Realignment of a Portion of the
Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water

Delivery System
Final Environmental

Assessment

Prepared for

?/NT OF J, R
N >

H RECLAMATION Q .%
SOV

o
'1"'4RCH 3,5

Prepared by:
@ cH2mHILL
E 3

215 South State Street, Suite 1000
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111

November 2010






Contents

Acronyms and ADDIeviations ... vii
1.0 GenNeral OVEIVIEW ....eieieieinieieieninetenesstessnssssssseeeseeessssssssssssssssssssssssnes 1-1
1.1 INtroduction........c.cooviiiiiiicc 1-1
1.2 Purpose and Need.........c.ccccvviiiiiiiininiiiiiccceceeee e 1-1
1.3 History and Background ..., 1-2
1.4 Location of the Project ..o 1-2
1.5 Authorizing Actions, Permits, and Licenses ............cccccccoeevniiiinnnnne 1-2
1.5.1 Permanent Easements...........ccccccooiiiiiiininininiiiiiiiiicie, 1-4
1.5.2 Temporary Easements ..........ccccooviviiiiiiiininiccccce 1-4
1.6 Participating AGENCIeS ..........ccccuvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 1-4
1.7 Decisions to Be Made.........ccccccovviiiiiniiiniiiiiinccccceeee 1-4
1.8 Interrelated Projects ..o 1-5
1.8.1 Provo Reservoir Canal Enclosure Project..........ccccccvveuevvnncncnnne. 1-5
1.8.2 Central Utah Water Conservancy District
Water Development Project ..........cccceveeennnccninnecerneeceenes 1-5
1.8.3 Interstate 15 Reconstruction............cccecoiviiiviiinicinicinciniciicce, 1-5
1.8.4  Provo City Pipeline ......cccoceeivieiiiinniciccceecereeeeeeeeenes 1-6
1.8.5 Provo-Orem Bus Rapid Transit ........cccccceeeeoennecinneccnneneene 1-6
2.0 Description 0f AIterNatives .......cococeeeerenisescnisisisisesesesesissesssssesssssssssessssssssssssssses 2-1
21 INtrodUCHON. ... 2-1
2.2 Development of Alternatives...........cocceeveerieenieeniiinieeniecncenccseeseeeenes 2-1
23 NoO Action AIternative..........ccccveviriinieiinieineinciceeeeee e 2-2
2.3.1 Flow-control Facilities..........cccccoiiviiinininiiiniiiniiiiececececes 2-2
2.3.2 Modifications to the No Action Alternative
Due to the PRCE Project.........cccccoviiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiincce 2-2
2.3.3 Geological Hazards.........cccccoviniiiiininiiiiiniiiiiiiicicccn 2-3
234 Traffic Considerations .........c.coceeueevereereieininiecineecesreeeeeeeeeaenes 2-3
2.3.5  Utility CONGESION .....eeuiriuiiiieicieieicteee s 2-5
2.3.6  Schools and Residential Impacts........ccccceeveuerinreccinnrecinreecne 2-5
24 Project Features Common to All Alternatives..........cccoeveeenneecennercnnnn. 2-5
25 Project Features Common to All Action Alternatives.........c.cocccecvvuruenneee. 2-6
2.5.1 Flow Control Structure ..........cocoeueiririeeeireneicerineecceeeeeeeseene s 2-6
2.5.2 Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct Flow Control
and Connection Sructure ...........coocceeivvueeininicinneeceeeeeees 2-6
2.5.3 Provo River Delivery Point........ccccococeivinniivinniiiiniccneeene 2-7
254 Increased Pipe Diameter............cccccoviuiininiiinininciinicccneeenes 2-7
2.5.5 Pipeline Segment from Flow Control Structure
to Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct ...........cccccoveeiininiiiines 2-7
2.5.6 PRC Flow Control Structure to PRC Connection.............cccccco..... 2-7
2.5.7  Alignment OPtions.........ccccoeiviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiniccceeeaes 2-7
2.6 Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) — University Avenue Alignment.. 2-8

ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX



CONTENTS (CONTINUED)

2.6.1 Geological Hazards.........ccccvviiiniiiiiiniiiiiiccicccenes 2-8

2.6.2 Traffic Considerations ...........cccccceeiviviiiiniiiininiciccceees 2-9

2.6.3  Utility Congestion .........cccoceueuiiviiiiiiiiiniiiiiiniiiccicccieeeen 2-10

2.6.4 Schools and Residential Impacts..........ccoceceveiniiniiiniiniiiens 2-11

2.7 Alternative 2 —Timpview Drive Alignment............ccccovviiinniiinnnns 2-11
2.7.1 Geological Hazards.........ccccoooivviiiiiinniiiiiiiciiiiicicccas 2-11

