff, the existing crossing can be difficult and unsafe
to traverse due to high water and the risk of overtopping, as well as swift
currents. Large debris is often lodged at the upstream end of the crossing,
causing water to backup and increase the occurrences of erosion and
sediment washout around the abutments of the crossing. The Proposed
Action would include constructing a new bridge, or some other improved
crossing, in the same general location as the existing crossing. The crossing
would be used during and after construction to provide access to the west
side of the canyon and the new North Fork Siphon blow off structure. The
old crossing structure would be removed.
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Figure 2-1. Proposed Action
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2.4  Alternatives Considered but Eliminated
The following alternatives were considered but eliminated from further
study.

Carbon-Fiber Reinforced Polymers (CFRP) for Existing North

Fork Siphon
This alternative would include manually applying layers of epoxy-wetted

carbon-fiber reinforced polymer (CFRP) to reinforce the North Fork Siphon.
The existing pipe system would act as a form for the CFRP, which would
become the pipe liner once the CRFP is installed and cured. The CFRP system
would provide all structural support and would not rely on the existing North
Fork Siphon for structural integrity.

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration for the following
reasons:

e Construction would be limited to only the winter months when
water could be shut off from running in the pipe, resulting in a small
construction window and increased difficultly for job site access due
to winter conditions.

e The CFRP would reduce the inside diameter of the pipe by over an
inch on each side, thereby reducing pipe capacity.

e CFRP technology is relatively new and has not been proven over
time.

e To be effective, the application of the CFRP needs to be exact.
Otherwise the carbon fiber may delaminate and lose structural
integrity. The North Fork Siphon is located on extremely steep
slopes (see photo to right) and effective application of the CFRP
under these conditions would be very difficult. The steep slopes on
the inside of the siphon do not provide a place for workers to easily
stand and effectively apply the CFRP from within the existing pipe.
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Steel Cylinder Relining or Sliplining for Existing North Fork

Siphon
Steel Cylinder Relining

Under this alternative, the North Fork Siphon would be relined with steel
cylinders. This process includes inserting collapsed steel cylinders into the
North Fork Siphon and then re-rounding the collapsed cylinders into place.
The space between the liner and the pipe would then be filled with cement
grout.

Sliplining

Sliplining would include inserting full sections of steel pipe into the existing
North Fork Siphon, connecting the adjacent pipe sections, and then filling the
space between the liner and the existing pipe with cement grout.

These alternatives were eliminated from further consideration for the
following reasons:

e Construction would be limited to only the winter months when
water could be shut off from running in the pipe, resulting in a short
construction window and increased difficultly for job site access due
to winter conditions.

e Theinside diameter of the pipe would be reduced by four to six
inches on each side, substantially reducing pipe capacity.

Repairing Weakened or Distressed Sections of Pipe through a

Post-Tensioning System

This alternative would include strengthening weakened or distressed
sections of the North Fork Siphon by installing reinforced wire around the
exterior of weakened or distressed pipe segments.

This alternative was eliminated from further consideration for the following
reasons:
e Repairing the pipe is not a long-term solution and continual repairs
and maintenance would be required.
e Installation and construction would be extremely difficult as the
exterior of the North Fork Siphon is partially embedded in soil
cement, which would be extremely difficult to remove.
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Replace North Fork Siphon on Existing Alignment

Constructing the North Fork Siphon on its existing alignment was considered

but eliminated from further consideration because it would not allow for
continued water delivery throughout the length of construction (anticipated

to extend for three years).

North Fork Siphon South Alignment
Constructing the North Fork Siphon approximately 50 to 80 feet to the south
was considered but was eliminated from further consideration for the

following reasons (see Figure 2-2):

e Impacts to wetlands.

e Greater impacts to mature trees and vegetation.

e Connecting the North Fork Siphon to the Hades Tunnel would be
extremely difficult due to a rock outcrop and ledge.

e Potential for serious safety concerns for construction crews if a
rupture of the existing siphon occurred during construction.
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Figure 2-3. North Fork Siphon South Alignment

2.5 Comparative Analysis of Impacts of the Proposed
Action and No-Action Alternatives

Table 2-1 summarizes the effects of implementing the Proposed Action
Alternative in comparison to the No-Action Alternative. See Chapter 3,
Affected Environment and Environmental Effects, for a complete analysis of
affected resources.
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Table 2-1. Comparative Analysis of Impacts of the Proposed Action and No-Action Alternatives

Subject
Air Quality

Proposed Action Alternative
Temporary and localized impacts to air
quality would be expected during
construction in the form of fugitive dust
(PM10 and PM3s) and construction vehicle
and equipment emissions (CO and
ozone).

No air quality impacts from pipeline
operation.

No long-term adverse impacts on air
quality.

No Action Alternative
Minimal impacts to air quality
would be expected during regular
Operation, Maintenance, and
Replacement (OM&R) activities in
the form of vehicle exhaust
emissions.

Pipeline rupture would result in
similar impacts as the Proposed
Action Alternative on an
emergency basis.

No long-term adverse impacts on
air quality.

Threatened and
Endangered Species

No Effect to any of the federally-listed
Endangered Species Act species as there
is no suitable habitat, they are not known
to occur, and are not expected to be
present in the study area.