2.7.2  Traffic Considerations .........c.cccovueueerinierecrininiercenneeeeneeneenenen 2-12

2.7.3  Utility Congestion ..........ccccoeueiiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccccccs 2-13

2.7.4 Schools and Residential...........ccccececuveiniiininniiniiiiiiiiiciee 2-13

2.8 Alternative 3 —1450 East Alignment .........cccccoeueeoineecinneccninneceees 2-13
2.8.1 Geological Hazards.........cccoeveivniriecninniecinrecceeeecceeeeeeees 2-14

2.8.2  Traffic Considerations .........c.cccoeeeueerinneeueinneeciireeecrseeeeees 2-14

2.8.3  Utility CONGESHION ....cvevviieiciiiiiccereeeeeeee e 2-15

2.8.4 Schools and Residential Impacts........cccoceeueerreecinnneccinneeene, 2-15

29 Construction Schedule...........ccccovieiiniicieeeceeee e 2-15
210  Best Management Practices...........ccccoceviiiiriiiiniiiniiiiiiiiciicicccee 2-15
210.1 Landscape Preservation and Impact Avoidance.......................... 2-16

2.10.2 Erosion and Sediment Control ...........ccoceeueinnncininncccinneenne. 2-16

2.10.3 Cultural and Paleontological Resource Site Clearances ............. 2-17

2.10.4 Site Restoration and Revegetation ............cccceveeivinnciinncncnne. 2-17

2.10.5 Air Quality Protection ..., 2-18

2.10.6 Prevention of Water Pollution............ccoceeuiicinniiiinniiinnienne, 2-18

2.10.7 Hazardous Material Storage, Handling, and Disposal............... 2-18

2.10.8 Compliance with NHPA Section 106..........cccececureineincencennene. 2-19

2.10.9 Traffic CoNtrol.......ccceuiiiiiiiiiiiiciciiic e 2-19
2.10.10 Public Involvement and Public Notice...........cccccccevvinniinnnnnae. 2-23

211  Comparison of Alternatives and Effects ........c.ccccccevvecvnncccnnncccnnnn. 2-23
2111 Alternative COMPATISOMN.....c.cceeuivieuirieiiiiieieiiieieieiee e 2-23

2.11.2 Comparison of Effects........cccovreerinneicrinnieccinrecceeceenes 2-24

2.11.3 Selection of Preferred Alternative.........ccocececevverecrnneercrennnenenes 2-27

3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences...........cccececeerercenenes 3-1
3.1 INtrOdUCHON. ... 3-1
3.2 Transportation/Traffic ... 3-1
321  INtroduction ........cccoueiiiviriiiiiicciec s 3-1

3.2.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis ........ccccccoeivricicinnncnne. 3-2

3.23 Affected Environment ..........cccooiiiiiiiiiii 3-2

324 Impact ANalySis ... 3-2

3.3 UHIHES 1. 3-4
3.3.1  INtroduction .........cccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 3-4

3.3.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis ........c.ccccccovvviiiiinnnnne. 3-4

3.3.3  Affected ENVIronment .........ccoeeeoevinueueininierccnnecceneeeereeneneens 3-4

334 Impact ANalysis.....ccoviiiiiiniiiiiiiic 3-4

3.4 Health and Safety ... 3-5
341  INtrodUCtion ......ccccccieiiiriiiiiiieieiecieeeeeee s 3-5

3.4.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis ........c.ccccccovvvriiiinnnnne 3-5

3.4.3  Affected ENVIroNmMent .......c.cccoeveuevirinieucininerceninecceneeeeneeeenenens 3-6

i ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX



CONTENTS (CONTINUED)

3.44 Impact ANalySis ... 3-6
3.5 INOISE....ouiiiiiiic e 3-8
3.5.1  INtroduction ........cccccciiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiii 3-8
3.5.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis ........c.ccccccovvniiiiinnnnne 3-8
3.5.3 Affected ENVIronment .........ccoeeevevniereennieicennercceneeeeneeneneeens 3-8
3.5.4 Impact ANalysis......ccoviiiiiiniiiiiiii 3-8
3.6 VISUAL .. s 3-8
3.6.1  INtroduCtion ........cccceeueviriiiniiiiiiicieeceeee s 3-8
3.6.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis ..........ccccccovvriiiiinnnnnn 3-9
3.6.3  Affected ENVIronment .........ccocoeeivvieeinneecnneeceneeeeneeneeenes 3-9
3.6.4  Impact ANALYSIS....ccoeeiverieeiireiceeeeee s 3-9
3.7 SOCIOECONOIMNICS ...ttt 3-9
3.7.1  INtrodUCHON ....cocueeiiiiiiiiicceec s 3-9
3.7.2  Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis ........cccoceveerrerecrennnennes 3-9
3.7.3  Affected ENVIronment .........ccccovveueevineuecnneecenneeeireeeeeenen 3-10
3.74  Impact ANALYSIS .....cccoeiiviiiiiciiiiccieeeeec e 3-11
3.8 Soils and Geological Hazards............ccccoevuvirieiininciininnccincccceeeenes 3-12
3.8.1  INtroduction ..o 3-12
3.8.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis .........cccccovueiinrueucunnne. 3-12
3.83 Affected Environment ........c.cccccooeviiiiiiniciinnccinneeceene 3-12
3.84 Impact ANalysis ... 3-13
3.9 Surface Water Resources and Quality ..........ccccoveiiiniiiiiniinnicne, 3-15
391  INtroduction ........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 3-15
3.9.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis..........ccccceeueicinrncnnncne. 3-15
3.9.3 Affected Environment ... 3-15
3.94 Impact ANALySiS ... 3-16
3.10  Biological Resources.............cccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiccccc 3-16
3.10.1 INtroduction .........cccceueirieinieinieinicinieinceece e 3-16
3.10.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis..........cccccevvviinininnnne 3-16
3.10.3 Affected ENVIronment .........cccocoeveueevinieueenniniecnennecenineeneeenenen 3-16
3.10.4 Impact ANalysis ... 3-17
311 Threatened and Endangered Species............cccccoeuiiviniiiiinniiiinniicnne, 3-17
3.11.1 INtrodUCHON ...ccvveiiiiiciiieiccee e 3-17
3.11.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis ........ccccceoerrereirinnnnenenes 3-17
3.11.3 Affected ENVIronment .........ccccoeueueivineueenenneeinneceeseeeeenen 3-17
3.11.4 Impact ANALYSIS .c.coveeueuiirieieciieieceerec e 3-19
312 AIr QUALILY .o s 3-19
3121 INtroduction ..o 3-19
3.12.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis........ccccccoevreeiinenncnnne. 3-19
3.12.3 Affected ENvironment ...........cocoeuiiviviiiiininiicinieecieeeeeenes 3-19
3124 Impact ANALYSIS ....cccoeueiiririiiiiriccceeeeeee e 3-20
3.13  Historic, Cultural, Archaeological, and Paleontological Resources....... 3-22
3.13.1 INtroduction ..o 3-22
3.13.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis..........ccccevviiiinnnenne. 3-22
3.13.3 Affected Environment ...........ccccoceiiviviiiininiiiiiininiiiiicecces 3-22
3.13.4 Impact ANALYSiS......cccoceiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicccce e 3-23
3.14  Environmental JUSHICE........ccocouiieiiiiiiiiiciecte ettt e eaveens 3-24

ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX ii



CONTENTS (CONTINUED)

3.14.1 INtroduction ........c.ccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinic e 3-24
3.14.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis..........ccccevviivininnnnnae. 3-24
3.14.3 Affected Environment ...........cccococeiiviviiiininiiiiiniiiiieccces 3-24
3.14.4 Impact ANalysis ... 3-24
315 Hazardous Waste ...t 3-24
3151 INtroduction .........cccceeeiriiinieinieinieinieieeee e 3-24
3.15.2 Issues Addressed in the Impact Analysis..........ccceviiiiinnnnne 3-24
3.15.3 Affected ENVIronment .........ccoceeueueoenineucinnieiecninneeceineeneenenenen 3-25
3.15.4 Impact ANalysis ... 3-26
316  Cumulative IMPacts.........cccceoviieiiinrieciecceeeeee s 3-29
3.16.1 Transportation and Utilities.........cccccoeeerinneeicnneciinrcccnes 3-29
3.16.2 Public Health and Safety ...........cccccoovveennccicnneccreecces 3-29
B.16.3  SO0IlS ..ot 3-29
3.16.4 Historic, Cultural, Archaeological,
and Paleontological Resources ............cccccoveueueinneerccnnennccinenen 3-30
3.16.5 Hazardous Waste .........cccoeeiiviriiiininiiiincceeccceeeeees 3-30
317  MItigation ...c.ccviuiiiiiiiiiiiicic 3-30
3.17.1 Transportation ... 3-30
B.17.2 UHHHES ....vcvieiiiciciiececc e 3-30
3.17.3 SOCIOECONOMICS......cvviuiiiiiiiiiiciiccic e 3-31
3174 SOIlS ..ot 3-31
3.17.5 Surface Water Resources............cccccoviiiniiiiiiiiniiiiininicccines 3-31
3.17.6 Air QuUality......cccoeiviiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 3-31
3.17.7 Historic, Cultural, Archaeological,
and Paleontological Resources..............ccccovueuiinniiiinniccnnen. 3-32
3.17.8 Hazardous Waste ..........cccceiiviiiiiiniiiiiiiiccicccceecces 3-32
4.0 Coordination and Consultation ..., 4-1
5.0 REL@ICIICES ....ueeeerrrerrirereresstesetesetetetesstssssssesesesesesese e e e e e s e e ssssssssssssssssssssasssssnsssnsnenes 5-1
6.0 LiSt Of PIEPATErIS ...cuvucvruivrrierriinsitnsisussissssissssissssissisissssisssssssssessssesssssssesssssssssssssssssnes 6-1

iv ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX



CONTENTS (CONTINUED)