OM&R activities would have No
Effect to any of the federally-listed
Endangered Species Act species as
there is no suitable habitat, they
are not known to occur, and not
expected to be present in the
study area.

Pipeline rupture could cause
potential soil deposition or limit
instream flows affecting aquatic
endangered species downstream
of the study area.
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Subject

Wildlife

Proposed Action Alternative
Temporary and short-term construction
impacts for Utah Sensitive Species, USFS
Sensitive Species, general wildlife,
migratory birds (including raptors) and
their habitats due to higher than usual
noise levels, proximity of construction
equipment, and other construction-
related activities.

Temporary impacts to aquatic habitat in
the North Fork of the Duchesne River
during construction of the pipeline and
removal/replacement of the river
structure crossing. No effects to water
quality expected with proper
implementation of Best Management
Practices (BMPs).

Upon completion of construction, habitat
conditions would be very similar to
existing conditions, not diminishing the
ability of wildlife species to frequent the
area.

No permanent impacts to suitable habitat
for mule deer and elk, or any other
wildlife species.

Mature trees and shrubs would be
removed or trimmed during construction.
Permanent impacts to migratory bird
nesting, feeding, roosting, and hiding
cover habitat would be minimal.

No Action Alternative
OM&R activities would have
minimal impacts on wildlife.
Pipeline rupture could cause
potential erosion and debris to be
carried downstream of the study
area.

Water Resources and
Wetlands

Temporary impacts to the North Fork of
the Duchesne River during construction
of the pipeline, removal of the existing
river crossing, and installation of the new
river crossing structure. Minimal and
temporary impacts to water quality
expected with proper implementation of
BMPs.

Upper Stillwater Reservoir levels would
be lowered and water would be moved
through the SACS or Rock Creek during
construction. This would dewater the
Upper Stillwater Tunnel and the North
Fork Pipeline and Siphon allowing for
construction of all necessary pipeline
connections.

Approximately 0.01 acres of wetlands
impacts from construction and alignment
of the North Fork Siphon.

OM&R activities would have no
impacts to wetlands.

Pipeline rupture could cause
potential erosion and debris to be
carried downstream of the study
area.
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Subject
Water Quality

Floodplains

Proposed Action Alternative
Minimal and temporary impacts to water
quality expected with proper
implementation of BMPs during
construction activities at North Fork of
the Duchesne River.

Minimal and temporary impacts to
surface water quality expected during
construction with implementation of
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) BMPs.

New river crossing structure has potential
to improve current erosion conditions of
the North Fork of the Duchesne River as it
would allow uninhibited flow beneath the
structure.

Temporary impacts to the non-regulatory
floodplain during construction of the
siphon.

New river crossing structure over the
North Fork of the Duchesne River
designed for greater than the 100-year
flood event.

No Action Alternative
OM&R activities would have no
impacts to water quality.

Pipeline rupture could cause
potential erosion and debris to be
carried downstream of the study
area.

OMA&R activities would have no
impacts to floodplains based on
current OM&R activities.

Pipeline rupture would cause a
serious, localized flood event due
to the breach of the pipeline until
emergency measures could be
implemented.

Agricultural Resources

No change in the delivery of water to
agricultural users.

Daily operations of the current facility
would be maintained during construction
with improvements ensuring components
of the SACS remain operational into the
future.

Temporary and minimal construction
impacts to current grazing activities
would be anticipated. Construction crews
would coordinate with grazing permittees
to ease impacts to cattle.

OMZ&R activities would not impact
current grazing activities.

Pipeline rupture could cause
potential disruption of water
services.

Pipeline rupture would result in
similar impacts as Proposed
Action Alternative on an
emergency basis.

Roadless Areas

Removal of the 27.95 acres of Roadless
Area within the study area from USFS-
designated Roadless Area to avoid future
confusion.

The Roadless Designation does
not apply to withdrawn lands (see
section 1.4 in Chapter 1);
therefore, the No-Action
Alternative would not have any
impacts.

Soils and Geotechnical

Soil disturbance would increase the
potential for erosion during and after
construction.

The Hades Inlet Portal access road would
be placed on steep slopes that have the
potential for landslides and erosion.
BMPs would be utilized in order to
prevent soil erosion from occurring.

OM&R activities would have no
impact on soils and geotechnical
resources.

Pipeline rupture could cause
potential erosion.

Cultural Resources

No Historic Properties Affected.

No impact.

Indian Trust Assets

No tribal representatives responded to
scoping invitations and no ITAs were
identified.

No impact.




Subject
Visual Resources

Proposed Action Alternative
Temporary impacts to the viewshed are
anticipated from construction
disturbance.

The new river crossing structure over the
North Fork of the Duchesne River and
access road to reach the Hades Tunnel
Inlet Portal would cause a minor visual
change.

Approximately 804 trees would be
removed on the new alignment.

Overall appearance of the corridor would
appear similar to existing conditions; the
old disturbance “scar” would be
revegetated and the new disturbance
area would be maintained similar to
existing conditions with minimal
vegetation.

No Action Alternative
OM&R activities would cause no
major changes to the viewshed in
the study area.

Pipeline rupture would result in
similar impacts as Proposed
Action Alternative on an
emergency basis.

Recreation

Temporary, short-term delays to
recreation access would occur with
construction related traffic delays on
Forest Service Road 144.

Upper Stillwater Reservoir water levels
would be lowered temporary during
construction to allow for necessary
pipeline connections.

No impacts to recreation once the facility
is operational.

OM&R activities would cause no
changes to recreation in the study
area.

Pipeline rupture would result in
similar impacts as Proposed
Action Alternative on an
emergency basis.

Noise and Vibration

Temporary increase in noise and vibration
levels associated with construction
activities would be expected. Due to
sensitivity of maintaining the functionality
of the adjacent pipeline during
construction, vibration impacts to
neighboring properties is unlikely.
Temporary noise and vibration impacts to
recreation activities, hunters, wildlife and
migratory birds are anticipated.

OMZ&R activities would not
increase noise and vibration.
Pipeline rupture would result in
similar impacts as Proposed
Action Alternative on an
emergency basis.

Transportation

Improved facility maintenance access to
west side of canyon and new North Fork
Siphon Blow Off structure expected
following removal and replacement of
crossing structure over the North Fork of
the Duchesne River.

Reconstruct previously reclaimed road for
future access to Hades Tunnel Inlet Portal
and maintenance of the North Fork
Siphon.

Adjustment of USFS-designated Roadless
Area within the study area.

Travel delays may occur on surrounding
roads during construction due to moving
equipment and transport of construction
materials.

OM&R activities would have no
changes to transportation
facilities in the study area.
Pipeline rupture would result in
similar impacts as Proposed
Action Alternative on an
emergency basis.
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Subject
Vegetation and Invasive
Species

North Fork Siphon

"~ Replacement Project

Proposed Action Alternative
Removal of shrubs, bushes,
approximately 804 trees, and other
vegetation would be required.
Overgrown vegetation would be removed
during reconstruction of the previously
reclaimed road to be used for future
maintenance access to Hades Tunnel
Inlet Portal.

Ground disturbance has potential to
allow for establishment or spread of
invasive and noxious weed species.
Vegetated areas on the existing
alignment that are having erosion issues
would be stabilized and revegetated with
appropriate native species. The new
alignment would be seeded with native
grasses and erosion control measures
would be put in place to prevent the
incursion of invasive weed species while
still complying with Reclamation and
District standards regarding allowable
vegetation.

After construction, the District would
comply with its Integrated Pest
Management Program.

No Action Alternative
OM&R activities with ground
disturbance have potential to
allow for establishment or spread
of invasive and noxious weed
species.

Pipeline rupture would result in
similar impacts as Proposed
Action Alternative on an
emergency basis.

Utilities

Temporary relocation of some existing
utilities may be required, but would be
restored with little to no disruption of
service.

OM&R activities would have no
impact on utilities.

Pipeline rupture would result in
temporary impacts to utilities in
the study area as a result of the
pipeline failure until such time as
service could be restored.
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CHAPTER 3

Affected Environment and Environmental Effects

3.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the existing conditions of the human
and natural environment within the study area and evaluate the potential
beneficial or adverse effects of implementing the Proposed Action and the No-
Action Alternative. This section presents the basis for the comparative analysis of
the alternatives described in Chapter 2, an analysis of the potential direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts that each alternative would have on the
affected environment, and details measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
potential impacts. This chapter also analyzes cumulative impacts.

Affected Environment

The Affected Environment or the existing conditions were identified based on
field investigations; coordination with federal, state, and local agencies; and
literature and data file searches.

Environmental Effects

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires consideration of
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, plus identification of measures to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate impacts. Impacts are described and generally illustrated
as follows:

e Direct impacts are those caused by the action and occur at the same
time and place (40 CFR §1508.8). These are discussed in each resource
area subsection.

e Indirect impacts are those caused by the action and occur later in time
or are farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable
(40 CFR §1508.8). Indirect effects are generally less quantifiable but can
be reasonably predicted to occur. Indirect impacts are discussed in
Section 3.20.

e Cumulative impacts are those impacts to the environment which result
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR §1508.7).
Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 3.21.

The scoping process identified the following resource topics of concern:

e  Agricultural Resources
e \isual Resources
e  Recreation



e Noise and Vibration

e Transportation

e Vegetation and Invasive Species
e  Utilities

e Air Quality

e (Climate Change

e Soils and Geotechnical

e Threatened and Endangered Species
e Wildlife

e \Water Resources/Wetlands

e  Water Quality

e  Cultural Resources

e Indian Trust Assets

Resources not Addressed in the EA

Resources not addressed in this EA include resources that are not present in the
study area and/or would not be impacted by the Proposed Action. The resources
considered for inclusion but eliminated from further analysis based on a no
impact determination include:

e  Prime, Unique, and Statewide Important Farmland — The proposed
project is located in the canyon of the North Fork of the Duchesne River,
Duchesne County, Utah within the Ashley National Forest on withdrawn
lands for the Central Utah Project’s (CUP) Bonneville Unit (see Section
1.4 — Study Area and Withdrawn Lands in Chapter 1). The area has not
been mapped for prime, unique, or statewide important farmland by the
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). There are no farmlands
within the study area; therefore, the Proposed Action would have no
impact to prime and unique farmland.

e Wild and Scenic Rivers — The North Fork of the Duchesne River, within
the study area, is not protected under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of
1968, as amended, and there is no known proposal to protect this
portion of the North Fork of the Duchesne River under the act.

e  Groundwater Quality — The study area is located within the Uinta
Mountain Range in Duchesne County, Utah and is within the Duchesne
River Watershed (HUC 14060003), which is part of the Colorado River
Basin. There is no principal valley-fill aquifer associated with the study
area in Duchesne County. Groundwater in the Duchesne River
Watershed is recharged directly from streams or from percolation of
rainwater through the soil and rock formation fractures. Shallow



groundwater aquifers lie near the major rivers of the Duchesne, Lake
Fork and Uinta Rivers; however, there are no shallow groundwater
aquifers in the study area. The Proposed Action would have no effect on
groundwater quality.