Tables
2-1 Proposed Traffic CONLIOL.........ccoeiuiiiiiiiiiiiiciiceee s 2-21
2-2 Comparison of Alternative COmMPONENtS........c.ccevveirueinierinieinieinieineiereereenee 2-23
2-3 Severity Of IMPACES ......c.ccvoviiieiiceeec et 2-24
2-4  Alternative Impact Evaluation ..o 2-25
3-1 Maximum Volume to Capacity Ratio and Levels of Service

during PM Peak HOUT .........cccocooiiiiiiiiiiiiicces 3-3
3-2 Number of Students and Bus StOPS ..........cceivreeinineieiineceeeeeneeceeee e 3-7
3-3 Potential Geologic Hazard of Each Alternative ............cccoeeiivniiiinniinnnnnn. 3-15
3-4 Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Species

with Historical Utah County Range ............cccccoviiiinniiiiiicce 3-18
3-5  Moderate to High Potential Contaminated Site Impact

within Each Alternative Alignment............ccccccovveiiiiniiiinneccecceeceee 3-25
3-6 Hazardous Waste Sites and Contaminated Properties

with Potential Impacts to Proposed Pipe Alignments............ccccceevciniiiininnnnne. 3-27
4-1  Comments Received during Public Comment Period ............ccccoeiiinnnnnn. 4-1
4-2  Coordination Letters ... 4-3
Figures
2-1 Alternative ALIGNMENTS .......c.ccooiviiiiiiiiiiiiicr s 2-29
2-2 Concept Design of Stand Pipe Required for ULS/PRC Connection................... 2-31
2-3  Geological Hazards ..........ccoveuiiiiniiiiiiiiiiciiccceeeee e 2-33
2-4  Conceptual Site Plan of Northern Terminus Area...........ccccoeueicinneiinnnccnnns 2-35
2-5 Typical Construction Cross Section — Alternative 1.........cccccecevivveiciniciinnnnnn. 2-37
2-6  Typical Construction Cross Section — Alternative 2............cccccccecvvviiiinicnnnnns 2-39
2-7  Typical Construction Cross Section — Alternative 3...........cccccceecvniiiniicnnnnnns 2-41
2-8 Preferred AIternative ............cccccviiiiiiiiiiiiiicic s 2-43
3-1 Alternative Alignments & School Bus Stops ..........cccceviiiiniiiiniiciiicne, 3-33
3-2 Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct ConNeCtioN.........ccecevueuerieiiniienieenieireeieceeeeeeeeees 3-35
3-3 PRC/Provo River Flow Control Structure..........c.ccevvevieeierieseeienieeeeeeeeeeeeeneenns 3-36
Appendices
A Geologic Hazards Memorandums
B Cooperating Agency and Public Comments

ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX v



CONTENTS (CONTINUED)

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

vi ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX



Acronyms and Abbreviations

amsl
APE
AST
BMP
BRT
BYU
CAA
CEQ
CESQG
CFR
CO
cur
CUPCA
CUWCD
CWP
DERR
EA
EDR
EIS
EPA
ESA
FONSI
GIS

I
Interior
LOS
LUST
MLTS
ng/md
NAAQS
NEPA
NHPA
NOI
NO4

above mean sea level

Area of Potential Effects

aboveground storage tank

best management practice

Bus Rapid Transit

Brigham Young University

Clean Air Act

Council on Environmental Quality
conditionally exempt small-quantity generator
Code of Federal Regulations

carbon monoxide

Central Utah Project

Central Utah Project Completion Act of 1992
Central Utah Water Conservancy District
Central Utah Water Conservancy District Water Development Project
Utah Division of Environmental Response and Remediation
environmental assessment

Environmental Data Resources Inc.
Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended
Finding of No Significant Impact

geographic information system

Interstate

U.S. Department of the Interior

level of service

leaking underground storage tank

Material Licensing Tracking System
microgram per cubic meter

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Historic Preservation Act

Notice of Intent

nitrogen oxides

ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX

vii



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS (CONTINUED)

NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

O; ozone

PM particulate matter

PMio PM less than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter
PM:s PM less than 2.5 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter
PRC Provo Reservoir Canal

PRCEP Provo Reservoir Canal Enclosure Project

RCRA Resources Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
RLS reconnaissance-level survey

ROD Record of Decision

ROW right-of-way

SFPRC Spanish Fork-Provo Reservoir Canal

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office

SO sulfur dioxide

sOP standard operating procedure

SQG small-quantity generator

SVS Strategic Value Solutions

T&E threatened and endangered

Us. United States

UDAQ Utah Division of Air Quality

UDNR Utah Department of Natural Resources

UDOT Utah Department of Transportation

ULS Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System
UPDES Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

UST underground storage tank

UVWTP Utah Valley Water Treatment Plant

V/C volume/ capacity

VE value engineering

viii ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX



1.0 General Overview

1.1 Introduction

The Central Utah Water Conservancy District (CUWCD), the United States (U.S.)
Department of the Interior (Interior), and the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Commission (Mitigation Commission), as Joint Lead Agencies, are proposing
a Realignment of a Portion of the Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System (ULS)
pipeline through Provo and Orem, Utah (Realignment). The Realignment is being
considered to avoid active and historical landslides and reduce the risk associated with
geologic faults.