Land Use Plans and Policies — The Proposed Action would have no impact
on land use plans and policies for the study area. The study area consists
of withdrawn lands for the CUP. These withdrawals limit activities on
these lands, as provided for in the Reclamation Act of 1902 (32 Stat.
388). Administrative jurisdiction over withdrawn lands is under the
purview of Interior (see Section 1.4 — Study Area and Withdrawn Lands
in Chapter 1). The Proposed Action is in accord with current and planned
projects uses for these withdrawn lands. The study area is also within
the boundaries of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS), within the confines of
the Ashley National Forest. The District and Interior coordinate with the
USFS in the development of management plans for the Ashely National
Forest. There would be no impact to land use plans and policies as a
result of the Proposed Action.

Social/Environmental Justice — Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, signed by the President on February 11, 1994, directs federal
agencies to take appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the
health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the
greatest extent possible and permitted by law. Impacts and benefits from
the Proposed Action (such as meeting existing water delivery obligations)
would be comparable for all residents that would be affected by the
Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is intended to improve water
delivery for the consumers of the CUP, which would be applied to all
consumers without discrimination based upon race, color or national
origin. The Proposed Action would not result in the denial of, reduction
in, or substantial delay in the receipt of the benefits of any federal
programs, policies, or activities to Environmental Justice populations.
Based on the above considerations, the Proposed Action would not have
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income
populations. Further, the study area is in a remote location with no
permanent residents and no relocations would be required. Therefore,
there would be no impacts to social makeup or cohesion in the study
area.

Economics — The Proposed Action would have no impact on the
economic conditions in the study area, with the exception of temporary



spending related to construction activities. Once completed, the facility
would continue to operate to provide water supplies to the consumers
of the CUP. Further, construction activities would be so designed as to
not require disruption of the water supply to its consumers. Therefore,
the Proposed Action would have no impact on economic conditions.

Public Health and Safety — Implementing the Proposed Action would
increase construction traffic to, from, and within the study area during
construction. However, a Traffic Control Plan would be developed to
address traffic concerns and minimize the hazards associated with
construction traffic. Further, construction barriers and fencing would be
used to clearly demarcate construction zones and prevent access to all
but construction personnel. This, along with the implementation of Best
Management Practices (BMPs), would minimize the risk of construction
hazards. No other risks to Public Health and Safety were identified.

Hazardous Materials — The project team reviewed databases from state
and federal regulatory agencies to identify generators, facilities, and
sites that use hazardous waste, have experienced accidental releases of
hazardous wastes, are contaminated with hazardous waste, and/or have
the potential for contamination in the study area. These agency
databases include the Utah Division of Environmental Response and
Remediation’s (DERR) interactive maps and the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) EnviroMapper. No hazardous materials sites
were located near the study area. Therefore, the project would not
impact sites with hazardous materials of concern.

Energy — The Proposed Action would require the expenditure of energy
resources for construction of the new facilities. Because the new
facilities would operate in the same manner as the existing facilities,
there would be no changes in energy usage under the Proposed Action.

Climate Change — Executive Order 13514, Federal Leadership in
Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance (as amended by
Executive Order 13693, Planning for Federal Sustainability in the Next
Decade) established an integrated strategy towards sustainability in the
Federal Government and made the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions a priority for federal agencies. Carbon dioxide (CO,) makes
up the largest component of greenhouse gas emissions. The Proposed
Action would not cause an increase in CO; or other greenhouse gas
emissions during operation of the facility and only a temporary
increase during construction related to construction activities;
therefore, the Proposed Action would not contribute to climate



change, nor would it create vulnerability to climate change impacts.
Implementation of the Proposed Action would be consistent with
Executive Order 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy,
and Economic Performance.

e Wilderness — The Proposed Action is located south of the designated
High Uintas Wilderness Area. The Ashley National Forest Potential
Wilderness Evaluation process is currently ongoing. However, Interior
withdrawn lands are excluded from the wilderness evaluation
inventory. Lands withdrawn from the public domain for the CUP, are
exclusively for the operation, maintenance, and protection of the CUP
unless approval from the Secretary of the Interior is given for other
purposes or projects (see Section 1.4 — Study Area and Withdrawn
Lands in Chapter 1).

3.2 Air Quality

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 established the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for airborne pollutants. The six criteria pollutants
addressed in the NAAQS are carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM),
ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO,). Particulate
matter is broken into two categories: particulate matter with a diameter of 10
micrometers or less (PM1o) and particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5
micrometers or less (PMs).