The Joint Lead Agencies initiated preparation of this environmental assessment (EA) with a
Notice of Intent (NOI), which was published in the Federal Register on February 25, 2010.
This EA will analyze and describe the environmental impacts of the Realignment
alternatives.

This EA is being prepared pursuant to Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended; Public Law 102-575, Central Utah Project
Completion Act of 1992 (CUPCA), as amended; the Council on Environmental Quality’s
(CEQ’s) implementing regulations under NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]
1500 through 1508) and the revised Interior NEPA Implementing Procedures (43 CFR
Part 46).

This EA tiers from and updates a portion of the ULS Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
(CUWCD, 2004), pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.20 and 1508.28. The ULS EIS may be accessed
electronically at www.cuwcd.com and www.cupcao.gov. Copies are also available for
inspection at the following locations: Central Utah Water Conservancy District, 355 West
University Parkway, Orem, Utah 84058; Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation
Commission, 102 West 500 South, Suite 315, Salt Lake City, Utah 84101; Department of the
Interior, Natural Resource Library, Serials Branch, 18th C Streets, NW., Washington DC
20240; and Department of the Interior, Central Utah Project Completion Act Office, 302 East
1860 South, Provo, Utah 84606.

1.2  Purpose and Need

The purposes and need for this portion of the ULS pipeline through Provo and Orem have
not changed from those stated in the ULS EIS.

The proposed Realignment would avoid active and historical landslides, reduce the risk
associated with geologic faults, and shorten the overall pipeline length.
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REALIGNMENT OF A PORTION OF THE UTAH LAKE DRAINAGE BASIN WATER DELIVERY SYSTEM
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

1.3  History and Background

The Central Utah Project (CUP) was authorized for construction as a participating project
under the Colorado River Storage Project Act of 1956. The CUP, as originally authorized,
consisted of the following six individual units: (1) the Vernal Unit, (2) the Jensen Unit,

(3) the Upalco Unit, (4) the Uintah Unit, (5) the Ute Indian Unit, and (6) the Bonneville Unit.

The Bonneville Unit, the largest unit of the CUP, is located in central and northeastern Utah.
The unit includes facilities to develop and more fully use waters tributary to the Duchesne
River in the Uinta Basin of Utah, to facilitate a transbasin diversion from the Colorado River
Basin to the Bonneville Basin, and to develop and distribute project water in the Bonneville
Basin. The CUPCA (Titles II through VI of Public Law 102-575), as amended, authorized
funding for the completion of the Bonneville Unit and established the Mitigation
Commission. The ULS was authorized in Section 202(a)(1) of the CUPCA, as amended, to
provide water for municipal and industrial purposes, irrigation, fish and wildlife, and
recreation. The ULS EIS was completed in September 2004. Portions of the ULS system have
been constructed or are under construction. When complete, the ULS system will deliver
Bonneville Unit water to Salt Lake and Utah Counties.

Records of Decision (RODs) for the ULS were signed December 22, 2004, by the Interior and
January 27, 2005, by the Mitigation Commission. The ROD selected the Proposed Action
Alternative, which was presented in the ULS Final EIS. A portion of that Proposed Action
Alternative is presented as the No Action Alternative in this document.

1.4  Location of the Project

The proposed action is located principally in Provo, Utah. As shown in Figure 2-1, each
alternative alignment originates near 450 North and Seven Peaks Boulevard in Provo and
continues northward to the mouth of Provo Canyon.

Construction of the Realignment would involve approximately 77.5 acres of land
(45,000 feet in length by generally 75 feet in width right-of-way [ROW]) in the cities of
Provo and Orem. Most, if not all, of the ROW has been previously disturbed.

1.5  Authorizing Actions, Permits, and Licenses

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Joint Lead Agencies coordinated with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) on fish and wildlife resources and habitat that could be affected
by the Proposed Action and other alternatives. Recommendations have been incorporated
into the Proposed Action.

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended (ESA). The Joint Lead Agencies obtained a list of
threatened and endangered (T&E) species from the USFWS that are located in the impact
area of influence.

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Prior to construction, CUWCD would consult with
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) on cultural resources that could be affected by the EA alternatives.