The CAAA requires that air quality conditions within all areas of a state be
designated with respect to the NAAQS as attainment, maintenance,
nonattainment, or unclassifiable. Areas that do not exceed the NAAQS are
designated as attainment, while areas that exceed the standards are designated
as nonattainment. A maintenance area is an area previously designated as a
nonattainment area where a state or local government has developed a plan to
reduce the criteria pollutant concentrations to levels below NAAQS standards.

Affected Environment

According to the Utah Division of Air Quality (UDAQ), the study area is located in
an area that has not been designated as nonattainment for any of the NAAQS,
nor is it in any maintenance areas for any NAAQS criteria pollutant. However, in
recent years, concentrations of wintertime ozone in the Uintah Basin have
reached or exceeded the NAAQS, raising concerns about the health and
environmental impacts of elevated ozone levels in the Basin, as well as
particulate matter (most particularly PM,s).



Environmental Effects

Proposed Action Alternative

PM]O and PM2,5

Temporary and localized impacts to air quality as a result of fugitive dust
emissions could occur during construction of the Proposed Action. Some dust
would be released and become airborne during the construction of the Proposed
Action; implementation of BMPs, including periodic watering of borrow and spoil
material, and access roads, would prevent large amounts of dust from being
emitted. PMyo and PM, s emissions from construction activities are usually local
and short-term and last only for the duration of the construction period. There
would be no air quality emissions from operation of the pipeline.

co

Emissions of CO would be generated from construction equipment and vehicle
exhaust during construction activities, which would result in temporary impacts
to air quality limited to the construction period. The Proposed Action Alternative
would have no long-term adverse impacts on air quality.

Ozone

Ground level or "bad" ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is created by
chemical reactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic
compounds (VOC) in the presence of sunlight. Emissions from industrial facilities
and electric utilities, motor vehicle exhaust, gasoline vapors, and chemical
solvents are some of the major sources of NOx and VOC. The Proposed Action
would include the use of mechanized construction equipment and vehicles,
which would result in a temporary increase in motor vehicle exhaust emissions in
the study area. Such impact would be temporary and would not have a long-
lasting impact on air quality in the area. Further, construction would occur in the
months of May through October and would therefore not likely affect the
wintertime ozone issues currently being experienced in the Uintah Basin.

No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative would involve operation, maintenance, and
replacement (OM&R) activities to keep the facilities operational, which would
involve the use of mechanized equipment and could result in a temporary
increase in motor vehicle exhaust emissions during such activities. The OM&R
activities would be sporadic and temporary in nature and limited to the
timeframes necessary for such activities. Should the North Fork Siphon fail,
construction activities like those under the Proposed Action Alternative would be
done on an emergency basis, which would have similar temporary impacts on air
quality in the area. The No-Action Alternative would have no long-term adverse
impacts on air quality.



Mitigation
BMPs would be employed during construction to mitigate for temporary impacts
on air quality due to construction related activities. The BMPs would include:

e Applying dust suppressants and watering to control fugitive dust

e Minimizing the extent of disturbed surfaces

e  Restricting earthwork activities during times of abnormal high wind
e  Limiting the use of and speeds on unimproved road surfaces

Additionally, the Joint Lead Agencies would adhere to the following standards
and specifications:

e Abatement of Air Pollution: The Joint Lead Agencies would utilize
reasonable methods and devices to prevent, control, and otherwise
minimize atmospheric emissions or discharges of air contaminants.
Equipment and vehicles that show excessive emissions of exhaust gases
would not be allowed to operate until corrective repairs or adjustments
are made to reduce emissions to acceptable levels.

e Dust Control: The Joint Lead Agencies would comply with all applicable
federal, state, and local laws and regulations, regarding the prevention,
control, and abatement of dust pollution. The methods of mixing,
handling, and storing cement and concrete aggregate would include
means of eliminating atmospheric discharges of dust.

3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species
Endangered Species Act

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC §1531 et seq.), as
amended, requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) if listed species or designated Critical Habitat may be affected by
a Proposed Action. If adverse impacts would occur as a result of a Proposed
Action, the ESA requires federal agencies to evaluate the likely effects of the
Proposed Action, and minimize the possibility that it neither jeopardizes the
continued existence of federally-listed ESA species, nor results in the destruction
or adverse modification of designated Critical Habitat.

Affected Environment

An official list of threatened and endangered species for the study area was
obtained from the USFWS Information, Planning and Conservation (IPaC) system
to identify the ESA-listed species that may be present. Table 3-1 lists the
threatened and endangered (T&E) species and their associated habitat that could
potentially be present within the study area. No critical habitat has been
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designated by USFWS for federally-listed ESA species within a half mile of the
study area.

Table 3-1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Threatened and Endangered Species List

Species Status Habitat
Canada Lynx Threatened Typically found above 8,000 feet. Only a few
Lynx canadensis species have been documented in Utah over
the past decade and all have been
determined to be transient. All designated
critical habitat is outside of Utah.
Mexican Spotted Owl Threatened This species is found in steep, rocky, canyons
Strix occidentalis lucida in southern and eastern Utah.
Yellow-billed Cuckoo Threatened Requires large multi-story riparian habitat
Coccyzus americanus patches of cottonwoods/ willows.
Fishes
Bonytail Chub Endangered Found in the Colorado River Basin at much
Gila elegans lower river elevations.
Colorado Pikeminnow Endangered Found in the Colorado River Basin at much
Ptychocheilus Lucius lower river elevations.
Humpback Chub Endangered Found in the Colorado River Basin at much
Gila cypha lower river elevations.
Razorback Sucker Endangered Found in the Colorado River Basin at much
Xyrauchen texanus lower river elevations.
Plants
Ute Ladies’-tresses Threatened Located in streams, floodplains, and wet
Spiranthes diluvialis meadows; not known to occur over 7,000
feet in elevation.