1-2 ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX



REALIGNMENT OF A PORTION OF THE UTAH LAKE DRAINAGE BASIN WATER DELIVERY SYSTEM
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management. Protection of floodplains and their management
have been incorporated into the formulation of alternatives and integrated into the resource
impact analysis in Section 3.9.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-income Populations. Federal agencies are required to adopt strategies addressing
environmental justice concerns within the context of agency operations. Human health and
environmental conditions in minority and low-income communities have been integrated
into the resource impact analysis in Section 3.14 of the EA.

Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. This
executive order directs federal agencies to identify and assess environmental health risks
and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children and ensure that policies,
programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result
from environmental health risks or safety risks. This order has been taken into account
during the formulation of activities.

Executive Order 13514—Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance.
Federal agencies are required to set a 2020 greenhouse gas emissions reduction target;
increase energy efficiency; reduce fleet petroleum consumption; conserve water; reduce
waste; support sustainable communities; and leverage federal purchasing power to promote
environmentally responsible products and technologies. This order has been taken into
account during the formulation of activities.

Construction Storm Water Permit. Because the area to be disturbed by construction equipment
exceeds 1 acre, prior to construction an NOI for a Construction Storm Water permit will be
obtained as part of the Utah General Storm Water Permit (Permit No. UTR100000,

Part III D), and a construction stormwater plan will be developed and implemented to
prevent runoff during construction from leaving the Subject Property and impacting other
areas. Storm drains located in the vicinity of the Proposed Action will be protected from
construction debris, as required by the General Storm Water Permit. A Notice of
Termination will be submitted upon completion of construction.

Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES). Discharge of water to streams, lakes,
reservoirs, other water bodies would require a UPDES Permit, which would be obtained
prior to construction.

Asbestos and Lead-based Paint Surveys. Prior to structure demolition activities, asbestos and
lead-based paint surveys need to be performed. If asbestos or lead-based paint is
discovered, the material will be removed in accordance with regulatory requirements prior
to demolition. Demolition permits will be filed with Orem or Provo City. In addition, if any
issues arise during the course of action concerning petroleum, oil, lubricants, storage tanks,
asbestos, or lead-based paint or if there are spill prevention/response questions or concerns,
Orem or Provo City Fire Departments should be contacted.

Construction Permit. Prior to construction activities, construction permits would be obtained
from the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, Orem City Public Works, and
Provo City Public Works.

Land Management Status and ROW Acquisition. Geologic hazard analyses and associated
recommendations for construction are located in Appendix A.
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1.5.1 Permanent Easements

Permanent easements would be obtained from public and private entities to construct and
operate the pipelines and pertinent facilities. Permanent easements would range from 20 to
200 feet wide. Many permanent easements would be obtained within existing road ROWs
controlled by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), cities, and Utah County.
New permanent easements ranging from 10 to 120 feet wide would be purchased or
obtained across private land as necessary. The land surface would be restored to its
preexisting condition following construction. Prior uses could continue, except for
permanent structures or uses that would interfere with pipeline operation. Landowners
would be compensated for loss of use or opportunity associated with permanent easements
in accordance with federal acquisition rules.

1.5.2 Temporary Easements

Temporary easements would be obtained from public and private entities to accommodate
construction activities. New temporary easements generally ranging from 10 to 70 feet wide
would be purchased or negotiated with public and private property owners as necessary.
New temporary easements for construction staging areas would cover up to 15 acres each.
Landowners would be compensated for loss of use or opportunity associated with
temporary easements. In reaches involving city or state roadways, the work area would
generally include the full width of the road ROW.

1.6  Participating Agencies

The Joint Lead Agencies are CUWCD, the Interior, and the Mitigation Commission. The
Cooperating Agencies are the Bureau of Reclamation, Utah County, Provo City, and
Orem City.

1.7 Decisions to Be Made

Based on the identified impacts of a selected action, the Joint Lead Agencies must determine
whether the anticipated impacts are sufficient to necessitate preparing a supplement to the
ULS EIS. If not, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) associated with the selected
action will be issued. If a FONSI is not warranted, the Joint Lead Agencies must decide
whether to prepare a supplemental EIS or abandon the selected action and construct the

No Action Alternative.

This document will provide the Joint Lead Agencies with the necessary information to make
project implementation and operation decisions that properly consider the environmental
impacts of those decisions during the earliest stages of the ongoing design and construction
process.

The following design decisions are applicable to this portion of the project and are
addressed in this document:

e Should the Joint Lead Agencies select a different pipeline alignment from the alignment
described and documented in the ULS EIS?
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e Should the Joint Lead Agencies approve an increase from 54- and 48-inch-diameter pipe
to a consistent 60-inch diameter for the Spanish Fork-Provo Reservoir Canal (SFPRC)
pipeline through the entire length of the reach?

e Should the Joint Lead Agencies approve a consolidation of the Provo Reservoir Canal
and Provo River valve station locations approved in the ULS EIS, with associated
modification to the routing and connection to the Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct and
discharge location to the Provo River?

1.8 Interrelated Projects

1.8.1  Provo Reservoir Canal Enclosure Project

A construction contract has been awarded to enclose the existing open Provo Reservoir
Canal (PRC), located in northern Utah County. The canal is being enclosed for safety,
redundancy to drinking water supplies, water savings, and improved water quality. The
canal will be replaced with a 10.5-foot-diameter, welded-steel pipe capable of carrying

626 cubic feet per second. Construction is in progress and is scheduled for completion in the
spring of 2013. A connection from the ULS pipeline to the PRC Enclosure Project (PRCEP)
pipeline will be constructed in the vicinity of 800 North and 1400 East as described in the
ULS EIS. This connection would allow delivery of up to 120 cubic feet per second of ULS
water to the PRC. No change of delivery rate or volume would occur as a result of
incorporating any of the action alternatives addressed in this EA.

1.8.2  Central Utah Water Conservancy District Water Development Project

The CUWCD Water Development Project (CWP) will deliver groundwater and treated
surface water from the Utah Valley Water Treatment Plant (UVWTP) to communities and
agencies in northern Utah County and southern Salt Lake County. Portions the CWP have
been constructed over the past 3 years, including water transmission pipelines. A segment
of the 36-inch-diameter pipeline that connects the UVWTP to the Geneva Steel site has been
constructed along 800 North from Geneva Road to 1000 East. The remaining segment from
the UVWTP to 1000 East is yet to be constructed. The preliminary design indicates it will
run west from the base of the hill south of the UVWTP to the eastern portion of the PRC
ROW. Here, it will turn and run south within the PRC ROW and parallel to the PRCEP pipe
to approximately 970 North. It will then turn west and cross under the PRCEP pipeline and
run to 1000 East, where it will turn south and run within 1000 East to an existing vault on
1000 East at 800 North. The design for this pipeline segment is not yet complete, and ROW
and encroachment documents have not yet been obtained. Construction is expected to be
completed in the fall of 2012.

This is an interrelated project because of its location in relation to the Realignment

alternatives.

1.8.3 Interstate 15 Reconstruction

Construction to add additional lanes and bridges to Interstate (I) 15 from Lehi to Spanish
Fork has begun and is currently underway and expected to continue through the year 2012.
UDOT has identified 800 North and University Avenue as one of the multiple alternative
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routes to avoid congestion created by I-15 reconstruction. Construction activities associated
with the Realignment in the vicinity of the 800 North/University Avenue intersection makes
I-15 reconstruction an interrelated project.

1.8.4  Provo City Pipeline

Provo City has planned a pipeline to be constructed in the vicinity of the Realignment along
University Avenue.

1.8.5 Provo-Orem Bus Rapid Transit

The Federal Transit Administration, Utah Transit Authority, Federal Highway
Administration, and UDOT in conjunction with Mountainland Association of Governments
are planning a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project through Provo and Orem.

The proposed BRT system will be approximately 11 miles long with more than 70 percent of
the system on center running bus-only lanes. The BRT system will extend from the planned
Orem Intermodal Center near Utah Valley University on the north to a location near the
Provo Towne Centre Mall and East Bay Business Complex (Novell Campus) on the south.
The BRT would overlap with the Realignment along 900 East between 700 North and

1700 North in Provo. Initiation of construction is dependent on funding, but it is anticipated
that it would begin in 2012.

1-6 ES111110052305SLC\FINAL_CUWCD_REALIGN_EA_V12.DOCX



2.0 Description of Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for the Realignment
project: the No Action Alternative and the three action alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3).
The alignments and options are shown in Figure 2-1.

Chapter 2 discusses how the alternatives were developed, describes each alternative and
option, and summarizes comparison of the effects of these alternatives. Chapter 2 is
intended to present the alternatives in comparable form, define the issues, and provide a
clear basis for selection among options by the decision maker and the public (40 CFR
1502.140).

2.2 Development of Alternatives

In 2004, the ULS EIS was completed, and RODs were issued, which included an alignment
for the 54- to 60-inch-diameter, 20-mile SFPRC pipeline from near the mouth of Spanish
Fork Canyon to the Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct in Orem, Utah.

Since the development of the ULS EIS Preferred Alternative alignment, more detailed
investigations have found that the northern reach of this alignment (in Provo, Utah) may
require extensive soil investigation and slope stabilization remediation to prevent triggering
movement during and following construction. It was further determined that portions of the
alignment have a relatively high risk of infrequent damage due to geotechnical hazards
associated with segments through active or potentially active slide zones. CUWCD
conducted a value engineering (VE) study in December 2009 on the SFPRC pipeline to
review the ULS EIS alignment in light of this new information. The alternative alignments
described in this EA are a result of the VE study (Strategic Value Solutions [SVS], 2010) and
incorporate concepts reviewed and evaluated as part of the VE process.