Source: USFWS IPaC (https://ecos.fws.qov/ipac/); obtained on July 14, 2017

Portions of the water conveyed by the North Fork Siphon to the Wasatch Front is
required to be retained instream for the support of habitat for endangered aquatic
species downstream.

Study Area Inventory

A review of the Utah Data Conservation Center (UDCC) database was conducted
and a request was sent to the Utah Natural Heritage Program (UNHP) to identify
any known documented occurrences of any ESA species in the study area. The
UDCC and UNHP data did not reveal any documented occurrences of the
presence of any ESA species within or adjacent to the study area. See the letter
dated June 13, 2017 from the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources UNHP office in
Appendix A. Further, a presence/absence survey was performed of the study area
onJune 27-29, 2017, which did not reveal any observations or other evidence
(scat, tracks, sightings of individuals) of the presence of any ESA species within or
adjacent to the study area.
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Environmental Effects

Proposed Action Alternative

The Proposed Action Alternative would have No Effect on any of the federally-
listed ESA species because there is no suitable habitat, they are not known to
occur, and they are not expected to be present in the study area (see Table 3-2).

Table 3-2. Effect Determinations for Threatened and Endangered Species

Species Status Effect Determination
Mammals
Canada Lynx Threatened Only a few species have been documented in
Lynx canadensis Utah over the past decade and all have been

determined to be transient. No evidence of
this species was observed during the survey
activities. The Proposed Action would not
impact potential habitat for this species.
Therefore, the project would have No Effect
on this species.

Birds
Mexican Spotted Owl Threatened No suitable habitat is present within or near
Strix occidentalis lucida the study area. There are no records of

occurrence in the applicable planning unit of
the Ashley National Forest. No designated
critical habitat is in proximity to the study
area. Therefore, the project would have No
Effect on this species.

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Threatened No suitable habitat is present within or near
Coccyzus americanus the study area. There are no records of
occurrence in the applicable planning unit of
the Ashley National Forest. No designated
critical habitat is in proximity to the study
area. Therefore, the project would have No
Effect on this species.

Fishes
Bonytail Chub Endangered The North Fork of the Duchesne River is at
Gila elegans least 100 river miles away from the nearest

designated critical habitat on the Green River
and there would be no impacts to water
quality from the Proposed Action. Therefore,
the project would have No Effect on this

species.
Colorado Pikeminnow Endangered The North Fork of the Duchesne River is at
Ptychocheilus Lucius least 100 river miles away from the nearest

designated critical habitat on the Green River
and there would be no impacts to water
quality from the Proposed Action. Therefore,
the project would have No Effect on this
species.




Species Status Effect Determination
Humpback Chub Endangered The North Fork of the Duchesne River is at
Gila cypha least 100 river miles away from the nearest
designated critical habitat on the Green River
and there would be no impacts to water
quality from the Proposed Action. Therefore,
the project would have No Effect on this

species.
Razorback Sucker Endangered The North Fork of the Duchesne River is at
Xyrauchen texanus least 100 river miles away from the nearest

designated critical habitat on the Green River
and there would be no impacts to water
quality from the Proposed Action. Therefore,
the project would have No Effect on this

species.
Plants
Ute Ladies’-tresses Threatened Project site is above 7,000 feet. Known
Spiranthes diluvialis occurrences are south of the Forest Service

Boundary. No designated critical habitat has
been identified in the study area. Therefore,
the project would have No Effect on this
species.

The Proposed Action would have No Effect to any ESA-listed species (see the No
Effect Determination to Threatened and Endangered Species Memo in Appendix
B).

No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative would not involve construction activities, other than
OM&R activities. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would have No Effect on
any federally-listed ESA species. However, as stated previously, the risk of pipe
failure is substantially higher for the No-Action Alternative. In such an event,
the erosion, scour, and subsequent deposition of eroded materials that would
occur has the potential to impact critical habitat aquatic habitat at lower
elevations downstream. Further, pipe failure would also risk curtailing instream
flows intended to support aquatic endangered species downstream of the study
area.

3.4 Wildlife

Affected Environment

Utah Sensitive Species

Pursuant to Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) Administrative Rule
R657-48, species and candidate species, which are listed under the ESA, as
amended, or for which a conservation agreement is in place, automatically
qualify for the Utah Sensitive Species List. The additional species on the Utah
Sensitive Species List are those species for which there is credible scientific
evidence to substantiate a threat to continued population viability.



The Utah Sensitive Species List for Duchesne County identifies 26 conservation

agreement or sensitive species in addition to federally listed threatened and

endangered species (see Table 3-3).

Table 3-3. Utah State Sensitive Species for Duchesne County

Species

Habitat
Mammals

Suitable Habitat Present?