An NOI to prepare an EA was published in the Federal Register on February 25, 2010. A
scoping document was prepared, and mailers were sent to approximately 2,600 residents,
property owners, and businesses owning property within 250 feet of the ULS EIS and
alternative alignments to provide them with scoping and public meeting information. A
public meeting was held at the Provo City Library on March 23, 2010. Following the public
meeting, comments were received from Provo City that warranted creation of an additional
alternative (Alternative 3).

Provo City also provided comments during cooperating agency review that led to a
modification of the Alternative 1 alignment. Therefore, the alignment evaluated in this
document differs somewhat from what was presented in the scoping document and at the
public scoping meeting on March 23, 2010. Additional changes have also been made as a
result of comments received during the most recent public comment period.

All comments received during the public comment period are summarized in Chapter 4.
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During the VE process, it was also determined that in order to allow for future pipe
cleaning, the pipeline should be a consistent diameter. The pipe would be cleaned by using
a foam swab also known as a “pipeline pig.” The increased diameter would also help
maintain the hydraulic capacity of the system.

The VE process also determined that a modification was needed for connection to the
PRCEP. This could be accomplished through a combined flow control structure to provide
deliveries to the Provo River, PRC, and the Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct.

2.3 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is the ULS EIS Preferred Alternative. The No Action Alternative
alignment is shown in Figure 2-1. This alternative starts at the intersection of 450 North and
Seven Peaks Boulevard and would follow 1450 East, Foothill and Piute Drives, 4525 North,
and University Avenue to 5600 North. At this point, the No Action Alternative would cross
the Provo River and follow the Alpine Aqueduct Reach 2B alignment until reaching the
PRC. The alignment would parallel the PRC inside the canal ROW and would follow the
canal to the UVWTP, where it would connect to the Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct. Water
deliveries would be made to the Provo River, the PRC, and the Jordan Aqueduct. The
overall length of this alignment is approximately 8.0 miles.

2.3.1  Flow-control Facilities

The flow-control facilities needed for the No Action Alternative would be identical to those
presented in the ULS EIS with the exception of modification in the method of connection to
the PRCEP at 800 North. This modification, together with the need for it, is described in
more detail in Section 2.3.2.

Flow control facilities would include a flow control structure for providing deliveries to the
Provo River, the PRC, and the Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct. Connection structures would be
required at the PRC and the Alpine/Jordan Aqueduct.

23.2 Modifications to the No Action Alternative Due to the PRCE Project

The ULS EIS assumed the PRC would operate in the future as an enclosed, non-pressurized
water conveyance system. The Provo River Water Users Association recently awarded a
contract to enclose the canal in a pressurized pipeline. Construction is already in process
and has an estimated completion date of spring 2013. Because of the change to a pressurized
pipeline, the facilities conceptualized in the ULS EIS to connect to the PRC will not function
properly without modifications.

Because of the pressurized enclosure of the PRC, the ULS system would be required to
provide surge protection and prevent PRCEP over-pressurization. This would require a
surge tank/stand pipe that would dampen surges occurring in the ULS and also provide an
overflow pipeline back to the Provo River to prevent over-pressurization of the PRC. A
concept sketch of this surge tank/stand pipe is shown in Figure 2-2.
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23.3 Geological Hazards

A variety of geologic hazards is present along the No Action alignment, including
landslides, potentially active faults, steep slopes in unconsolidated deposits, potential debris
flow/flood scour, and unfavorable soil conditions. Some of the alternatives to the No Action
alignment avoid the landslides, steep slopes, and most of the fault traces, but none of the
alternatives completely avoid all risks related to geologic hazards. Some of the hazards are
more easily dealt with than others by mitigation measures, construction practices, and
expectations for long-term reliability of the pipeline. The various types of hazards and their
general locations of occurrence are shown in Figure 2-3.

The area along Foothill Drive north of Rock Canyon is the most significant problem area for
ground movements due to active landslides. Various geotechnical studies relative to the
relocation of Questar’s natural gas distribution pipeline along Foothill Drive and damage to
existing residences have resulted in identification of an area of about 15 acres as an active
landslide. The active landslide is located within a larger area of ancient landslides and lies
immediately east of Foothill Drive. Although all of the currently active areas appear to lie
above (east of) the street, an area downslope near the intersection of Foothill Drive with
Timpview Drive has also experienced movements within the past few decades. The recent
and currently active landslide movements are believed to be deep-seated and involve shear
failure of the Manning Canyon Shale geologic formation that underlies this area (SVS, 2010).
Placement of the pipeline through this area is considered to have increased risk to long-term
operation of the pipeline, as compared with other alternative alignments.

The No Action a