Black-footed Ferret*

This species lives in underground prairie dog burrows and

Athene cunicularia

and man-made, in grassland or open shrub-steppe
habitat.

o L L No
Mustela nigripes eat prairie dogs as their primary food source.
Brown (Grizzly) Bear* ) ) . o
( V) This species has been extirpated (eliminated) from Utah. No
Ursus arctos
The species is widely distributed throughout Utah, but is
) ) not very common in the state. The fringed myotis
Fringed myotis ) ) ) - )
) inhabits caves, mines, and buildings, most often in desert No
Myotis thysanodes . .
and woodland areas. The species commonly occurs in
colonies of several hundred individuals.
" This species can live in many types of habitat, but areas
Gray Wolf - o .
’ with little human activity are preferred; however, it has No
Canis lupus .
been extirpated from Utah.
Kit Fox This species is most often occurs in desert habitats, but No
Vulpes macrotis can also be found in agricultural and grassland habitats.
This species may be found in a variety of habitats, rangin
Spotted Bat s spec v undinavariety 'tats, ranging
from deserts to forested mountains; they roost and Yes
Euderma maculatum ) ] .
hibernate in caves and rock crevices.
Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat | This species prefers large and open caves, tunnels,
Corynorhinus townsendii mining structures, buildings, and other man-made No
townsendii structures for roosting.
This species inhabits mountain valleys, semi-desert
White-tailed Prairie-dog grasslands, agricultural areas, and open shrublands at Yes
Cynomys leucurus altitudes ranging between 5,000 and 10,000 feet. Its diet
is composed of grasses and bulbs.
Birds
American Three-toed This species is dependent upon mature, old-growth
Woodpecker conifer forests with an abundance of insects and the Yes
Picoides tridactylus presences of snags for foraging and nesting.
This species nests almost always in tall trees and
Bald Eagle ) )
. commonly near bodies of water where fish and No
Haliaeetus leucocephalus )
waterfowl prey are available.
This species requires waterfalls for nesting; typically the
falls are permanent but may be intermittent if they flow
throughout the breeding season (June to early
Black Swift September). Nesting sites are typically surrounded by No
Cypseloides niger coniferous forests, often mixed conifer or spruce-fir
forests, but this varies depending on elevation and
aspect, and nest sites may include mountain shrub,
aspen, or even alpine components.
In Utah, the species is uncommon during summer in
) proper habitat throughout the state. Burrowing owls
Burrowing Owl . -
utilize burrows, both natural (e.g., dug by prairie dogs) No




Species

Ferruginous Hawk
Buteo regalis

Habitat
This species uses flat and rolling terrain in grassland or
shrub steppe during breeding. Ferruginous hawks avoid
high elevations, forests, and narrow canyons, occurring
in grasslands, agriculture lands, sagebrush/ saltbush/
greasewood shrub lands, and at the periphery of pinyon-
juniper forests.

Suitable Habitat Present?

Yes

Greater Sage Grouse
Centrocercus urophasianus

This species inhabits sagebrush plains, foothills, and
mountain valleys. Sagebrush is the predominant plant of
quality habitat with a good understory of grasses and
forbs.

No. The greater sage-grouse
was removed from being
listed as a candidate species
under the ESA due to
significant reductions in
threats of potential
extinction thanks to the
conservation partnership
entered into between
federal, state, and private
entities. Conservation plans
(aka Candidate Conservation
Agreements or CCAs) were
set up that established sage-
grouse management areas to
help reduce habitat loss and
fragmentation, which is the
most significant threat to the
species’ continued existence.
The study area is located
outside of the Utah State-
designated Strawberry Sage
Grouse Management Area,
located south of Hanna,
which is the nearest
management area.

Lewis’s Woodpecker
Melanerpes lewis

The Lewis's woodpecker is attracted to burned-over
Douglas-fir, mixed conifer, pinyon-juniper, riparian, and
oak woodlands, but is also found in the fringes of pine
and juniper stands, and deciduous forests, especially
riparian cottonwoods. Areas with a good under-story of
grasses and shrubs to support insect prey populations
are preferred. Dead trees and stumps are required for
nesting. Wintering grounds are over a wide range of
habitats, but oak woodlands are preferred.

No

Long-billed Curlew
Numenius americanus

Long-billed Curlews nest in dry grasslands where
sufficient cover and abundant prey exist. This species
prefers mixed fields with adequate, but not tall, grass
cover and fields with elevated points. They tend to place
their nests near manure piles or other conspicuous
objects, camouflaging them from aerial predators.

No

Mountain Plover
Charadrius montanus

This species is associated with disturbed prairie and semi-
desert habitats. It prefers areas with 30% bare ground.

No

Northern Goshawk
Accipiter gentilis

This species requires mature, old-growth trees in which
to build nests and will utilize both deciduous and
coniferous species. It prefers dense forests with large
trees and high canopy cover.

Yes




Species \ Habitat Suitable Habitat Present?
Short-eared Owl This species is usually found in grasslands, shrublands, Yes
Asio flammeus and other open habitats.
Fishes
This species requires fast flowing water in high gradient
Bluehead Sucker reaches of mountain rivers. Large adults are associated Yes

Catostomus discobolus

with deep pools, undercut banks, moderate to fast
current velocities, and rocky substrates.

Colorado River Cutthroat
Trout

Oncorhynchus clarki
pleuriticus

This species requires clear, cold, naturally flowing water
with ample pools, stream cover, and low-sediment gravel
beds and is only known to occur in isolated high-
elevation headwater streams with limited access to other
populations.

No. Although this species is
not present within the study
area, water from the North
Fork of the Duchesne River
eventually reaches the
Colorado River, where there
is suitable habitat.

Flannelmouth Sucker
Catostomus latipinnis

This species prefers large rivers, where they are often
found in deep pools of slow-flowing, low gradient
reaches.

No

Roundtail Chub
Gila robusta

This species prefers large rivers, and is most often found
in murky pools near strong currents in the main-stem
Colorado River, and in the Colorado River's large
tributaries.

No. Although this species is
not present within the study
area, water from the North
Fork of the Duchesne River
eventually reaches the
Colorado River, where there
is suitable habitat.

Amphibians

Western (Boreal) Toad
Bufo boreas

This species can be found in a variety of habitats,
including slow moving streams, wetlands, desert springs,
ponds, lakes, meadows, and woodlands.

Yes

Mollusks

Eureka Mountainsnail
Oreohelix eurekensis

Endemic to Utah, the species is found under pygmy
sagebrush and at the bases of ledges on north-facing
slopes at altitudes of about 2200 to 2400 meters; at
elevations of "about 8025 feet" and "about 8000 feet" "at
the base and trunk of aspen trees" and "on dead leaves
at the base and trunk of aspen", respectively. This
terrestrial snail is found in both shrubland and forested
habitats, associated with limestone outcrops or soils with
high calcium concentration.

No

Reptiles

Smooth Greensnake
Opheodrys vernalis

This species prefers moist areas, especially moist grassy
areas and meadows where the snake is camouflaged due
to its solid green dorsal coloration; it is uncommon in
Utah.

Yes

Source: Utah’s State Listed Species by County (last updated October 1, 2015); habitat information obtained from
https://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/ViewReports/SSL_Appendices.pdf
*Also listed as an Endangered Species but not included on the USFWS’ Official Species List for the study area.

Data was gathered through the UDCC database and through an information

request to the UNHP to identify any known documented occurrences of

conservation agreement species and state sensitive species within the study



https://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/ViewReports/SSL_Appendices.pdf

area. Based on the UDCC and UNHP data and coordination with the UDWR, no
state-sensitive species occur within a half-mile of the study area.

From June 27-29, 2017, presence/absence surveys were conducted within the
study area. There were no observations or other evidence (i.e. scat, tracks,
sightings, etc.) of the presence of any state-sensitive species during the survey.

USFS Sensitive Species

Since the study area is located within the confines of the Ashley National Forest,
forest sensitive species known to occur on the Ashley National Forest were also
considered for impacts that could result from the Proposed Action Alternative.
Tables 3-4 and 3-5 list the sensitive wildlife and plant species, respectively, that

could potentially be present in the study area.

Species

Table 3-4. Ashley National Forest Sensitive Species

Habitat

Suitable Habitat

Picoides tridactylus

for foraging and nesting.

Present?
Mammals
Bighorn Sheep ) .
] . Bighorn sheep require steep rocky slopes. No
Ovis Canadensis & preq P ¥ siop
The species is widely distributed throughout Utah, but is not very
) - common in the state. The fringed myotis inhabits caves, mines,
Fringed myotis . )
) and buildings, most often in desert and woodland areas. The No
Myotis thysanodes ) ) )
species commonly occurs in colonies of several hundred
individuals.
Pygmy rabbit The species can be found in northern and western Utah, where it No
Sylvilagus idahoensis prefers areas with tall dense sagebrush and loose soils.
* This species may be found in a variety of habitats, ranging from
Spotted Bat ) ) .
deserts to forested mountains; they roost and hibernate in caves Yes
Euderma maculatum )
and rock crevices.
Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat* | This species prefers large and open caves, tunnels, mining
Corynorhinus townsendii structures, buildings, and other man-made structures for No
townsendii roosting.
Birds
Bald Eagle* Nests are almost always in tall trees and commonly near bodies No
Haliaeetus leucocephalus of water where fish and waterfowl prey are available.
Boreal Owl This species prefers mature coniferous forest habitats with nests Yes
Aegolius funereus located in cavities (such as holes in trees).
Peregrine Falcon This species roosts in close proximity to water within tall, steep Yes
Falco peregrinus cliff faces or similar manmade structures.
Flammulated owl This species is common in montane pine forests, especially Yes
Otus flammeolus ponderosa pine forests.
American Three-toed This species is dependent upon mature, old-growth conifer
Woodpecker* forests with an abundance of insects and the presences of snags Yes
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Species

Greater Sage Grouse*
Centrocercus urophasianus

Habitat

This species inhabits sagebrush plains, foothills, and mountain
valleys. Sagebrush is the predominant plant of quality habitat
with a good understory of grasses and forbs.

Suitable Habitat
Present?

No. The study area is
located outside of
the Utah State-
designated
Strawberry Sage
Grouse Management
Area, located south
of Hanna, which is
the nearest
management area.

Great Gray Owl

Nesting habitat can include a range of conifer forests and typically

Accipiter gentilis

prefers dense forests with large trees and h